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Abstract
Few educators are well-equipped to bridge cultural differences to ensure that all students have opportunities to learn and
succeed. Existing frameworks for culturally responsive practices (CRP) suggest its potential for promoting equitable learning
environments, yet the state of the science has not been assessed. This systematic review aimed to (a) describe the features
of empirically examined inservice CRP interventions, (b) analyze the quality of the empirical studies, and (c) characterize
study measures, outcomes, and conclusions regarding intervention impact. We found a total of just 10 empirical studies of
the impact of CRP inservice training models (two quantitative and eight qualitative). Study methods universally failed to meet
standards of evidence for efficacy, effectiveness, and dissemination; none employed rigorous design features to allow causal
inference. Findings suggest that the research base is inadequate to draw conclusions regarding effectiveness and that more
rigorous CRP inservice intervention research is needed.
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To effectively and equitably support student learning, educators must learn to leverage culture and cross-cultural differences in the classroom (Delpit, 2006; Gay, 1995, 2010; Moll,
Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992, 2005; Paris, 2012, Villegas
& Lucas, 2002). Shifts in the racial, ethnic, and cultural
diversity of students in U.S. schools are calling teachers to
this increasingly complex task. By 2024, students of color
(including Black, Latino, Asian, Native Hawaiian, Pacific
Islander, American Indian, and multiracial youth) are projected to represent 56% of the student enrollment in U.S.
public schools (Kena et al., 2015). In light of growing student diversity, the racial and ethnic composition of our teaching workforce is comparatively homogenous. Nearly 82% of
U.S. public school teachers are non-Hispanic White, and the
proportion of teachers entering the workforce who are of
color (21%) does not suggest significant change on the horizon (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2013).
Yet even when representation of people of color in the teaching workforce improves, a student–teacher racial or ethnic
match will not necessarily translate to effective, culturally
responsive, and unbiased classroom practices (Bradshaw,
Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010; Ehrenberg, Goldhaber, & Brewer,
1995), nor will it guarantee that teachers have skills needed
to support positive peer cross-cultural interactions. Given
accumulating and persistent evidence of racial and ethnic
disparities in school disciplinary and special education

practices (Artiles, Kozleski, Trent, Osher, & Ortiz, 2010;
Losen & Orfield, 2002; Porowski, O’Conner, & Passa, 2014;
Skiba et al., 2011; Sullivan, 2011; cf. Morgan et al., 2015),
interventions to promote educator competencies and schoolwide procedures to bridge cultural divides in the classroom
have become increasingly critical (Delpit, 2006; Gay, 1995,
2010).
Several researchers have proposed frameworks to help
teachers develop skills to promote inclusive, respectful, and
equitable classroom environments through the use of culturally responsive and sustaining practices. These frameworks
have largely focused on enhancing the fit between students’
home and school cultural ways of knowing and learning (Au
& Jordan, 1981; Cazden & Leggett, 1981; Erickson & Mohan,
1982), addressing structural inequities which create a mismatch between students and schools (Ogbu, 1994; Villegas,
1988), exploring learning as cultural practice (Gutierrez &
Rogoff, 2003), increasing teachers’ understanding of students’ cultures as “funds of knowledge” (Moll et al., 1992),
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and the use of other culturally responsive practices (CRP) in
diverse, urban classrooms (Au, 2009; Auerbach, 2009;
Bonner & Adams, 2012; Epstein, Mayorga, & Nelson, 2011;
Garza, 2009; Gay, 2002, 2012; Gregory & Ripski, 2008;
Ladson-Billings, 1994, 1995; Lalas, 2007; Nieto, 2013;
Phillippo, 2012; Risko, Walker-Dalhouse, 2008; Sampson &
Garrison-Wade, 2011; Toldson & Lemmons, 2013; Ware,
2006). There has also been recent interest in school-wide
approaches to improving schools’ cultural responsiveness
through cultural adaptation of school-wide positive behavior
support (SW-PBS; Sugai & Horner, 2002; Vincent, Randall
et al., 2011). Together, the extant work on CRP highlights the
importance of tapping students’ cultural backgrounds and differences as a resource to promote engagement and learning,
and as a resource that should be sustained by schools, rather
than as a problem to address (Paris, 2012). This study adopts
this view and employs a definition of CRP developed by
Geneva Gay (2000):
It teaches to and through [students’] strengths . . . it builds bridges
of meaningfulness between home and school experiences as well
as between academic abstractions and lived sociocultural
realities; it uses a wide variety of instructional strategies that are
connected to different learning styles; it incorporates multicultural
information, resources, and materials in all the subjects and skills
routinely taught in schools. (p. 29)

Despite extensive literature on CRP and movement in the
field to increase the use of such approaches in the classroom,
progress toward establishing an evidence base of effective
strategies to promote educators’ use of CRP has been slow
(Bottiani et al., 2012; Fiedler et al., 2008; Griner & Stewart,
2013). There are several interrelated issues with the CRP literature hindering progress in this area, including questions
regarding which CRP inservice interventions are effective
with educators, what study designs researchers should use to
assess effectiveness, and which outcome measures are reliable and sensitive to change. A review of the literature to
examine these issues is necessary to advance the research
base for strategies to promote CRP, and, in turn, to support
investments in effective models for scale-up and dissemination. Systematic reviews of the evidence supporting intervention can provide a bridge to help efforts to close the gap
between research and practice (Bero et al., 1998).

The Current Study
To assess the state of the science on inservice the science on
inservice strategies to promote CRP, we systematically
reviewed the literature with a focus on interventions targeted
to inservice administrators and teachers, in the context of general education settings. In this review, our purpose was to
generate knowledge to inform ongoing, real-world, schoolbased interventions to promote educators’ application of CRP.
Therefore, we did not focus our review on preservice (i.e.,
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university-level teacher education coursework on CRP). We
employ the term interventions in this article to refer to a broad
range of professional development and school-wide reforms
(e.g., training, coaching and consultation, policy and systems
changes, and peer-to-peer learning models) affecting the
implementation of CRP within the classroom and schoolwide. Our review centered on three specific aims: (a) to
describe the features of inservice CRP interventions that have
been empirically examined, (b) to analyze the quality of
empirical studies of inservice interventions to promote CRP,
and (c) to characterize study measures, outcomes, and conclusions regarding intervention impact on schools’ and teachers’
use of CRP and on disparities in student outcomes. Our overarching goal was to inform educational researchers and practitioners regarding inservice interventions that have
demonstrated improvements in CRP or reductions in disparate student outcomes. We summarized findings from the systematic review and discussed implications for future empirical
research to determine effective inservice CRP interventions.

Method
This study employed a systematic review methodology
based on the Campbell Collaboration guidelines for conducting systematic reviews (Hammerstrøm, Wade, & Jørgensen,
2010). The Campbell Collaboration highlights the importance of formulating clearly defined research questions,
using sensitive search methods, and methodically screening
studies (rigorous application of explicit inclusion and exclusion criteria). Applying these methods, we followed a sixstep review process, described in detail below.

