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The Consortium for Research on Educational Assessment and Teaching 
Effectiveness (CREATE) is a nonprofit organization dedicated to the       
improvement of assessment and evaluation in PK-12 and higher educa-
tion.  

 
The purpose of CREATE is to facilitate learning through educational assessment and 
teaching effectiveness.  
 
 
We strive to achieve this purpose by

 

 

•Facilitating interactive affiliations among institutions of higher learning, school systems, other edu-
cational entities, and independent individual members 

•Promoting ethical, research-based practices and policies 

•Publishing contributions from our membership throughout the year 

•Creating opportunities for networking 

•Creating opportunities for graduate students to share their research with professionals, and hosting 
conferences that emphasize research and practice related to educational assessment and evaluation. 
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Jason Millman Memorial Award & Lecture 

Tribute to Professor Jason Millman 
 
The establishment, by the Consortium for Research on Educational Assessment 
and Teaching Effectiveness (CREATE), of the annual Jason Millman Memorial 
Award and Lecture is a fitting tribute to a man who was a giant in the fields of 
educational research, measurement, and evaluation. The awards and lectures 
will help CREATE sustain the memories of Dr. Millman's profound contribu-
tions: his warm, caring support and friendship to many evaluators and editors 
and his help in establishing CREATE as a viable organization. 
 
Dr. Millman was a leader in advancing student assessment, teacher evaluation, 
credentialing of professionals, standards-setting, and other areas. 
Excerpt from the Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, March 2000, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 95 
 
The Jason Millman Award & Lecture takes place each year at the CREATE Con-

ference. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, we have not been able to celebrate the 2020 and 2021 recipients. 
David C. Berliner was our 2020 Jason Millman Award Recipient & Lecturer. Edward Kifer was our 2021 
Jason Millman Award Recipient & Lecturer.  Hopefully, we will convene in 2022 at the Renaissance Ashe-
ville Hotel in Asheville, North Carolina, on October 10th & 11th.  
 
Along with Eva Baker, our 2018 Jason Millman Award Recipient & Lecturer, we thank David and Skip for their 
time working with us to develop the Fair & Sound Assessment & Evaluation panel featuring Jason Mill-
man Memorial Award Recipients. This panel has been postponed until the 2022 CREATE Conference.  
 
We hope to see the following (and maybe more) Millman Recipients in 2022,  
Robert Rodosky, 2009 
James Stronge, 2012 
Susan M. Brookhart, 2014 
Joan Herman, 2015 
James Pellegrino, 2016 
Eva Baker, 2018 
David C. Berliner, 2020 
Edward Kifer, 2021 
 
An additional thank you to Eva Baker for guidance as we began the development of these annual confer-
ence proceedings.  
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2020 Jason Millman Memorial Award Recipient & Lecturer 
David C. Berliner 

 
David C. Berliner is Regents’ Professor of Education, Emeritus, at Arizona 
State University. He has also taught at the Universities of Arizona and Massa-
chusetts, at Teachers College and Stanford University, and universities in 
Canada, Australia, The Netherlands, Denmark, Spain, and Switzerland. He is 
a member of the National Academy of Education, the International Academy 
of Education, and a past president of both the American Educational Re-
search Association (AERA) and the Division of Educational Psychology of the 
American Psychological Association (APA). 
 
He has won numerous awards for his work on behalf of the education profes-
sion and authored or co-authored over 400 articles, chapters, and books. 
Among his best-known works are the six editions of the text, Educational 
Psychology, co-authored with N. L. Gage; The Manufactured Crisis, co-
authored with B. J. Biddle; Collateral Damage: How High-Stakes Testing 
Corrupts American Education, co-authored with Sharon Nichols; and 50 

Myths and Lies that Threaten America’s Public Schools, co-authored with Gene V Glass. He co-edited the 
first Handbook of Educational Psychology and the books Talks to teachers, Perspectives on instructional 
time, and Putting Research to Work in Your School. 
 
He has interests in the study of teaching, teacher education, and educational policy. 
 
Dr. Berliner’s work and planning meetings with us were instrumental in shaping the theme for the 2021 
CREATE Conference, CREATE-ing Conversations for Fair & Sound Assessment & Evaluation.  
 
We are hopeful to hear Dr. Berliner’s Jason Millman Lecture at the 2022 CREATE Conference in Ashe-
ville, North Carolina.  
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2021 Jason Millman Memorial Award Recipient & Lecturer 
Edward Kifer 

 
Edward Kifer is a Professor Emeritus, College of Education, University of 
Kentucky. He received his PhD from the University of Chicago in Measure-
ment, Evaluation and Statistical Analysis with a dissertation directed by 
Ben Bloom. Skip (his nickname) taught in those areas for 30 plus years at 
UK with occasional forays outside to UCLA, SUNY Buffalo, University of 
Louisville and Georgetown college. After a Spencer Foundation post-
doctoral fellowship at the University of Stockholm, he was Chair of the 
International Technical Committee and member of International and U.S. 
National coordinating committees for the International Association for the 
Evaluation of Achievement (IEA) Second International Mathematics 
Study. Currently, it may be the only international comparative study that 
has a longitudinal component, hence the only one that is capable of sepa-
rating the status of learning with the growth in learning (of course, the 
more interesting is growth which is no longer featured). Skip was one of 
five persons, one of whom was Jason Millman, who designed the Com-

monwealth of Kentucky's initial assessment system. He enjoyed a Fulbright fellowship in the Czech Re-
public, where he taught at Charles University and worked and advised the Czech national assessment cen-
ter. A Czech colleague and Skip wrote a couple of things that, it is said, influenced the development and 
implementation of assessment in the republic. As an AERA fellow at the National Center for Education 
Statistics, he wrote a paper that was, more or less, a technical history of the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP). Skip was also a member of the NAEP Design and Analysis Committee (DAC).  
  
Dr. Kifer's work and conversations with us shaped the strands for the 2021 CREATE Conference; Fair Ac-
countability, Assessment Today, Evaluation Today, Leading with Data and Interprofessional Practice.   
  
We are hopeful to be with Dr. Kifer at the 2022 CREATE Conference in Asheville, North Carolina for his 
Jason Millman Lecture.  
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Editorial for 2020 Annual Conference Proceedings  
Volume 1  October 2021 

Even as vaccination rates increase, here in the Wai-
kato region of Aotearoa New Zealand, we are cur-
rently under a regional lockdown due to the spread 
of the Delta variant. The COVID-19 global pandemic 
kept CREATE from convening in 2020 and 2021. In 
place of our annual conference for 2020, CREATE 
decided to begin publishing annual conference pro-
ceedings. This October 2021 publication of the 2020 
Annual Conference Proceedings of the Consortium 
for Research Educational Assessment and Teaching 
Effectiveness is the first of its kind for CREATE. Our 
annual conference proceedings will be published 
concurrently with the following year’s conference.  
 
