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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 

STATES’ SCHOOL CRISIS PLANNING MATERIALS: AN ANALYSIS OF  

CROSS-CULTURAL CONSIDERATIONS AND SENSITIVITY TO  

STUDENT DIVERSITY 

 
 

Neil O. Annandale 
 

Department of Counseling Psychology and Special Education 
 

Doctor of Philosophy 
 
 
 
 The importance of providing appropriate crisis intervention to individuals and 

families from diverse backgrounds is an often overlooked aspect of service provision. In 

particular, school-based crisis intervention has only recently begun to address this issue. 

 This study reviewed state mandated school crisis plans, state directives for crisis 

plans, and state resources to assist school districts in developing crisis plans. The content 

of these materials was examined to determine the extent and type of coverage given to 

student diversity, particularly cross cultural considerations. Materials were obtained from 

state department of education internet sites and from the state offices of Safe and Drug 

Free Schools. More specifically, materials included school crisis plans, state legislation 

related to crisis plans, and key internet websites linked to state departments of education. 

Representatives from all 50 states were initially contacted. Materials from 40 states were 

obtained. Thirty-three of the 40 states’ crisis planning materials mentioned topics related 



    

to cultural sensitivity and/or student diversity. After reviewing and summarizing this 

information, 3 areas of service related to cultural sensitivity were identified as the most 

frequently reported topics: (a) working with students with mental and physical 

disabilities; (b) tapping into community resources representing diverse cultural groups; 

and (c) cross-cultural language and communication issues. Information related to cross 

cultural sensitivity was typically embedded in the document, not directly referred to in a 

section titled to indicate this topic. Unlike other topics such as violence, bomb threats, 

media, and suicide, cross cultural issues related to diversity did not appear to be a high 

priority in states’ suggested and mandated crisis planning materials.  
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Introduction 

The study of school crisis intervention is a young field, approximately 20 years 

old as documented by Sandoval’s publication in School Psychology Review in 1985. 

However, cross-cultural considerations within this area have lagged behind until recently 

(Allen et al., 2004; Annandale, Allen, Lyman, Gstettenbauer, & Rutherford, 2004; Heath 

et al., 2005; Kemple et al., 2006; Silva & Klotz, 2006). Prior to 1995, books and 

publications on school-based crisis intervention offered little, if any, information on the 

topic of diversity and cultural sensitivity (see Pitcher & Poland, 1992; Sandoval, 1988). 

Increasingly, multicultural issues are becoming salient in the school crisis intervention 

literature (Annandale et al., 2004; Heath, Sheen, Annandale, & Lyman, 2005; Kemple et 

al., 2006; National Association of School Psychologists [NASP], 2004a, 2004b; 

Sandoval, 2002a; Sandoval & Lewis, 2002; Sieckert, 1999; Silva & Klotz, 2006).  

Increased interest concerning multicultural issues in crisis intervention is 

consistent with trends in education and society. For example, accreditation agencies 

require teacher education programs to document cross-cultural competency in their 

students (i.e., Bills, 2003; National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 

[NCATE], 2002); several new textbooks for teachers-in-training focus entirely on 

multicultural training (Irvine, 2003; Johnson, 2003); and websites for community 

organizations offer specific advice for dealing with cross-cultural issues arising in the 

workplace (Los Angeles County Human Relations Commission, 2004).  

Additionally, trends in education to increase cultural sensitivity are supported by 

the increasingly diversified U.S. demographics of school children. More specifically, 

recent census information indicates that almost one in five school children speak a 
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language other than English in the home (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001). Today in the 

United States, more students speak English as a second-language than ever before in the 

history of public education (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001). Surely, new found interest in 

multicultural issues in the field of school-based crisis intervention, as reflected in recent 

publications (i.e., Allen et al., 2004; Annandale et al., 2004; NASP, 2004a, 2004b; 

Sandoval, 2002a; Sandoval & Lewis, 2002; Sieckert, 1999; Silva & Klotz, 2006), is not 

only appropriate, but necessary in providing services that are acceptable to and aligned 

with the needs of individuals and groups from diverse backgrounds. 

Expressed interest in multicultural issues and action taken to address those 

concerns are two different things. Recent publications, although few in number, highlight 

the need for cross-cultural considerations in school crisis intervention (Allen et al., 2004; 

Annandale et al., 2004; Heath et al., 2005; Kemple et al., 2006; NASP, 2004a, 2004b; 

Sandoval, 2002a; Sandoval & Lewis, 2002; Sieckert, 1999; Silva & Klotz, 2006). 

Moreover, specific recommendations for improving multicultural sensitivity when 

responding to a school crisis have been provided (Allen et al., 2004; Annandale et al., 

2004; Heath et al., 2005; Kemple et al., 2006; NASP, 2004a; Sandoval, 2002a; Sandoval 

& Lewis, 2002; Sieckert, 1999; Silva & Klotz, 2006). This emphasis on incorporating 

cross-cultural considerations in service delivery is consistent with what has been put 

forward by experts in the field of multicultural counseling (Arredondo et al., 1996; 

Ponterotto, Casas, Suzuki, & Alexander, 1995, 2001; Smith, 2004; Sue, Arredondo, & 

McDavis, 1992; Sue & Sue, 2003) as well as national organizations (American 

Counseling Association [ACA], n.d; American Psychological Association [APA], 2002; 

APA Task Force on Resilience in Response to Terrorism, n.d.; American School 
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Counselor Association [ASCA], n.d.a., n.d.b.; NASP, n.d.a, n.d.b; U.S. Department of 

Education, 2003; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2001, 2003, 2004; 

U.S. Surgeon General, 1999, 2001; Young, 1998). What remains to be seen is whether 

school crisis intervention efforts reflect this sensitivity. The question of what is being 

done now comes to the forefront. 

Purpose of the Study 
 
 This study attempted to determine the extent to which multicultural issues are 

taken into consideration and being addressed in state mandated school crisis plans. 

Known by various titles (e.g., crisis preparedness plans, safety plans, and emergency 

response plans), school crisis plans are written documents that describe policies and 

procedures as well as provide additional pertinent information to school personnel and 

crisis responders with the goal of facilitating effective intervention in the event of a 

school emergency. State mandated school crisis plans in particular are those crisis plans 

that have been developed and adopted by individual states in accordance with recent 

legislation requiring districts to comply with a list or document of directives (Pagliocca & 

Nickerson, 2001). The content of state mandated school crisis plans provides a good 

overall picture of the present mindset of those in authority and of what is being identified 

as top priorities in crisis response. For this reason crisis plans represent an appropriate 

medium not only for getting at the primary question of interest, but also for assessing the 

extent to which research is impacting practice. 

To add context to the present study, two questions will be answered in the review 

of literature: first, what is the history of school crisis intervention?  Embedded within the 

answer to this question will be further information on the role of crisis plans in school 
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crisis intervention. Second, why address multicultural issues in school crisis intervention?  

This answer will include information about the changing demographics of school 

children in the United States as well as a critique of the literature specific to school crisis 

intervention and multicultural issues. 

Research Questions 

1. To what extent are multicultural issues taken into consideration and addressed in 

state mandated school crisis plans?   

2. Pertaining to multicultural issues, are state mandated school crisis plans aligning 

crisis intervention with recommendations made by experts in the field of school 

crisis intervention, multicultural counseling, and national organizations serving 

diverse populations? 
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Literature Review 

Webster’s College Dictionary (1992) defines crisis as “a turning point as in a 

sequence of events for better or for worse” (p. 322). This definition provides a good 

starting point for a discussion about crisis intervention. Recognizing that crises represent 

a fundamental aspect of the human experience, the focus of this chapter will be on crises 

that occur in or impact schools as well as subsequent responses to those crises; in other 

words, “the act or fact of intervening” (Webster’s College Dictionary, 1992, p.706) in the 

schools during a crisis. Truly, the act of intervening alone becomes an integral 

component as to whether a turning point in a sequence of events in the schools leads to an 

experience for better or for worse. 

 Crises may occur at the micro level or macro level in the schools. Micro level 

crises occur at an individual, more localized basis, such as a student’s first day at a new 

school, perhaps the terminal illness of a family member in a child's life, or insubordinate 

behavior in the classroom or on the playground. In contrast there are also large-scale 

crises to which crisis plans are typically tailored that impact the school community in 

immediate and pervasive ways such as a student’s suicide, natural disaster, or school 

shooting. Although crisis plans highlight topics of varying intensity and implications of 

the crisis vary depending on the topic, each school crisis deserves appropriate and 

personalized care and attention.  

 To some, the topic of school crisis intervention may seem intuitive in nature and 

may appear an unlikely topic for research efforts. However, placing this topic in 

historical context provides a foundation for research and a rationale for the importance of 

researching this topic. This chapter attempts to highlight some of these historical 
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precedents that formed a basis to strengthen the current status of school-based crisis 

intervention. The following information recounts early pioneers and events contributing 

to present-day knowledge of crisis intervention. Much of this information is based on the 

work of previous historical reviews (see Brock, Sandoval, & Lewis, 2001; Pitcher & 

Poland, 1992; Sandoval, 1985; Slaikeu, 1990). 

History of Crisis Intervention 

According to Roberts (2000), crisis theory and crisis intervention have intellectual 

roots that extend as far back as 400 B.C. These very early beginnings were characterized 

more by a simple recognition of the hazard inherent in a crisis situation than by a 

theoretical comprehension (Roberts, 2000). Organized theories and empirical research 

into the crisis phenomenon would not take place for many years. In fact, it was not until 

the mid-1900’s when social scientists observed human response to disasters, particularly 

those closely involved with the disaster, the responses of victims and their families 

(Sandoval, 1985).  

 In 1944 The American Journal of Psychiatry published an article by Lindemann, 

Symptomatology and Management of Acute Grief. In this article Lindemann reported the 

results of observations of and interviews with 101 grieving patients who either were 

dealing with the death of a family member or relative, had relatives serving in the armed 

forces, or were themselves victims of a recent disaster. The conceptual foundation for 

theory and practice in crisis intervention was laid largely as a result of Lindemann’s 

conclusions after having worked with these patients who were dealing with  

crises. Lindemann discovered that the “proper psychiatric management of grief reactions 

may prevent prolonged and serious alterations in the patient’s social adjustment, as well 
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as potential medical disease” (p. 147). In 1948, based on his experiences and observations 

of patients in this study, Lindemann subsequently developed a community mental health 

program, the Wellesley Human Relations Service (Caplan, 1964). 

 Building on the Lindemann’s work, another psychiatrist, Gerald Caplan,   

pioneered efforts in the areas of community mental health, mental health consultation, 

and preventive psychiatry, paving the way for further developments in crisis intervention 

theory and practice (Slaikeu, 1990). In his classic book, Principles of Preventive 

Psychiatry, Caplan (1964) defined and outlined preventive psychiatry: 

 . . . the term ‘preventive psychiatry’ refers to the body of professional knowledge, 

 both theoretical and practical, which may be utilized to plan and carry out 

 programs for reducing (1) the incidence of mental disorders of all types in a 

 community (‘primary prevention’), (2) the duration of a significant number of 

 those disorders which do occur (‘secondary prevention’), and (3) the impairment 

 which may result from those disorders (‘tertiary prevention’). (pp. 16-17)  

Caplan’s notions of primary, secondary, and tertiary prevention formed the foundation 

for various crisis intervention efforts, including telephone crisis lines, crisis response 

models, and school crisis plans (Eaves, 2001; Slaikeu, 1990). The impact of Caplan’s 

ideas, first introduced over 50 years ago, continue to impact present-day developments in 

crisis intervention. 

 A contemporary of Lindemann and Caplan, Erik Erikson contributed to the field 

of crisis intervention by publishing, Childhood and Society. First introduced in 1950, a 

revised and enlarged second edition was published in 1963. Erikson’s idea of crisis as a 

normal aspect of human development cast crisis in a new light and provided the 
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perspective that effective resolution of anticipated crises could prevent long-term 

maladjustment in an individual’s development. Some authors have placed the innovative 

contribution of Erikson’s developmental psychology on an equal level with Caplan’s 

ideas in crisis intervention (Pitcher & Poland, 1992; Slaikeu, 1990).  

 Socio-political influences were also at work during the early history of crisis 

intervention. Growing concern among legislators about problems arising from the 

mentally ill’s presence in society led to the Mental Health Study Act of 1955 “whereby 

Congress directed the establishment of a Joint Commission on Mental Illness and Health” 

to assess the care of the mentally ill and to propose recommendations for improvements 

in their care (Caplan, 1964, p. 5). Moreover, Slaikeu (1990) pointed out the rapid growth 

of the suicide prevention movement in the early 1960’s, resulting in the creation of 

centers for suicide prevention and crisis intervention.  

 More political clout was wielded on February 5, 1963 when President Kennedy 

issued his Message on Mental Illness and Mental Retardation to Congress, culminating in 

the passage of the Community Mental Health Centers Act of 1963 (Caplan, 1964). 

Slaikeu (1990) highlighted the connection of this political act to the ongoing 

developments in crisis intervention: 

Congruent with the goal of providing mental health services in community 

settings (that is, not restricting them to hospitals) was an emphasis on early 

intervention aimed at keeping minor problems from developing into severe 

pathology. (p. 8) 

Slaikeu (1990) further illustrated the intertwining of political influences with the 

increasing momentum and widespread effects of crisis intervention: 
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Crisis intervention and emergency services (24-hour) were considered to be an 

integral part of any comprehensive community mental health system, so much so 

that federal funding was impossible unless an emergency services component was 

included in any center’s programming. (p. 8) 

It should also be mentioned that in addition to governmental encouragement for 

crisis intervention efforts in the 1960‘s, this was a period of social unrest in the United 

States and of “unprecedented illegal use of psychotropic drugs on the part of adolescents 

and young adults” (Sandoval, 1985, p. 258). Sandoval pointed out that increased drug 

abuse contributed “to the creation in the community and on college campuses of crisis 

counseling agencies” (p. 258). 

 Twenty-four hour crisis telephone services continued in the 1970’s. Notably, a 

crisis-line for Spanish speakers was put into operation in California during these early 

years (Aguilera, 1998). Crisis intervention literature also began to emerge around this 

time. Journals were published focusing expressly on the topic of crisis and crisis 

intervention (Slaikeu, 1990). A significant article on crisis intervention was published in 

The Counseling Psychologist in 1979. This article, according to the journal’s editor, was 

published in response to longstanding interest in the topic expressed by readers. Written 

by Bruce A. Baldwin, “Crisis Intervention: An Overview of Theory and Practice” 

provided professionals with instruction on crisis theory and coping processes, types of 

emotional crises, the process of crisis intervention, and more. This classic piece was and 

continues to be quoted frequently in articles and books on crisis intervention (Pitcher & 

Poland, 1992; Sandoval, 1985; Slaikeu, 1990). 
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A School Crisis Made Public 

On July 15, 1976, an incident occurred in Chowchilla, California that was one of 

the first highly publicized major school-related crises in the United States. Twenty-six 

children along with their bus driver were kidnapped by three masked men at gun point 

(Terr, 1981). The captives eventually made their way back to safety and their captors 

were subsequently apprehended. Not surprisingly, this event “commanded international 

attention” (Terr, 1981, p. 14) and may be recognized as one of the first major school 

crises brought to the attention of the public via the media’s magnifying glass. 

 This event demonstrated the potential negative impact of a school-related crisis on 

children. Further lending credibility to the impact of trauma on children’s mental health, 

the account was published by psychiatrist Lenore C. Terr in The American Journal of 

Psychiatry. Terr summarized her findings, based on interviews with the children who 

experienced the event. Terr initially interviewed 23 of the child victims who were on the 

bus and published her findings of these interviews in 1979 and again in 1981. She 

detailed the posttraumatic symptoms experienced by these children, posttraumatic play, 

repeated nightmares, and fear of further trauma (Terr, 1979, 1981).  

Four years later Terr conducted a follow-up study, interviewing 25 of the 

kidnapped children as well as “one child who had left the bus before its capture” (Terr, 

1983, p. 1543). Terr discovered that each child she interviewed “exhibited posttraumatic 

effects” (p. 1543). Terr’s work based on the Chowchilla school bus kidnapping highlights 

the need for early intervention, helping children cope following trauma. Taking this one 

step further, Terr’s work also strengthens the need for schools to protect children, placing 

an emphasis on the importance of emotional first aid. 
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Crisis Intervention in Schools 

 Following the Chowchilla school-bus kidnapping, crisis intervention in general 

and school crisis intervention in particular continued to develop. Interest in brief 

psychotherapy increased in the late 1970’s and on through the early 1980’s (Sandoval, 

1985). On a national level, the National Organization of Victim Assistance (NOVA) 

National Crisis Response Team was organized between 1986 and 1987 (Young, 1998). 

Karl A. Slaikeu, an expert in the area of crisis intervention, published Crisis Intervention: 

A Handbook for Practice and Research in 1984 (a second edition was published in 1990). 

In 1985, Jonathan Sandoval issued one of the first calls in professional literature for the 

adoption of crisis counseling and intervention principles in schools. This landmark 

article, “Crisis Counseling: Conceptualizations and General Principles”, was published in 

School Psychology Review.  

Only a few years after Sandoval’s publication, another major school crisis 

occurred. On January 17, 1989 in Stockton, California a gunman opened fire on an 

elementary school playground, killing 5 students, wounding 29 students and a teacher, 

and then turning the gun on himself, the shooter took his own life (Pitcher & Poland, 

1992). This tragedy galvanized the early efforts of school-based crisis intervention 

pioneered by Sandoval (1985, 1988), lending credence to the necessity and significance 

of ongoing efforts and developments in school-based crisis intervention.  

 The early 1990’s saw the development of the American Red Cross Disaster 

Mental Health Services Program, precipitated by Hurricane Hugo and the Loma Prieta 

earthquake in 1989 (Weaver, Dingman, Morgan, Hong, & North, 2000). The 

development of the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP) National 
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Emergency Assistance Team (NEAT) followed the Oklahoma City Bombing in 1995 

(Eaves, 2001). Pitcher and Poland published Crisis Intervention in the Schools in 1992, 

another early classic specific to school-based crisis intervention.  

School violence in the 1990’s marred much of the nation’s memories of that 

decade. The media zeroed in on the 19 incidents of school shooting, highlighting 45 

deaths and 100 wounded during that period (Long, 2003). The accumulation of these 

school crises, no doubt, influenced action taken by both Alaska and Virginia state 

legislators in mandating the development of public school crisis plans (Brock et al., 

2001). This trend to legislate for school safety has been typical of numerous states 

(Education Commission of the States, 1999). 

As the new century and millennium unfolded, increased interest precipitated 

action to further prepare schools for crises. Interest was sustained in the first few years of 

the 2000’s, after 6 additional incidents of U.S. school violence involving firearms 

resulted in 5 deaths and 19 wounded (Long, 2003).  

 Whereas school violence of this nature may previously have been perceived as a 

strictly American phenomenon, such crises caught the attention and concern of the 

international world in 2002 when 22 teachers and students died in two separate school 

shootings in Germany (BYU News Release, 2003; Pearson Education, 2006). 

Additionally, the devastating terrorist attacks in New York on September 11, 2001, 

natural disasters in diverse places, and the more recent U.S. and British coalition-led war 

on Iraq are a few additional examples of crises that have affected the international 

community as well as local school communities.  
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 On an international level, one of the worst school tragedies occurred September 3, 

2004 in the Russian town of Beslan in North Ossetia. Ironically, families were attending 

the school celebrating a national holiday. Armed terrorists attacked the school taking 

hundreds of children and adults hostage. On the third day of being held hostage, 

September 3, 2004, shooting broke out between the Russian security and the hostage-

takers. After the barrage of shooting, according to official data, the number of dead 

totaled 344. One-hundred-eighty-six of the dead were children. Hundreds of survivors 

were wounded. On October 6, 2004, the U.S. Department of Education responded to this 

incident by circulating a letter from the Education Deputy Secretary, Eugene Hickok 

(2004b). In his letter to school administrators, the Deputy Secretary shared “lessons 

learned” from the Beslan school tragedy. He listed recommendations to protect U.S. 

schools from similar terrorist threats, most clearly stipulated were protective measures to 

enhance the safety of school buildings. Additionally, a list of resources were made 

available to schools, assisting them in strengthening school security.  

 It is apparent that the need for developing and implementing school crisis 

intervention programs will continue. Recent research and publications include the topics 

of (a) training issues for school psychologists in crisis intervention (Allen, Jerome, et al., 

2002; Nickerson & Zhe, 2004); (b) advanced preparation of schools for crises and the 

role of the media during school crises (Long, 2003); (c) cross-cultural and diversity issues 

in crisis intervention (Rabalais, Ruggiero, & Scotti, 2002; Sandoval & Lewis, 2002); and 

(d) help-seeking behaviors (Raviv, Raviv, Propper, & Fink, 2003). These publications 

provide a glimpse into the current interest and research agenda of this rapidly evolving 

field.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beslan


 14

Lawmakers’ Interest in School Crisis Intervention 

Although school crises are not in and of themselves a novel phenomenon, 

increased media coverage of recent tragedies (e.g., Columbine High School in 1999 and 

Santana High School in 2001) heightened public awareness of the vulnerability of 

schools and magnified the devastating impact of “large-scale emergencies” on schools, 

families, and communities (Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001, p. 373). These high profile 

school crises have no doubt played a significant role in stimulating greater interest in and 

attention to the topic of school-based crisis prevention and intervention. In fact this 

interest can be documented by the increasing number of legislative acts mandating 

various aspects of school crisis plans (Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001).  

Evidence of this renewed concern among policymakers for the safety of children 

in schools can be seen in recent legislation in various states mandating the development 

of school crisis response plans (Brock et al., 2001; Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001; Poland, 

Pitcher, & Lazarus, 1995). To date, at least 39 states have passed laws requiring schools 

to prepare a school crisis plan or emergency response plan (see Appendix A). Certain 

legislative action taken by the federal government (i.e., Safe Schools Act of 1994; School 

Safety Enhancement Act of 1999; No Child Left Behind, 2004; School Anti-Violence 

Empowerment Act) has also been noted as additional government support for efforts 

supporting school crisis prevention and intervention (Brock et al., 2001).  

Although interest in school crisis prevention and intervention among lawmakers 

appears to extend back to the 1980’s (i.e., suicide prevention programs; Guetzloe, 1988), 

these recent examples of legislative efforts encouraging schools to prepare written crisis 

plans represent a stark contrast from only a decade ago when Petersen and Straub (1992) 
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reported, “Searching nationwide, we found no law which requires that a school system 

provide specific services in the aftermath of a crisis” (p. 6). 

