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Introduction

In June 2022, the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) introduced a new equity standard and
associated recommendations to its Standards for Excellence in Education Research (SEER). On
November 30 and December 1, 2022, IES convened a technical working group (TWG) of 15 experts
on education equity. The goal of the TWG was to gather input for IES’s consideration regarding the
existing tools and resources that the education community could use as they implement the SEER
equity standard in their research, along with identifying any notable gaps where tools and
resources are needed.

At the time of the TWG meeting, the SEER equity standard stated the following:

‘ Researchers who are designing and testing interventions must clearly ‘
\ demonstrate how those interventions address education inequities, \
\ such as by improving learners’ outcomes and/or their access to \
‘ resources and opportunities. ‘

The SEER equity standard was developed by the IES Executive Team based on guidance provided
by a working group originally established by the IES Diversity Council. The intent of this standard,
as well as the other eight SEER standards, is to complement IES’s focus on rigorous evidence
building with guidance and supports for practices that have the potential to make research
transformational. This intent aligns with IES’s mission, as stated in the Education Sciences Reform
Act of 2002 (ESRA - P.L. 107-279), to promote “educational practices that support learning and
improve academic achievement and access to educational opportunities for all [emphasis added]
students.”

Prior to the TWG meeting, invited panelists were asked to prepare written feedback on the tools
and resources available for researchers to effectively implement the SEER equity
recommendations. The meeting began with an introduction by Mark Schneider (IES Director) and
Anne Ricciuti (IES Deputy Director for Science), who discussed the importance of this work.
Matthew Soldner (IES Commissioner of the National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional
Assistance) and Katina Stapleton (IES Education Research Analyst) then described the purpose and
development of the SEER and, more specifically, the SEER equity standard and its four
accompanying recommendations.

During the 2-day meeting, panelists discussed each of the 4 SEER equity recommendations,
suggested resources helpful in applying each recommendation, and offered ideas for new resources
or capacity-building activities needed to support researchers in applying the SEER equity standard.
The panel meeting was divided into topics aligned with each of the four SEER equity
recommendations. For each topic, selected panelists delivered prepared presentations, followed by
a discussion among all panelists.

Panel Discussion & Recommendations

Both in their pre-panel write up and during panel discussions, panelists recommended relevant
resources and provided concrete suggestions for ways IES can support education researchers’
learning and growth, including training centers, coaching sessions, webinars, checklists, and new
resource development, acknowledging that different researchers may need different kinds of
supports. Appendix A provides a list of existing resources, both within and outside the education
field, that panelists believe may help education researchers in their effort to embed equity in their


https://ies.ed.gov/seer/index.asp
https://ies.ed.gov/seer/equity.asp
https://ies.ed.gov/seer/equity.asp
https://www.congress.gov/107/plaws/publ279/PLAW-107publ279.pdf

work. These include resources suggested during the panel meeting as well as those provided in
advance of the meeting.

While providing information on existing tools and resources, panelists also emphasized that
existing tools and resources on their own may not be sufficient to authentically embed equity into
education research without a genuine willingness among researchers to engage in this work and in
a broader paradigm shift. For this reason, panelists discussed broader implications I[ES may want to
consider as it moves forward with prioritizing an equity focus in the work it supports. As such, the
meeting summary includes a mix of recommendations for tools and resources, along with
important considerations for researchers, including recommendations for best practices, as they try
to embed equity in their research. The summary consolidates suggestions panelists provided in
their initial written feedback, during their panel presentations (see Appendix B for the full agenda),
and in their comments during panel discussions.

SEER Equity Recommendation 1

Researchers should discuss how their study conceptualizes education
equity, and how the study's design, sample, measurement, analysis,
and reporting align to that conceptualization.

Panelists generally agreed with the spirit of this recommendation but acknowledged the many
challenges with "unpacking" this recommendation and putting it into practice. In particular, they
highlighted that researchers need to understand issues concerning transparency in how education
equity is conceptualized, the importance of articulating an equity framework from which to design
aresearch agenda, considerations regarding how barriers to equity intersect (e.g., overlap,
compound, and/or interact with each other), and ways to understand and articulate the identities
and biases they bring to a study. They also acknowledged that many researchers may require
support to gain the knowledge and skills needed to fully grasp how to apply this recommendation
and suggested a number of ways to support both new and experienced researchers.

Be transparent about how a study conceptualizes education equity

To implement Recommendation 1, panelists said that researchers should be transparent about how
they conceptualize education equity at each phase of their planned study. Many of the panelists
initially questioned IES’s decision not to provide a specific definition of education equity in this
recommendation. They pointed out concerns with not having a common definition and
conceptualization including the following:

1) Researchers without a strong background may define education equity too narrowly and
overlook important contextual considerations.

2) Reviewers of proposals or products may have different conceptions of education equity,
potentially leading to an unfair playing field among applicants.

3) Conceptualizing and defining equity may require significant elaboration in proposals and
papers.



