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Abstract of Dissertation

This research explores how faculty in Chinese universities understand and implement
culturally responsive teaching (CRT) as their classrooms become more culturally diverse through
internationalization. This study is guided by activity theory as its theoretical framework, which
views teaching and learning as socially mediated activities shaped by the interactions among
individuals, tools, community, and rules (Engestrém, 1987). Activity theory helps analyze how
faculty members engage with CRT within the broader context of institutional structures and
internationalization in Chinese higher education. The conceptual framework of three dimensions
of CRT provides the lens to understand how educators recognize and respond to students’
cultural backgrounds in their pedagogical practices (Richards et al., 2007; Taylor, 2010).
Methodologically, this study employs an integrated sequential mixed-methods design where each
phase builds upon the previous to systematically combine qualitative and quantitative approaches
(Cha, 2021). The research follows a three-phase structure, beginning with an exploratory
qualitative phase, transitioning into a quantitative survey phase, and concluding with an
explanatory qualitative phase.

This study finds that faculty in Shenyang, China, possess strong conceptual awareness of
CRT and acknowledge its value in fostering student engagement and cross-cultural learning.
However, their implementation is uneven due to individual, institutional, and socio-cultural
barriers. This study re-examines the promises and challenges of internationalization by
highlighting the gap between policy and pedagogical realities in Chinese universities. This study
also highlights the central role of faculty as agents of educational cohesion, capable of navigating
cultural, linguistic, and institutional divides. It argues that when faculty are equipped with

appropriate tools and culturally responsive pedagogical perspectives, they can act as mediators of



cross-cultural understanding. By examining the personal, instructional, and institutional
dimensions of CRT, this research demonstrates how both systemic structures and interpersonal
practices can either perpetuate or help reconcile divisions within internationalized higher
education settings. By adopting a localized lens, this study reveals how internationalization and
diversity are negotiated on the ground and provides practical insight into CRT’s potential to

foster intercultural understanding in everyday teaching.
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Chapte 1 Introduction
1.1 Overview

Diversity is instrumental in shaping the social and educational development of all countries
worldwide (Banks, 2015). While definitions and understandings of diversity vary across national
and cultural contexts, its existence within educational systems is a global reality (Banks, 2015).
Culturally responsive teaching (CRT) responds to this reality. It leverages this diversity by
enabling students to learn about multiple cultures and heritages globally, as well as their own
cultural backgrounds and contributions (Gay, 2018). Gay (2018) defined CRT as using the cultural
characteristics, experiences, and perspectives of ethnically diverse students as conduits for more
effective teaching. It not only enhances academic engagement but also promotes inclusion by
validating students’ cultural identities and backgrounds in classrooms. As such, CRT has gained
recognition as a vital component of quality education across both national and international
contexts (Gay, 2018).

China is a multicultural, multiethnic, and multilingual country (Yuan, 2017). One of the
primary goals of Chinese education is to integrate multicultural principles into its education system,
aiming to promote national unity while respecting cultural diversity (Wang, 2004). As Chinese
higher education intensifies its internationalization efforts, the presence of international students
on university campuses has grown substantially (An & Chiang, 2015). This demographic shift
brings both opportunities and challenges for faculty members, who have to engage with students
from a wide range of cultural and linguistic backgrounds.

Research suggests that internationalization alone does not ensure inclusion (de Wit et al, 2017;
Janebova & Johnstone, 2020). Rather, inclusive practices must be intentionally implemented by

educators while CRT offers educators a potential pathway (Androsov & Zhang, 2003; Gay, 2013b;



Luginbiihl, 2011). Recent research has highlighted that the extent to which CRT is understood and
implemented remains an underexplored area in Chinese higher education (Gao, 2021; Maele & Jin,
2022).

This study addresses the gap by investigating how faculty members in Chinese universities
conceptualize and apply CRT in their teaching with international students. Faculty members are at
the frontline of navigating cultural differences, adapting instructional strategies, and shaping
student engagement. The successful implementation of CRT depends largely on faculty members,
as their beliefs, attitudes, and instructional strategy directly influence how diversity is addressed
in the classroom (Gay, 2002). Given that educators’ beliefs shape their pedagogical choices,
faculty perspectives serve as a key entry point for understanding the enactment of CRT in practices
(Gay, 2018).

By focusing on faculty experiences, this research uncovers the ways in which Chinese
educators conceptualize and engage with CRT in practice. Through both empirical findings and
contextual analysis, the research demonstrates how examining CRT from faculty members’
viewpoints can inform institutional policies, faculty professional development, and institutional
strategies that shape the experiences of a diverse student body in Chinese higher education. By
grounding the study’s findings in the experiences of faculty navigating cultural diversity in
Chinese higher education, this research contributes to ongoing conversations about diversity,
inclusion, and pedagogical practices in global education by offering localized insights that inform
more contextually responsive strategies for faculty development and institutional policy.

1.2 Statement of the Problem
As globalization fosters a more interconnected world, there is a greater need for international

cooperation and understanding. Institutions and governments pursue internationalization strategies



to navigate and benefit from the globalized environment (Altbach & Knight, 2007). While
internationalization offers numerous opportunities, it also presents several challenges for higher
education institutions.

One significant challenge is the increased migration driven by globalization (Zhao, 2010).
This migration leads to an influx of international students at local universities, resulting in
significant demographic shifts within higher education. As Chinese higher education aggressively
approaches internationalization, universities in China are experiencing a substantial increase in
students from diverse ethnic, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds. Consequently, integrating
international students and fostering a multicultural campus environment presents significant
challenges. Universities must manage language barriers, cultural differences, and varying
expectations (Wu et al., 2015).

As globalization reshapes economic, political, and social landscapes, students must possess a
broad understanding of global issues and diverse perspectives to thrive (Altbach & Knight, 2007).
Chinese universities face another pressing challenge of preparing students to engage effectively
with diverse cultures (Altbach & Knight, 2007). In other words, Chinese universities need to
prepare their students to live, work, and interact effectively with people from different ethnic,
linguistic, and cultural backgrounds (Reimers, 2009; Zhao, 2010).

Beyond imparting academic knowledge, institutions must ensure that students develop global
competencies, including intercultural communication skills, proficiency in foreign languages, and
cultural sensitivity (Reimers, 2009; Robertson, 2021). Moreover, one of the primary objectives of
higher education today is to foster global awareness and a sense of global citizenship (Reimers,
2013). Chinese students need to learn to analyze global issues from multiple perspectives,

appreciate cultural diversity, and engage in meaningful dialogue across diverse cultural contexts.



Developing a global outlook enhances students’ critical thinking, empathy, and responsibility
toward pressing global challenges, such as climate change, social justice, and economic inequality
(Schattle, 2008). Moreover, a global outlook enhances students’ employability as employers
increasingly seek individuals who can navigate multicultural environments and contribute to
global teams (Reimers, 2013). Therefore, Chinese universities face another challenge to help their
students adopt a global view in their thinking and develop a sense of global citizenship to prepare
them for the increasingly interconnected world.

To address the challenges of meeting the needs of an increasingly diverse student population
and delivering education that helps Chinese students succeed in a globalized world, Chinese higher
education has a growing emphasis on developing students’ intercultural competence and global
perspectives (Yang, 2020). Intercultural competence is increasingly viewed as essential for
fostering mutual understanding and cooperation in a diverse global landscape (Deardorff, 2006).
Intercultural competence is increasingly recognized as crucial for fostering mutual understanding
and collaboration in a diverse global landscape (Deardorff, 2006). Intercultural competence, which
involves the ability to interact effectively and appropriately with people from diverse cultural
backgrounds, is equally crucial for faculty in Asia's multicultural academic environments.
Deardorff (2006) highlights that intercultural competence includes skills such as empathy, open-
mindedness, and cultural self-awareness, which are vital for creating inclusive and supportive
learning environments.

Although internationalization is widely promoted, there is a notable disconnect between
policy-level commitments and the actual pedagogical practices that support intercultural learning.
For instance, while institutions emphasize the importance of global citizenship, research shows

that educators often lack the tools and frameworks necessary to translate these goals into practice



(Yang, 2020; Wu et al., 2015). Yang (2020) finds that educators often operate without sufficient
institutional support, resources, or pedagogical training to embed global perspectives into their
teaching effectively. Similarly, Wu et al. (2015) found that while faculty members recognize the
importance of cultural diversity and global learning, they often feel underprepared to implement
inclusive practices or design intercultural curricula.

CRT offers a practical framework for addressing these challenges, as it incorporates students’
diverse backgrounds and global perspectives into the learning process (Gay, 2018). By embedding
CRT principles into classroom instruction, universities can promote inclusive learning
environments where students develop the cultural awareness and adaptability needed for a
globalized world. Integrating CRT into higher education will not only enhance students’ academic
success but also empower them with the capability of working across cultural boundaries,
addressing global challenges, and contributing to an increasingly diverse and complex world.

CRT enables faculty to incorporate diverse perspectives into the curriculum, foster an
inclusive learning environment, and prepare students for intercultural interactions in academic and
professional settings. However, faculty members play a central role in ensuring the successful
implementation of CRT, as their intercultural competence, pedagogical strategies, and engagement
with internationalization efforts directly impact students’ educational experiences.

Faculty members with high intercultural competence can enhance students’ learning
experiences by incorporating diverse perspectives into the curriculum and fostering an inclusive
classroom atmosphere (Leask, 2015). This aligns with Knight’s (2004) argument that the success
of internationalization efforts in higher education is highly dependent on faculty members’
intercultural skills, as these competencies enable them to engage effectively with international

students and collaborate on global research initiatives.



Faculty members play a crucial role in this growing emphasis by implementing curricular and
pedagogical changes that promote intercultural awareness and global engagement. They are
responsible for designing and delivering courses that incorporate diverse cultural perspectives,
global issues, and intercultural communication skills, which are essential for preparing students to
thrive in a multicultural world (Deardorff, 2006). Beyond their responsibility for designing and
delivering courses that introduce students to global perspectives and intercultural communication
skills, faculty members also serve as mentors and role models in guiding students in understanding
and appreciating cultural diversity (Deardorff, 2006; Huang, 2019). Their involvement in
international research collaborations, exchange programs, and cross-cultural academic projects
further enriches the educational environment by providing students with real-world applications
of global competence (Jiang, 2018). However, to maximize their impact, faculty must be equipped
with the necessary skills and knowledge to teach and promote intercultural competence effectively
(Knight, 2004).

CRT offers a structured approach to addressing faculty members’ roles in promoting
intercultural learning by emphasizing the need for educators to recognize and value students’
diverse cultural backgrounds (Gay, 2013c). This research focuses on faculty perspectives and their
implementation of CRT, with a particular emphasis on their experiences teaching international
students. By focusing on CRT, this study examines how faculty members integrate cultural
awareness into their teaching practices, curriculum design, and student interactions. CRT provides
a comprehensive framework for assessing whether educators possess the skills, attitudes, and
strategies needed to engage effectively with a multicultural student body (Ladson-Billings, 1995).

Moreover, CRT serves as a practical methodology for identifying gaps in faculty training and

professional development, enabling institutions to implement targeted strategies that strengthen



faculty members’ intercultural competence (Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Given the growing emphasis
on internationalization in Chinese higher education, employing a CRT approach not only aligns
with institutional objectives of fostering an inclusive and globally oriented learning environment
but also provides actionable insights into improving faculty readiness to navigate and embrace
cultural diversity in their teaching.
1.3 Purpose and Research Question

Through the lens of activity theory, this research seeks to examine how CRT is adapted within
Chinese higher education in response to local institutional policies, faculty experiences, and
student demographics. Activity theory provides a dynamic framework for analyzing how faculty
members engage with CRT as part of an interconnected system, where institutional structures,
available resources, cultural expectations, and external influences shape teaching practices. By
viewing CRT implementation as an activity system, this study captures the processes through
which faculty members negotiate, modify, and refine their theoretical understanding and
instructional strategies in culturally diverse classrooms.

To explore the depth and complexity of CRT implementation, this study is guided by two
primary research questions:

1.To what extent do faculty members in Liaoning Province, China, understand and implement
culturally responsive teaching?

2.What elements, if any, are influencing their practices?

These questions are designed to explore both the depth of CRT integration in local
educational practices and the contextual factors that support or hinder its implementation (Gay,
2018; Ladson-Billings, 1995). By investigating faculty perspectives, this study will shed light on

how CRT is interpreted, modified, and enacted in response to the evolving educational needs in



China.

Findings from this study can contribute to the development of targeted strategies that support
faculty training, institutional reforms, and policy initiatives aimed at fostering inclusive and
culturally responsive learning environments. Ultimately, this research will contribute to an
understanding of CRT within a non-Western educational context, offering insights that can inform
both local and global discussions on equity and diversity in higher education.

1.4 Statement of the Potential Significance

This research on CRT within the framework of internationalizing higher education in China
holds significant theoretical, practical, and policy implications. By investigating how faculty
understand and implement CRT, this study advances academic discourse on culturally responsive
pedagogies in non-Western higher education settings and contributes to the global conversation on
inclusive teaching practices.

First, the findings offer critical insights into faculty members’ perceptions, strategies, and
challenges in adopting CRT. By highlighting both successes and barriers, this study provides an
understanding of how CRT is interpreted and operationalized in Chinese universities. These
insights are instrumental in informing the development of targeted faculty support initiatives,
including professional development programs and institutional policies designed to enhance CRT
implementation.

Second, the study generates actionable recommendations for policymakers and educational
leaders to strengthen institutional support structures that facilitate culturally responsive practices.
By improving training programs and resources, institutions can better prepare faculty to engage in
a diverse student body and promote a more inclusive and effective teaching and learning

environment.



Finally, by situating CRT within the framework of the internationalization of higher education
in China, this study broadens the scope of international education research. It provides a case study
of how a non-Western context navigates and shapes global educational trends. The comparative
insights derived from this research can offer guidance for other nations seeking to balance local
educational priorities with global engagement. By connecting global concepts with local
experiences, the study broadens the scope of the field of comparative and international education.
1.5 Theoretical Foundations
Theoretical Framework: Activity Theory

Activity theory serves as a comprehensive theoretical framework for this research as it
provides a systematic approach to understanding how faculty members understand and implement
CRT within the context and evolving landscape of Chinese higher education. Grounded in
sociocultural theory, activity theory conceptualizes teaching and learning as collective, goal-
directed activities that are mediated by tools, institutional structures, and cultural norms
(Engestrom, 1987). This perspective is particularly relevant for analyzing how faculty members’
CRT approaches are shaped by institutional policies, available resources, and their own beliefs and
experiences. As China continues to reform pedagogical and institutional frameworks to meet
global challenges, CRT emerges as an alternative pedagogical approach that can enhance
inclusivity and global engagement in Chinese higher education (Zha, 2009).

Pedagogical practices are constantly reshaped in response to student learning outcomes,
institutional goals, and broader educational reforms (Barratt-Pugh et al., 2019). Therefore, to fully
capture the complexity of CRT implementation, it is essential to examine faculty practices within
their institutional and sociocultural contexts, particularly in relation to structural tensions and

policy constraints (Liu, 2012). Activity theory is well-suited for this purpose, as it enables



researchers to explore pedagogical change as a dynamic process involving interactions between
individuals, institutional norms, and broader social structures (Engestrom et al., 1999). By
applying activity theory, this study seeks to understand how faculty members approach and
implement CRT practices in response to institutional demands, available resources, and cross-
cultural interactions.

Originally developed by Lev Vygotsky, Alexei Leontiev, and Alexander Luria, activity
theory provides a framework for understanding human actions and social practices as products of
cultural and historical influences (Daniels et al., 2010; Engestrom et al., 1999; Engestrém, 2000).
At its core, activity theory asserts that human behavior cannot be understood in isolation but must
be analyzed as part of an interconnected system involving tools, community, rules, and the division
of labor (Engestrom, 2000; Yamazumi, 2007). This theory focuses on the interactions between
individuals and their environments, emphasizing how people achieve their objectives (Engestrom
et al., 1999). This perspective is particularly valuable in educational research, where learning and
development are deeply embedded in cultural, institutional, and technological contexts (Gedera &
Williams, 2015). Through activity theory, researchers can explore how faculty members interact
with various artifacts, such as classroom settings, instructional materials, curriculum guidelines,
technology, and institutional policies, to construct knowledge and develop teaching strategies
(Engestrém & Sannino, 2017).

A central concept within activity theory is expansive learning, which describes how
individuals collectively expand their understanding and practices to address contradictions and
challenges within an activity system (Engestrom, 2001). This concept is particularly useful for
examining how faculty members adapt and integrate CRT, an emerging pedagogical approach in

Chinese higher education. Expansive learning also provides insight into how faculty develop new
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competencies, reshape their instructional identities, and engage in reflective practices to navigate
challenges in implementing CRT (Engestrém, 2008).

Another key strength of activity theory is its focus on the mediating role of tools, artifacts,
and institutional structures in shaping human activity. In the context of CRT, activity theory allows
for a deeper understanding of how faculty members utilize tools to facilitate their instruction. Its
emphasis on mediation allows for an in-depth exploration of how tools such as curriculum
materials, digital resources, and professional training programs influence faculty engagement with
CRT. By examining how these mediating tools support or hinder CRT implementation, this study
can identify both enabling factors and structural barriers within the higher education system.

Additionally, the theory highlights contradictions and tensions within an activity system,
making it useful for identifying barriers to CRT implementation, such as rigid curricula, time
constraints, or limited faculty support. By applying activity theory, this research can examine not
only how CRT is currently practiced but also how it evolves in response to institutional,
pedagogical, and cultural shifts. This framework enables a holistic analysis of faculty experiences,
institutional policies, and the broader sociocultural context in which CRT is embedded. Ultimately,
applying activity theory in this research provides valuable insights into how Chinese higher
education institutions can strengthen faculty development and foster inclusive teaching practices
that better support an increasingly diverse student population.

Conceptual Framework: Three Dimensions of Culturally Responsive Teaching

This research employs Taylor’s (2010) and Richards et al.’s (2007) frameworks to examine
CRT across three dimensions: institutional, personal, and instructional (see Table 1). The
institutional dimension involves administration, policies, and values that shape the educational

environment, promoting cultural competence among staff and students. This includes strategic
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changes in school organization, policies, and community involvement to support diversity and
inclusion (Richards et al., 2007; Taylor, 2010). The study aims to focus on how leadership and
policies influence CRT adoption in Chinese higher education, highlighting the importance of
institutional reforms and partnerships to provide professional development for teachers (Brown,
2007; Johnson, 2007b; Zhang & Wang, 2016).

The personal dimension explores the cognitive and emotional processes teachers undergo to
become culturally responsive, emphasizing the need for comprehensive knowledge of cultural
diversity and self-reflection to address personal biases (Taylor, 2010; Villegas & Lucas, 2002).
Teachers must understand their own identities to build trusting relationships with students,
fostering a critical cultural consciousness and a constructivist view of knowledge (Gay, 2002; Gay
& Kirkland, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1995). The instructional dimension involves integrating
culturally relevant content, employing diverse teaching methods, and creating inclusive
classrooms that respect all students' cultural identities (Gay, 2013a; Ladson-Billings, 1994;
Morrison et al., 2008). By incorporating literature, historical perspectives, and examples from
various cultures and using varied teaching methods, teachers can enhance student engagement and
learning outcomes (Richards et al., 2007; Tomlinson, 2001).

Table 1 Three Dimensions of CRT Framework

Dimensions of Elements of Examples
Framework Framework P
School

organization Physical use of space (Taylor, 2010).

Implement and encourage policies that view diversity
as an asset for schools (Chamberlain, 2005).

Institutional Opportunity for professional development in

Dimension School Policies & implementing CRT (Sobel & Taylor, 2003).
Procedures

Provide faculty with ongoing opportunities to explore
best practices for CRT (Brown, 2007)

Partnership (Brown, 2007).
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Dimensions of Elements of

Framework Framework Examples
Community Cooperate with families and the local community
engagement (Brown, 2007).

Develop a culturally diverse knowledge base:
Cognitive process | Categories of knowledge (Gay, 2002; Johnson, 2007a;

Personal Montgomery, 2001)
Dimension

Develop critical cultural consciousness of self and
others (Taylor, 2010).

Integrating culturally relevant content into the

Emotional process

Materials curriculum (Ladson-Billings, 1994)
Instructional . Creating an inclusive classroom environment (Gay,
. X Strategies
Dimension 2002)
Activities Employing diverse teacglg(??;nethods (Richards et al.,

1.6 Summary of Methodology

This study employed an integrated sequential mixed-methods design to systematically
combine qualitative and quantitative approaches (Cha, 2021). The integrated sequential mixed-
methods design in this research ensured a comprehensive and contextually grounded exploration
of CRT implementation. The research followed a three-phase structure, beginning with an
exploratory qualitative phase, transitioning into a quantitative survey phase, and concluding with
an explanatory qualitative phase.

The exploratory phase is commerce through three focus group discussions. The exploratory
sequential design allowed findings from the initial qualitative phase to inform the development of
a context-specific survey instrument, ensuring that the quantitative phase accurately measured
faculty perspectives on CRT (Greene et al., 1989). The survey incorporated validated scales that
measure the three dimensions of the CRT framework (Boon & Lewthwaite, 2015; Gay, 2018;
Javidan et al., 2011). The quantitative data were analyzed using statistical methods, including
descriptive analysis, correlational analysis, and comparisons between groups (Chambers &

Skinner, 2003; Fink, 2003).
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The survey results then guided the selection of participants and topics for the final explanatory
qualitative phase, providing deeper insights into the statistical trends observed (Morgan, 2014;
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Purposeful sampling was employed to select participants who could
offer meaningful explanations and reflections on the quantitative findings. The purposeful
sampling in this explanatory phase enabled a more nuanced understanding of CRT implementation
in Chinese higher education (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The final qualitative phase utilized semi-
structured interviews to delve deeper into the perspectives of the faculty members (Creswell, 2014;
Creswell & Clark, 2017; Ruslin et al., 2022).

The integration of data across phases ensured that each stage built upon the previous one,
facilitating the continuous refinement of insights and the comprehensive interpretation of faculty
experiences and perspectives (Nowell et al., 2017).

1.7 Research Context: Shenyang, Liaoning, China

This study was conducted in higher education institutions in Shenyang, the capital of
Liaoning Province in northeastern China. As one of China’s major political, economic, and cultural
centers, Shenyang is an ideal site for examining the implementation of CRT in an evolving
educational landscape. The city’s unique combination of historical significance, economic
development, and demographic diversity provides a rich context for understanding how higher
education institutions respond to the challenges and opportunities of internationalization.

Shenyang’s historical and cultural heritage adds a distinctive dimension to its academic
landscape. Historically known as Mukden, the city was once the imperial capital of the Qing
dynasty, which makes it a crucial site for understanding the interplay between tradition and
globalization in Chinese educational practices (Geng et al., 2013; Shenyang Government, 2023).

This deep historical background, combined with modern educational reforms, creates an
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environment where traditional pedagogical approaches intersect with contemporary global
influences, which makes it a compelling setting for research on CRT.

Beyond its historical relevance, Shenyang plays a significant role in China’s industrial and
economic development, serving as a major hub for machinery, aerospace, and automotive
manufacturing (Shenyang Government, 2023). The city’s strong industrial base has influenced the
local higher education sector, shaping curricula that align with industry needs and fostering the
integration of theoretical knowledge with practical applications. As educational institutions strive
to produce graduates equipped for a competitive global job market, CRT becomes increasingly
relevant in preparing students, including international students, for diverse professional
environments. Understanding how CRT is implemented in this context sheds light on how
educational institutions navigate both local and global economic demands.

Shenyang’s urbanization and demographic shifts further enhance its suitability as a research
site (Liu et al., 2014). While the city’s population is predominantly Han Chinese, it also includes
significant ethnic minority communities, particularly the Manchu, providing a rich backdrop for
examining how CRT is conceptualized and applied within an internationalized educational
framework (Crossley, 1994; Crossley & Rawski, 1993; Sepe, 2011). This diverse demographic
composition allows for an exploration of how higher education institutions address cultural
diversity and engage with students from different backgrounds, making Shenyang an ideal setting
to analyze CRT within the broader goal of global education inclusivity (Lin, 2019).

Shenyang is home to a wide range of higher education institutions that significantly contribute
to research and development in various fields (Yang, 2020). This diverse educational environment
provides fertile ground for examining how institutions implement CRT and adapt to the growing

presence of international students. By selecting institutions in Shenyang, this study gains insights
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into how universities shape their policies and pedagogical practices to align with the
internationalization of higher education (Ma & Zhao, 2015). Given the increasing global mobility
of students, understanding how CRT is embedded within such institutions offers valuable
contributions to discussions on inclusive teaching practices in internationalized educational
settings.

Another critical reason for selecting Shenyang as the research site is the city's strategic focus
on internationalizing higher education. The Shenyang Belt and Road Initiative Northeast Asia Hub
Action Plan, issued in July 2019 by the Shenyang Development and Reform Commission in
collaboration with national think tanks such as the International Cooperation Center of the National
Development and Reform Commission, highlights the city’s commitment to expanding
international education (Shenyang Government, 2019). This development plan prioritizes
strengthening international cooperation and increasing the enrollment of international students in
local universities (Cheng & Zhang, 2020). As part of this effort, universities in Shenyang are
actively reforming their international education systems, implementing policies that promote
cross-cultural engagement and enhance the inclusivity of academic programs.

In response to these policy shifts, universities in Shenyang have expanded their efforts to
develop culturally responsive curricula and teaching strategies that accommodate the needs of
international students. This institutional focus on global engagement makes Shenyang an
especially relevant site for studying CRT implementation, as faculty members must navigate the
challenges of fostering an inclusive learning environment while aligning their teaching with
institutional priorities for internationalization. By examining how faculty in Shenyang’s higher
education institutions understand and implement CRT, this research contributes to broader

discussions on how CRT can be adapted to non-Western educational contexts.
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Shenyang’s selection as the research site is justified by its historical significance, economic
importance, demographic diversity, and strategic focus on internationalization. As a city that is
actively shaping its educational landscape to accommodate a global student body, Shenyang offers
a unique context for investigating CRT implementation in Chinese higher education.

1.8 Limitations and Delimitations

This study is subject to several limitations. First, the research is conducted within the specific
context of higher education internationalization in Shenyang, China, and focuses on faculty
perceptions and implementation of CRT. While this localized scope enables a deep exploration of
CRT in Chinese higher education, it may limit the transferability of findings to other regions or
educational systems with different cultural, policy, and institutional structures. To address this,
purposive sampling is employed to include faculty from various backgrounds and multiple
institutions, ensuring a diverse range of perspectives that enrich the overall findings. However,
given that CRT is a context-dependent concept, the findings primarily reflect the unique socio-
cultural and educational environment of Chinese universities, which may differ from CRT
practices in Western or other non-Chinese higher education contexts.

Additionally, this study's relatively limited sample size may not fully capture the diverse
faculty experiences across different types of universities in China. The study categorizes
institutions as world-class or non-world-class, but this classification alone may not account for
variations in institutional priorities, faculty resources, and student demographics. While the
inclusion of faculty from both types of institutions offers comparative insights, the findings should
be interpreted with caution when considering the broader landscape of Chinese higher education.

Another limitation lies in the qualitative phase of this mixed-methods study, which may

introduce subjective biases from both the researcher and the participants. Faculty responses are
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self-reported, meaning that social desirability bias may affect how participants describe their CRT
implementation. Some faculty members may overstate their engagement with CRT due to
institutional expectations or underreport challenges due to concerns about institutional policies.
Additionally, the interpretive nature of qualitative analysis means that the researcher’s own
experiences and assumptions may influence data interpretation. To mitigate this, the study
incorporates triangulation techniques by analyzing data from multiple sources and implementing
reflexivity statements to ensure that researcher bias is acknowledged and critically examined
throughout the research process.

One of the key theoretical challenges of this study is that CRT is primarily rooted in Western
educational theories, which may not fully align with Chinese educational philosophies and
practices. The application of CRT in China requires adapting its principles to local contexts, which
presents both theoretical and practical challenges. To ensure cultural and contextual relevance, this
study engages in a thorough review of both Western and Chinese literature on CRT and faculty
development. Additionally, the data analysis process integrates culturally relevant themes, and a
local context reviewer is involved in validating the cultural appropriateness of the findings.

The study also recognizes ethical considerations when conducting faculty research. Given the
potential sensitivity of discussing CRT implementation, institutional support, and faculty
perceptions, participants may feel constrained in expressing their honest perspectives due to
concerns about institutional scrutiny. To minimize this risk, the research ensures anonymity and
confidentiality and emphasizes a non-judgmental approach to data collection where there are no
right or wrong answers.

Moreover, this study is limited in its scope as it focuses exclusively on faculty perspectives.

While this approach provides in-depth insights into faculty attitudes, beliefs, and strategies, it does
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not capture the perspectives of students, administrators, or policymakers. The rationale for this
focus is that faculty members play a central role in implementing CRT through curricular decisions,
instructional strategies, and student interactions. By examining how faculty members understand
and enact CRT, this study contributes valuable knowledge that can inform faculty training
programs and institutional policies. However, future research could expand on this work by
including student and administrative perspectives, offering a more comprehensive understanding
of CRT implementation at multiple levels.

Despite these constraints, this research offers meaningful contributions by providing
empirical insights into CRT implementation in Chinese higher education. While the findings may
not be universally generalizable, they provide a foundational understanding of how faculty
perceive and apply CRT in a localized educational context. These insights serve as a basis for
future research, informing faculty training programs, policy development, and institutional
strategies.

1.9 Definitions of Key Terms

This study navigates through multiple and overlapping frameworks where scholars have
employed key terms in different and sometimes interchangeable ways. In this context, I will clarify
how | operationalize these key terms for this research:

Equity

Equity emphasizes the need to recognize and address individual differences and specific
needs to create conditions that allow all individuals, regardless of their background or
circumstances, to achieve their full potential (Rawls, 1971; Sen, 1992). It is essential to distinguish
between the two terms ‘equality’ and ‘equity’ in the context of this research. Equality focuses on

providing the same resources to everyone (Rachid & Igbida, 2022). On the other hand, equity
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emphasizes the need to recognize and address individual differences and specific needs to ensure
fair outcomes (Rachid & Igbida, 2022). In this research, equity refers to the principles of fairness
and justice in the distribution of resources, opportunities, and treatment to ensure outcomes.
Culture

Edward B. Tylor (1871) defined culture as a ‘complex whole which includes knowledge,
belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member
of society’ (p. 1). This broad definition highlights the diverse components that make up cultural
systems. Clifford Geertz (1973) further elaborated on the concept of culture by emphasizing its
symbolic and interpretive nature and described culture as a ‘system of inherited conceptions
expressed in symbolic forms by means of which men communicate, perpetuate, and develop their
knowledge about and attitudes toward life’ (p. 89). Both scholars believe that culture is learned
and transmitted across generations, which constantly evolves as it adapts to new circumstances
and influences (Tylor, 1871; Geertz, 1973). Therefore, in this research, culture refers to a complex,
multifaceted, and evolving system of shared knowledge, beliefs, art, morals, laws, customs,
capabilities, habits, and other symbolic forms that characterize a group or society through which
individuals communicate and perpetuate their understanding of life.
Pedagogy

Pedagogy is the science of teaching and learning, encompassing the methods, strategies, tools,
policies, and practices educators use to facilitate learning (Stembridge, 2019). Scholars also
emphasize pedagogy as the interplay between teaching practices and context, emphasizing its role
as a dialogical process that empowers learners and promotes transformative education (Alexander,
2004; Shah & Campus, 2021). In other words, pedagogy involves planning, implementing, and

assessing instructional strategies to achieve educational objectives.
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Diversity

Diversity refers to the presence of differences within a given setting, encompassing a wide
range of characteristics and experiences such as race, ethnicity, gender, age, sexual orientation,
socioeconomic status, physical abilities, religious beliefs, political beliefs, and other ideologies
(Jones, 2014). Diversity acknowledges and values the unique contributions and perspectives that
individuals from different backgrounds bring to a community or organization (Banks, 2012; Cox,
2001; Jones, 2014). In this research, diversity refers to the presence and appreciation of a wide
range of differences and unique perspectives within a given setting.

Internationalization of higher education

This research adopts the definition of internationalization of higher education as:

the intentional process of integrating an international, intercultural, or global dimension into
the purpose, functions, and delivery of post-secondary education to enhance the quality of
education and research for all students and staff and to make a meaningful contribution to society.’
(de Wit et al., 2015, p.25).

This definition emphasizes that internationalization is not just about outbound student
mobility or foreign student recruitment but a deeper, more integrated approach to making higher
education institutions more globally oriented and connected. This concept also identified the aim
of internationalization as to prepare students for a globalized world while enhancing the global
competence of both the faculty and the institution itself.

Faculty

In this research, faculty refers to the teaching and research staff of an educational institution,

such as a university or college. Faculty members typically include professors, lecturers, researchers,

and instructors who are responsible for delivering educational content, conducting research, and
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contributing to the academic governance of the institution. Faculty members are often
distinguished by their rank, such as assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor,
which reflects their experience, accomplishments, and tenure status (Gappa et al., 2007). Faculty
play a critical role in shaping the educational experiences of students, advancing knowledge
through research, and participating in the broader academic community through service and
leadership roles. Their responsibilities extend beyond teaching to include curriculum development,
mentoring students, engaging in scholarly activities, and contributing to institutional
administration (Boyer, 1990).
International students

International students are individuals who travel to a country other than their own to pursue
higher education. They enroll in educational institutions outside their home country to obtain
academic degrees, diplomas, or other qualifications. The presence of international students is a
significant aspect of the global higher education landscape, reflecting broader trends of
internationalization in education and contributing to cross-cultural exchange and global
understanding (Deardorff et al., 2022). This research includes international students in all types of
exchange, programs, and lengths of study.
1.10 How I Came to This Research Topic

My journey into this research topic is rooted in personal experiences and academic insights,
starting from my challenges and observations as an international student in the U.S. for nearly a
decade. This personal background has given me a unique perspective on the significant impact that
international education can have, as well as the cultural challenges it often entails.

Recognizing the importance of cultural elements in educational settings, | delved deeper into

the subject as a doctoral scholar, focusing on how cultural aspects influence educational
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experiences. My reflections on my own experiences have spurred a broader interest in how
individuals navigate the internationalization of higher education. This academic curiosity led me
to explore existing literature, where | identified a gap. While many researchers write about
students' experiences, there needs to be more research on how faculty cope with and adapt to the
internationalization of their teaching environments.

When Dr. Williams asked about my goals for years after completing my doctoral degree, |
reflected on the contributions | hope to make to human knowledge, the comparative and
international education field, and my community back home. Being initially from Shenyang, China,
| decided to investigate this aspect from the perspective of my hometown, aiming to understand
how local faculties implement culturally responsive pedagogy and teaching practices in higher
education. This decision to focus on Shenyang not only brings a personal dimension to this
research but also contributes to a more global understanding of how different educational systems
manage cultural diversity. Thus, this research combines personal motivations with scholarly rigor,
aiming to provide insights that could help enhance support structures and programs for all
individuals involved in international education in my home city. This study not only enriches the
academic discourse on cultural responsiveness in education but also serves as a bridge between

my personal experiences and professional interests.
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Chapter 2 Review of Literature

This literature review chapter provides a comprehensive examination of the key contextual,
conceptual, and theoretical foundations that inform this research on CRT in the context of
internationalizing higher education in China. The chapter is structured to first explore global
educational concepts, including the internationalization of higher education and culture, in order
to establish the broader scholarly context in which CRT has developed. It then narrows its focus
to the specific challenges and transformations occurring within the Chinese higher education
system while explaining why CRT has become increasingly relevant in this setting. Finally, the
chapter presents the theoretical and conceptual frameworks that guide this research.

The first section introduces key global concepts that frame the study. It begins with a review
of internationalization in higher education, a process that has reshaped teaching and learning
worldwide. An examination of the foundational concepts of culture follows. This part of the
literature review explores the concept of culture by examining its definitions and influence in
educational contexts. These discussions lay the groundwork for a deeper exploration of culturally
responsive education (CRE) and CRT, which have emerged as pedagogical responses to cultural
diversity in educational settings.

The second part of the review traces the origins of CRE to multicultural education. It
highlights its evolution as a framework that goes beyond merely acknowledging diversity to
actively integrating students’ cultural backgrounds into teaching and learning practices. Within
this broader framework, CRT is examined as a fundamental approach that aligns with the goals of
equity and inclusion in education. The literature review synthesizes key studies on CRT,
emphasizing its benefits in fostering student engagement, improving academic achievement, and

reducing educational disparities.
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Building on these global concepts, the third section situates the study within China's national
context. It begins by outlining the historical development of Chinese higher education. The review
highlighted how Confucianism has shaped the philosophical underpinnings of Chinese educational
thought. It also reviews the evolution of the system’s academic goals and discusses the recent
intensification of internationalization policies.

A key discussion in this section is the increasing trend of internationalization in Chinese
higher education. The review examines how internationalization policies and strategies have
transformed Chinese universities, resulting in a more diverse student body and increased
engagement with international academic standards. These changes have contributed to a more
diverse student body and have highlighted the growing need for CRT to address the needs of both
international and domestic students. This section sets the stage for understanding why CRT is an
essential consideration in the current Chinese higher education landscape. This section also
explores China’s approach to multiculturalism in education and the emerging discourse around
culturally responsive pedagogy in Chinese universities.

The final section of the literature review presents the theoretical and conceptual frameworks
that underpin this research. Activity Theory is introduced as the theoretical framework, providing
a lens through which to analyze how CRT is implemented, adapted, and mediated by institutional
structures, tools, and faculty experiences. The review discusses how Activity Theory’s emphasis
on mediated action, contradictions, and expansive learning makes it well-suited for studying the
multidimensional and evolving nature of pedagogical practices in higher education.

The conceptual framework of this research is built on the three dimensions of CRT:
institutional, personal, and instructional. These dimensions serve as the foundation for analyzing

faculty perspectives and practices. This section explains how the three dimensions of CRT provide
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a structured approach to examining faculty conceptual understanding and engagement with CRT.
2.1 Key Concepts in Global Education
2.1.1 Evolving Landscape of Internationalization of Higher Education

The landscape of internationalization in higher education has evolved significantly by shifting
from a traditional focus on student and faculty mobility to a more comprehensive integration of
global perspectives in teaching, learning, and research. Traditionally, internationalization was
primarily associated with outbound student exchanges, foreign faculty recruitment, and cross-
border collaborations (Knight, 2004). Contemporary understandings of internationalization have
broadened to emphasize cultural integration, global citizenship, and intercultural competence
among all students and educators (Deardorff et al., 2022). These developments reflect an
increasing awareness that higher education institutions must prepare students not only for national
economic development but also for active participation in an interconnected global society.

A key challenge in defining internationalization lies in its varying interpretations across
different institutional and national contexts (Knight, 2005). As Knight (2005) noted,
“Internationalization means different things to different people” (p. 2); Knight’s work highlighted
the complexity and fluidity of the concept. Beyond its interpretive nature, the definition of
internationalization has evolved to capture its complexity, including evolving factors, diverse
measures, and varied goals (Deardorff et al., 2022). Understanding this evolution is crucial for this
research, as it highlights how shifts in conceptualization have influenced the role of culture,
diversity, and inclusion in global educational practices.

Initially, internationalization was defined primarily at the institutional level, focusing on
activities such as student exchange programs, faculty collaborations, and international research

initiatives (Deardorff et al., 2022; Knight, 2004). Subsequent definitions in 1992 by Arum and van
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de Water expanded the definition by encompassing “multiple activities, programs, and services
within international studies, international educational exchange, and technical cooperation” (p.
202), reflecting a broader and activity-based perspective. Later, Knight (1994) introduced a
process-oriented definition, framing internationalization as “the process of integrating an
international and intercultural dimension into the teaching, research, and service functions of the
institution” (p. 7). This perspective highlighted the systematic nature of internationalization but
remained largely institution-centric.

Van der Wende (1997) later proposed an alternative view, defining internationalization as
“any systematic effort aimed at making higher education responsive to the requirements and
challenges related to the globalization of societies, economy, and labor market” (p. 18). This
definition shifted the focus from institutional strategy to a macro-level perspective, linking
internationalization with global economic and social transformations. While globalization and
internationalization are interconnected, they remain distinct concepts. Globalization refers to the
increasing interdependence of economic, cultural, and political systems worldwide (Held &
McGrew, 2007). In contrast, internationalization involves intentional efforts by higher education
institutions to integrate global and intercultural dimensions into their core functions (Knight, 2004).

The evolution continued, with internationalization being more institutionally driven than
nationally driven in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Deardorff et al., 2022). In 2002, Soderquist
suggested a redefinition, emphasizing the educational change process and a holistic management
view (Soderquist, 2002). By the early 2000s, internationalization was increasingly recognized as
a strategic, institution-wide effort rather than a collection of isolated activities. Knight (2003)
further refined her definition, describing internationalization as “the process of integrating an

international, intercultural, or global dimension into the purpose, functions, or delivery of
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postsecondary education” (p. 2). This definition laid the foundation for the concept of
comprehensive internationalization, which emphasizes the need for an institution-wide
commitment to international engagement. More recently, de Wit et al. (2015) revised this
definition to highlight the intentional and inclusive nature of internationalization, stating that it is:

“the intentional process of integrating an international, intercultural, or global dimension
into the purpose, functions, and delivery of post-secondary education to enhance the quality of
education and research for all students and staff and to make a meaningful contribution to society”
(p. 29).

The emphasis on intentionality and inclusivity reflects a growing focus on equitable access
to internationalization opportunities for all students and faculty.

Recent discussions on internationalization have also emphasized decolonization and
indigenization, recognizing the need to challenge Eurocentric perspectives and incorporate diverse
knowledge systems (Beck & Pigeon, 2020). Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic accelerated
the adoption of digital internationalization by prompting universities to develop virtual exchange
programs, online international collaborations, and hybrid learning models (de Wit & Altbach, 2021;
Tasci, 2021). These developments underscore the evolving nature of internationalization and its
increasing relevance in higher education policies worldwide.

As universities continue to navigate the complexities of globalization, examining the
changing definitions and priorities of internationalization provides valuable insights into how
institutions can adapt to cultural diversity and promote inclusive learning environments. This
discussion is particularly relevant to the present research on CRT in internationalized education,
as it highlights the growing recognition of cultural differences and the need for educational

practices that foster mutual respect and intercultural understanding among students and faculty.
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Higher education institutions have transitioned from their traditional roles as primarily
knowledge generators to becoming broader contributors to the global common good (Altbach et
al., 2019; Bosio & Torres, 2019; Deardorff et al., 2022). This expanded role involves a
commitment to fostering positive societal impact beyond national boundaries and a concept
integral to the global common good (Hudzik, 2011). Internationalization, therefore, is not merely
about mobility or rankings. It is fundamentally about cultivating knowledge, enhancing cross-
cultural competencies, and addressing global challenges (Deardorff et al., 2022; de Wit, 2019;
Knight, 2008). Recognizing the cultural dimensions of internationalization is crucial, as these
efforts align with broader educational goals of preparing students for global citizenship and
intercultural collaboration.

2.1.2 Conceptions of Culture

Before reviewing the existing literature, it is essential to establish a clear understanding of
the concept of culture as it pertains to this research. The definition of culture is complex and
multifaceted, and which has evolved significantly over time. Scholars from various disciplines
have attempted to define culture, leading to numerous interpretations. In 1952, American
anthropologists Kroeber and Kluckhohn compiled 164 different definitions, reflecting the diversity
and fluidity of the concept (Spencer-Oatey, 2012). Despite a century of scholarly inquiry,
anthropologists were still debating its precise nature by the early 1990s (Apte, 1994). This
complexity stems from the varied uses of the term, which gained prominence in the nineteenth
century and continues to be applied across different fields and contexts (Spencer-Oatey, 2012).

One of the earliest conceptualizations of culture is found in Matthew Arnold’s Culture and
Anarchy (1867), where culture was associated with special intellectual or artistic endeavors and

products. This understanding led to the distinction between ‘high culture,” which refers to refined
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artistic and intellectual achievements, and ‘popular culture,” which encompasses the broader,
everyday practices of society. This perspective suggests that only a select group within any social
order possesses a true ‘culture.” However, this definition was soon challenged by anthropologists
who sought a broader interpretation of it.

In response to this narrow conceptualization, Edward Tylor introduced a more comprehensive
definition in Primitive Culture (1871), where he described culture as “that complex whole which
includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits
acquired by man as a member of society” (p.1). Unlike Arnold’s elitist view, Tylor’s definition
recognized culture as an all-encompassing set of human activities and social practices that shape
societies. This perspective laid the foundation for modern anthropological studies of culture by
highlighting its holistic and integrative nature.