Current federal and state legislation for school safety plans serves to support the 

field of school crisis prevention and intervention. Many identify school crisis plans as an 

integral component of effective preparation and crisis response (Brock et al., 2001; 

Nelson & Slaikeu, 1990; Petersen & Straub, 1992; Pitcher & Poland, 1992; Poland et al., 

1995). Pitcher and Poland (1992) have stated, “It is difficult to function effectively during 

a crisis, and the more planning that has been done, the more effective the intervention 

will be” (p. 131). More recently and with greater urgency, Poland et al. (1995) declared, 

“The importance of making crisis prevention and management plans today cannot be 

overemphasized” (p. 456). 

School Crisis Plans 

Known by various titles (e.g., crisis preparedness plans, school safety plans, 

emergency response plans), school crisis plans are written documents that describe 

policies and procedures as well as provide additional pertinent information to school 

personnel and crisis responders. The purpose of a school crisis plan is to identify, 

organize, and facilitate effective intervention in the event of a school emergency. 

 However, according to Pagliocca and Nickerson (2001), even though the 

development of such plans are backed by legislation, the ultimate results may not result 

in better services. In their article, “Legislating School Crisis Response: Good Policy or 

Just Good Politics?” Pagliocca and Nickerson called into question the basis for specific 

elements of crisis response plans. More broadly stated, these authors raised the following 

question: “Given the limited research and evaluation that exist in this field [school crisis 
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prevention and intervention], on what basis are legislators and other policymakers 

creating mandates for crisis services in our public schools?” (p. 374).  

Pagliocca and Nickerson (2001) provided “an overview of the school crisis field” 

(p. 384) and drew attention to the “taken for granted” attitude about the effectiveness of 

many crisis prevention and intervention strategies. In light of the increased prominence of 

mandated crisis plans, they presented a compelling case for evaluating the effectiveness 

of crisis intervention strategies. It should be noted that a similar but evidently unheeded 

call for evaluating school crisis prevention and intervention strategies was previously 

made by Nelson and Slaikeu in 1990. 

Respecting school crisis plans, Pagliocca and Nickerson (2001) were clear in 

affirming that limited research supports the underlying efficacy of crisis plans. They also 

note that “…organization of plans and clarity of responders’ roles are important for 

effective and efficient crisis response” (p. 384). However, these authors note that 

although experts in the field are “surprisingly consistent” (p. 380) in their 

recommendations for what should be included in school crisis plans, no systematic 

review has been conducted to date on the content of these plans, begging the question: 

What constitutes a well-written, comprehensive school crisis plan?  In their own words, 

Pagliocca and Nickerson contend that “no systematic assessment of the necessity, 

application, or effectiveness of particular elements of crisis plans has been published to 

date, calling into question the basis for such similarity [of recommendations made by 

experts in the field]” (p. 380).  

Pagliocca and Nickerson (2001) echoed Cornell and Sheras (1998), contending 

that having a crisis plan “is not sufficient for constructive intervention,” but instead and 
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“more important, effective response must be guided by leadership, collaboration, and 

responsiveness to student needs” (p. 380). However, even this contention, Pagliocca and 

Nickerson (2001) pointed out, “remains to be evaluated” (p. 380). Suffice it to say, the 

lack of evaluative research on the prescribed content of school crisis plans represents a 

major shortcoming in the field, a liability that should not go unnoticed.  

The Multicultural Component of School Crisis Plans 

The development and implementation of school crisis plans signal notable 

progress in efforts made to prepare for and adequately respond to crises. However, one 

aspect of crisis intervention, often neglected or not adequately considered, concerns 

issues of diversity. Up until recently, the writings of experts in the area of crisis 

intervention offered very little in the way of cross-cultural considerations for crisis 

response. Being that the formulation of crisis plans generally follows recommendations 

made by experts in the field of crisis intervention and not experts in the field of 

multicultural diversity, it is likely that existing school crisis plans lack sensitivity to the 

varied needs of individuals and groups from diverse backgrounds. 

The importance of acknowledging and respecting the unique needs of diverse 

populations is gaining momentum in many academic disciplines. An increasing number 

of research studies are being conducted, journal articles written, and books published that 

are aimed at educating human service providers about the unique needs of persons from 

varied backgrounds (Phillips, 1996; Pope-Davis et al., 2002; Richards & Bergin, 2000). It 

is becoming increasingly clear that the notion of a “one-size-fits-all-approach” to 

intervention is no longer acceptable. For example, Atkinson and Lowe (1995) conducted 
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a review of research on modifying traditional forms of treatment. They reported the 

following:  

The results of these studies suggest that counselors should be aware of, show 

recognition of, demonstrate knowledge of, and express interest in the client’s 

ethnic identification and cultural background and how both may or may not relate 

to the client’s problem. (p. 408) 

While further research in the area of multicultural diversity is warranted and has been 

called for (Sue, 1999), schools have an immediate need to mesh existing knowledge of 

cross-cultural sensitivity with crisis intervention, in order to provide better services for 

individuals and groups from diverse backgrounds. 

Recent demographic information provides ample evidence of the growing 

diversity of students in the United States. Based on racial/ethnic data reported during the 

2000-2001 school year, nearly 40% of all students enrolled in public and secondary 

schools around the nation were students of diverse ethnic background (National Center 

for Education Statistics [NCES], 2002). Also in 2000-2001, students of color 

outnumbered Caucasian students in California, Hawaii, Louisiana, Mississippi, New 

Mexico, Texas, and in the District of Columbia. Furthermore, according to the United 

States census, the percentage of children 5 to 17 years old speaking a language other than 

English in the home more than doubled from 8.5% in 1979 to 16.7% in 1999 (U.S. 

Census Bureau, n.d.). The above information, although hardly exhaustive in regard to 

data documenting the increased diversity in our nation’s schools, is sufficient to 

demonstrate the growing need to consider multicultural issues in school-based crisis 

intervention services. Bottom line, when planning for crisis intervention, law makers and 
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school personnel must consider strategies to most effectively meet the needs of students 

and families from diverse backgrounds. 

The Stockton Schoolyard Shooting 

Fifteen years ago an article by Armstrong (1991), “Cross-Cultural Issues in 

Responding to a Tragedy: The Stockton Schoolyard Shootings,” provided a vivid 

example, exemplifying the need for cultural sensitivity in crisis intervention. This disaster 

was compounded because crisis responders were not adequately prepared to meet the 

needs of the diverse population in their school and community. More specifically, the 

complexities of language and cultural barriers overwhelmed the minimal resources that 

were readily available.     

Armstrong, the school psychologist assigned to the elementary school where the 

shooting occurred, recounts his experience. Woven within the narrative are the dilemmas, 

challenges, and issues personnel faced during and after the school shooting. To his credit, 

Armstrong highlights lessons learned the hard way and makes these lessons explicit for 

the reader. Three lessons deserve particular attention. 

Armstrong (1991) explained that 70% of the student body were of Southeast 

Asian descent, Cambodian, Vietnamese, Homng, or Lao. He described the initial scene 

following the crisis as similar to a war zone, most likely triggering traumatic memories 

for children and parents from Southeast Asia. Armstrong draws attention to one of the 

first lessons learned at this tragedy: “Initially there was no one to communicate with the 

crowd” (p. 97). After relating additional details about the early events occurring shortly 

after the shooting, Armstrong emphasized the point further by concluding, “The 
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unavailability of interpreters to communicate with a tense crowd was an immediate 

cultural issue” (p. 97). 

A second lesson involved the need to be prepared to understand and respond to 

various perceptions of the event, greatly influenced by an individual’s cultural lens. 

Individuals’ perceptions were grounded in culturally-held attitudes. For example, 

Armstrong (1991) reported, “Fears that the shooting was racially motivated ran rampant 

in the community days after the incident” (p. 97). This fear was actually fueled by others 

who held similar perceptions. Additionally, some individuals outside the majority culture 

(South East Asian) reacted negatively to the efforts to assist with crisis response efforts. 

Non-Asian families were critical, complaining that the Southeast Asian population was 

being “catered to” (p. 97).  

Armstrong (1991) underlined the salience of this second lesson— the need to 

prepare for multiple worldviews— with this statement: “How different ethnic groups and 

different religions view death and handle funerals were issues that school officials and 

counselors had to learn about quickly” (p. 97). After reporting that all five of the 

deceased children were Southeast Asians, Armstrong confessed that his knowledge of 

cultural differences was gained after the fact. He acknowledged that school and 

community crisis responders, unaware of the culture and religious beliefs, responded in 

ways that did not comfort the families of the deceased children. Armstrong contrasted  

differences in traditions of American and Southeast Asian cultures, particularly beliefs 

about death and funerals. He noted, “The families, despite their usual customs, did not 

want to offend the predominant western culture. . . . [The] families felt that they had lost 

control of things that were once theirs alone” (p. 97).  
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A third and final lesson, related to the previous lesson, pertains to various coping 

styles and perception of choice/options following a crisis. Initially, Armstrong (1991) 

reported that Southeast Asian students appeared to display post-traumatic stress 

symptoms similar to that of Caucasian children. However, many of the Asian children 

“suffered in silence,” a response more typical of the South East Asian culture (p. 97).  

Additionally, Armstrong (1991) reported that a Chinese-American clinical 

psychologist and a Cambodian paraprofessional jointly visited family homes: 

The Cambodian paraprofessional would speak to children in Khmer, their 

dominant language. Children who would not discuss the incident, verbalize, or 

show any obvious symptoms could hardly keep from talking about it in their own 

tongue. Many of those children would not express themselves otherwise, even 

though they spoke adequate English….When Southeast Asian children began to 

talk, they let therapists know that they could not discuss their fears, sadness or 

pain with their families. They expressed concern that discussing such things at 

school, if discovered, would create pain and embarrassment for their families and 

guilt for them. (p. 98) 

Recognizing the need to respect individual coping styles and the importance of 

permitting students to have a say in selecting their treatment of choice, Armstrong (1991) 

reported what he called “the most central dilemma or conflict in this experience” (p. 98): 

“Southeast Asian families, products of a pre-Freudian society, find western ideas about 

mental health perplexing” (p. 98). He went on to describe some of the unique help-

seeking behaviors of the Southeast Asian families, their reaction to and interpretation of 

parent permission forms for counseling and treatment, and their confusion about what 
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treatment entailed. They were confused about counseling versus medical treatment and 

worried that their children might be prescribed medication. 

As it turned out, one of the most effective intervention strategies during the whole 

experience was supplied in a most unconventional way. Commenting on the strong 

religious influence in the lives of these families, Armstrong (1991) reported that 

Southeast Asian children began to experience “an intense fear of ghosts, spirits or 

shadows, particularly of the deceased children and their murderer” (p. 98). In an effort to 

assuage these fears, two exorcisms were performed after hours on school grounds, the 

latter of the two being more extensive and complete. Additionally, the school provided 

busing for those who needed transportation. The efficacy of this intervention was soon 

realized and is telling: 

For many children, mention that 'Banti,' a Buddhist monk and local leader, had 

come to the campus and performed a ceremony to rid it of ghosts was comforting. 

For many children, telling them of the ceremony was the only thing that 

counselors could do to comfort them. (p. 98) 

This account draws attention once again to the importance of matching the crisis response 

to the needs, perceptions, and beliefs of the individual.  

Clearly, the lessons gleaned through this real-life experience need to be 

acknowledged and recognized as more than enough evidence to deem cross-cultural 

considerations an essential component of school crisis plans, these considerations being 

specifically and at very least (a) issues in communication (e.g., identifying languages 

spoken in the homes of students, identifying interpreters if needed), (b) information about 

cultures represented in the school (e.g., cultural mores, view of crisis, values, religion), 
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and (c) information about coping styles and choice of treatment (e.g., help seeking 

behavior) of the various cultures (e.g., spiritual strategies) and people represented. This 

experience alone should also land the topic of multicultural considerations during a 

school crisis intervention a prioritized spot on future research agendas. 

 While patience is required for the arrival of more studies that address 

multicultural issues in lieu of the school crisis response, a select few already exist. 

Moreover, what has been written by way of publications that call for this type of research 

as well as research in the fields of general disaster response and multicultural counseling 

adds fuel to the fire for incorporating cross-cultural considerations in school crisis plans. 

Calls for Multicultural Awareness in School Crisis Intervention 

 As mentioned earlier, recent writings have advocated for the inclusion of 

multicultural awareness and competency when responding to a school crisis (Allen et al., 

2004; Annandale et al., 2004; Heath et al., 2005; Kemple et al., 2006; NASP, 2004a; 

Sandoval, 2002a; Sandoval & Lewis, 2002; Sieckert, 1999; Silva & Klotz, 2006). More 

specifically, over the past several years, articles, books, and chapters have highlighted the 

need for cultural sensitivity in school-based crisis intervention. 

Calls for cultural awareness made in articles. A 2002 article reported school 

psychologists’ perceptions of training and preparation for providing crisis intervention in 

a school setting (Allen, Jeome, et al. 2002). One question on the survey was not included 

in the original analysis nor reported in the initial publication. This question asked “What 

issues in the area of crisis intervention most concern you when working with students of 

diverse backgrounds?”  Kemple et al. (2006) reported the responses of school 

psychologists’ responses to this question, analyzing and categorizing comments. Among 
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the most frequently reported responses were general issues related to culture, 

community/home issues, and communication/language issues. These authors 

recommended that school psychologists increase their personal awareness of student 

diversity in their school district, conduct a multicultural needs assessment of their schools 

and respective communities, and use the information obtained from the needs assessment 

to inform crisis planning and intervention efforts. Similar recommendations have been 

made by Allen et al. (2004) and Annandale et al. (2004). Heath et al. (2005) also made a 

similar call for multicultural needs assessments to be conducted and the results used to 

inform crisis response efforts. 

The Silva and Klotz (2006) article and the piece put out by NASP (2004a) are 

comparable to one another. Both texts incorporated many of the cultural competence 

principles outlined in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services booklet, 

Developing Cultural Competence in Disaster Mental Health Programs (2003) and 

applied these principles to school crisis intervention. Specifically, the authors advocated 

for cultural issues to be taken into consideration when forming crisis teams, developing 

crisis plans, reacting to survivors of a crisis, involving cultural leaders in the community, 

considering communication issues, understanding beliefs and perceptions of culture and 

death, and evaluating crisis response. 

Silva and Klotz (2006) also included an anecdotal account of culture-specific 

interventions employed in response to the widely publicized school shooting at Red Lake 

High School located on the Red Lake Indian Reservation. Described as “the worst school 

shooting since [Columbine]” (Stambor, 2005a, p. 34), a 16-year-old young man killed his 

grandfather, his grandfather’s girlfriend, five students, a security guard, and a teacher 
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before turning the gun on himself. In response to this tragedy, mental health professionals 

were called in to assist with the crisis response. 

Details given about culturally relevant issues during crisis response are telling. It 

was reported that the principle and Red Lake Nation elders were “selective in who they 

invited to respond and talked with responders before their arrival,” in this manner 

“[ensuring] that outside responders understood the unique cultural needs of community” 

(Silva & Klotz, 2006, p. 4). It is also significant to note that a Native American school 

psychologist was asked to serve as a “cultural broker” during response efforts (p. 4). 

Once on scene, crisis responders collaborated with tribal leaders and modified 

intervention strategies in accordance with the cultural needs of the community (Silva & 

Klotz, 2006). One crisis responder, Frank Zenere, who was interviewed about his 

experience at Red Lake, attested to the importance of being informed ahead of time about 

the cultural, religious, and spiritual traditions of the community to whom he would be 

providing crisis intervention services (Silva & Klotz, 2006). 

 Another valuable lesson highlighted by Silva & Klotz ( 2006) was how culture 

influenced the interpretation of the Red Lake crisis:  

The young man who was the shooter was viewed as the perpetrator and as a 

victim. The circle of elders, who play an important role in guiding the community, 

felt that the eroding of tribal traditions had lead to the shootings and saw the 

shooter as a lost soul. (p. 4) 

 The cultural lens through which members of the Red Lake Nation viewed the crisis 

exemplified cultural values espoused by the community. Crisis responders quickly 

learned about these cultural values, such as “the close-knit nature of the people and their 
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sense of a shared responsibility for the tragedy” (p. 4). Understandably, “The long-term 

hope was to help the children re-establish a stronger identity with their Native American 

heritage” (p. 4). 

It was clear from this report that “the recovery processes focused on incorporating 

mental health support with the healing traditions of the tribe” (Silva & Klotz, 2006. p. 4). 

Further evidence of this type of culturally-tailored response was provided by Stambor 

(2005a):  

To cope with the community’s grief, [crisis responders] traveled throughout the  

reservation, meeting with everyone from children to elders to blend American- 

Indian coping traditions, like participating in communal drum ceremonies, with  

standard psychological coping techniques, like modeling appropriate coping  

behavior and cognitive restructuring. (pp. 34-35) 

The traditional ceremonies, the prayers, and all of the native healing traditions were 

incorporated because these were necessary and central components to the overall crisis 

response, demonstrating in a compelling manner the need to consider cross-cultural 

issues in school crisis intervention.         

Calls for cultural awareness made in books. Sandoval’s 2002 book chapter, 

Culture, Diversity, and Crisis, is very similar to Sandoval and Lewis’s 2002 book 

chapter, Cultural Considerations in Crisis Intervention. Both articles emphasize many of 

the same lessons described earlier in the Armstrong (1991) article— multicultural issues 

that may arise during the crisis response, the need to prepare aforetime, cultural 

differences in coping style, help-seeking behavior, and communication issues that extend 
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even beyond language (e.g., impact of dress, age, and social status of crisis responders, 

salience of nonverbal communication).  

These authors also offered ideas for culturally sensitive interventions (e.g., use of 

religion, food, music) and both provided the same four specific recommendations to 

increase the effectiveness of service delivery to persons from diverse backgrounds during 

a school crisis: (a) Examine fit of individual and cultural norms; (b) Consider what 

culturally relevant external resources are available to the person in crisis; (c) Determine 

the capacity of the student and family to use the resources; (d) Make appropriate referrals 

(Sandoval, 2002a, p. 53; Sandoval & Lewis, 2002, p. 306).  Sandoval and Lewis (2002) 

provided one additional recommendation: focus on communication (p. 306). 

Sieckert’s (1999) short piece, Cultural Perspectives on Trauma and Critical 

Response, actually represented a condensed version of Chapter 8 in the National 

Organization for Victim Assistance (NOVA) Community Response Team Training 

Manual (Siekert, 1999, p. 105). Again, in both Sieckert’s summary and the original 

NOVA training manual, authors make it explicit that a person’s culture is important 

because it colors their interpretation of world events, and thus understanding others’ 

perceptions has immediate implications for those assisting with crisis response, laying a 

foundation for the responder to select appropriate and effective interventions. 

 More along these lines, Brock et al. (2001) acknowledged the need for crisis 

interveners to be aware of and sensitive to culture differences in survivors. Advocating 

for the identification of appropriate referral sources within the community, these authors 

provided a “Referral Questionnaire” to be given to mental health professionals in the 

community (pp. 131-132). The questionnaire includes “questions regarding cultural 
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awareness and language facility” and information about potential outside resources, thus 

helping schools prepare to make culturally appropriate referrals (p. 133). 

 Finally, as previously noted, Heath et al. (2005) made the claim that culturally 

competent school crisis intervention will most likely occur when preceded by a 

multicultural needs assessment of students and families in the community. These authors 

also highlight the need for staff training pertaining to issues of student diversity in their 

specific school.  

Additional Support for Cross-Cultural Considerations in Service Delivery 

 Efforts to promote cultural awareness in school crisis prevention and intervention 

are consistent with government and community interest in improving mental health 

service delivery to match the needs of our ethnically diverse population here in the 

United States. National organizations and fields of study related to school crisis 

intervention represent additional sources of support for cultural competence in service 

delivery.  

Calls for cultural awareness from government agencies. At the Surgeon General’s 

Conference on Children’s Mental Health: Developing a National Action Agenda on 

September 18-19, 2000, eight goals and corresponding action steps were developed, one 

of which was “Goal 4: Eliminate racial/ethnic and socioeconomic disparities in access to 

mental health care services” (U.S. Public Health Service, 2000, p. 7).  

In 2001, the federal government produced the National Strategy for Suicide 

Prevention: Goals and Objectives for Action. This document listed cultural variables 

associated with suicidal risk, reported suicide rates by ethnicity and race, and made a 
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commitment to implement “culturally appropriate” suicide programs (U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services, 2001, p. 21).  

In 2004, a  publication, Building Bridges: Mental Health Consumers and Member 

of Faith-Based and Community Organizations in Dialogue, published by the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services outlined the following factors that facilitate 

recovery: (1) Sense of community; (2) Rituals and other spiritual practices; (3) An 

understanding of mental illness and psychiatric disabilities; (4) Cultural competence (pp. 

6-8). These factors were identified by “two-dozen … consumers and members of diverse 

faith traditions and community organizations” (p. 1) who were invited to participate in a 

two-day conference facilitated by and under the auspices of the U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services. Specific quotes from participants who attended this 

conference are scattered throughout the document, adding a personal dimension to this 

publication. 

The United States Surgeon General (1999, 2001) added a valuable supplement to 

the extensive report on mental health and mental illness. This supplement focused 

specifically on the mental health needs of racial and ethnic minorities. After providing 

detailed information about a variety of defining characteristics, such as physical health 

status, income, education, and family structure, for select cultural groups (African 

Americans, American Indians and Alaska Natives, Asian Americans and Pacific 

Islanders, and Hispanic Americans), a vision for the future of mental health care for racial 

and ethnic minorities was provided. The vision advocated for, among other things, 

improving the quality of care for racial and ethnic minorities by means of ensuring 
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evidence-based treatment, developing and evaluating culturally responsive services, and 

engaging consumers, families, and communities in developing services. 

Speaking specifically to schools across the nation, the U.S. Department of 

Education published Practical Information on Crisis Planning: A Guide for Schools and 

Communities in 2003 with goals of assisting schools in school crisis intervention 

planning efforts. The following statement on tailoring crisis planning efforts to the unique 

needs of schools and communities was provided:  

Each community has its own history, culture, and way of doing business. Schools  

and districts are at risk for different types of crises and have their own definitions  

of what constitutes a crisis. Crisis plans need to be customized to communities,  

districts, and schools to meet the unique needs of local residents and students.  

(p. 8) 

This timely document also included additional information pertinent to cross-cultural 

considerations that must be taken into account when providing effective responses to 

crises in school settings. 