Despite these initial concerns, through discussions across the 2-day panel meeting, many panelists
generally came to agree that flexibility in defining education equity may be warranted to account
for researchers’ different disciplines, backgrounds, and perspectives. They noted that there is a long
tradition of research on education equity that has generated a wealth of theoretical frameworks
that could inform IES-funded studies. Panelists suggested that researchers should draw on these
frameworks when designing their studies and should be transparent about which and how those
theoretical models of equity or disparity inform their design in their proposals. To address their
concerns about not having a clear definition, panelists recommended IES do the following:

e Articulate specific guidance or “guardrails” around how to think about education equity
in planned research in requests for proposals. For example, guidance could include how
intervention outcomes data should be disaggregated and reported to demonstrate efficacy
in diverse communities. In addition, requests for proposals could embed links to guidance
on advancing equity through quantitative and qualitative analyses. This guidance can help
mitigate the concern that researchers may articulate too narrow a conceptualization.

o Require researchers to be transparent and specify the theoretical framework(s) that
inform their study design. This requirement would encourage education researchers to
contemplate and consider in an intentional way how equity plays a role in the work they do.

e Provide resources for researchers and reviewers to understand different
conceptualizations. Panelists provided a number of ideas for resources that may be
helpful. They recommended presenting exemplars of research studies articulating
conceptions of education equity. They also suggested a glossary of equity-related terms,
such as disparity and intersectionality, as well as annotated examples of how studies outline
the conceptual frameworks. Panelists suggested a number of existing resources that could
be used in the development of such a glossary. These resources are summarized in
Appendix A.

Given that the equity standard mentioned both “improving learners’ outcomes” and “access to
resources and opportunities,” panelists noted that researchers should consider and articulate the
degree to which their conceptualizations address both equitable access (to resources and
opportunities) and equitable outcomes. Researchers may also consider and articulate what they
mean by equitable processes and experiences, such as equitable decision-making processes at the
classroom, school, and district level.

Articulate a theoretical framework that focuses on the systemic causes of
inequities

Panelists believed that any conceptualization would require a perspective that considers how
inequity is shaped by systems, such as institutions, policies, or practices. This perspective contrasts
with a narrower conception of equity that focuses on raising achievement and reducing gaps in

outcomes for individual learners without attention to how institutions, policies, or practices might
play a role in disenfranchising marginalized groups (Allbright et al., 2019).

Taking an equity approach means focusing research questions and projects more on the systemic
causes that produce inequities as opposed to individual characteristics (e.g., English learners) or
deficits (e.g., students placed at-risk of academic failure or students who received free or reduced-
price lunch). Panelists noted that focusing solely on individual outcomes overlooks the role of
contextual factors in shaping the lives of individuals and historically marginalized communities.



Researchers therefore need to consider structural barriers as well as community assets and
strengths as they conceptualize education equity and design studies. This might mean, for example,
formulating research questions that center not only on learners but also on the policies, programs,
processes, procedures, and practices that have created or contributed to inequities.

In taking a systems approach, panelists suggested researchers use existing theoretical frameworks
that consider interconnected perspectives as a starting point. This may include frameworks that
consider contexts in and outside of school, classroom contexts, local and national contexts, as well
as policy contexts. Examples of frameworks and theories to consider include Cultural Historical
Activity Theory, Quantitative Critical Theory (QuantCrit), Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Systems
Theory, and Developmental Systems Theory (DST). Appendix A provides more specific resources.

Panelists noted that researchers often worry about making research too complex, but they
explained that in equity-related work, the challenge and promise of learning is within the
complexity. They argued that teaching and learning in the real world is complex. When researchers
develop models that attempt to reduce the complexity of authentic classroom, school, district, and
local community contexts, they run the risk of underestimating the dynamics at play that lead to the
disparate outcomes they observe. As a result, researchers may overlook practical solutions to
improving these outcomes.

In addition to exploring existing theoretical frameworks, panelists suggested researchers consider
strengthening their ability to build their own theoretical models and frameworks as they carry out
their research. They suggested that researchers build skills (through webinars, seminars, other
interactive professional learning opportunities, or written resources) related to the following:

e Developing or refining a theory of change that a research study will explore and test. As
discussed in Recommendation 2, testing a complex theory of change that considers equity-
related concerns may require methodological flexibility.

o Identifying the most relevant equity-focused frameworks and applying them through
the course of the research process, from inception through analysis and reporting.

o Needs sensing and root cause analyses. This work offers the opportunity to learn more
about the community of interest and begin to identify inequitable systems within
communities that may be the root causes of disparities in student outcomes.

e Using asset mapping or other strengths-based assessments. This may include
considering students’ and communities’ “funds of knowledge” (that is, the knowledge and
skills that historically marginalized communities have built to help them function in their
community but which may be ignored by educators, policymakers, or researchers) when
building a framework from which to design and test promising programs and practices that
capitalize on these strengths.

e Using a racial equity backmap, a tool that can be helpful in identifying and understanding
the drivers of inequity (Race Matters Institute, 2019).

Consider how barriers to equity intersect when designing and conducting
research
Equity-focused education research requires investigators to take an intersectional perspective.