Transforming Education through Assessment, 
Evaluation & Research was the theme for the 2020 
CREATE Conference, scheduled for October 8th and 
9th at the Renaissance Asheville Hotel in Asheville, 
North Carolina, United States of America. The na-
ture of these annual conference proceedings is dis-
tinctly different from an academic journal or an edit-
ed book because these are a collection of proposed 
conference presentations from individual members 
of CREATE. The theme is the thread that ties these 
conference proceedings together.  

The CREATE Board of Directors contacted the lead 
author of each of the 2020 proposed conference 
presentations. Four papers made it to a double-blind 
peer review process. Three out of four submissions 
are published in these conference proceedings.  
 
The 2020 CREATE Conference theme, Transform-
ing Education through Assessment, Evaluation & 
Research, is the commonality among the three pa-
pers found in these proceedings. Preparing future 
teachers for grading practices, a discussion about a 
high school’s use of technology and the sentiment 
associated with the term and process of evaluation 

are the varied topics of the three papers. The first 
two are set up as research articles, and the third is 
an essay.  
 
As we move forward, the submission process for the 
annual conference proceedings begins with submit-
ting a conference presentation. Members indicate 
interest in submitting a full paper when submitting a 
conference proposal. After the conference, the CRE-
ATE Board of Directors begins the paper submission 
process. The annual conference proceedings are 
then published concurrently with the start of the 
following year’s conference. 
 
In addition to a select number of papers published, 
beginning with the 2021 Annual Conference Pro-
ceedings, we will publish titles, abstracts, and au-
thors for each presentation made at that year’s con-
ference.  
 
Looking forward to our 2021 Annual Conference 
Proceedings, we have over 40 proposed presenta-
tions interested in submitting papers for peer re-
view. Now that we have a larger number of papers to 
review, the CREATE Board of Directors will be seek-
ing reviewers from our membership.  
 
Check out the CREATE website for more infor-
mation, createconference.org 
 
Corrie Klinger, Ph.D.  
CREATE President 
 
 

 
 

https://createconference.org/
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Grading practices as teacher education:  
Are we preparing our teacher candidates to employ best  
practices for grading in their future classrooms? 

Linda Feldstein, Fort Hays State University 

Abstract: This action research project was designed to assist pre-service elementary education candidates in 
developing competencies designed to promote the use of more equitable, accurate, and motivational grading 
practices in their future classrooms. Since grading practices are rarely addressed in teacher preparation pro-
grams, many new teachers will rely on grading systems they experienced as K-12 students (Peters et al., 2017; 
Feldman, 2019; Townley, 2019). Legacy grading activities have historically tended to perpetuate practices 
rooted in moral development, sorting/ranking of students, and implementation of behaviorism (Vatterott, 
2015). Instructing pre-service teachers about more equitable grading environments, through theory and 
practice, encouraged them to better understand how grading reforms can improve their own future students’ 
engagement in learning.  

Participants were 18 students in a class devoted to the study of curriculum and assessment during their last 
two years of teacher preparation. This action research study came from a perceived need to explore the use of 
standards-based grading practices and grading reforms in higher education, especially for our pre-service 
candidates who may be called upon to implement these ideas as they enter their careers. To date, there is lit-
tle work describing such a process, but for many of these students, future employers’ will expect the use of 
standards-based grading practices, as many schools in their state have implemented these practices in recent 
years.  

Data were collected via surveys and focus group interviews, both at the beginning of the course and again 
near the end. Results appear to indicate a strong need to focus on two different paths - first, instruction about 
overall concepts of grading reform, and second, implementation of standards-based grading practices in 
teacher preparation programs.  

Keywords: grading, action research, grading practices, pre-service teachers, teacher candidates  

Introduction 
Here in Kansas, where I teach in a small four-year 
university’s teacher preparation program, some form 
of standards-based grading is becoming the norm in 
elementary schools across the state (Bisaha, 2019). 
To date, there is little evidence that candidates in 
educator preparation programs are being exposed to 

this content (Townley, 2019) but for many of these 
students, future employers’ expectations will include 
the use of standards-based grading practices. As an 
educator preparation program, developing 
knowledge and skills about these practices is incum-
bent upon our faculty. Given the inference-making  
weight put on grades for things like GPA, gifted or  
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honors programs, and/or rewards/incentives, it is 
crucial that novice education professionals under-
stand the full range and impact of assessment ac-
tivities that contribute to grading practices in 
schools and classrooms (Feldman, 2019; Guskey, 
1994, 2015). This set of knowledge and skills fre-
quently employed in Kansas classrooms can bene-
fit both the education preparation professional 
and teacher candidates by increasing understand-
ing of theory and practice of more equitable grad-
ing activities that can improve future student’s 
engagement in learning. 
 
This paper chronicles an action research project 
designed to assist pre-service elementary educa-
tion candidates in developing competencies devot-
ed to understanding, implementing, and advocat-
ing for standards-based grading and more equita-
ble grading practices in their future classrooms. 
Our newly minted novice teachers will have little 
experience with grading beyond their own person-
al experiences and the influence and practices of a 
cooperating teacher in their student teaching 
placements. Further, since grading practices are 
rarely addressed in teacher preparation programs, 
many new teachers will rely on grading systems 
they experienced during their own K-12 experienc-
es (Peters et al., 2017; Townley, 2019). Unfortu-
nately, some legacy grading activities have histori-
cally tended to perpetuate educational practices 
rooted in moral development, sorting/ranking of 
students, and implementation of behaviorism 
(Vatterott, 2015).  As noted earlier, many of these 
candidates will teach in schools here in their home 
state of Kansas, where many will be expected to 
use a standards-based system of evaluation 
(Bisaha, 2019). In order to best prepare our candi-
dates for classrooms in Kansas and beyond, as 
teacher educators we have an obligation to edu-
cate our pre-service teachers in the most current 
growth-oriented practices. This research seeks to 
answer the following question: how can we influ-
ence pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards grad-
ing practices in order to encourage the use of more 
fair, accurate, and equitable procedures in their 
future classrooms?  
 

Review of Literature 
Action research is defined by Sagor (2000) as “A 
disciplined process of inquiry conducted by and 
for those taking the action. The primary reason for 
engaging in action research is to assist the “actor” 
in improving and/or refining his or her ac-
tions” (p. 3). This research combination of obser-
vation, searching for new and better ways to ac-

tively serve students, and reflection all work hand 
in hand to form a uniquely powerful method for 
improving and refining classroom practices 
(Pelton, 2010). Unlike more traditional education-
al research, action research is based on a problem 
of practice posed by a practitioner, studied in the 
context of their own students, and is typically 
based in and evaluated by deep reflection about 
one’s own understanding of their particular situa-
tion (Putnam & Rock, 2018). This begins a repeat-
ed cycle of planning, implementing, observing, 
and reflecting/taking action that are core elements 
of this type of research, allowing practitioners of 
all kinds to engage in this powerful and empower-
ing change process (Pelton, 2010; Putman & Rock; 
Sagor & Williams, 2017).  
 