Another timely document published by the U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services, Developing Cultural Competence in Disaster Mental Health Programs: 

Guiding Principles and Recommendations, was published in 2003. This document 

provided an exposition on culture, emphasized the salient role of culture during a 

disaster, provided accounts of cultural strategies employed in disaster relief efforts, and 

included practical information on how to implement nine principles of cultural 

competence. A key contribution of this document was a “Cultural Competence Checklist 

for Disaster Crisis Counseling Programs” (p. 57). Information from this text has already 



 31

Finally, along the lines of community interest, examples of family-focused, 

research-based substance abuse and delinquency programs employing a focus on culture 

include the Strengthening Multi-Ethnic Families and Communities Program and 

Strengthening Hawaii Families program. These programs were described as a “Model 

Program” and “Promising Program,” respectively, by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention together with the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Service’s 

Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (U.S. Department of Justice, 2000, p. 69).  

Calls for cultural awareness from national organizations. National organizations 

representing mental health service providers from around the country similarly and 

consistently advocate for cultural competence in service provision (ACA, n.d; APA, 

2002; American Psychological Association Task Force on Resilience in Response to 

Terrorism, n.d.; ASCA, n.d.a, n.d.b; NASP, n.d.a, n.d.b; Young, 1998). For example, in 

The Community Crisis Response Team Training Manual (2  ed.) for the National 

Organization for Victim Assistance (NOVA),

nd

 two chapters are specifically devoted to 

increasing the cultural competence of responders, “Cultural Perspectives on Trauma” and 

“The Spiritual Dimension of Trauma” (Young, 1998).

APA (2002) outlined multicultural guidelines pertaining to research, practice, 

education, and organizational change for psychologists. More recently and with greater 

specificity, in light of the growing threat of terrorism, APA provided their constituents 

with timely information on fostering resilience in members of minority groups 

throughout the U.S. (APA Task Force on Resilience in Response to Terrorism, n.d).  
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Counselors who are members of ACA are expected to demonstrate the principles 

of cultural competence enumerated in key professional journal articles (ACA, n.d.; 

Arredondo et al. 1996; Sue et al., 1992). ASCA (n.d.a., n.d.b.) has a position statement on 

cultural diversity and a section on diversity in their ethics code, both conveying to 

professional school counselors their responsibility to develop skills that will enable them 

to promote growth and to work effectively with students of diverse backgrounds. NASP 

(n.d.a) has also defined cultural competence for their membership. School psychologists 

exemplify cultural competence by “[ensuring] that consultation, intervention, and 

assessments are appropriately designed to meet student, staff, and parental needs” 

(NASP, n.d.b). 

Calls for cultural awareness from related fields of study. Findings obtained in the 

field of disaster research inform and support the impetus for taking cultural differences 

into account in school crisis prevention and intervention. Rabalais, Ruggiero, & Scotti 

(2002) reviewed nine studies that looked at the responses (e.g., potential PTSD) of an 

ethnically mixed population of children to two separate natural disasters (Hurricane 

Andrew and Hurricane Hugo). According to Rabalais et al., “In general, the studies 

reviewed . . . yielded mixed results with respect to the issue of ethnic differences in 

PTSD symptomatology” (p. 84). A potential confound in mixing the results of these 

studies, however, was “that the studies varied with regard to the time at which the 

children were assessed following the event. The apparent ethnic differences appear to 

become evident at assessment points 7 to 10 months postevent” (p. 84). 

 Continuing on, Rabalais et al. (2002) reported that social support and ethnicity 

appeared to be related to PTSD and that the impact of SES on the expression of PTSD in 
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children remains unclear. They concluded, “Our review also points to the need for further 

investigation of how cultural factors might interact with potential risk and protective 

factors” (pp. 84-85). Having previously explained that risk factors and protective factors 

represented those variables in a person’s life that may contribute to or buffer against the 

development of emotional distress, Rabalais et al. hypothesized “that the lack of ethnic 

differences in rates of PTSD syptomotology might be accounted for by unmeasured 

protective factors” (p. 85). These studies and the book chapter by Rabalais et al. represent 

pioneering efforts in how environmental supports and influences of culture affect 

personal response to crisis. 

 Gladly, it appears that more and more research is being done, articles being 

published, and books in print that address the mental health needs of youth and families 

from minority cultures. For example, research from the field of counseling and 

psychotherapy with children, adolescences, and adults are also informative and evidence 

increasing interest in exploring what factors contribute to positive outcomes for 

ethnically diverse clientele (Hall, Guterman, Lee, & Little, 2002; Russell, Fujino, Sue, 

Cheung, & Snowden, 1996; Yeh, Eastman, Cheung, 1994). Others have written about 

salience of spiritual issues in times of crisis and advocate for the recognition and 

inclusion of spiritual strategies in service delivery (Cunningham, 2000; Pargament, 1997; 

Taylor, 2001). In addition, books have been written that address cultural issues in 

children’s mental health and in the psychological and educational assessment of 

culturally diverse population (Dana, 1993; Gonzalez, Brusca-Vega, & Yawkey, 1997; 

Hernandez & Hodges, 2001; Hernandez & Isaacs, 1998).  
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Multicultural counseling books also provide valuable information on the culture, 

coping styles, traditions, and beliefs of persons from diverse cultures and religious 

backgrounds (Ponterotto, Casas, Suzuki, & Alexander, 1995, 2001; Smith, 2004; Sue & 

Sue, 2003). Other books focus primarily on the role and potential influence of religion 

and spirituality in people’s lives and how these beliefs influence life events such as death 

(Parry & Ryan, 1995; Richards & Bergin, 2000).   

This information, combined with other articles and studies evaluating help-

seeking behaviors (e.g., Pedersen, 2003; Raviv, Raviv, Propper, & Fink, 2003; Schuster, 

2001) are highly valuable sources of information for directing school crisis intervention 

planning. Schuster’s (2001) article, “Counseling Against All the Odds: The Samoan 

Way,” for example, conveys with precision the difficulties experienced when Western 

modes of counseling are met with the traditional values espoused by Samoans. After 

reviewing some of the results from a study that explored who women survivors of 

domestic and sexual violence discussed violence with, Schuster summarized one of the 

major findings: “The most significant indication was the reliance on family and familiar 

people as opposed to a stranger, which effectively a professional counselor would be” (p. 

195). Data such as this has immediate implications for whom to call on during a school 

crisis response when Samoans are represented in the school population. 

Future publications can be expected to make a valuable contribution toward 

advancing our knowledge of how to meet multicultural issues in school crisis 

intervention. For example, Allen and her colleagues surveyed more than 200 school 

counselors about their perspectives of school crisis prevention and intervention as well as 

their training and attitudes toward such activities (Allen, Burt, Bryan, Carter, Orsi, & 
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Durkan, 2002). One question on the survey that was not included in the original analysis 

nor reported in the publication, but that was asked and was recently analyzed by Canada 

(2005), was “What issues in the area of crisis intervention most concern you when 

working with students of diverse backgrounds?” Canada categorized school counselors’ 

comments and reported that cultural issues, community/home related issues, and 

communication/language issues were among the most frequently reported concerns. This 

information will be a welcome addition in the professional literature. In the meantime, 

past presentations at school psychologist conferences, books and articles on crisis 

intervention, and disaster counseling articles that address and at times specifically focus 

on cross-cultural issues in service delivery should be noticed and utilized at this time to 

inform research and practice (Doherty, 1999; Horse, 1982; James & Gilliland, 2001; 

Tramonte, 1999; Weaver & Wodarski, 1995).  

Sandoval and Lewis’s (2002) concluding statements in their article seem to 

concisely summarize the message of the abovementioned works advocating for 

multicultural sensitivity in school crisis prevention and intervention: 

A crisis represents a time when the normal world is radically disrupted. 

Humankind has, however, developed ways of dealing with crises. As crisis 

interveners, the best we can do is to facilitate those processes that have become 

culturally institutionalized to help individuals cope. We must honor and respect 

the culturally based mechanisms, available to comfort and heal those affected by 

traumatic events. (p. 306) 

As a final point and in lieu of the foregoing, it should also be said that while 

Western approaches to healing, coping, and responding to crises may initially be at odds 
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with other cultural approaches, that is not say there is no place for Western approaches. 

In fact, some writers have called into question the legitimacy for allowing the culture to 

dictate crisis response (Dyregrov, Gupta, Gjestad, & Raundalen, 2002). However, when 

the crisis response builds on the common beliefs and naturally existing resources of 

survivors, then whatever additional good Western approaches may have to offer, when 

introduced to and educated about, persons from diverse cultures may more readily be 

open to receiving the new found help. 
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Method 

The research method used in this study is content analysis. As such, this chapter 

provides information about content analysis and how this method will be employed in the 

present investigation. First, some introductory remarks about content analysis— its 

definition, steps for implementation, and issues in reliability and validity— are presented. 

These comments serve as a convenient framework within which the scientific design of 

the study can be delineated. A description of the study is then provided, illustrating the 

appropriateness and applicability of content analysis as the research tool of choice to 

answer the primary question of interest: To what extent are multicultural issues taken into 

consideration and being addressed in state mandated school crisis plans?  Information 

about the population, sample, instruments, procedures, and methods of analysis are 

provided. The method for this study was patterned after a similar study employing 

content analysis conducted by Chenneville (1999).  

Content Analysis Defined 

Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003) quoted Berelson (1952) in their definition of content 

analysis: Content analysis is “…a research technique for the objective, systematic, and 

quantitative description of the manifest content of communication” (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 

2003, p. 278). Another definition of content analysis is quoted from Stone, Dunphy, 

Smith, and Oglive (1966): “Content analysis is any research technique for making 

inferences by systematically and objectively identifying specified characteristics within a 

text” (Weber, 1990, p. 82). Additionally, Krippendorff (1980) defined content analysis as 

“a research technique for making replicable and valid inferences from data to their 

context” (p. 21). Holsti’s (1969) definition is akin to the Stone et al. (1966) definition: 
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“Content analysis is any technique for making inferences by objectively and 

systematically identifying specified characteristics of messages” (p. 14). 

Adding to these definitions, Stemler (2001) noted, “While technically content 

analysis is not restricted to the domain of text, in order to allow for replication, the 

technique can only be applied to data that are durable in nature” (p. 1). For example, 

“visual media . . ., audio media . . ., combinations of media” (Gall et al., 2003, p. 278), 

“video, film, and other forms of recorded information” (General Accounting Office 

[GAO], 1996, p. 2) may be analyzed via content analysis.  

Krippendorff (1980) also emphasized the importance of avoiding bias and 

fortifying the scientific nature of content analysis: 

…as researchers we do our best to avoid biases, distrust a single individual’s 

interpretation, make explicit what we are doing, share our findings so that others 

may examine or replicate them, and, above all, we are aware of the qualitative 

difference between a methodology that provides us with a platform from which 

we can talk about data and scientific procedure and what these phenomena mean 

to us individually. (p. 21) 

Furthermore, Krippendorff (1980) provided three distinctive aspects of modern 

content analysis: 

First, the pursuit of content analysis is fundamentally empirical in orientation, 

exploratory, concerned with real phenomena, and predictive in intent. . . . Second, 

content analysis transcends conventional notions of content as an object of 

concern and is intricately linked to more recent conceptions of symbolic 

phenomena. . . . Third, content analysis is developing a methodology of its own 
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that enables the researcher to plan, to communicate, and to critically evaluate a 

research design independently of its results. (pp. 9-10; ital. in original) 

Steps for Implementation 

With respect to how content analysis is performed, Weber (1990) was 

straightforward in his assertion: “There is no simple right way to do content analysis” (p. 

13; ital. in original). Clarifying this assertion, he added, “Instead, investigators must 

judge what methods are most appropriate for their substantive problems. Moreover, some 

technical problems in content analysis have yet to be resolved or are the subject ongoing 

research and debate; . . . .” (p. 13). This assertion should come as no surprise considering 

the different types of data (examples of which were given above) that may be analyzed 

via content analysis, each data type requiring a unique approach to answer questions of 

interest. Whereas text documents constitute the particular data type to be analyzed in the 

present study, steps for implementing a content analysis methodology befitting this study 

will be outlined here.     

Gall et al. (2003) presented five broad steps for carrying out content analysis: (1) 

Specify research questions, hypotheses, or objectives; (2) Select a sample of documents 

to analyze; (3) Develop a category-coding procedure; (4) Conduct the content analysis; 

(5) Interpret the results (pp. 279-281). In similar manner, the following “seven major 

steps in conducting a content analysis” were provided in a publication by the U.S. 

General Accounting Office (GAO) (1996): (1) Deciding whether or not to use content 

analysis; (2) Defining the variables; (3) Selecting material for analysis; (4) Defining the 

recording units; (5) Developing an analysis plan; (6) Coding the textual material; (7) 

Analyzing the data (p. 7). These seven steps appear to be subsumed in the “three logically 
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separate activities” (Krippendorff, 1980, p. 169) entailed in content analysis posited by 

Krippendorff: Design, execution, and report (p. 169). Summarizing the purpose and end 

result of the steps in content analysis, GAO (1996) succinctly declared, “The essence of 

content analysis is coding- that is, providing a bridge from words to numbers” (p. 24).  

Along these lines, Weber (1990) pointed out that “many studies require 

investigators to design and implement coding schemes” (p. 21) and supplied the 

following eight steps as a means to developing a coding system: (1) Define the recording 

units; (2) Define the categories; (3) Test coding on sample of text; (4) Assess accuracy or 

reliability; (5) Revise the coding rules; (6) Return to Step 3; (7) Code all the text; (8) 

Assess achieved reliability or accuracy (pp. 21-24). Regarding the recording units in Step 

1, Weber (1990) named six examples: (1) Word; (2) Word sense; (3) Sentence; (4) 

Theme; (5) Paragraph; (6) Whole text (pp. 21-22). 

Finally, in regard to steps for employing this methodology, researchers would do 

well to avoid three mistakes made in content analysis research. Gall, Borg, and Gall 

(1996) identify these three common mistakes: 

(1) Collects documents to analyze, but they are not representative of a defined 

population, in the case of quantitative research; (2) Does not consider alternative 

meanings of a particular document or record, in the case of qualitative research; 

and (3) Does not consider the validity and reliability of data obtained from 

unobtrusive measurement, content analysis, and the qualitative study of material 

culture. (p. 365) 

As with any research methodology, reliability and validity are key issues to 

consider when conducting content analysis. These two issues have been dealt with in 
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detail by numerous authors (Holsti, 1969; Krippendorff, 1980; Weber, 1990). Some 

discussion on both of these issues will be presented here, beginning with reliability. 

Reliability 

Reliability has been defined as “the extent to which other researchers would arrive 

at similar results if they studied the same case using exactly the same procedures as the 

first researcher” (Gall et al., 1996, p. 768). Krippendorff (1980) further explained that 

there are “at least three distinct types” of reliability: Stability, reproducibility, and 

accuracy (p. 130). Stability, according to Krippendorff (1980), “is the degree to which a 

process is invariant or unchanging over time” (p. 130). Considered the weakest of the 

three types of reliability, this criterion relates to the consistency of results obtained by a 

single researcher over time, or “‘intra-observer reliability’” (Krippendorff, 1980, p. 131). 

Reproducibility refers to “‘inter-coder reliability’” and “is the degree to which a process 

can be recreated under varying circumstances, at different locations, using different 

coders” (p. 131). This point is further emphasized by Guba and Lincoln (1981) who 

stated, “. . . the research process itself—whether or not independent researchers would 

agree on the taxonomy—ought to be duplicable if the same rules and procedures are 

followed” (p. 246). Finally, Krippendorff (1980) defined accuracy as “the degree to 

which a process functionally conforms to a known standard, or yields what it is designed 

to yield” (p. 131). This is the strongest form of reliability, but not always feasible to 

establish in content analysis; therefore, it is recommended that at a minimum the 

reproducibility type of reliability be obtained (Krippendorff, 1980). 

Several recommendations for increasing the reliability in a content analysis 

research design that have been offered by several authors (GAO, 1996; Gall et al., 2003; 
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Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Holsti, 1969; Stemler, 2001; Weber, 1990) are succinctly 

captured in the following statement by Holsti (1969): “Reliability is a function of coders’ 

skill, insight, and experience; clarity of categories and coding rules which guide their use; 

and the degree of ambiguity in the data” (p. 135). First, orienting and training coders 

prior to the coding process is a wise practice for circumventing potential problems with 

intra- and inter-rater reliability that may occur later in the process. Formulas for 

measuring reliability are also provided in the literature (Holsti, 1969; Krippendorff, 1980; 

Stemler, 2001). Second, concerted effort should be also be given to creating coding 

categories that are clear, concise, and comprehensive, again lending to more reliable and 

valid results. Third and connected to the first two, developing “an explicit set of scoring 

rules” and overtly delineating the overall methodology of the project (e.g., the process of 

coding and analysis, reliability checks) lends to greater reliability of results and 

replicability of the study (Holsti, 1969, p. 135). 

Validity 

Turning to the issue of validity, Hosti (1969) explained, “Validity is usually 

defined as the extent to which an instrument is measuring what it is intended to measure” 

(p. 142). This definition is similar to the notion of accuracy described by Krippendorf 

(1980) presented above. Information about the need for and establishment of validity in 

content analysis research has been provided by various authors (Holsti, 1969; 

Krippendorff, 1980; Stemler, 2001; Weber, 1990). Internal and external validity, as 

discussed by Krippendorff (1980), refer respectively to reliability and to “whether 

findings represent the real phenomena in the context of data as claimed” (p. 156). 

Krippendorff (1980) also pointed out “the kind of evidence needed to validate [the results 
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of content analysis] must be specified in advance or sufficiently clear so as to make 

validation conceivable” (p. 28; ital. in original). This aspect of validity represents a 

potential weakness in the present study since to date there is no empirical evidence 

pointing to the inadequacy of existing school crisis plans for directing a multicultural 

sensitive response.  

Similarly, predictive validity, which refers to “the degree to which predictions 

obtained by one method agree with directly observed facts” (Krippendorff, 1980, p. 157), 

may also represent a limitation of this study. However, Hosti (1969) noted, “Predictive 

validity is not limited to future events. It may also be established when research findings 

are used to predict past events for which evidence is not currently available” (p. 144). 

This latter notion suggests that results from the present study may serve as a catalyst for 

future studies aimed at confirming what can be predicted about past events as well as 

what may transpire in future school crises. 

Finally, and most pertinent to the current study, are Holsti’s (1969) comments on 

content (or face) validity: “If the purpose of the research is purely a descriptive one, 

content validity is normally sufficient” (p. 143).  Established by the “informed judgment 

of the investigator,” content validity can be assessed by asking research-related questions, 

such as, “Are the results plausible? Are they consistent with other information about the 

phenomena being studied? . . . Were the categories adequate for the purposes of the 

study?  Was the coding reliable?” (p. 143). Being that the present study is descriptive in 

nature, the requirements for validity that are necessary to be met primarily revolve around 

the issue of content validity.  
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Participants 

The population of interest for this study was state mandated school crisis plans. 

The inclusion criteria used to select plans into the study was answers in the affirmative to 

each of the following three questions: Is there state legislation to create a school crisis 

plan?  Is there a state plan?  Is the state plan mandated?  It is important to note here that 

plans could be in whatever form they may, e.g., lengthy and detailed or short guidelines, 

so long as the three conditions were met, especially the prerequisite that the content of the 

plan be mandated rather than optional. 

Obtaining State Mandated Crisis Plans 

An initial attempt to obtain each state’s mandated school crisis plan was made by 

searching on the worldwide internet. This method was followed by a phone call and/or 

email to the state school crisis plan specialist, typically the contact person representing 

the Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools, State and Local Programs. A list of state 

representatives for the Safe and Drug Free Schools was provided by a federal contact 

who e-mailed the primary investigator the most recent list, the 2005 State Coordinator 

Contact List updated June 24, 2005. Plans were also validated by officials holding 

equivalent positions in the respective state office of education. The state representative 

either verified that the obtained state crisis plan represented the current version or 

provided the internet link or electronic copy of the most recent version. If not available 

electronically, a request was made for the state representative to provide a hard copy of 

the state’s crisis plan.  

The primary investigator and two graduate students in the Department of 

Counseling Psychology and Special Education at Brigham Young University attempted 
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to acquire plans during April 2005 through May 2006. It was concluded that the study 

should be concluded prior to the 2006-2007 school year because school crisis plans are 

frequently updated each year and are also subject to new state and federal legislation 

regarding school safety. This constant change complicates data collection. In fact, as soon 

as this state crisis plan data is collected and analyzed, the information will most likely be 

out of date.  

Following the initial search on the worldwide web and correspondence with 

representatives from each state who could speak to the status of their respective state’s 

school crisis plan, 14 out of the 50 states were identified as having (a) legislation 

requiring the development of school crisis plans, (b) an existing state school crisis plan, 

and (c) mandated contents for their state school crisis plan, not merely suggested 

guidelines for schools throughout the state to follow. Subsequent investigation into the 

responses of these state representatives and the information already obtained from initial 

search efforts revealed a number of early findings. 

First, state representatives’ definitions of what constituted a state mandated school 

crisis plan varied. The term state mandated did not appear to be consistently interpreted. 

Upon investigating each state’s information, although documents appeared similar in 

format and content, state representatives’ responses to the question of whether or not their 

state mandated a school crisis plan were not consistent with the information provided. 

This made it difficult to determine which plans should be included in this study. 

Additionally, formats of state information regarding crisis plans varied. Some states 

provided lengthy PDF or Microsoft Word documents consisting of several hundred 
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pages. Other states provided brief checklists. Still others provided brief bulleted 

information. 

Second, based on the information located on the internet and/or provided by state 

representatives, state legislation did not necessarily indicate whether or not a state had a 

crisis plan. A state statute or administrative/educational code pertaining to the 

development of school crisis plans was found for 39 states. The results of the primary 

investigator’s search, however, revealed that most states (40 of the 50 states) provided 

some form of suggestions for school safety planning regardless of state legislation. At 

least two states (Appendix B, Maryland, 2003; Appendix B, Iowa, 2001) provided 

information that pointed to federal legislation, most frequently No Child Left Behind 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2004a), as the impetus for creating school crisis plans. 

Based on federal mandates to ensure school safety, each state receiving federal funding 

for schools must monitor school safety issues and provide measures specifying actions 

taken to ensure school safety (U.S. Department of Education, 2004a). A summary of the 

presence or absence of state legislation as well as state school crisis planning materials 

for each state as was located by the primary investigator is presented in Appendix A.  