That is a perspective that recognizes how an individual’s identities—and potential barriers to
equity—intersect (overlap, compound, and/or interact with each other). Such a perspective offers a



way to examine complexities in how institutions and power dynamics interact as well as how
different populations may react to those institutions and dynamics. Intersectionality is most often
considered at the individual level, where, for example, the combination of ethnicity and gender may
play a role in the experience and opportunities available to a learner.

Panelists noted that intersectionality is an important issue to attend to when first learning about
the population of interest, and it has implications for a study’s theoretical framework, study design,
data and analytic methods, and reporting. They pointed out particular population characteristics
that may intersect, including gender, race, ethnicity, disability status, urbanicity/rurality, and
English learner status. They also acknowledged the challenge in doing this kind of work,
particularly when attempting to present descriptive information or intervention effects for very
small subsamples of study participants.

A few participants acknowledged that this area is under-researched, and they recommended
developing more resources to support researchers in understanding how to attend to
intersectionality. One panelist recommended that IES support methods grants to explore the
advantages and disadvantages of different analytic and reporting options that attend to
intersectionality issues.

Articulate the identities and biases that researchers bring to a study

To fully adhere to Recommendation 1, panelists argued that researchers needed to articulate and
confront the positionality—the set of social/cultural identities, beliefs, prior experiences, and
biases—that they or others participating in the study, including data collectors, study partners, or
study participants, have. All parties bring positionality to a study, and panelists believed it is critical
for researchers to interrogate their positionality, how they may use positionality in productive
ways, and the challenges they also may have based on it. Panelists recommended that researchers
not only acknowledge their implicit biases and positionality but also discuss how this may influence
how they carry out their research practices, analyses, and interpretations of findings.

In addition, some panelists also pointed out the importance of accurately describing the identities
and experiences of individuals who will be part of the research study. For example, using
terminology such as “diverse sample” may not be an accurate depiction if the sample under study
comes from largely segregated schools. In addition, Black students may have very different
identities and experiences depending on whether they attend predominantly White or Black
schools. A study should clearly position this sample both at the study planning as well as the
dissemination stages to help clarify the study participants’ context. Doing so will help users of the
evidence interpret and use the findings.

Panelists agreed that research proposals and reports should incorporate information regarding
positionality and should include an honest reflection. However, some noted that positionality
statements can be used in performative ways (e.g., cursory statements included or appended to a
report). Such statements can also sometimes impose undue burden, particularly from researchers
from underrepresented backgrounds. Panelists recommended providing guidance on how to
present useful information in research reports that acknowledges positionality, including a
transparent reflection by the research team. This reflection should cover issues related to history,
culture, and context, as well as an understanding of the role the researcher(s) play within this
context. It should also document the reflection process the researcher(s) undertook to determine
their positionality and biases.

Panelists noted that this is not an easy task, and they provided suggestions for how researchers can
be supported in this work, including the following:



o A workshop for researchers and grant reviewers on the process of reflexivity, a
method scholars use to reflect on how their positionality, implicit biases, and confirmation
biases shape research questions, data collection, analyses, and reporting (Trainor & Graue,
2014)

o A worksheet or tool to help researchers consider their positionality that would help
researchers to explore their identities and biases and how they may inform their research

o Exemplar statements that articulate positionality and potential biases

SEER Equity Recommendation 2

When feasible, researchers should design studies that allow valid
estimates to be calculated for different groups within the sample to
improve our understanding of the extent to which policies, practices,
and interventions yield varying outcomes for different groups,
especially those groups that have been historically underserved.

The second SEER equity recommendation focuses on issues related to measurement, study design,
and analysis. Here, panelists discussed how complex contexts involved in education research
require complex thinking about measurement and design. Importantly, panelists encouraged
cultivating researcher skills to embed education equity into priority research questions as opposed
to pulling out separate equity-related research questions, such as impacts for subgroups. “Equity-
embedded” research questions might probe how contextual factors play a role in student-level
interest and participation in an intervention or experiences of particular learners, such as Black or
Latino learners. To put this recommendation into practice, panelists recommended that researchers
cautiously examine the measures they intend to include in their study and consider validating
measures with the relevant population of interest before using them or creating new measures.

Align study design and methods with equity-focused conceptual models,
which may require a range of methodological tools

As noted earlier, panelists stated that an embedded equity focus has implications for framing
research questions, choosing study designs, and conducting analyses to ensure that study results
will yield credible information about how interventions, policies, and practices affect different
groups of study participants. They noted that resources, time, or other factors often make it very
difficult to obtain a sample size sufficient to obtain statistical power to detect statistically significant
differences in impacts for particular groups. Concerns related to statistical power are especially
challenging when defining groups based on multiple intersecting characteristics, such as Black
female students. They cautioned against excluding findings simply because they lack statistical
power or relegating such findings to an exploratory section. Instead, they provided the following
suggestions for researchers and IES to consider:

¢ Plan for realistic analyses. Researchers should be realistic about sample sizes that may be
reasonably expected and should choose study designs and timelines based on these realistic
expectations. Their approaches may include, for example, oversampling particular groups of
learners.



e Consider focusing on within-community studies. The panel acknowledged that this
suggestion comes with tradeoffs related to generalizability to a broader population, a
tradeoff that should be weighed against the benefit of obtaining valid estimates within the
context of a particular marginalized community.