The goals of this action research study were two-
fold, first to better educate pre-service teachers 
about the concepts and skills of more fair and eq-
uitable grading practices, and also to serve as a 
laboratory for use of those grading practices in a 
higher education (HE) classroom. This type of 
process-change research target was aimed at ena-
bling pre-service teachers to make improvements 
to their repertoire of teaching and evaluation skills 
(Sagor & Williams, 2017). The plan was that not 
only would teacher candidates be learning about 
best practices for grading, they would also be im-
mersed in a grading environment designed to in-
crease accuracy and fairness for their own course 
work and assessments. This two-pronged ap-
proach, it was hoped, would significantly increase 
candidates’ background knowledge and skills base 
in the theory and practice of using grades as part 
of overall student evaluation.  
 
Grading: A brief history 
The earliest record of academic grading in the U.S. 
comes from Yale University in 1785, where titles 
like Optimi, second Optimi, Inferiores, and Pe-
jores were used to describe student achievement 
levels (Smallwood, 1935). This may be the first 
incidence of student evaluation via something oth-
er than narrative. During this same time period 
the few students who received an education were 
simply educated at home, or attended one-room 
or small schoolhouses, and the small numbers al-
lowed teachers to provide written descriptions for 
their students’ progress (Guskey, 1994; Vatterott, 
2015). With the rise of manufacturing in the early 
1900’s, several related factors influenced the con-
tinued development of education in the U.S. Com-
pulsory school laws meant larger numbers of stu-
dents attending school and the rise of factories  
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 meant owners put pressure on  school boards  and 
city officials to prepare students to serve as future 
employees in their burgeoning businesses (Feldman, 
2019; Vatterott, 2015). This growth of factories and 
businesses also served to lure people from their rural 
farms to cities and urban centers where they could 
find manufacturing jobs and more modern infra-
structure. This economic force also spawned massive 
immigration to the U.S. from Europe, and together 
these trends in population movement created tre-
mendous growth in high schools in the U.S., as well 
as in the numbers of high school students attending 
those schools (Vatterott, 2015). Between 1870 and 
1910, the number of high schools in the U.S. grew 
from 500 to 10,000, and the number of students in 
both elementary and secondary schools went from 
just under seven million to nearly 18 million 
(Kirschenbaum et al., 1971).  
 
It was during this same time period that Harvard 
University began using a system of student classifica-
tion based in percentages. In 1897, influenced by pol-
icies at Harvard and Yale Universities, Mount Ho-
lyoke College adopted a grading system that com-
bined percentages, averages, and letter grades, all 
used to describe students’ mastery of course content.  
 A = 95 to 100%: Excellent, 
 B = 85 to 94%: Good, 
 C = 76 to 84%: Fair, 
 D = approx. 75%: Passed (barely), and 
 E = 75% and below: Failed (Durm, 1993, p. 3) 
This may well represent the initial use of the now-
familiar five rankings of grades used in many current 
schools today. 
 
As the student populations in high schools around the 
country began to increase precipitously, narrative 
reporting of student progress became unwieldy and 
time consuming. Educators needed a more stream-
lined and accessible method for communicating with 
external audiences like administrators and families, 
and the letter grade system developed at Mount Ho-
lyoke College seemed like a good fit (Feldman, 2019). 
Many schools in the early 20th century adopted the 
letter grading system for individual classes, believing 
this system represented model practice, and would 
ensure increased uniformity with the practices of oth-
er schools, districts, and states (Schneider & Hutt, 
2014). 
 
Grading: The current state of affairs 
It was around the same time that the idea of grading 
on a curve came into popularity. Based on the con-
cept of a normal curve, or a normal distribution, this 
notion gained traction as it was assumed that if stu-
dents’ intelligence scores fell on a normal curve dis-
tribution, grades should do the same, reflecting a  

similar range of student abilities (Durm, 1993; Vat-
terott, 2015). This began the practice of percentage 
grades and the use of a 0 – 100% grading scale.  The 
most commonly used format became the now well-
known 90 – 100% = A, 80 – 89% = B, 70 – 79% = C, 
and so on. Unfortunately, evidence has surfaced 
demonstrating that this percentage-based grading 
system can be inconsistent and capricious. Research 
has shown vast discrepancies in the grades awarded 
by teachers shown identical work samples (Starch & 
Elliot, 1912) in a variety of content areas.  
 
Additionally, some of our grading activities historical-
ly have tended to perpetuate practices rooted in mor-
al development, sorting/ranking of students, and the 
implementation of behaviorism. The earliest days of 
education in the U.S. were motivated by a goal of lit-
eracy driven expressly by the need for all to be able to 
read the Bible (Vatterott, 2015). This overlaid the 
concept of education as a moral enterprise, valued as 
a path to eternal salvation, and inspired teachers to 
inculcate virtues like industry, honesty, self-reliance, 
and industry (Feldman, 2019; Vatterott, 2015). The 
subsequent rise of manufacturing in the 1800’s fur-
ther reinforced the need for students to learn punctu-
ality and orderliness as factory owners pressured lo-
cal school boards and education leaders to ensure 
that schools provided future employees (Feldman, 
2019; Guskey, 1994). This focus on behaviors in the 
educational process was further reinforced by the 
ideas of behaviorism, and grading became a vehicle 
with which to either reinforce the development of 
desired behaviors or punish students who displayed 
behaviors deemed undesirable, unproductive, or dis-
ruptive (Feldman, 2019; Vatterott, 2015). When you 
add factors like teacher bias that tends to discrimi-
nate against students of color, often male, and espe-
cially regarding behavior (Downey & Pribesh, 2004); 
poorly articulated purposes for grading (Guskey & 
Jung, 2013; and variation in teacher beliefs 
(Feldman, 2019) it begins to seem like our legacy 
grading practices might benefit from reform in both 
theory and practice. 
 