The initial inclusion criteria for this study required (a) the existence of state 

legislation to create a school crisis plan, (b) the existence of a state plan, and (c) that the 

state plan is mandated, meaning local school districts were required to adopt the specific 

elements of the state plan in their district plans. Based on the inclusion criteria originally 

proposed, only one state’s school crisis plan (Appendix B, Arizona, 2003) would have 

been included. If these strict criteria were not altered and expanded, all other plans would 

have been excluded from this study.  
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In order to expand the original inclusion criteria, modifications were made. The 

new criteria included information communicated from the state level, regardless of 

whether or not this information was based on legislation or whether or not the state’s 

suggestions were regarded as mandated requirements. This information was analyzed and 

categorized to describe each state’s status in regard to legislating school crisis plans. This 

adjustment corrected for the vague and somewhat arbitrary categorization from state to 

state of what constituted mandated directives as well as the lack of clarity regarding the 

issue of legislated crisis planning.  

Furthermore, most state legislation simply made it clear that schools needed to 

create a school safety plan, yet the legislation provided minimal direction or explanation 

on how to do so. In summary, the presence of legislation in and of itself became 

superfluous to the actual purpose of investigating each state’s directives for tailoring 

crisis plans to consider cultural sensitivity. Additionally, expanding the criteria for 

inclusion permitted more plans to be included in the study, providing a better view of 

actual practice across the United States.  

In fact, after modifying the inclusion criteria, 53 plans from 40 states met the 

criteria as being a state’s source of information providing guidelines or mandates for 

school district crisis planning. The primary investigator was unable to locate state crisis 

planning materials for 10 of the 50 states. These states included Connecticut, Kansas, 

New Mexico, New Hampshire, South Carolina, Tennessee, Washington, West Virginia, 

Wisconsin, and Wyoming. A reference list for the 53 state school crisis planning 

materials obtained is provided in Appendix B. 
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Of the 40 states for which state crisis guidelines were obtained, 9 had multiple 

plans related to communicating information to school districts regarding crisis 

intervention (Table 1). The information communicated in the 53 plans obtained from the 

40 states constituted the final participant pool and were included in this study.  

Descriptors of this information included: (a) date of the document; (b) type of document, 

such as PDF or Word documents, hardbound documents, booklet on the internet, 

checklists, power point training, information on an internet site, memos on the internet, 

and legal documents; (c) word count, indicating the quantity of information, (d) page 

length (when applicable), and (e) whether the information came from the state or an 

outside source. This information is listed in Appendix C.  

 

Table 1 

States with Multiple Documents Regarding Crisis Intervention Plans 
 
State                                                # of Documents                           
 
Arizona 
 

 
2 

Florida 2 

Indiana 2 

Minnesota 2 

Missouri 6 

Oklahoma 2 

Oregon 2 

Texas 2 

Virginia 2 
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Due to constantly changing state legislation and the frequent updates from state 

government to school districts regarding school safety, these plans and their availability 

to the public are in constant flux. The final participant pool of state crisis plans in this 

study represents a brief snapshot of the current status of school-based crisis intervention. 

State crisis plans were collected during the spring of 2005 to May 2006, approximately 

one year later.  

Instrument 

The instrument to be used in this study will be a coding sheet adapted by the 

primary investigator from the “Cultural Competence Checklist for Disaster Crisis 

Counseling Programs” put forward by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services (2003, pp. 57-58). This checklist was chosen as the basis for the development of 

the coding instrument used in this study for several reasons.  

First, the checklist represented a synthesis of cultural competence principles 

espoused by numerous respectable sources directed from the national level (ACA, n.d; 

APA, 2002; American Psychological Association Task Force on Resilience in Response 

to Terrorism, n.d.; ASCA, n.d.a, n.d.b; NASP, n.d.a, n.d.b; U.S. Department of 

Education, Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools, 2003; U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services, 2001, 2003, 2004; U.S. Surgeon General, 1999, 2001; Young, 1998) as 

well as in the school crisis intervention and multicultural counseling literature (Allen et 

al., 2004; Annandale et al., 2004; Arredondo et al., 1996; NASP, 2004a, 2004b; 

Ponterotto, Casas, Suzuki, & Alexander, 1995, 2001; Sandoval, 2002; Sandoval & Lewis, 

2002; Sieckert, 1999; Silva & Klotz, 2006; Smith, 2004; Sue et al., 1992; Sue & Sue, 
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2003). The scope of the principles concisely outlined in the checklist was a strength of 

the document. 

Second, the checklist was directed at fostering greater cultural competency in 

disaster mental health programs. This focus on institutional cultural competency 

(Arredondo & Rice, 2004) coincided with the aims of the present study. Whereas the 

cross-cultural competencies put forward by APA, ACA, ASCA, and NASP are directed 

primarily to individual practitioners, the approach of the checklist toward institutional 

competency made it more readily applicable to state school crisis planning materials.  

Finally, although schools are a state’s responsibility, safe school legislation in No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) is federal legislation. Furthermore, state and school guidelines 

are expected to align with federal guidelines. Additionally, contingent on receiving state 

and federal funding, schools are very much under the guidance of state and federal 

government mandates. Therefore, a modified version of the checklist was deemed 

appropriate as a protocol for evaluating school crisis planning materials. 

Development of Coding Sheet.  

In addition to the cross-cultural considerations enumerated in the checklist, 

particular attention was also paid to Young’s (1998) chapter on cultural perspectives of 

traumatic events in the development of the coding sheet. Cross-cultural considerations 

contained in the checklist as well as Young’s (1998) chapter were collapsed into 7 broad 

categories. These categories were: (1) Recognition of the importance of culture; (2) 

Cultural composition of community profile; (3) Cross-cultural language/communication 

issues; (4) Cultural competence training; (5) Information about cultures; (6) Tapping into 

community resources that represent diverse cultural groups; (7) Evaluation of cultural 
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competence of plan. Under each of the 7 categories was a subset of one or more 

components detailing the elements of that specific category. These subsets under the 7 

major components totaled to 30 subcategories. 

The coding instrument was designed to code for the presence or absence of each 

of the subcategories listed under the 7 broad categories. Its design also allowed for cross-

cultural considerations to be coded, designating whether state school crisis planning 

materials actually contained the cross-cultural considerations being assessed or simply 

listed a directive for local school districts to include these topics in district plans.     

The coding sheet also provided additional space for coders to write comments, 

describing the plans. This narrative portion was designed to offset limitations imposed by 

the forced-choice nature of the coding instrument. Coders were given the opportunity to 

elaborate on the quality of crisis planning materials, list concerns, and provide additional 

information in those instances when coding choices were components ambiguous. 

Information obtained here served an ancillary role to the results of the content analysis. 

Consistent with recommendations made by experts in content analysis (Gall et al., 

2003; GAO, 1996; Krippendorff, 1980; Weber, 1990), a crisis plan analysis decision tree 

for making coding decisions when analyzing crisis planning materials was also developed 

by the primary investigator. This decision tree mirrored and expanded upon the 

information outlined more succinctly in the actual coding sheet. The coding materials—

coding instrument and crisis plan analysis decision tree— are presented in Appendix D 

and E respectively.  
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Procedure 

All plans collected for this study were subjected to a content analysis using the 

coding sheet developed by the primary investigator. However, prior to finalizing the 

coding sheet, a preliminary coding sheet was piloted on a number of states’ planning 

materials, to establish an acceptable level of inter-rater reliability. Preliminary coding 

was conducted by the primary investigator and a secondary coder.  

Establishing inter-rater reliability. The target level of inter-reliability set for the 

coding sheet was a .80 level of reliability, a minimum level identified by Gall et al. 

(1996) as “sufficiently reliable for most research purposes” (p. 254). Inter-rater reliability 

was calculated using the cross tabs method from the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS). Cohen’s kappa statistic was selected to produce an inter-rater reliability 

coefficient for reliability of coding between two coders.   

Initially, plans were alphabetized, then numbered. Twenty percent of the plans 

were randomly selected using a table of random numbers (Gall et al., 1996, p. 224). The 

decision to use 20% of the plans was taken from the designated percentage used in a 

similar study (see Chenneville, 1996). Additionally, given the straightforward nature of 

the coding sheet, determining inter-rater reliability on a randomly selected group of plans 

equal to or greater than .80 (kappa statistic) was considered acceptable by Fleiss (1981). 

In fact, Fleiss interpreted a .75 Cohen's kappa as excellent (1981, p. 218). 

More specifically, if initial coding demonstrated acceptable inter-rater reliability 

(.80 or greater), based on coding of randomly selected plans, the coding categories would 

be considered clearly and accurately identified as descriptors of the crisis planning 

materials. Furthermore, unlike other coding tasks, the clarity of the specific criteria in the 
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coding materials, this being a strength of the study, reduced the need to gather additional 

inter-rater reliability on the remaining 80% of the plans.   

Training of secondary coder. The secondary coder, a school psychology graduate 

student at Brigham Young University, was oriented to the coding process by the primary 

investigator. The orientation, patterned after the Chenneville (1996) study, included a 

brief introduction to the procedure of content analysis. The coder was given the coding 

materials, shown in Appendices D and E. These coding materials were developed prior to 

data collection by the primary investigator to guide the coding process. The secondary 

coder was informed that she would “be examining [state mandated school crisis plans] to 

determine whether or not certain components [existed]” (Chenneville, 1996, p. 56).  

The secondary coder practiced using the coding materials on a plan chosen by the 

primary investigator, separate from the plans selected for assessing reliability. Coding 

took the combined form of manual/labor-intensive reading and computer-aided search & 

find functions. During the trial run-through, the secondary coder was allowed to ask the 

primary investigator “questions about the [coding materials], but not about whether or not 

the primary rater came to similar conclusions regarding the presence or absence of a 

certain component” (Chenneville, 1996, p. 56). At the conclusion of the orientation and 

training process, the primary and secondary coders moved on to coding the designated 

plans. 

Inter-rater reliability and the adequacy of the coding sheet were assessed after 

each plan was coded. When the specified reliability was not reached, the primary and 

secondary coders convened to review the disparity in results. The coding sheet and 

decision tree were revisited and revised as necessary and then the plan was recoded 
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followed by another assessment of achieved reliability. Once reliability for the plan in 

question was achieved, coders proceeded with coding the ensuing plan. This process 

continued in like manner until the total number of plans for assessing reliability had been 

coded. Once the proposed inter-rater reliability was obtained for the designated randomly 

chosen plans, the rest of the plans were coded by the primary investigator alone.  

Adjusting inter-rater reliability coding process for total participant pool. The 

primary investigator and the school psychology graduate student coded 20% (n =3) of the 

plans randomly selected from the initial set of participants (14 x .20 = 3). This coding 

process took place prior to the discovery of inconsistencies with the initial set of 14 crisis 

plans and subsequent modifications to the inclusion criteria. As noted previously, the 

expanded inclusion criteria resulted in a final participant pool of 53 crisis planning 

materials obtained from 40 states. This prompted a return to the inter-rater reliability 

coding process. 

Because of the increase from 14 to 40 states (and the increase from 14 crisis plans 

to 53 state crisis planning materials), 20% (n = 11) of the plans randomly selected from 

the final set of participants (53 x .20 = 11) were coded. Two of the plans initially coded, 

however, were in fact state crisis planning materials and thus included in the final set of 

participants. The third plan initially coded was not included in the final participant pool 

because it was discovered to be a local school district document from a state (Wyoming) 

for which no state crisis planning materials were obtained. Since two randomly selected 

state plans from the final participant pool were already coded, only nine plans (11 – 2 = 

9) from the remaining 38 states (40 – 2 = 38) were coded as part of the set of plans 

designated for the inter-rater reliability check.  
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As was done earlier, 20% of the plans were randomly selected using a table of 

random numbers (Gall et al., 1996, p. 224), this time after numbering the remaining 38 

states from one to thirty-eight in alphabetical order. One of the randomly selected states 

contained two crisis planning documents. A flip of a coin was used to decide which 

document to code. The document with the greater word count was arbitrarily assigned 

heads by the primary investigator prior to the flip of the coin.  

At this point, a new secondary coder, a faculty member from the Department of 

Counseling Psychology and Special Education at Brigham Young University, was 

recruited to code the nine randomly selected plans. This faculty member was familiar 

with the coding process and required only a brief orientation. No practice plan was given 

to her; rather, she proceeded to code the nine plans after familiarizing herself with the 

coding materials.  
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Results 

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which multicultural 

issues are taken into consideration and, more specifically, the extent to which these issues 

are addressed in state mandated school crisis plans. A secondary research question this 

study sought to answer was whether or not state mandated crisis plans aligned 

intervention with recommendations made by experts in the field of school crisis 

intervention, multicultural counseling, and national organizations serving diverse 

populations.  

Based on professionals’ recommendations for cultural sensitivity in crisis 

intervention, a coding sheet was developed by the primary investigator for the purpose of 

analyzing state mandated school crisis plans. Inter-rater reliability of the coding sheet 

was initially assessed before a complete analysis of the plans was undertaken by the 

primary investigator. The inter-rater reliability results of the coding sheet are presented 

first, followed by the coding results of the content analysis.  

Reliability of Coding Sheet 

The specified reliability was not reached during initial coding trials of the three 

randomly selected plans. The primary and secondary coder convened to review disparity 

in results, typically coming to a mutual decision to either ameliorate one or the other’s 

coding results and/or to revise the coding sheet to further clarify coding categories. The 

coding categories and process of coding were clarified by using a decision tree. After a 

number of revisions, the specified reliability was not only consistently achieved, but 

ambiguity was reduced by using the improved decision tree with coding categories based 

on coders’ mutual discussion and feedback to one another.  
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A similar process ensued between the primary and new secondary coder during 

the coding trials of the nine remaining plans. Again, disagreements in coding results were 

explored, the decision tree was refined, and the specified reliability consistently achieved. 

A summary of coding results between the primary and secondary coders as well as inter-

rater reliability levels for each plan are presented in Appendix F. The format of Appendix 

F is modeled after an appendix presented at the end of a similar study employing content 

analysis conducted by Chenneville (1999).  

Coding Results 

The primary investigator’s coding results of the 53 crisis plans are organized 

below. Results, summarized under seven major headings of coding categories, are 

displayed in tables describing the specific subcategories. Information summarizing the 

data is presented with descriptive statistics (frequency counts and percentages), giving an 

overall summary of state directives for cultural sensitivity in school crisis plans. 

Recognition of the importance of culture. In general, plans provided general 

statements of the reality of crises, a rationale for developing crisis plans, and a 

commitment to prepare to meet the general needs of school communities in times of 

crisis. Of the 53 state plans analyzed, 2 plans (Appendix B, Florida, 2001; Appendix B, 

New Jersey, 2001) contained a statement recognizing the importance of culture. More 

specifically, 2 additional plans (Appendix B, Iowa, 2001; Appendix B, Oklahoma, 2000) 

provided a statement of commitment to meet the culturally diverse needs of individuals 

during times of crisis. This information is listed in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Coding Results: Recognition of the Importance of Culture                                                 .

Subcategory 

# of plans 
coding 
subcategory 

State(s) and # of plans 
coding subcategory  

General statement recognizing importance 
of culture 2 

 
aFlorida  (1) 
New Jersey (1) 
 
 

 
General statement of commitment to meet 
culturally diverse needs of people during 
times of crisis 
 

2 Iowa  (1) 
bOklahoma  (1) 

Note. References for state school planning materials are located in Appendix B.   
 
aFlorida, 2001 
 
bOklahoma, 2000 
 
 Cultural composition of community profile. No state plans provided information 

about community cultural composition or demographics, nor did they require schools to 

define that information. One state plan (Appendix B, Oklahoma, 2005), however, 

directed local districts to gather statistics on and survey the community, but did not 

specify cultural composition as the information being sought. Six state plans (Appendix 

B, Delaware, 2004; Appendix B, Illinois, 1999; Appendix B, Iowa, 2001; Appendix B, 

Nebraska,2001; Appendix B, Texas, 2005 checklist, 2005 plan) directed local districts to 

include demographic information about their school population. 

Cross-cultural language/communication issues. Several state plans contained 

information about this component. More specifically, a total of 19 state plans, 35.8% of 

the 53 plans, from 16 states included information about cross-cultural language/ 

communication issues. Additionally, 8 plans from 7 states included information about 

bilingual staff members; 3 plans from 2 states included information about bilingual 
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resources beyond the school staff; and 6 plans from 5 states included information about 

the translation of written materials intended for community dissemination. Finally, 7 

plans from 6 states included no more than general information about cross-cultural 

language/communication issues. This information, cross-cultural language 

communication issues, is summarized in Table 3. 

Cultural competence training. One state plan (Appendix B, Oklahoma, 2005) 

included information about cultural competence training for service providers. Other 

states did not mention any requirements for service providers in regard to cultural 

competence. Additionally, no states required a self-assessment of service providers in 

order to determine personal beliefs about culture, neither was a self-assessment 

instrument of this manner provided in any of the state plans. 

Information about cultures. While there was no mention about specific cultural 

groups in any of the state plans, nor for the majority of specific populations identified in 

the coding instrument, 27 state plans, 50.9% of the 53 plans, from 22 states included 

information for working with groups of individuals with mental and/or physical 

disabilities. One plan (Appendix B, Alaska, 2005) included information for working with 

religious and/or spiritual populations. Two plans (Appendix B, Virginia, 2002 resource 

guide, 2002 model plan) included information for working with refugees and/or 

immigrant populations when responding to a crisis. This information is listed in Table 4. 
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Table 3 

Coding Results: Cross-Cultural Language/Communication Issues                                          

Subcategory 
# of plans coding 
subcategory 

State(s) and # of 
plans coding 
subcategory 

Cross-cultural language/ communication 
issues 19 

 
Alabama  (1) 
Alaska  (1)a

Arizona  (2)a 

California  (1) 
Delaware  (1)a

Idaho  (1) 
Kentucky  (1) 
Maryland  (1) 
Michigan  (1)a

Missouri  (2)a,b

New Jersey  (1) 
New York  (1) 
Ohio  (1) 
Rhode Island  (1)a

Texas  (1)c

Virginia  (2) 
 

Bilingual staff members 8 

Arizona  (1)d

Idaho  (1) 
Kentucky  (1) 
Maryland  (1) 
New Jersey  (1) 
Texas  (1)c

Virginia  (2) 

Bilingual resources beyond school staff 3 

 
Alabama  (1) 
Virginia  (2) 
 

Translation of written materials intended for 
community dissemination 6 

California  (1) 
Maryland  (1) 
New York  (1) 
Ohio  (1) 
Virginia  (2) 

Note. References for state school planning materials are located in Appendix B.  Missouri’s plans 

only included general information about cross-cultural language/ communication issues. 
aPlans included only general information about cross-cultural language/ communication issues. 
bMissouri, 2006 district annex and Missouri, 2006 building annex 
cTexas, 2005 plan 
dArizona, 2005  
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Table 4 

Coding Results: Information about Cultures                                                                       

Subcategory 
# of plans coding 
subcategory 

State(s) and # of 
plans coding 
subcategory 

Information about cultural groups 0 
 
N/A 
 

Population characteristics of cultural groups 0 N/A 
 
 

Values/beliefs of cultural groups 0 N/A 
 

Historical relations of cultural groups 0 N/A 
 

Coping styles/helping-seeking behaviors of 
cultural groups 

0 N/A 
 
 

Working with sexual minority populations 0 N/A 
 

Working with groups with mental and/or 
physical disabilities 27 

 
Alabama  (1) 
Alaska  (1) 
Arizona  (2) 
California  (1) 
Delaware  (1) 
Indiana  (2) 
Iowa  (1) 
Kentucky  (1) 
Maine  (1) 
Maryland  (1) 
Michigan  (1) 
Minnesota  (1)a

Missouri  (4)b

New Jersey  (1) 
New York  (1) 
North Dakota  (1) 
Ohio  (1) 
Pennsylvania   (1) 
Rhode Island   (1) 
Texas  (1)c

Utah  (1) 
Virginia  (2) 
 

 
Working with religious and/or spiritual 
populations  

 
1 

 
Alaska  (1) 
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Table 4 (continued) 
   

Subcategory 
# of plans coding 
subcategory 

State(s) and # of 
plans coding 
subcategory 

 
Working with refugee and/or immigrant 
populations  
 

 
2 

 
Virginia  (2) 

Working with populations from diverse social 
class groups 
  

0 N/A 

Working with rural and urban populations  0 N/A 
 

Note. References for state school planning materials are located in Appendix B.   
 

aMinnesota, 2005 policy 
 
bMissouri, 2004 violence prevention curriculum framework; Missouri 2006 worksheet 
checklist; Missouri, 2006 district plan; and Missouri, 2006 building plan 
 
cTexas, 2005 plan 

 

Tapping into community resources representing diverse cultural groups. A vast 

amount of varied community resources plus state and federal resources were mentioned 

in all but two (Appendix B, Michigan, 2006; Appendix B, Texas, 2005 checklist) of the 

53 plans. Examples of these resources included law enforcement, fire department, state 

troopers, state emergency management agency, parents, Red Cross, Salvation Army, 

social services, counseling services, self-help groups, medical services, hospital, poison 

control, and so on. 

More specifically, 25 state plans from 22 states, 47.2% of the total 53 plans, 

included specific information about tapping into community resources that represent 

diverse cultural groups. Of these, religious organizations/personnel were the most 

commonly identified community resource representing a diverse cultural group, 
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mentioned in all but two of the state plans (Appendix B, Alabama, 2002; Appendix B, 

Oklahoma, 2005). Bilingual resources were identified in 3 of the 25 plans representing 2 

states (Appendix B, Alabama, 2002; Appendix B, Virginia, 2002 resource guide, 2002 

model plan) and the elderly/senior citizens were identified in 2 of the 25 plans, 

representing 2 states  (Appendix B, Oklahoma, 2005; Appendix B, Utah, 2003).  

Other community resources worth noting for their potential to reach diverse 

cultural groups, though not specifically identified as such, were the following: self-help 

groups (Appendix B, Alabama, 2002; Appendix B, New Jersey, 2001; Appendix B, 

Virginia, 2002 resource guide, 2002, model plan); youth services (Appendix B, New 

Jersey, 2001); traditional/nontraditional leaders, scouts, 4-H (Appendix B, Oklahoma, 

2005); coaches and hair dressers (Appendix B, Oklahoma, 2000). Only 1 state plan 

(Appendix B, California, 2005), however, included information about using community 

resources to enhance outreach and communication efforts specifically geared to diverse 

cultural groups in the community. This information is listed in Table 5.  