e Build strong relationships with communities to ensure adequate recruitment. This
suggestion has implications for time, financial resources, and researcher capacity, as
discussed further in Recommendation 4.

o Use mixed-methods designs, incorporating qualitative and non-experimental
methods, to expand beyond simple achievement gap analyses. Panelists would like the
research community to expand beyond a traditional notion of exploring changes in
achievement gaps. They noted that typical analyses, in which traditionally marginalized
students are compared against typically performing White study participants, reinforce a
flawed, deficit-based approach. They instead recommend using tools such as a racial equity
backmap to frame primary research questions that embed an equity focus and get to the
structural drivers of inequities (Race Matters Institute, 2019). Then researchers would need
to use appropriate methods to answer these more nuanced questions. Examples might
include using qualitative and mixed methods to gain insight into how contexts and systems
operate, exploring links between contextual factors and student outcomes, and using
implementation and improvement science methods such as design-based and participatory
methods that center contextual change as core to the design of interventions.

e Consider guidance on how to communicate the promise of rigorous study designs but
also offer alternatives to random assignment or other group design studies. This
should be considered particularly because some groups that are especially impacted by
educational inequities may not have enough participants to reach adequate sample size or
may be hesitant to engage in a study that may deny or delay the offering of a promising
intervention to a control condition.

Panelists offered several resources for researchers to address these design and analytic concerns
(see Appendix A) but also said that new and additional resources and opportunities would be
needed to support researchers. These recommendations include the following:

e Resources or tools on how to conduct mixed methods research

e Exemplars of studies, including mixed methods studies, that address equity-embedded
impact- and implementation-related research questions

e Tools to help researchers ask equity-focused research questions

e (Guidance on how to communicate the sampling, study design, and recruitment strategies to
ensure that communities understand the comparative benefits and tradeoffs of different
study designs

e Guidance on equity considerations when doing cost studies, including examining resource
allocations and cost-benefit analyses across different populations

e Encouraging researchers to collect and report descriptive data, quantitative or qualitative,
for groups that are otherwise too small to calculate valid impact estimates



Incorporate measures that are valid for the population of interest and
acknowledge any remaining bias in measurement

Panelists discussed several concerns about relying on traditional measures when conducting
equity-focused research. In particular, they noted that assessments have the potential for bias and
encouraged researchers and test developers to validate measures for different populations and to
acknowledge when bias exists. They also encouraged researchers to investigate their own biases
because researchers’ values influence what to measure and methods of measurement. They pointed
to lessons from QuantCrit research that may help inform this work (such as Castillo & Gillborn,
2022; Sablan, 2019).

Panelists agreed that measures of academic learning such as standardized tests cannot be “one size
fits all” and, therefore, must be validated and tested to ensure appropriate cultural and linguistic fit.
They also suggested that studies include both immediate/proximal outcomes specified in
conceptual models as well as long-term/distal outcomes based on standardized measures and
assess any differences in results. Panelists acknowledged that sometimes researchers are limited to
the data available, and they encouraged researchers to acknowledge measures’ limitations and
availability of data.

In addition to participant-level outcomes, panelists also encouraged thinking about measurement at
multiple levels, such as teacher, school, or other systems-level measures. Chosen measures must
align with research questions. For example, mediator measures for a study focused on student
achievement as a long-term outcome may include near-term measures of teacher attitudes and
expectations or students’ sense of belonging and engagement.

Panelists suggested providing guidance to researchers on identifying, constructing, using, and
reporting measures, including the following:

e A template for developing a data biography - For measures incorporated in a study,
whether designed by the researcher or obtained elsewhere, the panel suggested developing
a “data biography” (Krause, 2019). The data biography would document the basic features
of the data, including who collected and owns the data, how the data were collected, and
when and where the data were collected. We All Count has a sample data biography
template that could be used as a starting point. Panelists also discussed the potential value
of IES creating a data biography for National Center for Education Statistics datasets.

o Resources that help identify valid metrics of education equity and provide guidance
on how to select thoughtfully from existing measures for particular populations -
Panelists identified several examples related to discipline measures (Bottiani et al., 2023;
Curran, 2020; Girvan et al., 2019). To support this effort, panelists recommended resources
such as compilations of measures that are validated across different populations. If specific
measures lack validity or reliability for particular populations, then creating new measures
might be warranted.

o Resources to support measure development. If needed, IES could provide resources and
guidance on developing measures that are both psychometrically sound and both culturally
and linguistically appropriate. These resources may include supports in thinking about how
to engage the population of interest in the development and testing phases of measure
development.

¢ Resources to support equitable data collection. IES could provide resources and
guidance on how to recognize bias in measures or data collection methods, how to adapt


https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Ych5dzBfGLoQGYb-Jtq6VMn0PKdj_Y_tk6nGjopEduw/edit#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Ych5dzBfGLoQGYb-Jtq6VMn0PKdj_Y_tk6nGjopEduw/edit#gid=0

instrumentation so that it is culturally and linguistically appropriate, and to support the
testing of adapted measures prior to their use in a full-scale study. Panelists also
recommended a case study of high-quality participatory data collection and analysis
activities.

o Examples of cognitive interview protocols that align with the study’s stated theoretical
framework. The intent of this resource would be to show researchers how different theories
and frameworks considered for a study drive different questions researchers may ask as
they examine measures’ fitness for use in specific populations.