The third major shift in defining culture emerged in the early 20th century through the work
of Franz Boas and his students, who introduced the concept of cultural relativism. Boas rejected
earlier evolutionary views of culture that ranked societies on a hierarchical scale, instead
emphasizing the uniqueness and diversity of cultural practices (Spencer-Oatey, 2012). His work
underscored the importance of analyzing cultures within their contexts rather than imposing
external value judgments (Boas, 1911). His students, including Ruth Benedict and Margaret Mead,
further expanded on these ideas by illustrating the variability and subjectivity of cultural norms
(Benedict, 1934; Mead & Boas, 1928).

In the late 20th century, cultural studies shifted toward interpretive and practice-oriented
approaches. Clifford Geertz, in The Interpretation of Cultures, proposed that culture is “a system
of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by means of which men communicate,

perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and attitudes toward life” (Geertz, 1973, p.89).
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This interpretive approach emphasized the role of symbols and meaning-making in cultural
development, influencing contemporary sociocultural theories. Additionally, postmodern and
globalization theories have further complicated the definition of culture by introducing concepts
such as hybridity and fluidity. Arjun Appadurai (1996) explored the impact of global cultural flows,
highlighting the interconnected and constantly evolving nature of culture. Similarly, Homi Bhabha
(1994) introduced the concept of cultural hybridity, which acknowledges the blending and
negotiation of cultural identities in an increasingly globalized world.

Building on these conceptual foundations, this research adopts a broad and dynamic definition
of culture. In this study, culture is understood as a complex, evolving system of shared knowledge,
beliefs, art, morals, laws, customs, capabilities, habits, and symbolic forms through which
individuals and societies construct meaning and perpetuate their understanding of life. This
definition acknowledges both the historical continuity of cultural traditions and the adaptive
changes that occur in response to external influences, particularly within educational settings.
Understanding the multifaceted nature of culture is fundamental to adapting education to meet the
needs of diverse student populations. Since culture shapes individuals’ perspectives, values, and
modes of learning, it plays a crucial role in education. As higher education institutions worldwide
become more culturally diverse, it is essential to examine how teaching practices can respond to
and incorporate cultural differences. This necessity has led to the development of culturally
responsive education, an approach that acknowledges and integrates students’ cultural
backgrounds into the teaching and learning process.

2.2 Culturally Responsive Education (CRE) and Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT)
2.2.1 Culturally Responsive Education (CRE)

Educational inequities remain a pressing global concern, particularly for students from poor,
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rural, and non-mainstream ethnic, racial, and linguistic backgrounds. While this issue has been
widely documented in the United States, where systemic barriers such as underfunded schools,
limited access to quality educational resources, and culturally unresponsive curricula contribute to
persistent achievement gaps (Ladson-Billings, 2006), similar patterns are evident across Asia and
Europe (Gay, 2018; Green et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2017; Tsung & Gao, 2012; Woolf et al., 2018;
Yang et al., 2015).

In many Asian nations, rapid urbanization and economic disparities have exacerbated the
educational challenges faced by rural and ethnic minority students, limiting their access to high-
quality education and reinforcing existing social inequalities (Liu et al., 2017; Postiglione, 2011).
Meanwhile, in European countries, the increasing cultural and linguistic diversity brought about
by immigration has created challenges in integrating students from varied backgrounds into
mainstream educational systems, which results in lower academic achievement among these
populations (Crul et al., 2013). Given these persistent disparities, there is an urgent need for
pedagogical approaches that recognize and value students’ diverse cultural experiences, ensuring
that all learners receive equitable educational opportunities (Gay, 2018).

CRE has emerged as one of the most effective pedagogical approaches for addressing these
inequities by fostering inclusive learning environments that are sensitive to students’ cultural
identities and lived experiences (Gay, 2018; Harmon, 2012; Ford, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 2010).
As a transformative approach, CRE identifies themes and practical tools for closing equity gaps,
providing a conceptual foundation for policies and practices that emphasize fairness and
inclusivity without marginalizing any student group (Stembridge, 2019). By integrating cultural
awareness and other social identity markers into educational frameworks, CRE ensures that

students from diverse backgrounds receive meaningful and relevant learning experiences that
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affirm their identities and enhance their engagement in the classroom.

A key strength of CRE is its ability to incorporate students' cultural backgrounds and
experiences into the learning process, making education more relevant and engaging while also
improving student motivation and academic achievement (Gay, 2013c; Gay, 2018). This
pedagogical approach bridges the cultural gap between students and educators by fostering better
communication, mutual understanding, and respect. Moreover, CRE cultivates critical thinking
and cultural competence, equipping students with the skills necessary to thrive in an increasingly
globalized and interconnected society (Ladson-Billings, 1995). By fostering inclusive learning
environments, CRE not only supports individual academic success but also contributes to broader
societal goals, including social justice and educational equity (Howard, 2003).

The effectiveness of CRE has been widely supported by empirical research. Studies have
demonstrated its positive impact on student learning outcomes, engagement, and overall academic
performance (Lopez, 2016; Howard, 2021; Paris, 2012; Rychly & Graves, 2012; Villegas & Lucus,
2002). For instance, Lépez (2016) found that students in culturally responsive classrooms
exhibited higher academic achievement and increased classroom participation compared to those
in traditional learning environments. Similarly, Howard (2021) reported that culturally responsive
teaching significantly improved the reading and math performance of African American and
Latino students, demonstrating its potential to close achievement gaps. Paris (2012) highlighted
the importance of sustaining students’ cultural identities in the classroom, noting that students who
felt their backgrounds were acknowledged and integrated into the curriculum displayed greater
motivation, confidence, and self-esteem. Furthermore, Rychly and Graves (2012) found that
culturally responsive teaching fostered stronger teacher-student relationships and more effective

classroom management, resulting in a more positive and inclusive learning environment. Villegas
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and Lucus (2002) reinforced these findings, emphasizing that educators who employed culturally
responsive strategies were more effective in promoting critical thinking and problem-solving skills
among their students, which ultimately contributed to improved academic outcomes.

The foundational understanding of CRE originates from the multicultural education
movement that gained momentum in the United States during the 1970s and 1980s (Banks, 2013).
This movement responded to the educational disparities experienced by students from ethnic and
racial minority backgrounds and laid the groundwork for the development of culturally responsive
teaching.

Multicultural education emerged in the 1970s as a conceptual framework to equip teachers
with the knowledge and skills necessary to teach diverse learners effectively (Howard, 2010).
Scholars have summarized and defined multicultural education as a field of study and discipline
that aims to create equal educational opportunities for students from diverse racial, ethnic, social-
class, and cultural backgrounds (Banks & Banks, 2004).

The initial stage of multicultural education emerged as ethics studies, marked by scholars and
educators’ growing interests and specializations in the history and culture of ethnic minority
groups (Baker, 1977; Banks, 1993). Consequently, individuals and institutions took action to
integrate concepts, information, and theories derived from ethics studies into the educational
sphere (Banks, 1993; Sleeter & Grant, 1973). The development of the Black Studies movement in
the late 1960s and early 1970s exemplifies this stage. Driven by a growing interest among scholars
and educators in the history, culture, and contributions of African Americans, Universities across
the United States established Black Studies departments and programs. In 1968, San Francisco
State College, now known as San Francisco State University, became the first institution to

establish a Black Studies department following a student strike that demanded the inclusion of

34



African American history and culture in the curriculum (Banks, 1993).

The second phase of multicultural education emerged as researchers and educators recognized
that merely incorporating content from ethics studies into education and teaching was necessary
but not sufficient or adequate (Banks, 1993; Grant, 1977). The insertion of ethnic studies content
helped raise awareness about the histories and contributions of minority groups. However, it did
not fundamentally alter the underlying structures and practices of the education system that
perpetuate inequality (Banks, 1993). Grant further argued that content integration is an important
step that also requires the accompaniment of critical pedagogical approaches that engage students
in examining and challenging societal power dynamics and inequalities (Grant, 1977). Educators
began to understand that achieving multicultural education required comprehensive changes to
pedagogy, curriculum design, teacher training, and institutional policies. This recognition
stemmed from the understanding that multicultural education requires more than just adding
diverse content. It involves transforming the educational environment to address systemic
inequalities and promote an inclusive and equitable learning experience for all students. As a result,
the second phase of multicultural education transitioned into multiethnic education, focusing on
implementing systematic changes in education to promote equality (Banks & Banks, 1995; Grant
& Sleeter, 2012). One notable example is the development and implementation of the multicultural
education program in Seattle Public Schools during the 1980s and 1990s (Banks, 1993). The
Seattle Public Schools program included extensive professional development for teachers,
curriculum revisions to reflect diverse perspectives, and efforts to engage parents and communities
in the educational process (Banks, 1993). This program went beyond merely integrating content
from ethnic studies into the curriculum. It aimed to transform the entire educational environment

into a more inclusive and equitable one.
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The third phase of multicultural education emerged as scholars and educators recognized the
necessity of expanding the scope of multicultural education to include more marginalized groups,
including women and individuals with disabilities, while advocating for the inclusion of their
history, perspectives, and culture in educational content (Banks, 1993; Banks, 1996). The fourth
phase of multicultural education involves developing theories, research, and practices that
integrate considerations of race, class, and gender (Banks, 1996; Grant & Sleeter, 1986). This
phase acknowledges that these social categories are interconnected and that addressing them in
isolation is insufficient for achieving educational equity. By developing intersectional approaches,
the fourth phase aims to better understand and address the complex ways that affect students’
educational experiences.

The evolution of the multicultural education movement has progressively expanded the scope
of educational inclusivity by shifting from merely acknowledging disparities and affirming
diversity to actively engaging with and responding to cultural differences in meaningful ways. This
progression has significantly influenced how educators, schools, and educational systems
approach teaching and learning in diverse contexts. Since its inception, multicultural education has
been adapted across various educational and cultural settings, providing critical insights into the
complexities of teaching for diversity and fostering a more inclusive and equitable learning
environment (Huang & Pan, 2019; Yuan, 2017). The increasing body of research on CRE further
highlights its significance as a pedagogical approach that addresses educational disparities while
promoting cultural inclusivity. As institutions of higher education worldwide continue to diversify,
there is an urgent need for educators to adopt culturally responsive teaching practices that reflect
and support the diverse experiences of their students.

Culturally responsive teaching is a central component of CRE, as it directly shapes how
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educators design and implement instruction to meet the needs of students from diverse cultural
backgrounds. While CRE provides a broad framework that includes policies, curricula,
institutional support systems, and pedagogical approaches aimed at fostering inclusivity and equity
in education, CRT focuses specifically on instructional strategies and classroom practices that
promote meaningful student engagement (Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 1995). By operationalizing
the principles of CRE, CRT ensures that students’ cultural experiences, linguistic backgrounds,
and worldviews are integrated into teaching materials, discussions, and assessments, making
learning more relevant and meaningful. Furthermore, CRT encourages an asset-based perspective
on student diversity, which enables educators to recognize and build upon students’ cultural
strengths rather than viewing their differences as obstacles to learning (Howard, 2003). In this way,
CRT serves as the practical application of CRE at the classroom level while ensuring that broader
institutional efforts to foster inclusive and equitable learning environments are effectively
translated into daily teaching practices.

2.2.2 Culturally Responsive Teaching (CRT)

CRT has emerged as a transformative pedagogical approach that actively integrates students’
cultural backgrounds into teaching and learning processes. Unlike traditional models that assume
a one-size-fits-all curriculum, CRT acknowledges that students’ cultural experiences shape their
learning while necessitating an approach that validates and incorporates these experiences into
classroom instruction. Gay (2018) defines CRT as the practice of utilizing the cultural
characteristics, lived experiences, and perspectives of ethnically diverse students to make learning
more effective and engaging. CRT is both an epistemological and methodological framework that
addresses essential educational questions, such as what to teach, why to teach, how to teach, and

to whom to teach, all within the context of ethnic, racial, cultural, and social diversity (Gay, 2018).
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Furthermore, CRT serves as an ideological, methodological, and ethical commitment to
fostering ethnic, racial, cultural, social, and linguistic pluralism. The primary goal of CRT is to
enhance educational equality, justice, and representation, while also driving social transformation
(Gay, 2018). By linking curriculum and pedagogy to students’ cultural contexts, CRT creates more
inclusive learning environments that recognize the cultural wealth that students bring to the
classroom (Gay, 2018). CRT involves not only incorporating students’ cultural references in
teaching but also creating an inclusive classroom environment where all students feel valued and
respected (Gay, 2018). Thus, CRT extends beyond merely acknowledging diversity. It demands
an active transformation of teaching practices to promote inclusivity and equity.

The terminology associated with CRT reflects the evolving discourse on culturally inclusive
education. Scholars have used various terms to capture different aspects of CRT, each emphasizing
a distinct approach. Au and Kawakami (1994) introduced the term “culturally congruent teaching,”
which underscores the importance of aligning teaching practices with students’ cultural
backgrounds. Ladson-Billings (1990) introduced the concept of “culturally relevant teaching,”
emphasizing the need to design curricula that resonate with students' lived experiences. Similarly,
Jordan (1985) coined the term “culturally compatible teaching,” emphasizing the need for
educational practices that align with students’ cultural norms and values. Another widely used
term, “culturally responsive pedagogy,” refers to pedagogical strategies that adapt to the cultural
needs of students (Gay, 2018). While these terms highlight various natures of CRT, they
collectively underscore its central premise, which is creating educational environments that respect,
integrate, and leverage students’ cultural identities to enhance learning outcomes. This research
uses the term “culturally responsive teaching” to maintain consistency and alignment with the

existing literature.
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CRT operates with three primary aims; the first of which is to foster positive academic
outcomes for students (Vavrus, 2008). By maintaining high expectations for all students, CRT
challenges the deficit-based perspectives that often marginalized students from culturally diverse
backgrounds. The concept of academic self-determination, as described by Ladson-Billings (2022),
reinforces the belief that educators should hold firm confidence in their students’ capabilities and
validate their cultural backgrounds as sources of knowledge and strength (Gay, 2018). CRT
educators actively support students’ academic growth by providing individualized attention and
affirming their intellectual potential. Walker (1996) found that personalized academic support
from teachers significantly enhances students’ academic and personal success. Similarly, Mercado
(1993) demonstrated that students who received encouragement and culturally responsive
instruction outperformed their peers on standardized assessments. As such, culturally responsive
educators function as “academic taskmasters” or “enthusiastic demanders” (Gay, 2018; Kleinfeld,
1975), dedicated to fostering rigorous learning environments where all students feel valued and
capable of high achievement.

Beyond academic outcomes, CRT aims to develop students’ cultural competence, ensuring
that diverse cultural perspectives are recognized and incorporated into the learning process
(Dickson et al., 2016). Cultural competence in CRT is a reciprocal process in which teachers
themselves become cultural learners by gaining a deep understanding of students' historical
backgrounds, cultural values, learning styles, and social contributions (Gay, 2018). CRT educators
promote cultural competence through three key areas: curriculum development, instructional
practice, and interpersonal communication. First, culturally responsive curriculum design ensures
that instructional materials reflect the diverse cultural experiences of students, fostering empathy

and cultural awareness (Banks, 2015; Eden et al., 2024; Haigh, 2009; Mbugua, 2010). Second,
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culturally responsive instructional strategies affirm students’ unique communication styles and
ways of knowing by positioning them as strengths rather than deficits in the learning process (Eden
et al., 2024; Garcia, 1991; Ukpokodu, 2011). Lastly, culturally responsive educators build
relationships with students and their families by engaging with their cultural backgrounds and
lived experiences, which strengthens teacher-student connections and enhances communication
skills (Gay, 2018; He, 2013; Le Roux, 2002). CRT does not require students to assimilate into
dominant cultural norms but rather empowers them to reconcile their cultural identities with
academic expectations while fostering a strong sense of cultural pride and academic achievement
(Villegas & Lucas, 2002).

The third and overarching goal of CRT is to cultivate students’ sociopolitical consciousness
while equipping them with the knowledge and skills to challenge systemic inequalities and
advocate for social justice (Ladson-Billings, 1995). Culturally responsive educators acknowledge
that structural barriers, such as racism and economic disparities, create inequitable educational
experiences for marginalized students. CRT is designed to empower students by fostering a critical
awareness of these inequities and encouraging them to take action in their communities. In this
way, CRT prepares students to navigate and challenge institutional oppression while developing a
commitment to civic engagement and the public good. Paris and Alim (2017) argue that CRT
should not only sustain cultural identities but also enable students to recognize and resist
discriminatory practices that limit their opportunities. By fostering sociopolitical awareness, CRT
contributes to broader efforts in creating equitable societies where diverse perspectives are valued
and uplifted.

Scholars have widely studied CRT’s impact on education, with research demonstrating its

effectiveness across different educational levels and disciplines (Bassey, 2016; Ebersole et al.,
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2016; Heitner & Jennings, 2016; Ford et al., 2014; Frye et al., 2010; Gay, 2018; Portes et al., 2018).
For instance, Ebersole, Kanahele-Mossman, and Kawakami (2016) examined the impact of CRT
in elementary education. Their research found that CRT has a positive influence on Native
Hawaiian students' engagement and achievement. Ford, Stuart, and Vakil (2014) explored the role
of CRT in special education. They found that CRT significantly improved learning outcomes for
students with disabilities. Gay (2015) provided an in-depth analysis of CRT’s effectiveness in
secondary education by emphasizing its role in fostering inclusive learning environments.
Collectively, these studies confirm the transformative potential of CRT in addressing educational
inequities and promoting culturally affirming pedagogies.

Despite extensive research on the application of CRT, scholars highlight the need for further
investigation into teachers' perspectives on CRT implementation (Borrero et al., 2018; Codding et
al., 2021; Han et al., 2014; Jackson, 2015). Educators are the primary agents of CRT, responsible
for designing culturally responsive curriculum, creating inclusive learning environments, and
engaging in critical self-reflection to address implicit biases (Gay, 2018). Understanding teachers'
perspectives is essential in identifying the barriers and facilitators of CRT implementation,
informing professional development programs, and refining policy initiatives that support
culturally responsive instruction (Howard, 2003). Furthermore, teachers’ self-awareness and
cultural competence are critical components of CRT, as educators must continuously examine their
own biases and assumptions to create truly equitable learning spaces (Villegas & Lucas, 2002).
The existing body of research on CRT underscores the critical role of teacher training and
institutional policy in equipping educators to implement culturally responsive strategies effectively
(Gist et al., 2019; Howard, 2003; Mette et al., 2016; Irvine, 2010). However, there needs to be

more focus on gathering direct insights from teachers and faculty members themselves (Borrero
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et al., 2018; Codding et al., 2021; Han et al., 2014; Jackson, 2015). Their attitudes, beliefs, and
practices directly influence how effectively CRT principles are enacted in the classroom (Gay,
2018). Understanding teachers’ perspectives is crucial because it provides insights into the
challenges and facilitators they encounter in applying CRT. This knowledge can inform
professional development programs and policy adjustments to better support teachers in their
efforts to be culturally responsive (Howard, 2003). By studying teachers’ perspectives, researchers
can identify gaps between theory and practice, enabling the development of more effective
educational strategies.

As CRT continues to gain recognition worldwide, scholars emphasize the importance of
investigating its application across diverse educational systems (Ebersole et al., 2016; Howard,
2021). Gay (2013a) emphasizes the importance of localizing CRT practices, arguing that effective
CRT implementation requires a deep understanding of the specific sociocultural contexts in which
teaching and learning take place. The global application of CRT has prompted research across
various international settings, revealing the need for adaptable and context-specific educational
strategies (Arnsen et al., 2010; Chan, 2011; Moletsane, 2013; Pham & Renshaw, 2013). For
instance, Moletsane (2013) examined the role of CRT in addressing post-apartheid educational
disparities in South Africa, while Pham and Renshaw (2013) investigated the integration of CRT
into Vietnamese classrooms. Similarly, Chan (2011) explored the adaptation of CRT in Hong
Kong, highlighting strategies used by educators to address cultural diversity in local classrooms.
In Europe, Arnesen, Lahelma, and Lundahl (2010) examined the role of CRT in promoting
inclusivity and equality in the educational systems of Nordic countries, demonstrating the positive
impact of culturally responsive practices on student engagement and achievement. These studies

demonstrate the global applicability of CRT while emphasizing the need for localized adaptations
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to ensure its effectiveness in different educational contexts.

As CRT continues to shape the future of inclusive education, research is needed to explore
its implementation within diverse cultural and institutional settings. This will ensure that CRT
remains an adaptable approach that meets the needs of all students.

2.3 CRT and Multicultural Education in the Chinese Context
2.3.1 Historical and Philosophical Foundations of Chinese Higher Education

Multiple international models have influenced the development of Chinese universities,
particularly those from Germany, France, the Soviet Union, and the United States (Altbach, 2009;
Hayhoe, 1996). While these Western models have contributed to the structural and operational
aspects of Chinese higher education, the philosophical and pedagogical foundations remain deeply
rooted in Confucian values (Marginson, 2011).

Unlike other higher education systems that may follow a singular trajectory of Western
adaptation, Chinese higher education has evolved into a distinctive model that integrates both
Confucian traditions and modern global educational reforms (Hayhoe & Liu, 2010; Marginson,
2011; Zha et al., 2015). Scholars continue to debate whether a unique Chinese university model
truly exists or whether it is an amalgamation of external influences and indigenous traditions
(Altbach, 2009; Deng, 2016; Li, 2016; Zha, 2016). In this research, Chinese higher education is
considered a distinct entity shaped by its sociopolitical and cultural contexts. It provides a valuable
framework for examining how teaching and learning practices are shaped in response to
globalization and educational reform.

Confucian Philosophical Foundations on Education
As Wadham et al. (2007) noted, “Culture shapes education, and education shapes culture.”

This statement underscores the significant role of cultural heritage in shaping higher education. To

43



understand the pedagogical and institutional frameworks of Chinese universities, it is essential to
examine the influence of Confucian philosophy. Confucianism has dominated Chinese thought for
centuries. It has become the core ideological framework since its adoption as the official state
ideology during the Han Dynasty (Lu & Jover, 2019). Confucianism views education as a means
of self-cultivation and social transformation (Tu, 1997). The Confucian perspective emphasizes
not only the acquisition of knowledge but also the moral and ethical development of individuals
who will contribute to societal harmony (Deng et al., 2015).

Among the many philosophical concepts in Confucianism, two key Confucian educational

principles are particularly relevant to this research: “teaching students in accordance with their
aptitude ” (KI#4 52 Yin Cai Shi Jiao) and “education without discrimination ” (5 # 2

You Jiao Wu Lei). The principle of “teaching students in accordance with their aptitude’ highlights
the importance of personalized instruction that recognizes the individual abilities, needs, and
learning styles of students (Jin, 2016; Xie & Chen, 2015). This perspective aligns with
contemporary theories of student-centered learning and pedagogical flexibility, reinforcing the
notion that effective teaching must be adapted to accommodate diverse learners (Liao et al., 2005;
Tam et al., 2007). Moreover, the principle emphasizes that education should not be static but
should evolve to meet the needs of different students, which further reflects the importance of
practical and context-based teaching approaches (Liu, 2020). Meanwhile, the concept of
“education without discrimination” conveys a commitment to providing equal educational
opportunities for all learners, regardless of their backgrounds (Cheng, 2023; Xie & Chen, 2015).
This principle is particularly significant in the contemporary context, where Chinese universities
are experiencing increasing student diversity due to internationalization efforts.

Academic Learning in Chinese Higher Education
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Traditional Chinese educational philosophy views knowledge acquisition as a process rooted
in experience, with the ultimate goal of applying learned knowledge to practice (Lu & Jover, 2019).
Historically, the content of academic study was heavily focused on the humanities, particularly

Confucian teachings, philosophy, and literature. The Four Books and Five Classics (415 H.2¢ Si

Shu Wu Jing), which formed the core curriculum in imperial China, shaped academic learning for
centuries and served as the foundation for the civil service examination system (Gardner, 2007;
Nylan, 2008). The goal of education in this era was to serve society, while teaching and learning
focused on the social and humanistic aspects of nature and the universe (Xu, 2016; Hayhoe, 2001).
This system aimed to select government officials based on their mastery of Confucian knowledge,
reinforcing the connection between academic learning and social advancement (Xu, 2016; Hayhoe,
2001). While agriculture, medicine, and engineering were fields of study, they remained outside
the formal educational curriculum because they were not tested in the imperial examinations (Gan,
2008; Lu & Jover, 2019; O’Sullivan & Cheng, 2022).

This historical emphasis on academic knowledge with practical applications has resurfaced
multiple times throughout the evolution of Chinese higher education. Hayhoe (1996) identified
three major periods in the development of Chinese higher education: the Nationalist period (1911-
1949), the Socialist period (1949-1978), and the Reform period (1978-1990). During the
Nationalist period, early Chinese universities adopted elements from German and American
academic traditions, integrating science into the curriculum to support national modernization
efforts (Lu & Jover, 2019). In the Socialist period, China followed the Soviet model of specialized
higher education, establishing institutions focused on engineering, health sciences, and agriculture
to align with industrialization goals (Hayhoe, 1996). The restructuring and development of

universities in this era aimed to support the industrialization of the newborn nation (Li, 2016; Lu
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& Jover, 2019). A wave of curriculum experiments occurred in this era, based on the changing
needs of various professional training resulting from economic reforms, which led to a series of
errors and damage to the structure of higher education and its academic culture (Lu & Jover, 2019).
As a result, the rigid structure of this period led to curriculum distortions and inefficiencies,
necessitating further reforms (Li, 2016; Lu & Jover, 2019). During the Reform period, Chinese
universities adjusted their curricula to align with national development needs, emphasizing
economic growth and scientific advancement (Hayhoe, 2017; Zha et al., 2015).

Currently, academic learning in Chinese higher education is characterized by rapid
transformation in response to globalization and technological advancements. The emphasis has
shifted toward improving educational quality, fostering innovation, and developing students’
critical thinking skills (Huang, 2015). These changes reflect China’s efforts to transition from an
exam-driven system to one that prioritizes comprehensive education, creativity, and global
competitiveness.

Nature and Aims of Chinese Higher Education
Ancient Chinese educational philosophy, as documented in Records on the Subject of

Education (5%ic Xue Ji), regarded education as the primary means of governance and societal

organization (Xu, 2017). Education was not merely about acquiring subject-specific knowledge
but was seen as a pathway to national stability and cultural continuity (Xu & McEwan, 2016). The
Confucian tradition emphasized that education should serve the state by cultivating individuals
who uphold ancestral heritage, promote social harmony, and contribute to governance (Xu, 2017).
As Confucianism became politicized, it played a utilitarian role in reinforcing hierarchical
structures, which eventually shaped the authoritarian nature of Chinese education (Lu & Jover,

2019).
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This historical legacy continues to influence modern Chinese higher education, where an
examination-driven culture remains dominant. Scholars have critiqued Chinese higher education
institutions for their examination-oriented culture, which results in a lack of innovation and
creativity among students (Jiang, 2013; Lockette, 2012; Singh & Kaue, 2023; Tan, 2016).
Literature on Chinese pedagogy and curriculum has also criticized its teacher-fronted classroom,
knowledge-dominated learning, and expository teaching practices (Ding, 2016; Hu, 2005; Singh
& Kaur, 2023; Tam et al., 2009).

2.3.2 China’s Approach to Internationalization of Higher Education

Building on the discussion of internationalization trends, it is essential to examine how China
has approached internationalization in its higher education sector. Given its historical emphasis on
Confucian educational values and its rapid modernization, China presents a unique case of
balancing cultural heritage with global engagement. The country’s efforts to internationalize its
universities provide insights into how higher education institutions can navigate the complexities
of globalization while preserving their distinct educational traditions.

China’s higher education system, shaped by Confucian ideals and state-driven policies, has
traditionally emphasized centralized governance, meritocracy, and national development (Hayhoe
& Pan, 2001). However, with China’s growing integration into the global economy, its universities
have increasingly adopted internationalization strategies to enhance competitiveness, improve
educational quality, and attract global talent (Gao, 2016; Hayhoe, 2016; Pan, 2013).

The early discussion of the internationalization of Chinese education dates back to the late
1990s and early 2000s, coinciding with the country’s efforts to internationalize its higher education
system (Huang, 2003; Lin, 2019; Liu & Lin, 2017). Huang (2003) emphasized how Chinese

universities began to approach internationalization by applying international standards and
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practices during this period. Further, policies that facilitated the integration of global perspectives
into the Chinese educational framework mark the beginning of a more globally oriented
educational system. They highlighted the policies of Chinese universities that aimed to improve
the quality of education, introduce international curricula, partner with foreign universities, attract
international students and faculties, and prepare Chinese students for global competitiveness (Jie,
2007; Li, 2016; Lin, 2019; Liu & Lin, 2017; Wu, 2019; Yang, 2014).

A key aspect of China's internationalization strategy has been its ambitious national policies,
such as the Double First-Class initiative, which aims to develop world-class universities and
disciplines by fostering international collaborations and academic exchanges (Yang, 2014).

Additionally, the Belt and Road Initiative (— 7 — % Yi Dai Yi Lu) has expanded China’s

educational partnerships with other countries, supporting student mobility, faculty exchanges, and
joint research projects (Huang, 2003; Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China,
2020; Yang, 2014). These efforts underscore China’s commitment to becoming a global hub for
higher education.

Furthermore, China has significantly expanded its scholarship programs for international
students, such as the Chinese Government Scholarship, which attracts thousands of students from
around the world to study in Chinese institutions (Zha et al., 2019). As the largest source of
international students globally and an emerging destination for overseas learners, China has a large
yet diverse student population in higher education. In 2019, China sent over 700,000 students
abroad, making it the largest exporter of students to international higher education institutions
(Ding, 2016). Simultaneously, China has become an increasingly popular destination for
international students, hosting over 490,000 international students from 196 countries in the same

year (Wen & Hu, 2019). Additionally, the Chinese government’s initiatives, such as the Chinese
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Government Scholarship, have supported the education of over 60,000 international students
annually, reflecting China’'s commitment to expanding its educational influence globally (Tamene
etal., 2017).

The rapid internationalization of Chinese higher education has led to increased student
diversity, creating both opportunities and challenges for faculty and institutions. While
internationalization policies aim to enhance global engagement, their success depends on how
effectively universities address cultural differences and promote inclusive educational practices.
In summary, the evolving landscape of internationalization highlights the increasing importance
of cultural integration in higher education. As China continues to expand its global educational
influence, it is essential to ensure that internationalization strategies align with culturally inclusive
pedagogies.

2.3.3 Multiculturalism and the Application of Culturally Responsive Teaching in Chinese
Education

Multiculturalism is a social and educational philosophy that emphasizes the recognition,
appreciation, and integration of diverse cultural identities within a society or institution (Blum,
2001; Mishra, 2005). It seeks to promote equal opportunities for all cultural groups while fostering
mutual respect and coexistence (Grant & Portera, 2010). As educational systems worldwide
continue to evolve, there is an increasing emphasis on incorporating multicultural principles to
enhance inclusivity and equity in learning environments.

China, as a multiethnic, multilingual, and multicultural nation, faces the challenge of
designing an education system that accommodates its diverse population while maintaining
national unity. The growing acknowledgment of multicultural education in China reflects the

country’s broader efforts to balance cultural inclusivity with national identity. Chinese
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philosophical traditions, particularly Confucianism, offer foundational principles that align with

multicultural education. The Confucian notion of Ren ({~), which signifies benevolence and

human kindness, underscores the importance of empathy and the ethical treatment of individuals
from different backgrounds (Havens, 2013; Tao et al., 2012). This ethical framework supports
contemporary multicultural education in China by reinforcing values of inclusivity and respect for

cultural diversity. Similarly, the Confucian concept of “harmony without uniformity” (F11fii A~ [A],

He er bu tong) highlights the coexistence of diverse perspectives while maintaining social cohesion
(Chen, 2020; Tao et al., 2012). These principles continue to shape educational policies that strive
to create a balanced approach to cultural inclusion in Chinese classrooms.

Recognizing the need to address diversity in education, the Chinese government has
implemented policies that promote national unity while ensuring cultural representation. The
Educational Law of the People's Republic of China mandates that the government uphold both
educational excellence and equity across all ethnic and cultural groups (Yuan, 2017; Wang, 2004).
The guiding principle of “unity in diversity” serves as the foundation for policies that integrate
ethnic minority languages and cultural traditions into curricula, particularly in regions with
significant minority populations (Fei et al., 1992; Wang, 2004; Postiglione, 2011). These policies
emphasize the importance of maintaining national coherence while promoting an inclusive
learning environment that values and respects cultural differences.

Multicultural education, which emphasizes social justice and cultural inclusivity, offers
valuable insights into improving pedagogical approaches in China. Originally influenced by
Western educational models, multicultural education promotes cultural pluralism and prepares
students for an increasingly interconnected global society (Bennett, 1990; Yuan, 2017). Integrating

multicultural education into Chinese pedagogy enhances students’ global competencies and helps
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address the needs of a multiethnic student population. This approach is particularly relevant as
Chinese universities continue to see an increase in the enrollment of ethnic minorities and
international students.

The growing diversity in Chinese higher education institutions has further highlighted the
need for CRT. Between 2007 and 2016, the number of ethnic minority students in China increased
from 1,760 to over 18.6 million, reflecting an urgent demand for educational strategies that support
diverse cultural backgrounds (Yuan, 2017). Similarly, internationalization efforts have
significantly increased the number of international students, necessitating pedagogical adaptations
that address linguistic and cultural diversity in the classroom. To accommodate these demographic
changes, China has initiated curriculum reforms that emphasize culturally responsive and
interdisciplinary teaching methods, promoting student engagement and learning outcomes.

Pedagogy plays a crucial role in shaping educational experiences, as it encompasses the
strategies, methods, and tools that educators use to facilitate learning (Stembridge, 2019). In the
context of China’s evolving educational policies, CRT has become increasingly relevant in
ensuring that teaching practices remain inclusive and responsive to students’ cultural backgrounds.
The Opinions on Deepening Education Reform and Comprehensively Improving the Quality of
Compulsory Education, issued by the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China and
the State Council in 2019, emphasize the need to optimize teaching methods and create enriched
learning environments (Mansilla & Wilson, 2020). This policy aligns with the principles of CRT
by advocating for learner-centered teaching approaches that integrate cultural awareness and
inclusivity.

The application of CRT in China extends beyond ethnic minority education and is equally

vital for international students’ academic and social integration. As Chinese universities attract an
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increasingly diverse student body, faculty must be equipped with the skills necessary to navigate
cross-cultural communication and inclusive teaching (Zhang & Zhou, 2010). Implementing CRT
allows educators to acknowledge and respond to cultural differences, fostering a learning
environment where all students feel valued and supported. Additionally, CRT enhances global
competencies by encouraging students to engage with diverse perspectives, a skill that is crucial
in China’s internationalized higher education landscape (Teng, 2016).

To remain competitive on the global stage, Chinese higher education institutions are actively
reforming their pedagogical frameworks. Many universities have introduced policies that
emphasize equipping faculty with cultural awareness and cross-cultural communication skills to
engage with diverse student populations effectively. These initiatives reflect China’s broader
commitment to improving global education standards while ensuring inclusivity within university
classrooms. Several scholars have examined the implementation of CRT in China, identifying both
opportunities and challenges. Research highlights institutional support, professional development,
and faculty attitudes toward diversity as key factors influencing CRT engagement (Bao et al., 2021;
Huang & Liu, 2023; Jiang et al., 2021; Kong et al., 2022; Liao etal., 2021; Yu, 2021). Additionally,
researchers have explored strategies for integrating CRT into different educational settings. For
example, Zhang and Qian (2015) proposed a CRT framework for secondary schools in ethnic
minority regions, advocating for curricula that incorporate local cultural traditions. Gao (2016)
examined CRT in urban schools with migrant students, emphasizing the importance of
understanding students’ socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds. Similarly, Kong (2021)
explored the role of CRT in rural Chinese schools, where educators must adapt their teaching
strategies to meet the needs of diverse ethnic groups.

Despite its increasing recognition, CRT implementation in Chinese higher education faces
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significant challenges. The strong emphasis on standardized curricula and exam-driven learning
limits the flexibility needed for culturally responsive instruction (Brown & Gao, 2015; Gong &
Dobinson, 2019; Sato, 2017). Additionally, faculty members often lack the necessary training and
experience to integrate CRT effectively in diverse classrooms (Forlin, 2017; Xie et al., 2023).
Addressing these challenges requires sustained institutional support, targeted professional
development, and curriculum reforms that prioritize cultural inclusivity.

While CRT aims to foster inclusivity, some critics caution that if applied uncritically, it may
reinforce cultural stereotypes. Overemphasizing cultural differences can risk essentializing
students’ identities rather than promoting genuine cross-cultural understanding (Brown-Jeffrey &
Cooper, 2011). A balanced approach that values diversity while avoiding rigid categorizations of
students based on cultural backgrounds is needed (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Paris, 2012). By
integrating CRT into Chinese higher education through thoughtful and contextually relevant
strategies, educators can create learning environments that are both inclusive and empowering,
ultimately enhancing academic outcomes and promoting social cohesion.

2.4 Activity Theory as a Theoretical Framework

Activity theory originates from the early 20th-century work of Soviet psychologists Lev
Vygotsky, Alexei Leontiev, and Alexander Luria (Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1991). As a
sociocultural framework, it provides a lens to understand how social, cultural, and institutional
factors mediate human cognition and learning.

2.4.1 Development of Activity Theory

Initially, Vygotsky developed a cultural-historical theory of psychological development,

emphasizing the significance of social interaction and cultural artifacts in shaping cognitive

processes (Van der Veer & Valsiner, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978). Central to Vygotsky’s theory is the
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idea that learning is not an isolated cognitive process, but rather occurs through interaction with
others and is facilitated by tools and symbols that mediate knowledge construction (Barret-Pugh
et al., 2019). His introduction of mediation highlights how human actions are influenced by tools,
both material and symbolic, which play a crucial role in cognitive development (Fernyhough,
2008).

Vygotsky’s learning triangle, which is composed of subject, object, and mediating artifacts,
formed the foundation of what later became activity theory. This concept laid the groundwork for
zone of proximal development and scaffolding, which describe how learning is structured through
social interactions that help individuals progress toward higher levels of understanding (Barret-
Pugh et al., 2019). Building upon these ideas, Leontiev, a student of Vygotsky, expanded the
framework by shifting the focus from individual cognition to the collective and societal nature of
human activity. He conceptualized activity as a structured, goal-oriented system where human
actions are shaped by motives and directed toward objectives within a broader social context
(Leontiev, 1978; Stetsenko, 2005). This systemic view of learning emphasizes that education is
inherently tied to the socio-historical and institutional structures within which it occurs (Leontyev,
2016).

Building on the foundational work of VVygotsky and Leontiev, Engestrom (2001) expanded
activity theory to address the complexities of interrelated activity systems in learning and
organizational settings. His revision introduced the concept of expansive learning, which
conceptualizes how individuals and groups transform their activities by resolving contradictions
within existing systems. Engestrom’s work further extended activity theory from individual and
classroom-based learning to the institutional and organizational levels, making it a valuable

framework for studying pedagogical transformations, such as CRT in this research (Engestrom,
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2001).

A key aspect of Engestrom’s revised theory is the recognition of contradictions as drivers of
change and innovation (Engestrém, 2001). Within educational contexts, contradictions arise when
traditional teaching practices fail to meet the evolving needs of diverse student populations,
necessitating pedagogical adaptation and institutional transformation (Davidov, 1990). By
applying activity theory to higher education systems, this research examines how CRT is mediated
through institutional structures and policies, faculty practices and knowledge, and accessibility of
resources.

2.4.2 Key Components of Activity Systems

An activity system, as conceptualized in activity theory, consists of six interrelated
components that continuously interact with and mediate each other. These six components are
subject, object, tools/artifacts, rules, community, and division of labor (Engestrém, 2001; Foot,
2014; Mtika, 2008).

Subject refers to the individual or group engaged in the activity whose actions are driven by
specific goals or motives (Engestrom, 2001). In the context of this research, the faculty members
serve as the subjects, as they are responsible for designing and delivering instruction. Their
perspectives, experiences, and professional development shape how they interpret and apply CRT
principles in their classrooms. Understanding faculty members as the subject allows this research
to investigate how educators engage with CRT, their motivations for its implementation, and the
challenges they encounter within the broader institutional structure.

The object represents the goal or intended outcome of the activity. In this study, the object is
the implementation of CRT in university classrooms. Faculty members aim to create inclusive and

culturally responsive learning environments that address the diverse needs of international students.
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Mediating the relationship between the subject (faculty) and the object (CRT implementation)
are tools and artifacts. Tools and artifacts in an activity system are the instruments that facilitate
or constrain the activity, including instructional materials, institutional policies, faculty training
programs, technology, and pedagogical frameworks (Jonassen & Rohrer-Murphy, 1999). In
activity theory, the concept of mediation emphasizes that learning is not a direct transmission of
knowledge from teacher to student, but a dynamic process in which artifacts play a crucial role in
shaping the learning environment and influencing how learners construct their understanding.
Tools and artifacts play a crucial role in shaping how faculty members engage with CRT, as they
provide the necessary resources and structures to support its implementation.

Rules and norms encompass conventions and regulations that govern the actions and
interactions within the activity system, shaping how the subject engages with the object (Jonassen,
2000; Mtika, 2008). In the context of this research, the rules component refers to the formal and
informal regulations, policies, and expectations that shape faculty members’ engagement with
CRT. The rules and norms define what is legitimate and rewarded, as well as what is discouraged
and prohibited. In Chinese universities, rules may include curriculum guidelines, institutional
policies on diversity and inclusion, accreditation requirements, and faculty evaluation criteria.
While some rules may promote CRT by incentivizing culturally responsive practices, others may
create barriers, such as rigid curricula that limit pedagogical flexibility or assessment structures
that prioritize standardized teaching approaches over culturally adaptive methodologies.

The community consists of a social group or network that shares the same general object and
mediates the subject’s activity through social norms and collective knowledge (Barret-Pugh et al.,
2019). In this research, the community includes faculty members, students, administrators,

policymakers, and broader educational stakeholders. These factors influence how CRT is
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implemented and institutionalized within universities.

Finally, the division of labor refers to how roles, responsibilities, and authority are distributed
within the educational system, which affects how CRT is developed and sustained (Barret-Pugh et
al., 2019; Engestrdom, 2001). Within higher education, this includes the differentiation of
responsibilities between faculty members, teaching assistants, administrators, and other
stakeholders. Faculty autonomy in curriculum adaptation, decision-making power over
pedagogical strategies, and access to institutional support structures all influence their capacity to
implement CRT effectively.

By analyzing these interconnected elements, this research explores how faculty members
negotiate CRT within their institutional contexts. Examining the relationships and tensions
between subjects, objects, tools, rules, community, and division of labor allows for a deeper
understanding of the systemic factors that shape CRT adoption in Chinese higher education. This
framework helps identify both the facilitators and constraints affecting faculty engagement with
CRT. It provides insights into how institutional structures, policies, and teaching practices can be
reformed to create more inclusive and culturally responsive learning environments.

2.4.3 Mediating Artifacts and the Role of Scaffolding

In activity theory, the relationship between the subject (the learner) and the object (the
learning goal or task) is central to understanding how learning occurs within any teaching and
learning system (Barret-Pugh et al., 2019). This relationship is shaped and mediated by various
artifacts, including tools, signs, symbols, language, and other scaffolding mechanisms that help
the learner engage with and transform the object into an outcome (Jonassen, 2000; Jonassen &
Rohrer-Murphy, 1999). Mediating artifacts are essential because they provide the cognitive and

social tools that enable learners to interact meaningfully with the learning content, navigate
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complex tasks, and achieve their learning objectives.

A core tenet of activity theory in this research is that learning is mediated by artifacts such as
instructional materials, digital tools, and institutional policies (Jonassen & Rohrer-Murphy, 1999).
In CRT, mediating artifacts shape how faculty members interpret and apply culturally responsive
strategies in the classroom. For example, these artifacts may include curriculum frameworks,
professional development resources, and tools for cross-cultural communication, which either
facilitate or constrain CRT implementation (Pea, 2018; Russell, 2013).