Evaluation of plan’s cultural competence. No state plans were found to have any 

information about an organized or formal evaluation of the cultural competence of plans, 

neither was there any directive to include this component in crisis plans. However, 24 

plans included a directive for plans to be reviewed and updated regularly.  

Global Comparisons of Crisis Plans 

There were a total of 1,590 total opportunities for a subcategory on the coding 

sheet to be coded (30 subcategories x 53 state plans). From this number, 6.1% of the total 

opportunities were actually coded (97 coding tallies / 1590 possibilities). Even though the 

53 state plans used in this study came from a total of 40 states, 7 of these 40 states did not 
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mention any of the coding categories for cultural sensitivity. These states included 

Georgia, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, and Oregon.  

 

Table 5 

Coding Results:  
Tapping into Community Resources that Represent Diverse Cultural Groups  

Subcategory 
# of plans coding 
subcategory 

 
State(s) and # of 
plans coding 
subcategory 

 
Tapping into community resources 
representing diverse cultural groups 
(community leaders and/or organizations 
representing diverse cultural groups) 

 
25 

 
Alabama  (1) 
Arkansas  (1) 
Colorado  (1) 
Idaho  (1) 
Illinois  (1) 
Indiana  (1)a

Iowa  (1) 
Kentucky  (1) 
Louisiana  (1) 
Maryland  (1) 
Mississippi  (1) 
Missouri  (2)b

Nebraska  (1) 
New Jersey  (1) 
New York  (1) 
Ohio  (1) 
Oklahoma  (2) 
Rhode Island  (1) 
South Dakota  (1) 
Utah  (1) 
Vermont  (1) 
Virginia  (2) 

Community resources to enhance 
outreach and communication efforts 
specifically for diverse cultural groups 

 
1 

 
California  (1) 

Note. References for state school planning materials are located in Appendix B.   

aIndiana, 1999 sample plan #1  

bMissouri, 2006 district annex; Missouri, 2006 building annex 
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All the state plans taken together resulted in an average of less than two subcategories 

(1.8) mentioned across all 53 state plans (97 coding tallies / 53 state plans). 

State plans varied regarding the number of subcategories reflecting sensitivity to 

cultural diversity. Most of the state plans contained less than 3 subcategories of cultural 

sensitivity: 38 plans of the total 53 plans, 71.7%, contained two or fewer subcategories of 

cultural sensitivity. Eleven of the total 53 state plans, 20.8%, did not refer to any of the 

subcategories.  

In regard to those plans that contained information regarding cultural sensitivity, 

42 plans of the total 53 plans, 79.2%, contained 1 or more subcategory of cultural 

sensitivity: 18 of the total 53 plans, 33.9%, referred to only 1 subcategory of cultural 

sensitivity; and 9 plans of the total 53 plans, 16.9%, referred to only 2 components of 

cultural sensitivity.  

The most subcategories coded in any one state plan (Appendix B, Virginia, 2002 

resource guide, 2002 model plan) was 7, making it so that only 23.3 % of the total 

number of cross-cultural considerations coded for was the most any state plan covered (7 

subcategories / 30 total subcategories on the coding sheet). The breakdown of these 

subcategories, more specifically the number of plans addressing these subcategories of 

cultural sensitivity, are presented in Table 6.  

Once again, 97 total coding tallies of subcategories were coded across all 53 state 

crisis plans. The largest number (27, 28% of all coded items) was coded under the 

category pertaining to providing information about working with groups of individuals 

with mental and/or physical disabilities. Twenty-six percent, 25 of the total 97 coded  



 66

Table 6 

State Crisis Plans Referring to Subcategories of Cultural Sensitivity                                  .                        
 
Total number of cultural 
sensitivity subcategories 
coded in state plan(s) 

 
Number of state plans 
referring to subcategories of 
cultural sensitivity 

 
State plan(s) referring to 
subcategories of cultural 
sensitivity  

 
0 

 
11 

 
Florida assessment 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Massachusetts 
Minnesota plan 
Montana 
Nevada 
North Carolina 
Oregon website 
Oregon hardbound booklet 
Texas checklist 

1 18 

 
 
Arkansas 
Colorado 
Florida standards 
Illinois 
Indiana sample plan #2 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Minnesota policy 
Mississippi 
Missouri violence  
         prevention curriculum 
         framework 
Missouri worksheet  
         checklist 
Missouri district plan 
Missouri building plan 
Nebraska  
North Dakota 
Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 
Vermont 
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Table 6 (continued) 
 

  

Total number of cultural 
sensitivity subcategories 
coded in state plan(s) 

Number of state plans 
referring to subcategories of 
cultural sensitivity 

State plan(s) referring to 
subcategories of cultural 
sensitivity  

2 9 

 
Arizona 2003 
Delaware 
Indiana sample plan #1 
Michigan 
Missouri district annex 
Missouri building annex 
Oklahoma: Volume I 
Oklahoma: Volume II 
Utah 
 
 

3 6 

Alaska 
Arizona 2005 
Idaho 
Iowa 
Rhoda Island 
Texas plan 
 

4 6 

 
Alabama 
California 
Kentucky 
New Jersey 
New York 
Ohio 
 

5 1 
 
Maryland 
 

6 0 
 
N/A 
 

7 2 
 
Virginia crisis guide 
Virginia model plan 

 

Note. References for state school planning materials are located in Appendix B.   
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items, were coded under the category identified with tapping into community resources 

that represent diverse cultural groups. 

Twenty percent, 19 of the total 97 coded items, were coded under the category 

pertaining to information about cross-cultural language /communication issues. Thus, 

73% of all identified elements of cultural sensitivity in state crisis plans, 71 of the total 97 

coded subcategories, were categorized under 3 coding categories: (a) working with 

groups of people who have mental and/or physical disabilities, (b) tapping into 

community resources that represent diverse cultural groups, and (c) cross-cultural 

language/ communication issues.  

Additional findings came from frequency counts of the remaining 27 

subcategories. Sixty percent of the subcategories listed in the coding sheet were not 

coded in any state plan (18 / 30). Ten percent of the subcategories listed in the coding 

sheet were coded once (3 / 30); 10% were coded twice (3 / 30); 3% were coded three 

times (1 / 30);  3% were coded six times (1 / 30); and  3%  were coded eight times (1 / 

30). Thus, in all, 30% of the subcategories listed in the coding sheet were coded eight 

times or less (9 / 30).   

Appendix G presents a summary of this information. 
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Discussion 

Summary of Key Findings 

In general, cross-cultural considerations were not highlighted in state crisis plans. 

These issues were typically addressed to a minor degree and with minimal emphasis. 

However, more information related to cross-cultural sensitivity was included than 

initially anticipated by the primary investigator. Based on a review of state recommended 

school crisis intervention planning materials, 33 out of the 40 states’ materials contained 

information reflecting sensitivity to multicultural issues. Additionally, cross-cultural 

considerations in school-based crisis intervention plans appeared to align with generally 

sound practice recommended for intervening in culturally appropriate ways. However, it 

is instructive to note which cross-cultural considerations were included as well as which 

were not. 

Cross-cultural considerations included in state crisis plans. By far, the greatest 

amount of attention given to cross-cultural considerations in the plans dealt with (in 

descending order) working with groups of individuals identified with have mental and/or 

physical disabilities, tapping into community resources that represent diverse cultural 

groups, and language/communication issues. Clearly, these components were the most 

recognizable topics of concern requiring strategies for managing potential cross-cultural 

issues in school crisis intervention. 

The fact that working with individuals with mental and/or physical disabilities 

was frequently mentioned may be related to the existing school focus on adapting 

environments for  students with special needs, particularly learning, physical, and 

emotional disabilities. There is an existing structure based on federal legislation 
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protecting the rights of this population, The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

[IDEA] formerly called P.L. 94-142;  Education for all Handicapped Children Act of 

1975;  Americans with Disabilities Act, 1990; and IDEA reauthorized in 1997 and 2003. 

In particular, school officials, teachers, and mental health professionals provide 

modifications and services for students identified with special needs. Possibly when 

planning for crisis intervention, schools, already sensitized to the needs of students 

identified with special needs, are primed to make accommodations for this group of 

students. Most likely, on a state level, leaders understand the need to provide extra 

assistance for students with disabilities, particularly for students with physical disabilities 

who might need extra assistance exiting buildings. However, it appears that state 

personnel who design crisis planning materials are not as quick to designate 

accommodations or considerations for students from diverse backgrounds. 

Additionally, in the minds of school and state officials, the needs of physical 

survival may outweigh the less obvious needs of students from diverse backgrounds. In 

particular it may be more difficult to understand the special needs of students who have 

difficulty communicating about emotional needs, due to language barriers or cultural 

differences in expressing emotions.  

However, on a more positive note, the number of state plans acknowledging the 

need to tap into community resources that could serve and represent diverse cultural 

populations was encouraging. This finding aligned with the general declaration contained 

in nearly every plan that the involvement of community resources was integral to 

effective crisis prevention and intervention. A core set of community resources was 

uniformly identified in the vast majority of plans, specifically police, emergency 
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responders, firemen, and hospital personnel. In like manner, two community resources 

identified as representing diverse cultural groups were consistently noted:  (a) Bicultural 

resources in the community for language assistance and (b) Religious resources, such as 

churches, clergy, and ministerial persons. Of these two resources, religious support was 

the most frequently identified. 

This finding evidences the growing awareness of responding to spiritual/religious 

and language needs of students and families during a school crisis. However, it also 

demonstrates that most states provide limited information about the value of tapping into 

a wide range of community resources representing diverse cultural groups. Schools may 

become complacent with established ties, such as ties with bilingual and religious 

resources, and not take the time and effort to reach out to other potential resources, 

particularly leaders and core groups representing the community’s cultural groups. 

In addition to accessing bilingual community resources, the need to prepare for 

potential cross-cultural language/communication issues was noted in many state plans. 

This finding suggests a growing awareness of demographic trends and the increasing 

cultural and linguistic diversity of students served in public schools (U.S. Census, 2001). 

Schools must prepare for meeting the needs of students and families from diverse 

backgrounds. Cross-cultural language/communication needs must be considered in every 

school crisis plan with translators and paraprofessionals lined up to compliment existing 

services in the school (Allen, 2002; Allen & Ashbaker, 2002). With a limited number of 

mental health professionals representing minority groups, alternatives must be considered 

to fill the gap, providing appropriate and acceptable emotional support to individuals 

from diverse backgrounds.  
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Cross-cultural considerations not included in state crisis plans. Many cross-

cultural considerations coded in this study were either not identified or rarely identified in 

state crisis plans. Overall, state plans were relatively silent about the following issues: 

identifying the community’s cultural composition; providing cultural competence 

training; providing information about cultures; utilizing community resources to enhance 

outreach efforts, specifically to diverse groups; and evaluating the cultural competence of 

crisis plans. The absence of these topics may reflect a lack of perceived need for these 

components. Possibly, states assume that local districts will attend to these issues on their 

own. Additionally, there may be a lack of commitment on a state level to plan and 

prepare for culture-specific needs during school crisis response. However, common sense 

indicates that other issues, such as school violence, take a higher priority, leaving less 

emphasis on the need to fine tune crisis plans for cultural sensitivity.  

While only a couple of states specifically mentioned the importance of culture and 

a commitment to meet cultural needs in crisis intervention, a few state plans provided a 

statement indicating the importance of assessing student perceptions of racial issues and 

cultural climate. Taking into account the importance of students’ input, assessment of 

students’ perceptions was conducted with the goal of planning school-wide prevention.  

Looking at the big picture, although some strategies were not specifically related 

to cultural sensitivity, some strategies had potential for broad application. Specifically, 

some plans gave recommendations for families and community involvement. In 

particular, strategies involving home and community cooperation can be tailored to fit a 

wide variety of families and needs. For example, a Missouri (Appendix B, 2006 building 

plan annex) plan provided home-family preparedness tips and encouraged family 
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emergency planning. Missouri’s plan also listed emergency contact information to 

communicate with the school and community during times of crisis. However, this 

information was not given for the explicit purpose of reaching specific cultural groups. 

Similar to Missouri, Maryland’s (Appendix B, 2003) plan included a checklist for 

families to use in preparing their homes for emergencies. Kentucky’s (Appendix B, 2001) 

plan provided handouts for parents on helping children cope with disaster.  

Another aspect of crisis planning that has great potential to strengthen cross-

cultural preparation is to identify and train readily available community volunteers to 

assist with crisis intervention. However, only a few plans identified roles for school and 

community volunteers and parents. Involving adults who are familiar with students is 

helpful, particularly for students from diverse backgrounds. More specifically, 

paraprofessionals, rather than professionals, most often reflect the community make-up. 

Practically speaking, students and families from diverse backgrounds may be more 

receptive to help provided by paraprofessionals (Allen, 2002; Allen & Ashbaker, 2002). 

Therefore, the role of paraprofessionals should be emphasized in crisis plans.  

Additionally, states must strengthen existing suggestions for crisis planning by 

providing information about cultural sensitivity as related to specific topics and specific 

interventions, not just vague generalities. For instance, many state plans included 

information about children’s grief, yet failed to make connections with coping skills 

specific to certain cultures (Rabalais et al., 2002). 

Implications 

 Practice implications. In terms of school crisis planning, states communicated 

recommendations/ mandates in a variety of formats, most commonly by means of written 
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PDF or Microsoft Word documents. Notably, content varied as did the quantity of 

information communicated to districts. These documents ranged from a two-page 

checklist up to 249 pages of an official state crisis plan. This wide range of differences in 

communicating directives for creating school crisis raised questions about which method 

would be the most effective and efficient way to instruct local school districts as well as 

how much information was optimal.  

Less is more. More information is not necessarily better. In fact, the density and 

volume of information at times overwhelmed the primary investigator. This reaction 

illustrated a very real concern about whether lengthy documents will actually be read. 

Local school districts may similarly experience frustration in digesting, understanding, 

and implementing suggestions or mandates from the state. The challenge for developers 

of state school crisis planning materials will be to boil down lengthy documents to a more 

manageable size without sacrificing quantity for quality. Questions to consider during 

this process might include, who will read the document? Who is the target audience? Are 

crisis plans easy to understand and easy to implement?  Information that is succinct and 

user-friendly is more likely to be read, understood, integrated into plans, and actually 

carried out than information embedded in large volumes of materials. 

Consider alternative ways to disseminate information. As alluded to above, 

lengthy crisis plans, though packed with valuable information, may not be the best way to 

instruct districts and local schools. Certain problems are inherent in communicating 

essential school crisis planning materials via written documents alone. School personnel 

may have questions about or may misunderstand the information. Questions may arise 
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about the practicality of implementing strategies. Who then answers questions about 

crisis planning? 

It was apparent to the primary investigator that translating plans into actual 

practice would be a challenging process, especially if the only resource was a document 

rather than an informed person or group of individuals. Accordingly, additional means of 

communicating necessary school crisis planning materials ought to be considered in 

conjunction with written documents.  

Addressing this issue, some states employ alternative strategies for distributing 

information about school crisis planning. For example, Nebraska (Appendix B, 2001) and 

Alaska (Appendix B, 2005) distribute power point trainings on school crisis intervention. 

Vermont (Appendix B, 2004) distributes a training DVD with their plans, combining 

more than one avenue for presenting information. These alternative approaches may 

prove to be more favorable in the eyes of those expected to implement directives from the 

state.  

Accessibility of plans. Another implication of the findings pertained to the 

availability of and manner for accessing state plans. Although many state plans were 

readily accessible from the worldwide web, in several cases considerable effort was 

expended in searching for the plan. Numerous calls and e-mails to State Boards of 

Education, Safe School Representatives, and state officials were required in order to track 

down plans. Bottom line, in order to increase the chances that districts will actually 

consider the state plan, plans must be easy to access. As a side note, one state (Appendix 

B, Oregon, 1999 hardbound booklet) actually charges $10 for their state plan. If the 
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information contained in plans is to be of worth to local school districts, state school 

crisis planning materials need to be assessable and available.  

Implications for training programs. Increasing cultural sensitivity in crisis 

planning will require increased efforts on many fronts. Professional training programs are 

a key audience. Training programs play an essential role in preparing teachers, school 

mental health workers, and educational leaders who are dedicated to improving services, 

particularly for students from diverse backgrounds.  

Benefits for schools. This study demonstrated the efforts states have expended on 

producing guidelines for state crisis interventions. Regardless of size or content of crisis 

plans, on all levels of planning effective school crisis intervention demands a 

commitment of personnel time, money, and effort. A question arises: In exchange for this 

preparation, will school district ultimately benefit from all of this planning? In particular, 

will school districts benefit from plans that are carefully crafted to consider how to best 

serve students and families from diverse backgrounds? 

Practical ways to increase cultural sensitivity in school crisis plans. In light of the 

time and energy that will be required to include cultural components in their planning for 

school crisis intervention, school officials would likely benefit from brainstorming about 

creative ways to evaluate needs and implement strategies. For example, annual staff 

trainings could include cross-cultural training for crisis intervention.  

Additionally, parent-teacher conferences are opportunities to obtain helpful 

information and insights about families from diverse backgrounds. Another idea may be 

to enlist help from the PTA in rallying parents and their communities to support school-

led efforts, improving crisis response efforts for families of diverse backgrounds. Other 
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options include providing staff, crisis team members, and volunteers with information 

about cultural awareness pertinent to crisis prevention, possibly from internet websites. 

Another option is to increase outreach efforts to minority families. Individuals to assist in 

this effort could include paraprofessionals, volunteers, college practicum students, and 

interns.  

Cross cultural issues not a high priority. Information related to cross cultural 

sensitivity was typically embedded in the document, not directly referred to in a section 

titled to indicate this topic. Unlike other topics such as violence, bomb threats, bullying, 

and suicide, cross cultural issues related to diversity did not appear to be a high priority 

for states’ suggested and mandated ingredients in crisis plans.  

There were only a couple of examples of how the necessity of cross-cultural 

considerations was communicated as a priority in a state plan. In Utah’s (Appendix B, 

2003) state plan, a significant amount of attention was given to handling students with 

disabilities. Rhode Island’s (Appendix B, 2005) plan contained a large section entitled, 

“Create Crisis Response Plan for Special Needs Children” (pp. 62-63). Indicating the 

importance of this topic, the title for the section was bolded and two pages were devoted 

to this topic, increasing the likelihood that local schools would take this component into 

consideration.  

Lack of follow-through with cultural awareness rhetoric. With respect to 

prioritizing cultural sensitivity in crisis plans, surprising differences in emphasizing this 

topic were observed across states. Few states made direct statements about cultural 

sensitivity and, when there were direct statements, there was a lack of follow-through in 

the plan to support the statements. For example, Iowa (Appendix B, 2001) identified 
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cultural sensitivity as a guiding principle in crisis intervention, but the content of their 

plan did not demonstrate that commitment.  

Another example, Vermont’s (Appendix B, 2004) plan offered the following 

statement:  

Since the context and condition in which school violence and other sudden violent 

loss events occur differ from school to school, it is not possible to provide a “one 

size fits all” approach that applies to all schools. Therefore, the Guide has been 

designed to provide brief descriptions of pertinent school safety issues and 

identify a broad range of resources for consideration. (p. 9)   

This statement, as encouraging as it sounded and, despite the fact that it supported the 

premise of this study, was an isolated statement in the plan, unsupported by other 

information. Vermont’s plan failed to provide additional information related to 

multicultural considerations. Similarly, other states declared their commitment to meet 

the needs of the community during a crisis and to protect students, but failed to provide 

supportive information about carrying out this commitment.  

This finding raised the question about the purpose and meaning (or lack thereof) 

of stating on paper an intent to be culturally sensitive in crisis intervention. Is it simply a 

formality to include “culture” in a state plan? For all practicality, such statements merely 

present a façade of sensitivity. 

Bridge building between research and practice still needed. To improve the 

practice of culturally sensitive crisis intervention, states and local school districts must 

draw upon key documents that highlight cultural issues in the provision of service 

delivery. Results of this study indicated there was room for improvement here. For 
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example, the National Strategy for Suicide Prevention: Goals and Objectives for Action 

(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2001) highlighted the need to attend to 

salient cultural variables in service delivery, speaking particularly about suicide 

prevention efforts. This document was not quoted in any state plan.  

The importance of attending to cultural issues during school crisis response was 

also highlighted in the U.S. Department of Education publication, Practical Information 

on Crisis Planning: A Guide For Schools and Communities (2003). Although this 

document was regularly quoted in many state plans, few states incorporated the 

information about attending to culturally diverse needs in times of crisis in their 

respective state plans. Thus, it is essential that a bridge between research and practice 

continue to be built. 

Research implications. Research on cross-cultural considerations in state school 

crisis plans is in its infancy. Until this topic is considered an important element of crisis 

planning, those in charge of developing state crisis plans will continue to give this topic 

limited coverage. Additionally, researching school crisis plans is difficult because of 

inconsistent language and jargon defining school crisis intervention planning materials. 

Examples include the standardization of terminology in Texas (Appendix B, 2005 plan), 

where they are moving away from using the term crisis plan. They use the title 

Emergency Operation Plan (EOP). Other agencies refer to school safety plan and critical 

incidents.  

Another research difficulty encountered was the fact that some states provided 

districts with multiple documents related to school crisis intervention. Multiple 

documents made it difficult to determine the function of and distinction between crisis 
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planning materials. It would be preferable for state school crisis plans to be accessed 

from one central location, negating the need to search for information. A centralized 

location for state crisis plans would also facilitate sharing of ideas/resources between 

states. Additionally, a central location, such as the Center for Safe Schools, could 

profitable provide updated legislation and information about state crisis plans.  

Research on improving state school crisis plans also needs to reflect current 

events and changes in the world. To some extent, this is happening. For example, in 

response to the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, Idaho (Appendix B, 2002) and 

Virginia (Appendix B, 2002 resource guide, 2002 model plan) added information on 

terrorism to their state plans. Additionally, the increasing cultural diversity among school 

children (US Census, 2001) suggests that adding cross-cultural considerations to crisis 

plans aligns with the changing needs of our public schools. 

Theoretical implications: Maslow’s hierarch of needs. A number of theoretical 

points of interest are raised by the results of this study. One theoretical point of view is 

that when it comes to school crisis intervention and the planning for such, one is dealing 

with a matter of priority: Any planned crisis response and plan is better than none at all. 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1943) suggests that people take care of basic 

needs first before higher self-actualization needs. Some may perceive cultural 

considerations to be at the top of the pyramid. Using this analogy, schools are dealing 

with primary needs first, merely focusing on what they consider to be necessities. 