Step 1: Formulating the Review Aims
The purpose of this study was to determine the state of the
evidence in support of inservice interventions to promote
teacher and school administrator CRP in public K-12 schools
in the United States. Specifically, our first aim (Features of
Inservice Interventions) was to characterize the interventions
that had been studied in terms of the dosage of the inservice
intervention (i.e., periodicity, intensity, duration), the target
for change (i.e., knowledge, attitudes, procedures, skills), and
the mode of delivery used for the inservice intervention (e.g.,
individualized coaching, all-staff training). We also documented who was responsible for implementation of the inservice intervention, whether staff participation was voluntary
or mandated, and whether inservice intervention was designed
to be specialized to a particular student population or to be
generalizable across diverse student groups. These features of
dosage, target for change, mode of delivery, implementer,
voluntary participation, and specialized population were
selected as key intervention characteristics that influence
intervention exposure and uptake based on implementation
fidelity research in the field of education (Bickman et al.,
2009). For example, if a researcher comes into the school to
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implement the intervention, teachers may value their expertise enough to participate, but may have less reinforcement to
implement relative to an intervention delivered by a peer or
their administrator. Our second aim (Study Quality) was to
characterize the empirical studies that have been employed to
examine CRP inservice intervention impact. Specifically, we
sought to analyze the quality of the empirical studies identified using relevant standards of evidence for quantitative and
qualitative research (Creswell & Miller, 2000; Flay et al.,
2005; Gottfredson et al., 2015). This assessment of quality
applied standards of evidence to each study to determine how
confident we can be that the intervention caused the outcomes
reported. The standards of evidence we utilized are specified
in Step 6 below. For our third aim (Impact of Inservice
Interventions), we identified promising or evidence-based
practices in light of study quality, and document the definitions, measures, and other criteria that were used to assess
CRP and student outcomes. This aim is the most actionable
component of the study and was intended to provide a guide
for change based on the findings of the review.

Step 2: Defining Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
To optimize the specificity of our search, inclusion and
exclusion criteria were set applying the PICO framework
(Population, Interventions, Comparators, and Outcomes;
Schardt, Adams, Owens, Keitz, & Fontelo, 2007). We
defined our Population of interest as inservice teachers and
school administrators due to our intervention implementation focus in classrooms and school-wide; support or clinical
school staff were excluded as their responsibilities were relevant to contexts outside the scope of the study (i.e., clinical
therapeutic contexts). We included U.S. schools at any grade
level (K-12); thus, we excluded studies that examined CRP
in other settings (e.g., juvenile justice, child welfare). In
addition, we excluded any studies of interventions that were
exclusively focused on affecting practice within self-contained special education or English as a Second Language
(ESL) classrooms, as they were not relevant to general education practice. We did not otherwise limit or exclude studies
of interventions focused on affecting teacher or administrators’ practices with specific student groups (i.e., by race, ethnicity, or gender). We limited our Intervention focus to
interventions delivered to inservice school administrators
and teachers to promote CRP and related student outcomes,
including but not limited to training, coaching and consultation, policy and systems changes, peer-to-peer learning models, and teacher induction. Thus, we excluded interventions
providing preservice training and education; a review of
research on preservice training and education to promote
CRP is also a gap in the literature and merits a full, separate
review. Note that we did not exclude studies based on their
CRP definition for their intervention. The Comparators
component of the PICO framework refers to whether the

study was designed to support causal inference regarding the
impact of the intervention (i.e., allowing conclusions that the
intervention, and not some other factor, caused the measured
changes); typically, these study designs require a comparison
group. In applying this component of the PICO model, we
recognized that some flexibility would be necessary to
accommodate differences in methodological approach and in
the context in which the interventions or programs were
delivered (Pettigrew & Roberts, 2006). Therefore, we did not
require that a comparison group be part of the study design
for inclusion in our review; however, we did exclude articles
that did not empirically report, either qualitatively or quantitatively, on impacts associated with the intervention.
Although we kept the target of the intervention focus on
school staff (i.e., teachers and administrators), Outcomes of
interest included both CRP (proximal outcome) and disparities in discipline or achievement between student groups
(distal outcome). See Table 1 for a summary of the inclusion
and exclusion criteria applied to the present review.

Step 3: Developing and Documenting the Search
Strategy
We developed a written protocol to ensure a comprehensive
and replicable search strategy, adhering to detailed information retrieval guidelines given by the Campbell Collaboration
(Hammerstrøm et al., 2010). Search limiters were (a) peerreviewed journals only and (b) publication dates between
January 1, 1998, and December 31, 2014. The Boolean search
phrase was as follows: “school” or “teacher” or “classroom”
AND “culturally responsive” or “disproportionality” or “discipline gap” or “cultural proficiency” AND “study” or
“empirical” or “research” NOT “special education.” We a
used centralized search function through EBSCOHost to conduct the searches in Academic Search Complete, ERIC,
PsycINFO, and Social Sciences Full Text simultaneously to
minimize duplication of results. We avoided controlled
vocabulary, filters, delimiters, and/or approaches for handling
truncation and related terms unique to any specific database.

Steps 4 and 5: Select Studies and Extract Data
Studies were systematically selected through the application
of inclusion and exclusion criteria defined above through a
phased review of abstracts, including initial identification,
screening, determination of eligibility, and final inclusion.
We then characterized each study by the study design (e.g.,
randomized controlled trial, quasi-experimental study, case
study with quantitative outcomes, qualitative case study),
sample and setting, definition of CRP, intervention characteristics (including dosage, target for change, implementer,
specific or generalized student focus, and voluntary or mandated participation), staff and student outcome measures,
and findings.
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Table 1. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria Applied to the Review.
Type

Inclusion

Time
Report

January 1, 1998, to December 31, 2014
Peer-reviewed journal articles

Study

Empirical study (qualitative or quantitative)

Context
Context

The United States
Schools

Context

K-12

Context

General education

Target

School teachers and administrators

Focus
Focus

Inservice intervention
Studies of the impact of a discrete intervention
designed to improve teacher or administrator
culturally responsive practices and student
outcome disparities

Step 6: Analyze Study Quality
We then followed the Department of Education’s What Works
Clearinghouse (WWC) framework for categorizing studies
by degrees of evidence (i.e., ineligible for review, does not
meet standards of evidence, meets standards with reservations, meets without reservations; U.S. Department of
Education, 2015). The WWC (https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/WWC/)
reviews research on different education programs and policies with the goal of providing educators information needed
to make evidence-based decisions. For quantitative studies,
we applied rigorous standards for characterizing an intervention as “evidence-based” (Flay et al., 2005; Gottfredson et al.,
2015). These standards of evidence are organized around the
types of validity critical for intervention research, as described
in Cook and Campbell (1979) and Shadish, Cook, & Campbell
(2002), which include statistical conclusion validity (i.e.,
appropriate use of statistical methods, including adjusting for
baseline measures in the analysis), internal validity (i.e., study
designs include equivalent comparison group and random
assignment, or quasi-experimental designs that allow causal
inference), construct validity (i.e., psychometric properties of
outcome measures are sound), and external validity (i.e., the
target population, setting, intervention, and method of sampling are described well enough to evaluate the generalizability of the results). To be eligible for the quantitative study
quality analysis, the study minimally had to have a group
design that would allow for a quantitative, comparative analysis between an intervention group and an equivalent control
group. To analyze the quality of qualitative or mixed-methods
studies, we used quality standards for qualitative research
outlined by Brantlinger, Jimenez, Klingner, Pugach, and

Exclusion
Not any other time point
Not books, chapters, dissertations, presentations
Not reports or briefs from the gray literature
Not theory, recommendations, or descriptions of
cultural responsiveness
Not any international school setting
Not juvenile justice, child welfare, community health,
health care settings
Not pre-K or child care settings
Not 2- and 4-year postsecondary settings
Not adult learning, online, or distance courses
Not English as a Second Language settings
Not Special Education settings
Not school clinical, guidance, or support staff
Not students
Not preservice intervention
Not studies of impact of culturally responsive school
staff characteristics, competencies, or practices alone

Richardson (2005) and Creswell and Miller (2000). These
indicators included whether the reporting demonstrated
researchers’ use of triangulation, disconfirming evidence,
researcher reflexivity, member checks, external auditors, peer
debriefing, audit trail, prolonged field engagements, thick
detailed description, and/or particularizability. After individually coding each article on these quality indicators (present or
not), we randomly selected half (four of eight) to subject to a
secondary review to ensure consistency between coders.