Moreover, these mediating artifacts help to scaffold learning, which is particularly crucial in
supporting learners as they move from their current level of understanding to a more advanced
level of knowledge and skill. Scaffolding, in this context, refers to the temporary support provided
by the teacher, tools, or peers that is gradually removed as the learner becomes more competent
(Pea, 2018). Scaffolding within CRT occurs through faculty training programs, peer collaborations,
and university policies that promote inclusive teaching practices. Just as scaffolding in student
learning helps learners transition from basic to advanced competencies, faculty need structured
guidance and institutional backing to navigate the complexities of culturally responsive pedagogy.
2.5 Conceptual Framework: Three Dimensions of Culturally Responsive Teaching

Since this research aims to explore how CRT is understood and implemented in higher
education, it is essential to establish a conceptual framework that provides a structure for
examining the different dimensions of CRT. A well-defined framework ensures that the study
systematically investigates various perspectives of CRT. Drawing on Taylor’s (2010) and Richards
et al.’s (2007) frameworks, this research adopts a three-dimensional perspective on CRT:
institutional, personal, and instructional. These dimensions offer a comprehensive approach to

understanding how CRT is supported at the institutional level, developed at the personal level by
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educators, and enacted in instructional practices. Each dimension is interconnected and plays a
crucial role in fostering an educational environment that is responsive to diverse student needs.
2.5.1 Institutional Dimension

The institutional dimension encompasses the administration, policies, and values that shape
the educational environment and set the foundation for cultural responsiveness within an
institution (Taylor, 2010). This dimension encompasses the development and enforcement of
policies that support diversity and inclusion, as well as fostering an institutional culture that values
and promotes cultural competence among staff and students (Taylor, 2010). The institutional
dimension shapes the educational environment where CRT can thrive, which is collectively
determined by leadership commitment, institutional policies, and community engagement. The
effectiveness of CRT is significantly influenced by how institutions organize themselves to support
diverse cultural perspectives and inclusive teaching practices (Richards et al., 2007).

To foster a culturally responsive institutional climate, changes are required in at least three
key areas: school organization, policies and procedures, and community involvement (Little, 1999;
Richards et al., 2007). School organization includes the strategic use of physical spaces, such as
creating inclusive classroom environments that reflect cultural diversity and designing curricula
that incorporate multiple perspectives (Taylor, 2010). School policies and procedures refer to
guidelines that directly influence the implementation of CRT, including faculty hiring practices,
professional development initiatives, and assessment frameworks that take into account cultural
diversity. Finally, community involvement highlights the necessity of engaging families and local
communities in the educational process to create an inclusive learning environment that extends
beyond the classroom (Richards et al., 2007).

In the context of this research, the institutional dimension includes university organization,
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university policies, and community engagement (Zhang & Wang, 2016). Institutional leadership,
policies, and administrative guidance are fundamental in shaping how CRT is implemented in
Chinese higher education (Johnson, 2007; Zhang & Wang, 2016). This research, therefore, focuses
on examining institutional policies and procedures that either facilitate or hinder the adoption of
CRT. Institutional reforms are necessary for creating a culturally responsive academic
environment that supports the personal and instructional dimensions of CRT (Taylor, 2010). A
transformation toward cultural responsiveness requires collaboration between universities,
regional education authorities, and faculty members to provide structured professional
development opportunities that build educators” CRT competencies (Brown, 2007).

Moreover, this research explores how institutional ideas about CRT originate and evolve,
analyzing how cultural, historical, and social factors influence the adoption and adaptation of CRT
principles in Chinese higher education. Understanding these influences provides a more
comprehensive definition of CRT, ensuring that it is effectively adapted to local contexts while
remaining aligned with its core principles.

2.5.2 Personal Dimension

The personal dimension of CRT focuses on the cognitive and emotional processes that
educators undergo to become culturally responsive instructors (Taylor, 2010). Faculty members
play a central role in CRT because they directly interact with students, mediating between
institutional policies and students’ cultural realities. However, being a culturally responsive
educator can be challenging, particularly when students’ cultural traits and experiences differ
significantly from those of the instructor (Taylor, 2010).

Taylor’s framework highlights that, in addition to mastering content knowledge and

pedagogy, faculty must develop comprehensive cultural knowledge to engage effectively with
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diverse student populations (Taylor, 2010; Zhang & Wang, 2016). Existing research identifies two
categories of knowledge that shape faculty members’ ability to be culturally responsive:

1.Understanding of Cultural Diversity: This includes knowledge of the cultural values,
traditions, communication styles, learning preferences, and social contributions of different ethnic
groups (Banks & Banks, 1995; Gay, 2002; Au & Kawakami, 1994; Johnson, 2007; Smith-Maddox,
1998). Faculty members who develop this understanding can better tailor their instructional
strategies to meet students’ needs.

2.Self-Reflection on Attitudes and Practices: This category involves faculty engaging in self-
examination to recognize and address their own biases while cultivating empathy and cultural
sensitivity (Abacioglu et al., 2020; Barnes, 2006; Fyre et al., 2010; Montgomery, 2001). Research
suggests that self-reflective educators are more successful in creating inclusive classroom
environments (Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Zhang & Wang, 2016).

Becoming a culturally responsive instructor requires deep self-reflection on one’s personal
history and experiences. Educators must critically examine their own identities and confront any
implicit biases that shape their worldviews. Unchecked biases can directly impact teacher-student
relationships, potentially alienating students from culturally diverse backgrounds. By engaging in
critical reflection, faculty members can actively eliminate biases, build stronger relationships with
students, and foster a sense of trust and belonging that enhances student engagement and success.

Additionally, the emotional component of the personal dimension is crucial for CRT. Faculty
members need to develop critical cultural consciousness, which involves understanding how their
own cultural perspectives influence their teaching and interactions with students (Gay & Kirkland,
2003; Gonzéalez-Carriedo et al., 2024; Zhang & Wang, 2016). A culturally responsive educator

recognizes that knowledge is socially constructed and critically evaluates dominant narratives and
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perspectives in curriculum and instruction (Gay, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Zhang & Wang,
2016).
2.5.3 Instructional Dimension

The instructional dimension of CRT refers to the strategies, materials, and practices used in
classroom instruction (Taylor, 2010). This dimension is crucial because it determines how cultural
diversity is reflected in students’ learning experiences. Faculty members need to actively integrate
culturally relevant content, inclusive teaching strategies, and differentiated assessments to create
an equitable and engaging classroom environment (Gay, 2013a; Ladson-Billings, 1994; Richards
et al., 2007; Smith-Maddox, 1998).

A key component of this dimension is incorporating culturally relevant content into curricula.
To ensure that course materials reflect diverse perspectives, educators need to incorporate
literature, historical narratives, and case studies that highlight the experiences and contributions of
various cultural groups (Ladson-Billings, 1994). Providing students with culturally relatable
materials fosters a deeper sense of identity and belonging, leading to increased motivation and
academic achievement.

Another critical element of the instructional dimension is the use of diverse teaching methods
that accommodate students’ varied learning preferences (Gay, 2018). Culturally responsive
instruction requires educators to employ multiple pedagogical strategies, such as visual, auditory,
and kinesthetic learning activities, to address the unique needs of different students (Richards et
al., 2007). Differentiated instruction, which adapts teaching techniques to accommodate students’
strengths and challenges, further enhances the effectiveness of CRT (Tomlinson, 2001).

Furthermore, fostering an inclusive classroom environment is integral to CRT. This involves

creating a learning space where students feel valued, respected, and empowered to express their
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cultural identities (Bondy et al., 2007; Gay, 2002; Vavrus, 2008). Faculty members can achieve
this by encouraging cultural discussions, promoting respect for different perspectives, and
addressing stereotypes and biases in the classroom (Smith-Maddox, 1998). Research indicates that
inclusive classrooms enhance students’ academic and social development (Gay, 2010). By
focusing on this dimension, the research seeks to identify best practices and effective instructional

strategies that enhance student engagement and learning outcomes in diverse classrooms
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Chapter 3 Methodology

In this chapter, | outline the methodological framework of this study, which follows an
integrated sequential mixed-methods design consisting of three phases of data collection and
analysis. The chapter begins by explaining the overall research design, detailing how qualitative
and quantitative methods are sequentially integrated to provide comprehensive answers to the
research questions. Following this, | describe the participant recruitment process, including the
selection criteria and procedures used in each phase.

The chapter then proceeds to a phase-by-phase demonstration of data collection and analysis,
which also illustrates how each phase builds upon the previous one. Specifically, | explain the data
collection strategies, analytical approaches, and interpretation methods employed at each stage.
Finally, I discuss how results from each phase inform the subsequent phase, ensuring a cohesive
and iterative research process that aligns with the study’s objectives.

3.1 Overview of Methodology

In this study, I utilized an integrated sequential mixed-methods research design to examine
Chinese faculty perspectives on CRT and factors influencing their pedagogical practices.
Integrated sequential mixed-methods design in this research combines qualitative and quantitative
approaches as well as exploratory and explanatory phases in a structured sequence to answer the
following research questions (Cha, 2021; Creamers, 2017; Fetters et al., 2013):

Research Question (1): To what extent do faculty members in Liaoning Province, China,
understand and implement culturally responsive teaching?

Research Question (2): What elements, if any, are influencing their practices?

In order to answer the two research questions, | organized this research study into three

sequential phases: qualitative (focus group discussions), quantitative (survey), and qualitative
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(semi-structured interviews). By integrating both qualitative and quantitative approaches, | was
able to comprehensively investigate the research questions (Creswell & Clark, 2017). The rationale
for using this integrated sequential mixed-method was that it allows both an exploratory phase and
an explanatory phase to assess the research problem.

The sequential design began with phase 1 focus group discussions, which were a qualitative
data collection. This phase involved focus group discussions with three to five individuals in each
group discussions aimed at understanding how Chinese faculty members conceptualize CRT. The
discussions are designed to provide qualitative insights into participants’ perspectives and identify
key factors influencing their CRT practices. This exploratory phase is crucial in this research since
the concept of CRT originated in the Western context, which may not apply to Chinese higher
education. I transcribed, translated, and analyzed the audio recordings of these discussions through
a coding process to generate themes.

As part of a sequential design, | used the results from the previous phase to design the
following phase. Based on the findings from the phase 1 focus group discussions, | developed the
self-administered survey in phase 2. Phase 2 of the study utilized a self-administered survey to
quantitatively assess participants' perceptions of CRT, employing a 1-7 Likert scale to capture
varying degrees of agreement and familiarity (Likert, 1932). | chose to use this ordinal scale for
its effectiveness in measuring attitudes and perceptions on a continuous spectrum (Joshi et al.,
2015). The survey was distributed electronically and was available in both Chinese and English. |
conducted three forms of quantitative analyses of the data collected in this phase, including
descriptive statistics, correlational analyses, and comparisons between groups. Findings from the
phase 2 survey also informed the purposive sampling and interview questions in phase 3.

In the final phase 3, | conducted semi-structured interviews with selected participants based
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on their survey responses. These interviews aimed to deepen understanding of the quantitative
findings and explore participants’ perspectives in more detail (Toyon, 2021). I transcribed, coded,
and thematically analyzed the interviews to complement the survey results.

Data collection occurred in three phases for three months, each employing three different
methods to generate a comprehensive and contextually rich understanding of CRT among faculty
members at two types of Chinese higher education institutions in Shenyang, Liaoning Province
(world-class universities and non-world-class universities). Throughout the study, I integrated and
compared the qualitative and quantitative data and findings to enhance the analysis and
interpretation (Creswell & Clark, 2017). Detailed descriptions of the methods and sampling used
in each phase are listed below.

Table 2 Overview of Data Collection

Data Sources Description of Data Quantity
The focus group discussions were designed to
Phase 1. Focus stimulate participants’ discussions of their A total of 3 focus
Group experiences related to CRT, including their groups (with 10
Discussions understanding of the concept and their participants).

implementation of it.

Surveys collected demographic variables and
Phase 2. Surveys  measured participants’ perspectives on the three
dimensions of CRT using a Likert scale of 1 to 7.

A total of 139
participants.

i A total of 26
Phase 3. Semi- - : , _ . 1
structured Individual mtgrwews_wnh selected participants participants were
Interviews delve deeper into their responses to the survey. selected using

purposeful sampling.

3.2 Research Design: The Integrated Sequential Mixed Methods Design

In this research, | employed an integrated sequential mixed-methods design, incorporating
both exploratory and explanatory phases to systematically combine qualitative and quantitative
approaches (Cha, 2021). The study followed a three-phase structure: qualitative, quantitative, and

then qualitative. The three-phase structure ensured that each phase was built upon the previous one
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to provide comprehensive and contextually grounded findings.

The exploratory sequential design in this study was structured to ensure that the findings from
the initial qualitative phase informed the development of the subsequent quantitative phase
(Greene et al., 1989). The primary purpose of this design was to create a contextually grounded
quantitative survey, ensuring that the instrument accurately reflected the context of CRT in this
research. The integration of qualitative and quantitative results in this phase followed a structured
process where themes and results from the qualitative analysis directly informed the construction
of the survey instrument (Creswell & Clark, 2017).

Following the exploratory phase, the study transitioned into an explanatory sequential design,
where the guantitative results guided the selection of participants and topics for further qualitative
exploration (Morgan, 2014; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). The goal of this phase was to deepen
the interpretation of the numerical data by conducting follow-up qualitative interviews. | employed
this design to ensure that the qualitative phase provided deeper insights into the statistical results
observed (Morgan, 2014; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Another objective of this approach was to
guide purposeful sampling, ensuring that participants selected for the qualitative phase could
provide meaningful explanations of the quantitative results. The qualitative strand in this study
was designed to clarify, elaborate on, and contextualize the initial quantitative findings, which
helped to capture the complexity of faculty experiences with CRT (Creswell & Clark, 2017).
Integration in this explanatory design was achieved by linking the quantitative outcomes directly
to qualitative data collection. Once the qualitative phase was completed, the two datasets were
merged, enabling a holistic interpretation of how the qualitative insights explained and expanded
upon the quantitative findings.

The weight of each phase is strategically balanced: the qualitative interviews guide
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conceptual development, the survey contributes empirical data, and the focus groups

add contextual explanations. | purposefully chose a mixed-methods approach

to integrate the strengths of both qualitative and quantitative paradigms, addressing the
context-specific nature of CRT implementation in Chinese universities (Ivankova et al., 2011).

By employing this integrated sequential approach, I leveraged the strengths of both qualitative
and quantitative methods to develop deep, empirically grounded findings. The study’s design
ensured that each phase informed the next, which fostered a continuous refinement of insights and
strengthened the contextual relevance of the findings.

Graph 1 Integrated Sequential Mixed Methods Design Diagram
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3.3 Institution Selection, Participant Recruitment, and Sampling Procedures
3.3.1 Institution Selection
This study categorizes universities into two groups: world-class universities and non-world-

class universities, following the classification widely used in Chinese higher education research
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(Hayhoe et al., 2004; Li, 2012). The designation of world-class universities is based on their
inclusion in China’s national initiatives, such as Project 985 and Project 211, which were designed
to enhance global competitiveness, research capacity, and academic excellence (Hayhoe et al.,
2004). These initiatives focused on significant investments in higher education, including
infrastructure development, faculty recruitment and development, and international collaborations
(Song, 2018; Wei & Johnstone, 2020). The emphasis of the world-class university project was on
fostering cutting-edge research, innovation, and academic excellence (Kim et al., 2018; Ngok &
Guo, 2008).

The recruitment of participants from both world-class and non-world-class universities
ensures a more comprehensive exploration of the higher education landscape. World-class
universities, designated under the government’s elite initiatives such as Project 985 and Project
211, are well-funded institutions that receive preferential support for faculty development,
international collaborations, and curriculum innovation (Kim et al., 2018; Marginson, 2011; Song,
2018; Ngok & Guo, 2008). Additionally, world-class universities in China were well-resourced,
offering access to advanced research facilities, comprehensive libraries, and a network of esteemed
scholars and practitioners (Mohrman, 2008). These universities often serve as exemplars of best
practices in higher education reform, offering insights into the ways in which global standards and
national policies shape CRT (Kim et al., 2018; Wei & Johnstone, 2020).

In contrast, non-world-class universities represent the broader reality of Chinese higher
education. Non-world-class universities encompass a diverse range of institutions, including
regional and rural universities. These universities serve a significant portion of the student
population, including a growing number of international students. However, these institutions

often face challenges such as limited funding, less access to international collaborations, and fewer
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professional development opportunities for faculty (Postiglione, 2011; Mohrman, 2013).
Investigating CRT based on the experiences of faculty in non-world-class universities offers
critical perspectives on localized practices, resource constraints, and the unique challenges faced
by these institutions (Mohrman, 2013).

By selecting institutions from both categories, this research also addresses potential
disparities in faculty perceptions, administrative support, and the actual implementation of CRT.
World-class universities may have greater institutional backing for cultural diversity initiatives,
whereas non-world-class universities may rely more on individual faculty agency and localized
approaches to CRT (Song, 2018; Marginson, 2011).

The inclusion of both world-class and non-world-class universities aligns with the broader
objectives of this research. It ensures that the findings are not limited to a single type of institution
but reflect the diverse higher education landscape in China. Given that CRT is inherently context-
dependent, examining its implementation across a range of university settings provides a more
comprehensive and transferable understanding of how CRT functions in Chinese higher education
(Altbach et al., 2009; Mohrman, 2013).

This study included faculty members from seven higher education institutions in Shenyang,
China. A total of 139 faculty members participated in this research, 33 from world-class
universities and 106 from non-world-class universities. The names of the participating universities
are not disclosed in this study to maintain confidentiality. However, recruitment was limited to
seven institutions to ensure a focused analysis.

The selection of world-class universities was comprehensive. Shenyang is home to only two
institutions designated under China’s world-class university initiatives, both of which were

included in this research. The five non-world-class universities included in this study represent a
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diverse range of institutions, varying in academic focus, student demographics, and institutional
resources. These institutions specialize in disciplines such as engineering, architecture, music,
education, and applied sciences. The inclusion of these institutions offers valuable insights into
how CRT is implemented across different educational settings. The inclusion of universities with
distinct academic orientations ensures a comprehensive understanding of how faculty members
navigate CRT within their respective teaching environments.

3.3.2 Participant Recruitment and Sampling Rationale

The data collection process for this research began with the systematic identification of
potential participants. To ensure a targeted and effective recruitment strategy, | first accessed
institutional websites to gather publicly available faculty contact information. This approach
enabled direct outreach to individuals whose academic backgrounds and expertise aligned with
this study.

The recruitment process primarily followed a volunteer sampling approach, where potential
participants received formal email invitations to join the study (Creswell & Clark, 2017). These
emails clearly outlined the research objectives, eligibility criteria, and participation requirements,
ensuring that faculty members had a clear understanding of their potential involvement before
committing. Attached to the recruitment email was a waiver of consent form, which allows
prospective participants to review their rights, the confidentiality measures in place, and the
expectations regarding their role in the study. To protect anonymity and confidentiality, once
participants submitted their consent, they were assigned a unique, non-identifiable participant
number. Assigning unique participant numbers serves the dual purpose of maintaining
confidentiality while ensuring continuity and consistency across all three phases of the research.

These identifiers allow participants to remain anonymous while enabling their responses to be
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tracked and linked throughout the study to ensure a cohesive and reliable analysis of their
perspectives throughout the research.

| also employed snowball sampling to enhance the diversity of the sample and broaden the
participant pool. This method leveraged the professional networks of existing participants, who
were encouraged to refer colleagues who met the study’s eligibility criteria (Biernacki & Waldorf,
1981). Snowball sampling was particularly useful in reaching faculty members across various
disciplines and institutional types. This approach also helped overcome potential recruitment
barriers, as faculty members were more inclined to participate when recommended by trusted
colleagues (Naderifar et al., 2017). A total of 139 participants were recruited for the study. Among
all the participants, 14 participants were directly identified through institutional outreach, while
the remaining participants joined through snowball sampling through referrals from existing
respondents.

Participants had the option to engage in one or more phases of the study, choosing to
participate in Phase 1, Phase 2 and 3, or all three phases. This flexibility ensured that faculty
members could contribute based on their availability and interest. Participation in Phase 1 did not
exclude individuals from engaging in later phases, which allowed for continuity in data collection
and a richer, longitudinal perspective on the research topic. To ensure consistency in the research
design, participants who completed the Phase 2 survey were considered for participation in the
Phase 3 interviews following a structured sampling procedure. As part of an explanatory sequential
design, the findings from Phase 2 guided the selection process for Phase 3 to achieve a targeted
approach in identifying interview participants. The details of this structured sampling procedure

will be outlined in the following paragraphs.
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3.4 Phase 1 Focus Group Discussion
3.4.1 Phase 1 Data Collection

This exploratory phase of research employed focus group discussions to understand
participants’ understanding and implementation of CRT. I used a nine-question instrument to guide
the discussions (see Appendix A). During phase 1, | conducted three focus group discussions with
10 participants to gain an initial understanding of how Chinese faculty members at these
universities conceptualized and approached CRT.

The focus group discussions began by grounding participants in their experiences of teaching
and interacting with international students by asking them to reflect on their daily practices and
challenges. This initial phase helped participants contextualize their perspectives before moving
into a more focused discussion on their conceptual understanding of CRT. The discussions then
transitioned into an exploration of faculty perceptions of CRT, where participants were asked to
articulate their interpretation of the term, drawing from their experiences, knowledge, and
professional backgrounds. By engaging in this reflective process, faculty members identified their
interpretation of CRT that resonated with their teaching. After establishing their conceptual
understanding, the discussion naturally progressed toward how they implement CRT in their
classrooms, with participants sharing specific teaching strategies, adaptations, and challenges they
encountered when engaging with international students. This structured approach allowed the
discussions to move from broad personal experiences to theoretical interpretations and finally to
concrete teaching practices on how faculties participating in this research understand and apply
CRT in their educational contexts.

This phase was instrumental in uncovering faculty members’ understanding of CRT,

especially in the context of China, where the concept may have differed from its application in
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Western settings. | chose the focus group discussion format since it allowed for interactions among
participants, encouraging them to build on each other’s opinions and facilitating a rich exchange
of ideas and experiences related to the topic (Krueger & Casey, 2015). Focus groups were
particularly effective for this exploratory phase of this research as they provided a platform for
participants to foster dialogue and share their thoughts in a collaborative environment (Morgan,
1997). Moreover, the collective nature of focus group discussions created an environment where
participants could reflect on and refine their understanding of CRT in relation to their peers’
insights, which was suitable for examining complex and context-dependent concepts like CRT in
China (Hennink, 2014). In this phase, participants also described their implementation of CRT
practices in their teaching environments. | used this initial phase of qualitative results to develop
and modify the self-administered survey in the second phase (Clark et al., 2012; Creswell & Clark,
2017).

After receiving consent from participants, | organized them into groups of three to five
individuals to conduct focus group discussions. | purposefully chose to control the number of
participants in each discussion to enhance the depth of the data collected (Nyumba et al., 2018).
Additionally, | intentionally assigned participants to focus groups based on their institutional
categories to ensure that each discussion included faculty from both world-class and non-world-
class universities.

All focus group discussions were conducted virtually via Zoom. | conducted audio recordings
during the focus group discussions. Afterward, | transcribed audio recordings from focus group
discussions promptly after each session to ensure accuracy in capturing participants’ responses.
The transcription process occurred within 24 to 48 hours following the conclusion of each focus

group or interview session. This timely transcription ensured that the details of the conversation,
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including tone, emphasis, and context, were accurately preserved.

Participants were given the flexibility to communicate in their preferred language, either
Chinese or English. The majority of the conversations took place in Chinese, though in some
instances, participants switched to English to clarify or better express their thoughts. I translated
and transcribed all conversations conducted in Chinese into English. Once transcribed, | reviewed
and cross-checked the data against the recordings to ensure the transcription's reliability. This
approach was designed to help capture any potential misinterpretations or missed elements during
the initial transcription process.

Table 3 Overview of Focus Group Discussions (Phase 1, N=10)

Number of

. . L) . . .
Participants Participants’ Institutions Types  Language Location

1 participants from world-class &
Focus

Group #1 3 2 participant from Non-world- Chinese Zoom
class
Focus 2 participants from world-class & Chinese:
4 2 participants from Non-world- . Zoom
Group #2 English
class
1 participant from world-Class & . _
Focus L Chinese;
3 2 participants from non-world- . Zoom
Group #3 class English

3.4.2 Phase 1 Data Analysis

As part of a sequential mixed methods design, | conducted data analysis in multiple phases,
with each phase informing the next. During this initial qualitative phase, | began with a qualitative
data analysis by identifying quotes, codes, and themes related to the research questions. The
process started with open coding, where segments of the text were labeled based on their relevance
to the research questions (Miles et al., 2014; Priest et al., 2001; Saldafia, 2015). These initial codes
provided a foundation for further axial coding, where | grouped related codes into broader

categories and overarching themes (Blair, 2015; Scott & Mcdaugh, 2017; Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
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Finally, through selective coding, | manually refined these categories of codes to develop a
coherent framework that structured the findings from this Phase 1 data collection. The following
table presents the resulting categories, themes, and codes. Findings from this Phase 1 data
collection guided the development of the self-administered survey in the subsequent phase
(Creswell & Clark, 2017; Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Table 4 Table of Categories, themes, and codes from Phase 1 focus group discussions
Categories Themes Definition

Issues with communication, terminology, and
academic language.

Variation in values, norms, educational concepts,
and learning styles.

Language Barriers

Cultural Differences

Challenges . .
_— Lack of materials, institutional support, or project

Limited Resources i

opportunities.
: . Insufficient time to address cultural differences or
Time Restraints . . . .

implement tailored teaching strategies.

Cultural Exchange Exposure to diverse cultures and teaching
methods.

Opportunities Cross-cultural Skills Sg;/lilopment of adaptability and communication
Enhanced Teaching Inspiration for innovative methods and
Practices integration of diverse perspectives.
Definition Teaching that respects and incorporates students
cultural backgrounds.
Approaches Role-playmg,_group discussions, case analysis,
CRT and cultural displays.
Use of digital space, virtual tools, and culturally
Tools . .
relevant pedagogical materials.
. Limited time, sensitive topics, and rigid
Barriers

institutional frameworks.
Language Tools  Real-time translation and multilingual materials.

Resources for understanding cultural contexts and

Cultural Traning e 4a00gical adjustments.

Faculty support needs  Cooperation and
Partnership

Policy and Flexibility in curricula and inclusive assessment
Institutional Support standards.

Resources and opportunities for collaboration
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Categories Themes Definition

International Previous study or teaching abroad influences
_ Exposure faculty perspectives
Personal beliefs and Educational Beliefs in inclusivity and adaptability shape

Experiences Philosophy ~ teaching approaches

Relevant Knowledge Understanding of diversity and culture.
The resulting categories, themes, and codes from the Phase 1 focus group discussions

revealed several critical themes. The discussions revealed challenges and opportunities in
implementing CRT. Additionally, faculty emphasized the need for institutional support, including
language tools, cultural training, interdisciplinary collaboration, and flexible policies. They
highlighted their personal experiences, such as international exposure and educational philosophy,
as influential factors in their CRT implementation.

3.4.3 Implications for Phase 2 Survey Design

The survey in Phase 2 is designed to assess faculty members’ understanding and
implementation of CRT quantitatively. However, CRT is a broad and multifaceted concept that
requires a structured approach to measurement. To address this, as outlined in previous chapters,
this study employs a conceptual framework that defines CRT across three core dimensions:
institutional, personal, and instructional. This framework provides a clear structure for analyzing
CRT conception and implementation. Meanwhile, the survey questions under each dimension also
examine each contextual result identified in Phase 1.

A key strength of this research is its emphasis on developing a survey instrument that is
directly informed by faculty experiences rather than relying on generalized assessments. The Phase
1 focus group discussions provided rich qualitative data on how faculty conceptualize CRT and
apply it in their teaching practices. These discussions revealed varied interpretations of CRT,
highlighting institutional influences, personal teaching philosophies, and instructional strategies.

By incorporating these qualitative insights into survey development, the Phase 2 instrument
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ensures alignment with faculty perspectives and experiences, which further enhances validity and
contextual relevance.

To achieve this, | employed selective coding after analyzing the Phase 1 data to refine and
categorize themes. This process involved transitioning from axial coding to selective coding and
grouping themes into categories that corresponded with the CRT conceptual framework. The
systematic organization of qualitative themes into measurable dimensions enabled the
development of a structured and evidence-based survey.

The survey instrument consists of four key sections, each designed to measure specific
findings from Phase 1 (see Appendix B). The first section collects relevant background
information, including faculty age, gender, institution type, and international experience. The
institutional dimension section examines faculty perceptions of institutional support, policy
frameworks, and CRT-related resources. The personal dimension section explores faculty
members’ cognitive and emotional engagement with CRT, including self-reflection and cultural
consciousness. The final instructional dimension section assesses faculty teaching strategies,
instructional tools, and pedagogical approaches in implementing CRT. Each question in the survey
was carefully designed to quantify specific themes that emerged in Phase 1, ensuring that the
survey effectively measures the experiences of faculty members.

Results from Phase 1 emphasized that institutional and policy support significantly shape
faculty CRT implementation. Many participants pointed to institutional policies, resource
availability, and administrative flexibility as key enablers or constraints in their ability to engage
with CRT. Recognizing this, the survey begins with an examination of the institutional context,
particularly within China’s higher education reforms aimed at developing world-class universities

(Altbach, 2011a). These national initiatives, which focus on research output, global rankings, and
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international collaborations, influence faculty teaching practices and CRT engagement (Altbach,
2011a; Altbach, 2011b). To explore potential differences in CRT implementation, the survey
incorporates institution type, distinguishing between world-class and non-world-class institutions
as a key demographic variable. This allows for an examination of whether faculty at world-class
institutions report higher CRT engagement, potentially due to greater institutional support,
professional development opportunities, and access to internationalized curricula.

Phase 1 results also highlighted the importance of faculty members’ personal beliefs and
experiences in shaping their teaching. Participants frequently referenced their international
exposure, educational philosophy, and prior experience with diverse student populations as key
influences on their teaching approaches. To investigate these personal-level influences, the survey
includes items measuring faculty members' experiences with international students and their
education abroad. Additionally, beyond educational background and professional experience, the
survey explores demographic factors such as age, gender, and cultural identity, which have been
identified in the existing literature as potential contributors to CRT understanding and engagement.
Another major theme from Phase 1 was the role of language proficiency. Many faculty members
expressed that confidence in English affects their ability to engage with culturally diverse content
and students. Given that language barriers were one of the most commonly cited challenges, the
survey includes a self-assessment of English proficiency, allowing for an analysis of how language
confidence intersects with other factors affecting CRT implementation.

Beyond institutional and personal factors, faculty members in Phase 1 discussed various
strategies and tools they use in their instruction. Some faculty described active learning strategies
such as role-playing, case studies, and discussion-based teaching, while others emphasized the

importance of digital tools, multimedia resources, and virtual learning environments. The final
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section of the survey is designed to measure the extent to which faculty members integrate CRT
into their instructional practices, capturing the use of culturally relevant teaching materials,
integration of diverse learning styles, incorporation of interactive and inclusive teaching methods,
and flexibility in assessment practices.

Table 5 Refined theoretical framework with findings from Phase 1 focus group discussions
Elements of Contextual Findings

Dimensions Framework Category from Phase 1
School Physical use of Space (Taylor, Physical Space
Organization 2010). Digital/Virtual Space
Respect students’
Implement and encourage policies different cultural
that view diversity as an asset for backgrounds
schools (Chamberlain, 2005).  Emphasize the importance
of equity and inclusion.
Language skills training
Opportunity for professional Cross_-cu_ltural .
. . communication skills
development in implementing trainin
CRT (Sobel & Taylor, 2003). g
Cultural sensitivity
School Policies training
Institutional  2"d Procedures Instruc’E[ir(;r_\rz]i_ln%ractices
- - | I
Dimension Provide faculty with ongoing . - .
i Joint training with related
opportunities to explore best disciolines
practices for CRT (Brown, 2007) ) P
Curriculum development
training
International exchange
and cooperation
Partnership (Brown, 2007). Collaborative exchanges
and partnering with local
companies/firms
Engage with the local
i ) . Department of Cultural
Community Cooperate with families and the Affairs.
Engagement  local community (Brown, 2007). ) .
Engage with families and
the local community
Personal Cognitive Develop a culturally diverse Knowledge about the
Dimension Process knowledge base and categories of  cultural backgrounds of
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Elements of

Dimensions
Framework

Category

Contextual Findings
from Phase 1

knowledge(Gay, 2002; Johnson,
2007; Montgomery, 2001)

Develop critical cultural
consciousness of self and others
(Taylor, 2010).

Emotional
Process

Integrating culturally relevant
content into the curriculum
(Ladson-Billings, 1994)

Materials

Instructional
Dimension Creating an inclusive classroom

Strategies environment(Gaysp, 2002)

Employing diverse teaching

Activities methods(Richards et al., 2007)

the students

Knowledge about culture-

related terms and concepts

in the participant’s field of
study

New perspectives and

knowledge to inform

participants’ teaching
practices

Self-reflection about one's
own cultural biases and
assumptions

Community values and
societal expectations

Belief in developing
cultural consciousness for
effective teaching

Integrate culturally
relevant content into the
curriculum and teaching.

Integrate multi-language
material into the
curriculum and teaching.

Encourage students to
learn about each other’s
cultures

Integrate diverse learning
styles.

Employ interactive
teaching methods

Incorporate diverse
assessment criteria.

3.5 Phase 2 Survey

Building on the insights gained from the focus group discussions, the second phase of the

research involved the development and distribution of a survey designed to collect quantitative

data on faculty members’ understanding and implementation of CRT. This phase aimed to validate
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and expand upon the qualitative themes identified in Phase 1 by measuring the prevalence and
strength of faculty perceptions and practices across a broader sample.

To capture variations in faculty perceptions, | used a 1-7 Likert scale in the survey, which
allowed for comprehensive responses while reducing central tendency bias (Likert, 1932). A total
of 139 valid responses were collected and analyzed using SPSS.

| began by conducting descriptive statistics to identify general trends in faculty engagement
with CRT. Then, I conducted a correlational analysis to examine the relationships between the
three dimensions of CRT: institutional, personal, and instructional. Finally, I conducted a
comparison analysis across groups to explore differences in responses across faculty demographics,
institutional contexts, interaction frequency with international students, and English proficiency
levels.

Findings from this phase validated key themes from Phase 1 and informed the qualitative
follow-up in Phase 3. This integrated approach strengthened the study’s ability to link qualitative
and quantitative insights to achieve a more comprehensive understanding of CRT conception and
implementation in Chinese higher education.

3.5.1 Phase 2 Survey Data Collection

As explained earlier in this chapter, this phase sought to explore the qualitative themes from
Phase 1 further by assessing the extent of faculty perspectives and practices within a larger
participant group. To achieve this, | employed a nonprobabilistic volunteer sampling where |
recruited participants based on their willingness and availability (Creswell & Clark, 2017). | chose
this sampling method due to its feasibility in reaching faculty members who actively engage with
international students, ensuring that the sample reflected individuals with relevant experiences.

Although this method does not guarantee representativeness, it provides access to participants with
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meaningful insights.

To capture the range and variability of faculty perspectives, | constructed the survey using a
1-7 Likert scale to assess participants’ responses. Likert scales are commonly used in educational
and social science research to quantify attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors, allowing for a systematic
assessment of agreement, frequency, or importance (Likert, 1932). | selected a 1-7 scale, rather
than a simpler binary or 3-point scale, to provide a more detailed understanding of faculty
perspectives. This wider scale minimized forced choices and allowed for more variability in
responses. The variability in responses enabled a more accurate differentiation between faculty
members with strong engagement in CRT and those with more moderate or limited involvement.

Another advantage of using a 1-7 Likert scale is its ability to reduce central tendency bias,
which occurs when respondents cluster their answers around the midpoint of a scale due to
uncertainty or reluctance to choose extreme responses (Joshi et al., 2015). A 7-point scale offers
more response options, which encourages participants to provide more precise feedback by
differentiating between mild, moderate, and strong levels of agreement or disagreement (Joshi et
al., 2015). This approach was particularly important for this study, as CRT implementation can
vary significantly based on institutional context, faculty experience, available resources, and other
relevant factors. The detailed response options allowed for a deeper exploration of subtle variations
in how faculty members perceive and approach CRT.

Once permission from the participants to collect data was obtained, | distributed a self-
administered survey to the participants via email. To ensure accessibility and inclusivity, the
survey was bilingual and available in both English and Chinese so that participants could respond
in their preferred language. The survey contained a combination of closed-ended and open-ended

questions, enabling both quantitative measurements of responses and qualitative supplements for
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faculty perspectives when the options do not explicitly fit their preference. Participants were given
flexibility in how they completed the survey, with the option to fill it out digitally or print, complete,
and scan their responses before submission. This approach accommodated varied technological
access and preferences to ensure higher response rates and participant convenience.

| collected 139 valid responses, providing a sufficient sample size for statistical analysis.
Once all responses were gathered, | conducted a comprehensive quantitative analysis using SPSS,
a statistical software widely used in social science research. The primary objective of this
analytical phase was to identify general patterns and trends in the participants’ responses while
offering a broad quantitative perspective on faculty understanding and engagement with CRT
(Chambers & Skinner, 2003; Fink, 2003).

To achieve this, | began by employing descriptive statistics, which allowed for a summary of
the dataset's key characteristics. Measures of central tendency (mean, median, and mode) were
used to determine typical responses, while measures of variability (range, variance, and standard
deviation) provided insights into the distribution and consistency of responses (Mertens, 2023).
This step was essential in understanding overall trends in faculty perceptions, such as the degree
of institutional support for CRT, personal engagement with CRT strategies, and instructional
practices used in diverse classrooms.

In addition to descriptive statistics, | conducted a correlational analysis to examine the
interrelationships between the three dimensions of CRT outlined in my conceptual framework
(Creswell & Clark, 2017; Field, 2018). This analysis aimed to determine how institutional,
personal, and instructional dimensions interact. The use of correlational analysis provided
evidence to support or refine the relationships proposed in the conceptual framework, contributing

to existing knowledge.
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Finally, I conducted comparative analyses across participant groups to explore potential
differences in CRT implementation and perceptions based on key variables. By using group
comparisons and mean analysis, | was able to detect variations in responses, providing evidence
of how different factors shape faculty members’ attitudes and practices regarding CRT (Creswell
& Clark, 2017). These findings not only validated the qualitative themes from Phase 1 but also
helped shape the follow-up qualitative phase in Phase 3, ensuring that further interviews focused
on key areas where significant variations were detected.

3.5.2 Phase 2 Survey: Reliability and Validity

Before reporting the analysis and results of the survey, it is critical to examine the reliability
and validity of the research instrument. Reliability and validity are crucial for establishing the
accuracy and consistency of the data collected. The following sections provide detailed results
from the reliability and validity analyses. These assessments ensure that the survey instrument
used in this study is both methodologically sound and suitable for examining the constructs related
to this research.

Reliability

Reliability, referred to as consistency or dependability in measurements, indicates the degree
to which repeated measurements of the same subject using the same method produce consistent
results (Babbie, 2014; Creswell & Clark, 2017; Fink & Litwin, 1995; Taherdoost, 2016).
Reliability is typically expressed as a reliability coefficient, with the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient
being one of the most commonly used measures (Conbach, 1951; Mohamad et al., 2015; Wang &
Cooper, 2016). In this study, | performed an internal consistency reliability test on the survey
instrument using SPSS software. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was employed to assess the

reliability of the instrument, providing a statistical measure of how well the items on the survey
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collectively measured the underlying constructs.

The reliability statistics presented in the table below demonstrate the internal consistency of
the survey instrument across its dimensions, measured using Cronbach's Alpha. The institutional
dimension exhibits a very high level of reliability (a=0.936) for its 14 items, indicating strong
consistency in participants' responses regarding institutional factors. Similarly, the instructional
dimension (0=0.895; 6 items) and the entire survey instrument (0=0.954; 28 items) show excellent
reliability, suggesting that these components effectively measure their respective constructs. The
individual dimension (0=0.806; 6 items) also demonstrates good reliability, although slightly
lower than the other dimensions, reflecting acceptable consistency for personal-level constructs.
The data suggest that the survey instrument is both reliable and robust across all dimensions, with
a values all above 0.7 (Conbach, 1951; Taber, 2018; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011).

Table 6 Results of Reliability Statistics
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
Institutional Dimension 0.936 14
Personal Dimension 0.806
Instructional Dimension 0.895
Entire Survey Instrument 0.954 28

Validity

Validity analysis evaluates the degree to which a measurement tool or method accurately
measures the intended constructs, reflecting the alignment between the measurement results and
the research objectives (Carlson et al., 2012; Creswell, 2014, Izah et al., 2023; Mellinger & Hanson,
2020). To determine whether the data sample is suitable for factor analysis and to assess the
validity of the data, | employed the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity since these tests examine whether the sample data is appropriate for factor analysis by

analyzing the strength of relationships among variables. (Christensen et al., 2014; Othman et al.,
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2020; Shrestha, 2021). Using SPSS, I conducted KMO testing and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity to
assess the adequacy and significance of the dataset for factor analysis, ensuring the validity of the
measurement tool and its ability to reflect the constructs accurately.

The results are shown in the tables. The KMO values for each dimension are all greater than
0.7, demonstrating adequacy for factor analysis (Creswell, 2014; Shrestha, 2021). Additionally,
the overall scale's KMO value is 0.902, exceeding the threshold of 0.8, which further supports the
data's suitability for this type of analysis (Shrestha, 2021). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity produced
a statistical significance value of 0.000, which is less than 0.001, indicating a high level of
significance (Ibikunle et al., 2021). These results ensured the validity of this research.

Table 7 Validity Test: Institutional Dimension
KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .896
Approx. Chi-Square 1635.963
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 91
Sig. .000

Table 8 Validity Test: Personal Dimension
KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 782
Approx. Chi-Square 305.642
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 15
Sig. .000

Table 9 Validity Test: Instructional Dimension
KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 875
Approx. Chi-Square 453.517
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 15
Sig. .000

Table 10 Validity Test: Survey Instrument
KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .902
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Approx. Chi-Square 3124.132
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity df 378
Sig. .000

3.5.3 Phase 2 Survey Data Analysis

Prior to analysis, | thoroughly cleaned and prepared the data set in SPSS. | reviewed survey
responses for completeness and internal consistency. Categorical variables were appropriately
coded, and Likert-scale responses were documented. To minimize errors and preserve data
integrity, variable labels, values, and scale directions were double-checked and aligned with the
original questionnaire structure.

| began by calculating descriptive statistics to summarize the demographic characteristics of
the 139 participants. These calculations included frequency distributions, means, standard
deviations, and mode or median values. This step helped me establish a clear understanding of the
sample's composition and diversity. Next, | analyzed the survey items into three core dimensions
of CRT based on validated theoretical frameworks (Taylor, 2010; Gay, 2018). | analyzed and
computed ratios and numbers under each choice, mean scores, and standard deviations for each
question.

To explore the relationships among the three CRT dimensions, | conducted Pearson
correlation analyses. The results showed statistically significant positive correlations across all
dimensions.

Then, | conducted statistical analyses using independent samples t-tests and ANOVA to
examine differences across various faculty characteristics in implementing CRT. The comparisons
focused on institutional classification, age, gender, years of teaching experience, academic
discipline, professional title, ethnic background, and educational experience outside of China.

Finally, I performed multiple regression analyses to assess how faculty members’ frequency of
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interaction with international students and their confidence in English proficiency influenced
engagement across the CRT dimensions.
3.5.4 Implications for Phase 3 Interview

The findings from the Phase 2 survey played a critical role in shaping the design and
implementation of the Phase 3 semi-structured interviews, influencing both participant selection
and the development of interview questions.

To systematically select participants for Phase 3, | employed a purposive sampling strategy
to ensure that the selected faculty members could provide the most relevant and insightful
perspectives on CRT implementation (Creswell & Clark, 2017). Purposive sampling was
particularly suited to this study, as it allowed for the intentional selection of individuals based on
their survey responses. Therefore, | utilized purposive sampling at this phase to maximize the
relevance of the contributions of the selected participants to the research objectives. Specifically,
key variables that emerged as statistically significant in the survey, including the frequency of
interaction with international students and educational experience outside of China, guided the
purposive sampling process. While institutional type (world-class vs. non-world-class universities)
was not found to be statistically significant in the survey results, it remained an important
contextual variable within the Chinese higher education landscape. Recognizing its relevance, |
decided to retain institutional type as a selection criterion in Phase 3 to ensure diverse institutional
perspectives were represented.

The Phase 2 survey identified several key variables that influenced faculty perspectives and
CRT practices. The primary selection criteria for the interviews were the frequency of interaction
with international students, institutional type, and educational experience outside of China.