Continuing with this theory, but focusing on the content of state crisis plans, 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs suggests schools are inclined to focus first and foremost on 

preserving life and providing safety to students. Planning for crises such as suicide, 
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natural disasters, and how to handle the media may be recognized as more fundamental 

during a crisis, trumping the unique cultural needs of families from diverse backgrounds. 

Thus, the content of school crisis plans favors immediate needs (as perceived by school 

officials) over cross-cultural considerations. 

The position of cross-cultural considerations on Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is 

debatable. Should cultural issues be considered as primary or secondary?  Proponents of 

multiculturalism would assert the former, while others assert the latter. Thus, to a certain 

group of critics, this study may appear idealistic and may lack the urgency as compared 

to other topics of crisis intervention. To others, the purpose of this study represents best 

practice and affirms that culture is fundamental, elementary, and equally important to 

other pieces of crisis planning.  

Another point of interest is the issue of autonomy and trust invested in local 

school districts. Should state departments of education be responsible for local schools 

carrying out effective school crisis intervention? In particular, should local school 

districts be responsible for adjusting state plans to meet the diverse needs of their 

students?  For example, one Wyoming State Department of Education representative 

reported that Wyoming’s policy was “local control” (B. Hayes, personal communication, 

May 17, 2006), highlighting their philosophical position that more autonomy leads to 

better outcomes.  

 Based on the crisis plans reviewed in this study, the majority of state plans give 

local school districts the freedom to adjust or add strategies and interventions to their 

crisis plans, based on unique local needs. Many states presented plans as a model or 

proto-type, allowing districts to simply fill in the blanks. The danger is that without cross-
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cultural information in the model plans, many districts will fail to consider the 

importance of culturally sensitive interventions.  

Limitations 

 Certain limitations of the study became evident during the course of the project. 

Particularly in regard to decisions about how to conduct the study, problems arose in 

measuring and identifying cross-cultural sensitivity in state crisis plans.  

Decisions about how to conduct the study. The purpose of this study was to 

determine the extent to which multicultural issues were taken into consideration and 

addressed in state mandated school crisis plans. Though this was accomplished, it was 

also assumed that results would assist in identifying the extent to which cross-cultural 

considerations were integrated into school crisis intervention efforts. However, the use of 

state mandated school crisis plans may not be the best medium for attempting to answer 

the latter inquiry.  

Based on the results of this study alone, the leap to connect the content of state 

plans with the actual practice of cross-cultural considerations during crisis response is not 

supported. On the other hand, if the development of state mandated school crisis plans 

was viewed as one source of information about current philosophy and practice in school-

based crisis intervention, then the results of this study are informative. However, seeking 

information from multiple sources will provide a more complete picture. Future studies 

may investigate local crisis plans and practice and feedback from crisis teams, 

administrators, teachers, families representing all groups, and specialists in crisis 

intervention. 



 83

Assumptions about the purpose of state school crisis plans. Another assumption 

that was called into question was the purpose of state mandated school crisis plans. It was 

assumed that the content of these plans would reflect more of the “how to do” when it 

came to working with people during a crisis, such as how to intervene effectively with 

certain cultural groups. Although some practical instruction was provided, the content of 

plans conveyed more of the philosophy behind the school’s approach to crisis 

intervention, recommendations for how to deal with certain crises, and guidelines for 

organizing leadership during a crisis. Plans were directed more towards those who 

coordinated crisis response and less towards those who actually worked with students and 

families in crisis. Minimal information was directed toward training those who provide 

intervention.  

A statement from Mississippi’s (Appendix B, 2001) plan illustrates the broader 

purpose of state crisis plans: “There are three components to a comprehensive school 

safety plan. Those components are: (1) Policies and procedures that afford a safe school 

environment. (2) The Crisis Response Plan. (3) Programs that promote a safe school 

environment” (p. 2). Based on the intended audience of state crisis plans (administrators 

rather than actual crisis workers), this study may have benefited by expanding to include 

other sources of information, e.g., interviews with crisis team members, to further 

establish findings about what cross-cultural considerations were being addressed in 

school crisis intervention. 

Problems during participant selection process. As mentioned in the results 

section, a number of problems arose during the participant selection process: (a)  In 

several instances, states’ responses to queries about their crisis plans were unreliable; (b) 



 84

Other problems arose when not all states had plans; (c) Plans were difficult to locate and 

also difficult to verify; (d) Definitions for crisis plans and state mandated school crisis 

plans varied across states; (e) Documents obtained from different sources appeared 

similar in content and purpose; and (f) Information and content presented in plans were 

often vague.  

Measurement issues. A number of limitations surfaced around measurement 

issues, which in this study pertained to the coding instrument and the coding process. 

Regarding the coding process, it was difficult to determine the meaning of certain phrases 

and words in the plans. This necessitated making inferences about what states meant 

based on the information provided. These inferences may have resulted in some inflation 

or deflation of coding results. 

For example, one phrase that was repeatedly ambiguous and difficult to code was 

special needs. It was difficult to know what states meant by this phrase. Special needs 

may have referred to language needs, physical needs, or medical needs. This issue was 

resolved by uniformly applying the dictionary definition of “special needs” found online 

(http://dictionary.com). 

Furthermore, vague statements in the plans caused some confusion in the coding. 

Extra effort was made to take each piece of information at face value, taking a 

conservative approach and coding as accurately as possible. This approach was applied 

when inter-rater reliability was substantiated and was carried forward when the primary 

investigator coded alone. However the objective approach of coding still relied on some 

subjective interpretation of crisis plan content. 
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 Limits of quantitative coding. A further measurement limitation was quality 

versus quantity of cross-cultural considerations in plans. Cross-cultural consideration 

only needed to be mentioned once in state plans in order to be coded on the coding sheet. 

This unfortunately gave the illusion that identical coding results from two separate state 

plans meant an identical amount of cross-cultural considerations were present in each 

plan. This was not the case. For example, California (Appendix B, 2005) and Alabama 

(Appendix B, 2002) had identical coding results even though California provided much 

more content on cross-cultural considerations. Thus, the quantitative reporting of the 

results for this study are limited to simply the presence or absence of at least one mention 

of a component on the coding sheet neither do the results allow for comparison’s between 

states. 

Along these lines, difficulty was encountered in coding potential cultural 

strategies that were not clearly identified as such. The narrative portion of the coding 

sheet provided an opportunity to note these instances. However, the quantitative results 

did not reflect some of the information contained in the state crisis plans. For example, 

Ohio (Appendix B, 2005) and other plans recommended that schools bring food and 

drinks to the site of emergency operations. Though not specified in the plan as a strategy 

to intervene and build rapport with culturally diverse groups, providing food has been 

identified as one strategy for building relationships and helping people to connect with 

one another (Sandoval, 2002).  

Coding of cultural awareness in plans restricted to crisis response. It also became 

apparent that the coding sheet limited the coding of cultural awareness to crisis 

intervention strategies at the expense of other instances when culture was discussed. For 
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example, Iowa’s (Appendix B, 2001) plan warned, “An intense prejudice toward others 

based on racial, ethnic, religious, sexual orientation, etc.—when coupled with other 

factors— may lead to violent assaults against those who are perceived to be different” (p. 

28). Statements such as this increased awareness and served to reinforce the need to 

include cross cultural considerations in crisis intervention.    

A priori development of coding sheet. The development of the coding sheet also 

represented a potential limitation. Because this study turned out to be more exploratory 

than was expected, it may have been more useful to approach the development of the 

coding sheet from a post hoc analysis of what the plans contained, using more of a 

qualitative approach, rather than trying to impose a coding sheet with components 

developed a priori. This is not to downplay the value of the components used to formulate 

the coding sheet. However, the coding sheet may have been too restrictive for this study, 

forcing the content into categories rather than permitting a qualitative description of the 

content. Again, the intent of the combined qualitative and quantitative approach 

employed in this study was to allow the greatest amount of information to be gathered. 

However, the forced-coding proved more challenging than anticipated and seemed to 

limit the ability to capture the extensive information available in the plans. 

Restrictive subcategories. Limitations in the descriptions of components in the 

coding sheet were also observed. Subcategories 3 through 9, for example, which 

pertained to a profile of the cultural composition of the community, were restrictive. The 

definition for this cross-cultural consideration could have been expanded to include the 

school community as well as the community at large, because these two overlap. 

Illustrating this point was Illinois’s (Appendix B, 1999) plan, which advocated for the 
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assessment of racial perceptions among students, including questions to survey 

participants’ demographics (such as race). This was not coded, yet seemed somewhat 

related to determining the cultural make-up of the school community. Subcategories 1 

and 2 pertaining to the importance of recognizing culture could be expanded to include 

the need to address cultural issues in general. For instance, Oklahoma’s (Appendix B, 

2005) plan included cultural and social awareness in safe school planning. Additionally, 

Alaska’s (Appendix B, 2005) PowerPoint presentation contained a statement about 

respect for culture. 

Top-down approach. As noted in the method’s section, the coding sheet was 

developed by modifying a checklist provided by the federal government. It is important 

to acknowledge here that the development of the coding sheet represented a top-down 

approach. This represented a limitation of the study since information provided by the 

government was used to analyze information provided by states, which resulted in a top-

down approach (from federal government to states) utilized in the measurement of 

another top-down approach (from states to local districts).  

Much like the actual impact of implementing cross-cultural considerations 

contained in state school crisis planning materials cannot be verified by an analysis of the 

content alone, the impact of the information in the checklist suffers from the same 

limitation. Not until a bottom-up approach is employed, in which feedback would be 

sought from members from diverse cultural groups who were recipients of the crisis 

response and used to determine the effectiveness of the cross-cultural strategies outlined 

in crisis planning materials can the information contained in the checklist or state school 

crisis planning materials be deemed to truly reflect cultural competence.  
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 No pre-defined standard of culturally competent plan. Another limitation of the 

study was the lack of a pre-defined standard to evaluate cross-culturally competent state 

school crisis plans. Prior to beginning research, the primary investigator did not clearly 

establish the criteria for a model plan. Therefore, although certain content was identified 

as necessary, the quality of that content was not described. In order to judge the quality of 

cross-cultural sensitivity in crisis plans, it would be necessary to provide examples 

representing a continuum of quality, ranging from poor to excellent. Although categories 

of cross-cultural sensitivity were developed, a specific number of items per plan were not 

defined as a quota representing a satisfactory level. This study failed to gauge how much 

cultural sensitivity was “enough.” However, the findings of this study, though limited in 

nature, set the stage for developing definitions and future standards of cross-cultural 

sensitivity in school-based crisis intervention. 

Future Directions 

Even though there are limitations in conducting a pilot study, this study lays the 

foundation for a wide range of future research with practical implications for school-

based crisis intervention. Results from the present research also suggest future directions 

for the practice of school crisis intervention planning efforts.  

Research on follow-through between state and local school district crisis plans.  

Based on the results of this study alone, it is difficult to determine the level of follow-

through on a local level. However, this study could be replicated using local district plans 

from around the nation. Data collected from local districts could be compared to their 

respective state plans in order to determine the level of compliance to state guidelines. 
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This approach would provide insight into the actual practice, not merely an evaluation of 

the top-down directives.  

Research questions for this type of study could include, are local districts taking 

the initiative to address cultural issues in their plans? To what extent are state plans in 

compliance with state directives? Exactly what type of plans are local school districts 

adopting?  Are these plans sensitive to diversity and cross-cultural needs? Are local 

school districts providing appropriate training for adults to provide crisis intervention that 

is sensitive to individual and group differences? More specifically, are local school 

districts adding a cultural component to their crisis intervention training?  This type of 

research would provide valuable information to school administrators at both the district 

and state level. In fact, the findings could provide a basis for ongoing dialogue between 

the two groups, providing a starting point for “where do we go from here?” 

Impact of crisis plan on responders’ confidence level. Another suggestion for 

future research would be to investigate the level of confidence crisis responders have in 

their ability to effectively respond to a school crisis, particularly in providing services to 

individuals and groups from diverse backgrounds. Considering the amount of information 

communicated to school districts via state plans, it would be beneficial to determine if 

this information makes a difference in preparing schools for crisis. Do school districts 

with access to a state plan feel more prepared than those districts without a state plan?  

How familiar are local school districts with their state crisis planning materials? Who 

reads their state’s crisis plan?  More importantly, who uses their state’s crisis plan?  Do 

local schools perceive their state’s plan as helpful?   
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Communicating information to local school districts. Findings from this study 

indicated that the most common method for communicating crisis intervention plans to 

local school districts was through written documents. As previously mentioned, this can 

be problematic. There may be more effective was to disseminate information. A few 

states are already employing different resources, such as PowerPoint training and training 

videos or DVDs. It would be helpful to determine which methods of training and what 

type of information are effective in preparing school districts to provide culturally 

sensitive crisis intervention. 

Because of the variety of practices in disseminating information, it is important 

for future research to focus on which methods are most effective and how school districts 

are responding to state recommendations regarding crisis planning. Practically speaking, 

this seems like a logical place to start before expanding the investigation to include cross-

cultural considerations. In fact, looking at specific topics may be premature at this stage 

of the development of school crisis planning. 

Characteristics of an effective comprehensive school crisis plan. Another 

important task for future research pertains to identifying the characteristics of a well-

written, comprehensive school crisis plan (Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001). The current 

investigation of state crisis plans revealed that certain topics were common across states. 

These topics included (a) preparing to respond to certain types of crises, (b) 

organizational planning, and (c) communicating with the media and families. Since cross-

cultural considerations have not yet been afforded the same level of priority as other 

topics, a continued effort is required to integrate the emerging literature about 

multicultural issues in school crisis intervention with actual practice (Allen et al., 2004; 
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Annandale et al., 2004; Heath, et al., 2005; Kemple et al., 2006; NASP, 2004a, 2004b; 

Silva & Klotz, 2006). Written accounts of cross-cultural school crisis intervention efforts 

found outside of professional presentations and academic journals should also be counted 

here (Armstrong, 1991; Stambor, 2005a). Additionally, it is important to consider cultural 

strategies that are successfully employed in other crisis intervention settings outside of 

schools, such as in response to natural disaster (Stambor, 2005b; U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services, 2003).  

Comparing state crisis plans. Given that this study summarized the overall status 

of cultural considerations across the nation and did not specifically compare one state 

plan with another, future studies could compare states plans to determine differences 

between states, particularly focusing on the absence or presence of cross-cultural 

considerations. State demographic information could be factored into this investigation, 

allowing for an examination between coding results and various state demographic 

variables. This research could explore the extent to which certain demographics impacted 

the amount and quality of cross-cultural considerations in state crisis intervention plans. 

For example, do states in the eastern half of the United States pay more attention to cross-

cultural issues that their western counterparts? Is the amount of attention given to cross-

cultural considerations in state and/or school district crisis plans correlated with the 

cultural make-up of student populations and/or the state population in general?  Research 

findings would likely provide the needed impetus for states to reflect on the amount of 

attention given to multicultural issues in planning for school crisis intervention. 

Evolution of state crisis plans. Another valuable comparison would be to research 

the evolution of state school crisis plans, comparing earlier versions with updated 
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versions. Based on this research study’s findings, it was clear recent plans have 

responded to current events by adding a section on responding to acts of terrorism. It 

would be interesting to note additional shifts in the focus on specific topics, identifying 

information that was retained, added, or expanded upon. Of particular interest would be 

to determine which cultural considerations have been an area of focus across time. Do 

recent plans have more information related to multicultural issues than earlier plans? 

Along these lines, it would be fascinating to conduct a longitudinal study with state crisis 

plans, charting change in multicultural considerations across time. 

Improving coding instruments. Related to previously proposed research ideas, it is 

important to modify and improve the coding sheet. Presently, the coding sheet is limited 

to dichotomous coding, simply reporting the presence or absence of a cross-cultural 

consideration. It is suggested that the coding sheet be modified to better account for the 

quality as well as the quantity of cross-cultural strategies. The more comprehensive and 

sensitive the coding instrument, the more useful it will be to multiple researchers engaged 

in a variety of projects. 

Feedback from students and families. The current study focused solely on what 

state school crisis plans communicate to local school districts. The findings were then 

used to highlight the potential for neglect of cross-cultural considerations in school 

district crisis response. Future studies should investigate perceptions of individuals from 

diverse cultures, considering their input about a school’s crisis response.  

This information would directly address questions about the effectiveness of 

cross-cultural considerations during the crisis intervention. Students and families from 

diverse backgrounds can provide their perception of care during a crisis. Did they feel 
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cared for? Were they respected? Did they feel supported? Was help offered in an 

acceptable manner? What changes could improve services in the future? Personal 

interviews could be conducted to obtain their perceptions. Findings from this type of 

study may prove invaluable since it may help to further establish the need for changing 

crisis plans to include cross-cultural considerations, or conversely, demonstrate that an 

acceptable standard of care is being practiced as it pertains to responding to diverse 

populations. 

Practice. The findings from this study are encouraging. Building on existing 

information in many state plans includes tapping into community resources representing 

diverse cultural groups, adding step-by-step instructions on how to go about accessing 

these community resources would be an improvement. In the current study, New Jersey 

(Appendix B, 2001) was the only state plan that provided schools with step-by-step 

guidance on how to establish working relationships with community resources (pp. 40-

42). Though they did not mention the value of tapping into community resources 

representing diverse groups, this type of step-by-step outline increases the likelihood of 

schools following through with directives.  

Make practical suggestions. Cross-cultural strategies need to be practical and 

concrete. It is good to identify religious organizations as a potential community resource. 

However, the there is a risk that school districts’ officials will look at the state plan’s 

instructions and follow through with instructions that are clearly identified. So, in 

addition to encouraging local schools to contact religious organizations, it is helpful to 

demonstrate an example and to spell out the specifics: how to do it, particularly who to 
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contact, what the discussion might look like, and what role these organizations might 

play. 

Conducting a needs assessment. As several studies and publications describe, 

there is inherent value in conducting a needs assessment with families from diverse 

backgrounds. Gather information on how to align crisis intervention to meet the needs of 

those served (Allen et al., 2004; Annandale et al., 2004; Canada, 2005; Heath et al., 2005; 

Kemple et al., 2006). Imagine what it would be like for the different cultural groups to 

have a voice in the planning process, to be asked, “How can our school help you in a 

crisis?” Furthermore, taking this feedback and implementing changes based on the 

information. Individuals and groups will appreciate being heard. This action would 

strongly help connect community to school, breakdown walls of mistrust, build bridges, 

level the playing field, provide a greater sense of safety and camaraderie, and send the 

message that school staff do not claim to know everything. We can all learn from one 

another. 

Additionally, some states required an assessment of the geography of the school 

community and how natural disasters and community demographics make some areas 

more vulnerable to trauma. Certain areas (e.g., Utah, Nebraska, Rhode Island, Maryland) 

advised schools to have a knowledge of community issues such as water/river, highways, 

crime, potential for natural disasters, etc. All of this information is necessary to facilitate 

effective crisis planning. In like manner, an assessment of the needs of the community, 

specifically cultural needs, is imperative for effective crisis planning and should be 

openly stated and considered in crisis plans.  
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States may also profit from reaching out to families from diverse background in 

creative ways. For example, even though it would take extra effort to contact 

multicultural media outlets, imagine the bridge building and feeling of ownership 

families from diverse background would begin to feel when being informed about the 

happenings of their children’s school in their own language and in their own home. This 

type of early relationship building may facilitate a greater receptivity to assistance offered 

during crisis intervention. 

High priority items. Another future direction would be to take what is already 

provided in plans and add cross-cultural considerations that are considered a high priority 

need. For example, information on the unification of parents/student is helpful; however, 

language issues may be an even more important issue for some schools. Preparation to 

communicate with students and parents who speak a language other than English should 

be a top priority in districts where communities are composed of multiple languages. 

Learning from previous tragedy, language issues were a huge issue that fueled trauma 

following the Stockton schoolyard shooting incident (Armstrong, 1991).  

Training for crisis intervention. Many states were also very specific as to what 

training school staff needed, e.g., gang awareness, evacuation, and first aid. This 

exemplified the level of specificity states used to communicate which topics of training 

were needed to prepare staff. Hopefully, cross-cultural sensitivity is also considered a top 

priority, a priority that administrators will consider important enough to merit training. 

There were useful training exercises and mock scenarios provided in some state 

plans, but cultural issues were not included in the crisis scenarios. Once again, adding a 

cultural piece to scenarios would enhance effectiveness of interventions and raise staff 
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awareness of the need for cross-cultural considerations. Experiential activities with 

embedded cultural issues hold great educational potential, increasing awareness and 

providing practice to improve skills.  

Dissemination of information. As noted previously, it may be preferable in the 

future for states to present concise instruction to schools in a format other than a thick 

heavy document or by way of numerous handouts. Districts should be polled to determine 

what would best fit their needs. Possibly schools would appreciate one comprehensive 

packet of information with the content clearly delineated, rather than multiple documents 

that require staff and administrators to fish for information.   

Conclusion  

Overall, the results from this study were gratifying. However, it seemed like the 

results raised additional questions rather than providing answers to existing questions. On 

a positive note, it was encouraging to find various references to culturally sensitive 

school crisis intervention in several state plans. However, more must be done to provide 

schools with culturally sensitive crisis intervention.  

How will state and local departments of educations eventually learn to incorporate 

cross-cultural considerations in school crisis planning and intervention?  In the opinion of 

the primary investigator, it probably will take a crisis. From a behavioral perspective, 

presently, the pay-off for time put into this effort is not great enough or immediate 

enough to reinforce local districts for including cross-cultural sensitivity in crisis plans. 