Our deeply held ideas about grading come from a rich 
tapestry woven of idiosyncratic  philosophical, theo-
retical, and personal beliefs. Many educational pro-
fessionals view grading as an “island of autono-
my” (Feldman, 2019, p. 4) in an otherwise  highly 
structured and supervised profession. As such, there 
is often a sense that evaluation and reporting of a stu-
dents’ progress is the last remaining avenue through 
which a teacher can express professional judgement, 
and thus his or her authority and expertise in a par-
ticular area or level of instruction.  In fact, many 
states include regulations ensuring that a teacher 
cannot be coerced or intimidated by any member of 
the school’s  administration, board, or community  
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 into changing the grade of a student (Feldman, 2019). 
That our strongly held beliefs about grading proce-
dures may not be grounded in carefully researched 
and validated measurement theory (Brookhart, 1995) 
does not seem to diminish the depth and breadth of 
opinion and practices in use across levels and content 
areas in schools today.  
 
It’s also worth thinking about the ubiquitous use of 
grades in our educational system. Even if we only ac-
cept some of the evidence that grading practices in 
their current form may be mathematically inaccurate, 
biased, capricious, and/or inequitable, we still use 
grades in all sorts of ways that are not just related to 
academic achievement. As an example, students are 
rank ordered by grade point averages (GPA) in high 
schools, and GPAs are then used as criteria in college 
admissions, honor society memberships, and ad-
vanced class placements, just to name a few applica-
tions.  
 
Grading: Reforming and refining practices in 
higher education 
As teacher preparation professionals, I believe we 
have an obligation to provide our candidates with an 
education that includes the practices and realities 
inherent to life as a professional educator. Yet too 
often, we are failing to do so (Battistone et al., 2019; 
Chesley & Jordan, 2012). Given that educator prepa-
ration programs infrequently include grading practic-
es as part of their course work in assessment, novice 
educators are often left to rely on an inconsistent 
combination of personal experiences, mentor teach-
ers’ practices during student teaching, and unex-
amined underlying beliefs about student achievement 
and assessment (Feldman, 2019; Kunnath, 2017). As 
elementary schools in Kansas have increasingly 
moved to a standards-based grading model (Bisaha, 
2019; Tobias, 2019), our preparation programs must 
include these practices in which proficiency will be 
expected upon graduation and employment in region-
al elementary schools. Researchers have found that 
recent education graduates are “highly critical of pro-
fessors who have not been in a public school class-
room for 20-plus years” (p. 42), and thus perceived a 
‘credibility gap’ among their professors (Chesley & 
Jordan, 2012).  
 
Perhaps of equal importance, we need to fully inter-
rogate our own practices of teacher candidate evalua-
tion and grading in higher education. Instead of being 
behind the times, it seems as though in HE we should 
be thinking more broadly and deeply about ideas re-
lated to grading students’ work. We know some of our 
legacy grading procedures “disproportionately favor 
students from privilege and harm those with less 
privilege: students of color, those from low-income 

families, …and English language learners” (Feldman, 
2019, p. xxii). Here in higher education, especially for 
those of us involved in distance learning, we may also 
find that these practices are a roadblock for students 
with full time employment, families, outside obliga-
tions like caring for elderly relatives or relocating 
during a semester, students who experience cata-
strophic losses, or students who simply become over-
whelmed by the demands of their lives beyond school.  
 

Method 
Participants in this study were students in a teacher 
preparation class devoted to the study of curriculum 
and assessment that was being taught by the re-
searcher. This action research methodology is repre-
sentative of a reflection-in-action mindset, allowing 
instructors to gain insight into how well students are 
mastering concepts and/or changing attitudes and 
behaviors as a result of a course of instruction 
(Pelton, 2010). Most students came from the sur-
rounding rural, largely agricultural area and are en-
rolled in this course as part of their last two years of 
teacher preparation. Many hoped to return to their 
hometowns to establish their careers once finished 
with their preparation program.  
 
During the fall semester of 2019 a class of 18 students 
was chosen for study, 16 women and 2 men. All were 
undergraduate seniors with the exception of one 
graduate student. Many fit the profile of a traditional 
aged college student, however, two were known to be 
non-traditional students, both of whom were also 
parents. As an action-research study, participants 
may not be representative of a larger population of 
teacher candidates, and as is often the case in ele-
mentary teacher preparation, here they were not 
evenly distributed by several characteristics, most 
notably age and gender. Study activities were offered 
as part of the course curriculum, and as such were not 
optional for teacher candidates. They were however, 
as part of consent procedures, offered the opportuni-
ty to opt out of having their data used in analysis, 
however none of the students took that option.  
Course content included numerous articles and book 
chapters related to the topic of grading practices, 
deep discussion and reflection both in class and as a 
discussion topic in an online forum attached to the 
class. This content was related to both standards-
based grading and grading practices that can be im-
plemented whether or not they would be in a stand-
ards-based grading environment. This included dis-
cussions related to increasing accuracy in evaluation 
processes, using grading to evaluate content mastery 
only (instead of evaluating behavior e.g., point penal-
ties for late work), efficacy of grading homework, and 
allowing for multiple submissions of assignments. 
These practices were also employed  as part of the  
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 course procedures, so all assignments links were open 
for up to three submissions; late penalty points were 
not employed; and due dates were flexible in conjunc-
tion with students’ opportunity to re-work assign-
ments multiple times, thus incorporating feedback 
from the instructor.  
 
Data were collected via two anonymous surveys and 
two focus groups, each scheduled twice during the 
semester. Focus group interviews were conducted by 
a third party, were recorded and transcribed, and all 
data from both focus groups and surveys was stored 
until the course was complete and grades were post-
ed. Surveys were completed by students while in 
class. They used Likert-type responses ranging from 
one (strongly agree) to five (strongly disagree) to re-
spond to questions like, “when a student fails to hand 
in work, they should receive a grade of zero.” or 
“Rubrics are best used in the classroom to give stu-
dents directions for completing an assignment.” (see 
Appendix B). There were 15 questions in all, focused 
on the concepts of grading practices known to in-
crease and/or decrease equity, accuracy, and fairness 
in classroom evaluation (Downey & Pribesh, 2004; 
Feldman, 2019; Townley, 2019; Vatterott, 2015). Stu-
dents were surveyed once in the initial weeks of the 
class, before instruction regarding grading practices 
had begun, and once again in the final week of the 
semester. 
 
Focus groups were conducted by a graduate assistant, 
using a series of questions designed by the research-
er. This arrangement allowed students to feel com-
fortable in responding honestly, since their instructor 
was not in the room. Participants were assured that 
videos and transcripts would not be viewed by the 
professor until the semester was complete and grades 
had been submitted. Here, questions were more di-
rected towards the concepts of standards-based grad-
ing, e.g., “How much do you currently know about 
standards-based grading?” and “What do you see as 
the strengths and/or challenges of standards-based 
grading?” (see Appendix A). These focus groups were 
also scheduled to occur once in the beginning weeks 
of the class, and again near the final weeks of the se-
mester.  
 