SEER Equity Recommendation 3

‘ Researchers should design interventions that take into account the ‘
‘ contexts and systems in which they will be implemented. ‘

Panelists generally agreed that an equity-focused approach to intervention design and testing
requires intervention developers and researchers to pay careful attention to the need for and fit of
an intervention, to think through whether interventions can be directly replicated or scaled across
many contexts, and to consider the potential for differential functioning of an intervention across
different contexts and settings.

Understand the context and needs of the learner’s community

Panelists pointed out the potential dangers of inadvertently sustaining inequities by overlooking
important contextual concerns when designing interventions. For example, studies that focus on
reducing racial disparities in student disciplinary actions likely will be ineffective if they do not
consider underlying reasons why a racial gap exists, including educator biases, school-level policies
towards discipline, and students’ perceptions of school climate and equity (Bottiani et al, 2017).
Panelists stressed the importance of taking the time to identify and understand the preexisting
conditions and context in which an intervention will be implemented. They suggested this is a
critical first step in effectively designing and implementing an intervention that does no harm and
has the potential to achieve desired outcomes. Panelists strongly believed researchers must think
about how the content of their intervention incorporates the knowledge and needs of the
community they are targeting, and they suggested methods, such as asset mapping and landscape
analyses, that can help with doing so. They recommended that researchers invest time and energy
in collaborating with communities to assess fit, need, and interest for an intervention in that
specific context, as well as to understand that context’s history and experience with the
intervention or those like it.

Panelists said that in addition to examining community strengths, researchers must take the time to
understand the discriminatory policies and practices that already exist within the context where an
intervention may be implemented. They should examine how particular inequitable policies and
practices shape participants’ experiences before considering how to create new structures that
might mitigate the existing challenges with the status quo.

Consider the tension between fidelity and cultural adaptation

The practice of making adaptations to facilitate an intervention’s effective implementation can be in
tension with preserving fidelity to the intervention model, and panelists suggested the need for



researchers and program providers to understand how to strike an appropriate balance between
the two. When an intervention is adapted so that it capitalizes on and is responsive to participants’
cultural wealth, community strengths, values, and beliefs, their decisions and choices should be
carefully documented. Panelists also recommended that interventions be designed with this tension
in mind and that researchers, program developers, and program providers embed an iterative
process for balancing fidelity and culturally driven adaptation as an intervention is designed and
implemented.

Do not assume that effective interventions are always scalable and replicable
in other samples or communities

Panelists voiced concerns that an effective equity-based intervention may not always be scalable or
replicable because, when redeployed elsewhere, it may be placed within a complex system that
differs in meaningful ways from the one in which it was originally found to be efficacious. Panelists
suggested that an intervention or its components have the potential to be transferable to other
settings and contexts. However, they acknowledged the importance of examining the systemic
factors that might influence the effectiveness of an intervention when it gets transferred to a new
setting.

As discussed earlier under Recommendation 2, panelists suggested that researchers use tools from
implementation science to think about how interventions can be transferred and adapted to new
settings. They also recommended considering frameworks for culturally grounded intervention
development in other fields, such as clinical psychology and prevention science (Barrera & Castro,
2006; Barrera et al,, 2017; Castro & Yasui, 2017; Castro et al.,, 2004).

SEER Equity Recommendation 4

Researchers should describe how they will consider input from
learners, educators, and/or other key stakeholders when
conceptualizing, designing, and reporting the results of their
research, and when considering issues critical for implementation
and scaling of interventions

Consistent with their conviction that developing and evaluating an intervention requires a solid
understanding of the communities being served and their context, panelists strongly advocated for
importance of prioritizing community engagement at all stages of the research and development
process. This includes when developing an intervention, when evaluating it, and when reporting
findings. Panelists provided suggestions about how to go about this effort.

Prioritize community engagement and participation

Panelists stressed that genuine and productive community engagement and participation require
researchers’ long-term investment, commitment, and willingness to engage in the work. They
cautioned against “inauthentic” approaches and discussed the potential harm that could be done if
researchers simply “check the boxes” to comply with requirements and involve community
members in a more “tokenized” way. Panelists also warned against engaging in “helicopter
research,” where researchers come in, conduct research, and then leave. Panelists described varied
models for how to engage partners and community members in this work, ranging along a
continuum from researcher-focused approaches to those rooted in participatory methods. Panelists



noted that meaningful partnerships require long-term investments that take place before, during
and after a project. However, they cautioned against overburdening community members and
noted that the community-researcher relationship should be co-constructed. Panelists pointed to
resources that includes the literature on community-engaged research, community-based
participatory action research, and youth participatory action research.