Although institutional type was not statistically significant in the survey findings, the inclusion of
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institutional type was justified by its critical role in shaping the educational environment and
faculty experiences (Altbach et al., 2019). Based on the Phase 2 findings, | prioritized these three
variables as primary selection criteria to ensure that the participant pool reflected diverse teaching
experiences and institutional contexts. These criteria guided the selection of participants for Phase
3 to create a balanced and representative sample. The table below outlines the distribution of
interviewees based on the key selection criteria.

Given the variation in the number of qualified participants across different categories, |
manually selected an equal number of participants from each category to maintain a balanced
representation for analysis. For instance, in the category of faculty members who reported a high
frequency of interaction with international students, were affiliated with world-class universities,
and had educational experience outside of China, four participants met the criteria. From this group,
| selected two participants to ensure proportional representation across different categories.

Following the primary selection criteria, gender, age, and confidence in English proficiency
were incorporated as secondary variables. These additional factors provided a detailed
understanding of faculty experiences by considering demographic influences on CRT adoption.

The interview questions were designed to explore these secondary variables further (see Appendix

C).
Table 11 Overview of Purposive Sampling of Interview (Phase 3; N=26)
Purposeful / Criterion Sampling
Step 1. Step 3. Step 4
Frequency of Step 2 Educational Number of Number of Other.
Interaction with ©p <. Experience  Participants  Participants . :
. Institutions . o . Variables:
International Outside of (Qualified)  (Interviewed)
Student Chi 1) Gender
udents ina 2) Age
High World-class Yes 4 2 3)
High World-class No 2 2 Confidence
i i in English
High NonCIaV\g(S)rld Yes 8 3 Proficiency
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Non-World-

High No 3 3
class

Low World-class Yes 4 4

Low World-Class No 5 4

Low Non-World- .. 17 4
class

Low Non-World- No 28 4
class

Total 26

3.6 Phase 3 Semi-structured Interviews

The third and final phase of data collection consisted of semi-structured interviews with
selected faculty members who had participated in the survey. This qualitative phase was designed
to deepen the understanding of the quantitative findings by exploring themes and perspectives that
were not fully captured in the survey responses. Semi-structured interviews provided an effective
approach for this phase since they allow flexibility in the questioning process while maintaining a
structured framework to ensure consistency across interviews (Seidman, 2006). This phase was a
critical component of the explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design, as it enabled a
detailed emphasis on faculty perspectives on CRT and contextual factors influencing their
practices (Ruslin et al., 2022). The interviews aimed to elaborate on patterns identified in the
quantitative analysis, clarify ambiguities, and provide deeper context for faculty responses.
3.6.1 Phase 3 Data Collection

To ensure the collection of meaningful and relevant data, | employed purposive sampling,
selecting participants based on their survey responses. This approach was essential in identifying
individuals who could provide the most insightful and contextually rich explanations of the survey
findings (Creswell & Clark, 2017). By deliberately choosing participants with diverse experiences
and backgrounds, | aimed to explore variations in CRT implementation across different

institutional contexts, levels of faculty experience, and engagement with international students.
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Following the selection of participants, I conducted individual semi-structured interviews.
The semi-structured interview format allowed for consistency in questioning and flexibility to
adapt follow-up questions based on participants’ responses. After obtaining informed consent from
each participant, I recorded all interviews to ensure accuracy in data collection and transcription.
The interviews were conducted virtually via Zoom. In this phase of data collection, I conducted
26 interviews. After the interviews, | transcribed all recorded interviews verbatim to ensure a
thorough and reliable dataset for subsequent qualitative analysis.

3.6.2 Phase 3 Data Analysis

The coding process began with the development of a comprehensive coding protocol, which
provided a structured framework for organizing qualitative data. This protocol ensured consistency
and accuracy in analysis by systematically categorizing data based on the themes and patterns that
emerged from the quantitative results (Miles et al., 2020). To capture emergent themes while
preserving the voices of the participants, I employed in vivo coding, which utilizes participants’
own language to generate codes and identify key concepts within the data (Saldafia, 2015).

Once the initial coding was completed, | systematically organized the qualitative data into
overarching themes. I aligned these findings with the quantitative results to demonstrate how they
complement and enrich the statistical analysis. This process involved conducting thematic analysis,
which entailed identifying recurring patterns within the qualitative data and interpreting them
within specific thematic categories (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Through in-depth discussions with 26
selected faculty members and a systematic analysis of their interview transcripts, | identified key
themes that illuminate how CRT is conceptualized and applied.

3.7 Validity and Reliability of Research

Ensuring the validity and reliability of this integrated sequential mixed-methods research was
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a central consideration throughout the data collection, analysis, and interpretation processes. Given
the study’s mixed-methods design, multiple strategies were employed to enhance methodological
rigor and mitigate potential biases at each research phase (Creswell & Clark, 2017). These
strategies ensured that the findings accurately represented faculty members’ perceptions of CRT
in Chinese higher education.

To enhance the validity and reliability of the Phase 1 focus group discussions, | implemented
multiple strategies to ensure that the data accurately captured faculty members’ perspectives.
Validity in qualitative research refers to the accuracy of findings and the extent to which they
reflect participants' experiences, while reliability ensures consistency in data collection and
interpretation (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Maxwell, 1992). One key approach to ensuring validity
was triangulation, where the focus group findings were cross-referenced with survey responses
and follow-up interviews to identify consistent themes and minimize potential biases (Patton,
2015). Additionally, I used a protocol to guide the discussion to ensure consistency across all focus
groups. This further reduced interviewer bias and ensured the same core questions were explored
in each session (Krueger, 2014). To enhance reliability, all discussions were recorded and
transcribed verbatim, ensuring that the analysis was based on precise participant responses rather
than subjective interpretations (Nowell et al., 2017).

In Phase 2, the quantitative component of this study, a structured survey was used as the
primary data collection tool. The validity of the survey instrument was addressed through multiple
approaches. Content validity was ensured through consultation with a local context reviewer who
possessed expertise in CRT and Chinese higher education. This review process helped refine
survey items to ensure their appropriateness and relevance to the research context. The

incorporation of a local context reviewer also strengthened the alignment between the survey
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questions and the constructs being measured (Fink, 2003). Additionally, internal consistency was
evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha, as discussed in the previous sections of this chapter (Tavakol
& Dennick, 2011).

In Phase 3, qualitative validation focused on establishing the accuracy and dependability of
the findings. Validation in qualitative research involves ensuring that the data and interpretations
reflect participants’ perspectives accurately and reliably (Maxwell, 1992). To achieve this, I
employed triangulation, which is the same as in Phase 1. Triangulation strengthens the credibility
of research findings by confirming patterns and interpretations across multiple data sources
(Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Patton, 2015). This integrative approach enhanced both the validity
and reliability of the study by reducing potential biases that might arise from relying on a single
method. Moreover, the coding process followed systematic procedures for coding and theme
development, which can ensure consistency and repeatability in data analysis. This involved
detailed coding manuals and regular discussions of coding consistency (Krippendorff, 2018).

Additionally, researcher reflexivity played a crucial role in maintaining research validity.
Reflexivity involved critically examining my own positionality, assumptions, and potential biases
throughout the research process. To ensure transparency, | systematically documented decision-
making processes, methodological choices, and reflexive thoughts. This reflective practice helped
enhance the credibility of the study by acknowledging the researcher’s influence on the data
collection and interpretation process (Malterud, 2001).

By integrating these validation and reliability strategies across the quantitative and qualitative
phases, this study ensures methodological rigor while providing a comprehensive and trustworthy

examination of CRT in Chinese higher education.
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3.8 Limitations

One limitation of this research is the primary reliance on self-report data, which inherently
carries the risk of subjectivity. Participants’ responses may reflect their perceptions, biases, or
desired impressions rather than objective assessments of their practices or experiences.
Additionally, self-reports are influenced by participants’ self-awareness and ability to evaluate
their knowledge, attitudes, or behaviors accurately.

The distribution of participants across institutions was skewed, with the majority (76.26%)
affiliated with non-world-class universities and only a smaller proportion (23.74%) from world-
class universities. This imbalance may limit the generalizability of the findings, particularly
regarding the experiences and practices of faculty at world-class institutions, which may have
different institutional priorities, teaching methods, and student engagement strategies.

The study is located in Shenyang, China, which has unique cultural and institutional
characteristics that differ from those of other regions. As a result, the findings may not fully apply
to faculties in different cultural or national contexts. They may also not be easily transferable to
other regions or educational systems with various cultural, institutional, or educational dynamics.
This geographic focus limits the broader applicability of the findings to global or cross-cultural
contexts.

The study collects faculty perspectives at a single point in time, which inherently limits its
ability to capture the dynamic and evolving nature of CRT practices. This approach is part of the
faculty's understanding and implementation of CRT. Still, it cannot account for how these practices
may change over time or in response to specific interventions, such as professional development
programs, policy adjustments, or shifts in institutional priorities. The research capturing faculty

perspectives at a single point in time limits the ability to observe changes over time. A longitudinal

95



research design would address this limitation by tracking faculty practices, perceptions, and
institutional influences over an extended period.
3.9 Epistemology

The researcher’s epistemological standpoint is foundational in this study. Epistemology is the
philosophical study of knowledge that addresses questions about the nature of knowledge (Crotty,
1998; Klemke et al., 1980; Russell, 2004). The researcher’s epistemological standpoint is essential
in this research since it fosters reflexivity and ensures validity and reliability (Denzin & Lincoln,
2011). Interpretivism's emphasis on subjectivity and the socially constructed nature of reality
aligns with my worldview and research interest in individuals’ experiences in the
internationalization of education. While within the broader scope of constructivism, interpretivism
represents a theoretical perspective that seeks “culturally derived and historically situated
interpretations of the social-/ife world” (Crotty, 1998, p. 67).

In interpretive research, meaning and understanding are drawn from individuals’
interpretations within their social and cultural contexts (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). This theoretical
approach is particularly relevant in qualitative research, where investigators aim to explore and
interpret the meanings individuals attribute to their experiences (Creswell, 2014). As a researcher,
| adopt an interpretive view to delve into the complexity of human experiences, especially within
educational settings (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). Both interpretivism and my worldview recognize
that individuals' engagement with the world actively shapes their understanding, emphasizing the
significance of context and cultural influences on the interpretation of experiences.

In this research, | use the interpretive view to focus on how faculty members construct
meaning, navigate institutional and cultural contexts, and adapt their teaching practices in response

to diverse international student populations. Instead of treating CRT implementation as a fixed or
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standardized process, interpretivism allows me to explore faculty members’ evolving perceptions,
reflections, and instructional adaptations in different institutional settings.

One key aspect of interpretivism in my analysis is exploring faculty members’ subjective
understandings of CRT. Faculty do not passively adopt CRT principles. Instead, they interpret and
redefine these concepts based on their own educational backgrounds, teaching philosophies, and
experiences with international students. Through interviews, | analyze how faculty members
construct their own definitions of CRT and how these definitions influence their pedagogical
decisions. This approach aligns with interpretivism’s emphasis on understanding how individuals
make sense of social phenomena within their lived experiences.

Interpretivism also informs my examination of how institutional and cultural contexts shape
faculty members’ CRT practices. In this research, I believe that faculty do not operate in isolation.
In my interpretivist worldview, their teaching is influenced by institutional priorities,
administrative policies, and broader socio-cultural expectations in Chinese higher education. By
using interpretivism, | analyze how faculty negotiate between institutional demands and personal
teaching beliefs, particularly in schools with varying degrees of internationalization. Rather than
viewing these differences as simple variations in teaching methods, interpretivism allows me to
contextualize faculty practices within their specific institutional environments, further revealing
how policies and resources impact CRT implementation.

Another interpretive approach in my analysis involves examining faculty interactions with
international students as a process of meaning-making. Teaching is not just a transfer of knowledge
but a co-constructed experience where both faculty and students influence each other’s
perspectives. Interviews revealed that faculty members who frequently engage with international

students develop a deeper awareness of cultural differences and modify their teaching approaches
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accordingly. This perspective aligns with interpretivism’s focus on how individuals’ experiences
evolve through interaction rather than a unitary statement.

In summary, interpretivism serves as a guiding lens throughout my analysis, including
emphasizing subjectivity, context, interaction, and evolution in faculty members’ engagement with
CRT. By focusing on how faculty construct meaning, adapt to institutional influences, and
continuously refine their teaching practices, this study captures the complexity and fluidity of CRT
implementation in Chinese higher education. Through this approach, my analysis not only reports
faculty practices but also interprets the deeper processes of learning, adaptation, and negotiation
that shape teaching and learning.

3.10 Researcher’s Positionality

Being born and raised in China and later receiving higher education and doctoral training in
the U.S. significantly influences my positionality as a researcher in this dissertation. This bicultural
educational experience provides me with a unigue lens through which to view and interpret the
integration of global educational practices within China. My identity as Chinese and knowledge
of Chinese culture and language afford me an intimate understanding of Chinese cultural norms,
educational expectations, and societal values, which are crucial for analyzing how local academic
faculties receive and implement internationalization efforts. Conversely, my advanced education
in the U.S. introduces alternative perspectives and pedagogies that contrast with traditional
Chinese approaches, enhancing my sensitivity to cultural nuances and potential biases. This dual
perspective not only enriches the analytical depth of the study but also enables a more nuanced
critique of the methods and outcomes of internationalization in Chinese higher education contexts.
It allows me to interpret data within both local and global contexts and provide insights that might

remain elusive to a researcher with a background solely in one culture.
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This cross-cultural academic journey allows me to bring a distinct perspective to research.
Nevertheless, it also creates a certain distance from each culture’s ingrained educational norms
and social practices. In China, my extensive exposure to Western academic paradigms and
methodologies may distinguish me from local educators and researchers in the Chinese educational
system. Conversely, in the U.S., despite my academic training, | still need to fully embody the
cultural and experiential background typical of domestic scholars, which can influence how |1
report my findings and how | engage with the academic community. This dual outsider status can
be challenging as it may require navigating and reconciling differing expectations and biases in
both educational environments. However, it also provides a valuable vantage point for offering
fresh insights and facilitating cross-cultural understanding in the field of international education.

My experience as an international student in the U.S. also profoundly influences my
positionality as a researcher in this study. This personal academic journey through different
educational systems imbues me with a unique perspective on the nuances of cultural integration
and educational diversity. Having navigated the complexities of adapting to a new cultural and
academic environment in the U.S., | understand the challenges and opportunities that cultural
differences present within educational settings. This experience equips me with empathetic
insights into the needs of international students and the importance of culturally responsive
teaching practices. Such empathy might color my interpretation of data, influencing me to
emphasize particular themes or issues related to cultural adaptation and integration that align with
my personal journey. Moreover, having navigated the educational landscape as an outsider may
predispose me to view certain practices through the lens of my struggles and successes, potentially
overlooking or underestimating other significant aspects of the academic environment that do not

directly align with my experiences.
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Meanwhile, my extensive experience in writing, researching, and teaching as a developing
scholar may strengthen my connection with the academic faculty participating in this research
while also introducing potential biases. Engaging in similar scholarly activities allows for a shared
understanding and a common language, facilitating deeper discussions and insights during
interviews and observations. This rapport can lead to richer data as participants may feel more
comfortable sharing their experiences and perspectives with someone who understands the
complexities of their work. However, this closeness also carries the risk of bias. Familiarity with
the challenges and successes of academic life could lead me to empathize selectively with
participants, influencing how I interpret data and the conclusions | draw. To manage these biases,
it is essential to maintain a rigorous methodological approach, actively seek disconfirming
evidence, and engage in reflexive practices that help recognize and mitigate personal biases
throughout the research process. This balanced approach will ensure that my findings are both
empathetic and objective, providing a comprehensive view of culturally responsive pedagogy
among Chinese academic faculties.

3.11 Human Participants and Ethics Precautions

To protect the identity and privacy of participants, especially given the potential sensitivity
of discussing pedagogical practices and cultural integration in this research, | ensured that the
research maintained anonymity rigorously. | replaced identifiable information with participant
numbers in all research notes, recordings, and publications and carefully obscured any data that
could indirectly reveal a participant’s identity (Sieber, 1992). These measures helped minimize the
risk of harm or discomfort that might arise from the public disclosure of participants’ identities.
Another precaution taken in this research to protect the participants was the procedure of informed

consent. This process involved clearly communicating the study’s purpose, procedures, potential
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risks, and benefits to the participants (Resnik, 2011). For this study, participants received a consent
form detailing these elements in both English and Mandarin to ensure that language barriers do
not impede understanding. The form also reaffirmed participants' rights to withdraw from the study
at any time without any consequences, thereby respecting their autonomy. Consent was
documented through a waiver of consent forms to verify that participants had voluntarily
understood and agreed to their involvement in the study. The researcher sought the George
Washington University IRB exemption before approaching participants in this research.
Incorporating local context reviewers was essential in this research to ensure that the research
methods were culturally appropriate and sensitive to the specific environment of Chinese higher
education. These reviewers, who were knowledgeable about Chinese cultural and educational
norms, assessed the study’s instruments and procedures (Mertens & Ginsberg, 2009). Their
insights guided the adaptation of interview questions and survey design to better align with local
expectations and ethical standards, thereby enhancing the cultural validity of the research.
Throughout the research process, | monitored and reassessed ethical practices as necessary. |
also engaged in ongoing dialogue with participants and local context reviewers to address any
concerns that arose and adjust research methods. Such continuous monitoring ensured that the
study remained responsive to participants’ needs and maintained ethical integrity from start to

finish (Israel & Hay, 2006).
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Chapter 4 Findings

This chapter begins by outlining the findings from each of the three phases of the study. It
then transitions into a synthesis of the results, organized according to the two guiding research
questions. The chapter is structured into two main sections. The first section provides a detailed
account of the findings from each research phase, highlighting key patterns, themes, and insights
that emerged during data collection and analysis. The second section presents the integrated
findings, aligning them directly with Research Question 1 and Research Question 2.

The first research question aims to examine faculty members’ understanding and
implementation of CRT. The findings indicate that faculty possess a strong theoretical awareness
of CRT, recognizing its significance in fostering student engagement, promoting cross-cultural
exchange, and creating inclusive learning environments. Faculty members provided various
definitions of CRT, highlighting its role in supporting international students’ academic success
and enhancing overall classroom interactions.

However, despite their theoretical understanding, the practical implementation of CRT
remains inconsistent. Faculty employed a variety of strategies and tools to integrate culturally
responsive practices, including interactive teaching methods, cross-cultural references, and
adaptive teaching techniques. Yet, their application of CRT is often constrained by institutional
limitations, language barriers, and a lack of targeted training, resulting in inconsistencies in
classroom execution. Notably, interactions with international students emerged as an opportunity
for faculty to refine and expand their CRT practices by providing real-world contexts that
encouraged deeper engagement with culturally responsive strategies.

The second research question explores the factors influencing faculty CRT practices,

categorized into individual, institutional, and socio-cultural dimensions. Individual factors, such
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as language proficiency, educational background, and previous international experience,
significantly shaped faculty approaches to CRT. Institutional support played a crucial role.
Universities provided professional development opportunities and structural flexibility that
facilitated CRT implementation. At the same time, structural barriers in curriculum design and
resource allocation hindered efforts in less internationalized institutions. Additionally, socio-
cultural influences, including faculty perceptions of cultural diversity, students’ willingness to
engage, and broader societal attitudes toward internationalization, further shaped how CRT was
understood and enacted.

The chapter concludes with a summary of key findings, emphasizing the gap between
faculty’s theoretical understanding of CRT and its practical implementation, the role of
institutional and socio-cultural contexts in shaping teaching practices, and the potential for
international student engagement to catalyze improving CRT strategies. These insights provide the
foundation for further discussion in the following chapter, which will analyze these findings in
relation to existing literature and implications for faculty development and institutional policies.
4.1 Findings from Phase 1 Focus Group Discussions
Faculty’s Challenges in Teaching International Students

Faculty members encounter multiple challenges, with key barriers stemming from language
difficulties, cultural differences, limited institutional support, and time constraints. Language
barriers emerged as a recurring challenge in the discussions that affected both faculty and
international students. Faculty described difficulties communicating complex academic
terminology with students who had varying levels of English and Chinese proficiency. For
example, one participant explained, “Most students’ English and Chinese proficiency are not very

high, resulting in some inaccurate teaching expressions and certain teaching deviations.” Another
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participant emphasized the challenges of terminology, stating, “Communication barriers in
terminology slow down teaching progress.” These responses reflect more than occasional
linguistic mismatches. They reveal a deeper, systemic barrier that reshapes faculty members’
instructional decisions and their confidence in managing multilingual classrooms. This barrier
further results in compromises in teaching. As one participant recounted, they deliberately
simplified complex concepts to accommodate students’ varied linguistic capabilities. Such an
adjustment came at the expense of academic depth. In response to such challenges, faculty adapted
their teaching strategies by employing tools like translation software, simplifying instructional
language, and integrating multilingual resources to support their students better. Despite these
efforts, many expressed growing frustration over the lack of institutional support for developing
and accessing multilingual teaching materials.

Cultural differences, including variations in values, educational norms, and learning styles,
pose another challenge. Some faculty observed that students from different cultural backgrounds
had distinct value systems, which influenced how they interacted with course content, peers, and
instructors. One participant shared, “Students from different cultural backgrounds may have
completely different behavioral norms and social habits, which may lead to misunderstandings
and conflicts in the classroom.” This observation on potential misunderstanding and conflicts
reflects a deeper pedagogical dilemma in cross-cultural classrooms and challenges for faculty
members to navigate. Such challenges highlight the need for faculty to be flexible, adaptable, and
culturally sensitive in their teaching approaches when working with international students. In
addition to cultural differences, sensitive topics and cultural misunderstandings were also
identified as barriers. “In a multicultural environment, there may be sensitive iSsues between

different cultures. 1 worry about accidentally touching these points, causing unnecessary
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controversy, or offending students,” one of the participants elaborated. This concern illustrates a
common tendency among faculty to avoid culturally related topics, such as religion or gender roles.
However, this avoidance does not stem from a lack of care or interest. Rather, it reflects an internal
struggle and hesitation due to limited knowledge and the absence of strategies to handle such
conversations with care and confidence.

Additionally, faculty cited a lack of resources and institutional support as a barrier to
implementing CRT. Many expressed concerns about the limited availability of multicultural
teaching materials and the shortage of project opportunities tailored to international students. One
participant remarked, “There are very few projects open to international students, so I try to bring
my practical engineering experience into their course and curriculum design.” This example
reflects the flexible and creative efforts of individual faculty members but also points to a gap in
institutional support. Instead of relying on temporary or individualized solutions, faculty
emphasized the need for sustained structural support in designing inclusive curricula that reflect
student diversity. Several participants also stressed the importance of having access to textbooks
and reference materials in multiple languages as a way to better support students from varied
cultural and linguistic backgrounds.

Finally, time constraints emerged as another challenge. Faculty reported that fast-paced
curricula and limited class time made it difficult to engage meaningfully with cultural diversity.
One participant explained, “Due to the tight teaching schedule, there is not enough time to deeply
understand each student’s cultural background, making it difficult to integrate them into teaching.’’
This lack of time not only restricts instructional flexibility but also reflects that cultural exploration
becomes an optional add-on rather than an integral part of pedagogy. These constraints limit

opportunities for meaningful interactions and make it further challenging for faculty to develop
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responsive approaches. In addition to time pressures, many faculty identified rigid institutional
frameworks, such as inflexible curricula and standardized assessments, as further barriers to
cultural integration. One participant noted, “Course content may be restricted by school policies,
preventing me from fully tailoring teaching to reflect cultural diversity.” Such institutional rigidity
reinforces a content-driven model that sidelines intercultural learning objectives, even when
faculty are willing to innovate.
Teaching International Students as Opportunities for Faculty Growth and Innovation

The themes of opportunities highlight the positive influences of teaching international
students, as identified by faculty participants. These insights are closely connected and reflect the
transformative potential of working in a multicultural educational environment. Many participants
described how interacting with international students exposed them to a wide range of cultural
perspectives and teaching methods. For example, one participant remarked, “By interacting and
engaging with international students, | have gained valuable insights into the diverse teaching
styles around the world, including different teaching methods and pacing. This helps us choose
and apply what works best for them.” Faculty also noted that these experiences broadened their
understanding of how different cultural customs shape student learning and classroom engagement.
This reflection goes beyond surface-level awareness of cultural differences. It represents a deeper
shift in how faculty view culture, not as background context, but as an active part of their teaching
practice. The adoption of flexible teaching strategies, such as adjusting pacing or interaction styles,
illustrates how intercultural exchanges can encourage faculty to experiment with new approaches
and continuously adapt their pedagogy.

Engaging with international students plays a significant role in developing faculty members’

adaptability and communication skills. One participant explained, “Through interactions with
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international students, | have learned to use language and teaching methods more flexibly to
respect and tolerate differences in different cultures so that every student can get equal
educational opportunities.” This adaptability in cross-cultural communication strengthens the
faculty’s ability to navigate cultural differences and create inclusive learning environments.
Faculty also described how these experiences encouraged ongoing self-reflection and professional
growth. Another participant noted the challenges of teaching culturally and linguistically diverse
students, “prompt me to reflect on and improve my teaching methods and strategies constantly.”
This reflection process was not just theoretical. It led to real changes in their daily teaching
practices. These changes were not simply about adopting new techniques but reflected a deeper
move toward more student-centered approaches to teaching.

The diverse perspectives and backgrounds of international students inspire faculty to adopt
innovative teaching methods. Participants reflected on how integrating students’ cultural
experiences into their teaching opened up creative opportunities, particularly through activities
like group discussions and role-playing. The fresh viewpoints that international students bring
encouraged many faculty members to explore and experiment with different pedagogical strategies.
For instance, one participant shared,

“It is the differences in students from different countries and their own experiences that give
them their own characteristics and their way of thinking. | also communicate with them in class,
comparing China’s inherent design thinking with theirs to improve my teaching.”

This kind of comparative exchange fosters not only a richer and more inclusive curriculum
but also promotes a co-constructed learning experience, where both students and faculty learn from

one another.

Through their discussions, the participants highlighted how students’ diverse cultural
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backgrounds shaped classroom interactions and influenced their own teaching practices. These
experiences suggest that teaching international students becomes more than instructional work. It
serves as an ongoing form of professional development. In this process, faculty are not simply
knowledge providers but also active learners within their classrooms. By engaging with students
from different cultural contexts, faculty have the opportunity to reflect on their methods, broaden
their perspectives, and continuously refine their instructional approaches to better meet the needs
of a diverse student body.
Faculty’s Understanding and Implementation of CRT

In discussing their understanding of the concept of CRT, the faculty generally described it as
an approach that respects and integrates students’ cultural backgrounds into teaching practices.
One participant defined it as ‘“teaching that fully considers and respects students’ cultural
background, language, values, and life experiences to design and implement teaching strategies.”
Another faculty member emphasized the connection between CRT and student engagement,
stating, “CRT integrates students’ cultural backgrounds into teaching activities to enhance
learning motivation and performance while promoting cross-cultural exchanges.” These
reflections portray CRT as a practical approach for responding to the increasingly diverse
classrooms. Faculty perceptions emphasize that CRT goes beyond cultural acknowledgment. They
view it as an active pedagogical strategy aimed at fostering student participation, enhancing
learning outcomes, and supporting meaningful cross-cultural dialogue.

When describing how they implement CRT in practice, faculty highlighted their use of
interactive and inclusive teaching strategies. Many reported incorporating activities such as role-
playing, group collaboration, and case analyses to create meaningful cross-cultural learning

experiences. One participant shared, “I use role-playing and group work to encourage students to
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share their cultural backgrounds, fostering mutual understanding and respect.” Another faculty
member emphasized the value of cultural displays, explaining, “In class, | encourage students to
share their cultural background, traditional customs, and festival celebrations through speeches,
presentations, or videos.” All the instructional choices that participants mentioned emphasized the
importance of active student participation in class and reflected faculty members’ efforts to
position students as co-constructors of knowledge. Through these interactive approaches, faculty
create classroom environments where international students are not passive recipients of
information but active participants whose cultural identities are affirmed and meaningfully
engaged.

Faculty also relied on digital and virtual tools, such as online platforms and multimedia
resources, to enhance learning. One participant described developing a digital resource library that
blends in-class and out-of-class learning through online platforms, enabling more personalized
learning experiences for international students. This example demonstrates that CRT
implementation extends beyond face-to-face instruction into the design of learning environments
that remain accessible and responsive to student needs across various platforms. The use of digital
tools, such as multimedia resources and online content, demonstrates how technology can
operationalize CRT principles. By offering differentiated learning pathways and providing
additional support for students who may face linguistic or cultural barriers.

Collectively, these examples show that while faculty possess a conceptual understanding of
CRT, their practices reflect ongoing efforts to experiment with strategies that bridge cultural gaps.
Through the thoughtful use of teaching strategies and tools, faculty actively translate CRT from
theory into meaningful pedagogical action.

Faculty’s Need for Institutional and Policy Support
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While faculty actively sought to implement CRT, they emphasized the need for stronger
institutional support to sustain these efforts. A central concern raised by participants was the lack
of adequate language tools and technological resources to bridge communication gaps in
multicultural classrooms. For instance, one of the participants noted, “/t would be more convenient
if real-time Al translation and other methods could be used in teaching.” Faculty members
recognized that such tools could help convey complex academic concepts more effectively,
particularly for students with varying levels of English and Chinese proficiency. In addition to
technological support, faculty also stressed the importance of providing multilingual textbooks
and reference materials, as a participant explained that they “facilitate students’ understanding”
and “help international students learn.” These reflections point to a shared recognition among
faculty that language support is not a supplemental feature. Rather, it is an essential component
for ensuring equitable participation and meaningful engagement in academic discourse.

The participants expressed a strong desire for resources and training to understand cultural
contexts better and adapt their teaching methods accordingly. Participants explained that schools
should provide cross-cultural training resources. The lack of systematic professional development
in intercultural competence emerged as a barrier that limits faculty members’ readiness in working
with international students. Participants consistently argued that schools should provide cross-
cultural training programs that move beyond surface-level awareness and offer practical strategies
for instructional adaptation.

The need for institutional collaboration and partnerships emerged as another key theme.
Faculty called for universities to actively foster partnerships and resource-sharing opportunities,
both within and outside of institutions. One of the participants suggested that universities should

“increase their resources for practical teaching” to better help students connect theoretical
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knowledge with practice effectively. Faculty also saw potential in developing partnerships with
industries and organizations. Such collaborations, they argued, could provide meaningful real-
world learning experiences that enrich both faculty teaching and student engagement. One of the
participants noted, “My school cooperates with the city to invite international students to
participate in club activities and provides Chinese traditional culture courses and cultural
heritage lectures.” These examples reflect how institutional outreach into the broader community
can enhance intercultural learning, not only within the classroom but also in extracurricular spaces.

In addition to the external partnerships, the participants highlighted the importance of
interdisciplinary collaboration across different academic departments. They emphasized that joint
efforts between related fields could strengthen the responsiveness of teaching and learning to
diverse student needs. While the transcripts did not explicitly mention the role of families, one of
the participants highlighted the broader importance of community engagement, suggesting that,
“Schools should create a campus environment inclusive of multiculturalism and use community
resources to carry out cross-cultural exchange activities.” This recommendation points to a more
holistic approach that extends beyond classroom instruction and seeks to foster an inclusive
campus culture through active community involvement.

Building on these discussions, faculty participants repeatedly emphasized the need for greater
autonomy in designing flexible curricula and inclusive assessment standards that reflect the
academic and cultural diversity of their students. As one of the participants pointed out again,
“assessment and assessment standards may be too single and fail to reflect students’ intercultural
learning abilities fully.” Faculty described such curricular and assessment decisions as largely
shaped by institutional policies rather than by personal teaching choices, signaling structural

constraints that limit their ability to innovate and adapt their teaching strategies.
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Beyond curriculum and assessment, participants also expressed the importance of
institutional policies that move beyond rhetorical commitments to inclusivity and translate into
concrete and actionable support. They called for the creation of multicultural learning
environments, the provision of targeted faculty development opportunities, and access to material
resources. Without such systemic support, faculty efforts risk remaining fragmented and dependent
on individual initiative.

Faculty Members’ Personal Belief and Experience Shape Their Teaching Approaches

Throughout the discussions, faculty members frequently referenced their personal
experiences, international exposure, and educational philosophies as key influences on how they
approach teaching and interact with international students. These personal narratives not only
shaped their instructional choices but also reflected the continuous cultural negotiations that
inform their pedagogy. Rather than viewing cultural diversity as an abstract concept, faculty drew
directly from their own life experience to engage with international students.

Faculty frequently cited their personal experiences as foundational to their teaching
approaches. For instance, one participant shared, “My two years of studying and living in Germany
as an international student gave me a better understanding of international students.” This
experience fostered a more empathetic engagement, which allows the faculty member to bridge
cultural gaps between local and international perspectives. Similarly, another participant, who
studied in Ireland for three years, reflected, “lI have some experience in the study and life of
international students,” which helped them develop deeper insight into the challenges faced by
international students.

Beyond formal study abroad, several faculty members also highlighted their involvement in

Sino-foreign cultural exchange activities as having an impact on their teaching practices. These
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experiences enabled them to integrate cross-cultural elements more intentionally into their
instruction. One participant noted the transformative influence of attending international industry
conferences, explaining, “The experience and knowledge gained from participating in cutting-
edge industry conferences and training at home and abroad enriched my teaching resources.”
These examples collectively explained how firsthand exposure to global academic environments
deepens faculty members’ sensitivity to the complexities of intercultural engagement. Such
experiences serve not merely as background context but as active agents shaping pedagogical
decisions. They help explain why certain faculty members demonstrate stronger responsiveness to
the cultural needs of international students, whichis rooted not only in institutional policies but in
their own lived understanding and global perspectives.

Beliefs in inclusivity and adaptability emerged as another influence on faculty teaching
philosophies when working with international students. Several participants described these values
not simply as strategies but as central to their approach to education. One participant articulated
the Chinese philosophy of “education without discrimination,” tailoring educational programs to
meet the needs of students from diverse cultural and academic backgrounds. Similarly, another
participant emphasized the teachers’ role in fostering inclusive classrooms, noting, “Teachers
should have an open mind and an inclusive attitude to better adapt to and respect students from
different cultural backgrounds.”These reflections suggest that for many faculty members, cultural
responsiveness extends beyond pedagogical technique. Instead, it represents a moral and
philosophical commitment that is deeply rooted in cultural values, personal beliefs, and ethical
considerations.

Understanding diversity and culture was another emerging influence on effective teaching

with international students. Participants shared how they intentionally integrate culturally relevant
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examples into their instruction to make learning more accessible. As one participant explained, “I
will try to understand their culture and use cases that are closer to their culture or national
conditions so they can quickly grasp the knowledge points.” The participant also emphasized the
importance of cross-cultural knowledge and sharing, “In the ethnomusicology theory course, | will
introduce musical phenomena in different cultures as cases for analysis and discussion.”” These
examples reflect how faculty use culture not only as content but also as a bridge for deeper learning
and connection.

4.2 Findings from Phase 2 Survey

4.2.1 Demographics of Participants

The Phase 2 survey collected 139 responses (N=139). The majority (76.26%) of the
participants are affiliated with institutions not classified as World-Class Universities, while the
remaining 23.74% are currently teaching at World-Class Universities. The uneven distribution of
institution types is expected. It reflects the broader structure of China’s higher education system,
where there are more institutions not listed as World-Class Universities than those that are.
However, this imbalance could lead to limitations where findings from this research may be less
applicable or impactful for World-Class institutions with different teaching methods, student
engagement approaches, and institutional priorities.

The age distribution of participants reveals a diverse demographic profile, with most faculty
concentrated in the 31-50 age range. Faculty aged 41-50 years made up the largest segment
(33.81%), followed by those aged 31-40 years (28.06%). Meanwhile, younger faculty (under 30)
constituted 25.90%. Participants in the 51-60 age range constitute 10.79%, while those over 60
years old make up only 1.44%.

Regarding gender representation, the sample demonstrates a nearly equal representation of
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males and females, with male participants making up 49.64% (N=69) and female participants
accounting for 48.20% (N=67) of the total. Additionally, 2.16% of participants (N=3) chose not to
disclose their gender. This balance allows for a relatively equal comparison of gender-based
differences.

Participants in this study varied in terms of their teaching experience with international
students. The most common responses were faculty with 3 years (15.11%; N=21) and 4 years
(14.38%; N=20) of experience. Participants with 1 year of experience account for 10.07% (N=14),
while those with 10 years represent 9.35% (N=13), and 12 years constitute 8.63% (N=12),
indicating participation from individuals with varied levels of expertise in teaching international
students. Smaller proportions are observed in both the lower (2 years at 7.19%; N=10) and higher
ranges (such as 30 years at 1.44%; N=2 and 40 years at 0.72%; N=1). This diverse distribution
highlights the inclusion of participants across a broad spectrum of experience teaching
international students, which captures both early-career faculty perspectives and insights from
more experienced educators.

The academic disciplines represented in the study indicate a strong presence of faculty from
Engineering/Technology (48.92%; N=68) and Humanities & Social Sciences (30.22%; N=42),
while Arts (15.11%; N=21) and Medical/Healthcare (2.16%; N=3) were less represented. The
strong representation of participants from the areas of Engineering/Technology and
Humanities/Social Sciences can skew the findings toward the perspectives and experiences
prevalent in these fields.

Among the participants, 14.39% identified their role as professors (N=20), 20.86% as
associate professors (N=29), 4.32% as assistant professors (N=4), and 49.64% as lecturers (N=69).

9.35% of participants recognized themselves as adjunct faculty (N=23), while the rest of the
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population (1.44%) identified themselves as faculty of practice (N=2).

The ethnic composition of participants reflects the dominant Han ethnicity (89.21%; N=124).
Additionally, 9.35% belong to ethnic minority groups in China, including eight from the Man
ethnic group, four from the Mongolian group, and one from the Sibe group. The remaining 1.44%
of participants (N=2) preferred not to disclose their ethnicity.

The distribution of educational experience outside of China highlights that a majority of
participants, 58.27%, have engaged in educational opportunities abroad. This indicates a
significant representation of individuals with international academic exposure. Conversely, 41.73%
of participants have not had educational experiences outside of China, suggesting a substantial
group whose academic journeys have been domestically focused.

To examine faculty engagement with international students, the survey asked participants to
rate their frequency of interaction on a 1-7 scale, with 1 indicating “never” and 7 indicating
“always.” Among the 139 respondents, the majority reported low to moderate levels of interaction.
Specifically, 22 participants (15.83%) selected 1, and 32 participants (23.02%) selected 2. A
frequency rating of 3 was chosen by 23 participants (16.55%), while 25 participants (17.99%)
selected 4. Higher interaction levels were less common, with 20 participants (14.39%) selecting 5,
8 participants (5.76%) selecting 6, and only 9 participants (6.47%) selecting 7.

Participants were also asked to rate their confidence in English proficiency on a scale of 1 to
7, where 1 represented “Do not speak English at all,” and 7 represented “Fluent in understanding
and expressing oneself in all situations.” Among the 139 participants, the largest proportion rated
themselves at level 3 (N=43, 30.94%), indicating basic reading and conversational proficiency.
Level 2 was selected by 34 participants (24.46%), suggesting minimal English proficiency. The

ability to hold conversations and understand most discussions (level 4) was reported by 26
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participants (18.71%), while 8 participants (5.76%) rated their proficiency as level 5 (ability to
engage in complex discussions with minimal difficulties). Higher levels of fluency were less
common, with 16 participants (11.51%) selecting level 6 (ability to understand and express
themselves with ease in most situations)and 10 participants (7.19%) selecting level 7 (fluent in
understanding and expressing themselves in all situations). Only 2 participants (1.44%) reported
that they did not speak English at all (level 1).
4.2.2 Descriptive Statistics
4.2.2.1 Institutional Dimension

The institutional dimension encompasses the policies, administrative structures, and
institutional culture that influence the extent to which CRT is integrated into educational practices
(Taylor, 2010; Richards et al., 2007). To assess how institutions support and implement CRT,
survey questions 11 to 24 were designed to examine different aspects of the institutional dimension.
The descriptive statistical analysis of these responses provides insights into how faculty members
perceive their institutions’ commitment to CRT and highlights potential areas for improvement.
Institutional Use of Physical and Virtual Spaces

One aspect of the institutional dimension is the extent to which universities utilize their
physical and virtual spaces to highlight and celebrate cultural diversity (Taylor, 2010). Questions
11 and 12 in the survey measured faculty perceptions of these efforts on a 1-7 Likert scale. The
results show a notable contrast between physical and virtual spaces.

The mean score for Question 11, which assesses the use of physical spaces for cultural
representation, is 3.89, indicating a moderate institutional performance in this area. However, the
relatively high standard deviation of 1.54 suggests considerable variation in faculty perceptions.

This significant variation in faculty perception indicates that while some institutions may be
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making efforts in this area, others may not. The most common response (mode) was Level 3, with
27.34% of participants selecting this rating, indicating that a significant portion of faculty members
view institutional performance in this area as slightly above inadequate. Furthermore, 18.99% of
participants rated their institutions’ physical space usage as “Not at all well” or “Not well,”
underscoring the need for improvement in how institutions use their campuses to foster
multicultural visibility.

In contrast, the use of digital and virtual spaces to showcase and celebrate different cultures
received a more favorable evaluation. The mean score for Question 12 is 4.66, reflecting a
perception of moderate-to-high institutional effectiveness in this area. The most common
responses were Levels 4 (20.14%) and 5 (23.02%), indicating that many participants view digital
spaces as more effectively utilized than physical spaces. Additionally, 14.39% of participants rated
this aspect at Level 6, and 17.27% rated it at the highest level, 7, suggesting that a substantial
number of faculty members perceive strong institutional efforts in this area. The higher mean score
and the standard deviation of 1.61 indicate a slightly wider distribution of responses. However,
overall, faculty members recognize digital platforms as a more effective means of diverse cultural
representation than physical spaces.

Institutional Policies on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion

Institutional policies play a fundamental role in shaping CRT implementation (Abdalla &
Moussa, 2024). Questions 13 and 14 assess whether faculty members believe their institutions
recognize diversity as an asset and whether their policies emphasize equity and inclusion. The
findings indicate that faculty members generally perceive their institutions as having positive
policies in these areas, although variations exist.

The mean score for Question 13, which examines how well institutional policies acknowledge
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and respect students' diverse cultural backgrounds, is 5.10, suggesting an overall favorable
perception. However, the standard deviation of 1.67 reveals considerable variability in responses.
While a small proportion of participants (2.16%) rated their institutions at Level 1, indicating
minimal recognition of diversity, a significant percentage (27.34%) selected Level 7, showing
strong institutional support for diversity.

Similarly, for Question 14, which focuses on how well institutional policies promote equity
and inclusion, the mean score is slightly higher at 5.20. Most responses were concentrated in
Levels 5 (20.14%), 6 (18.71%), and 7 (30.22%), reinforcing a generally positive perception of
institutional efforts in equity and inclusion. However, the variability in responses suggests that
while some institutions have made significant progress in this area, others may need to
institutionalize their commitments to diversity, equity, and inclusion further.

Faculty Professional Development in CRT

The survey also assessed the frequency of faculty professional development opportunities
related to CRT, specifically in language skills training, cross-cultural communication, and cultural
sensitivity training (Questions 15-17). The results reveal that while training opportunities exist,
they are not consistently accessible across institutions.

For language skills training, the mean score is 3.56, with the highest concentration of
responses at Level 4 (26.62%). The data suggests moderate institutional support in this area.
Higher frequency training (Levels 6 and 7) was reported by only 7.91% of participants, indicating
that many institutions do not prioritize advanced language training for faculty.

Similarly, cross-cultural communication skills training had a mean score of 3.48, with most
responses concentrated at moderate levels (Level 3: 24.46%, Level 4: 21.58%). Cultural sensitivity

training followed a similar trend, with a mean score of 3.42 and a high proportion of responses at
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Level 3 (24.46%) and Level 4 (23.74%). The findings suggest that while training is available,
institutions may need to increase the frequency and accessibility of these programs to enhance
faculty preparedness in implementing CRT effectively.

Institutional Training for CRT Integration

The survey evaluated institutional support for integrating CRT into faculty teaching practices
and professional development. Questions 18-20 measured training frequency in instructional
practices, joint training with related disciplines, and curriculum development training.

For instructional practices, the mean score is 4.23, with the highest concentration at Level 5
(30.94%), which indicates that most institutions provide moderate-to-frequent support. However,
responses were more dispersed for joint training with related disciplines. The mean was 3.78, and
responses were concentrated at Levels 3 (24.46%) and 5 (24.46%), suggesting variability in
institutional commitment to interdisciplinary CRT training. Curriculum development training
received a mean score of 4.00, reflecting moderate institutional engagement in supporting CRT
integration into course design. These results suggest that while CRT-related training is present,
there is room for improvement in fostering interdisciplinary collaboration and curriculum
development support.