Results 
In all, 15 students completed the surveys on both ad-
ministrations. Results were remarkably inconsistent 
between the first and second surveys, and in some 
cases showed increased preferences for practices gen-
erally not found to support equity in grading in the 
classroom. This confounding result may indicate a 
general sense of confusion on the part of students 
about grading practices that they were very unfamil-
iar with to begin. Without multiple opportunities to 
learn these unfamiliar concepts and perhaps lacking 

actual examples of or experiences with the practices 
discussed, it appeared students were unable to fully 
grasp both the potential impact and the reasoning 
behind these ideas (See Table 1).  

 
 
Table 1 
Survey Response Pre-Instruction and Post-Instruction Means  

Note: Survey Response Scale is 1-5 (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disa-
gree) 

 

 

Survey Question Means Pre Means 
Post 

1. When a student fails to hand in work, 
they should receive a grade of zero. 2.79 2.74 

2. If a student fails to turn in an assign-
ment on time, there should be point pen-
alty for lateness. 2.63 2.74 

3. Use of a minimum grade policy 
(assigning a grade of 50% for work not 
turned in) is unfair to students. 2.68 2 

4. A teacher said, “What motivates stu-
dents is seeing a zero in the gradebook.” 
Do you agree that poor grades can serve 
as motivation for improving student per-
formance or behavior? 

3.58 2.68 

5. If a student is caught cheating on a test 
or assignment, they should receive a 
grade of zero. 1.95 1.95 

6. If a student is caught cheating on a test 
or assignment, there should not be a 
chance to do it over. 2.68 1.95 

7. Rubrics are best used in the classroom 
to give students directions for completing 
an assignment. 1.47 1.47 

8. A teacher should strive for a small 
number of As, a few more Bs, mostly Cs, 
and a few Ds and Fs when completing 
end of grading period grades. 

4.79 4.21 

9. Averaging scores across a grading 
period is the most accurate way to assign 
student grades. 3.26 3.06 

10. Allowing students to raise their grades 
through the use of extra credit is a fair 
practice. 1.68 2 

11. It is important to include homework as 
part of an overall grade calculation. 1.74 1.84 

12. It is okay to use behaviors (for exam-
ple: paying attention, being neat with 
work, turning in work on time) as part of 
consideration for an overall grade calcula-
tion. 

2.32 2.79 

13. In general, students should not be 
given the opportunity to revise and re-
submit an assignment once it’s turned in. 4.37 4.11 

14. The use of a standard (90-100=A, 80-
89=B, 70-79=C, 60-69=D, below 60=F) is 
a fair and accurate way to evaluate stu-
dents’ academic progress. 

2.47 2.26 

15. Using report card grades (see #14) is 
important because that’s what parents, 
administrators, and colleges/universities 
want. 

2.53 2.21 
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 Another reason for survey results that did not seem to 
show positive results might also be that, despite my 
best laid plans, the course did not actually employ 
standards-based grading. My own lack of experience 
with the practice meant that converting an entire 
course to a new system of evaluation proved both 
time consuming and difficult. Unsure of how to pro-
ceed at that moment, I taught the course with the in-
clusion of readings, assignments, and discussion 
about standards-based grading, but my students did 
not actually experience this method for evaluating 
assignments. This experience for me, highlighted how 
labor intensive it is to translate entire courses into an 
entirely different grading scale/system. 
 
Additional analysis included multiple reviews of focus 
group transcripts. An initial review involved reading 
through each transcript with an attempt to elucidate 
themes that emerged repeatedly in the data through 
participants’ comments. Subsequent analysis took 
place with the repeated themes that had emerged in 
mind, as statements were further and more deeply 
considered in light of the most salient aspects of par-
ticipants’ experiences. Comments were coded with 
the theme from which they seemed to emerge and a 
framework for presentation was developed. 
 
Despite confounding survey data, the experience was 
not without meaningful conclusions gleaned from 
focus group transcripts. The grading practices that 
were infused into the course genuinely seemed to 
make a difference for candidates. These changes in-
cluded the use of multiple submissions for assign-
ments, flexible due dates, use of feedback, no use of 
late penalty points, and student choice in crafting 
final projects. I also ceased using percentages for 
grading. The end result is that my students got to 
spend more time on assignments, especially when 
they were re-working something after receiving feed-
back about their work on a specific task.  
 

Discussion 
In writing up this study, I refer to two separate 
groups of students, those in the class, and hence, in 
the study; and those these teacher candidates will 
have in their future classrooms. As much as possible, 
I have attempted to use the terms teacher candidate 
or participant to refer to the HE individuals in the 
course, and the word student(s) refers to those who 
would be in the teacher candidates’ future class-
rooms. The sections below capture, in participants’ 
own words, four categories of critical knowledge and 
skills they displayed as an outcome of this course. 

“I think it just like better helps you understand the 
project and get that feedback” 

Use of feedback was a repeated theme in focus group 

transcripts. Comments like, “I just think it’s a great 
opportunity for… kids to rework what they’ve already 
done”, indicate a willingness to abandon the perva-
sive idea that mastery of intended outcomes must 
occur in one attempt, a practice common in many 
classrooms. Participants seemed to understand that 
feedback is a powerful classroom tool designed to 
help students, “do it right the next time”. Brookhart 
(2008) reminds us, “good feedback should be part of 
a classroom assessment environment in which stu-
dents see constructive criticism as a good thing and 
understand that learning cannot occur without prac-
tice” (p. 2).  
 
Participants also recognized this as a strategy they 
personally found helpful, making statements related 
to their own assignments like, “make it better” or “I 
can fix this”. They seemed to appreciate the addition-
al thinking time and learning to take constructive 
feedback. Along with the concept of feedback, partici-
pants noted the role of rubrics in their own skill de-
velopment, noting, “we had a chance to see where we 
went wrong” and “she (the instructor) doesn’t just say 
to redo it, she says what needs to be redone”. Addi-
tionally, there was a recognition that the use of multi-
ple assignment attempts and use of feedback result-
ed, for them, in less anxiety about the course assign-
ments overall.  
 
“It’s like learning from your mistakes.” 
Participants also noted that the idea of using feed-
back and the availability for multiple attempts allow a 
focus on learning from their mistakes. This process of 
removing the fear of failure and harnessing the power 
of missteps in learning is powerful and under-
considered idea in the education profession. I use the 
analogy of learning to ride a bike when speaking to 
teacher candidates about this issue. How many of us 
got on a bicycle the first time we tried to ride, and 
effortlessly pedaled away with complete mastery of 
this complex skill? Comments like, “You get to see 
where you messed up and fix it” or “…it gives you the 
chance to grow” hint at participants’ recognition that 
this powerful aspect of learning may not be harnessed 
nearly enough in modern day classrooms.  The pro-
cess of removing negative connotations associated 
with making mistakes as part of the learning process 
might be as easy as allowing students to fix errors, 
and in the process, learn from them. This might be 
most effective when paired with the use of low-stakes 
assignments, so students can experience this process 
in ways that seem less intimidating and stress-
producing. Briceño (2015) goes as far as listing four 
specific types of mistakes that can play an adaptive 
role in advancing student learning.   
 