Results
Our initial search yielded a total of 622 articles. Of these, 179
unduplicated articles met basic inclusion criteria (i.e., the
United States, educator sector, general education, K-12 settings). We then excluded 117 articles because they did not
feature an intervention to improve CRP (i.e., we excluded
articles that included only descriptions of CRP or descriptions of teacher characteristics associated with cultural competency). Of the remaining 62 articles, we excluded another
34 because the studies’ interventions did not directly intervene with teachers or administrators (e.g., the intervention
was for students only). Thereafter, we examined the full
articles reporting on the remaining 28 studies to ensure that
each article reported on an empirical examination of the
impact of an inservice intervention to promote CRP. This
process led to the exclusion of another 18 articles, leaving
only 10 peer-reviewed articles eligible for inclusion from the
16-year period of 1998-2014 (see flow diagram in Figure 1).
To address the three aims of this study, we describe key findings of our analysis of these 10 articles below, which are
summarized in Table 2.
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Figure 1. Flow diagram.

Aim 1: Features of Inservice Interventions
Target for change. Each study in our review covered a different inservice intervention, with the exception of the studies
by Vincent, Swain-Bradway, Tobin, and May (2011) and
Jones, Caravaca, Cizek, Horner, and Vincent (2006). Both of
these studies focused on Positive Behavioral Interventions
and Supports (PBIS; Sugai & Horner, 2002), with attention
to its utility as a framework for enhancing CRP or reducing
discipline disproportionality. However, in Jones et al. (2006),
PBIS was culturally adapted to promote the schools’ responsiveness to a specific Dine (Navajo) student population in
New Mexico; this culturally adapted version of PBIS was the
only intervention in our review that targeted school-wide
procedures, skills, and knowledge/beliefs for change (all
three in combination).
Five studies had a singular target for change. Two of these
focused on procedural changes only. In Vincent, SwainBradway, et al. (2011), a secondary analysis of national data
from PBIS schools, there were no specific cultural adaptations and the intervention targeted changes in school-wide
procedures only. Similarly, the intervention in the study by
Shriberg et al. (2012) focused on a culturally responsive, participant-driven data collection and decision-making approach
utilizing a Participatory Action Research (PAR) framework,
and thus targeted school-wide procedural changes only. Two

study interventions focused on improving knowledge/beliefs
only (Fickel, 2005; Hammerness & Matsko, 2013). The intervention examined by Fickel (2005) was a professional development immersion model (building on a professional
development school [PDS] initiative) which took place in a
rural Alaska Native village and in which participations
engaged with Native Elders to gain insights into Native ethnotheories of learning. The intervention examined in
Hammerness and Matsko (2013) employed a coaching intervention during teacher induction to shift teacher beliefs and
attitudes (e.g., local sociocultural context-specific supports to
understand and maintain commitment to urban teaching). The
study by Ryan, Chandler, and Samuels (2007) explored an
intervention to promote culturally responsive school-based
evaluation (called the Culture in Evaluation Project, a pseudonym to protect confidentiality), which was skills-focused
only and designed to equip teachers and principals with skills
needed to plan and conduct a culturally sensitive schoolbased evaluation (aimed at promoting school improvement,
external accountability, and equity).
Otherwise, the remaining four studies’ interventions were
designed to enhance both teacher knowledge/beliefs (e.g.,
CRP theory, cultural self-awareness, other cultural awareness) and skills (e.g., instructional strategies, self-evaluation,
behavior management) in combination (Eberly et al., 2010;
McAllister & Irvine, 2002; McCormick et al., 2013;
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Study design

3. Hammerness and Matsko (2013)
Voluntary, selective induction coaching Qualitative, case study
analysis.
program (over 2 years, with
additional 3 years post-graduate
support) implemented by university
researchers focused on knowledge/
beliefs (seeing coworker relationships
as sources of support, maintaining
commitment to urban teaching).
4. Jones, Caravaca, Cizek, Horner, and Vincent (2006)
Qualitative, case study
School-wide procedural changes in
analysis.
consultation with outside expert
to integrate school-wide positive
behavioral supports (SW-PBS) with
Dine (Navajo) culture, focused
on procedures, knowledge/beliefs
(cultural knowledge assessment) and
skills (active teaching of behavioral
expectations through culturally
relevant lessons).

1. Eberly, Joshi, Konzal, and Galen (2010)
Qualitative, case study
PD trainings (three 2½ hr sessions
analysis.
over 3 months) implemented by
outside researchers focused on
knowledge/beliefs (awareness of
diverse parents’ perspectives) and
skills (self-reflection and strategies to
engage diverse parents). Voluntary
or mandated not specified.
2. Fickel (2005)
Qualitative, ethnography
Voluntary (implied) immersion
(participant
experience (10 days) developed/
observation) and
implemented by state education
follow-up interviews.
department and university
researchers focused on knowledge/
beliefs about Alaska Native ways of
learning and knowing.

Intervention overview

Of 100 students surveyed, 80%
were able to name the four
SW-PBS behavioral expectations.
Authors concluded students
learned as a result of steps taken
to link school values with historic
Dine figures.
Student knowledge
of SW-PBS
behavioral
expectations.
Integration of Dine (Navajo)
culture into implementation
of SW-PBS.

Awareness and appreciation
of the multiple factors that
may influence the values and
perspectives of individual
families and children, including
ethnicity, culture, gender,
socioeconomic status,
historical experiences, and
language.

Administrators, teachers, staff,
families, and students on SWPBS team at one elementary
school in rural northern New
Mexico, with 450 students
in Grades 1-5, 99% Dine
(Navajo) and 87% eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch.

(continued)

Program staff reported
improvements in CR beliefs and
learning to interpret and use data
from their particular settings to
allow them to make effective
instructional decisions.

None.

CR beliefs and skills identified
in document reviews,
interviews, and focus group
with induction program staff
(program director and three
program coaches).

Looking through a lens of the
particular race/ethnicity in
relationship to how relevant
issues play out in school
settings; using context to
develop content for teachers’
ongoing CR learning.

Authors concluded that nearly
all teachers focused more on
developing a collaborative
classroom environment (e.g.,
talking circles), some invited
Elders to classroom, and some
developed a CRP-focused student
assignment.

None.

Interview protocol based
on Ladson-Billing’s (1995)
framework of culturally
relevant teaching, focused
on beliefs about what they
learned and how they will
apply it to the classroom.

Using students’ culture as the
foundation of learning to
transcend the traditional
curriculum that generally
omits or distorts the history
and culture of nondominant
groups.

37 predominantly female,
Caucasian elementary school
teachers in rural and urban
Alaska; intervention took
place in a rural Alaskan native
village.

One program director and
three coaches of the
induction program in
Chicago Public Schools.
Number of teachers, teacher
demographics, student
population demographics
unspecified.

Staff responses (n = 10) suggested
that 30% (3) gained competency
in CRP with parents; authors
noted that teachers struggled
to translate newly acquired
knowledge into practice.

Findings

None.

Student outcome
measure

Staff journals and responses
to a simulated education
scenario.

Staff/school CRP outcome
measure

Responsive teacher–parent
interactions.

CRP definition

40 predominantly female,
Caucasian pre-K to fifthgrade schoolteachers,
specialists, and administrators
with a diverse student
population (50% students
of color). The geographic
location was not reported.

Sample and setting

Table 2. Ten Studies of the Effects of Inservice Interventions to Promote Culturally Responsive Practices.
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Qualitative, case study
analysis of documents
and interviews.

Study design

7. Ryan, Chandler, and Samuels (2007)
Qualitative, mixedPD workshops and on-site or off-site
methods case study,
evaluation consultation (over 1.5
using grounded
years) designed to equip teachers
theory methodology
and principals with the skills needed
and naturalistic
to design and implement a culturally
interpretation, with
responsive school-based evaluation
support of select
plan. Details on the dosage of the
quantitative descriptive
intervention were not further
data.
specified.