Institutional Partnerships and Collaborations

Finally, Questions 21-24 assessed institutional partnerships and collaborations that support
CRT. The findings suggest that institutions are actively engaged in partnerships, but they are
effective at varying levels across domains.

For international exchange and collaboration, the mean score is 4.66, with most responses
concentrated at Levels 4 (23%) and 5 (26.6%), indicating moderately high engagement.

Partnerships with local firms and organizations received a mean score of 4.41, suggesting slightly
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lower engagement. Cooperation with the Department of Cultural Affairs had a similar mean of
4.44. Meanwhile, collaboration with local families and communities received the lowest mean of
4.01, with the highest standard deviation (1.65). The data indicates greater variability in
institutional engagement. These findings highlight the importance of strengthening local
community partnerships to enhance CRT implementation.

Overall, the institutional dimension results suggest that while many universities in the study
demonstrate a commitment to CRT through digital representation, diversity policies, and
professional development, there are areas requiring improvement. Physical space utilization,
faculty training opportunities, and local community partnerships require greater institutional
investment.
4.2.2.2 Personal Dimension

The personal dimension of CRT focuses on educators’ self-awareness, beliefs, and attitudes
toward diversity and inclusion in their teaching practices (Gay, 2018; Taylor, 2010). It emphasizes
the cognitive and emotional processes that faculty members undergo to become culturally
responsive instructors (Villegas & Lucas, 2002).

Faculty Knowledge and Engagement in Culturally Responsive Practices

To evaluate faculty knowledge of cultural diversity, participants were asked to assess their
understanding of the cultural backgrounds of their international students (Q25), their familiarity
with culturally relevant terms within their discipline (Q26), and their frequency of integrating new
perspectives into their teaching practices (Q27) using a 1-7 Likert scale. The results indicate a
general trend of moderate to high self-perceived competence in these areas, though variability
exists among respondents.

For Question 25, which assessed faculty knowledge of their students’ cultural backgrounds,
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the mean score was 4.53, with a median of 5.00 and a mode of 4.00. These results suggest that, on
average, faculty members perceive their understanding as slightly above moderate. However, the
standard deviation of 1.60 reflects a relatively wide range of responses, indicating that while some
faculty members feel confident in their cultural knowledge, others report lower levels of familiarity.
The highest proportion of participants (23%, N=32) rated their knowledge at level 4, followed
closely by 22.3% (N=31) at level 5.

In contrast, faculty members reported higher familiarity with culturally relevant terminology
within their academic disciplines (Q26). The mean score of 4.86, with both the median and mode
at 5.00, suggests that faculty members are more confident in their disciplinary cultural knowledge
compared to their knowledge of students’ backgrounds. The standard deviation of 1.58 indicates
relatively less variation among responses. The majority of participants (26.6%, N=37) selected
level 5, and 18.7% (N=26) rated their knowledge at the highest level (7), reflecting greater
confidence in understanding culturally significant terms in their field. This data suggests that while
faculty members may not always be knowledgeable in the specific cultural experiences of their
students, they are generally familiar with the broader cultural concepts and frameworks relevant
to their disciplines.

Faculty engagement with new perspectives in their teaching (Q27) demonstrated the highest
mean score of 5.01, with both the median and mode at 5.00. This indicates that participants
generally integrate diverse perspectives into their instruction at an above-moderate level. The
standard deviation of 1.30 reflects less variability compared to the previous two questions,
suggesting a more consistent pattern among respondents. The highest proportion of participants
(38.8%, N=54) selected level 5, while 20.1% (N=28) rated their engagement at the highest level 7.

These results indicate that faculty members actively seek new knowledge and perspectives.

122



Self-reflection, Societal Influences, and Cultural Consciousness

Beyond knowledge acquisition, the personal dimension of CRT also involves faculty
members’ self-reflection on cultural biases and their perceptions of the role of societal values in
shaping their teaching (Gay & Kirkland, 2003). Questions 28 to 30 assessed the extent to which
faculty members engage in self-reflection (Q28), consider community values and societal
expectations in their teaching (Q29), and recognize the importance of developing cultural
consciousness for effective instruction (Q30).

Faculty engagement in self-reflection on cultural biases (Q28) yielded a mean score of 4.63,
with a median and mode of 5.00. This suggests that, on average, faculty members engage in self-
reflection at moderate to frequent intervals. The standard deviation of 1.45 indicates a moderate
range of responses. The largest proportion of participants (28.8%, N=40) rated their self-reflection
at level 5, with 14.4% (N=20) selecting level 7. However, 13.7% (N=19) reported lower
engagement at level 3, reflecting some variation in how actively faculty members assess their own
biases.

The influence of community values and societal expectations on teaching (Q29) showed
slightly lower engagement levels, with a mean score of 4.24, a median of 4.00, and a mode of 5.00.
The standard deviation of 1.72 was the highest among the personal dimension variables, suggesting
greater variation in faculty responses. While the largest proportion of participants (25.9%, N=36)
rated the influence at level 5, a notable 18% (N=25) rated it at levels 3 and 4. Additionally, 8.6%
(N=12) selected level 1, indicating that some faculty members perceive little to no influence from
societal values on their teaching. This variation suggests that while community expectations play
a role in shaping faculty approaches to CRT, their influence is not mutually recognized across the

sample.
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The highest-rated question in this section was Q30, which assessed faculty perceptions of the
importance of cultural consciousness in effective teaching. The mean score of 5.45, with a median
of 6.00 and a mode of 7.00, reflects a strong consensus on the significance of cultural
consciousness. The standard deviation of 1.46 suggests moderate variation, but overall, responses
were heavily concentrated at the higher end of the scale. The majority of participants (34.5%,
N=48) selected level 7, with an additional 17.3% (N=24) at level 6. Only 2.2% (N=3) rated cultural
consciousness as unimportant (level 2), indicating minimal disagreement on its relevance. These
findings confirm that faculty members recognize the role of cultural consciousness in effective
instruction.

The findings from the personal dimension suggest that faculty members demonstrate a
moderate to high level of engagement with CRT principles, particularly in their willingness to seek
new perspectives and recognize the importance of cultural consciousness in effective teaching.
However, variability exists in their knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds, engagement in
self-reflection, and perception of the influence of societal values on their instruction. While most
faculty members report actively incorporating diverse perspectives into their teaching, their
understanding of students' cultural backgrounds remains an area for further development. The
differences in standard deviations among survey questions indicate that some CRT-related
practices, such as cultural self-reflection and engagement with community values, are not
uniformly practiced across the sample.
4.2.2.3 Instructional Dimension

The instructional dimension of CRT refers to how faculty members design and deliver
instruction that reflects diverse cultural perspectives and meets the learning needs of students from

various backgrounds (Ladson-Billings, 1994). This dimension emphasizes the integration of
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various tools, strategies, and activities that align with students' unique experiences and learning
styles (Richards et al., 2017).
Faculty Integration of Culturally Relevant Content and Multilingual Materials

To evaluate how frequently faculty integrate culturally relevant content and multilingual
resources into their teaching, participants responded to questions assessing the inclusion of diverse
perspectives in the curriculum (Q31) and the use of multilingual materials in instruction (Q32).
The results indicate that while faculty members are moderately engaged in incorporating culturally
relevant content, their use of multilingual resources is variable.

For Q31, which examines how often culturally relevant content is integrated into the
curriculum, the mean score was 4.81, with a median and mode of 5.00. These results suggest that,
on average, faculty members perceive their incorporation of diverse content as moderately frequent.
The standard deviation of 1.43 indicates relatively consistent responses, suggesting that most
faculty engage in this practice to some extent. Notably, a significant portion of participants (33.1%,
N=46) rated their efforts at level 5, while 19.4% (N=27) selected the highest level (7),
demonstrating strong commitment among certain faculty members to integrating culturally
relevant materials. Additionally, 23.7% (N=33) rated their practices at level 4, reinforcing the
tendency toward moderate engagement.

In contrast, responses to Q32, which assesses the use of multilingual materials, yielded a
slightly lower mean score of 4.23, with a median of 4.00 and a mode of 5.00. The higher standard
deviation of 1.74 suggests greater variability in responses, indicating that while some faculty
members actively incorporate multilingual resources, others seldom use them. The largest
proportion of participants (25.2%, N=35) reported integrating multi-language materials at level 5,

while 22.3% (N=31) rated their practices at level 4. However, a notable portion of participants
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(13.7%, N=19) selected level 2, and 6.5% (N=9) reported never incorporating multilingual
materials. The data highlight that some faculty members do not actively engage with linguistic
inclusivity. At the higher end, 14.4% (N=20) rated their practices at level 7, indicating that certain
faculty members are highly proactive in this area. These findings suggest that while faculty
members recognize the importance of culturally relevant content, the integration of multilingual
materials remains inconsistent.

Encouraging Cross-Cultural Learning and Diverse Learning Styles

Beyond content integration, CRT also involves fostering cross-cultural interactions and
accommodating diverse learning styles to ensure an inclusive learning environment (Gay, 2018).
The survey assessed faculty efforts in encouraging students to learn about each other’s cultures
(Q33) and adapting instruction to support diverse learning preferences (Q34).

For Q33, which evaluates how well faculty members encourage students to engage in cross-
cultural learning, the mean score was 5.19, with a median of 5.00 and a mode of 7.00. These results
suggest that, on average, faculty members perceive their efforts as above-moderate in promoting
intercultural dialogue. The standard deviation of 1.50 reflects moderate variability in responses,
indicating differing levels of faculty commitment to this practice. A significant proportion of
participants (28.8%, N=40) rated their efforts at the highest level (7), while 25.9% (N=36) selected
level 5. Additionally, 18.7% (N=26) rated their efforts at level 4.

In Q34, which assesses faculty engagement in incorporating diverse learning styles, the mean
score was 4.57, with a median and mode of 5.00, indicating moderate to above-moderate
effectiveness. The standard deviation of 1.44 suggests relatively less variability compared to Q33,
which represents a more consistent application of diverse instructional methods. The majority of

participants (28.1%, N=39) rated their efforts at level 5, while 26.6% (N=37) selected level 4. At
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the higher end, 13.7% (N=19) rated their efforts at level 7, demonstrating proactive engagement
in supporting different learning preferences. However, 15.1% (N=21) rated their integration of
diverse learning styles at level 3, and 5.8% (N==8) selected level 2, indicating that a subset of
faculty members is less engaged in adapting instruction to accommodate varied student needs.
Use of Interactive Teaching Methods and Diverse Assessment Practices

Effective CRT also involves using interactive pedagogical approaches and assessment
methods that reflect students’ cultural and learning diversity (Richards et al., 2007). The survey
examined the frequency with which faculty members employed interactive teaching methods (Q35)
and diverse assessment criteria (Q36) to support student engagement and learning outcomes.

For Q35, which evaluates the use of interactive teaching methods, the mean score was 4.27,
with a median of 4.00 and a mode of 5.00, suggesting a moderate level of engagement. The
standard deviation of 1.64 reflects a relatively wide range of responses, indicating varying levels
of faculty commitment to interactive pedagogy. The largest proportion of participants (28.8%,
N=40) rated their efforts at level 5, while 19.4% (N=27) selected level 4, showing consistent but
less intensive application. However, 12.9% (N=18) selected level 2, and 5% (N=7) reported never
employing interactive methods, highlighting that a subset of faculty members relies predominantly
on traditional lecture-based instruction.

The final survey question, Q36, examined the frequency with which faculty members used
diverse assessment criteria to accommodate students’ varied backgrounds and learning styles. The
mean score was slightly lower at 4.17, with a median and mode of 4.00. The standard deviation of
1.69 suggests greater variability compared to Q35, indicating differing faculty perspectives on
assessment inclusivity. The largest group of participants (23.7%, N=33) rated their use of diverse

assessment criteria at level 4, while 22.3% (N=31) selected level 5. At the higher end, 13.7%
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(N=19) rated their practices at level 7, demonstrating strong commitment among some faculty
members. However, 18% (N=25) rated their efforts at level 3, and 10.1% (N=14) selected level 2,
indicating that a notable proportion of faculty members use limited assessment diversity.

The data suggest that faculty members in Chinese higher education institutions demonstrate
moderate engagement with CRT in the instructional dimension, particularly in integrating
culturally relevant content and encouraging cross-cultural learning. However, variability exists in
the use of multilingual materials, the adaptation of diverse learning styles, and the implementation
of inclusive assessment strategies. While many faculty members actively incorporate diverse
perspectives and interactive teaching methods, some continue to rely on traditional instructional
approaches.

4.2.3 Correlational Analysis

The correlational analysis tested the relationship between each dimension in the framework
(see Table below). The institutional dimension is positively correlated with the personal dimension
(r=0.69, p<0.01) and the instructional dimension (r=0.729, p<0.01). The personal dimension is
also positively correlated with the instructional dimension (r=0.82, p<0.01). In conclusion, the
correlation coefficients between the institutional dimension, personal dimension, and instructional
dimension are all positive while reaching the significance level of 0.01. Therefore, all three
dimensions of CRT in this framework have a significant positive relationship. These significant
correlations between the three dimensions imply that improvements or changes in one dimension
are likely to be associated with changes in the others (Franklin, 2008). There is also a notably
strong correlation (r=0.815) between the personal dimension and the instructional dimension.

Moreover, all correlations are significant at the 0.01 level, indicating a low probability (less

than 1%) that these relationships occurred by chance (Franklin, 2008). This result suggests that the

128



observed relationships between the dimensions are statistically robust.

Table 12 Correlation Analysis Results (N=139)
Correlations**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Institutional Personal Instructional
Dimension Dimension Dimension
Pearso_n 1 69* 2ok
Correlation
Institutional . .
Dimension Sig. (2-tailed) .00 .00
Pearson o o
Personal Correlation '680 1 '880
Dimension Sig. (2-tailed) ' '
Pearson 72 8o 1
Correlation
Instructional . .
Dimension Sig. (2-tailed) .00 .00
Correlations (N=139)
) Institutional Personal Instructional
Variables . : ) ) : .
Dimension Dimension Dimension
Institutional
y . 1
Dimension
Personal Dimension .69** 1
Instructional 2k g 1

Dimension

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
4.2.4 Comparison Between Groups

Institutional Classification

The analysis comparing faculty members from world-class universities and non-world-class
institutions did not reveal significant differences across the three CRT dimensions: institutional,
personal, and instructional. The t-test results indicated no significant difference in institutional
dimension (t=0.99, p = 0.32), personal dimension (t = 1.68, p = 0.10), and instructional dimension
(t=1.54, p =0.13). These findings suggest that the classification of universities as world-class or
non-world-class does not substantially impact faculty engagement with CRT. This challenges the

assumption that faculty at more prestigious institutions necessarily receive greater institutional
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support or demonstrate stronger engagement with culturally responsive pedagogies.
Age Differences

ANOVA results indicated that faculty members of different age groups exhibited significant
differences in the institutional dimension of CRT (F = 1.64, p = 0.03), suggesting that institutional
support for CRT may vary based on faculty age. However, no significant differences were
observed in the personal dimension (F = 0.95, p = 0.55) or instructional dimension (F = 1.00, p =
0.48). These findings imply that while faculty members' perceptions of institutional support for
CRT may change with age, their personal beliefs and instructional practices remain relatively
consistent across age groups.
Gender

The analysis of gender differences revealed notable variations in the personal and
instructional dimensions. In the personal dimension, female faculty members reported
significantly higher engagement than their male counterparts (t = -2.85, p = 0.005). Similarly, in
the instructional dimension, female faculty demonstrated greater adoption of culturally responsive
teaching strategies (t = -2.08, p = 0.04). However, no significant differences were found in the
institutional dimension (t =-1.19, p = 0.24). These results suggest that while both male and female
faculty members experience similar levels of institutional support, female educators exhibit
stronger personal commitment to and instructional application of CRT principles.
Years of Teaching Experience

The analysis of teaching experience did not reveal any significant differences across the three
dimensions of CRT. The ANOVA results showed no statistically significant variation in the
institutional (F = 1.31, p = 0.19), personal (F = 1.02, p = 0.44), or instructional dimensions (F =

1.54, p = 0.08). These findings indicate that faculty engagement with CRT does not differ based
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on years of teaching experience, suggesting that professional tenure alone does not necessarily
influence the adoption of culturally responsive pedagogies.
Disciplinary Differences

The comparison of faculty members across different academic disciplines also yielded no
significant differences in CRT engagement. The ANOVA results indicated that institutional (F =
1.67, p = 0.15), personal (F = 1.24, p = 0.29), and instructional dimensions (F = 1.00, p = 0.42) did
not vary significantly based on disciplinary affiliation. This suggests that CRT implementation is
not discipline-specific but rather influenced by broader institutional and personal factors.
Professional Title

Similarly, no significant differences were found when comparing faculty members based on
their professional titles. The ANOVA results demonstrated that the institutional (F = 2.45, p =
0.07), personal (F = 1.55, p = 0.21), and instructional dimensions (F = 0.59, p = 0.62) did not vary
significantly across different academic ranks. These findings indicate that faculty members’
engagement with CRT is not necessarily dictated by their academic status but may be more
influenced by individual and institutional contexts.
Ethnic Background

The analysis of ethnic background did not reveal significant differences in faculty
engagement with CRT. The ANOVA results for institutional (F = 1.10, p = 0.34), personal (F =
1.02, p = 0.36), and instructional dimensions (F = 2.76, p = 0.07) suggest that ethnicity does not
play a decisive role in shaping CRT engagement. These findings indicate that faculty members
across different ethnic backgrounds exhibit similar levels of CRT implementation.
Frequency of Interaction

Regression analysis was conducted to examine whether faculty members’ frequency of interaction
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with students from different cultural backgrounds influenced their engagement with CRT. The
results indicated significant positive relationships across all three dimensions. In the institutional
dimension, the regression model demonstrated a strong relationship (B = 0.39, p < 0.001),
suggesting that faculty who interact more frequently with diverse students perceive greater
institutional support for CRT. Similarly, in the personal dimension, the relationship remained
significant (B = 0.28, p = 0.001), indicating that more frequent engagement with culturally diverse
students fosters faculty’s cultural awareness and self-reflection. The instructional dimension also
showed a positive association (f = 0.30, p < 0.001), highlighting that frequent interactions with
international students enhance faculty’s application of culturally responsive teaching strategies.
Confidence Level in English Proficiency

The impact of faculty members’ English proficiency on CRT engagement was also assessed
using regression analysis. The results indicated significant positive relationships across all
dimensions. In the institutional dimension, faculty members with higher English proficiency
reported stronger institutional support for CRT ( = 0.44, p < 0.001). In the personal dimension,
greater English proficiency was associated with higher cultural awareness and engagement (B =
0.32, p < 0.001). Finally, in the instructional dimension, faculty members with better English
proficiency were more likely to implement culturally responsive teaching strategies (f = 0.37, p <
0.001). These findings suggest that language proficiency plays a crucial role in facilitating faculty
members' ability to engage with CRT, particularly in the context of international education.
4.3 Findings from Phase 3 Semi-structured Interviews
Interactions between Faculties and International Students

The survey findings from Phase 2 revealed a significant positive relationship between faculty

members’ frequency of interaction with international students and their understanding and
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implementation of CRT. Faculty who reported more frequent engagement with international
students were also more likely to adopt culturally inclusive teaching practices. This relationship
highlights the transformative role of interpersonal engagement, where direct, meaningful
interaction serves as a key driver in the development and application of CRT. Rather than acquiring
knowledge of cultural diversity through abstract concepts, faculty deepen their understanding
through lived experiences and everyday encounters with international students. In other words,
faculty do not learn about cultural diversity through concepts but they experience it. These
experiences interacting with international students actively shape their pedagogical thinking and
instructional choices. To further explore this relationship, 1 purposely selected interview
participants representing both high and low frequencies of interaction with international students
for the qualitative phase of the study. This final phase aimed to examine in greater depth how the
nature and frequency of these interactions influenced faculty teaching practices.

The qualitative findings revealed substantial variation in both the frequency of faculty-student
interactions and the motivations behind these engagements. Faculty members who reported high
interaction frequency attributed it primarily to their institutions' internationalized environments
and the presence of a significant number of international students in their programs. One
participant stated, “A¢ our school, international students are almost the ‘regulars’ in the
classroom,” highlighting the consistent presence of international student populations. This
presence makes cultural exchange a normalized and expected part of the educational experience.
In these settings, CRT was not positioned as an aspirational or additional practice but was
embedded within daily teaching and learning processes. Moreover, faculty in these contexts
described interactions that extended beyond formal classroom settings, including informal

exchanges that further contributed to intercultural understanding. As one faculty member shared,
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“l have daily contact with international students, particularly outside of class.” These daily
engagements suggest that the institutional context plays a significant role in facilitating
opportunities for cross-cultural exchange.

In contrast, faculty who reported low levels of interaction with international students
described their engagement as largely confined to structured academic settings, such as lectures or
formal discussions. One participant remarked, “The number of interactions is relatively low; we
don’t have much contact in general,” reflecting not only logistical limitations but also missed
opportunities for informal cultural dialogue that could enrich teaching and learning. These
differences between high and low interaction further emphasize the importance of institutional
support and intentional design in fostering meaningful intercultural engagement.

The motivations behind faculty interactions with international students varied widely, shaped
by both institutional context and personal factors. Faculty teaching in highly internationalized
universities frequently described their environments as naturally conducive to intercultural
engagement. One participant explained, “The school has a high level of internationalization, with
students from all over the world, and everyone is quite willing to participate in discussions.” In
these settings, institutional culture not only facilitates opportunities for engagement but also
establishes an expectation that such interactions are part of faculty roles. This suggests that faculty
working within internationalized environments may feel both encouraged and obligated to engage
meaningfully with international students.

At the same time, many faculty members pointed to personal motivations as key drivers of
their engagement. Those who actively sought out interactions with international students often
described intrinsic factors such as curiosity, enjoyment of cross-cultural communication, and a

genuine interest in building connections. One participant shared, “Personally, | enjoy
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communicating with others, whether students or colleagues,” while another attributed their
engagement to an “innate curiosity” that led them to initiate and sustain conversations with
international students. These reflections highlight that CRT engagement is not solely the product
of external policies or institutional mandates but is also deeply connected to personal dispositions,
values, and teaching philosophies. Faculty who demonstrated high intrinsic motivation for cultural
exchange appeared more willing to navigate the complexities and challenges of cross-cultural
communication. Rather than viewing these interactions as burdensome, they approached them as
enriching experiences.

Additionally, faculty participants highlighted the proactive engagement of international
students as a contributing factor to the frequency and depth of their interactions. Several
interviewees noted that international students are “active in class” and “always have many
questions,” which naturally fosters meaningful discussions. These questions were not solely
academic but often extended into cultural and contextual topics, which enhanced the richness of
faculty-student engagement.Such observations suggest that CRT practices thrive more effectively
when both educators and students actively contribute to the learning process, with engagement
functioning as a reciprocal relationship rather than a one-sided effort.

However, alongside these positive experiences, faculty members also acknowledged
challenges that limited their engagement with international students. The most frequently cited
barrier was time constraints, with one participant stating, “/¢’s not that I'm unwilling to interact;
it’s mainly because my time is limited.” This reflection points to a deeper structural tension between
institutional demands and faculty aspirations for meaningful intercultural engagement. Even
highly motivated educators may struggle to maintain consistent interactions when heavy

workloads and rigid scheduling leave little room for these connections to develop. These findings
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reveal the importance of aligning institutional policies, practical limitations, and faculty capacity
to support sustainable CRT engagement. Without such alignment, the responsibility for fostering
intercultural dialogue risks falling solely on individual faculty members, which limits the
effectiveness.

Faculty Members’ Personal Background

The survey findings from Phase 2 highlighted that faculty members’ personal backgrounds,
including language proficiency, age, and gender, contribute to variations in their understanding
and implementation of CRT. To move beyond surface-level associations and better understand
how these factors shape faculty engagement with CRT, Phase 3 interviews were conducted to
explore the personal narratives behind these patterns. This qualitative approach offers
understandings of not only whether such differences exist, but why they matter and how they
manifest in daily teaching practices.

Among these personal factors, language proficiency emerged as a central theme during the
interviews, with many faculty members emphasizing its influence on their teaching effectiveness.
Faculty members who expressed strong confidence in their English skills reported greater ease in
communicating and engaging with international students. Those who had spent time outside of
China frequently attributed their improved language proficiency to these international experiences.
As one participant reflected, “l spent several years abroad, and naturally, my English skills
improved significantly.” In contrast, faculty members with limited English proficiency identified
communication barriers as a persistent challenge in their teaching. One participant shared, “While
| can manage daily conversations, it becomes challenging to explain complex issues.” These
challenges were not limited to linguistic accuracy but extended to the dynamics of classroom

interaction. The interviews revealed that faculty confidence in using English played a role in
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shaping the depth and openness of classroom exchange. As another participant shared, “When |
can confidently discuss issues with students in English, they are more willing to open up and
engage in deeper conversations.” These narratives illustrate that language proficiency is not
merely a technical skill. It also shapes the relational quality of classroom exchanges that influences
the quality of faculty-student engagement. Faculty with higher language confidence were better
positioned to foster trust and encourage intercultural dialogues.T his finding reinforces the survey
results, suggesting that language proficiency is not only central to teaching effectiveness but also
instrumental in supporting meaningful discussions and intercultural exchanges in the classroom.
Age also emerged as an influential factor, while its influence varied across individuals. Some
faculty members viewed their age as an asset that fostered a more relaxed and flexible approach
to teaching. One participant noted, “As I grow older, I find myself becoming more ‘easygoing’ in
teaching.” However, other faculty members acknowledged potential challenges associated with
age, particularly regarding approachability and adaptability. As one participant observed, “Age
might make students feel I'm more experienced but less ‘approachable,” especially since younger
international students prefer more interactive classrooms.” Another faculty member echoed this
sentiment, noting, “Being a bit older, | may not adapt to new things as easily as younger teachers
do, making it harder to meet the needs of international students.” These reflections illustrate that
age is neither a uniform advantage nor disadvantage. Instead, its influence is mediated by faculty
members’ self-perceptions of approachability, adaptability, and their responsiveness to student
expectations. These qualitative insights provide important context for interpreting the Phase 2
survey findings on age. The survey results initially suggested that age did not have a statistically
significant impact on faculty engagement with CRT when analyzed by broad age groups. However,

when examined as a continuous variable, age demonstrated a significant relationship with CRT
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practices. This discrepancy suggests that categorical groupings may obscure patterns that emerged
when analyzing specific ages. The interview findings help explain this complexity, demonstrating
that it is not simply faculty members’ chronological age, but their experiences, adaptability, and
teaching philosophies that shape their engagement.

Regarding gender, while the Phase 2 survey indicated that gender plays a role in shaping
faculty teaching practices, the interviews revealed a more varied and individualized set of
perspectives. Many faculty members perceived gender as having minimal direct influence on their
teaching approach. One participant remarked, “Gender doesn’t have much of an impact; age plays
a slightly bigger role.” This suggests that, although gender differences exist, faculty members
perceive other factors as having a more direct influence on their teaching practices. Nonetheless,
some interviewees acknowledged subtle ways in which gender might shape faculty-student
interactions, particularly in communication style. One participant noted, “Male teachers may be
more direct, which international students might find easier to accept.” Although this theme did
not dominate the interview discussions, it raises important questions about how communication
style, potentially shaped by gender norms, may influence classroom engagement and clarity,
especially for international students. Rather than dismissing gender as irrelevant, these findings
suggest that its influence may be situational, operating through implicit dynamics rather than overt
behaviors. While this aspect did not emerge as a dominant theme in the interviews, it suggests that
gender may influence specific aspects of classroom communication.

Faculty Members’ Educational Background

The Phase 2 survey findings found a significant relationship between faculty members'

educational experiences outside of China and their engagement with CRT. To better understand

this pattern, Phase 3 interviews were conducted to explore how studying abroad shapes faculty
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members’ teaching approaches and their interactions with international students. Instead of
assuming that overseas experience always improves CRT engagement, the interviews offered a
more detailed view of how such experiences can support, challenge, or complicate teaching
practices in the Chinese context.

Many faculty members who had studied outside of China shared that these experiences deeply
influenced their teaching philosophies and classroom strategies. One participant said, “The
teaching methods abroad always emphasize students' active thinking and participation, which has
had a profound impact on me.” This shows that studying abroad often exposes faculty to
participatory and learner-centered pedagogies, which are different from the more traditional
teacher-centered approaches common in many Chinese classrooms. These experiences encouraged
faculty to reflect on their own teaching and to consider how active learning strategies might better
support international students’ engagement.

In addition to changing their teaching styles, many faculty members also said that their time
abroad helped them develop intercultural understanding and adaptability. One participant reflected,
“Yes, | lived in the United States for eight years. During that time, | interacted with people from
various countries with completely different languages and ways of thinking.” This experience not
only offered practical immersion into multicultural settings but also helped faculty members to
build empathy, flexibility, and openness to different perspectives, which faculty may carry back
into their local classrooms.

However, faculty also shared that it was not always easy to apply what they learned abroad
to their teaching in China. One participant explained, “My overseas experience gave me a
theoretical understanding of multiculturalism, but classroom issues are far more complex than

anticipated, and theoretical knowledge alone cannot solve practical communication barriers.”
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This points to a gap between theory and practice. Even with intercultural awareness, faculty
members face context-specific challenges in translating global pedagogical models into their own
institutional environments, where language limitations and cultural expectations may differ from
those abroad. Another faculty member noted, “My overseas experience gave me some
understanding of multicultural educational approaches, but these experiences are hard to directly
apply in my current classroom.” This highlights structural and cultural barriers within Chinese
higher education. Rigid curricula, traditional assessments, and institutional norms may limit the
flexibility faculty need to adapt their teaching. These challenges suggest that while international
educational experience can strengthen intercultural competence, additional support and
adjustments at the institutional level are necessary for such experiences to translate into practice.

In contrast, faculty members who had not studied outside of China described limitations in
fully understanding and addressing the needs of international students. One faculty member
acknowledged this gap, admitting, “Without overseas educational experience, it’s sometimes
difficult to fully empathize, especially when dealing with students from vastly different cultural
backgrounds.” Another participant elaborated on how this limitation affected their instructional
approach, explaining, “Having never studied abroad myself, I don’t fully understand the issues
they might face in the classroom or their ways of thinking. This makes it difficult to adjust my
teaching and often results in designing classroom content purely from my own perspective.” These
comments suggest that without direct exposure to international or multicultural educational
environments, it can be harder for faculty to recognize and respond to the needs of international
students. As a result, their teaching may reflect monocultural assumptions while limiting their
ability to engage students from diverse backgrounds.

Instructional Methods and Tools
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The interviews reveal that institutional contexts significantly shape faculty members'
approaches to teaching and interacting with international students. Rather than viewing
instructional methods as isolated choices made by individual teachers, these findings suggest that
pedagogical strategies are deeply connected to the broader institutional environment and its
commitment to internationalization.

Faculty members working in institutions that emphasize internationalization reported higher
engagement in CRT. Many participants consistently acknowledged the role of institutional context
in shaping their teaching practices and interactions with international students. The availability of
resources and institutional support emerged as key factors in facilitating CRT engagement. As one
participant described, “The school has very abundant resources, especially for supporting
internationalization.” This highlights how institutional investments, such as funding for
intercultural activities and global partnerships, empower faculty to explore and implement CRT
with greater confidence.

Beyond material resources, faculty also stressed the importance of an internationalized
campus culture. As one participant explained, “The internationalized atmosphere of the school
itself encourages us as teachers to pay more attention to interacting with international
students.”This comment underscores that institutional culture, not just policies or resources, plays
a critical role in shaping faculty mindsets and motivating pedagogical innovation.

However, not all faculty viewed these institutional efforts as fully effective. Some expressed
concerns about the depth and focus of institutional internationalization initiatives. While many
institutions promoted multicultural exchange through structured events, several faculty members
perceived these activities as more performative than substantive. One participant observed, “The

school places significant emphasis on multicultural exchange, with dedicated intercultural
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activities and seminars.” However, another participant critiqued the approach, stating, “The school
has done a lot of work on internationalization, but | feel much of it is more about showcasing its
image.” These differing perspectives suggest that faculty engagement with CRT is not solely
dependent on the presence of institutional initiatives but also on the authenticity of these efforts.
The contrast between these perspectives highlights the importance of not only having
internationalization strategies in place but ensuring that these strategies facilitate inclusive learning
rather than serving symbolic purposes.

Institutional support also includes practical resources such as intercultural training programs
and a dedicated international affairs office. Faculty members viewed these supports as valuable
enablers for CRT. One participant explained, “The school provides some support and resources,
such as a dedicated international affairs office and intercultural lectures and activities, which
make interactions between faculty and students more natural.” However, the interviews also
revealed that the effectiveness of these resources often depends on how well resources are utilized
to genuinely support intercultural learning and communication rather than fulfilling administrative
objectives.

When describing their instructional strategies, faculty emphasized a shift toward interactive
and dialogue-based teaching methods as a way to better support international students. One
participant explained, “In class, beyond delivering content, I focus more on having a ‘dialogue’
with students rather than a one-way lecture.” This approach reflects a commitment to mutual
engagement, where learning is shaped collaboratively through discussion rather than passive
transmission. Flexibility in classroom structure also emerged as an important strategy. One faculty
member highlighted this approach, stating, “The classroom can be more flexible, with more

discussions and critical thinking.” Another emphasized the need to create a supportive learning
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environment: “The most important thing is to keep the classroom atmosphere relaxed, so students
feel confident to speak up and make mistakes.” These strategies demonstrate faculty efforts to
foster safe and inclusive spaces where international students feel encouraged to participate despite
linguistic or cultural differences.

Faculty also intentionally incorporated cross-cultural elements into their teaching to
strengthen engagement. Referencing familiar cultural artifacts was a common strategy to bridge
theoretical content and students’ lived experiences. One participant explained, “When discussing
complex theories, | occasionally introduce elements they are familiar with, such as movies, songs,
or holidays from their countries, to bridge the gap.”’By anchoring abstract ideas in culturally
relevant examples, faculty make learning more accessible and foster a sense of belonging among
international students. This practice aligns with CRT principles, which emphasize the importance
of connecting curriculum content to students’ cultural backgrounds to enhance relevance and
engagement.

Despite their efforts, faculty members acknowledged ongoing challenges in adapting their
teaching methods for international students. One participant reflected, “Interaction certainly
influences my teaching methods. Many international students think differently from local students,
and I've found that some examples hold no meaning for them.” Another faculty member identified
lesson pacing as a strategy to accommodate language barriers, stating, “The biggest strategy is to
‘slow down.” When encountering language barriers, | give students more time to express
themselves and avoid rushing to correct their mistakes.”These insights reflect faculty members’
awareness of the need to adapt their teaching while also highlighting the complexity of balancing

a designed structure and content with accessibility.
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The interviews further emphasized the role of teaching tools in supporting international
students. Faculty members frequently use visual aids and interactive materials to make abstract
concepts more accessible. One faculty member explained, “Using more visual and interactive tools
helps students better understand abstract concepts.” Technology was also leveraged to address
language barriers and enhance communication. One participant noted, “I sometimes use technology,
like translation software, which is quite effective.” These tools, along with repetition and simplified
language, were viewed as helpful in improving comprehension and encouraging participation.

In sum, the findings suggest that faculty members’ instructional methods and use of tools are
influenced not only by their individual choices but also by the broader institutional context,
availability of resources, and cultural diversity in their classrooms. Faculty are actively navigating
these complex layers as they work to create inclusive and engaging educational environments.
However, challenges remain, particularly in ensuring that institutional strategies align with the
actual needs of faculty and students.

Culture and Social Context

The interviews illustrated the influence of cultural and social contexts on teaching practices,
with faculty members sharing both the opportunities and challenges they encountered while
engaging with students from diverse cultural backgrounds. Rather than simply acknowledging the
presence of cultural diversity, these narratives demonstrate how daily classroom encounters
become critical spaces where intercultural understanding can either be fostered or constrained.

A recurring theme across the interviews was the enrichment that cultural discussions brought
to classroom dynamics. One faculty member shared, “A student from the Middle East often stayed
after class to talk about Chinese history, saying he found certain cultural similarities between

China and his country particularly fascinating.” Similarly, another faculty member noted the
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curiosity of international students about Chinese traditions, explaining, “A student from South
America loved asking me about Chinese holiday customs and social habits.”These examples
underscore not only students’ willingness to engage but also the important role of faculty as
cultural mediators who facilitate such exchanges. These interactions transform the classroom into
a site of mutual learning, where both students and faculty broaden their cultural perspectives.
This spirit of cultural exchange extended beyond formal classroom settings into social
interactions. Several faculty members described informal moments of cultural learning initiated
by international students. One participant recounted, “Once, a group of Middle Eastern students
invited me to a restaurant downtown that served their food. They said they wanted me to learn
more about their country’s culinary culture.” Such experiences highlight how engagement outside
the classroom fosters deeper trust and relational connections, which in turn enhance meaningful
participation within academic spaces. These informal moments often serve as turning points that
bridge the gap between structured learning environments and the lived experiences of students.
However, despite these enriching interactions, faculty members also reported significant
challenges in adapting their teaching practices to meet the needs of international students. A
commonly cited issue was the presence of cultural and linguistic gaps that hindered student
participation. One participant observed, “In one class, a few international students didn’t fully
participate in a discussion. Later, I found out they hadn’t clearly understood the content we were
explaining.”This realization reveals the hidden barriers that can remain unaddressed without
intentional inquiry. It also signals a critical gap between faculty intention and student experiences.
Such challenges emphasize the importance of active listening and cultural attunement as essential

components of effective teaching practices.
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Faculty members also expressed difficulties in fostering a sense of inclusivity, particularly in
creating classroom environments where international students felt fully integrated. One participant
observed, “They didn’t have a strong sense of presence at first. It felt like they were outsiders and
interacted more with local students.” Another faculty member admitted their own uncertainty
about how to respond to cultural differences, stating, “Sometimes, | can feel the challenges of
cultural differences, but 7 don’t have a clear idea of how to truly integrate these experiences to
adjust my teaching methods.” These findings suggest a gap between faculty members’ recognition
of cultural challenges and their preparedness to address them effectively. These reflections reveal
internal dilemmas faculty face as they navigate the balance between curriculum demands and the
desire to support diverse learners. The recurring theme of students feeling like outsiders points to
structural barriers to inclusion, which cannot be addressed solely through individual faculty efforts
but require broader institutional commitment.

Another challenge identified was the limited responsiveness of teaching content to the diverse
cultural backgrounds of students. Faculty members acknowledged that their instructional materials
and methods were primarily designed for domestic students. One participant noted, “The teaching
content and methods didn’t fully consider the background differences of international students.”
Some faculty attributed this lack of responsiveness to a reliance on theoretical knowledge rather
than practical experience. As one participant noted, “Without real experience in foreign education
systems, relying entirely on theoretical understanding often leads to overlooking cultural or
linguistic challenges international students may face in the classroom.” The tendency to prioritize
the needs of domestic students further reinforces this disconnect. One faculty member remarked,
“Teaching content is always tailored to the needs of domestic students and lacks responsiveness

to other cultural backgrounds.” These insights expose a critical tension between inclusive
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pedagogical intentions and the structural realities of curriculum design, where institutional norms
often limit the space for culturally responsive adaptation. This gap between theoretical awareness
and practical application represents one of the central challenges in implementing CRT effectively.

Despite these challenges, many faculty members recognized the value that cultural diversity
brings to their classrooms. They reflected on how exposure to different cultural perspectives not
only enriched their teaching experiences but also challenged their own assumptions. One faculty
member shared, “The diversity and inclusivity of cultures, as well as the habit of navigating the
collision and integration of different cultures, give me more confidence in interacting with
international students.” Others highlighted how international students encouraged them to
question their preconceived notions. One participant noted, “Students challenge my previously
‘common sense’ beliefs with their unique backgrounds and perspectives.” Another faculty
commented on the varied thinking and learning styles across cultures, stating, “People come from
various countries and have different ways of thinking, talking, and learning.” These reflections
reinforce the idea that cultural exchange is a reciprocal process. Faculty members not only shape
students’ learning but are also shaped by the diverse perspectives their students bring. Such
willingness to engage in self-reflection and adapt teaching approaches illustrates the
transformative potential of CRT when embraced as a shared, co-constructed approach.

The interviews also shed light on the broader social challenges, particularly the integration of
international students within the broader student community. One faculty member observed,
“International students feel like ‘alien species.’ Not in a rude way of description, but still, students
are afraid to approach and talk to them.” This metaphor captures the persistent social distance
between domestic and international students, despite formal opportunities for interaction. It

highlights a missed opportunity for peer learning and suggests the need for broader campus-wide

147



initiatives that foster social integration and cultural understanding. In this context, CRT is not
merely a set of classroom strategies but part of a larger ecosystem that supports cultural dialogue,
addresses social isolation, and cultivates inclusive academic communities.
Instructional Challenges and Coping Strategies

The interviews revealed not only the prevalence of instructional challenges but also how these
obstacles shaped faculty teaching practices and the strategies adopted to navigate them. Among
the most frequently cited challenges was language proficiency, which posed difficulties for both
faculty and students in achieving effective communication. One faculty member succinctly stated,
“Language issues are indeed common,” reflecting a widespread concern across participants. Many
faculty members described how language barriers affected students’ ability to comprehend course
content. As one participant explained, “The impact of language is quite evident. Although my
English is quite good, | sometimes encounter students whose English is not very standard or whose
accents are quite strong.” This issue often led to broader communication difficulties, particularly
when students struggled to articulate their ideas clearly. Another faculty member elaborated, “The
main issue is communication difficulties. Language differences are a significant problem, as
students’ expression abilities vary widely, and sometimes they cannot even clearly convey basic
ideas.” These reflections highlight how linguistic misalignment can lead to more than momentary
confusion. Such linguistic misalignment can silence student voices and limit their participation,
which ultimately hinder the development of a culturally responsive and inclusive classroom
environment.

Concerns about language proficiency extended to faculty members themselves. Several
faculty expressed concerns about their ability to communicate effectively in English, which further

influenced their confidence in engaging with international students. One faculty member stated,
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“I’'m not fully confident that I can express myself clearly in terms of language and culture, and 1
worry about potential issues during communication.” This lack of confidence not only shaped their
comfort in interacting with international students but also influenced their perceptions of teaching
effectiveness. Faculty members expressed the fear that language barriers might hinder students’
ability to keep up with the content. As one faculty member observed, “Language barriers are the
main concern. When teaching, I always worry they can’t keep up. Perhaps I speak too fast, or the
content | deliver might be a bit challenging for them to understand.” These concerns reveal an
ongoing tension in CRT implementation: how to maintain academic rigor and depth while ensuring
that content remains accessible to students from diverse linguistic backgrounds.

In addition to language-related challenges, faculty also described difficulties arising from
cross-cultural differences, particularly in relation to classroom interaction and instructional design.
Many observed that existing curricula and pedagogical approaches were tailored primarily for
domestic students, with limited consideration for the needs of international learners. One
participant explained, “The teaching content and methods are designed for local students, and the
school’s arrangements do not consider the special needs of international students.” This mismatch
often led to cultural dissonance, prompting students to seek clarification outside of class. One
faculty member resonated, “Students often come to me after class to discuss cultural confusion on
a specific case or example and even raise deeper issues that were not covered in class.” Such
moments underscore how cultural misalignment can fragment the learning experience and
potentially exacerbate feelings of marginalization among international students.

In addition to affecting student comprehension, cultural differences also influenced faculty
members' interactions with international students. Some faculty expressed hesitation in engaging

with students due to concerns about inadvertently offending. One participant noted, “Cultural
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differences make communication cautious, as I'm hesitant to make jokes or say something wrong
that might be misunderstood.” This caution, while well-intentioned, may limit opportunities for
meaningful dialogue and mutual understanding, which inadvertently contributes to social distance
in the classroom.

Despite these challenges, faculty members reported employing various coping strategies to
mitigate difficulties and foster more effective communication and engagement. A frequently
mentioned approach was drawing on personal international experiences to enhance cultural
awareness and empathy. Faculty who had studied or worked abroad noted how these experiences
helped them better understand and support international students. One participant explained, “My
overseas experience influences my ability to interact. I try to understand their cultural background
and avoid directly ‘correcting’ their words or actions.” This perspective reflects a shift from
evaluative to empathetic engagement, where faculty act as facilitators rather than gatekeepers of
cultural norms.