One focus group participant mentioned she would  
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 put class assignments on the back burner, and I wor-
ried that students might be taking the assignments 
less seriously because of the flexible grading policy 
and due dates.  
 
Was my content being somehow marginalized in fa-
vor of professors and instructors with more tradition-
al no late work accepted policies? In thinking further 
though, it occurred to me that many of us find some 
of our best thinking happens when we have put some 
issue or problem on the back burner. So, this might 
also be where students’ best learning occurs, possibly 
leading to more meaningful mastery, more creative 
solutions, or simply a clearer understanding of what 
they had been working toward all along.  
 
“…it takes away the fear of failure…” 
Participants seemed to grasp the idea that learning 
from your mistakes can be a powerful tool, but also 
that in doing so, they felt relieved of the stress and 
fear induced by what might feel to them like failure. 
Having the opportunity to rework assignments, espe-
cially after receiving feedback lifted that fear, and 
would likely do so for their future students as well. 
Comments like “you can continuously improve”, “it 
allows us to take our time with our work”, and “We 
don’t feel so pressured to get the right answer right 
away because we know there’s a chance to do better” 
echo the section title and appear to have infused a 
sense of grace and dignity into participants’ concep-
tualization of their impact on students’ classroom 
experiences with grading and evaluation. Normaliz-
ing failure, as with mistakes, as part of the process of 
learning can allow students to move beyond the ten-
dency to use failure as a way to give up on learning, 
and instead harness lessons learned to move forward. 
Dweck (2000) has shown that when students concep-
tualize mistakes or failure as aspects of learning over 
which they have agency to change, the process of cor-
recting and refining work can lead to deeper levels of 
learning. 
 
“…you learned to put yourself in the student's 
shoes…” 
Comments from the focus groups appeared to indi-
cate an increased awareness of the ways in which 
grading practices in the classroom might be perceived 
by their future students. This translated to partici-
pants’ acknowledgement that content mastery was 
more important than whether a student might display 
a “good attitude” and that their future grading prac-
tices can incorporate this idea that grades should nev-
er be used to punish students’ behavior or penalize 
them for factors outside their control. The idea that 
pre-service teachers might approach their classroom 
grading and evaluation processes with a sense of em-
pathy and understanding might not only encourage 

more flexible and reasonable grading practices, but 
also open the door to classroom evaluation as a path 
to improved relationships with students, as teachers 
seek to understand the stumbling blocks in their stu-
dents’ lives. Peters et al. (2017) noted in their study of 
grading reform efforts that understanding students’ 
needs and beliefs about learning and evaluation are 
critical to successful development of assessment 
plans and grading practices. 
 
Because grading practices are rarely addressed in 
teacher preparation programs, many new teachers 
will rely on grading systems they experienced during 
their own K-12 experiences (Peters et al., 2017; Feld-
man, 2019; Townley, 2019). By instructing pre-
service teachers both in, and about more accurate, 
equitable, and growth-oriented grading environ-
ments, teacher candidates are encouraged to better 
understand the theory and skills of improved grading 
practices that can increase their own future students’ 
engagement in learning. In other words, is it incum-
bent upon us, as teacher education professionals, to 
implement more equitable and accurate grading prac-
tices in our classrooms, so that as our teacher candi-
dates graduate and go on to start their careers as edu-
cation professionals, we will have offered them class-
rooms steeped in this environment. Townsley (2019) 
offers, “…if K-12 schools accept the challenge of re-
forming their assessments and grading system, an 
important step will be preparing the next generation 
of educational leaders by providing first-hand expo-
sure to these practices” (p. 7).  
 
For many of our teacher candidates, future employ-
ers’ expectations will include the use of standards-
based grading practices, as many schools in their 
state have implemented these practices in recent 
years (Bisaha, 2019). Grading practices as a realm of 
school reform have become a much-discussed topic of 
professional development in K-12 schools of late 
(Peters et al., 2017), and our newly minted teaching 
professionals will have little experience with grading 
beyond that of their own personal experiences, their 
student teaching placements, and their mentor teach-
ers.  As teacher preparation faculty, we have an obli-
gation to send them out into the world prepared to 
understand and implement these widely used grading 
reform initiatives. So, where do we start? First, our 
educator preparation programs (EPPs) must include 
exposure to the foundation, purposes, and practices 
inherent to grading reform efforts. Anecdotal evi-
dence here in Kansas seems to indicate that teacher 
candidates may not be gaining an awareness of this 
content in their teacher preparation courses. Expo-
sure can take one of two forms, EPPs can add content 
related to grading reform efforts into existing classes 
focused on teaching assessment skills as part  of 
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 course outcomes, or we can implement some grading 
practice reforms into the routine evaluation processes 
used by faculty as general instructional procedures. 
In other words, we can teach about these reformed 
grading practices, we can actually use reformed grad-
ing practices, or we can do both. 
 
Next, we have to come to terms with the idea that 
grading is a part of an assessment plan, and as such, 
grading practices should feature as part of intended 
outcomes for any assessment class taught at the un-
dergraduate level of teacher preparation. However, 
current standards for teacher education, at best, men-
tion progress reporting once in a standards docu-
ment, at worst, do not mention it at all (Council of 
Chief State School Officers, 2013; Kansas Department 
of Education, nd.). When teachers employ varying 
and inconsistent evaluation practices (e. g. what they 
count towards a grade, how they evaluate assign-
ments or tests, whether they include non-academic 
factors like behavior or homework completion, use of 
percentages, use of extra credit) final grades are inad-
vertently influenced by this host of capricious and 
idiosyncratic factors (Brookart, 2020). This renders 
final grades less meaningful in determining actual 
student mastery of intended outcomes. Reforming 
grading practices presents an opportunity to ensure 
that grades better communicate student achievement 
to constituents like parents, administrators, and post-
secondary schools.   
 
Last, we must acknowledge grading practices as a 
path to increased academic equity in our Pre-K – 16 
classrooms. Teachers’ implicit biases have been 
shown to have an impact on grading practices and 
behavioral ratings in the classroom, even as teachers 
themselves are clearly motivated to act in an unpreju-
diced manner toward students (Downey and Pribesh, 
2004; Feldman, 2019; van der Bergh et al., 2010).  
These implicit biases are evident in teachers’ subjec-
tive interpretations of classroom behavior and stu-
dents’ responses to instruction (Feldman, 2019) and 
are perpetuated as part of many of the legacy grading 
practices that currently inform many classroom prac-
titioners. Raising awareness of implicit biases and 
creating assessment programs specifically designed to 
reduce bias in evaluation is crucial to reducing 
achievement gaps among underrepresented students 
in our schools.  
 