Until people hurt enough in this area, so to speak, or until reinforcement for the changes 

advocated for by this study become more meaningful to those in position to make the 

changes, the status quo will unfortunately be maintained.  
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Hopefully the findings of this study will invite states and local school districts to 

reflect on what level of priority they wish to afford cross-cultural considerations in their 

school crisis plans. An awareness of and commitment to respond to the culturally diverse 

needs of student and families during a crisis is in harmony with the following statement 

from Practical Information on Crisis Planning: A Guide for Schools and Communities 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2003): “Every school needs a crisis plan that is tailored 

to its unique characteristics” (p. 28). Tailoring crisis intervention to meet the needs of 

students and families from diverse backgrounds requires thoughtful consideration to 

increase the effectiveness of school-based crisis intervention. 
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APPENDIX A 

Summary: School Crisis Planning Materials and State Legislation  
 

State Presence of state statute or 
administrative/educational code 

Presence of state school 
crisis planning materials 

Alabama Yes Yes 
Alaska Yes Yes 
Arizona Yes Yes 
Arkansas Yes Yes 
California Yes Yes 
Colorado Yes Yes 
Connecticut Yes No 
Delaware Yes Yes 
Florida Yes Yes 
Georgia Yes Yes 
Hawaii  No Yes 
Idaho  Yes Yes 
Illinois  No Yes 
Indiana  Yes Yes 
Iowa No Yes 
Kansas No No 
Kentucky Yes Yes 
Louisiana Yes Yes 
Maine Yes Yes 
Maryland No Yes 
Massachusetts Yes Yes 
Michigan Yes Yes 
Minnesota Yes Yes 
Mississippi Yes Yes 
Missouri Yes Yes 
Montana No Yes 
Nebraska Yes Yes 
Nevada Yes Yes 
New  
Hampshire 

No No 

New Jersey Yes Yes 
New Mexico No No 
New York Yes Yes 
North Carolina Yes Yes 
North Dakota No Yes 
Ohio Yes Yes 
Oklahoma Yes Yes 
Oregon Yes Yes 
Pennsylvania Yes Yes 
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Rhode Island Yes Yes 
South Carolina Yes No 
South Dakota Yes Yes 
Tennessee No No 
Texas Yes Yes 
Utah   Yes Yes 
Vermont Yes Yes 
Virginia  Yes Yes 
Washington Yes No 
West Virginia Yes No 
Wisconsin No No 
Wyoming Yes No 
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APPENDIX B 

References for School Crisis Planning Materials 
 

State Reference 
Alabama Alabama State Department of Education, Division of Instructional  

   Services, Prevention and Support Services. (2002). Format for  
   school system and individual school safety plans.  Retrieved    
   February 9, 2006, from  
   ftp://ftp.alsde.edu/documents/70/Format_School_Safety_Plans.pdf

Alaska Alaska Department of Education and Early Development. (2005).  
   Crisis response plans. Retrieved March 23, 2006, from  
   http://www.eed.state.ak.us/mandatedtraining/powerpoints/Btcrisis.ppt

Arizona Arizona Department of Education & Arizona Division of Emergency  
   Management. (2003). Arizona school emergency response plan:  
   Minimum and recommended requirements. Retrieved March 21,   
   2006, from 
http://www.ade.az.gov/schooleffectiveness/health//schoolsafety/safetyp
lans/responseplan.pdf
 
Arizona Department of Education & Arizona Division of Emergency  
   Management. (2005, February). Arizona school site emergency  
   response plan template. Retrieved April 20, 2006, from   
http://www.ade.az.gov/schooleffectiveness/health/schoolsafety/safetypl
ans/SitePlan.doc

Arkansas Penix, K. (1998). Arkansas department of education director’s  
   communication (Memo number SI-99-048). Retrieved April 1, 2006,  
   from http://arkedu.state.ar.us/commemos/static/fy9899/81.html

California California Department of Education. (2005). A contingency plan for  
   school campus emergencies. Retrieved April 1, 2006, from  
   http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ss/cp/contplan.asp

Colorado Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, University of  
   Colorado at Boulder. (2004). Safe schools fact sheets: Creating a  
   crisis plan. Retrieved April 3, 2006, from  
  http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/publications/factsheets/safeschools/FS-  
  SC05.html

Connecticut N/A 
Delaware Delaware Department of Education. (2004). Department of education  

   guidelines: Crisis response plans (district and school). Retrieved  
   April 5, 2006, from  
   http://www.doe.k12.de.us/files/pdf/dedoe_crisisplanning.pdf

 
 
 
 
 

ftp://ftp.alsde.edu/documents/70/Format_School_Safety_Plans.pdf
http://www.eed.state.ak.us/mandatedtraining/powerpoints/Btcrisis.ppt
http://www.ade.az.gov/schooleffectiveness/health//schoolsafety/safetyplans/responseplan.pdf
http://www.ade.az.gov/schooleffectiveness/health//schoolsafety/safetyplans/responseplan.pdf
http://www.ade.az.gov/schooleffectiveness/health/schoolsafety/safetyplans/SitePlan.doc
http://www.ade.az.gov/schooleffectiveness/health/schoolsafety/safetyplans/SitePlan.doc
http://arkedu.state.ar.us/commemos/static/fy9899/81.html
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ss/cp/contplan.asp
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/publications/factsheets/safeschools/FS-%20%20SC05.html
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/publications/factsheets/safeschools/FS-%20%20SC05.html
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/files/pdf/dedoe_crisisplanning.pdf
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Florida Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability &  
   Florida Department of Education. (2006). School safety & security  
   best practices with their associated indicators: 2005-2006 school  
   safety and security self-assessment form. Retrieved April 5, 2006,  
   from  
http://www.firn.edu/doe/besss/safe_passage/2006doc/2006_best_practi
ces_and_indicators.doc
 
Florida Department of Education, Office of Safe Schools. (2001).  
   Emergency planning standards for Florida’s schools. Retrieved April 
   5, 2006, from  
   http://www.firn.edu/doe/besss/em_plan/pdf/planning_standards.pdf

Georgia Senators Marable of the 52nd, Hooks of the 14th, Bowen of the 13th, and 
   Dean of the 31st. (1999). Official Code of Georgia 20-2-1185 (School 
   safety plans/Senate bill 74). Retrieved April 6, 2006. 
 
NOTE: The actual webpage of Official Code of Georgia 20-2-1185 
(School safety plans/Senate bill 74) analyzed for this study was found 
under the link Laws for Schools from the 2003 Georgia Emergency 
Management Agency website, which is no longer available.  A near 
identical webpage of the exact webpage used in this study was retrieved 
July 13, 2006, from 
http://www.securitymanagement.com/library/SB74.html

Hawaii  State of Hawaii Department of Education, Facilities Development  
   Branch, Safety and Security Services. (1999). Emergency procedures 
   guide. Retrieved April 6, 2006, from   
   http://fssb.k12.hi.us/emergency_guide.htm

Idaho  Idaho Department of Education, Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program.  
   (2002). Resource guide: Crisis management (guidelines, strategies,  
   and tools). Retrieved April 11, 2006, from  
   http://www.sde.state.id.us/Safe/docs/publications/Crisismgmt02.pdf

Illinois  Illinois State Board of Education, Proactive School Safety Project of  
   the Safe Schools Leadership Program. (1999). Safe at school: A  
   resource manual for self-assessment, planning and training to    
   improve school safety. Retrieved April 11, 2006, from  
   http://www.isbe.net/sos/pdf/school_safety_guide.pdf

Indiana  Indiana Department of Education, Indiana School Safety Specialist  
   Academy. (1999). Sample plan #1. Retrieved May 29, 2006, from  
   http://www.doe.state.in.us/isssa/safeschools/pdf/sample01.pdf
 
Indiana Department of Education, Indiana School Safety Specialist  
   Academy. (1999). Sample plan #2. Retrieved May 29, 2006, from  
   http://www.doe.state.in.us/isssa/safeschools/pdf/sample02.pdf

 
 
 

http://www.firn.edu/doe/besss/safe_passage/2006doc/2006_best_practices_and_indicators.doc
http://www.firn.edu/doe/besss/safe_passage/2006doc/2006_best_practices_and_indicators.doc
http://www.firn.edu/doe/besss/em_plan/pdf/planning_standards.pdf
http://www.securitymanagement.com/library/SB74.html
http://fssb.k12.hi.us/emergency_guide.htm
http://www.sde.state.id.us/Safe/docs/publications/Crisismgmt02.pdf
http://www.isbe.net/sos/pdf/school_safety_guide.pdf
http://www.doe.state.in.us/isssa/safeschools/pdf/sample01.pdf
http://www.doe.state.in.us/isssa/safeschools/pdf/sample02.pdf
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Iowa Iowa Department of Education. (2001). Crisis management plan.  
   Retrieved April 11, 2006, from  
   http://www.state.ia.us/educate/ecese/cfcs/sdfsc/sslh/tab6a~g.pdf

Kansas N/A 
Kentucky Kentucky Community Crisis Response Board. (2001). School-centered  

   emergency management and recovery guide. Retrieved April 12,  
   2006, from http://www.kysafeschools.org/pdfs&docs/EMG.doc

Louisiana Statewide Safe Schools Task Force. (1998). Safe schools task report.  
   Retrieved April 12, 2006, from  
http://www.doe.state.la.us/DOE/publications/safeSchools/framsafe.htm

Maine School Health Advisory Committee, Department of Education, &  
   Department of Human Services. (2002). School health manual:  
   Emergencies. Retrieved April 12, 2006, from  
   http://www.maine.gov/education/sh/emergencies.htm

Maryland Student Services and Alternative Programs Branch, Division of Student 
   and School Services, Maryland State Department of Education.  
   (2003). Emergency planning guidelines for local school systems and  
   schools. Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/250C2B11-4935-
4763-9E8C-29FC1E181E1C/6074/EmergencyGuidelineWEBversion. 
pdf 

Massachusetts Health, Safety, and Student Support Services, Massachusetts  
   Department of Education. (2002). Multi-hazard evacuation plan.  
   Retrieved April 18, 2006. 
 
NOTE: The actual webpage of Multi-hazard evacuation plan analyzed 
for this study was found within the Health, Safety, and Student Support 
Services website, which has been moved.  A near identical webpage of 
the exact webpage used in this study was retrieved July 13, 2006, from 
http://www.doe.mass.edu/cnp/safe/multi_hazard_plan.html

Michigan The Center for Health and Health Care in Schools. (2006). Emergency  
   preparedness: A quick guide for school staff. Retrieved May 16,  
   2006, from http://www.healthinschools.org/sh/emerg.asp

Minnesota Minnesota Department of Education, Division of Compliance and  
   Assistance, Minnesota Department of Public Safety, Division of  
   Homeland Security and Emergency Management, and Minnesota  
   School Boards Association. (2005). Crisis management policy.  
   Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
   http://education.state.mn.us/mde/static/000180.pdf
 
Minnesota Department of Public Safety & Division of Homeland  
   Security and Emergency Management. (2005). Emergency planning  
   and procedures guide for schools. Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
   http://www.dps.state.mn.us/dhsem/uploadedfile/schools.pdf

 
 

http://www.state.ia.us/educate/ecese/cfcs/sdfsc/sslh/tab6a%7Eg.pdf
http://www.kysafeschools.org/pdfs&docs/EMG.doc
http://www.doe.state.la.us/DOE/publications/safeSchools/framsafe.htm
http://www.maine.gov/education/sh/emergencies.htm
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/250C2B11-4935-4763-9E8C-29FC1E181E1C/6074/EmergencyGuidelineWEBversion.pdf
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/250C2B11-4935-4763-9E8C-29FC1E181E1C/6074/EmergencyGuidelineWEBversion.pdf
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/250C2B11-4935-4763-9E8C-29FC1E181E1C/6074/EmergencyGuidelineWEBversion.pdf
http://www.doe.mass.edu/cnp/safe/multi_hazard_plan.html
http://www.healthinschools.org/sh/emerg.asp
http://education.state.mn.us/mde/static/000180.pdf
http://www.dps.state.mn.us/dhsem/uploadedfile/schools.pdf
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Mississippi Mississippi Department of Education. (2001). School occupational  
   safety and crisis response plan. Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
   http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/lead/osos/PLAN2.doc

Missouri Missouri Center for Safe Schools & Thompson, R. S. (2006, March).  
   Example building plan – Basic: School emergency operations plan  
   for Tiger High School. Retrieved May 10, 2006. 
 
NOTE: The actual webpage of Example building plan – Basic: School 
emergency operations plan for Tiger High School analyzed for this 
study was found within the Missouri Center for Safe Schools at UMKC 
website and has apparently been updated recently.  The near identical, 
but slightly updated webpage of the exact webpage used in this study 
was retrieved July 14, 2006, from 
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20 
Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Basic.pdf
  
Missouri Center for Safe Schools. (2006). Example building plan –  
   Annexes. Retrieved May 10, 2006, from     
   http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20       
   Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Annexes.doc
  
Missouri Center for Safe Schools & Thompson, R. S. (2006, March).  
   Example of school district plan – Basic: School district operations  
   plan for ShowMe School District. Retrieved April 18, 2006. 
 
NOTE: The actual webpage of Example of school district plan – Basic: 
School district operations plan for ShowMe School District analyzed 
for this study was found within the Missouri Center for Safe Schools at 
UMKC website and has apparently been updated recently.  The near 
identical, but slightly updated webpage of the exact webpage used in 
this study was retrieved July 14, 2006, from 
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/District%20 
Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Basic.pdf
 
Missouri Center for Safe Schools. (2006). Example school district plan 
   - Annexes. Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
   http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/District%20     
   Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Annexes.pdf

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/lead/osos/PLAN2.doc
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Basic.pdf
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Basic.pdf
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Annexes.doc
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Annexes.doc
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/District%20%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Basic.pdf
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/District%20%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Basic.pdf
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/District%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Annexes.pdf
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/District%20Emergency%20Operations%20Plan%20-%20Annexes.pdf
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Missouri Missouri Center for Safe Schools. (2006). School emergency  
   operations plan worksheet. Retrieved May 10, 2006. 
 
NOTE: The actual webpage of School emergency operations plan 
worksheet analyzed for this study was found within the Missouri Center 
for Safe Schools at UMKC website and has apparently been updated 
recently.  The near identical, but slightly updated webpage of the exact 
webpage used in this study was retrieved July 14, 2006, from 
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20Plan% 
20Worksheet.pdf
  
Missouri Center for Safe Schools. (2004). Nurturing social  
   responsibility: Missouri violence prevention curriculum framework  
   (pp. 21-22). Retrieved May 10, 2006, from  
   http://education.umkc.edu/safe-school/documents/vpcf%20rev.doc

Montana Office of Public Instruction. (2005). Montana protocol for crisis  
   response. Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
   http://www.opi.state.mt.us/pdf/SafeSchool/MTProtocolforCrisis.pdf

Nebraska Nebraska Department of Education. (2001). Considerations for school  
   safety plans. Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
   http://www.nde.state.ne.us/SAFETY/Considerations_for_School_  
   Safety_Plans.pdf

Nevada Nevada State Legislation. (2001). Nevada revised statutes chapter 392  
   – Pupils: Crisis response in public schools. Retrieved April 18, 2006, 
   from http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-392.html

New  
Hampshire 

N/A 

New Jersey New Jersey Department of Education, Division of Student Services,  
   Office of Educational Support Services. (2001, November). A guide  
   for the development of a districtwide school safety plan. Retrieved  
   April 18, 2006, from  
   http://www.state.nj.us/njded/educators/school_safety_man.pdf

New Mexico N/A 
New York The University of the State of New York, New York State Education  

   Department, New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services,  
   & New York State Police. (2001, April). Project SAVE: Guidance  
   document for school safety plans. Retrieved April 19, 2006, from  
   http://www.mhric.org/scss/ProjectSAVE.pdf

North Carolina North Carolina Department of Public Instruction. (2003, March).  
   Guidelines for developing the local school administrative unit plan  
   for alternative schools/alternative learning programs and  
   maintaining safe, orderly, and caring schools. Retrieved April 19,  
   2006, from  
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/schoolimprovement/alternative/re
ports/others/guidelines.pdf

 

http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20Plan%25%2020Worksheet.pdf
http://education.umkc.edu/Safe-School/documents/School%20Plan%25%2020Worksheet.pdf
http://education.umkc.edu/safe-school/documents/vpcf%20rev.doc
http://www.opi.state.mt.us/pdf/SafeSchool/MTProtocolforCrisis.pdf
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http://www.nde.state.ne.us/SAFETY/Considerations_for_School_Safety_Plans.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-392.html
http://www.state.nj.us/njded/educators/school_safety_man.pdf
http://www.mhric.org/scss/ProjectSAVE.pdf
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/schoolimprovement/alternative/reports/others/guidelines.pdf
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/docs/schoolimprovement/alternative/reports/others/guidelines.pdf
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North Dakota The Challenge & North Dakota Department of Public Instruction.  
   (2004). Four phases of emergency response. Retrieved April 19,  
   2006.   
 
NOTE: The actual Word document Four phases of emergency response 
analyzed for this study contained information that was identical to the 
information found on The Challenge, a publication of The U.S. 
Department of Education’s Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools, 
vol.13, no. 1.  Except for six lines of introductory comments on Four 
phases of emergency response, the content was identical to the content 
of vol. 13, no. 1, from the Challenge, retrieved July 14, 2006, from 
http://www.thechallenge.org/16-v13no1/v13n1-fourphases1.htm

Ohio Ohio Department of Education. (2005). Emergency operations manual. 
   Retrieved April 18, 2006, from  
http://www.ebasedprevention.org/uploadedFiles/Toolbox/School_Safet
y_Planning/EMERGENCYTEMPLATE.doc
 

Oklahoma Oklahoma State Department of Education. (2005). Safe schools guide:  
   Selected strategies and resources (Volume I, 2nd edition). Retrieved  
   April 19, 2006, from   
   http://sde.state.ok.us/publ/publ_pdf/SafeSchlGuide.pdf
 
Oklahoma State Department of Education. (2000, January). Safe  
   schools guide: Selected strategies and resources (Volume II – crisis  
   management guide). The hardbound copy of this crisis plan was  
   ordered April 19, 2006 over the phone from Gayle R. Jones (ph# 405- 
   521-2107) and the hardbound copy was received in the mail April 29, 
   2006. 

Oregon Oregon School Boards Association. (2006). Crisis management:  
   Checklist for emergency preparedness in schools. Retrieved April 19, 
   2006, from http://www.osba.org/hotopics/crismgmt/checklst.htm
 
Oregon School Boards Association. (1999). Crisis management plan:  
   Steps for schools to take in a crisis. The hardbound copy of this crisis 
   plan was ordered May 17, 2006 over the phone from Judy Bennett.  A 
   fee of $10.00 was required to purchase the crisis plan.  Paid to OSBA, 
   the check was sent on May 20, 2006 to Attn: Judy Bennett, P.O. Box  
   1068, Salem, Oregon 97308.  The hardbound copy was received in  
   the mail May 30, 2006. 

Pennsylvania Crisis Response Committee, Pennsylvania Department of Education, 
   Bureau of Community and Student Services. (2001, November).  
   Crisis response plan checklist. Retrieved April 20, 2006, from  
http://www.pde.state.pa.us/svcs_students/lib/svcs_students/CRCHECK
LIST.pdf

 
 

http://www.thechallenge.org/16-v13no1/v13n1-fourphases1.htm
http://www.ebasedprevention.org/uploadedFiles/Toolbox/School_Safety_Planning/EMERGENCYTEMPLATE.doc
http://www.ebasedprevention.org/uploadedFiles/Toolbox/School_Safety_Planning/EMERGENCYTEMPLATE.doc
http://sde.state.ok.us/publ/publ_pdf/SafeSchlGuide.pdf
http://www.osba.org/hotopics/crismgmt/checklst.htm
http://www.pde.state.pa.us/svcs_students/lib/svcs_students/CRCHECKLIST.pdf
http://www.pde.state.pa.us/svcs_students/lib/svcs_students/CRCHECKLIST.pdf


 120

Rhode Island Rhode Island Department of Health, Rhode Island Department of  
   Education, & Rhode Island Emergency Management Agency. (2005,  
   June). School emergency planning: Preparedness, response, and  
   recovery. Retrieved April 20, 2006, from  
http://www.woonsocketschools.com/StaticDocuments/Emergency%20
Planning%20Guide.pdf

South Carolina N/A 
South Dakota U.S. Department of Education & U.S. Department of Justice. (1998,  

   October). Annual report of school safety: Archived information (What 
   schools can do). Retrieved May 15, 2006, from  
   http://www.ed.gov/pubs/AnnSchoolRept98/school.html
 
NOTE: The above Annual report of school safety: Archived 
information (What schools can do) was listed on the Safe Schools of 
South Dakota website, retrieved July 14, 2006, from 
http://www.sdsafeschools.com/officials2.asp?details=21

Tennessee N/A 
Texas Texas School Safety Center, Texas State University. (2005). Checklist  

   for basic plan. (C. Clay, personal communication, May 23, 2006).  
   Contact phone number is 512-245-3696. 
 
Texas School Safety Center, Texas State University. (2005).  
   Emergency operations plan. (C. Clay, personal communication, May  
   23, 2006). Contact phone number is 512-245-3696. 

Utah   Utah State Office of Education. (2003). Emergency preparedness plan  
   for Utah schools. Retrieved May 15, 2006, from  
   http://des.utah.gov/pdf/safeschools/utedschoolplan.pdf

Vermont Vermont School Crisis Planning Team. (2004). Vermont school crisis  
   guide. Retrieved May 16, 2006, from  
http://www.state.vt.us/educ/new/pdfdoc/resources/model_crisis_guide_
04.pdf

Virginia  Office of Compensatory Programs, Virginia Department of Education,  
   & Atkinson, A. J. (2002). Resource guide for crisis management in  
   Virginia schools. Retrieved May 16, 2006, from  
   http://www.pen.k12.va.us/VDOE/Instruction/crisis-guide.pdf
 
Office of Compensatory Programs, Virginia Department of Education,  
   & Atkinson, A. J. (2002). Model school crisis management plan.  
   Retrieved May 15, 2006, from  
   http://www.pen.k12.va.us/VDOE/Instruction/model.pdf

Washington N/A 
West Virginia N/A 
Wisconsin N/A 
Wyoming N/A 
 
 

http://www.woonsocketschools.com/StaticDocuments/Emergency%20Planning%20Guide.pdf
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http://www.ed.gov/pubs/AnnSchoolRept98/school.html
http://www.sdsafeschools.com/officials2.asp?details=21
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 121

APPENDIX C 

Description of State Plans (n=53) Representing 40 States 

State Date of 
document(s)    

Type of 
document(s)   Word count  

Page 
length 

Information 
from the state?  