6. McCormick, Eick, and Womack (2013)
Voluntary participation in a book study Qualitative, responses
to open-ended
group sessions and presentations
survey questions
with both online blogging and
were analyzed using
face-to-face components (weekly
grounded theory
in-person sessions over 3 months)
methodology with
implemented by grade-level chairs
independent coding by
(grade-level sessions) and school
three researchers.
principals (large group faculty
meetings), focused on knowledge/
beliefs (awareness of culturally
responsive teaching theory) and skills
(practical applications).

5. McAllister and Irvine (2002)
Voluntary participation in a PD
program (40 hr) focused on
knowledge/beliefs (culturally
responsive pedagogy, cultural
awareness) and skills (adaptation
of content using CRP such as
cooperative learning, role-playing,
community immersion, journaling).

Intervention overview

Table 2. (continued)

Teachers and principals in four
(three urban and one Navajo
reservation) public schools in
Southwestern United States
with diverse, low-income,
underperforming student
populations. Total sample
size, teacher demographics,
and school grade-level
context were not specified.

270 predominantly female,
Caucasian elementary school
teachers in a small (6,000
students), somewhat diverse
school district (28% students
of color), in an increasingly
diverse region near a
university and international
automobile industry in the
United States

34 predominantly African
American, female teachers
with varying teaching
experience in urban,
elementary and middle
schools in a Southeastern
U.S. city.

Sample and setting

Culturally responsive schoolbased self-evaluation involves
increased engagement and
communication across
cultures to reveal more
complex framework for
defining school improvement
that is inclusive of diverse
culture and context of
students and local community.

Using the cultural
characteristics, experiences,
and perspectives of
ethnically diverse students
as a foundation for effective
teaching.

Empathy was identified as a
key characteristic to being
effective in urban schools,
defined not as feeling or acting
on behalf of an individual, but
being with an individual in a
nonjudgmental fashion.

CRP definition

Capacity to conduct culturally
responsive school-based
self-evaluation in relation
to school improvement
and school accountability
measures among teachers
and principals were assessed
through semistructured
interviews, focus groups,
and document review.

Changes in teacher thinking
were assessed through
responses to open-ended
survey questions on the
book study developed by
the authors, with emergent
thematic coding focused
on student perceptions;
positive, nurturing
classroom environment; and
relationships with parents.
In addition, electronic
journal reflections (n = 31)
were analyzed.

Teacher self-reported beliefs
on importance of empathy,
gains in sensitivity, changes
in classroom as a result of
displaying more empathy,
and helpfulness of feedback
forms from parents,
educators, and principal.

Staff/school CRP outcome
measure

None.

None.

None.

Student outcome
measure

(continued)

Authors observed that
schoolteachers and principals
moved from a superficial to
more nuanced understanding
of the role of culture and
context in school improvement
initiatives (knowledge gain) and
demonstrated action-based
changes, including CR data-based
decision-making (e.g., utilizing
data disaggregated by race/
ethnicity).

Authors concluded that teachers’
thinking was improved, noting
that teachers saw a need to
create community and have
more fun, interactive, and playful
classrooms and that teachers
observed a need for parent
education program to support
parents’ efforts to assist their
children academically.

Authors concluded that teachers
made gains in CRP knowledge
and skills; that three CRPs were
valuable (Bafa Bafa, immersion
in cultural community, and selfreflection); and that empathy was
a necessary, but not sufficient,
trait to working with urban,
culturally diverse students.

Findings

374
Office disciplinary referrals
drawing from school
discipline records tracked
in the SWIS; (SET; Sugai
et al., 2001); and Team
Implementation Checklist
(Sugai, Horner,
et al., 2001).

None.

Racial and ethnic disproportionality
in disciplinary referrals was
present in both intervention and
comparison schools; however,
researchers found a smaller
racial/ethnic disproportionality
in rates of office disciplinary
referrals in schools implementing
SW-PBS than in schools not
implementing SW-PBS for
African Americans (finding was
statistically significant in all years
(ps < .005).

Statistically significant (p < .05),
higher mean scores on a studentreported indicator of crossgroup social inclusion among the
intervention groups’ students, for
three out of four cross-groupings
(i.e., race/ethnicity, gender, and
socioeconomic status, but not
special education.)

Authors concluded that
communication between parents
and teachers was improved, and
that the progress reports were
perceived as helpful by parents
and educators, but that change
is achieved slowly and requires
attention to relationship-building.

Findings

Note. CRP = culturally responsive practices; SW-PBS = school-wide positive behavior support; ELL = English Language Learner; SWIS = School-Wide Information System; SET = School-Wide Evaluation Tool; PD = Professional
Development.

Equitable, low rates of
disciplinary exclusions
from the classroom (office
disciplinary referrals).

Social inclusion
among students,
measured
by students’
self-reported
friendships.

None.

Use instructional strategies
to meet needs of diverse
learners; maintain consistent,
high expectations of students;
teach students skills to
address social dominance and
social justice issues.

12 predominantly female,
Caucasian elementary school
teachers (with 142 students)
in a large, marginally diverse
(12% students of color)
school district in Rocky
Mountain Region.

Quantitative,
nonrandomly assigned
intervention and
control groups with
comparative analysis
of survey responses
(ANOVAs).

153 elementary schools
including 72 schools
implementing SW-PBS and
81 schools not implementing
SW-PBS throughout the
United States. Student
population was diverse (47%54% students of color) and
relatively low-income (54%58% on free- or reducedprice meals).

None.

Student outcome
measure

Formative survey data focused
on communications,
discipline, learning styles,
extracurriculars, as well
as interviews, and focus
groups to assess perceived
utility and relationship
improvements.

Staff/school CRP outcome
measure

School–family relationshipbuilding to achieve greater
social justice, i.e., that all
individuals and groups must
be treated with fairness
and respect, and that all are
entitled to the resources and
benefits that the school has
to offer.

CRP definition

13 predominantly Caucasian
educators and 113
predominantly African
American families in one
Pre-K to eighth-grade urban,
Catholic school.

Sample and setting

Qualitative, case study
analysis.

Study design

10. Vincent, Swain-Bradway, Tobin, and May (2011)
Quantitative, quasiImplementation of School-Wide
experimental
Positive Behavior Support (SW-PBS)
secondary analysis
with a focus on procedural changes
intervention and
to achieve reductions in racial and
comparison group
ethnic disparities in school discipline
schools.
practices.

8. Shriberg et al. (2012)
Mandated needs assessment
(implemented by school staff over
2½ years) focused on procedural
changes to promote family–school
collaboration through enhanced
communication (progress reports
to parents, newsletter updates)
and demonstration of caring in
relationship with parents.
9. Thompson and Byrnes (2011)
PD training (18 university credits)
implemented by district focused on
knowledge (CRP theory) and skills
(instructional strategies for ELL
students and strategies to empower
and engage diverse families).