Another key strategy involved providing additional support and scaffolding to help
international students overcome language and cultural challenges. Faculty members recognized
that international students often required more individualized attention and guidance, with one
participant stating, “There are both language and cultural barriers, which make them more reliant
on the teacher’s support.” This insight reinforces the evolving role of faculty, which is not only as
content experts but also as cultural mediators committed to ensuring that all students feel seen,
heard, and supported within the academic setting.

Faculties’ Reflection
Faculty members consistently engaged in self-reflection as they navigated the complexities

of teaching international students. These reflections were not merely abstract exercises in
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professional development but were often prompted by the cultural diversity within their
classrooms. Faculty described reflection as a necessary and practical response to intercultural
encounters, which sharpened both their pedagogical awareness and adaptability. A recurring theme
in these reflections was the recognition that teaching is an evolving process, continuously shaped
by interactions with students from diverse cultural backgrounds. For many, these experiences of
teaching international students prompted a reassessment of traditional methods and encouraged
the adoption of more interactive and flexible approaches. One participant emphasized this shift,
stating, “Everyone has different ways of thinking, and I've had to adapt accordingly.” This
comment reveals the iterative nature of teaching in culturally diverse settings, where exposure to
differing worldviews forces educators to revise long-held assumptions about effective instruction.

Moreover, the interviews showed that self-reflection was not limited to internal evaluation. It
often evolved through classroom experiences that challenged the traditional teacher-student
hierarchical norms. Many faculty members came to view teaching as a shared learning journey
through which both students and instructors grow together. One participant reflected, “Both the
students and | improve together.”, signaling a shift from a top-down transmission of knowledge to
a more reciprocal and collaborative teaching and learning model. This shift further reflects the
understanding of the classroom as a space for mutual cultural exchange beyond academic
instruction.

This evolving teaching philosophy was further articulated in faculty discussions about their
changing roles. One participant explained, “Teaching is no longer simply about knowledge transfer;
it’s a continuous process of learning and adjustment.” Such reflections highlight a growing
alignment with CRT frameworks, where educators serve not just as knowledge transmitters but as

facilitators of intercultural dialogue. Through daily interactions, faculty gained insight into the
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cultural dimensions of education. As one faculty member shared, “These daily interactions have
made me realize that the classroom is not just about teaching knowledge but also about teaching
‘culture.’ This perspective on viewing the classroom as a space of cultural exchange reveals that
global perspectives are not peripheral but central to how knowledge is constructed and shared in
today’s classrooms.

Faculty also recognized that these interactions with international students served as an
alternative form of cultural exposure, especially for those who had not studied or worked abroad.
One participant articulated this realization, stating, “Although | lack overseas experience, my daily
interactions with these international students have helped me make up for that deficiency.” This
comment reveals that meaningful intercultural learning and exchange can occur within domestic
academic settings. It also suggests that CRT engagement can be cultivated through local, relational
practices, not only through formal international training or educational programs.

Despite these promising reflections, faculty also identified persistent challenges in engaging
international students. A prominent concern was the lack of student feedback, which made it
difficult for faculty to assess their teaching effectiveness and adjust their course content
accordingly. One participant expressed frustration over this issue, stating, “International students
give little feedback, so I can’t accurately assess their needs and issues, making it difficult to adjust
the course content to be more targeted.” This disconnect between faculty intent and student
response underscores the difficulty of refining pedagogical approaches in the absence of reciprocal
feedback. Another participant echoed this frustration, noting, “Their indifferent attitude often
leaves me unsure about the effectiveness of my teaching.”Without student engagement and
feedback, culturally responsive efforts risk remaining unvalidated and incomplete ,which leaves

educators in a state of pedagogical uncertainty.
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Furthermore, some faculty members perceived a systemic lack of attention to the needs of
international students within their institutions. One participant observed, “The needs of
international students have not received special attention.” This institutional inattention
exacerbates faculty challenges where they are left to navigate cultural complexities without
adequate guidance or resources. Such structural gaps reveal a broader disconnect between
institutional policy and the demographic realities of increasingly diverse classrooms.

Limited student participation in classroom discussions emerged as another area of concern.
Faculty noted that interactions with international students were often infrequent and superficial.
One participant remarked, “Most interactions with international students are limited to occasional
questions they ask, or they sit quietly in a corner of the classroom, listening without actively
participating.” This observation suggests that while international students are physically present,
their voices are often absent from the discursive space of the classroom. This lack of engagement
risks symbolically marginalizing these students, leaving them excluded from deeper learning
opportunities.

Faculty attributed this limited participation to various factors, including language barriers and
cultural differences in classroom participation norms. One participant explained, “It feels like
they’re not very willing to speak up, so the focus naturally shifts to domestic students, and the
course content ends up catering mostly to them.” This unintentional shift reveals how silence from
international students can lead to pedagogical exclusion, as faculty may revert to methods that
align more closely with domestic students’ learning preferences. This unintentional shift can
potentially further narrow the inclusivity of the classroom experience.

Moreover, even when faculty members engaged with international students outside of class,

these interactions were often brief and transactional. One participant reflected, “Sometimes,
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students approach me to ask about assignments or exams, and we have a brief chat. Overall, the
communication is very shallow and infrequent.” Another noted that discussions rarely extended
beyond academic inquiries, stating, “There were a few instances where | communicated with them,
but the interactions were very surface-level, mostly about assignments or post-class questions.”
These remarks point to a relational distance that persists despite physical distance. This
relationship distance also means a missed opportunity for deeper engagement. The faculty-student
relationship remains largely functional, with limited space for the kind of transformative and cross-
cultural exchange envisioned in CRT frameworks.

Influence of Educational and Institutional Policies

The interviews revealed that institutional policies play a dual role: they both foster cross-
cultural interaction and reflect systemic constraints that prioritize the needs of domestic students.
Faculty participants consistently highlighted this tension, acknowledging institutional support
mechanisms while also pointing out structural limitations that shape their engagement with
international students.

On the one hand, many institutions actively promoted internationalization through structured
initiatives aimed at fostering intercultural exchange. Many institutions provided structured
initiatives to support faculty in interacting with international students. One participant noted, “The
school places significant emphasis on cross-cultural exchange and supports us in organizing
various cross-cultural projects.” Such efforts reflect how institutional rhetoric and resources are
increasingly aligned to encourage global perspectives in teaching. These initiatives not only
facilitated meaningful engagement with international students but also empowered faculty to

integrate diverse viewpoints into their pedagogical practices.
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Language and cultural support programs emerged as another cornerstone of institutional
support. One faculty member highlighted the availability of these initiatives, stating, “The school
provides dedicated language support and cultural exchange programs.” Such programs reduce
communication barriers and help build shared cultural understandings, which are essential to
implementing CRT. Such measures played a significant role in bridging linguistic and cultural
gaps between faculty and international students, making interactions more effective and
meaningful.

Institutions also offered faculty professional development opportunities to enhance
intercultural competence. As one participant shared, “The school indeed has many supportive
measures, such as encouraging teachers to participate in international training and cross-cultural
education workshops.” These efforts point to an institutional recognition that CRT is not intuitive
but requires skill-building. As such, CRT becomes not only a matter of individual faculty initiative
but also an organizational responsibility that necessitates systemic support.

In addition to structured support, some institutions demonstrated flexibility in
accommodating the diverse needs of international students. One faculty member explained, “The
school’s policies are quite flexible, particularly in terms of support for international students.”
This flexibility granted faculty the autonomy to adapt course content and teaching strategies, adjust
learning objectives, and create more inclusive learning environments. However, faculty also noted
that while institutional policies were beneficial, they were sometimes constrained by resource
limitations. One participant reflected, “Although the school’s resources are relatively limited,
these policies and systems have played a significant role in driving progress.” This highlights a
key tension where institutions might be committed to internationalization and inclusion, but the

effectiveness of these efforts is often tempered by practical constraints.
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However, another perspective emerged from the interviews that questioned the structural
orientation of educational systems. Faculty observed that institutional designs often remained
centered around domestic students, with curricula and programs tailored primarily to local
educational norms. This misalignment left faculty struggling to meet the diverse academic and
cultural needs of international students. A common response by institutions was to create separate
courses exclusively for international students. One faculty member described this practice, stating,
“At our school, most courses for international students are exclusively open to them. All the
students in these classes are international students.” While these courses were designed to cater
to international students’ learning needs and offered targeted support, they risked reinforcing
institutional segregation and narrowing opportunities for intercultural exchange within the
classroom. Although these exclusive settings addressed immediate learning needs, they
inadvertently narrowed international students’ exposure to local peers and limited the mutual
benefits of cross-cultural interaction.

4.4 Research Question (1) To what extent do faculty members in Liaoning Province, China,
understand and implement culturally responsive teaching?

The first research question explores both faculty members’ understanding of CRT and how
they implement it in their instructional practices. The first part of the analysis examines faculty
members’ conceptualization of CRT, highlighting their strong theoretical awareness of its
principles. Faculty generally define CRT as an approach that integrates students’ cultural
backgrounds into instructional practices, and many acknowledge its role in enhancing motivation
and academic performance. While this awareness demonstrates a solid foundation in CRT
principles, the second part of the analysis focuses on how faculty apply these concepts in practice.

Both qualitative and quantitative findings revealed that faculty were familiar with CRT
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principles and often integrated students’ cultural backgrounds into their pedagogy, with the
consistency and depth of implementation varying. Interactions with international students emerged
as key drivers of professional growth, prompting faculty to reflect on their teaching practices and
educational philosophies, adopt more inclusive strategies, and develop greater cultural empathy.
To apply CRT in practice, faculty employed a range of strategies such as interactive teaching
methods, culturally relevant materials, digital tools, and individualized student support. While
many exhibited a strong commitment to culturally responsive instruction, gaps remained in
differentiated cases.

Faculty Members Demonstrated Solid Theoretical Awareness of CRT and Its Significance.

Faculty members in Shenyang, China, exhibited a coherent theoretical awareness of CRT and
consistently acknowledged its significance in fostering student engagement, cross-cultural
exchange, and inclusive learning environments. The integration of findings across all three phases
of the study revealed a multidimensional understanding of CRT and active efforts to implement it
in diverse instructional contexts.

In the qualitative phases (focus group discussions and semi-structured interviews), faculty
members elaborated on their understanding of CRT by providing detailed insights into their
conceptualization of the approach. Their explanations generally aligned with two primary themes.
First, faculty members defined CRT as an instructional approach that “respects, integrates, and
responds to students’ cultural backgrounds in both curriculum design and pedagogical strategies.”
Second, they emphasized the functional role of CRT in improving student outcomes and fostering
intercultural learning, identifying it as a driver of learning motivation, academic performance, and

cross-cultural engagement.
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During the Phase 1 focus groups, faculty articulated these themes through concrete definitions
of CRT. One participant described it as “teaching that fully considers and respects students’
cultural background, language, values, and life experiences to design and implement teaching
strategies,” emphasizing the importance of aligning instruction with students’ experiences.
Another participant elaborated that CRT “integrates students’ cultural backgrounds into teaching
activities to enhance learning motivation and performance while promoting cross-cultural
exchanges,” linking CRT to both instructional design and broader institutional goals of
internationalization. Faculty perceptions emphasize that CRT goes beyond cultural
acknowledgment. They view it as an intentional and pedagogically-grounded approach that
promotes deeper students’ participation and intercultural awareness.

Moreover, faculty descriptions revealed that intercultural interaction was not viewed as
exceptional or optional but rather as a normalized component of their instructional practice. One
participant stated, “A¢ our school, international students are almost the ‘regulars’ in the
classroom,” indicating that engagement with cultural diversity was structurally embedded in their
daily teaching experiences. The presence of international students makes cultural exchange a
normalized and expected part of the educational experience. In these settings, CRT was not
positioned as an aspirational or additional practice but was embedded within daily teaching and
learning processes. Faculty perceptions and practices reflected this integration, where engaging
with international students and adapting to diverse perspectives emerged from practice and vwere
iewed as standard components of effective instruction.

The survey data collected in Phase 2 substantiated these qualitative findings while revealing
that faculty demonstrated a moderate to high level of understanding of CRT principles. To measure

their knowledge of CRT, this study employed a self-assessed survey using a 1 to 7 Likert scale,
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where higher scores indicated greater familiarity and engagement. The mean score for
understanding international students’ cultural backgrounds was 4.53, suggesting that the faculty
had a foundational awareness of international students’ cultural contexts. This finding aligns with
qualitative findings where faculty articulated various degrees of understanding of students’ cultural
backgrounds and emphasized the role of cultural context in shaping their instructional practices.

The faculty’s foundational awareness ensured room for deeper engagement. Their familiarity
with culturally relevant terms in their disciplines received a mean score of 4.86, reflecting a slightly
stronger understanding of discipline-specific cultural concepts. This suggests that faculty felt
confident in their ability to recognize and understand culturally relevant concepts within their
academic fields.

Additionally, faculty reported actively seeking new perspectives to inform their teaching,
with a mean score of 5.01. This complements the qualitative accounts of faculty members
experimenting with various kinds of instructional tools and strategies which demonstrate that
faculty are not only aware of CRT in theory but actively engage with it in practice.

Most notably, the highest mean score (5.45) was recorded for the perceived importance of
cultural consciousness in teaching, signifying a strong consensus among faculty on the necessity
of CRT in fostering inclusive and effective learning environments.

Evidence from all three phases of research illustrates that faculty members possess a well-
developed conceptual understanding of CRT and acknowledge its critical role in fostering student
engagement, promoting cross-cultural exchange, and creating inclusive learning environments.
The qualitative and quantitative findings together suggest that CRT is both theoretically valued
and practically prioritized by faculty in this context. Beyond their demonstration of a solid

foundation in CRT conception and potential significance, the data revealed how faculty members
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apply these concepts in practice as well.
Teaching International Students as Opportunities for Faculty Growth

Faculty members’ engagement with CRT extended beyond theoretical understanding into
lived and iterative practice. The presence of international students in their classrooms served not
only as a context for applying CRT principles but also as a catalyst for professional transformation.
Through interacting and teaching international students, faculty were able to refine their teaching
strategies, deepen their cultural awareness, and reflect critically on their pedagogical roles. This
section demonstrates how teaching international students fosters reciprocal growth by enriching
both faculty practice and professional identity.

Across all three phases of data collection, faculty consistently described teaching
international students as a mutual process that enhanced their professional development,
broadened their pedagogical outlook, and prompted critical self-reflection. Qualitative data from
both the focus group discussions (Phase 1) and semi-structured interviews (Phase 3) revealed that
these experiences prompted faculty to adapt their teaching methods and reexamine their
educational philosophies. One faculty member articulated this transformation, stating,

“By interacting and engaging with international students, [ have gained valuable insights into

the diverse teaching styles around the world, including different teaching methods and pacing.

This helps us choose and apply what works best for them.”

This account illustrates how international students act not merely as recipients but as agents
of pedagogical innovation. Therefore, teaching international students becomes a transformative
learning experience for faculty, which motivates them to adopt inclusive strategies that better
support diverse learners.

Cross-cultural engagement with international students also encouraged faculty to rethink their
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communication methods and adapt their instructional delivery. One participant shared,

“Through interactions with international students, I have learned to use language and

teaching methods more flexibly to respect and tolerate differences in different cultures so that

every student can get equal educational opportunities.”

These narratives reveal how faculty developed increased awareness of linguistic accessibility
and adapted their delivery to ensure equitable engagement for all students. Such adaptive practices,
consistently noted in qualitative interviews, align with survey findings from Phase 2, where faculty
reported high levels of self-reflection and a willingness to seek new perspectives. The survey item
on faculty actively seeking new perspectives to inform their teaching, with a mean score of 5.01,
reinforced the observed trend of proactive pedagogical adjustment.

Beyond broadening perspectives, the diversity that international students bring often inspires
faculty to adopt more innovative and student-centered teaching strategies. Many introduced
interactive methods, such as group discussions, comparative analyses, and role-playing exercises,
to encourage students to share their cultural backgrounds. These cross-cultural learning activities
refined faculty members’ instructional techniques and enhanced classroom engagement. The
application of various teaching strategies revealed how international students drive faculty to
integrate culturally responsive learning techniques into their classrooms.

Beyond modifying classroom strategies, many faculty emphasized that teaching international
students stimulated deeper self-reflection and long-term professional growth. Many described the
classroom as a collaborative learning space in which both educators and students benefit from
mutual exchange. This reframing of faculty roles, from knowledge transmitters to co-learners,

reflects a more reciprocal model of teaching where cultural exchange fosters shared development.
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Notably, for faculty without overseas experience, daily interactions with international
students served as a substitute for formal intercultural exposure. One participant acknowledged,
“Although I lack overseas experience, my daily interactions with these international students have
helped me make up for that deficiency.” These findings suggest that CRT competencies can be
developed through meaningful domestic engagement with diverse student populations while
expanding faculty members’ cross-cultural awareness even in the absence of international travel
or training. Another participant reflected on how teaching international students refined
educational philosophy by realizing the importance of teaching culture rather than knowledge.

Classroom experiences were not merely shaped by instructional adjustments but also by
relational and affective transformations. Faculty frequently described their classrooms as spaces
of mutual exploration and cultural dialogue. A recurring theme across interviews was the
enrichment brought by students’ curiosity about Chinese culture, which provided opportunities for
reciprocal learning. One faculty member described this process as a shift from being a “transmitter
of knowledge to a cultural mediator.” In such classrooms, teaching becomes a shared act of cultural
exploration, where students and faculty broaden each other’s worldviews.

Exposure to multiple perspectives also prompted faculty to challenge their own cultural
assumptions and confront unconscious biases. As one faculty member stated, “The diversity and
inclusivity of cultures, as well as the habit of navigating the collision and integration of different
cultures, give me more confidence in interacting with international students.” Another shared,
“Students challenge my previously ‘common sense’ beliefs with their unique backgrounds and
perspectives.” Faculty also recognized differences in cognitive and communication styles, as one

noted, “People come from various countries and have different ways of thinking, talking, and
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learning.” These reflections reinforce that cultural exchange is a reciprocal process through which
both students and educators evolve.

In conclusion, teaching international students presents significant opportunities for faculty
growth. Through these experiences, faculty adopt more inclusive pedagogies, challenge their
assumptions, and develop deeper cultural empathy. International students, in turn, act as catalysts
for pedagogical innovation and professional development, prompting faculty to engage in
meaningful reflection and adapt their teaching for a globalized educational environment.
Strategies and Tools Faculty Members Employed in Their Practical Application

The findings from all three phases of this study show that faculty members actively employ
a variety of strategies and tools to implement CRT in their instructional practices. Their efforts
reflect a commitment to fostering cultural inclusivity, student engagement, and equitable learning
environments. However, the depth and consistency of these practices vary across contexts and
individuals.

In the initial phase of the study, focus group discussions revealed that faculty members
regularly utilized interactive and participatory teaching methods to promote cultural exchange.
Common strategies included role-playing, group discussions, case analyses, and other activities
designed to encourage students to share their cultural backgrounds and perspectives. Faculties also
emphasized the value of cultural displays, stating, “In class, | encourage students to share their
cultural background, traditional customs, and festival celebrations through speeches,
presentations, or videos.” These strategies not only promote student participation but also position
learners as co-constructors of knowledge.

Faculty also leveraged digital tools and online platforms to support culturally inclusive

instruction. One participant described developing a digital resource library that provided
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international students with more personalized and accessible educational materials. These
technological enhancements helped bridge cultural and linguistic gaps by offering students greater
flexibility in accessing course content.

Survey data from Phase 2 provide further evidence of CRT implementation. Faculty reported
moderate incorporation of culturally relevant content into their curricula (Mean = 4.81), with both
the median and mode at 5.00, indicating a shared understanding of the value of cultural inclusivity.
However, the use of multilingual materials was less consistent (Mean = 4.23; SD = 1.74). While
some educators extensively integrated multilingual resources, others relied predominantly on
monolingual instruction, which limited accessibility for international students.

Beyond content design, faculty reported strong efforts in fostering cross-cultural learning
(Mean = 5.19), with 28.8% rating their efforts at the highest level (7). This demonstrates a
significant commitment to promoting intercultural dialogue. However, adapting instruction to
accommodate diverse learning styles showed slightly lower engagement (Mean = 4.57). While
28.1% reported moderate use of differentiated teaching strategies, 15.1% noted low engagement
in this area. The gap between encouraging intercultural interaction and adjusting pedagogical
methods indicates that although faculty recognize the value of CRT, they may not consistently
tailor their instruction to meet students’ diverse learning preferences.

The survey also explored the use of interactive teaching strategies and inclusive assessment
practices. Faculty reported moderate use of interactive methods (Mean = 4.27; SD = 1.64), with
28.8% frequently using such approaches, 12.9% reporting minimal use, and 5% not using them at
all. The lowest reported mean score across CRT-related practices was in the area of inclusive
assessment (Mean = 4.17), suggesting that while some faculty members modified evaluation

frameworks to accommodate diversity, many continued to rely on traditional grading methods.
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These findings indicate that although interactive and participatory practices are valued, their
implementation remains uneven.

The semi-structured interviews in Phase 3 deepened these insights by illustrating how faculty
adapt their teaching to engage international students more effectively. Many faculty members
emphasized the importance of flexible and dialogue-based instruction. As one participant shared,
“In class, beyond delivering content, I focus more on having a ‘dialogue’ with students rather than
aone-way lecture.” Others noted that maintaining a supportive and relaxed classroom atmosphere
in which students feel confident to speak up was essential for fostering participation.

Faculty also intentionally incorporated cross-cultural elements into their lessons to enhance
relevance and accessibility. Referencing familiar cultural artifacts was a common strategy. One
participant shared, “When discussing complex theories, | occasionally introduce elements they are

familiar with, such as movies, songs, or holidays from their countries, to bridge the gap.” This
practice aligns with CRT’s emphasis on connecting academic content with students’ cultural
contexts to promote deeper engagement. Faculties also reported adjusting pacing to accommodate
challenges, such as language barriers. However, these remarks also revealed the complexity of
balancing rigorous academic content with culturally responsive adjustments.

Teaching tools also played an important role in supporting inclusive instruction. Visual aids
and interactive materials were commonly used to clarify abstract ideas. Technology was also used
to overcome communication challenges. These tools, along with repetition and simplified language,
were reported as instrumental in enhancing comprehension and encouraging broader participation.

Additionally, faculty recognized the need to provide individualized support for international
students navigating linguistic and cultural barriers. This awareness indicated an evolving

instructional role that encompasses academic, emotional, and cultural support in equal measure.
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In summary, faculty members utilize a variety of strategies and tools to implement CRT,
including interactive pedagogies, digital technologies, culturally relevant materials, and
personalized student support. While many exhibit both a strong theoretical foundation and a
practical commitment to CRT, notable inconsistencies persist across individual cases. The
following research question 2 explored the underlying factors contributing to these variations.
4.5 Research Question (2) What elements, if any, are influencing their practices?

The findings under Research Question 1 establish that faculty members possess a strong
theoretical understanding of CRT and employ various strategies to implement it in practice.
However, notable inconsistencies persist across individual cases, which are shaped by multiple
influencing factors. Research Question 2 delves deeper into these factors, categorizing them into
three primary dimensions: individual, institutional, and socio-cultural. Individual factors, such as
language proficiency, educational background, and prior international experience, affect faculty
members' adaptability and engagement with CRT. Institutional factors, including administrative
policies, resource availability, and institutional support and context, either facilitate or constrain
the implementation of CRT. Socio-cultural influences, such as prevailing educational norms,
cultural expectations, and classroom dynamics, further shape how faculty members perceive and
apply CRT in their classrooms.

4.5.1 Individual Factors
Language Proficiency

In the guantitative phase of this research, the regression analysis highlights the significant
influence of faculty confidence in their English proficiency on their engagement with CRT across
institutional, individual, and instructional dimensions. At the institutional level, the adjusted R-

squared value of 0.191 indicates that 19.1% of the variance in institutional CRT engagement can
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be attributed to faculty confidence in English proficiency. The significant F-value (33.46, p = 0.00)
and the standardized regression coefficient (B = 0.06, p = 0.00) confirm a strong positive
relationship, suggesting that faculty members who feel more confident in their English proficiency
are more likely to participate in institutional CRT initiatives.

In the personal dimension, the adjusted R-squared value of 0.096 shows that confidence in
English proficiency accounts for 9.6% of the variance. The significant F-value (15.57, p = 0.00)
and standardized regression coefficient (B = 0.32, p = 0.00) indicate that faculty members with
higher confidence in their English skills are more likely to adopt culturally responsive attitudes
and approaches in their teaching.

The instructional dimension analysis further supports the impact of language confidence on
faculty CRT engagement, with an adjusted R-squared value of 0.134, indicating that 13.4% of the
variance is explained by English proficiency confidence. The F-value (22.31, p = 0.00) and
standardized regression coefficient (B = 0.37, p = 0.00) confirm a significant positive effect,
demonstrating that faculty members who feel more confident in their English abilities are more
likely to implement CRT strategies in their instructional practices. The relatively higher impact on
the instructional dimension compared to the individual dimension suggests that language
confidence is particularly crucial in shaping how faculty design and deliver culturally responsive
instruction.

The qualitative findings complement and deepen these quantitative results by illustrating how
language proficiency functions in practice. Faculty members with stronger confidence in their
English proficiency feel more comfortable discussing complex topics with international students,
guiding intercultural discussions, and implementing inclusive instructional strategies. In contrast,

faculty with lower English proficiency reported limitations in expressing complex ideas and
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facilitating culturally relevant discourse. This limitation constrained their ability to implement
CRT effectively and diminished their confidence in classroom interactions.

The theme of linguistic challenge recurred frequently throughout the interviews. Language
barriers were seen as a common impediment to communication and learning. Faculty worried that
their own language limitations might negatively affect students’ comprehension. The concern
about language abilities illustrates the tension faculty face in balancing the need for academic rigor
with the imperative to make content accessible for linguistically diverse students. Another
participant expressed anxiety about potential miscommunication. Faculty members’ lack of
confidence in their language abilities can potentially cause them to avoid culturally rich but
linguistically complex classroom discussions, which also risks reducing the depth and
inclusiveness of their teaching.

The challenges of language proficiency are not unidirectional. Faculty also recognized the
linguistic difficulties faced by international students. Several interviewees noted that students’
varying levels of English or Chinese proficiency often led to miscommunication, disrupted class
flow, and limited participation. One faculty member remarked, “The impact of language is quite
evident. Although my English is quite good, | sometimes encounter students whose English is not
very standard or whose accents are quite strong.” Another echoed this concern, stating,
“Sometimes they cannot even clearly convey basic ideas.” These accounts illustrate how linguistic
misalignment between faculty and students can hinder effective communication and reduce the
classroom’s inclusivity. While these issues demonstrate a shared challenge between faculty and
students, this study focuses specifically on the personal and instructional implications for faculty.

Moreover, faculty shared that language barriers sometimes lead to student disengagement. In

one instance, a participant described how several international students failed to participate in a
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class discussion. Upon follow-up, the faculty member realized that these students had not fully
understood the content. This experience revealed the invisible obstacles to participation that arise
from linguistic and cultural gaps. It also highlighted the disconnect that can exist between faculty
intentions and students' lived experiences in the classroom.

Faculty who had spent time studying or working abroad frequently cited those experiences as
critical to improving their language skills. These international experiences not only enhanced
language abilities but also broadened intercultural awareness. Conversely, faculty without such
experiences often struggled more with English proficiency and described feeling less confident
when interacting with international students.

Faculty confidence in using English was also closely linked to the depth and openness of
classroom dialogue. One participant shared, “When | can confidently discuss issues with students
in English, they are more willing to open up and engage in deeper conversations.” This suggests
that English proficiency is not simply a technical skill but a relational tool that influences trust-
building and the overall atmosphere of the classroom. Faculty with stronger language confidence
were more likely to initiate and sustain intercultural conversations, foster inclusive dialogue, and
model the openness and adaptability central to CRT.

The integration of quantitative and qualitative findings in this study offers a comprehensive
and coherent understanding of the role of language ability in faculty members’ implementation of
CRT. The statistical analysis identifies English proficiency as a robust predictor of faculty
engagement across institutional, personal, and instructional domains. Meanwhile, the qualitative
narratives explain how language confidence shapes faculty members’ pedagogical choices,
interpersonal interactions, and classroom environments.

Educational Experience Outside of China
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Educational background, particularly those involving international exposure, also plays a
significant role in influencing faculty members’ CRT practices. Across all phases of this study,
evidence converges to illustrate that international educational experiences enhance faculty
members’ intercultural awareness, pedagogical adaptability, and empathetic engagement with
international students. However, these benefits are not uniformly translated into instructional or
institutional practices due to structural and contextual limitations.

Faculty members who had studied or taught outside of China reported a stronger
understanding of international students’ perspectives and greater adaptability in teaching
culturally diverse classrooms. Their narratives often linked their overseas exposure to increased
cultural sensitivity and the adoption of more inclusive instructional strategies. For example, one
participant reflected, “My two years of studying and living in Germany as an international
student gave me a better understanding of international students.” Similarly, another participant
elaborated that, “The teaching methods abroad always emphasize students’ active thinking and
participation, which has had a profound impact on me.” These experiences provided faculty not
only with theoretical understandings of multiculturalism but also with observations on
participatory and student-centered pedagogy that contrasted with more traditional teacher-
centered models common in Chinese classrooms. Such exposure encouraged many to rethink
their pedagogical assumptions and incorporate comparative perspectives and culturally relevant
examples into their teaching.

Moreover, in the Phase 2 survey, statistical analysis revealed a significant relationship
between faculty members’ educational experience outside of China and their engagement with
CRT at the personal level. Specifically, faculty with international exposure demonstrated

significantly stronger engagement in the personal dimension of CRT, as evidenced by a t-value of
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2.561 and a p-value of 0.012. This quantitative finding confirms that international experiences
enhance personal commitment to inclusivity, intercultural sensitivity, and reflective practice.
However, it is worth noting that this effect was not observed in the institutional or instructional
dimensions of CRT. This discrepancy suggests that while international experience may strengthen
individual attitudes and knowledge toward culturally responsive education, it does not
automatically lead to systemic shifts in teaching practices or institutional engagement.

Structural constraints, such as rigid curricula, standardized assessments, and institutional
policy, can potentially limit faculty’s ability to apply their international experience in more
comprehensive ways. Faculty interviews further reveal the complexity of translating overseas
experience into local practice. While many faculty members acknowledged that their educational
experience outside of China expanded their cultural understanding, they also emphasized the
difficulties of adapting these insights to the context of Chinese higher education. One participant
explained, “My overseas experience gave me a theoretical understanding of multiculturalism, but
classroom issues are far more complex than anticipated, and theoretical knowledge alone cannot
solve practical communication barriers.” Another reflected, “My overseas experience gave me
some understanding of multicultural educational approaches, but these experiences are hard to
directly apply in my current classroom.” These reflections point to a persistent gap between theory
and practice, where the knowledge gained abroad does not seamlessly integrate into domestic
educational settings due to challenges such as linguistic limitations, student expectations, and
institutional norms.

Despite these obstacles, faculty reflected using their personal experience and empathy to
guide interactions with students. One faculty member explained, “My overseas experience

influences my ability to interact. | try to understand their cultural background and avoid directly
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‘correcting’ their words or actions.” This comment reflects a shift from unitary correction to
culturally informed facilitation. Such relational approaches reflect the personal dimension of CRT,
which discusses the importance of faculty self-awareness and responsiveness in fostering inclusive
classroom environments.

Furthermore, these faculty often cited their international experiences as shaping a deeper
professional identity beyond just instructional practice. One interviewee shared, “Yes, | lived in
the United States for eight years. During that time, | interacted with people from various countries
with completely different languages and ways of thinking.” The immersive exposure to diverse
linguistic and cultural environments allowed faculty to develop greater flexibility and empathy for
diversit,y which are central to effective intercultural communication and CRT. These personal
transformations, while not always directly observable in pedagogical practices, inform how faculty
perceive and engage with their students.

In contrast, faculty without educational experience outside of China reported a greater
reliance on theoretical knowledge and faced more challenges in adapting to international students’
needs. One participant reflected, “Without real experience in foreign education systems, relying
entirely on theoretical understanding often leads to overlooking cultural or linguistic challenges
international students may face in the classroom.”However, some acknowledged that regular
engagement with international students in domestic classrooms could serve as a form of
experiential learning. One participant reflected, “Although | lack overseas experience, my daily
interactions with these international students have helped me make up for that deficiency.” This
observation highlights the potential for domestic cross-cultural teaching to cultivate CRT

competencies. Nonetheless, faculty without global exposure reported fewer strategies for
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addressing cultural mismatch, which further suggests the role of international educational
experience in approaching CRT.

In conclusion, educational experience outside of China significantly influences faculty
members’ engagement with CRT, primarily by enhancing their personal awareness, cultural
empathy, and intercultural adaptability. These benefits are evident in both the quantitative survey
results and the qualitative narratives provided by participants. However, the data also reveal a
disconnect between personal transformation and institutional or instructional change, highlighting
the constraints faculty face when attempting to implement CRT systematically.

Interactions with International Students

Quantitative findings from Phase 2 demonstrated that the frequency of faculty interactions
with international students significantly predicts CRT engagement across all dimensions.
Regression analysis showed that interaction frequency explained 14.5% of the variance in CRT
engagement at the institutional dimension, supported by a significant F-value of 24.32 (p = 0.00)
and a standardized regression coefficient of f = 0.39. This strong relationship suggests that faculty
who interact more regularly with international students are more likely to be embedded within, or
influenced by, broader institutional structures that prioritize internationalization and inclusive
teaching practices.

In the personal dimension, interaction frequency accounted for 7.4% of the variance in CRT
engagement (F = 11.966, p = 0.001; B = 0.283). Although the predictive strength was lower than
in the institutional dimension, the results indicate that personal commitment to CRT is
meaningfully strengthened through sustained interaction with international students. Similarly, for
the instructional dimension, interaction frequency explained 8.1% of the variance (F = 13.206, p

=0.000; B = 0.059), suggesting that faculty who regularly engage with international students are
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more inclined to adopt culturally responsive teaching methods. These quantitative results
collectively reveal that frequent interaction fosters CRT engagement, but also suggest that
institutional and contextual factors condition how faculty can translate intercultural interaction into
instructional practice.

The qualitative findings complemented and elaborated on these statistical relationships.
Depth of interaction emerged as equally important in the interviews. Faculty narratives indicate
that superficial interactions that are limited to assignment clarification or exam-related queries do
not help to promote CRT engagement. As one participant reflected, “Sometimes, students
approach me to ask about assignments or exams, and we have a brief chat. Overall, the
communication is very shallow and infrequent.” Another noted, “There were a few instances where
| communicated with them, but the interactions were very surface-level, mostly about assignments
or post-class questions.” These remarks suggest that without deeper relational engagement, the
transformative potential of cross-cultural teaching remains unrealized. Therefore, the interviews
reveal that frequency alone is insufficient. The quality and depth of interaction are essential to
foster meaningful CRT practice. Faculty members whose interactions remained surface-level also
reported relatively lower engagement with CRT, which supplemented survey findings that
interaction frequency alone only partially explains variance in CRT adoption.

While most faculty-student interactions occur in the classroom, many faculty members noted
that meaningful connections often extended into informal settings,which strengthened relational
bonds that benefited both sides. Informal interactions, such as shared meals or cultural celebrations,
created opportunities for trust-building and mutual understanding beyond academic contexts.
These experiences not only deepened faculty members’ cultural empathy and adaptability but also

enhanced their reflective teaching practices. One participant recalled, “Once, a group of Middle

174



Eastern students invited me to a restaurant downtown that served their food. They said they wanted
me to learn more about their country’s culinary culture.” Such relational experiences blurred the
boundaries between formal instruction and social engagement, which fostered richer participation
in the classroom afterward.

However, it is important to recognize that the frequency and depth of interactions were not
solely determined by faculty initiative. Faculty members repeatedly emphasized that institutional
contexts and student agency played critical roles. In institutions with strong internationalization
policies and higher proportions of international students, opportunities for frequent and deep
engagement were more readily available. One participant remarked, “At our school, international
students are almost the ‘regulars’ in the classroom,” suggesting that institutional commitment to
diversity is a key enabler of CRT development. In contrast, faculty who taught in programs with
fewer international students reported fewer opportunities for engagement, regardless of personal
motivation. Similarly, students’ willingness to participate actively shaped the nature and quality
of interactions. Faculty noted that when students were proactive in discussions, asked questions,
and shared cultural experiences, deeper engagement naturally followed. When students were
reticent, however, interactions often remained shallow and sporadic. Several participants described
how international students’ limited participation in the classroom further inhibited opportunities
for meaningful engagement. One faculty member remarked, “Most interactions with international
students are limited to occasional questions they ask, or they sit quietly in a corner of the classroom,
listening without actively participating.” This lack of discursive participation shows how structural
and interpersonal barriers can suppress the transformative potential of intercultural contact.

The data also highlight that personal faculty motives matter. Faculty who described

themselves as intrinsically motivated, driven by curiosity, enjoyment of cultural exchange, and
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commitment to inclusive teaching were more likely to seek out and sustain meaningful interactions
with international students. One participant expressed, “Personally, | enjoy communicating with
others, whether students or colleagues,” while another attributed their engagement to an “innate
curiosity” about different cultures. These personal orientations towards openness and relational
engagement appear crucial in maximizing international student interactions. Another layer, on the
contrary, that can potentially limit interactions is faculty members’ perceptions of cultural
sensitivity and communication risks. Some faculty expressed hesitation in engaging deeply with
international students due to fears of causing unintended offense. One participant commented,
“Cultural differences make communication cautious, as I'm hesitant to make jokes or say
something wrong that might be misunderstood.” While rooted in respect, this caution also
contributed to a degree of relational distance that constrained deeper engagement.

Converging quantitative and qualitative data reveal that both the frequency and depth of
interactions with international students significantly influence faculty members’ CRT engagement.
Frequent and deep engagement promotes not only greater personal commitment to inclusivity but
also encourages instructional innovation and strengthens the integration of CRT principles within
institutional contexts. However, these interactions are shaped by broader institutional structures,
student participation patterns, and faculty motivation.

Age and Gender

Faculty members’ age and gender emerged as relevant but complex factors influencing their
engagement with CRT when working with international students. The combined findings from
Phase 2 survey data and qualitative interviews reveal that while age and gender shape faculty
engagement with CRT, their influence is neither uniform nor absolute. Instead, these factors

intersect with personal experiences, teaching philosophies, and institutional contexts to produce
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varied patterns of CRT implementation.

Quantitative results from the Phase 2 survey identified statistically significant gender
differences in faculty engagement with CRT at both the personal and instructional dimensions.
Female faculty members demonstrated significantly higher engagement in the personal dimension
(t =-2.85, p = 0.005) and the instructional dimension (t = -2.08, p = 0.04) compared to their male
counterparts. These findings suggest that female faculty members are generally more attuned to
integrating cultural responsiveness into both their personal awareness and their instructional
practices. However, at the institutional level, no significant gender difference was detected (t = -
1.19, p = 0.24), indicating that institutional structures and policies influence male and female
faculty members similarly.

The qualitative findings help contextualize these statistical results. Interviews revealed that
although gender differences existed, faculty members themselves often understate the role of
gender in shaping their teaching practices. One participant remarked, “Gender doesn’t have much
of an impact; age plays a slightly bigger role.” This sentiment suggests that while statistical
differences exist at the group level, individual faculty members often attribute greater significance
to other factors. At the same time, subtle gender-related influences were noted. Some faculty
members observed that gender may influence communication styles in ways that affect classroom
engagement. One participant explained, “Male teachers may be more direct, which international
students might find easier to accept.” Although not a dominant theme in the interviews, such
reflections suggest that gender norms around communication styles may subtly shape faculty-
student interactions, particularly in cross-cultural contexts where clarity and approachability are
essential.

Age similarly emerged as an influential but subtle factor. Survey analysis initially indicated
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no statistically significant relationship between age categories and CRT engagement. However,
when age was treated as a continuous variable rather than broad age groupings, significant
relationships were observed. This difference in statistical analysis results suggests that age
influences CRT implementation in more subtle and individualized ways. The qualitative findings
illuminate this complexity by offering insight into how faculty members perceive and experience
the role of age in their teaching.

Several faculty members viewed aging as beneficial for fostering a more relaxed, flexible,
and culturally sensitive teaching approach. One participant noted, “As | grow older, | find myself
becoming more ‘easygoing’ in teaching.” Others, however, highlighted potential challenges
associated with aging, particularly in terms of adaptability and perceived approachability. As one
faculty member acknowledged, “Being a bit older, 1 may not adapt to new things as easily as
younger teachers do, making it harder to meet the needs of international students.” Another
participant similarly reflected, “Age might make students feel I'm more experienced but less
‘approachable,” especially since younger international students prefer more interactive
classrooms.” These comments demonstrate that the influence of age is not unified. Instead, it is
mediated by individual faculty members’ perceptions toward flexibility, innovation, and student
engagement.

The combination of survey and interview findings suggests that age and gender do not
function as isolated or deterministic factors. Their influence on CRT engagement is deeply
embedded within broader personal characteristics, including openness to change, professional
experiences, and commitment to inclusive pedagogy. Rather than functioning as primary
determinants, age and gender operate as intersecting factors that, when combined with other

influences, shape how faculty members conceptualize, implement, and sustain culturally
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responsive practices in their work with international students.
4.5.2 Institutional Factors

Institutional support emerged as a central element influencing Chinese faculty members’
implementation of CRT when teaching international students. Across all three phases of this study,
the findings consistently demonstrate that while faculty commitment and personal effort are
essential, the ability to effectively translate CRT principles into practice is deeply mediated by the
broader institutional environment. One of the most persistent challenges faculty members reported
was the lack of institutional resources to support CRT. Across interviews, participants frequently
expressed frustration over the limited availability of multicultural teaching materials, including
textbooks and references accessible in multiple languages. Faculty members also illustrate their
reliance on individual initiative to compensate for systemic gaps.

The survey findings elaborated the qualitative findings by indicating the inconsistencies in
institutional training opportunities. Faculty participation in language skills training received a
mean score of only 3.56 on a 1-7 Likert scale, while cross-cultural communication and cultural
sensitivity training scored similarly low at 3.48 and 3.42. These numbers suggest moderate, and
even insufficient, levels of institutional support. Faculty who had access to professional
development opportunities reported feeling more confident in navigating multicultural classrooms,
whereas those who lacked such training described significant uncertainty about how to adapt their
teaching to meet the needs of diverse student populations. These patterns demonstrate that faculty
members’ ability to implement CRT depends not only on personal willingness but on systematic
access to professional learning infrastructures.

Beyond resources, institutional policies and curriculum structures also emerged as critical

factors influencing CRT engagement. Faculty members reported that rigid curricula and
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standardized assessment practices often constrained their efforts to implement culturally inclusive
pedagogies. One participant reflected, “Course content may be restricted by school policies,
preventing me from fully tailoring teaching to reflect cultural diversity.” Others pointed out that
traditional assessment standards, oriented towards domestic educational norms, failed to account
for international students’ diverse academic experiences. As another participant observed,
“Assessment standards may be too single and fail to reflect students’ intercultural learning
abilities fully.” These findings reveal that even when faculty are motivated to engage in CRT,
institutional frameworks that prioritize uniformity over flexibility can inhibit such efforts.

Survey data supported these qualitative insights. Faculty perceptions of institutional
recognition of cultural diversity yielded a mean score of 5.10, and policies promoting equity and
inclusion scored slightly higher at 5.20. However, variability in faculty responses indicated that
practical application of these policies was uneven across institutions. These results suggest that
while institutional commitments to diversity exist, the operationalization of these commitments
varies which lead to fragmented experiences for faculty attempting to implement CRT.

Interestingly, institutional type, specifically, whether a university was designated as “world-
class” or “non-world-class”, did not significantly affect CRT engagement. Statistical analyses
found no significant differences between the two groups across institutional (p = 0.32), personal
(p = 0.10), or instructional (p = 0.13) dimensions. This challenges the assumption that greater
resources and global recognition inherently translate into better support for CRT. Instead, faculty
across different institutional types reported encountering similar constraints and supports. These
similarities suggest that structural barriers and influential elements for CRT are pervasive across

the area rather than isolated to particular institutional categories.
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However, qualitative findings showed that the extent and authenticity of institutional
internationalization efforts made a meaningful difference. Faculty at universities with strong
internationalization initiatives consistently reported higher levels of CRT engagement. One
participant explained, “The school places significant emphasis on cross-cultural exchange and
supports us in organizing various cross-cultural projects.” Faculty in these settings benefited from
structured language support services, intercultural training programs, and a broader institutional
culture that normalized intercultural engagement as part of everyday academic life. In contrast,
faculty at less internationalized institutions described feeling isolated in their efforts while lacking
the administrative support needed to sustain culturally responsive practices. Institutional
environments also shaped the frequency and quality of faculty-student interactions, which, as
explained in the previous section, influenced CRT implementation.