Alabama 2002 
PDF 
document 7,301 words  50 pg 

Yes 

Alaska 2005 
PowerPoint 
training 1,934 words 

N/A (60 
slides) 

Yes 

2003 

2003 PDF 
document  

1,502 words  
 7 pg 

Yes 

Arizona 

2005 

2005 Word 
document 
sample plan 15,814 words 84 pg 

Yes 

Arkansas 1998 
Internet 
memo 854 words N/A 

Yes 

California 2005 Website 2,170 words N/A Yes 

Colorado 
2004 

Website 

546 words N/A 

No, University 
of Colorado 
internet site 

Delaware 
2004 

PDF 
document 
checklist 1,012 words  5 pg 

Yes 

2006  

Word 
assessment 
document 6,617 words  30 pg 

Yes 

Florida 

2001 

PDF 
emergency 
standards 
document 4,243 words  16 pg 

Yes 

Georgia 
1999 

Legal 
document on 
internet 804 words N/A 

Yes 

Hawaii 

1999 

Emergency 
procedures 
guide booklet 
on internet 2,997 words  N/A 

Yes 

Idaho 2002 
PDF 
document 15,881 words  54 pg 

Yes 

Illinois 1999 
PDF 
document 16,698 words  87 pg 

Yes 

1999 

PDF 
document 
sample plan 
#1 7,245 words  46 pg 

Yes 

Indiana 

1999 

PDF 
document 
sample plan 
#2 7,215 words 23 pg 

Yes 

Iowa 2001 
PDF 
document 15,466 words 67 pg 

Yes 
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Kentucky 2001 
Word 
document 34,010 words 156 pg 

Yes 

Louisiana   1998 
Internet 
document 7,689 words N/A 

Yes 

Maine 2002 
Internet 
document 3,420 words  N/A 

Yes 

Maryland 2003 
PDF 
document 34,298 words 177 pg 

Yes 

Massachusetts 
2002 

Legal 
document on 
internet 348 words  N/A 

Yes 

Michigan 

2006 

Internet site 

569 words N/A 

No, School 
Health Issues: 
Emergency 
Preparedness by 
The Center for 
Health and 
Health Care in 
Schools website 

2005 

PDF 
document 
plan 5,687 words  26 pg 

Yes 

Minnesota 

2005 

PDF 
document 
policy 3,713 words  13 pg 

Yes 

Mississippi 2001 
Word 
document 20,981 words 104 pg 

Yes 

2006 

PDF 
document 
district plan  6,070 words  26 pg 

Yes 

2006 

PDF 
document 
district plan 
annex 16,785 words  60 pg 

Yes 

2004 

Word 
document 
violence 
prevention 
curriculum 
framework  484 words 

1 pg (out 
of larger 
33 page 
document) 

Yes 

2006 

PDF 
document 
building plan 6,063 words  29 pg 

Yes 

2006 

PDF 
document 
building plan 
annex 16,785 words  46 pg 

Yes 

Missourri 

2006 

PDF 
worksheet 
checklist 
document 1,764 words  8 pg 

Yes 

Montana 2005 
PDF 
document 1,620 words  5 pg 

Yes 

Nebraska 2001 
PowerPoint 
training 789 words  

N/A (21 
slides) 

Yes 
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Nevada 
2001 

Legal 
document on 
internet 2,919 words N/A 

Yes 

New  Jersey 2001 
PDF 
document 16,523 words  81 page 

Yes 

New York 2001 
PDF 
document 26,615 words  79 pg 

Yes 

North 
Carolina 2003 

PDF 
document 1,891 words 5 pg 

Yes 

North Dakota 
2004 

Word 
document 

755 words  2 pg 

No, 
thechallenge.org 
website 

Ohio 2005 
Word 
document 18,858 words 87 pg 

Yes 

2005  

PDF 
document 
Volume I 

21,976 words 95 pg 

Yes 

Oklahoma 

2000 

Hardbound 
booklet 
Volume II 

About 16,256 words 73 pg 

Yes 

2006  

Internet 
document 685 words N/A 

Yes 

Oregon 

1999 

Hardbound 
booklet About 3,000 words  24 pg 

Yes 

Pennsylvania 2001 
Word 
document 2,311 words  11 pg 

Yes 

Rhode Island 2005 
PDF 
document 33,249 words 171 pg 

Yes 

South Dakota 1998 
Internet 
document 2,260 words  N/A 

Yes 

2005 

Word 
document 
checklist 413 words  2 pg 

Yes 

Texas 

2005 

Word 
document 
plan 11,446 words  53 pg 

Yes 

Utah   2003 
PDF 
document 11,734 words 42 pg 

Yes 

Vermont 2004 
PDF 
document 18,297 words  67 pg 

Yes 

2002 

PDF 
document 
resource 
guide 75,155 words  249 pg 

Yes 

Virginia 

2002 

PDF 
document 
model plan 

51,892 words  217 pg 

Yes 
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APPENDIX D 
 

CODING INSTRUMENT 

STATE__________ CODER________ DATE________ INITIAL or RECODE (circle) 
 

RECOGNITION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF CULTURE 
1.General statement recognizing importance of culture Yes No 
2.General statement of commitment to meet culturally 
diverse needs of people during times of crisis 

Yes No 

Comments: 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 

CULTURAL COMPOSITION OF COMMUNITY PROFILE 
3.Profile of the cultural composition of the community Yes No 
4.Profile described ethnicity/race Yes No 
5.Profile described religion Yes No 
6.Profile described refugee/immigrant status Yes No 
7.Profile described income/poverty levels Yes No 
8.Profile described % living rural/urban areas Yes No 
9.Profile described language/dialects spoken Yes No 
Comments: 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 

 CROSS-CULTURAL LANGUAGE / COMMUNICATION ISSUES 
10.Information about cross-cultural language/ 
communication issues 

Yes No 

11.Information about bilingual staff members Yes No 
12.Information about bilingual resources beyond 
school staff 

Yes No 

13.Information about translation of written materials 
intended for dissemination to the community 

Yes No 

Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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CODING INSTRUMENT 

STATE__________ CODER________ DATE________ INITIAL or RECODE (circle) 
 

CULTURAL COMPETENCE TRAINING 
14.Information about cultural competence training for 
service providers 

Yes No 

15.Requirement for service providers to complete a 
self-assessment to determine own beliefs about culture 

Yes No 

16.Self-assessment instrument for service providers  Yes No 
Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 

INFORMATION ABOUT CULTURES 
17.Information about cultural groups Yes No 
List here the cultural groups for which specific information was provided: 
_______________     _______________     ______________     ________________ 
_______________     _______________     ______________     ________________ 
 
18.Information about population characteristics of 
cultural groups 

Yes No 

19.Information about values/beliefs of cultural groups Yes No 
20.Information about historical relations of cultural 
groups 

Yes No 

21.Information about coping styles/helping-seeking 
behaviors of cultural groups 

Yes No 

22.Information for working with sexual minority 
populations when responding to a crisis 

Yes No 

23.Information for working with groups of people who 
have mental and/or physical disabilities when 
responding to a crisis 

Yes No 

24.Information for working with religious and/or 
spiritual populations when responding to a crisis 

Yes No 

25.Information for working with refugee and/or 
immigrant populations when responding to a crisis 

Yes No 

26.Information for working with populations from 
diverse social class groups when responding to a crisis 

Yes No 

27.Information for working with rural and urban 
populations when responding to a crisis 

Yes No 

Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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CODING INSTRUMENT 

STATE__________ CODER________ DATE________ INITIAL or RECODE (circle) 
 

TAPPING INTO COMMUNITY RESOURCES THAT REPRESENT  
DIVERSE CULTURAL GROUPS 

28.Information about tapping into community 
resources that represent diverse cultural groups 
(community leaders and/or organizations that 
represent diverse cultural groups) 

Yes No 

List here any and all community resources specifically mentioned (not limited to 
cultural resources): 
_______________     _______________     ______________     ________________ 
_______________     _______________     ______________     ________________ 
_______________     _______________     ______________     ________________ 
_______________     _______________     ______________     ________________ 
 
29.Information about using community resources to 
enhance outreach and communication efforts 
specifically to diverse cultural groups 

Yes No 

Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 

EVALUATION OF CULTURAL COMPETENCE OF PLAN 
30.Information about evaluating plan’s level of 
cultural competence 

Yes No 

Comments:  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Comments: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E 

CRISIS PLAN ANALYSIS DECISION TREE 
 
Instructions for using the “RECOGNITION OF THE IMPORTANCE OF 
CULTURE” portion of the coding instrument: 
 

1. Does the plan include a general statement recognizing the importance of culture?  
That is, a statement or statements affirming a respect for diversity and for 
multicultural perspectives. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually 
included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to include 
this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

   
2. Does the plan include a general statement of commitment to meet the culturally 

diverse needs of people during times of crisis?  That is, a statement or statements 
affirming a commitment to show consideration for multicultural perspectives in 
the delivery of crisis intervention services. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if 
this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school 
districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the 
adjoining column. 

 
Instructions for using the “CULTURAL COMPOSITION OF COMMUNITY 
PROFILE” portion of the coding instrument: 
 

3. Does the plan include a profile of the cultural composition of the community?  
That is, a community profile that describes the community’s composition in terms 
of various dimensions of cultural grouping. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column 
if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school 
districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the 
adjoining column. 

 
More specifically about the community profile, does the profile . . .  

 
4. . . . describe the community’s composition in terms of ethnicity/race?   

Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if 
there is simply a directive for local school districts to include this 
component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
5. . . . describe the community’s composition in terms of religion?  Circle  

“Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is 
simply a directive for local school districts to include this component in 
their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
6. . . . describe the community’s composition in terms of refugee and/or  

immigrant status?  Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually 
included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to 
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include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining 
column. 

 
7. . . . describe the community’s composition in terms of income/poverty  

level?  Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included 
and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to include this 
component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
8. . . . describe the community’s composition in terms of percentage of 

residents living in rural versus urban areas?  Circle “Yes” in the adjoining 
column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for 
local school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle 
“No” in the adjoining column. 

 
9. . . . describe the community’s composition in terms of languages/dialects     

spoken?  Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included 
and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to include this 
component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
Instructions for using the “CROSS-CULTURAL  
LANGUAGE/COMMUNICATION ISSUES” portion of the coding instrument: 
 

10. Does the plan include information about cross-cultural language/communication 
issues?  That is, a statement or statements addressing the need to prepare for 
potential language/communication issues with students and families from diverse 
backgrounds during a crisis. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is 
actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to 
include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
11. Does the plan include information about bilingual staff members?  That is, a 

statement or statements addressing the need to identify existing resources on staff 
who may be called upon during a crisis to assist with language interpretation. 
Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is 
simply a directive for local school districts to include this component in their 
plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
12. Does the plan include information about bilingual resources beyond the school 

staff?  That is, a statement or statements addressing the need to seek out and enlist 
the help of indigenous workers from the affected communities and/or bilingual 
individuals who speak the languages/dialects represented in the community. 
Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is 
simply a directive for local school districts to include this component in their 
plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
13. Does the plan include information about the translation of written materials 

intended for dissemination to the community?  That is, a statement or statements 
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addressing the need to provide educational materials and documents in languages 
other than English and at a literacy level of the target population. Circle “Yes” in 
the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a 
directive for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, 
circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
Instructions for using the “CULTURAL COMPETENCE TRAINING” portion of 
the coding instrument: 
 

14. Does the plan include information about cultural competence training for service 
providers?  That is, a statement or statements addressing the need for in-service 
training and regularly scheduled meetings for the purpose of providing cultural 
competence training to persons from both the community and the school staff who 
may be called upon to assist during a crisis, e.g., language interpreters. Circle 
“Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply 
a directive for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If 
not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
15. Does the plan include a requirement for service providers to complete a self-

assessment to determine their own beliefs about culture?  That is, a statement or 
statements addressing the need for those who may be called upon to assist during 
a school crisis to examine personal attitudes, values, and beliefs about one’s own 
culture as well as different cultures. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is 
actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to 
include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
16. Does the plan include a self-assessment instrument for service providers to 

complete in order to understand their own beliefs about culture?  That is, an 
assessment tool that allows those who may be called upon to assist during a 
school crisis to examine personal attitudes, values, and beliefs about one’s own 
culture as well as different cultures. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is 
actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to 
include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
Instructions for using the “INFORMATION ABOUT CULTURES” portion of the 
coding instrument: 
 

17. Does the plan include information about cultural groups?  That is, a statement or 
statements providing specific information about various cultural groups. Circle 
“Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply 
a directive for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If 
not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
**In the space designated on the coding instrument, please list the cultural groups for 
which specific information was provided. If there were no cultural groups for which 

specific information was provided, leave this space blank.** 
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More specifically about the cultural groups for which specific information was 
provided, was there . . .  
 
18. . . . information about the population characteristics of the cultural groups?  

Examples of characteristics might include demographics such as population 
growth rate, population age, crime rate for the population, location of residence, 
religiosity, employment/educational status, subgroups within the population, 
attitudes toward terms of self-identification, and language/dialects spoken. Circle 
“Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply 
a directive for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If 
not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
19. . . . information about values/beliefs of the cultural groups?  Examples of 

values/beliefs might include personal space, time orientation, focus on 
interdependence versus independence, importance of social organizations such as 
family-of-origin, extended family, and religious groups, patriarchal versus 
matriarchal structure, views on environmental control such as luck, fate, chance, 
or will of God, and significance of verbal versus nonverbal communication. 
Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is 
simply a directive for local school districts to include this component in their 
plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
20. . . . information about historical relations of the cultural groups?  Examples of 

historical relations might include experiences with racism and extermination, war, 
immigration, exile, slavery and exploitation, political turmoil, governmental 
oppression, terms of self-description and identification, acculturation, and the 
impact of public policies and federal statutes. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining 
column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local 
school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the 
adjoining column. 

 
21. . . . information about coping styles/help-seeking behaviors of the cultural groups?  

Examples of this might include attitudes toward mental health counseling, 
willingness to seek help and accept assistance from outside of the family, 
familiarity with and level of trust in health, mental health, and human service 
systems, role of family, religion, spirituality in coping, traditional grieving 
practices, customs for the observance of death and dying, function of community 
and cultural leaders such as elders and member of the clergy, rituals for 
alleviating stress, collectivists versus individualistic worldview, and use of 
traditional healers and naturally existing support networks. Circle “Yes” in the 
adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive 
for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle 
“No” in the adjoining column. 
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22. Does the plan include information for working with sexual minority populations 
when responding to a crisis?  That is, information about clinical issues as well as 
strategies and/or guidelines for working effectively during crisis intervention with 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and questioning (LGBQ) groups of people. Circle “Yes” in 
the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a 
directive for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, 
circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
23. Does the plan include information for working with groups of people who have 

mental and/or physical disabilities when responding to a crisis?  That is, 
information about clinical issues as well as strategies and/or guidelines, excluding 
special education policies related to discipline, for working effectively during 
crisis intervention with individuals who may have a mental and/or physical 
disability such as a mood disorder, substance use disorder, autism, learning 
disability, cerebral palsy, blindness, deafness, or paraplegia. Circle “Yes” in the 
adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive 
for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle 
“No” in the adjoining column. 

 
24. Does the plan include information for working with religious and/or spiritual 

populations when responding to a crisis?  That is, information about clinical 
issues as well as strategies and/or guidelines for working effectively during crisis 
intervention with religious and/or spiritual groups of people. Circle “Yes” in the 
adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive 
for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle 
“No” in the adjoining column. 

 
25. Does the plan include information for working with refugee and/or immigrant 

populations when responding to a crisis?  That is, information about clinical 
issues as well as strategies and/or guidelines for working effectively during crisis 
intervention with groups of people of refugee and/or immigrant status. Circle 
“Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply 
a directive for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If 
not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
26. Does the plan include information for working with populations from diverse 

social class groups when responding to a crisis?  That is, information about 
clinical issues as well as strategies and/or guidelines for working effectively 
during crisis intervention with groups of people representing varied levels of 
income, education, and occupation. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is 
actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to 
include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
27. Does the plan include information for working with rural and urban populations 

when responding to a crisis?  That is, information about clinical issues as well as 
strategies and/or guidelines for working effectively during crisis intervention with 
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groups of people living in rural areas as well as those living in urban areas. Circle 
“Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply 
a directive for local school districts to include this component in their plans. If 
not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
Instructions for using the “TAPPING INTO COMMUNITY RESOURCES THAT 
REPRESENT DIVERSE CULTURAL GROUPS” portion of the coding instrument: 
 

28. Does the plan include information about tapping into community resources that 
represent diverse cultural groups?  That is, a statement or statements addressing 
the need to identify and involve community leaders and/or organizations that 
represent diverse cultural groups. Community organizations that represent diverse 
cultural groups include formal and informal as well as public and private agencies 
in the community specifically representing various cultural groups and other 
special interest groups, all of which go beyond the anticipated identification of 
law enforcement and emergency medical services needed during a crisis. 
Examples of community organizations representing diverse cultural groups 
include, but are not limited to, churches, youth sports teams, civic associations 
specifically representing diverse cultural groups, social clubs, sewing groups, 
neighborhood groups, faith-based organizations, interfaith groups, mutual aid 
societies specifically representing diverse cultural groups, health care and social 
service providers specifically representing diverse cultural groups, and voluntary 
organizations specifically representing diverse cultural groups. Community 
leaders who represent diverse cultural groups include trusted individuals in the 
community viewed as cultural group leaders who are willing and able to articulate 
in-depth knowledge about the community. Examples of community leaders 
representing diverse cultural groups include, but are not limited to, elders of 
specific cultural groups, clergy members, tribal leaders, spiritual leaders, local 
officials, teachers, and long-term residents, all of whom must have the specific 
purpose of representing diverse cultural groups. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining 
column if this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local 
school districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the 
adjoining column. 

 
**In the space designated on the coding instrument, please list any and all community 
resources specifically mentioned (not limited to cultural resources). If there were no 

community resources specifically mentioned, leave this space blank.** 
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29. Does the plan include information about using community resources to enhance 
outreach and communication efforts specifically to diverse cultural groups in the 
population?  That is, a statement or statements describing efforts to proactively 
employ the services of alternative media outlets such as multicultural radio, 
television stations, and newspapers, closed-captioned television, churches, and 
other community centers to make announcement and circulate needed 
information. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if this is actually included 
and/or if there is simply a directive for local school districts to include this 
component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the adjoining column. 

 
Instructions for using the “EVALUATION OF CULTURAL COMPETENCE OF 
PLAN” portion of the coding instrument: 
 

30. Does the plan include information about evaluating the plan’s level of cultural 
competence?  That is, a statement or statements addressing the need for an 
established procedure of self-assessment by which evaluation methods are 
employed on a regular basis to assess the effectiveness of the plan in directing the 
delivery of culturally competent services. Circle “Yes” in the adjoining column if 
this is actually included and/or if there is simply a directive for local school 
districts to include this component in their plans. If not, circle “No” in the 
adjoining column. 
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APPENDIX F 

Inter-Rater Reliability of State Crisis Plans:  
Summary of Coding Results between Primary and Secondary Coders  

 
Coding categories by name 
and subcategories by 
number  

Alabama Georgia Kentucky Louisiana Maryland Montana

1       Recognition of the 
 importance of culture 2       

3       
4       
5       
6       
7       
8       

Cultural composition 
of community profile 

9       
10 √  √  √  
11   √  √  
12 √      

Cross-cultural 
language/ 
communication issues 

13     √  
14       
15       

Cultural competence 
training 

16       
17       
18       
19       
20       
21       
22       
23 √  √  √  
24       
25       
26       

Information about 
cultures 

27       
28 √  √ √ √  Tapping into 

community resources 
that represent diverse 
groups 

29       

Evaluation of cultural 
competence of plan 

30       

Kappa value 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
 

√ = Coding of “YES” by secondary coder 
Blank cells = Coding of “NO” by secondary coder 

Unshaded areas = Agreement between coders 
Shaded areas = Disagreement between coders 

**Coding of primary investigator noted with an X only where there was disagreement.** 
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Coding categories by name and 
subcategories by number  

Nebraska Nevada New 
Jersey 

Rhode 
Island 

Texas 
checklist 

1   √   Recognition of the 
 importance of culture 2      

3      
4      
5      
6      
7      
8      

Cultural composition of 
community profile 

9      
10   √ √  
11   √   
12      

Cross-cultural language/ 
communication issues 

13      
14      
15      

Cultural competence training 

16      
17      
18      
19      
20      
21      
22      
23    √ √____ 
24      
25      
26      

Information about cultures 

27      
28 √  √ √  Tapping into community 

resources that represent diverse 
groups 

29      

Evaluation of cultural competence 
of plan 

30      

Kappa value 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.651 
 

√ = Coding of “YES” by secondary coder 
Blank cells = Coding of “NO” by secondary coder 

Unshaded areas = Agreement between coders 
Shaded areas = Disagreement between coders 

**Coding of primary investigator noted with an X only where there was disagreement.** 
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APPENDIX G 

State Crisis Plans: Frequency Counts of Coded Subcategories  

(x) Number of 
times a 
subcategory was 
coded, N = 97 

Subcategories coded (x) number of times, N = 
30 

Percentage of total 
subcategories coded (x) 
number of times 
[subcategories coded (x) 
number of times / 30 total 
subcategories] 

0 1.Profile of the cultural composition of the 
community 
2.Profile described ethnicity/race 
3.Profile described religion 
4.Profile described refugee/immigrant status 
5.Profile described income/poverty levels 
6.Profile described % living rural/urban areas 
7.Profile described language/dialects spoken 
8.Requirement for service providers to 
complete a self-assessment to determine own 
beliefs about culture 
9.Self-assessment instrument for service 
providers  
10.Information about cultural groups 
11.Information about population characteristics 
of cultural groups 
12.Information about values/beliefs of cultural 
groups 
13.Information about historical relations of 
cultural groups 
14.Information about coping styles/helping-
seeking behaviors of cultural groups 
15.Information for working with sexual 
minority populations when responding to a 
crisis 
16.Information for working with populations 
from diverse social class groups when 
responding to a crisis 
17.Information for working with rural and 
urban populations when responding to a crisis 
18.Information about evaluating plan’s level of 
cultural competence 

 60%   (18 / 30) 

1 1.Information about cultural competence 
training for service providers 
2.Information for working with religious and/or 
spiritual populations when responding to a 
crisis 
3.Information about using community resources 
to enhance outreach and communication efforts 
specifically to diverse cultural groups 

10% (3 / 30) 
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2 1.General statement recognizing importance of 
culture 
2.General statement of commitment to meet 
culturally diverse needs of people during times 
of crisis 
3.Information for working with refugee and/or 
immigrant populations when responding to a 
crisis 

10% (3 / 30) 

3 1.Information about bilingual resources beyond 
school staff 

3% (1 / 30) 

6 1.Information about translation of written 
materials intended for dissemination to the 
community 

3% (1 / 30) 

8 1.Information about bilingual staff members 3% (1 / 30) 
19 1.Information about cross-cultural language/ 

communication issues 
3% (1 / 30) 

25 1.Information about tapping into community 
resources that represent diverse cultural groups 
(community leaders and/or organizations that 
represent diverse cultural groups) 

3% (1 / 30) 

27 1.Information for working with groups of 
people who have mental and/or physical 
disabilities when responding to a crisis 

3% (1 / 30) 
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