Conclusion 
In summary, it is incumbent upon teacher education 
professionals to include the classroom practices of 
equitable grading and evaluation that can “improve 
learning, decrease failure rates and grade inflation, 
make classrooms more caring and less stressful, 
strengthen relationships between teachers and stu-

dents, and build students’ responsibility and charac-
ter” (Feldman, 2019, p. 12). Grading has become 
deeply intertwined with both teachers’ personal belief 
systems and their desire for professional autonomy 
that rethinking and reforming this ubiquitous class-
room feature has met understandable resistance 
among practitioners. The practices used by many ed-
ucation professionals today have remained un-
changed for centuries. The good news is though, that 
it is possible to employ classroom evaluation process-
es that can increase deep meaningful learning, moti-
vation, and student engagement while decreasing 
inaccuracy, bias, and inconsistency. It’s time to get 
started.  
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Appendix A 
Focus Group Interview Questions 

How much do you currently know about standards-based grading? 

What are some of your thoughts/opinions about standards-based 
grading? 

What do you see as the strengths of standards-based grading? 

What do you see as some of the challenges in using standards-based 
grading? 

How is your own personal experience of a standards-based grading 
environment? 

How confident do you feel in your ability to implement standards -
based grading in your future classroom? 

How will your personal experience with a standards-based grading 
environment inform your grading practices in your future class-
room?  

Are there any questions you haven’t been asked that you wish had been 
included? 

 

 

 

 

 

 Appendix B 
 Survey Questions 

 
 

 

 

 

Questions Response 1-5 (1=strongly 
agree; 5=strongly disagree 

1. When a student fails to hand in work, 
they should receive a grade of 
zero. 

1     2     3     4     5 

2. If a student fails to turn in an assign-
ment on time, there should be 
point penalty for lateness. 

1     2     3     4     5 

3. Use of a minimum grade policy 
(assigning a grade of 50% for 
work not turned in) is unfair to 
students. 

1     2     3     4     5 

4. A teacher said, “What motivates 
students is seeing a zero in the 
gradebook.” Do you agree that 
poor grades can serve as motiva-
tion for improving student 
performance or behavior? 

1     2     3     4     5 

5. If a student is caught cheating on a test 
or assignment, they should 
receive a grade of zero. 

1     2     3     4     5 

6. If a student is caught cheating on a test 
or assignment, there should not 
be a chance to do it over. 

1     2     3     4     5 

7. Rubrics are best used in the classroom 
to give students directions for 
completing an assignment. 

1     2     3     4     5 

8. A teacher should strive for a small 
number of As, a few more Bs, 
mostly Cs, and a few Ds and Fs 
when completing end of grading 
period grades. 

1     2     3     4     5 

9. Averaging scores across a grading 
period is the most accurate way to 
assign student grades. 

1     2     3     4     5 

10. Allowing students to raise their grades 
through the use of extra credit is a 
fair practice. 

1     2     3     4     5 

11. It is important to include homework as 
part of an overall grade calcula-
tion. 

1     2     3     4     5 

12. It is okay to use behaviors (for exam-
ple: paying attention, being neat 
with work, turning in work on 
time) as part of consideration for 
an overall grade calculation. 

1     2     3     4     5 

13. In general, students should not be 
given the opportunity to revise 
and re-submit an assignment 
once it’s turned in. 

1     2     3     4     5 

14. The use of a standard (90-100=A, 80-
89=B, 70-79=C, 60-69=D, below 
60=F) is a fair and accurate way 
to evaluate students’ academic 
progress. 

1     2     3     4     5 

15. Using report card grades (see #14) is 
important because that’s what 
parents, administrators, and 
colleges/universities want. 

1     2     3     4     5 

https://doi-org.ezproxy.fhsu.edu/10.3102/0002831209353594
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Abstract: This program evaluation of a high school 1:1 technology initiative initially focused on teachers’ 
perceptions of how school-issued technology affected engagement, literacy, and learning outcomes, cre-
ating the need for ongoing focus concerning effective teaching. As researchers coded interview tran-
scripts, the participants’ voices concerning the initial areas of interest revealed additional and less re-
searcher-guided thinking around the equity found or lacking in the initiative. This article focuses on 
those teacher-voiced equity issues. The findings situate firmly in the literature concerning equity and 1:1 
initiatives, including teachers’ optimistic desires for instructional settings that provide maximum stu-
dent-centered focus by interrupting inequitable practices and allowing students to discover and cultivate 
their unique gifts and interests. This discovery could lead to higher learning outcomes for all students. 
Recommendations for advancing equitable 1:1 instructional practices are provided.  
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Introduction 
As theoretical vision statements of the past evolve 
into meaningful practices that directly affect student 
outcomes, as the rhetoric declaring that “All students 
can learn” develops into “Educational equity means 
that each child receives what they need to develop to 
their full academic and social potential” (National 
Equity Project, n.d., p. 1), it is crucial that an under-
standing of educational equity involving 1:1 technolo-
gy be included in the conversation. Although this 
project concerning high school teachers’ experiences 
in a 1:1 setting was conducted prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic, the ensuing lockdowns served to highlight 
the possibilities and challenges offered by technolo-
gy. Analyzing the data and reviewing transcripts for 
themes revealed an interwoven thread concerning 
equity in the school's transition from Bring-Your-
Own-Devices to a 1:1 initiative. 
 
Already-acknowledged technology gaps among 
homes, schools, and districts were made more prom-
inent by the COVID-19 pandemic. When the pan-
demic forced schools to shift almost overnight to 
nontraditional instructional formats, some were bet-
ter able than others to handle the transition. Schools 

with 1:1 technology already in place were at an obvi-
ous advantage. While access is not equity, it is a 
start. As important as it was that the Chromebooks 
had been ordered, inventoried, and distributed, these 
steps marked only the beginning of the work. Hard-
ware and infrastructure alone are not enough to close 
achievement gaps (Selwyn et al., 2017; Zielezinski & 
Darling-Hammond, 2018). As is most often the case 
in the learning context of a classroom, the teacher’s 
efficacy leads the way in implementing technology 
(Donohoo et al., 2018).  
 
Interviewed early in the implementation of a 1:1 initi-
ative, teachers at a large, diverse comprehensive high 
school recognized that even as students initially 
booted up their Chromebooks, equal access in isola-
tion did not yield equitable outcomes. Along with 
access to a device, students needed teachers able to 
equip and engage all learners, model risk-taking 
themselves, and support self-regulation and learning.  
 