Intervention overview

Table 2. (continued)
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Thompson & Byrnes, 2011). The case study by Eberly and
colleagues (2010) described an interactive, three-session cultural responsiveness professional development series which
focused on informing teachers about how culture and context
can shape parent involvement, child-rearing practices, attitudes toward education, and ways teachers can tap students’
cultural backgrounds when planning lessons through interactive simulation, role-playing, and self-reflection exercises.
The study by McAllister and Irvine (2002) described a similar
intervention approach, called the CULTURES professional
development seminar, which supported teacher learning
through interactive, role-playing (e.g., Bafa Bafa cross-cultural simulation game), and reflective thinking exercises. The
intervention studied by McCormick and colleagues (2013)
describes a PDS initiative and partnership with a university
that implemented a yearlong intervention called Project
REACH (Respecting Ethnic and Cultural Heritage), which
employed book study groups and discussion of awareness
and practices related to CRP. The study by Thompson and
Byrnes (2011) examined outcomes of students whose teachers participated in the district’s REACH training, which
included content related to culturally responsive teaching,
theory, instructional and assessment strategies for English
Language Learner (ELL) students, family engagement and
empowerment, and community involvement.
Mode of delivery. Professional development training in a
group setting was most frequently the modality of choice,
with four of 10 interventions employing this approach to
improve CRP (Eberly et al., 2010; McAllister & Irvine,
2002; Ryan et al., 2007; Thompson & Byrnes, 2011). Often,
the professional development approaches featured interactive sessions that employed role-playing, simulations, and
group and individual analysis of case scenarios, rather than
taking a didactic approach. Other modes included immersion
experience (Fickel, 2005), coaching for new teacher induction (Hammerness & Matsko, 2013), and an interactive inperson and online book study group (McCormick et al.,
2013). For those interventions that were procedural in nature,
the mode of delivery was less clearly defined, though some
included needs assessment approaches (e.g., Jones et al.,
2006; Shriberg et al., 2012).
Dosage. Details regarding the dosage of intervention, including frequency (e.g., number of sessions per month), intensity
(e.g., how long each session met), and duration (e.g., over 2
years), were inconsistently provided. Sufficient studies identified their duration to merit some categorization. Specifically, one intervention was implemented over 10 days
(Fickel, 2005), as an immersion experience; this information
suffices to infer the frequency and intensity of the intervention. In addition, two interventions were implemented over 3
months (Eberly et al., 2010; McCormick et al., 2013), two
interventions were implemented over 1 to 2 years (Ryan
et al., 2007; Shriberg et al., 2012), and one intervention was

implemented over a 5-year span (Hammerness & Matsko,
2013). The remaining four studies’ intervention durations
were not specified (Jones et al., 2006; McAllister & Irvine,
2002; Thompson & Byrnes, 2011; Vincent, Swain-Bradway,
et al., 2011); however, two of these studies reported on intervention intensity, which was 40 hr (McAllister & Irvine,
2002) and 18 university credits (Thompson & Byrnes, 2011).
In addition, Eberly et al. (2010) reported intensity of 2.5 hr
for each of its three sessions over 3 months. Overall, the
eight studies that reported information on intervention dosage suggest wide variability on this factor.
Implementation. The entity responsible for implementing the
intervention varied across the 10 studies, if specified at all. In
three studies, outside researchers implemented the intervention (Eberly et al., 2010; Fickel, 2005; Hammerness &
Matsko, 2013); in one study, the district implemented the
intervention (Thompson & Byrnes, 2011); in another, the
school staff as a whole implemented the intervention (a
needs assessment; Shriberg et al., 2012); in another, the
intervention (a book study) was implemented by grade-level
chairs (McCormick et al., 2013).
Voluntary or mandated participation. Four of 10 studies
reported that participation in the intervention was voluntary,
either by staff participants or at the school level, by the
school administration (Fickel, 2005; Hammerness & Matsko,
2013; McAllister & Irvine, 2002; McCormick et al., 2013).
In only one intervention were school staff mandated to participate (Shriberg et al., 2012). The remaining four studies
did not specify whether participation in the intervention was
voluntary or mandated (Eberly et al., 2010; Jones et al.,
2006; Thompson & Byrnes, 2011; Vincent, Swain-Bradway,
et al., 2011).
Specific to a cultural group or generalizable across diverse
groups. Eight of 10 studies featured interventions that were
designed to improve teacher or administrator CRP in a way
that was generalizable across diverse cultural groups. Only
two studies featured interventions that were tailored to a specific cultural group. The first was specific to Dine (Navajo)
culture (Jones et al., 2006); the second was specific to the
culture of an Alaskan native village (Fickel, 2005).

Aim 2: Study Quality
Quantitative analysis. Of the 10 empirical studies identified,
only two studies utilized group designs that would allow
quantitative, comparative analyses between intervention and
control groups (Thompson & Byrnes, 2011; Vincent, SwainBradway, et al., 2011). Neither study featured random
assignment. Thompson and Byrnes (2011) used a retrospective, nonrandomized matched control design, which is considered a causal design that yields credible results under
certain conditions (Gottfredson et al., 2015); however, these
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conditions were not met. Specifically, nonrandomized
matched control designs that (a) statistically adjust for baseline measures of the outcome and important covariates and
(b) ensure that assignment is not by self-selection, but by
some other factor, may be adequate to support causal statements regarding the intervention. Due to the retrospective
design of the study by Thompson and Byrnes, it was not possible to collect baseline measures. This shortcoming was
unfortunately significant in this study, as matching on demographics was limited (i.e., there was not sufficient variability
to match fully on gender or race/ethnicity). In addition, the
teacher assignment mechanism to the district-sponsored cultural competency trainings was not reported, but was presumably by self-selection and not universally mandated, as
there was a pool of teachers within the same schools to
choose from who did not participate in the trainings. Moreover, the subsequent comparative analysis was not conducted
at the level of assignment; teachers (Level 2) were assigned
intervention or control status, but the analysis was conducted
at Level 1 (students)—that is, comparative analyses (ANOVAs) were conducted on participating teachers’ students’
survey responses on a measure of mutual friendship across
gender, race, and socioeconomic status. Yet to mitigate
selection bias, it is necessary that the analysis assess the
treatment effect at the level at which assignment took place
(Gottfredson et al., 2015). Thus, the study design met neither
of these conditions for causal inference and internal validity
of the study could not be established. With regard to the psychometric properties of the outcome measure (i.e., to establish construct validity), none were reported. Finally, the
intervention was not described in sufficient detail in the
study to evaluate its generalizability, and only nominal participant demographics were provided, precluding assessment
of external validity.
In the only other quantitative, comparative group design
study, Vincent, Swain-Bradway, and colleagues (2011) conducted a quasi-experimental secondary analysis of 153 intervention and control group elementary schools following
schools’ voluntary implementation of SW-PBS. The outcome
of interest was disparities in disciplinary actions, with the
hypothesis that SW-PBS would be an effective, school-wide
inservice intervention approach to reduce disciplinary inequity. The mechanism for assignment to intervention (i.e.,
implementers of SW-PBS) and control (i.e., nonimplementers) for purposes of the analysis was either of two measures
of implementation fidelity, the School-Wide Evaluation Tool
(SET; Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, & Horner, 2001) and the
Team Implementation Checklist (TIC; Sugai, Horner, &
Lewis-Palmer, 2001), with thresholds set at 80% fidelity. As
there was no randomization or other methodological
approach to adjust for systematic bias, the design did not
meet standards of evidence for statements regarding efficacy.
Therefore, both studies (Thompson & Byrnes, 2011; Vincent
et al., 2011) were categorized as “does not meet standards of
evidence” within the WWC framework.
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Qualitative analysis. The remaining eight studies qualitatively
examined the impact of inservice interventions through ethnographic fieldwork, case study analyses, grounded theory
methods of analyzing open-ended survey responses, and
document review (Eberly, Joshi, Konzal, & Galen, 2010;
Fickel, 2005; Hammerness & Matsko, 2013; Jones et al.,
2006; McAllister & Irvine, 2002; McCormick, Eick, &Womack, 2013; Shriberg et al., 2012) or employed mixed methods
(using quantitative descriptive data to support case study
findings; Ryan et al., 2007). These studies yielded meaningful and useful knowledge regarding inservice approaches to
promote CRP in schools, which we discuss in greater depth
in the Aim 3 results. Yet it is important to underscore that
none of these studies were eligible for review within the
WWC framework. Specifically, none attempted to draw conclusions relative to a comparison group of any kind (equivalent or not), none collected baseline information, and none
attempted to avoid problems due to selection bias. Nonetheless, in subjecting the eight studies to quality analysis using
a credibility framework for qualitative research (Brantlinger
et al., 2005; Creswell & Miller, 2000), we were able to identify a number of strengths within this body of research that
are noteworthy (see Table 3 for an overview). We summarize
the quality analysis below.
Triangulation. In examining studies for this feature, we
searched for researchers’ use of convergence and consistency
across multiple and varied data sources to support conclusions. A strong example of triangulation was found in the
study by Ryan et al. (2007), in which multiple focus groups
with different target groups, multiple interviews with varied stakeholders, a document review to assess evaluation
plans and reports, and video analysis of a school forum were
employed to draw conclusions. This was a fairly common
research practice, with six of eight studies clearly demonstrating use of triangulation.
Disconfirming evidence. We identified no studies that presented evidence inconsistent with researchers’ identified
themes (i.e., outliers). The study by Eberly et al. (2010)
highlighted findings which showed the difficulties that participants experienced in translating this new knowledge into
practice in their classrooms, which was in contrast to conclusions that teacher participants in the professional development experienced improvements in knowledge of CRP;
however, an instance of disconfirming evidence would have
been if the researchers also presented an anomalous case in
which one teacher had been able to translate new knowledge.
Researcher reflexivity. Similarly, researchers’ use of
reflexivity, or attempts to self-disclose their perspective,
were limited in the articles reviewed. Although several
studies included direct mention of their efforts to mitigate
researcher bias (e.g., McCormick et al., 2013), and others
openly disclosed their theoretical orientation, values, and/
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Eberly (5)
Fickel (4)
Hammerness (2)
Jones (1)
McAllister (6)
McCormick (5)
Ryan (4)
Shriberg (6)