Panelists suggested several considerations for researchers as they engage with communities in this
work. They recommended that researchers identify opportunities for shared decision-making
around research processes, including formulating relevant research questions, designing
appropriate sampling plans, identifying the types of data to be collected in the study, and discussing
data collection procedures and privacy protections. Panelists noted that “providing input” is simply
a starting place. They recommended researchers develop skills to use co-design methods such as
participatory action research, research-practice partnerships, design-based research, and other
methodologies that fall under the broad umbrella of improvement research (Peurach et al., 2022).
Panelists also suggested that researchers should consider ways to

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

engage potential program participants, such as youth, in the decision-making process
compensate partners for their efforts in the study design process
partner with community members to optimize study recruitment

engage with partners around appropriate language to use (for example, Hispanic, Latinx,
Latino/a, or other terms)

confront warranted mistrust of research (for example, addressing the particular needs of
American Indian and Alaska Native groups and understanding tribal sovereignty and
implications for research reviews, approvals, and data ownership)

describe the role of community members in the research process

To encourage and help researchers doing this work, panelists recommended IES consider the
following:

Share examples of protocols researchers have effectively used to conduct member
checks, also known as key informant interviews, with communities that are included in the
research to seek feedback on whether researchers are understanding or misinterpreting
emerging learning. Particular effort should be made to engage historically underserved
populations and other groups that may not be typically enfranchised in education research.

Offer funding for a planning year to engage communities in the design of a research
study, including such resources as are needed to compensated participants—particularly
those who have been historically underserved—for their contributions.

Provide sample narratives from grantees or other researchers about how they have been
able to engage communities effectively. These sample narratives might describe how
grantees created and sustained diverse research teams, methods used to incorporate
feedback, and descriptions of any pitfalls they encountered. This information could be
generated using advisory panels. The Urban Institute has done something similar with its

guide on Engaging Stakeholders in Research.

Panelists also suggested that funders can encourage this work by developing mechanisms to hold
researchers more accountable such as through requirements for community advisory boards and
including review panel members with expertise in community engagement.


https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/104285/engaging-stakeholders-in-research-tips-for-ccdf-lead-agencies_0.pdf

Communicate results using inclusive language

Panelists noted that when presenting results, particularly to those who are part of the community
studied, researchers should be mindful of their language. Panelists pointed to an existing resource
developed by Child Trends (Gross, 2020) that discusses equitable research communication
guidelines, such as the following:

o Use precise language, such as saying “Black and Latino” as opposed to “people of color.”

o Use “people-first language” that refers to people before their characteristics, such as
“children living in rural areas” instead of “rural children,” unless doing so is contrary to a
community’s preference.

e Avoid assumptions of difference by race, ethnicity, or other groupings based on
misconceptions and stereotypes.

o Acknowldege that multiple barriers might intersect to shape inequity and members of the
same group might differ in their outcomes and experiences.

e Discuss, early on, the role of context in shaping inequity.

Panelists suggested additional resources that might be helpful to researchers as they think about
communication and dissemination. They included the following:

o Sample products and dissemination plans that effectively communicate high-quality
research while reflecting a commitment to equity

e Webinars, workshops, and other professional learning opportunities to help
researchers design communication activities aligned with the needs of the communities
involved in, and affected by, the research effort

e Language and style guides aligned with inclusive communication and outreach methods

Thoughts on capacity-building and implications for IES

Throughout the 2-day meeting, panelists suggested a wide range of supports they believed would
be helpful for researchers interested in engaging in equity-focused education research. They also
offered several broader implications for IES to consider as it strives to promote this work.

Provide an array of supports that meet the needs of researchers with different
levels of understanding and expertise

Panelists acknowledged that researchers come to equity-focused work from many different
backgrounds, understandings, levels of interest, and willingness to engage. They also cautioned
against considering a “one-size-fits-all” perspective in supporting researchers along their varied
journeys. Instead, they provided suggestions for ways to encourage researchers who are new to
equity-focused thinking to build understanding of the importance of this work, to cultivate and
support opportunities to build expertise for those who are motivated to grow in this work, and to
offer opportunities to further develop and grow this field in places where additional work is
needed.

Panelists suggested that the intent of additional supports would be to build researcher capacity to

1. define and conceptualize equity


https://www.childtrends.org/publications/equitable-research-communication-guidelines
https://www.childtrends.org/publications/equitable-research-communication-guidelines

4.
5.

identify and articulate researcher bias and positionality (self-reflection at each stage of the
research process, including bias among research proposal reviewers)

apply an asset-based perspective to research design, data collection, analysis, reporting, and
dissemination

engage diverse communities

design and conduct equity-focused research

Supports may fall within three main categories:

1.
2.

3.

experiential supports (including shadowing, mentoring, and training)

knowledge development (including learning about participatory approaches, needs
assessments, asset mapping, and cognitive interviewing)

financial resources (for relationship building, asset mapping, and research planning)

Panelists pointed to some existing trainings that may be relevant to education researchers,
including mixed methods workshops, by the William T. Grant Foundation as well as workshops
developed through the Scholars Strategy Network.

Panelists also suggested potential new resources and professional development opportunities to
help researchers develop their capacity for equity-focused research.