Faculty reflections also pointed to the limitations of symbolic internationalization. While
many universities promoted internationalization through policies, activities, and programs, several
participants questioned the depth of these initiatives. As one participant stated, “The school has
done a lot of work on internationalization, but | feel much of it is more about showcasing its image.”
This critique suggests that while appearances of internationalization satisfy administrative or
branding objectives, substantive support for teaching international students requires deeper
institutional commitment. Faculty expressed that initiatives disconnected from daily teaching
realities failed to address the actual needs of international students or equip faculty to implement
CRT effectively.

Finally, time constraints emerged as a recurrent theme inhibiting faculty engagement with
CRT. Faculty consistently reported that even when they were motivated to build meaningful

relationships with international students, heavy workloads and rigid schedules left little
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opportunity for sustained interaction. This structural pressure highlights a fundamental
misalignment between institutional ambitions for cross-cultural engagement and the realities of
teaching.

In conclusion, institutional elements, including resource availability, policy frameworks,
curriculum flexibility, internationalization initiatives, and organizational culture, play a role in
shaping Chinese faculty members’ implementation of CRT. While personal commitment and
individual efforts are important, they are profoundly mediated by the broader institutional
conditions. The integrated findings of this study make clear that effective CRT implementation
requires more than commitments to diversity. It demands systemic and sustained investments in
professional development, flexible curricula, inclusive assessment practices, authentic
intercultural engagement initiatives, and careful attention to aligning institutional demands with
faculty capacity. Without such support, even the most committed educators face substantial
barriers to realizing the full potential of CRT.

4.5.3 Social-Cultural Factors

Drawing on findings from across the three phases of this study, it becomes clear that while
cross-cultural classroom offer rich opportunities for mutual learning, they also present challenges
that influence how CRT is enacted. Several faculty reported that international students participated
infrequently in classroom discussions which leads to surface-level engagement. Faculty linked this
limited participation to a combination of language proficiency issues and cultural norms regarding
classroom behavior. This lack of participation in the classroom results unintended shift wherein
the structural silence of international students leads faculty to default to pedagogical approaches
better aligned with domestic students’ expectations. Over time, this dynamic risks narrowing the

inclusivity of the classroom and marginalizing international students further.
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The challenges extended beyond classroom participation to the broader issue of social
integration. Faculty consistently observed that international students experienced isolation, both
academically and socially. One particularly vivid comment captured this persistent distance:
“International students feel like ‘alien species.’ Not in a rude way of description, but still, students
are afraid to approach and talk to them.” Faculty noted that domestic students’ hesitation to
engage with international peers limited opportunities for cultural exchange, which in turn placed
a greater burden on faculty to foster inclusive classroom environments.

Moreover, faculty expressed concern that the broader institutional and social settings within
Chinese universities did little to facilitate international students’ integration. Opportunities for
international students to engage meaningfully with local communities were seen as limited.
Faculty suggested that structured initiatives, such as peer mentorship programs, more integrative
cultural exchange activities, and community-based internships, can play important roles in
bridging these gaps. The absence of such initiatives narrows the potential for cross-cultural
learning not only among students but within the broader campus culture.

Structural factors within educational systems further complicated the situation where
universities created exclusive courses for international students that isolates them from domestic
peers. As one faculty member described, “At our school, most courses for international students
are exclusively open to them. All the students in these classes are international students.” While
these separate tracks were intended to meet specific learning needs, they reinforced segregation
that limits international students’ exposure to broader academic and social communities.

Faculty also expressed their own uncertainty about how to effectively integrate diverse
cultural experiences into their pedagogy. Several participants admitted to avoiding sensitive

cultural, religious, or political topics due to fears of misunderstanding or conflict. As one faculty
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member stated, “Sometimes, I can feel the challenges of cultural differences, but I don’t have a
clear idea of how to truly integrate these experiences to adjust my teaching methods.” This
hesitation highlights the need for professional development programs that equip faculty with the
skills to navigate complex, sensitive cross-cultural discussions constructively rather than avoid
them.

In conclusion, the realities of fragmented participation, limited systematic support for social
integration, and culturally mismatched curricular frameworks constrain faculty efforts. Therefore,
effective CRT implementation requires not only individual faculty commitment but also
institutional and systemic interventions that foster deeper, more equitable, and more consistent

intercultural engagement both inside and beyond the classroom.
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Chapter 5 Discussion
5.1 Conception of Culturally Responsive Teaching

CRT has emerged as a transformative pedagogical framework that actively integrates students’
cultural backgrounds into teaching and learning. Unlike traditional models that assume a universal
curriculum, CRT acknowledges that students’ cultural experiences shape their understanding and
requires an approach that validates and incorporates these experiences into instruction.CRT aims
to foster academic success, cultural competence, and sociopolitical consciousness (Gay, 2018;
Ladson-Billings, 1995). In existing literature, CRT is understood as a comprehensive ethical,
epistemological, and methodological commitment to educational equity that requires active
incorporation of students’ lived experiences into instruction, critical self-reflection by educators,
and advocacy for social justice (Paris & Alim, 2017; Gay, 2018). Additionally, as scholars like
Gay (2013) and Howard (2021) emphasized, CRT’s implementation must be localized to align
with specific sociocultural and institutional contexts. This study offers insights into how Chinese
faculty members conceptualize and implement CRT within the distinct sociocultural, institutional,
and educational framework of Shenyang, China.

Previous literature summarized that CRT operates with three primary aims: improving
academic outcomes, fostering cultural competence, and cultivating sociopolitical consciousness.
The first aim centers on ensuring that all students achieve academic success by challenging deficit
perspectives and maintaining high expectations for culturally diverse learners (Vavrus, 2008).
Culturally responsive educators function as “academic taskmasters” or “enthusiastic demanders”
by holding firm confidence in students’ intellectual potential while validating their cultural
backgrounds as sources of knowledge and strength.(Gay, 2018; Kleinfeld, 1975). Existing studies

support this perspective, with research demonstrating that culturally responsive instruction
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enhances student engagement, motivation, and achievement (Mercado, 1993; Walker, 1996). The
findings from this research align with this perspective by revealing that faculty members in
Shenyang, China, demonstrated a solid theoretical understanding of CRT and consistently
articulated its role in promoting student engagement, motivation, and learning outcomes.

Across the study, faculty described CRT as an instructional approach that integrates and
respects students’ cultural backgrounds while aiming to foster deeper student-centered
engagement and cross-cultural exchange. Faculty explicitly emphasized the link between
acknowledging students’ cultural experiences and enhancing learning motivation and academic
performance, which echoes the central goals of CRT outlined in existing literature (Walker, 1996;
Mercado, 1993). Moreover, evidence from the Phase 1 focus groups and Phase 3 interviews
showed that faculty members viewed CRT not only as a theoretical framework but also as a
practical strategy for enhancing educational outcomes. Echoing Western conceptualizations,
Chinese faculty members similarly recognized the role of CRT in fostering greater student
engagement and improving academic achievement.

However, the study also highlights that while faculty members exhibited strong theoretical
awareness and a clear understanding of CRT’s role in promoting academic success, the depth and
consistency of its practical implementation varied. Although faculty recognized and valued the
academic benefits of culturally responsive practices, their efforts to apply these strategies were
often shaped, even constrained, by institutional and structural challenges.

The second aim of CRT is to promote cultural competence by ensuring that diverse
perspectives are acknowledged and incorporated into learning. Culturally responsive educators
position themselves as cultural learners, striving to understand their students’ historical

backgrounds, communication styles, and social experiences (Gay, 2018). Cultural competence in
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CRT involves three key areas: curriculum development, instructional practice, and interpersonal
communication. The first requires that instructional materials reflect the cultural diversity of
students while fostering empathy and awareness (Banks, 2015; Eden et al., 2024). The second
entails adapting teaching strategies to affirm students’ unique ways of knowing (Garcia, 1991;
Ukpokodu, 2011). Finally, interpersonal communication plays a vital role in strengthening teacher-
student relationships, as educators engage with students’ lived experiences and cultural values to
build trust and understanding (He, 2013; Le Roux, 2002). Rather than requiring assimilation into
dominant cultural norms, CRT affirms students’ identities to enable them to develop a strong sense
of cultural pride alongside academic success (Villegas & Lucas, 2002).

Evidence from qualitative interviews revealed that many faculty members made active efforts
to learn about students’ cultural backgrounds and to integrate this knowledge into classroom
practices. For instance, several participants described encouraging international students to share
their cultural traditions, holidays, and personal experiences through presentations, discussions, and
class activities. These practices not only affirmed students’ identities but also fostered empathy
and cross-cultural understanding among peers. Faculty members’ reported use of culturally
relevant materials and their initiatives to personalize learning experiences based on students’
backgrounds reflected a clear commitment to promoting cultural awareness within the curriculum.

Instructional practices similarly aligned with CRT’s emphasis on adapting pedagogies to
affirm students’ diverse ways of knowing (Garcia, 1991; Ukpokodu, 2011). Faculty employed
interactive strategies such as role-playing, group discussions, and case analyses to facilitate
cultural exchange and engagement. Survey findings reinforced these observations by indicating
moderate efforts to embed cultural diversity into academic materials. Faculty also frequently

leveraged tools, such as digital platforms and visual aids, to accommodate linguistic diversity.
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Their action further demonstrated responsiveness to varied communication styles. However,
differentiated instruction that tailored teaching to distinct learning styles was less consistently
implemented, as indicated by a lower mean score in the survey. While many faculty members
recognized the importance of adapting pedagogy to student diversity, practical constraints, such as
time and resource limitations, restricted their ability to fully customize instructional approaches.
Moreover, the findings identified that the effort to personalize and accommodate course materials
and teaching strategies for international students risked compromising academic depth and rigor.

The interpersonal dimension of cultural competence emerged strongly in faculty narratives in
this research. Many faculty members reflected on how teaching international students prompted
critical reassessment of their assumptions and enhanced their sensitivity to cultural differences.
For example, faculty described developing greater flexibility in their use of language and teaching
methods as they sought to better accommodate diverse communication styles and learning needs.
This emphasis on inclusive communication aligned with CRT’s objective of fostering cultural
pride and building trust through meaningful interpersonal relationships (He, 2013; Le Roux, 2002).
Faculty frequently portrayed themselves not merely as transmitters of knowledge but as cultural
mediators through facilitating dialogue between diverse perspectives and co-creating knowledge
with their students.

Importantly, findings highlighted that the relational trust-building process often extended
beyond formal classroom settings. Faculty and students deepened their interpersonal connections
through informal interactions, such as sharing meals or attending cultural events together. A
contribution of this study is its illustration of how faculty engagement with international students
catalyzed both professional and personal growth. Rather than adopting a unidirectional model of

cultural teaching, many faculty described a reciprocal learning process where exposure to diverse
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perspectives prompted critical self-reflection and pedagogical innovation. These experiences align
with CRT literature emphasizing the importance of critical self-awareness and cultural humility
among educators (He, 2013; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). This research also reveals a unique pathway
in the Chinese context. For faculty without overseas educational experience, daily interactions with
international students provided an important substitute for formal intercultural training.

Finally, faculty narratives depicted classrooms as spaces of collaborative cultural exploration,
where students’ curiosity about Chinese traditions and social customs enriched the learning
experience for everyone. This reciprocal dynamic of CRT, mutual affirmation of cultures rather
than assimilation into a dominant norm, resonates with existing research emphasizing CRT’s
transformative goal of sustaining and celebrating cultural diversity (Paris & Alim, 2017; Gay,
2018).

The third goal of CRT is to cultivate sociopolitical consciousness by equipping students with
the skills to recognize and challenge systemic inequalities. Culturally responsive educators
acknowledge that structural barriers, such as racism, economic disparities, and institutional bias,
create unequal educational experiences for marginalized students (Ladson-Billings, 1995). As a
result, CRT aims to foster critical awareness of these inequities while encouraging students to
advocate for social justice and engage in their communities. Paris and Alim (2017) argue that CRT
must go beyond cultural validation by actively enabling students to challenge discriminatory
practices that limit their opportunities.

Faculty reflections in this research showed that interactions with international students often
challenged their assumptions and broadened their worldviews, echoing the goal of fostering critical
awareness of cultural differences and systemic barriers (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Paris, 2012). Many

faculty members recognized the value of cultural diversity and incorporated it into their teaching
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practices. However, there was less evidence that faculty intentionally encouraged students to
critically examine or challenge dominant cultural norms, power structures, or institutional
inequalities. Cultural exchange was more often framed as enriching classroom engagement or
aiding learning, rather than as a deliberate strategy to empower students to question systemic
inequities or affirm marginalized identities.

Therefore, while faculty demonstrated an openness to cultural diversity, the deeper
transformative dimension of CRT on cultivating sociopolitical consciousness was less featured in
their conceptualizations and practices. Faculty narratives revealed a pattern of celebrating cultural
variety without consistently connecting these discussions to broader questions of equity, systemic
privilege, or social justice advocacy. This finding suggests that, although intercultural engagement
was normalized and valued, it did not consistently extend to critical consciousness-raising as
envisioned in CRT frameworks.

Moreover, the research highlighted an important contextual distinction. In contrast to Western
models, where CRT is often positioned as a reformative intervention into predominantly
monocultural educational spaces (Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 1995), Chinese faculty in this study
viewed intercultural engagement as a normalized and integral aspect of instruction. This shift
reflects national policies promoting the internationalization of higher education, which have
structurally embedded intercultural interactions into everyday teaching (Huang, 2003; Yang, 2014).
Rather than perceiving culturally responsive approaches as optional or exceptional, faculty
regarded them as necessary adaptations to evolving classroom demographics.

However, this normalization of intercultural engagement did not necessarily translate into a
critical interrogation of systemic reform. Faculty tended to focus on pragmatic goals, such as

improving communication and enhancing classroom participation, rather than fostering students’
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capacity to critique or transform societal structures. In this respect, the findings diverge from
CRT’s third aim by revealing a more limited application of sociopolitical consciousness within the
classroom context.

Institutional factors further constrained the full realization of CRT’s transformative potential.
Chinese higher education institutions primarily prioritize internationalization, academic rigor, and
national development goals (Hayhoe, 2016; Yang, 2014). Faculty participants acknowledged that
while national policies had expanded opportunities for intercultural encounters, rigid curricula,
standardized assessments, and an exam-driven educational culture limited their ability to
meaningfully adapt instruction to diverse learners (Hu, 2005; Tan, 2016). These structural
constraints, rather than faculty attitudes alone, emerged as significant barriers to fostering deeper
forms of CRT that promote sociopolitical awareness and critical engagement.

5.2 Convergence and Divergence of Culturally Responsive Teaching: China versus Western

This study offers important insights into the convergence and divergence between Chinese
faculty members’ understanding and implementation of CRT and established Western CRT
frameworks. The findings illustrate both areas of alignment and critical points of departure, shaped
by sociocultural, institutional, and policy-driven factors specific to the Chinese educational context.

As stated in the previous section, one of the alignments between Western CRT literature and
Chinese faculty perspectives lies in the recognition of cultural diversity as an educational asset.
Western scholars have long argued that integrating students’ cultural backgrounds into instruction
enhances engagement, learning motivation, and academic outcomes (Gay, 2018; Walker, 1996).
Similarly, faculty members in Shenyang emphasized that acknowledging international students’
cultural contexts enriched classroom discussions and supported deeper understanding.

Additionally, both Western and Chinese faculty members emphasize the centrality of cultural
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competence within effective teaching practices. In Western CRT literature, cultural competence
involves not only incorporating diverse perspectives into curriculum and pedagogy but also
engaging in continuous self-reflection and intercultural learning (Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Gay,
2018). Chinese faculty echoed this conceptualization by positioning themselves as cultural learners
while describing their teaching as a reciprocal process in which they both imparted and absorbed
cultural knowledge. The study also revealed that Chinese faculty members, same as their Western
counterparts, engaged in relational trust-building with students beyond formal classroom
interactions. Informal cultural exchanges were cited in their reflection as opportunities to deepen
faculty-student relationships. These experiences stimulated both professional and personal growth
among faculty that reflect CRT’s emphasis on relational pedagogy and the co-construction of
knowledge (He, 2013; Villegas & Lucas, 2002).

Another area of convergence lies in the recognized need for institutional support to sustain
CRT practices. Existing research stresses that culturally responsive pedagogy requires systemic
support, including professional development programs, access to culturally diverse materials, and
institutional policies that prioritize equity and inclusion (Howard, 2003; Gay, 2018). Faculty
participants in China similarly highlighted the importance of professional development
opportunities, flexible curriculum policies, and multilingual resources as critical supports for
implementing culturally responsive practices.

Despite these alignments, important divergences emerged, particularly regarding CRT’s
sociopolitical dimensions. In Western CRT frameworks, fostering sociopolitical consciousness is
a central aim. Culturally responsive educators are tasked not only with affirming diverse cultural
identities but also with challenging systemic inequalities and empowering students to advocate for

social justice (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Paris & Alim, 2017). By contrast, Chinese faculty members
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in this study did not prominently conceptualize CRT as a mechanism for sociopolitical critique.
Rather, their primary focus was on facilitating cross-cultural understanding and supporting
international students’ academic adaptation. Although faculty recognized the value of cultural
diversity, there was limited evidence that they sought to engage students in critical examinations
of systemic inequities or institutional biases. Cultural exchange was typically framed as enriching
classroom participation and enhancing learning, rather than as a transformative act aimed at
challenging social hierarchies.

A second major difference concerns the role of faculty agency. In Western CRT literature,
educators are often positioned as change agents who actively resist inequitable practices and
advocate for institutional reforms (Ladson-Billings, 1995). Autonomy and agency are considered
crucial for embedding culturally responsive practices into everyday teaching. In contrast, Chinese
faculty members frequently emphasized the need for policy changes, curriculum flexibility, and
administrative endorsement to enable culturally responsive practices which reflected a more top-
down model of educational change.

Moreover, the way CRT was linked to institutional goals diverged between contexts. In
Western settings, CRT arises as a corrective response to systemic exclusion and inequity which
aims to disrupt monocultural norms and expand educational access for marginalized groups (Gay,
2018; Paris & Alim, 2017). However, in China, CRT practices appeared to be more closely tied to
the broader project of higher education internationalization. Faculty primarily viewed CRT as a
practical strategy for accommodating the growing presence of international students and enhancing
global engagement, rather than as an equity-driven intervention.

5.3 Application of Activity Theory

Activity theory, as articulated by Engestrom (1987), emphasizes that human actions are
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mediated by systemic structures, and this study extends that conceptualization by demonstrating
how internationalization pressures, institutional policies, and faculty practices converge to shape
CRT enactment. The findings reveal how activity systems in globalized educational environments
are shaped not only by internal contradictions but also by tensions between local educational
traditions and global imperatives for diversity.

Within this study, faculty members teaching international students served as the subjects of
the activity system. Their object, the shared goal driving their activity, was the effective
implementation of CRT to enhance student engagement and foster cross-cultural understanding.
However, unlike in many Western studies where educators are positioned as autonomous change
agents (Ladson-Billings, 1995), faculty members in this study frequently cited external constraints
as limiting their ability to achieve the object. This distinction suggests that subject agency is highly
context-dependent and mediated by systemic forces. This finding reinforces the idea that the
subject’s engagement in an activity is contingent upon broader systemic factors (Barratt et al.,
2024).

Mediating artifacts also played a pivotal role in shaping CRT practices. Faculty members
employed a range of pedagogical tools, technological platforms, and professional development
resources to navigate linguistic and cultural differences. Strategies such as flexible teaching
methods, the use of translation software, and the incorporation of digital platforms to accommodate
diverse learning needs demonstrated the critical role of tools in facilitating intercultural education.
In addition, professional development programs focused on cross-cultural communication and
language sensitivity emerged as essential mediating artifacts. These findings extend Vygotsky’s
(1978) conceptualization of mediating tools by emphasizing that, in contemporary

internationalized classrooms, tools are not merely cognitive aids but also sociocultural and
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relational bridges essential for educational equity. They further show that technological and policy-
based artifacts play a growing role in mediating interactions in multicultural academic
environments.

The study also reveals the dual role of rules and norms within the activity system. Formalized
rules, such as rigid curricular structures and national educational standards, constrained faculty
members’ ability to implement CRT practices fully. Faculty frequently cited standardized
assessments and inflexible syllabi as barriers to adapting instruction for diverse learners. At the
same time, implicit cultural norms, such as the expectation to respect cultural diversity and foster
inclusivity, served as internal motivators for faculty to prioritize more interactive and empathetic
teaching strategies. This dual influence illustrates that rules and norms within an activity system
function both as regulatory mechanisms and as sources of inspiration (Cole, 1999).

The role of community emerged as another central theme. Faculty members identified
international students as critical contributors to the classroom environment by recognizing the
ways in which their diverse perspectives enriched learning experiences. However, they also noted
persistent challenges in fostering meaningful integration between international and domestic
student groups. This partial integration suggests that the boundaries of the educational community
are fluid and permeable but not yet fully inclusive. Faculty also emphasized the potential role of
external stakeholders, such as local firms, cultural institutions, and government agencies, in
enhancing intercultural learning opportunities for students. However, they reflected that these
external community members remained largely underutilized. This broader and evolving
conceptualization of community extends traditional understandings by demonstrating that, in
internationalized education, the community consists not only of immediate actors within the

institution but also of a wider network of social and cultural agents whose engagement is crucial.
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In examining the division of labor within the CRT activity system, the findings reveal a
vertical rather than horizontal structure. Faculty members portrayed themselves as responsible not
only for transmitting disciplinary knowledge but also for mediating cross-cultural understanding.
Yet, their ability to fulfill these roles was heavily dependent on institutional divisions of
responsibility. Administrative units retained significant control over curriculum design,
assessment frameworks, and faculty training programs, which limits the flexibility of individual
educators to implement culturally responsive approaches. This hierarchical organization of labor
suggests that divisions within educational activity systems are deeply embedded within power
dynamics.

The application of activity theory in this research also provides a structured approach to
understanding how CRT is adopted, negotiated, and reshaped within Chinese universities. Activity
theory serves as a valuable analytical tool because it focuses on how various components of an
educational system interact, adapt, and evolve. By examining the tensions and contradictions that
emerge within faculty teaching practices, institutional policies, and student interactions, this
framework allows for an exploration of how CRT is implemented, challenged, and modified.

One contradiction lies between institutional expectations and faculty autonomy. Although
universities increasingly promote innovation and internationalization, rigid curricula and exam-
centered educational cultures limit faculty members’ capacity to adapt pedagogy in culturally
responsive ways. Faculty are required to negotiate between institutional mandates that value
standardized outcomes and personal pedagogical commitments to inclusion and diversity. Another
key contradiction emerges between traditional teacher-centered instructional models, deeply
influenced by Confucian educational heritage, and the interactive and student-centered approaches

advocated by CRT (Marginson, 2011; Lu & Jover, 2019). This contradiction requires faculty to
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adopt substantial shifts in pedagogical practice, with limited institutional support or training. A
third contradiction exists between policy intention and practical realities. While national and
institutional policies endorse the value of educational diversity, the availability of training
resources, incentives for pedagogical innovation, and structural flexibility lag behind, which
creates a gap between stated objectives and actual implementation.

By analyzing these contradictions, this research demonstrates that the adoption of CRT in
Chinese universities is not a straightforward process but a negotiated evolution shaped by systemic
tensions. Consistent with Engestrom’s (2001) assertion that expansive learning arises through the
resolution of contradictions within activity systems, the findings suggest that future progress in
CRT implementation will depend on institutional efforts to realign policy frameworks, resource
distribution, and faculty development initiatives to support pedagogical practices.

5.4 Implications for Policy and Practices

Findings from this research suggest that while the core principles of CRT have global
resonance, their successful application must be deeply contextualized within specific educational,
institutional, and sociocultural environments. The differences identified between Western CRT
models and Chinese faculty interpretations underscore that CRT cannot be transplanted as a
universal or static framework across global educational settings. Instead, its implementation must
be contextualized to align with the specific priorities, constraints, and educational philosophies of
a given academic environment. This finding highlighted the need for CRT to be flexible while
allowing for modifications that respect regional educational values while maintaining its core
emphasis on cultural inclusion.

In the Chinese higher education context, the implementation of CRT benefits from the

broader project of internationalization. Faculty members in this study approached culturally
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responsive pedagogy primarily as a strategy to enhance cross-cultural engagement and
accommodate international students. This finding suggests that policy initiatives aiming to support
CRT in China may be more effective if they are framed within the national agenda of global
competence building and educational excellence. Institutional policies that integrate
internationalization efforts with targeted faculty development programs can potentially provide a
practical and culturally congruent pathway for advancing CRT practices. For instance, expanding
structured opportunities for cross-cultural training, interdisciplinary collaboration, and curricular
flexibility will equip faculty with the necessary tools and confidence to adopt culturally responsive
strategies within the realities of their teaching environments.

Addressing structural barriers is equally critical. Faculty participants frequently cited
constraints that inhibited their ability to fully engage in culturally responsive pedagogy.
Policymakers and institutional leaders need to prioritize reforms that offer greater instructional
autonomy, promote diversified assessment methods, and incentivize pedagogical innovation. Such
reforms will not only empower faculty to better tailor their teaching to a diverse student body but
also signal an institutional commitment to educational inclusivity and academic quality.

Cultural and ideological factors also need to be considered in adapting CRT frameworks to
the Chinese context. Whereas Western CRT models position sociopolitical consciousness and the
dismantling of systemic inequities at the center of CRT (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Gay, 2018; Paris
& Alim, 2017), Chinese educational philosophy prioritizes collective harmony, academic rigor,
and contributions to national development. This distinction suggests that CRT strategies in China
will be more effective when articulated as means of enhancing educational quality, fostering
mutual understanding, and supporting the global competencies of all students. Framing CRT

initiatives as mechanisms to improve academic engagement, cross-cultural communication, and
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the cultivation of globally aware graduates can resonate more effectively with institutional and
national priorities.

In summary, this study argues that the successful implementation of CRT across diverse
contexts requires a dual strategy: preserving the framework’s foundational commitments to
cultural responsiveness, critical reflection, and educational equity, while allowing sufficient
flexibility to adapt its operationalization to local cultural, institutional, and ideological conditions.
For Chinese higher education institutions, this approach entails embedding CRT within the larger
goals of internationalization and educational excellence while addressing the structural and
professional development needs that faculty have identified.

5.5 Future Research

The findings of this study indicate that the classification of institutions as ‘world-class’ versus
‘non-world-class’ does not significantly impact the implementation of CRT. However, despite this
lack of observed difference within the scope of this research, the designation of ‘world-class’
universities remains a dominant characteristic and strategic representation of Chinese higher
education development (Altbach, 2011b). The absence of a measurable distinction in CRT
practices between these institutional types suggests that other contextual factors may play a more
influential role in shaping faculty engagement with CRT. Institutional classification alone does not
fully capture the complexities that influence faculty practices, which highlights the need for further
exploration of underlying factors that shape CRT implementation across different educational
settings. Future research should investigate the micro-level dynamics within institutions, such as
departmental culture, leadership practices, and faculty autonomy, to better understand their impact
on CRT adoption.

Another area that warrants further examination is the role of administrative structures and
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power dynamics in shaping faculty engagement with CRT. Faculty members operate within
institutional hierarchies where administrators and departmental leadership exert significant
influence over teaching priorities, resource allocation, and policy enforcement (Spillane et al.,
2004). Additionally, disparities in access to professional development opportunities and
differences in decision-making authority could limit faculty members' ability to implement CRT
fully. While this study identified challenges related to rigid curricula and standardized assessments,
it did not deeply explore how institutional policies perpetuate these barriers or how they might be
reformed to foster greater instructional flexibility. A more detailed analysis of these structural
constraints could provide valuable insights into how policy reforms might enable more effective
CRT practices. Future research should investigate how leadership structures and institutional
decision-making processes interact with faculty autonomy, particularly in determining the extent
to which CRT can be meaningfully integrated into higher education pedagogy.

Another area that remains underexplored is the systemic and structural barriers that affect
CRT implementation. While faculty participants in this study acknowledged the challenges posed
by rigid curricula, standardized assessments, and a lack of institutional support, the research did
not comprehensively examine how these structural constraints are embedded within broader
institutional frameworks. Understanding how these barriers function at an organizational level
could inform policy recommendations aimed at increasing curricular flexibility and supporting
faculty in developing inclusive teaching practices. Additionally, while faculty members frequently
cited language barriers as a major challenge when engaging with international students, this study
did not investigate whether institutions provide systematic support, such as professional
development in language acquisition or intercultural communication training. Future research

should explore institutional strategies for addressing linguistic and cultural barriers, particularly in
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the context of China's rapidly internationalizing higher education sector.

Methodologically, while this study employed a mixed-methods approach, its quantitative
analysis primarily relied on descriptive and correlational statistics. While these methods provided
useful insights into faculty engagement with CRT, they may not fully capture the complexity of
the implementation process. Future research could employ advanced statistical modeling
techniques, such as structural equation modeling or hierarchical linear modeling, to explore the
causal relationships between institutional factors, faculty attitudes, and CRT implementation.
These techniques would provide a more detailed understanding of how various institutional and
personal factors interact to shape CRT practices.

Additionally, while this study focused on faculty perspectives, it did not include data from
students, particularly international students, whose experiences and feedback are critical for
evaluating the effectiveness of CRT practices. Understanding how students perceive and respond
to CRT strategies could provide a more comprehensive assessment of whether faculty practices
align with the actual needs of diverse learners. Future research should examine student
perspectives to capture a more holistic understanding of CRT in China while identifying potential
gaps between faculty intentions and student experiences. By incorporating the voices of multiple
stakeholders, including faculty, students, and administrators, future studies can generate a more
well-rounded evaluation of CRT’s effectiveness and its potential for broader institutional adoption.
5.6 Conclusion

The findings of this study reveal both the strengths and challenges in faculty members’
understanding and implementation of CRT in Shenyang, China. While faculty members
demonstrate a solid theoretical awareness of CRT and recognize its importance in fostering student

engagement and cross-cultural exchange, their ability to implement CRT effectively is shaped by
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a range of individual, institutional, and socio-cultural factors.

Faculty members exhibit a strong conceptual understanding of CRT, viewing it as an
approach that integrates students’ cultural backgrounds into instructional practices. Many
recognize its role in enhancing student motivation, academic performance, and intercultural
learning. However, despite this awareness, their application of CRT remains inconsistent. Faculty
employ various strategies, including interactive teaching methods, cross-cultural references, and
adaptive instructional techniques. However, barriers such as language difficulties, rigid
institutional structures, and limited professional development opportunities constrain their efforts.
Teaching international students, at the same time, has served as an opportunity for faculty to refine
their instructional approaches and deepen their engagement with CRT principles.

The study also highlights key individual factors that influence faculty members’ CRT
engagement. Faculty confidence in their English proficiency plays a significant role in shaping
their ability to implement culturally responsive strategies. Those with higher confidence are more
likely to engage in inclusive teaching practices, while those with lower proficiency face
communication challenges that hinder CRT implementation. Additionally, faculty members with
overseas educational experience exhibit a greater commitment to CRT, as exposure to diverse
learning environments enhances their awareness of multicultural education. The frequency of
interactions with international students also influences CRT engagement, with faculty who engage
more frequently demonstrating stronger pedagogical adaptability. Gender and age further shape
faculty members’ approaches, though their impact is intertwined with broader teaching
philosophies and institutional factors.

Institutional structures and policies significantly impact faculty members' ability to

implement CRT. While universities promote internationalization and inclusion at the policy level,
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the practical application of these principles varies. Limited access to multicultural teaching
materials, inadequate language support, and inconsistent professional development opportunities
hinder faculty engagement with CRT. Additionally, rigid curricula and standardized assessments
restrict faculty autonomy in adapting teaching methods to meet the needs of international students.
Notably, this study finds no significant differences in CRT engagement between faculty at world-
class and non-world-class universities, suggesting that institutional classification alone does not
determine faculty engagement with CRT. However, institutions with stronger internationalization
initiatives provide more opportunities for faculty to engage in cross-cultural learning and
professional development.

Socio-cultural factors further shape faculty members’ CRT practices. International students'
cultural backgrounds influence classroom discussions and social interactions while enriching the
learning environment. However, language barriers and social integration difficulties pose
challenges to fostering inclusivity. Faculty members express uncertainty in addressing culturally
sensitive topics, which highlights the need for targeted training in cross-cultural communication.
Additionally, the study reveals a social divide between domestic and international students,
limiting opportunities for peer-to-peer cultural exchange. Faculty members recognize the
importance of institutional initiatives in bridging these gaps. These findings emphasize the need
for structured cultural exchange programs and support systems that facilitate meaningful
intercultural interactions.

This study makes a significant contribution to the field of comparative and international
education by addressing understudied gaps in the literature. While CRT has been extensively
examined in the K-12 settings in Western contexts (Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 1995), limited

research has explored how it manifests in non-Western, higher education environments. By
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focusing on faculty engagement with CRT in Chinese universities, this study offers empirical
findings into how culturally responsive pedagogies are interpreted and practiced within a distinct
sociocultural and institutional context. It expands the existing body of knowledge by documenting
local understandings, institutional challenges, and implementation experiences unique to the
Chinese higher education system, which remains underrepresented in the literature. Furthermore,
it responds to calls for contextually grounded research that captures the complexity of applying
CRT principles in global settings (Merryfield, 2000). Findings from this research further broaden
the applicability and theoretical development of CRT within international education discourse.
Overall, this study underscores the complexity of CRT implementation in Chinese higher
education. Faculty members possess a strong theoretical foundation but face significant barriers to
applying CRT in practice. Addressing these challenges requires a multi-faceted approach that
includes institutional reforms, increased faculty training, and stronger support systems for
international students. By fostering a more inclusive and adaptable educational environment,
universities can better equip faculty to engage with culturally diverse classrooms, ultimately
enhancing the learning experiences of both domestic and international students. The next chapter
will discuss these findings in relation to existing literature and explore their implications for faculty

development and institutional policies.
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Appendix A
Phase 1 Focus Group Discussion Protocol

Part 1: Introduction
Introduction:

Hello, everyone! Thank you so much for taking the time to participate in this group
discussion today. Let’s start by introducing ourselves. I’ll go first: my name is Cici Cao. [ am a
doctoral student at George Washington University. | am here for my doctoral dissertation research.
(Each participant introduces themselves) Great, thank you all for sharing!

Now, I’d like to explain why we are here and what we’ll be discussing. I’'m a student
currently studying in the United States, and I’m here to learn more about your experience in
teaching international students from diverse cultural backgrounds. Specifically, I’m interested in
understanding how you make sense of cultural backgrounds in teaching and how you implement
them in your teaching practices with international students. Specifically, I'm interested in
understanding how you perceive and incorporate the diverse cultural backgrounds of international
students into your teaching practices. For instance, how do you adapt your teaching to
accommodate different cultural perspectives or learning styles? Additionally, how do you navigate
challenges or opportunities that arise from this diversity? Your insights are incredibly valuable to
me, and | would love to hear your perspectives on this topic today.

Please remember your participation is entirely voluntary. You’re not obligated to
participate if you’re uncomfortable or don’t want to. If you find any questions difficult to answer,
you are welcome to remain silent. However, if there’s something you don’t understand, don’t
hesitate to raise your hand—there’s absolutely no need to feel embarrassed. I’m happy to explain
anything that’s unclear.

I also want to emphasize that this discussion is a ‘safe space.” That means everything we
talk about here stays within this room. We will respect each other’s opinions and experiences, and
it’s important that we don’t share any part of this discussion outside of this group. Also, there is
no specific order of sharing. You can agree or disagree with other’s answers. You are encouraged
to build on or completely disagree with each other's responses. Please feel free to ask any follow-
up questions whenever needed. |1 would recommend showing respect to each other by not cutting
people’s responses. Does that sound good to everyone? (If participants agree, proceed.)

Permission for Audio Recording:

Before we begin, I’d like to ask for your permission to record our conversation. This will
help me review our discussion later, but I will also take some notes from time to time. Please rest
assured that everything we discuss will remain confidential—your names and responses will not
be shared with anyone outside this study. Would it be okay with you if | recorded our conversation?
(If participants agree, begin recording.)

Part 2: Discussion Questions
Opening questions
1. ‘Could each of you briefly introduce yourself and your teaching experiences with
international students, such as what disciplines you are teaching, and how long you have
taught international students or what courses you are teaching?’
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2. ‘Reflecting on your previous and/or current experiences, what are some of the key
challenges you face as a faculty member teaching/interacting with diverse groups of
international students?’

3. ‘Reflecting on your previous and/or current experiences, what are some of the key
opportunities you face as a faculty member teaching/interacting with diverse groups of
international students?’

Understandings Culturally Responsive Teaching

0. ‘What does the term 'culturally responsive teaching' mean to you?

0. Do you integrate students' cultural backgrounds into your teaching practices? If so, how
do you approach this? Could you briefly share some specific teaching strategies you use?
If not, what prevents you from doing so?

Factors Influencing CRT Practices
0. Do you think there are some institutional barriers that you encounter when trying to
implement these teaching practices?
0. What personal beliefs and experiences do you think shape your approach to these
teaching practices?
0. What support, if any, do you think faculty members need in their teaching of students
with various cultural backgrounds? Could you give some specific examples?
Closing Question
0. ‘Is there anything else you would like to share about your experiences with teaching
international students or challenges you face?’

Part 3: Closing Conversation

Thank you all so much for your participation today. Your insights are incredibly valuable
as | continue to explore this topic. As mentioned earlier, | want to emphasize the importance of
maintaining the privacy of our discussion. Let’s make sure that the thoughts and perspectives
we’ve shared here stay within this group and are not shared with others outside of this space. Again,
| truly appreciate your time and openness. Please let me know if you have any further questions.
Thank you.
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Appendix B

Phase 2 Survey Protocol

Demographic
1. Is your institution on the ‘985’ or ‘211’ project list?

-Yes
-No

2. What year were you born?
-Year of:
-Prefer not to say

3. Your gender:
-Male

-Female

-Prefer not to say

4. How many years of experience do you have teaching international students at this institution:
- Years
-Prefer not to say

5. What is your discipline of teaching:
-Art

-Humanities and Social Sciences
-Natural Sciences
-Engineering/Technology
-Medical/Health Sciences

-Other (please specify):

6. What is your teaching role at your institution:
-Professor

-Associate Professor

-Assistant Professor

-Lecturer

-Other (please specify)

7. What is your ethnic background:
-Han Chinese

-Ethnic Minority (please specify):
-Prefer not to say

8. Do you have any educational or training experience outside of China? (Choose all that apply)
Yes:

-Bachelor's degree.

-Master's degree.
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-Doctoral degrees.

-K-12 education.
-Study-abroad experience.
-Visiting scholar experience.
-Other (Please specify):

No:

9. Please rate the frequency of your interactions with international students from diverse cultural
backgrounds on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being ‘Never’ and 7 being ‘Always’.

1 - Never

2 - Very Rarely

3 - Rarely

4 - Occasionally

5 - Frequently

6 - Very Frequently

7 - Always

10. On a scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate your English proficiency?
1 - Do not speak English at all

2 - Very limited proficiency

3 - Basic reading and conversational ability

4 - Able to hold conversations and understand most discussions

5 - Able to engage in complex discussions with minimal difficulty

6 - Able to understand and express yourself with ease in most situations
7 - Fluent in understanding and expressing yourself in all situations

Institutional Dimension

11. How well does your institution use physical spaces to show and celebrate different cultures?
1-Not at all well

2 -Not well

3 -Slightly well

4 - Moderately well

5- Well

6 - Very well

7 - Extremely well

12. How effectively does your institution utilize virtual and digital platforms to show and
celebrate cultural diversity within the campus community?

1-Not at all effective

2 -Not effective

3 -Slightly effective

4 - Moderately effective

5 - Effective

6 - Very effective

7 - Extremely effective
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13. How strongly do you believe that your institution’s policies demonstrate respect for the
diverse cultural backgrounds of international students?

1- Notatall

2 - To a very small extent

3 - To a small extent

4 - Neutral

5 - To a moderate extent

6 - To a large extent

7 - To a very large extent

14. How strongly do you believe that your institution’s policies emphasize the importance of
equality and inclusion of international students from various cultural backgrounds?

1- Notat all

2 - To a very small extent

3 - To a small extent

4 - Neutral

5 - To a moderate extent

6 - To a large extent

7 - To a very large extent

15. How often does your institution provide professional development opportunities focused on
language skills training?

1-Never: No opportunities are provided

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always: Consistently provided throughout the academic year.

16. How often does your institution provide professional development opportunities focused on
faculties’ cross-cultural communication skills?

1-Never: No opportunities are provided

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always: Consistently provided throughout the academic year.

17. How often does your institution provide professional development opportunities focused on
cultural sensitivity training to support faculty in engaging effectively with diverse student
populations?

1-Never: No opportunities are provided

2-Rarely: Every couple of years
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3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always: Consistently provided throughout the academic year.

18. How often does your institution provide professional development opportunities focused on
enhancing teaching skills to support faculty in their instructional practices?

1-Never: No opportunities are provided

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always: Consistently provided throughout the academic year.

19. How often does your institution provide professional development opportunities focused on
interdisciplinary communication and collaboration to support joint training and learning across
related academic fields to support international students better?

1-Never: No opportunities are provided

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always: Consistently provided throughout the academic year.

20. How often does your institution provide professional development opportunities focused on
curriculum development training to support faculty in designing inclusive and effective course
content?

1-Never: No opportunities are provided

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always: Consistently provided throughout the academic year.

21. How well do you believe your institution engages in international exchanges and
collaborations to promote cross-cultural learning and partnership?

1-Not at all well

2 -Not well

3 -Slightly well

4 - Moderately well

5- Well

6 - Very well

234



7 - Extremely well

22. How well do you believe your institution engages in collaborative exchanges and partners
with local companies/firms to support academic and career development for international
students?

1-Not at all well

2 -Not well

3 -Slightly well

4 - Moderately well

5-Well

6 - Very well

7 - Extremely well

23. How well do you believe your institution engages with the local Department of Cultural
Affairs to enrich the international student community’s cultural experiences?

1-Not at all well

2 -Not well

3 -Slightly well

4 - Moderately well

5-Well

6 - Very well

7 - Extremely well

24. How well do you believe your institution engages with families and the local community to
support international students?

1-Not at all well

2 -Not well

3 -Slightly well

4 - Moderately well

5- Well

6 - Very well

7 - Extremely well

Personal Dimension

25. How knowledgeable are you about the cultural backgrounds of the students you teach?
1-Not at all knowledgeable

2-Slightly knowledgeable

3-Somewhat knowledgeable

4-Moderately knowledgeable

5-Knowledgeable

6-Very knowledgeable

7-Extremely knowledgeable

26. How knowledgeable are you about the cultural-related terms and concepts in your field of
study?
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1-Not at all knowledgeable
2-Slightly knowledgeable
3-Somewhat knowledgeable
4-Moderately knowledgeable
5-Knowledgeable

6-Very knowledgeable
7-Extremely knowledgeable

27. How often do you seek new perspectives and knowledge to inform your teaching practices?
1-Never

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always

28. How offen do you engage in self-reflection about your own cultural biases and assumptions?
1-Never

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always

29. To what extent do community values and societal expectations influence how you teach
international students?

1-Never

2-Rarely

3-Occasionally

4-Sometimes

5-Frequently

6-Very frequently

7-Always

30. How important do you believe developing cultural consciousness is for effective teaching?
1-Very unimportant

2-Unimportant

3-Slightly unimportant

4-Neutral

5-Slightly important

6-Important

7-Very important

Instructional Dimension
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31. How often do you integrate culturally relevant content into our curriculum and teaching?
1-Never

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always

32. How often do you integrate multi-language materials into your curriculum and teaching?
1-Never

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always

33. How well do you believe you have encouraged students to learn about each other’s cultures
to build a more inclusive classroom environment?

1-Not at all well

2 -Not well

3 -Slightly well

4 - Moderately well

5- Well

6 - Very well

7 - Extremely well

34. How well do you believe you have integrated the diverse learning styles of students from
different cultural backgrounds?

1-Not at all well

2 -Not well

3 -Slightly well

4 - Moderately well

5- Well

6 - Very well

7 - Extremely well

35. How often do you employ interactive teaching methods, such as group discussions or role-
playing, to facilitate cross-cultural learning?

1-Never

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester
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5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester
6-Very frequently: Every month
7-Always

36. How often do you incorporate diverse assessment criteria to accommodate the varied
backgrounds and learning styles of your students?