Study (by first author)









Triangulation
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evidence
Reflexivity





Member
checks










Collaborative
work





Audit trail






External
auditors/peer
debriefing

Table 3. Evidence of Credibility Indicators in Eight Qualitative Studies of Inservice Interventions to Promote CRP.
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or positionality within the research (e.g., Hammerness &
Matsko, 2013; Shriberg et al., 2012), we identified none that
provided a thoughtful discussion of how the researchers’
values, perspectives, and assumptions may have biased or
otherwise influenced the conclusions drawn.
Member checks. Reported use of member checks (in
which participants review and validate transcripts, analyses,
and interpretations of data) was found in two studies (Eberly
et al., 2010; Shriberg et al., 2012). This was a particular
strength of the Shriberg et al. (2012) article, which formally
collected critical feedback on findings through a participatory framework, including with parents, at several points in
the 2-year study, as well as informally collected extensive
feedback at regularly scheduled intervals.
Collaborative work. The majority of studies (six of eight)
employed multiple researchers or other partners in designing a study or drawing conclusions, including a number of
university partnerships, with one highlighting the role of
the schools as part of the research team within a PAR frame
(Ryan et al., 2007).
External auditors/peer debriefing. Four articles reported
use of external auditors or a peer debriefing process, such
as having a colleague or “outsider” provide critical feedback
on interpretations and analyses (Fickel, 2005; McAllister &
Irvine, 2002; McCormick et al., 2013; Shriberg et al., 2012).
Audit trail. Two articles reported evidence of an audit trail
(Fickel, 2005; McAllister & Irvine, 2002). For example, in
McAllister and Irvine (2002), the researchers reported keeping a history of all coding changes and a journal of methodological decisions and processes.
Prolonged field engagement. The majority (seven of eight
studies) featured prolonged field engagement (reported
repeated contact in the field over a specific or phased time
frame), including several in which the researchers were
engaged in the field for over 1 year (Fickel, 2005; McCormick et al., 2013; Ryan et al., 2007; Shriberg et al., 2012).
Thick, detailed description. Six of eight studies featured
rich, descriptive information to support themes and conclusions. For example, the case study conducted by Eberly
et al. (2010) provided extensive quotes in its final evaluation
phase to document the specific strategies employed in the
intervention (e.g., simulation exercises to uncover bias, journaling, parent panel, role-plays, group and individual analyses of case examples) and to differentiate their development
along a continuum and highlight the challenges of putting
into practice new learning.
Particularizability. Across the eight studies, only half provided sufficient information regarding the particular context
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of the study such that readers could determine the extent to
which conclusions could be generalized to their own contexts. That is, four studies provided information about at
least four of these five dimensions: population density/
geographic region, sample size, school grade level, school
sector (e.g., public, parochial), and teacher and/or principal sample demographics (Fickel, 2005; McCormick et al.,
2013; McAllister & Irvine, 2002; Shriberg et al., 2012). Specifically, five studies reported being set in major metropolitan or other urban school districts (Hammerness & Matsko,
2013; McAllister & Irvine, 2002; Ryan et al., 2007; Shriberg et al., 2012); one study was set in a small, but increasingly diverse school district (McCormick et al., 2013); and
three studies were set in a Native Alaskan village (Fickel,
2005) or other rural, American Indian settings (Jones et al.,
2006; Ryan et al., 2007).1 One study did not provide information regarding the geographic location or population
density of the study setting (Eberly et al., 2010). The gradelevel school settings included primarily elementary schools
(six studies, Eberly et al., 2010; Fickel, 2005; Jones et al.,
2006; McCormick et al., 2013; Thompson & Byrnes, 2011;
Vincent, Swain-Bradway, et al., 2011), with one study set
in a combined elementary and middle (pre-K to 8) school
(Shriberg et al., 2012) and another in both elementary and
middle schools (McAllister & Irvine, 2002), none set in high
school, and two studies with unspecified grade levels (Hammerness & Matsko, 2013; Ryan et al., 2007). Most studies
were conducted with faculty from public schools; only one
was conducted with faculty from a private, Catholic school
(Shriberg et al., 2012), and two did not specify (Eberly et al.,
2010; Fickel, 2005). Study sample sizes also widely varied,
from small (i.e., < 15 individuals; Hammerness & Matsko,
2013; Shriberg et al., 2012) to moderate (< 300 individuals; Eberly et al., 2010; Fickel, 2005; McAllister & Irvine,
2002; McCormick et al., 2013). Notably, two of the eight
studies did not specify the total sample size (Jones et al.,
2006; Ryan et al., 2007). Despite the diversity of settings
and sample sizes, sample demographics were often reflective of the demographics of the teaching workforce in the
United States (i.e., predominantly White, female teachers).
Four of the eight studies included primarily White, female
teachers (Eberly et al., 2010; Fickel, 2005; McCormick
et al., 2013; Shriberg et al., 2012), whereas only one study
focused on African American female teachers (McAllister &
Irvine, 2002). The remaining three studies did not specify
the demographic characteristics of their teacher or principal
sample (Hammerness & Matsko, 2013; Jones et al., 2006;
Ryan et al., 2007).