An “Equity Resources for Researchers” section similar to or connected to the “Resources
for Researchers” section on IES’s current website that could include a series of short videos
introducing, explaining, and providing examples of the SEER equity standard and each of
the four recommendations

Exemplars or annotated examples that demonstrate particular SEER equity
recommendations

A checKlist to help researchers conduct a self-assessment of whether they meet or have
plans to meet each of these four recommendations as well as specific activities and steps
toward fulfilling the recommendations

Sample project rationale proposal excerpts that effectively articulate the equity
rationale for particular research questions and that would help researchers develop more
compelling arguments around education equity and develop more fluency/comfort in
articulating equity-related barriers and promising solutions (the excerpts could be a side-
by-side contrast of proposal abstracts that adhere and do not adhere to the equity standard)

Potential new trainings or professional development activities might include the following:

Workshops in which researchers collaborate and are guided as they apply an equity focus
in considering each element of their planned study design, data collection methods,
analyses, and dissemination strategy

Webinars, virtual office hours, on-call equity research experts, coaching, and other
information-sharing and consultation opportunities for current researchers or potential
grant applicants

Supports for early career education researchers and trainees that increase and
strengthen the pipeline of equity-focused researchers (an example of this type of support is
the equity fellowship program of the Children’s Equity Project)



https://ies.ed.gov/resourcesforresearchers.asp
https://ies.ed.gov/resourcesforresearchers.asp
https://childandfamilysuccess.asu.edu/cep/start-with-equity-fellowhip

o Working group sessions where researchers can share their plans in small groups so that
people can give each other feedback on their proposals, and specifically on how their plans
effectively implement the SEER equity standard (these sessions could be facilitated by
scholars who specialize in rigorous, quantitative approaches to equity-focused research and
evaluation and others who have expertise in designing interventions that are responsive to
learners’ needs, cultures, and contexts)

e Sustained, cohort-based professional learning opportunities that span 1 or 2 years on
equity topics to provide an opportunity for researchers who want to build deep expertise in
equity-focused work (this level of support may require first building the capacity of a corps
of experts so that they can mentor others in doing this kind of work)

e Equity network or center that would allow people from a range of disciplines to meet and
discuss ways in which equity can be incorporated into education research (this center could
convene researchers and also compile and assess the relevance of existing resources)

e An equity track at the annual IES principal investigators convening

Additional considerations for IES

In addition to resources, panelists provided a range of recommendations for IES to consider as it
continues to support advancing equity embedded research. Their recommendations encompass
three dimensions:

1. expanding the pool of researchers who have the capacity to conduct high-quality, equity-
focused research

2. expanding funding opportunities for equity-focused research

3. refining proposal and review requirements so that all research considers equity

Expanding the pool of researchers

Panelists stressed the importance of expanding the pool of researchers who have the capacity to
conduct high-quality, equity-focused research and cultivating a more diverse research community
(building on guidance from the 2020 [ES TWG on this topic). This effort may include engaging with
and capitalizing on the knowledge of equity research experts who may not have a strong
background in education. It may also mean continuing to advocate for and expand open access
requirements to promote more equitable data sharing and remove barriers to data access. Panelists
suggested other ideas, such as increased outreach and supports to scholars from traditionally
marginalized groups, including those from minority-serving institutions, and ensuring diversity on
reviewer panels. Panelists indicated that expanding the work would require IES leadership’s
commitment to understand and embrace meaningful stakeholder involvement in research. For
example, they referenced work other agencies have engaged in, including the National Institutes of
Health’s Tribal Health Research office.

Expanding funding opportunities

Throughout the meeting, panelists offered suggestions for ways that [ES could financially support
advancing and improving equity-focused research. The most discussed funding-related suggestions
revolved around supporting “pre-work” for activities such as asset mapping or landscape
assessments. They also recommended offering more funding for partnership-building, which may
include resources for compensating community members for their participation, travel funds to
allow researchers to engage more frequently with communities, funding for building the capacity of


https://ies.ed.gov/ncer/whatsnew/techworkinggroup/pdf/DiversityTWG.pdf
https://dpcpsi.nih.gov/thro

community partners, and opportunities for youth participatory action research. Panelists also
recommended that more resources be invested in funding the development of validated measures
that researchers can use to provide a more accurate and nuanced portrait of implementation and
outcomes and support our understanding of the intersections of multiple forms of inequity.

Refining proposal and review requirements

Finally, panelists provided a wide range of considerations for IES as it offers new funding
opportunities and reviews proposals. They suggest IES consider the following:

How IES funding opportunities encourage researchers to address inequitable education
contexts in their research plans

Whether there is sufficient methodological flexibility to facilitate meaningful engagement
(considering the extent to which community can inform a study’s design and execution)

How equitable the application process is, including (1) whether resources are available to
applicants to help them build their capacity to design and conduct more equitable research
and (2) whether the application process and requirements themselves may lead to inclusion
or exclusion of particular applicants

How equitable the funding decisions are, including understanding the extent to which
certain researchers, types of researchers, or institutions are more likely to be funded

How the role of reviewers, scoring criteria, narrative length restrictions, and the
construction and composition of reviewer panels should evolve to promote strong, equity-
focused research