1-Never

2-Rarely: Every couple of years

3-Occasionally: Once a year

4-Sometimes: Once per semester

5-Frequently: A couple of times per semester

6-Very frequently: Every month

7-Always
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Appendix C

Phase 3 Semi-structured Interview Protocol

Introduction: Thank you for agreeing to this interview! | really appreciate your time. | will start
by introducing myself. My name is Cici Cao. | am a doctoral student at George Washington
University. | am conducting my doctoral dissertation research and would like to gain a deeper
understanding of your responses to the survey we conducted. The aim of this interview is to
provide additional explanatory context for the survey findings.

Today, | am looking forward to hearing your perspectives. Please note that your participation is
entirely voluntary. You are free not to participate if you prefer. If you find any questions
challenging or choose not to answer, please remain silent or inform me to skip the question.
However, if there is anything you need help understanding, please ask. | also want to ensure that
this is a safe space, meaning that everything discussed here will stay confidential within this room.

Permission for Audio Recording:

Before we start, 1 would like to request your permission to record our conversation. | also
occasionally take notes. Please remember that all our discussions will be kept confidential. Once
the audio recording is transcribed and translated, it will be discarded. Would you be comfortable
with me recording our discussion? (If the participant consents, begin recording.)

Questions

1. In the survey, you indicated a [high/low] frequency of interacting with international students.
Could you kindly tell me how your interaction with international students has been throughout
your teaching career? You can share some specific examples/episodes.
Participants with ‘high interaction frequency’: In general, what are some of the reasons why you
interact frequently with international students?
Participants with ‘low interaction frequency’: In general, what are some reasons that you are
more hesitant to interact with international students?

0. How do these interactions influence your teaching of international students?

0. You are teaching at a [World-Class/Non-World-Class] institution. Is there any specific
institutional factor or system (e.g., environment, policies, etc.) that affects your approach
to teaching/interacting with international students?

Are there specific institutional policies or guidelines that support or hinder your
ability to engage with international students?

0. You mentioned that you [have/have not] had educational experience outside of China.
With Experience: In your perspective, do you think your experience outside of China influences
your interaction and teaching with international students? If yes, why? If not, why not?

Are there specific aspects of cultural exposure or learning from abroad that you integrate into
your teaching?

Without Experience: How do you think your lack of educational experience outside of China
has limited your ability to interact with and teach international students, if at all?
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0. To what extent do you think your own personal/demographic factors (e.g., gender, age, and
confidence in your English language skills) influence your interaction and teaching with
international students?

0. What strategies have you used or do you currently use to navigate any language-related
challenges in teaching or communication?

0. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experiences with international
students?
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Appendix D

Phase 2 Survey Demographic Statistics

QI1: Is your institution on the ‘985’ or ‘211’ project list?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Yes 33 23.7 23.7 23.7
Valid No 106 76.3 76.3 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0

Q2: Age Distribution of Participants

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
<30 36 25.9 25.9 25.9
31-40 39 28.1 28.1 54.0
. 41-50 47 33.8 33.8 87.8
Valid
51-60 15 10.8 10.8 98.6
>60 2 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0

Q3: Gender Distribution of Participants

Frequency Percent  Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Male 69 49.6 49.6

Valid Female 67 48.2 48.2
Prefer not to say 3 2.2 2.2

Total 139 100.0 100.0

49.6
97.8
100.0

Q4: Years of Experience Distribution of Participants

Frequency Percent Valid Percent
1.00 14 10.1 10.1
2.00 10 7.2 7.2
3.00 21 15.1 15.1
4.00 20 14.4 14.4
5.00 10 7.2 7.2
Valid 6.00 7 5.0 5.0
7.00 3 2.2 2.2
8.00 4 2.9 2.9
9.00 2 1.4 1.4
10.00 13 9.4 9.4

11.00 3 2.2 2.2
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Cumulative Percent
10.1
17.3
32.4
46.8
54.0
59.0
61.2
64.0
65.5
74.8
77.0



12.00 12 8.6
14.00 2 14
15.00 4 2.9
16.00 3 2.2
20.00 2 14
21.00 1 A
22.00 2 1.4
25.00 3 2.2
30.00 2 14
40.00 1 A
Total 139 100.0

8.6
1.4
2.9
2.2
1.4
A
1.4
2.2
1.4
A
100.0

85.6
87.1
89.9
921
93.5
94.2
95.7
97.8
99.3
100.0

Q5: Discipline of Teaching Distribution of Participants

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Art 21 15.1 15.1 15.1
Humanities and Social Science 42 30.2 30.2 45.3
Natural Science 1 4 v 46.0
Valid Engineering/Technology 68 48.9 48.9 95.0
Medical/Health Science 3 2.2 2.2 97.1
Other (Please specify) 4 2.9 2.9 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0
Q6: Teaching Role Distribution of Participants
Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative
Percent Percent
Professor 20 14.4 14.4 14.4
Associate Professor 29 20.9 20.9 35.3
Assistant Professor 6 4.3 4.3 39.6
valid  Lecturer/Instructor 69 49.6 49.6 89.20
Other: Adjunct Facult
Other: {:aculty of g 13 94 94
Practice 2 L4 14
Total 139 100.0 100.0

Q7:Ethic Background Distribution of Participants

Frequency Percent  Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Han 124 89.2 89.2 89.2
. Other 13 9.4 9.4 98.6
Valid
Prefer not to say 2 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0
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Q8: Do you have educational experience outside of China?

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Yes 81 58.3 58.3 58.3
Valid No 58 41.7 41.7 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0

Q9: Participants’ frequency of interaction with international students Distribution (Likert scale 1
to 7)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
1.00 22 15.8 15.8 15.8
2.00 32 23.0 23.0 38.8
3.00 23 16.5 16.5 55.4
Valid 4.00 25 18.0 18.0 73.4
5.00 20 144 14.4 87.8
6.00 8 5.8 5.8 935
7.00 9 6.5 6.5 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0

Q10: Participants’ Confidence in English Proficiency Distribution (Likert Scale 1 to 7)

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
1.00 2 14 14 14
2.00 34 24.5 24.5 25.9
3.00 43 30.9 30.9 56.8
. 4.00 26 18.7 18.7 75.5
valid 2 0o 8 5.8 5.8 81.3
6.00 16 115 115 92.8
7.00 10 7.2 7.2 100.0
Total 139 100.0 100.0
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Appendix E

Data Analysis Supplementary Tables

Table E.1 Descriptive Analysis Results

Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Star_lda_trd
Deviation
Q1 139 1 2 1.76 0.43
Q2 139 1960 2000 1985.25 9.72
Q3 139 1 3 1.53 0.54
Q4 139 0 2023 19.74 171.30
Q5 139 1 6 3.01 1.32
Q6 139 1 4 3.11 1.18
Q7 139 1 3 1.12 0.37
Q9 139 1 7 3.35 1.75
Q10 139 1 7 3.66 1.58
Q11 139 1 7 3.89 1.54
Q12 139 1 7 4.66 1.61
Q13 139 1 7 5.10 1.67
Q14 139 1 7 5.21 1.65
Q15 139 1 7 3.56 1.56
Q16 139 1 7 3.48 1.53
Q17 139 1 7 3.42 1.58
Q18 139 1 7 4.23 1.44
Q19 139 1 7 3.78 1.54
Q20 139 1 7 4.01 1.44
Q21 139 1 7 4.66 1.49
Q22 139 1 7 441 1.47
Q23 139 1 7 4.44 1.59
Q24 139 1 7 4.01 1.65
Q25 139 1 7 4.53 1.60
Q26 139 1 7 4.86 1.58
Q27 139 2 7 5.01 1.30
Q28 139 1 7 4.63 1.45
Q29 139 1 7 4.24 1.72
Q30 139 2 7 5.45 1.46
Q31 139 2 7 4.81 1.43
Q32 139 1 7 4.23 1.74
Q33 139 2 7 5.19 1.50
Q34 139 1 7 4.57 1.44
Q35 139 1 7 4.27 1.64
Q36 139 1 7 4.17 1.69
Valid N 139

(listwise)
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Table E.2 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Institutional Type
Group Statistics

Listed in "985" N Mean Std. Std. Error

or '211'? Deviation Mean

Institutional Yes 33 4.38 0.96 0.17
Dimension No 106 4.15 1.20 0.12
Personal Yes 33 5.06 0.97 0.17
Dimension No 106 4.70 1.11 0.11
Instructional Yes 33 4.84 1.32 0.23
Dimension No 106 4.45 1.25 0.12

Independent Samples Test

Levene's
Test for
Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of
Variances
95%
Sig. std. Error Confidence
. (2- e Interval of the
F Sig. t df tailed MD Differenc Difference
) € Lowe Uppe
r r
Equal
variance 1.7 0.1 09 137.0 0.2
s 5 9 9 0 0.32 3 0.23 -0.23 0.68
Institutiona assumed
I Equal
Dimension  variance 11 02
S not 2 66.28 0.27 3 0.20 -0.18 0.63
assumed
Equal
variance 1.0 03 1.6 137.0 0.3
s 5 1 3 0 0.10 5 0.22 -0.06 0.79
assumed
Personal
Dimension Equal
variance 18 03
S not 1 60.57 0.08 5 0.20 -0.04 0.76
assumed
Equal
Instruction variance 06 04 15 137.0 0.3
al s 0 4 4 0 0.13 9 0.25 -0.11  0.89
Dimension assumed
Equal 1.5 5135 014 0.3 0.26 -0.13  0.91
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variance 0 9
s not
assumed

Note: F = Levene'’s test statistic for equality of variances, t = t-test statistic; df = degrees of freedom; Cl = confidence
interval; Sig. = significance value; MD = mean difference; SED = standard error difference.

Table E.3 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Age

ANOVA
Dimension Source SSum of df Mean Square F Sig.
quares
Between 9.63 4 241 1.86 0.12
Groups
Institutional Within
Groups 173.13 134 199
Total 182.76 138
Between 378 4 0.95 0.80 0.53
Groups
Personal Within
Groups 159.05 134 119
Total 162.83 138
Between 8.37 4 2.09 1.30 0.28
Groups
Instructional Within
Groups 216.21 134 161
Total 22458 138

Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).

Descriptives

95%
Confidence
Interval for
Mea St.d'. Std. Mean Minimu Maximu
N Deviatio Erro
n Lowe m m
n r ] Upper
Boun
Boun q
d
<30 36 454 1.21 0.20 4.3 4.95 2 7
:Z% 39 384 1.21 019 344 4.23 1.43 6.86
Personal ‘,‘5%‘ 47 421 107 016 389 452 157 6.64
Dimension 51-
60 15 431 0.98 0.25 3.76 4.85 2.14 5.86
>60 2 450 0.30 0.21 1.83 7.17 4.29 471
Tota 13 4.20 1.15 0.10 4.01 4.40 1.43 7
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| 9

<30 36 478 119 020 437 518 247 7
?2110_ 39 471 095 015 440 501 3 7
Al- 47 490 118 017 456 525 2 7

Personal 50

Dimension 56% 15 452 088 023 404 501 3 6.17
60 2 575 035 025 257 893 55 6
T‘fta 193 479 109 009 460 497 2 7
<30 36 475 128 021 432 519 247 7
3;10‘ 39 435 121 019 395 474 133 7

Instructiona ‘;%' 47 470 138 020 429 510 2 7

|

Dimension %% 15 402 104 027 345 460 25 5.33
S60 2 475 082 058 -2.62 1212 417 5.33
Tota 13

| 9 4.54 1.28 011 433 475 1.33 7

Table E.4 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Gender
Group Statistics

Dimension Gender N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
Institutional Male 69 4.08 1.17 0.14
Female 67 4.32 1.15 0.14
Personal Male 69 4.53 1.01 0.12
Female 67 5.05 1.11 0.14
Instructional Male 69 4.33 1.15 0.14
Female 67 4,78 1.37 0.17
Independent Samples Test
Levene's
Test for
Eq%i“ty t-test for Equality of Means
Variance
S
95%
. Confidence
Sig S('Zg Mean Esrtrdo'r Interval of
F t df taile Differen Differen _ the
' d) ce ce Difference
Low Upp

er er
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Equal

varianc -
es 03 05 1.1 134.0 0.24 -0.24 0.20 -0.63 0.16
o 6 5 0
Institution  assume 9
al d
Dimensio  Equal
n varianc -
es not 11 135"9 024 024 020 -063 0.16
assume 9
d.
Equal
varianc -
es OéG Oé4 2.8 1361"0 0.01 -0.52 0.18 -0.88 -0.16
assume 5
Personal q
Dimensio
N Eq_ual
varianc -
es not 2.8 1372'0 0.01 -0.52 0.18 -0.88 -0.16
assume 5
d.
Equal
varianc -
es 1901 2.0 134.0 0.04 -0.45 0.22 -0.88 -0.02
. 8 6 0
Instruction assume 8
al d
Dimensio  Equal
n varianc -
es not 2.0 1268'7 004 -045 022 -088 -0.02
assume 7
d.

Note: F = Levene’s test statistic for equality of variances, t = t-test statistic; df = degrees of freedom; Cl = confidence
interval; Sig. = significance value; MD = mean difference; SED = standard error difference.

Table E.5 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Years of Experience

ANOVA
Sum of Mean )
Squares f Square F Sig.
Between 35.60 20.00 1.78 1.43 0.12
_— Groups
Institutional Within
Dimension 147.16 118.00 1.25
Groups
Total 182.76  138.00
Personal Ez;t_(‘;‘l’f;s” 26.21 20.00 131 1.13 0.33
Dimension —\shin 136.62  118.00 1.16
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Groups

Total 162.83 138.00
| Bg(‘;‘f;s” 3697  20.00 1.85 1.16 0.30
Ins_tructhnal Within
Dimension 187.60 118.00 1.59
Groups
Total 224.58 138.00
Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
Descriptives
95%
Confidence
Interval for
N Mea Dgi(jétio 2:?0 Mean Minimu  Maximu
n n r Lo:/ve Upper m
Boun B%un
d
1 14 454 1.03 0.28 3.94 5.13 2.86 7.00
2 10 4.75 1.34 042 3.79 571 2.00 7.00
3 21 4.20 1.34 0.29 359 4.81 1.50 6.36
4 20 4.06 1.23 0.28 3.49 4.64 2.50 6.86
5 10 351 1.28 0.40 259 4.42 1.43 5.21
6 7 411 0.63 0.24 353 4.69 3.07 4.71
7 3 317 0.94 0.55 0.82 5.51 2.14 4.00
8 4 434 0.93 046 2.87 5.81 3.07 5.21
9 2 3.68 1.26 0.89 -7.63 14.99 2.79 4.57
10 13 3.89 1.02 0.28 3.27 4,51 2.00 6.00
Institutional 11 3 467 0.82 0.47 2.63 6.70 3.86 5.50
Dimension 12 12 4.10 1.00 0.29 3.47 4.74 2.71 5.93
14 2 575 1.26 0.89 -556 17.06 4.86 6.64
15 4 502 0.73 0.36 3.86 6.17 4.50 6.07
16 3 4.36 0.19 0.11 3.88 4.83 4.14 4.50
20 2 507 0.51 0.36 0.50 9.64 4.71 5.43
21 1 529 . . . . 5.29 5.29
22 2 218 0.86 0.61 -557 9.93 1.57 2.79
25 3 448 0.36 0.21 358 5.38 4.14 4.86
30 2 5.00 0.20 0.14 3.22 6.78 4.86 5.14
40 1 429 4.29 4.29
Tota 13 450 115 010 401 440 143 7.00

249



Personal
Dimension

Instructiona
I
Dimension

© 00 N O O b W DN P

Tota

© 00 N O O B WON P -

N e o
~A N b O

P NN W N PN PAADN

H
© w

R O RN
W N & -, o &~

13

12

4.56
5.18
4.62
4.72
5.08
5.03
4.00
5.12
4.00
4.26
5.34
4.45
5.83
5.71
5.33
6.09
5.00

4.09

5.39
4.75
5.50

4.79

4.68
4.95
4.55
4.42
4.13
4.69
3.00
5.38
4.42
3.91
4.78
4.25
6.09

0.93
1.37
1.16
1.05
0.70
1.08
0.17
1.47
0.24
1.24
0.76
1.03
1.41
0.71
1.09
0.12

2.00

0.42
0.82

1.09

1.06
1.57
1.38
1.36
0.96
1.09
0.87
1.36
1.29
1.21
1.25
1.27
0.83

0.25
0.43
0.25
0.23
0.22
0.41
0.10
0.74
0.17
0.35
0.44
0.30
1.00
0.36
0.63
0.09

1.42

0.24
0.58

0.09

0.28
0.50
0.30
0.30
0.30
0.41
0.50
0.68
0.92
0.34
0.72
0.37
0.59
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4.02
4.20
4.09
4.23
4.58
4.03
3.58
2.78
1.84
3.51
3.44
3.79
-6.88
4.57
2.62
5.01

13.89
4.35

-2.62

4.60

4.07
3.83
3.92
3.78
3.45
3.68
0.85
3.21
-7.21
3.18
1.67
3.44
-1.35

5.10
6.16
5.15
5.21
5.59
6.03
4.42
7.47
6.16
5.01
7.23
5.10
18.54
6.84
8.05
7.17

22.06

6.42
12.12

4.97

5.29
6.08
5.18
5.05
4.82
5.70
5.15
7.54
16.04
4.64
7.88
5.06
13.52

3.33
2.17
3.00
3.00
3.67
3.67
3.83
3.00
3.83
2.00
4.67
3.00
4.83
4.83
4.33
6.00
5.00

2.67

5.00
4.17
5.50

2.00

2.83
2.17
2.17
1.33
2.17
2.67
2.50
4.17
3.50
2.00
3.50
2.50
5.50

7.00
7.00
7.00
7.00
6.00
7.00
4.17
6.33
4.17
6.00
6.17
6.50
6.83
6.50
6.50
6.17
5.00

5.50

5.83
5.33
5.50

7.00

7.00
7.00
7.00
7.00
5.83
5.67
4.00
7.00
5.33
6.00
6.00
7.00
6.67



15 4 5.71 1.15 0.57 3.88 7.54 4.17 6.67
16 3 5.28 0.67 0.39 361 6.95 4.67 6.00
20 2 5.33 0.00 0.00 5.33 5.33 5.33 5.33
21 1 5.83 5.83 5.83
22 2 3.92 2.24 1.59 16.22 24.05 2.33 5.50
25 3 5.00 1.33 0.77 1.70 8.30 3.67 6.33
30 2 4.17 0.71 050 -2.18 10.52 3.67 4.67
40 1 4.17 417 4.17
T?ta 193 454 128 011 433 475 133 7.00
Table E.6 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Discipline of Teaching
ANOVA
Sum of )
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between 1581 5.00 2.16 1.67 0.15
N Groups
Institutional Within
Dimension 171.96 133.00 1.29
Groups
Total 182.76 138.00
Between 7.27 5.00 1.45 1.24 0.29
Groups
Personal Within
Dimension 155.56 133.00 1.17
Groups
Total 162.83 138.00
Between 8.14 5.00 1.63 1.00 0.42
. Groups
Instructional Within
Dimension 216.44 133.00 1.63
Groups
Total 224.58 138.00
Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
Descriptives
95%
Confidence
Interval for
Mea St.d'. Std. Mean Minimu Maximu
N Deviatio Erro
n Lowe m m
n r Upper
Boun Boun
q d
Institutional 1 21 3.56 1.19 0.26 3.02 4.10 1.43 6.07
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Dimension 2 42 438 0.85 0.13 4.11 4.64 2.79 6.64
3 1 3.86 ) . . ) 3.86 3.86
4 68 4.30 1.29 0.16 3.99 461 1.50 7.00
5 3 4.19 0.80 0.46 2.22 6.17 3.29 4.79
6 4 4.29 0.67 0.34 3.22 5.35 3.64 5.21
T‘fta 193 420 115 010 401 440 143 7.00
1 21  4.82 1.10 0.24 4.32 5.32 2.67 7.00
2 42 494 0.96 0.15 4.64 5.24 3.00 6.83
3 1 467 . . . . 4.67 4.67
Personal 4 68 4.61 1.17 0.14 4.33 4.90 2.00 7.00
Dimension 5 3 5.05 0.39 0.22 4.09 6.01 4.83 5.50
6 4 5.79 0.57 0.28 4.89 6.69 5.00 6.33
Tcl’ta 193 479 109 009 460 497  2.00 7.00
1 21  4.37 1.05 0.23 3.89 4.85 2.33 6.67
2 42 466 1.25 0.19 4.27 5.04 1.33 7.00
Instructi 3 1 3.50 ) . . ) 3.50 3.50
ns “‘IC lona 4 68 450 133 016 418 482 2.00 7.00
Dimension 5 3 3.95 0.86 0.49 1.82 6.08 3.00 4.67
6 4 5.63 1.91 0.95 2.59 8.66 2.83 7.00
T?ta 193 454 128 011 433 475 133 7.00
Table E.6 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Role of Teaching
ANOVA
Sum of )
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between 9.45 3.00 3.15 2.45 0.07
N Groups
Institutional Within
Dimension 173.31 135.00 1.28
Groups
Total 182.76 138.00
Between 5.41 3.00 1.80 155 0.21
Groups
Personal Within
Dimension 157.42 135.00 1.17
Groups
Total 162.83 138.00
Between 2.92 3.00 0.97 0.59 0.62
. Groups
Instructional Within
Dimension 221.66 135.00 1.64
Groups
Total 22458 138.00

Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
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Descriptives

95%
Confidence
Interval for
Mea St.d'. Std. Mean Minimu Maximu
N Deviatio Erro
n Lowe m m
n r ] Upper
Boun
Boun q
d
1 20 4.74 1.26 0.28 4.15 5.33 2.29 7.00
2 29 4.36 1.10 020 3.94 4.77 2.14 6.79
Institutional 3 6 431 0.88 0.36 3.39 5.23 3.14 5.43
Dimension 4 84 4.02 1.13 0.12 3.77 4.26 1.43 7.00
Tcl’ta 193 420 115 010 401 440 143 7.00
1 20 5.08 1.03 0.23 4.60 5.57 3.00 7.00
2 29 5.03 1.10 020 4.61 5.45 3.17 7.00
Personal 3 6 4.72 0.27 0.11 4.44 5.01 4.33 5.00
Dimension 4 84 4.64 1.11 0.12 4.39 4.88 2.00 7.00
Tcl’ta 193 479 109 009 460 497  2.00 7.00
1 20 4.86 1.27 0.28 4.27 5.45 2.50 7.00
Instructi 2 29 455 1.24 0.23 4.07 5.02 2.50 7.00
hs “JIC lohd 3 6 472 054 022 416 528 433 5.67
Dimension T4 %133 4.45 1.33 0.15 4.16 4.74 1.33 7.00
?ta o 454 128 011 433 475 133 7.00
Table E.7 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Ethnical Background
ANOVA
Sum of )
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between 2.90 2.00 145 1.10 0.34
o Groups
Institutional Within
Dimension 179.86 136.00 1.32
Groups
Total 182.76 138.00
Between 241 2.00 1.20 1.02 0.36
Groups
Personal Within
Dimension 160.42 136.00 1.18
Groups
Total 162.83 138.00
Instructional  ColVeeN g 75 2.00 4.37 2.76 0.07
: - Groups
Dimension

Within 215.83 136.00 1.59
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Groups
Total 224.58 138.00

Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).

Descriptives

95%
Confidence
Interval for
Mea St.d'. Std. Mean Minimu Maximu
N Deviatio Erro
n Lowe m m
n r ] Upper
Boun
Boun q
d
1 142 4.24 1.17 0.11 4.03 4.45 1.43 7.00
Institutional 2 13  3.79 0.95 026 3.21 4.36 1.50 5.21
Dimension 3 2 4.68 0.86 061 -3.07 1243 4.07 5.29
Tcl’ta 193 420 115 010 401 440 143 7.00
1 142 4.83 1.11 0.10 4.63 5.03 2.00 7.00
Personal 2 13 4.44 0.80 0.22 3.95 4.92 3.00 6.33
Dimension 3 2 4.25 1.06 0.75 -5.28 13.78 3.50 5.00
Tcl’ta 193 479 109 009 460 497  2.00 7.00
1 142 4.63 1.27 0.11 4.40 4.85 1.33 7.00
'”S”Ulc“ona 2 13 380 118 033 308 451 217 6.00
Dimension T3 123 4.00 1.41 1.00 -871 16.71 3.00 5.00
?ta o 454 128 011 433 475 133 7.00
Table E.8 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Educational Experience Outside of
China
ANOVA
Sum of )
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between 2.90 2.00 1.45 1.10 0.34
. Groups
Institutional Within
Dimension 179.86 136.00 1.32
Groups
Total 182.76 138.00
Between 2.41 2.00 1.20 1.02 0.36
Personal Groups
Dimension — Within 0 1o 136,00 118

Groups
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Total 162.83 138.00

Between 8.75 2.00 4.37 276 0.07
. Groups
Instructional Within
Dimension 215.83 136.00 1.59
Groups
Total 224.58 138.00

Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).

Descriptives

95%

Confidence

Interval for
Mea St.d' . Std. Mean Minimu Maximu

N Deviatio Erro

n Lowe m m

n r ] Upper

Boun

Boun q

d
12

1, 424 117 011 403 445 1.43 7.00
Institutonal 2 13 379 095 026 321 436 1.50 5.21
Dimension 3 2 468 086 061 -3.07 1243 407 5.29
Tcl’ta 193 420 115 010 401 440 143 7.00
1 142 483 111 010 463 503  2.00 7.00
Personal 2 13 444 0.80 0.22 3.95 492 3.00 6.33
Dimension 3 2 425 106 075 -528 13.78  3.50 5.00
Tcl’ta 193 479 109 009 460 497  2.00 7.00
1 142 463 127 011 440 485 133 7.00
'”S”Ulc“ona 2 13 380 118 033 308 451 217 6.00
Dimension T3t 123 400 141 100 -871 1671  3.00 5.00
‘I) a o 454 128 011 433 475 1.33 7.00

Table E.9 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Frequency of Interaction
Institutional Dimension
Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 .388a 0.15 0.15 1.06

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q9

ANOVA
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Sum of

Model df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Regression 27.55 1.00 27.55 24.31 .000b
1 Residual 155.21 137.00 1.13
Total 182.76 138.00
a. Dependent Variable: Institutional Dimension
b. Predictors: (Constant), Q9
Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
Coefficientsa
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 3.35 0.20 17.14 0.00
Q9 0.26 0.05 0.39 4.93 0.00

a. Dependent Variable: Institutional Dimension

Personal Dimension
Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Er_ror of the
Square Estimate
1 .283a 0.08 0.07 1.05
a. Predictors: (Constant), Q9
ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Regression 13.08 1.00 13.08 11.97 .001b
1 Residual 149.75 137.00 1.09
Total 162.83 138.00
a. Dependent Variable: Personal Dimension
b. Predictors: (Constant), Q9
Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
Coefficientsa
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 4.20 0.19 21.86 0
Q9 0.18 0.05 0.28 3.46 0.001

a. Dependent Variable: Personal Dimension

Instructional Dimension
Model Summary
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Adjusted R

Std. Error of the

Model R R Square Square Estimate
1 .297a 0.09 0.08 1.22
a. Predictors: (Constant), Q9
ANOVAa
Model Ssum of df Mean Square F Sig.
quares
Regression 19.75 1.00 19.75 13.21 .000b
1 Residual 204.83 137.00 1.50
Total 224.58 138.00
a. Dependent Variable: Instructional Dimension
b. Predictors: (Constant), Q9
Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
Coefficientsa
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 3.82 0.23 17.00 0
Q9 0.22 0.06 0.30 3.63 0

a. Dependent Variable: Instructional Dimension

Table E.10 Results of Comparison Between Groups of Confidence in Language Proficiency

Institutional Dimension
Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Er.ror of the
Square Estimate
1 444a 0.20 0.19 1.03
a. Predictors: (Constant), Q10
ANOVAa
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Regression 36.04 1.00 36.04 33.65 .000b
1 Residual 146.73 137.00 1.07
Total 182.76 138.00
a. Dependent Variable: Institutional Dimension
b. Predictors: (Constant), Q10
Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
Coefficientsa
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
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(Constant) 3.02 0.22

. Q10 0.32 0.06 0.44

13.56 0
5.80 0

a. Dependent Variable: Institutional Dimension

Personal Dimension
Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Er_ror of the
Square Estimate
1 .319a 0.10 0.10 1.03
a. Predictors: (Constant), Q10
ANOVAa
Model SSum of df Mean Square F Sig.
quares
Regression 16.62 1.00 16.62 15.57 .000b
1 Residual 146.21 137.00 1.07
Total 162.83 138.00
a. Dependent Variable: Personal Dimension
b. Predictors: (Constant), Q10
Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).
Coefficientsa
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1.00 (Constant) 3.98 0.22 17.91 0.00
Q10 0.22 0.06 0.32 3.95 0.00

a. Dependent Variable: Personal Dimension

Instructional Dimension
Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Er_ror of the
Square Estimate
1 374a 0.14 0.13 1.19
a. Predictors: (Constant), Q10
ANOVAa
Model SSum of df Mean Square F Sig.
quares
Regression 31.45 1.00 31.45 22.31 .000b
1 Residual 193.12 137.00 1.41
Total 224.58 138.00

a. Dependent Variable: Instructional Dimension
b. Predictors: (Constant), Q10
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Note. df = degrees of freedom; F = F-statistic; Sig. = significance value (p).

Coefficientsa

Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 3.43 0.26 13.44 0
Q10 0.30 0.06 0.37 4.72 0

a. Dependent Variable: Instructional Dimension
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Appendix F

Phase 3 Codebook for Phase 3 Interview Data Analysis

Themes

Frequency  Sub-themes

Definitions

In Vivo Codes

Interaction
between
faculties and
international
students

43

Frequency of
interaction

Large population of At our school, international

international

Daily interaction

Daily contact

High interaction

High frequency
interaction in class

Low interaction

Few interactions

students

frequency

frequency

students are almost the
'regulars’ in the classroom.

Interactions with
international students happen
almost every day, especially

outside the classroom.

I have daily contact with
international students,
particularly outside of class.

The interaction frequency is
high; to be honest,
sometimes it's like "you run
into them wherever you go."

The high interaction
frequency is mainly due to
the course and school
environment. Our school has
many international students,
and English language
courses and cultural
exchange programs include a
significant proportion of
international students.

Interactions aren’t frequent
and are mostly limited to the
classroom.

The number of interactions
is relatively low; we don’t
have much contact in
general. We mostly meet
during class, but otherwise,
we don’t see each other.

Honestly, not much.
International students are

Limited classroom  generally scattered. Most of
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interaction

the classroom consists of
domestic students, and
international students only



Themes

Frequency Sub-themes Definitions In Vivo Codes

occasionally show up in
some elective courses. There
seems to be a sense of

distance.
. Mainly due to the
International . .
. international atmosphere of
environment
the school.

The school has a high level
of internationalization, with
High level of students from all over the
internationalization world, and everyone is quite
willing to participate in
discussions.
Personally, I enjoy
communicating with others,
Enjoy whether students or _
2 colleagues. Often, they find
communication
me approachable and are
willing to talk to me about
various issues.

Students love to ask
questions, and those from

I Students' active different cultural
Motivation of .
. . engagement backgrounds often bring up
interaction . :
refreshing and unique

perspectives.
Perhaps it’s due to my

Curiosity-driven "innate™ curiosity—I’m
motivation always eager to know their
thoughts.

It’s not that I’'m unwilling to
interact; it’s mainly because
my time is limited. I’'m
usually very busy, with a
Time constraints  tight schedule packed with
classes. When I’m not
teaching, | have other tasks
like preparing course
materials.
Frequent interactions occur
Reason for frequent  because students always
interaction have many questions,
especially when it comes to
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Themes  Frequency Sub-themes

Definitions

In Vivo Codes

Faculties'
personal Language
background 41 ability
and its
influencec

Age

Active in-class
participation

Confidence in
English Proficiency

Improved language
skills

English proficiency
influence interaction

Level of English
skills

Limited English
proficiency

Confidence in using
English

Age influencing

262

language or cultural
differences. Some questions
go completely beyond the
academic scope and catch
me off guard.

Our school has a significant
number of international
students, and their courses
are often grouped together,
so there are plenty of
opportunities for interaction.
Students find my classes
relatively easy to participate
in—not too rigid or
constrained by many rules—
which encourages them to
ask more questions.

I have a great deal of
confidence in my English
proficiency.
| spent several years abroad,
and naturally, my English
skills improved significantly.
English proficiency
definitely affects some
interactions.

My English level isn’t
particularly great, but I can
understand most of the
conversations.

The influence of my English
ability is quite evident.
While | can manage daily
conversations, it becomes
challenging to explain
complex issues.

When | can confidently
discuss issues with students
in English, they are more
willing to open up and
engage in deeper
conversations.

As | grow older, I find



Themes

Frequency Sub-themes Definitions

In Vivo Codes

Faculties'
educational
background

and its
influence

teaching

Age advantage

Lower
Approachability
Due to Age

Lower Adaptability

Due to Age

Minimal gender
influence

Minimal influence

Gender of gender and age
Male teachers are
more direct
Influence of
overseas teaching
methods
Educational
23 Experience
Outside of
China

Lack of influence
from Overseas
Education

influence of

myself becoming more
"easygoing" in teaching.
Sometimes, age can be an
advantage

Age might make students
feel I’'m more experienced
but less “approachable,”
especially since younger
international students prefer
more interactive classrooms.

Being a bit older, | may not
adapt to new things as easily
as younger teachers do,
making it harder to meet the
needs of international
students.

Gender doesn’t have much
of an influence; age plays a
slightly bigger role.

Gender and age don’t have a
significant influence overall.
Of course, there’s a slight
effect, as we aim to treat
students equally during
teaching.

I think male teachers may be
more direct, which
international students might
find easier to accept.

The teaching methods
abroad always emphasize
students' active thinking and
participation, which has had
a profound influence on me.

Without overseas
educational experience, it’s
sometimes difficult to fully
empathize, especially when
dealing with students from

vastly different cultural
backgrounds.

Yes, | lived in the United

overseas experience States for a 8 years. During
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Frequency Sub-themes Definitions In Vivo Codes

that time, | interacted with
people from various
countries with completely
different languages and ways
of thinking.

My overseas experience
gave me a theoretical
understanding of
multiculturalism, but
classroom issues are far
more complex than
anticipated, and theoretical
knowledge alone cannot
solve practical
communication barriers.

Without overseas
experience, it’s hard to
understand students’
difficulties from their
perspective.

There are definitely
limitations. Having never
studied abroad myself, I
don’t fully understand the
issues they might face in the
classroom or their ways of
thinking. This makes it
difficult to adjust my
Insufficient overseas teaching and often results in
experience designing classroom content
purely from my own
perspective, overlooking
their needs. Without cross-
cultural experience, | simply
cannot see the potential
obstacles international
students may face in their
studies.

My overseas experience
gave me some understanding

Understanding
multiculturalism
from theory

Lack of overseas
experience

. ?IE];:CU()I%::eas of multicultural educational
PRIYINg | approaches, but these
experience

experiences are hard to
directly apply in my current
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Definitions

Themes  Frequency Sub-themes

In Vivo Codes

Abundant school
resources

School atmosphere
encourages
Institution interaction

Type/Contexts

School resource

Instructional
support

methods and
tools

28

Fous on
international image

Conversation-based
teaching

Instructional

strategies Flexible teaching

Diverse teaching

Concise language
expression

265

classroom.

The school has very
abundant resources,
especially for supporting
internationalization.

The school places significant

emphasis on multicultural

exchange, with dedicated

intercultural activities and
seminars.

Additionally, the

internationalized atmosphere

of the school itself
encourages us as teachers to
pay more attention to

interacting with international

students.

The school provides some
support and resources, such
as a dedicated international
affairs office and
intercultural lectures and
activities, which make
interactions between faculty
and students more natural.

The school has done a lot of
work on internationalization,
but | feel much of it is more
about showcasing its image.

In class, beyond delivering
content, | focus more on
having a “dialogue” with

students rather than a one-

way lecture.

The classroom can be more
flexible, with more
discussions and critical
thinking.

The classroom has become
less monotonous.

Using concise language to
explain concepts, while also



Themes

Frequency Sub-themes Definitions In Vivo Codes

encouraging students to
speak more during classroom
interactions.

Teaching shouldn’t just be
about simply transferring
knowledge.

The most important thing is
to keep the classroom
atmosphere relaxed, so

students feel confident to
speak up and make mistakes.

When discussing complex
theories, | occasionally
introduce elements they are
familiar with, such as
movies, songs, or holidays
from their countries, to
bridge the gap.

The biggest strategy is to
“slow down.” When
encountering language
Slow-paced teaching barriers, | give students more
time to express themselves
and avoid rushing to correct
their mistakes.

Incorporating more
interaction, such as asking
students to share cultural

aspects of their own

countries or using examples
they are familiar with to
explain concepts.

Interaction certainly
influences my teaching
methods. Many international
students think differently

Not limited to
knowledge transfer

Relaxing classroom
atmosphere

Cross-cultural
teaching strategies

Incorporation of
interactive activities

Adjusting teaching

methads from local students, and I’ve
found that some examples
hold no meaning for them.
Using more visual and
Use of teaching Visual and interactive tools to help
tools interactive tools students better understand

abstract concepts.
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Frequency Sub-themes Definitions

In Vivo Codes

influence of
culture and
social context

Use of translation
software

Discussion of
cultural similarities

Discussion of
holidays and
customs

Discussion of food
culture

Differences in
24 cultural
backgrounds

Discussion of
political differences

Discussion of
cultural differences

Understanding of
cultural issues

My most common strategy is
repetition and simplification,
and | sometimes use
technology, like translation
software, which is quite
effective.

A student from the Middle
East often stayed after class
to talk about Chinese history,
saying he found certain
cultural similarities between
China and his country
particularly fascinating.

A student from South
America loved asking me
about Chinese holiday
customs and social habits.

Once, a group of Middle
Eastern students invited me
to a restaurant downtown
that served their food for a
meal, saying he wanted me
to learn more about his
country’s culinary culture.

A Brazilian student asked

me after class how | viewed

the political differences
between China and Brazil.
We ended up chatting for

about half an hour and had a

good laugh at the end.

An Indian student once
asked me about food and

directly said, “Do Chinese
people eat raw vegetables?”
Sometimes in class, I ask

questions about Chinese
culture, and some

international students fall

silent. | can sense they might

Low participation in
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not fully understand the
topic.

In one class, a few



Themes

Frequency Sub-themes Definitions In Vivo Codes

discussions international students didn’t
fully participate in a
discussion. Later, | found out
they hadn’t clearly
understood the content we
were explaining.
They didn’t have a strong
. sense of presence at first. It
Low presence In - .
felt like they were outsiders
class . .
and interacted more with
local students.

Sometimes, | can feel the
challenges of cultural
differences, but I don’t have
Challenges of )
i a clear idea of how to truly
cultural differences . .
integrate these experiences

to adjust my teaching

methods.
The teaching content and
Teaching contents methods didn’t fully
ignore cultural consider the background
differences differences of international
students.

Without real experience in
foreign education systems,
relying entirely on
Reliance on theory  theoretical understanding
and ignorance of  often leads to overlooking
culture cultural or linguistic

challenges international

students may face in the

classroom.

Teaching content is always

Lack of responsive tailored to the needs of
P domestic students and lacks

teaching responsiveness to other
cultural backgrounds.
International students feel

Recognition of ~ Low recognition  like “alien species.” Not in a
among student rude way of description, but

social
communities community still, students are afraid to
and culture approach and talk to them.

Cultural diversity  The diversity and inclusivity

268



Themes

Frequency  Sub-themes

Definitions

In Vivo Codes

Instructional
challenges
and coping
strategies

31

Challenges in
language

Unique perspectives

Divergent countries
of origin

Common language
issues

Language influence

Communication
difficulties

Language barriers

Concerns about
communication

269

of cultures, as well as the
habit of navigating the
collision and integration of
different cultures, give me
more confidence in
interacting with international
students.

Students challenge my
previously “common sense”
beliefs with their unique
backgrounds and
perspectives.

People come from various
countries and have different
ways of thinking, talking,
and learning.

Language issues are indeed
common.

The influence of language is
quite evident. Although my
English is quite good, |
sometimes encounter
students whose English is
not very standard or whose
accents are quite strong.

The main issue is
communication difficulties.
Language differences are a

significant problem, as
students’ expression abilities
vary widely, and sometimes
they cannot even clearly
convey basic ideas.

Language barriers are the
main concern. When
teaching, I always worry
they can’t keep up. Perhaps I
speak too fast, or the content
I deliver might be a bit
challenging for them to
understand

I’'m not fully confident that |
can express myself clearly in



Themes

Frequency Sub-themes Definitions In Vivo Codes

Faculties'
reflection

terms of language and
culture, and | worry about
potential issues during
communication.

The teaching content and
methods are designed for
Teaching designs local students, and the
geared toward locals school’s arrangements do not
consider the special needs of
international students.

Students often come to me
after class to discuss cultural
Discussion of confusion on a specific case
cultural confusion  or examples and even raise
deeper issues that were not
covered in class.

. My overseas experience
Challenge in . .
influences my ability to
cross-cultural .
. interact. | try to understand
teaching Strategy of cultural i
. their cultural background
understanding

and avoid directly
“correcting” their words or
actions.
There are both language and
Cultural and cultural barriers, which make
language barriers them more reliant on the
teacher’s support.
Cultural differences make
communication cautious, as
Cultural differences I'm hesitant to make jokes or
say something wrong that
might be misunderstood.

Change in ways of Everyone has different ways

L of thinking, and I’ve had to

thinking i
adapt accordingly.
Both the students and |

36 Self-reflection Mutual progress  improve together—lt snota
big deal.

Teaching is no longer simply

Reflection on about knowledge transfer;
teaching it’s a continuous process of

learning and adjustment.
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Themes

Frequency Sub-themes Definitions

In Vivo Codes

Cultural teaching

Learning through

interaction

Filling gaps through

daily interaction

Lack of feedback

Neglect of needs

Specific issues

Student
feedback

Students lack of
proactiveness

271

These daily interactions have

made me realize that the
classroom is not just about
teaching knowledge but also

about teaching “culture.”

Through these interactions,
not only have I learned a lot
myself, but it has also made
the students more interested
in my teaching.
Although I lack overseas
experience, my daily
interactions with these
international students have
helped me make up for that
deficiency.

It has a big influence.
International students give
little feedback, so I can’t
accurately assess their needs
and issues, making it
difficult to adjust the course
content to be more targeted.
Their indifferent attitude

often leaves me unsure about

the effectiveness of my
teaching.

The needs of international
students have not received
special attention.

| remember once when an
international student asked a
very specific professional
question after class. | could
feel their interest in the
course, but opportunities like
this are rare, and interactions
always seem fleeting.

It feels like they’re not very
willing to speak up, so the
focus naturally shifts to
domestic students, and the
course content ends up
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Frequency Sub-themes Definitions In Vivo Codes

influence of
educational
and
institutional
policies

catering mostly to them.

Most interactions with
international students are
limited to occasional
questions they ask, or they
sit quietly in a corner of the
classroom, listening without
actively participating.
Sometimes, students
approach me to ask about
assignments or exams, and
we have a brief chat.
Overall, the communication
is very shallow and
infrequent.

There were a few instances
where | communicated with
Superficial them, but the interactions
interaction were very surface-level,
mostly about assignments or
post-class questions.

The school places significant
emphasis on cross-cultural
exchange and supports us in
organizing various cross-
cultural projects.

The school provides
dedicated language support
and cultural exchange
programs.

The school prioritizes

Occasional
interaction

Minimal
communication

Support for cross-
cultural exchange

Language support

Institutional Support for . . . .
. . . internationalized education,
49 and policy international offering strona supnort for
support students g g stpp

international students.

The school indeed has many
supportive measures, such as
Faculty training on encouraging teachers to
internationalization  participate in international
training and cross-cultural
education workshops.

Although the school’s
resources are relatively
limited, these policies and

Policy-driven
progresses
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Frequency Sub-themes Definitions

In Vivo Codes

Open policies

Faculty training
opportunities

Flexible policies

Curriculum design
geared towards local

influence of
educational
system

Exclusive class for

international
students

systems have played a
significant role in driving
progress.

The school’s policies are
quite open, especially
regarding how you teach
international students.

The school provides training
opportunities to help us learn
how to interact with students
from different cultural
backgrounds.

The school’s policies are
quite flexible, particularly in
terms of support for
international students.

The curriculums are
designed for local students,
and the school’s
arrangements do not take
into account the specific
needs of international
students.

At our school, most courses

for international students are

exclusively open to them.
All the students in these
classes are international
students.
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