Aim 3: Impact of Inservice Interventions
In this section, we briefly summarize the definitions,
measures, and other criteria used to assess impact, then
highlight intervention strategies that show potential for
effectiveness.
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Definitions of CRP. Across the 10 studies, a wide range of foci
were identified to operationalize CRP. Three studies operationalized CRP as related to school improvement procedures
(school-wide systemic focus; Jones et al., 2006; Ryan et al.,
2007; Vincent et al., 2011); three studies operationalized
CRP as tapping students cultural “funds of knowledge”
(Moll et al., 2005) to transform the traditional curriculum or
otherwise modifying pedagogical approaches in the classroom (academic instruction focus; Fickel, 2005; McAllister
& Irvine, 2002; McCormick et al., 2013); two studies operationalized CRP as responsive cross-cultural parent–teacher
interactions (school–family partnership focus; Eberly et al.,
2010; Shriberg et al., 2012); one study operationalized CRP
as a “context-specific . . . means of looking at general issues
through a lens of the particular—such as how race, ethnicity
and language can influence one’s teaching decisions”
(teacher induction and behavior management focus; Hammerness & Matsko, 2013, p. 561); and one study operationalized CRP in a way that incorporated elements from several of
these definitions (Thompson & Byrnes, 2011).
Outcome measures. Three studies examined school effects,
whereas the remaining studies reported effects based on individual student or teacher report. School effects were assessed
through racial equity in office disciplinary referrals (Vincent
et al., 2011), staff reported school improvement and school
accountability measures (Ryan et al., 2007), and staff
reported integration of culture into school behavior management system (Jones et al., 2006). The majority of studies
(eight out of 10) did not examine student outcomes, but those
that did assessed student knowledge of behavioral expectations (Jones et al., 2006) and student-perceived social inclusiveness among students (Thompson & Byrnes, 2011). Of
the seven studies that reported staff outcomes, six focused on
CRP skills and knowledge/beliefs, and one focused on CRP
knowledge/beliefs only. Among those studies focused on
staff outcomes, the measures and methods of assessing CRP
skills and knowledge were inconsistent and ranged in mode
of administration (e.g., open-ended survey questions, semistructured interview protocols, closed-ended self-report on a
Likert-type scale, document review of staff journals, and
observation of staff behaviors). Of the studies that used a
quantitative instrument to assess CRP, none reported on the
psychometric properties of the measure. There was overlap
between only two studies in their use of a specific outcome
indicator (i.e., disciplinary outcomes of PBIS intervention;
Jones et al., 2006; Vincent, Swain-Bradway, et al., 2011), but
no studies used the same instrument.
Study conclusions. It is important to consider the reported
study conclusions in light of our findings on study quality
in Aim 2. Because eight of the 10 studies in this review
failed to meet eligibility criteria for the quantitative study
analysis (our application of the Institute of Sciences’s
WWC methodology), and the other two were analyzed but

nonetheless were found not to meet standards of evidence,
we cannot identify any of the interventions as evidencebased per se, nor can we corroborate any conclusions the
authors may have drawn regarding intervention effects.
Nevertheless, we summarized the 10 studies’ conclusions
here with this caveat and present implications of the study
conclusions in the discussion.
All 10 studies concluded that the studied interventions
were associated with at least some gains in schools’ and
teachers’ knowledge, skills, or use of CRP or improvement in
equity with regard to student outcomes. Most studies provided some acknowledgment of limitations regarding causal
inference or generalizability, including Hammerness and
Matsko (2013), Jones et al. (2006), McAllister and Irvine
(2002), Thompson and Byrnes (2011), and Vincent, SwainBradway, et al. (2011). The two quantitative articles applied
a test of significance (p < .05) in examining improvements
for the intervention groups relative to a comparison group
(Thompson & Byrnes, 2011; Vincent, Swain-Bradway, et al.,
2011). A small number of studies also highlighted findings
that the intervention alone was not sufficient to achieve success in working cross-culturally with diverse students or
their parents. For example, one study noted that teachers
struggled to translate their newly acquired cultural knowledge into their classroom practice (Eberly et al., 2010), and
another noted that the focus of the intervention (building
teacher empathy) was necessary but not sufficient to promote
CRP (McAllister & Irvine, 2002). Another study that focused
on school-wide outcomes (i.e., Vincent, Swain-Bradway,
et al., 2011) concluded that the intervention was associated
with reduced racial/ethnic gap in office disciplinary referrals,
but these gaps were not eliminated. In light of limitations in
the study designs, we highlight several strategies that
emerged from this review as potentially promising directions
for future testing in the discussion.

Discussion
Our findings suggest that empirical research examining the
impact of interventions to improve CRP is in a relatively
nascent stage, with the majority of studies (six of 10) being
published in the past 7 years. We identified a very limited
pool of only 10 out of 179 unduplicated peer-reviewed articles reporting results of an empirical examination of teacher,
principal, or school-targeted intervention to promote CRP
and equitable student outcomes. The 10 studies identified
employed designs which either did not meet WWC criteria
for review (eight qualitative or mixed-method studies) or
met criteria for review but failed to meet standards of evidence for efficacy (two quantiative studies). With regard to
external validity (i.e., generalizability in quantitative research
or particularizability in qualitative research), several studies
neglected to report basic information regarding the sample,
context, and procedures. With regard to construct validity
and psychometrics, differing indicators were used across
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eight of 10 studies, no studies used the same measures, and
report on the psychometrics of the measures was extremely
limited. Taken together, the findings suggest that the state of
the science of inservice educator interventions to improve
CRP is inadequate to draw conclusions regarding efficacy,
effectiveness, and readiness for dissemination (Flay et al.,
2005; Gottfredson et al., 2015).
Credit should be given to researchers attempting to
implement and assess CRP interventions despite several
conceptual, methodological, and practical complexities.
For example, some of the key challenges include operationalizing and measuring CRP, measuring outcomes at
multiple levels for teachers and students, and working
within the parameters of schools’ changing priorities and
often bureaucratic structures. As classrooms in U.S. public schools become increasingly culturally, racially, and
ethnically diverse landscapes for teaching and learning,
the potential of CRP to support equity and excellence in
student outcomes is increasingly important. Further rigorous empirical research is needed to identify and refine the
extant promising models of intervention and support to
promote school staff use of CRP. The findings of the systematic review identified several future research directions to strengthen the evidence base and realize the
potential of CRP.