Appendix A: Resources suggested by TWG panelists

This appendix documents resources suggested by TWG panelists, organized, when possible, by
SEER equity standard recommendation. Panelists recommended resources either in their written
feedback or during the course of their presentations and discussions during the 2-day meeting. In
some cases, resources aligned with multiple recommendations. However, they are documented
once in this appendix.
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Appendix B: Agenda

Technical Working Group (TWG) Meeting:
Best Practices and Challenges for Embedding Equity in Education Research

November 30 - December 1, 12:00 - 5:00pm Eastern Time
Virtual Meeting

Day 1: November 30, 2022

12:00 - 12:30pm Welcome and Meeting Overview

e Introduction to TWG meeting and Logistics (Katina Stapleton)

e Welcome (Mark Schneider, Liz Albro, & Anne Ricciuti)

e Introduction to Equity SEER principle (Matt Soldner & Katina
Stapleton)

o Researchers who are designing and testing interventions must
clearly demonstrate how those interventions address
education inequities, such as by improving learners’ outcomes
and/or their access to resources and opportunities.

e Meeting Goals: To end the meeting with a well-defined sense of what
tools and resources are needed to support education researchers in
meeting SEER equity standard

e Panel Introductions

12:30 - 2:30pm Conceptualizing Equity in Education Research (Speakers: Yiting Chu,
Elizabeth Bettini, & Julie Edmunds)
Moderator: Joan McLaughlin

The first recommendation included in the Equity SEER standard states:
Researchers should discuss how their study conceptualizes education
equity and how the study's design, sample, measurement, analysis, and
reporting align to that conceptualization.

In this session, we will discuss what tools and resources are needed to

implement the recommendation’s first clause, focusing on the

conceptualization of education equity.
e Conceptualizing Educational Equity (Yiting Chu, Elizabeth Bettini)
e Developing Equity Frameworks for Education Research (Julie
Edmunds)

2:30 - 3:00pm BREAK

3:00 - 5:00pm Embedding Equity into Education Research Study Design, Sampling,
Measurement and Analysis (Speakers: Constance Lindsay, Kent McIntosh,
Jessika Bottiani, Joseph Rios, & Anjali Adukia)
Moderator: Matt Soldner

During this session, the panel will continue its discussion of the first
recommendation from the SEER Equity standard, with a focus on how a



12:00 - 2:00pm
2:00 - 2:15pm
2:15-3:30pm
3:30 - 3:45pm
3:45 - 4:30pm
4:30 - 5:00pm

study's design, measurement, and analysis aligns with the way equity is
conceptualized, and what tools and resources are needed to implement
these pieces.

The panel will also consider the second recommendation from the SEER
Equity standard:

When feasible, researchers should design studies that allow valid estimates to
be calculated for different groups within the sample to improve our
understanding of the extent to which policies, practices, and interventions
yield varying outcomes for different groups, especially those groups that have
been historically underserved.

Day 2: December 1, 2022

Designing Interventions that Address Education Inequities (Speakers:
Kimberly K. Hewitt, Diana Leyva, & Brian Boyd)
Moderator: Laura Namy

During this session, the panel will discuss tools and resources that would be
helpful in implementing the third recommendation from the SEER Equity
standard:

Researchers should design interventions that take into account the contexts
and systems in which they will be implemented.

BREAK

Considering Stakeholder Input (Speakers: Michelle Sarche & Doré LaForett)
Moderator: Liz Albro

During this session, the panel will discuss tools and resources needed to
implement the fourth recommendation from the SEER Equity standard:
Researchers should describe how they will consider input from learners,
educators, and/or other key stakeholders when conceptualizing, designing,
and reporting the results of their research, and when considering issues
critical for implementation and scaling of intervention

BREAK

Considering Equity in Reporting and Dissemination (Speakers: Jenita Parekh
& Nicole Edgecombe)
Moderator: Katina Stapleton

During this session, the panel will continue its discussion of tools and
resources needed to implement the first recommendation from the SEER
Equity standard, in particular how the study's analysis, reporting, and
dissemination aligns to how researchers have conceptualized equity.

Moving Forward (Speakers: All TWG Panelists)
Moderator: Katina Stapleton



During this session, the panel will reflect on the discussions from both days
of the meeting and will consider the tools and resources that have been
identified as needed supports for meeting the SEER equity standards,
provide guidance on how IES might best develop these tools and resources,
and identify any that are recommend as high priority.



Equity SEER Standard

SEER Standard

Researchers who are designing and testing interventions must clearly demonstrate how
those interventions address education inequities, such as by improving learners' outcomes
and/or their access to resources and opportunities.

Recommendation

Researchers should discuss how their study conceptualizes education equity and how the
study's design, sample, measurement, analysis, and reporting align to that
conceptualization.

When feasible, researchers should design studies that allow valid estimates to be calculated
for different groups within the sample to improve our understanding of the extent to which
policies, practices, and interventions yield varying outcomes for different groups, especially
those groups that have been historically underserved.

Researchers should design interventions that take into account the contexts and systems in
which they will be implemented.

Researchers should describe how they will consider input from learners, educators, and/or
other key stakeholders when conceptualizing, designing, and reporting the results of their
research and when considering issues critical for implementation and scaling of
interventions
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