Future Research Directions
Measurement. The wide variation in operational definitions
of CRP suggests more work is needed to achieve clarity and
promote consensus on the proximal (teacher-level) outcome
of inservice CRP interventions. Specifically, we advocate
consistent operationalization of a well-defined set of indicators that can serve as a comprehensive and integrative reflection of CRP, rather than the generation of new or additional
definitions. There is certainly no shortage of definitions in
the literature (see Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011, for a
review). We acknowledge the complexity of CRP and the
need to implement CRP flexibly based on the local context
of school and diverse backgrounds of students; as such, we
suggest this measure may be better presented as a multidimensional index, rather than a unidimensional scale. We
suggest the underlying principles of CRP, consistent with the
definition we highlighted for the purpose of this study (Gay,
2000), can be measured and that greater consensus in the
area of CRP outcome measurement would help to advance
the field and would hold researchers and interventionists
accountable to the same high and comprehensive standard of
CRP implementation. A focus on establishing measures that
demonstrate content validity is a critical next step in our
efforts to establish an evidence base in support of CRP and
inservice CRP interventions.
Similarly, defining and operationalizing the more distal,
student-level outcomes theorized to be affected by inservice
CRP interventions requires attention. What specific student
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outcomes are theorized to be affected by teachers’ and
administrators’ effective use of CRP (e.g., social, emotional,
academic, disciplinary outcomes), and do these vary by the
specific type of CRP (e.g., culturally responsive pedagogy,
culturally responsive classroom behavior management, culturally responsive parent–teacher interactions)? If more distal, student-level outcomes of CRP interventions are to be
studied, there needs to be consideration of how quickly, and
to what extent, we can expect to see an impact on students
who are not directly exposed to the intervention, and what
mechanisms could be put in place to track teacher fidelity of
implementation of CRP in their classrooms.
Finally, attention is needed not just to improvement in student outcomes but also to track progress toward equity as an
outcome itself. Measuring equity as an outcome is complex
and raises questions about appropriate comparisons (i.e.,
equity relative to whom – to White students, to all students,
or to some specified standard for educational excellence?).
Research assessing whether a CRP intervention yielded more
equitable disciplinary outcomes may be strengthened through
interdisciplinary exchange with other fields tackling equity
and disparities measurement issues (e.g, health disparities
research; Keppel et al., 2005).
It is worthwhile to consider what may be the most appropriate mode of administering assessments of CRP practices,
or whether a multi-informant approach is necessary. Selfreport of CRP is known to be subject to social desirability
bias (Constantine & Ladany, 2000; Granello & Wheaton,
1998; Katz & Hoyt, 2014; Liu, Sheu, & Williams, 2004;
Ohm & Rosen, 2011; Sodowsky, Kuo-Jackson, Richardson,
& Corey, 1998). Social desirability bias suggests that teachers may report implementing practices they believe they
should be doing, regardless of whether they are in fact
implementing them. Perhaps more nuanced assessments are
needed to improve the validity of self-report; alternately,
measures of social desirability bias (e.g., Reynolds, 1982)
can be included in teacher self-report surveys as a statistical
control. Likewise, establishing valid observational measures of CRP poses challenges, including how measures
can accommodate the fluidity with which CRP must be
applied, contingent on the local context of the school and
the varying backgrounds of students within the classroom
(Debnam, Pas, Bottiani, Cash, & Bradshaw, 2015).
Employing qualitative methods to assess CRP can enrich
the development of content-valid, locally responsive observational measures. The solution to shortcomings of various
measures may be to triangulate data collected through multiple informant and mixed-method approaches. For example, perhaps a complementary, integrated set of measures
for teacher report, student report, and independent observation could be developed, and a preliminary criterion of concordance between the measures established, to ascertain
significant change in the CRP outcome. Based on this
review, the field currently lacks this type of measurement
approach for CRP.
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Intervention features and foci. Central, intervention-specific
issues that require attention, as revealed by the systematic
review, are primarily related to differences in the interventions’ theories of change. A number of interventions in the
present review featured a sustained approach (i.e., not just
a one-time training) and all included hands-on simulation
activities, role-plays, case analysis, reflection exercises,
direct contact with culture, and/or other interactive learning opportunities to support participants’ discovery of culture, cultural difference, and bias. It is possible that these
interactive approaches, as opposed to more didactic, consciousness-raising presentations or “food and festivals”
type events covering superficial aspects of a specific culture, may gain more and more lasting traction with regard
to knowledge and skill in CRP. And yet, a few studies
pointed out that, without supports to translate improvements in these knowledge and skill domains to more effective use of CRP in the classroom, these efforts may be less
potent. It is interesting that the majority of interventions
drew voluntary participants, ostensibly circumnavigating
the important issue of motivation to change. Particularly
with regard to CRP, it may be realistic to expect that the
school administrators or teachers most in need of intervention also may be highly resistant to participation and lack
motivation necessary to make changes. Thus, effective
professional development on CRP should aim to improve
motivation and self-efficacy to implement CRP in the
classroom, and not only focus on knowledge alone (Guskey & Yoon, 2009). To comprehensively target all of these
important mechanisms, inservice CRP interventions should
include motivational coaching, job-embedded opportunities to practice and refine new skills, and methods for monitoring and reinforcing implementation in the classroom.
Another area for research exploration is the determination
of a sufficient dosage of the various modalities necessary
to achieve significant improvements in CRP and targeted
student outcomes.
Finally, an important intervention consideration is the
racial/ethnic background of the teachers and administrators
who will participate. Only six out of 10 articles in this review
reported on the races/ethnicities of study participants. Of
note, only one article reported on a primarily non-White
sample. Nationally, more than 82% of teachers K-12 are
White (NCES, 2016). White teachers who lack experience
with cross-racial, ethnic, or cultural interactions in their own
lives may need different supports to help them consider the
experiences of students from marginalized or historically
marginalized backgrounds, relative to teachers who come
from Black or Latino backgrounds. Beyond race/ethnicity,
future research reports on CRP interventions providing more
contextual and demographic information on participants,
such as years of service in education, gender and gender
identity, preservice exposure to CRP practices, will be critical to help draw conclusions on generalizability of the
studies.

Study design. While our review found that the extant research
is insufficient to identify evidence-based interventions to
promote CRP and equitable student outcomes, it is worth
noting that most of the individual study authors in this review
concluded that gains in CRP and/or reductions in disparate
student outcomes were linked to the inservice intervention.
Although these studies presented evidence of statistically significant improvements or other data establishing the credibility of these findings, due to flaws in the study designs, the
possibility remains that other factors, which were unaccounted for and unmeasured in the study, influenced the
changes observed (Gottfredson et al., 2015). The fact that
most studies concluded improvements were made underscores the importance of pursuing rigorous, empirical research
methods that meet the standards of evidence for establishing
intervention efficacy (see Gottfredson et al., 2015).

Limitations and Strengths of the Systematic
Review
Although we took care to structure our review of the literature to address several possible threats to validity of the findings, there are some inherent limitations in conducting a
systematic review that limit the generalizability of our findings. Namely, through the PICO process we followed, we
eventually excluded studies based on our criteria which otherwise may have yielded findings relevant to our central
research questions. For example, we excluded studies
focused on improving cultural competence of school clinicians (e.g., Moore-Thomas & Day-Vines, 2008). In addition,
in our effort to locate highly credible research, we searched
only the peer-reviewed literature; yet, there may be relevant
work examining CRP inservice interventions that had not yet
been published in peer-reviewed journals, and which could
have informed this review (e.g., My Teaching Partner;
Gregory, Allen, Mikami, Hafen, & Pianta, 2013). Although
there is a potential loss of studies resulting from our consistent adherence to a priori review criteria through the PICO
process, this trade-off allowed us to achieve precision in our
research questions, supported the internal validity of our
study, and allowed us to draw meaningful conclusions from
the literature on the discrete topic of teacher, principal, and
school-targeted inservice interventions to promote CRP and
equity in schools.
The issue of how systematic reviews can lead to change is
an important one embedded in the broader question of effectively disseminating evidence-based practices. Knowledgetranslation scholars have identified barriers to the use of
systematic reviews by policy-makers and pratitioners,
including difficulty locating reviews, their lack of userfriendliness, and the “real or perceived failure to . . . make
actionable policy recommendations” (Chambers et al., 2011,
p. 132). In this case, our review highlights that more standardization and rigor in research practices is necessary before
such recommendations can be made to support specific CRP
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and CRP interventions in schools. Thus, the practical importance of the review’s findings are inward-looking, to fellow
CRP researchers, to spur change in our research practices.
Interventions that have proven to be effective at improving
educator CRP and students’ equitable and inclusive school
and classroom experiences are vitally needed to close gaps in
achievement and discipline. We crafted this report as a guiding framework to researchers to stimulate more rigorous
methods in the development and testing of interventions to
promote CRP in schools.

Conclusion
This systematic literature review assessed the state of the
science on inservice interventions to promote teacher and
school administrator CRP and reduce disparate student outcomes in public K-12 schools in the United States. The
review found a substantial lack of empirical research
assessing the effectiveness of such inservice interventions.
Of the 179 unduplicated articles yielded from the basic
search, only 10 articles reported on an examination of the
impact of a CRP inservice intervention. Of these, none met
standards of evidence to establish efficacy of the intervention, with the majority of studies being qualitative assessments. This central finding highlights the need to strengthen
empirical research examining whether inservice intervention to support teachers’ and administrators’ CRP translate
to (a) improvements in the use of CRP in schools (e.g.,
responsive interactions with students, classroom structure,
instructional materials) and (b) equity and improvement in
student academic, social, emotional, and disciplinary outcomes. Aside from inadequate study designs, an important
factor hindering research progress to support evidencebased CRP is the lack of consistent, integrated, psychometrically sound measurement approaches. The review findings
suggest more rigorous research approaches are needed to
determine what CRP inservice interventions are effective
and therefore could be disseminated and brought to scale to
ensure equitable, high-quality learning environments for all
students.
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Note
1.

The study by Ryan, Chandler, and Samuels (2007) was set in
three urban schools and one Navajo reservation school.
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