Researchers initially engaged in a program evalua-
tion of a high school 1:1 initiative focusing on teach-
ers’ perceptions of how school-issued technology  
affects engagement, literacy, and learning outcomes.  
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 As researchers coded interview transcripts, the par-
ticipants’ voices concerning the initial areas of inter-
est revealed additional and less researcher-guided 
thinking around the equity found or lacking in the 
initiative. This article focuses on those teacher-voiced 
equity issues. The findings situate firmly in the litera-
ture concerning equity and 1:1 initiatives, including 
teachers’ optimistic desires for instructional settings 
that provide maximum student-centered focus by 
interrupting inequitable practices and allowing stu-
dents to discover and cultivate their unique gifts and 
interests.  
 

Literature Review 
The review of the literature for the initial program 
review included surveys of the scholarly work around 
1:1 technology, engagement, instruction, and literacy. 
As the researchers’ interests in the educational equity 
reflected in participants’ comments developed, the 
program evaluation and the review of the literature 
were amended to include this topic that, while always 
important, had risen in its importance as COVID-19 
happened and non-traditional instruction came 
about. 
 
Equity 
Although schools cited the desire to close achieve-
ment gaps as a reason for investing in 1:1 technology 
(Warschauer et al., 2014), the literature warned that 
the devices might not close the gap; they might actu-
ally widen it (Warschauer et al., 2004; Zielezinski & 
Darling-Hammond, 2016). Mark Warschauer, 
Michele Knobel, and Leeann Stone (2004) wrote 
about the inequities concerning technology, citing 
studies as early as 1999 that focused on the unequal 
access to computers in homes and studies around this 
same time that examined ownership and usage of in-
home technology. Warschauer and colleagues studied 
eight California high schools, writing that “the intro-
duction of information and communication technolo-
gies in the eight schools [served] to amplify existing 
forms of inequality” (2004, p. 584). 
 
The research of Chin Ee Loh and Baoqi Sun (2018) 
suggested, while technology “has the potential 
to...encourage reading” (p. 669), that same technolo-
gy had the potential to “widen the reading gap be-
tween students from different starting points” (p. 
669). Mark Warschauer and a different group of col-
leagues (2014) evaluated three one-to-one laptop pro-
grams, citing the desire to narrow gaps as one reason 
each of the schools invested in the initiative. While 
the research showed that students benefited from 
increased access to technology, the study demonstrat-
ed that “considered and supported technology pro-
grams...and not technology alone” (Warschauer, et 
al., 2014, p. 59) were responsible for increases in stu-

dent learning and achievement. They included hard-
ware selection, teacher training, and “social and tech-
nical infrastructure development” (Warschauer, et al., 
2014, p. 59) as a part of a supported technology pro-
gram, adding that this necessary support was many 
times difficult in low SES settings and “technology 
programs without appropriate pedagogical support 
may be detrimental to students” (Warschauer, et al., 
2014, p. 60). 
 
Molly B. Zielezinski and Linda Darling-Hammond 
(2016) reviewed the literature on technology usage by 
underserved students. They concluded, “educators 
who continue with the status quo are likely to rein-
force patterns of inequity, not solely in terms of ac-
cess to technology but also in terms of how the tech-
nology is used” (Zielezinski & Darling-Hammond, 
2016, p. 24).   
 
Engagement 
As the researchers reviewed scholarly studies con-
cerning engagement, they read findings addressing 
both the role of the teacher and the role of the stu-
dent. The importance of the teacher, including a digi-
tal immigrant teacher that comes to the usage from 
an analog world, was prevalent in the studies. The 
effect of a device on the student’s role in engagement 
had also been researched.  
 
Engagement is affected by a person’s knowledge level 
concerning the object with which the person is asked 
to engage, in this work, the Chromebooks in the 1:1 
setting. Alexandra Samuel (2017) writes of Prensky’s 
initial labels concerning “digital natives” and “digital 
immigrants,” but adds that she now sees digital na-
tives more specifically as able to be sorted into three 
categories: “digital orphans,” “digital exiles,” and 
“digital heirs.” Digital orphans have had access to 
technology but have not had guidance in how to use 
that technology effectively. Digital exiles have been 
raised with limited to no access to technology and so 
have very little experience or knowledge. Digital heirs 
have had both: access to technology and support from 
parents and teachers concerning effective usage of 
that technology. The engagement differences of the 
three groups can be quite varied.  
 
Teacher Role  
Ben Harper and Natalie B. Milman (2016) reviewed 
the literature from 2004 to 2014 concerning 1:1 tech-
nology implementation and the implications of its 
use, especially in 1:1 settings. Included in answering 
the question, “What does research tell us about 1:1 
technology in K-12 classrooms?” are their findings on 
the theme of motivation and engagement.  Laura Pa-
tricia Pate (2016) looked at the negative impacts of 1:1 
technology and offered some thinking concerning  
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 negating those. Neil Selwyn and colleagues (2017) 
researched three schools in Australia focusing on 
some of the unfortunate realities of 1:1 classrooms 
and how those affect student engagement including 
technology related tensions, disruptions, and rule 
making. Ultimately, according to Pate, “Educators 
remain the driving force rather than the comput-
ers” (2016, p. 93).  
 
Divya Varier and colleagues (2017) examined the in-
structional possibilities of 1:1 technologies in elemen-
tary, middle, and high school classrooms, speaking 
with both teachers and students and citing numerous 
studies that report improved student achievement, 
motivation, and engagement when implementing 1:1 
devices. They shared that “Successful integration [of 
technology into classroom instruction] . . . relies on 
institutional values, goals, and pedagogical innova-
tions that fully optimize technology features” (Varier, 
et al., 2017, p. 983), reflecting again Larry Cuban’s 
(2013) concerns related to change without true re-
form in K-12 learning environments. 
 
Optimizing the use of technology through pedagogical 
innovations may require teachers to acknowledge and 
embark into the digital divide. Michele Dornisch 
(2013) considered the digital divide between stu-
dents’ abilities and the teacher’s abilities, or at least 
the students’ perception of the teachers’ abilities con-
cerning technology usage. Although the research is in 
a college setting, thinking of the teacher’s technologi-
cal knowledge as part of the digital divide provides 
another layer to considerations about technology im-
plementation in high school settings.  
 
The role of the teacher also includes the teacher part-
nering with students in the new environment and 
providing scaffolding for learners where needed. 
Shanedra Nowell (2014) asked, “How do secondary 
teachers and students utilize disruptive technologies 
and for what purpose?,” an important question as 
instruction and students’ personal devices vie for stu-
dents’ time and attention in the secondary classroom. 
The teachers in Nowell’s study adopted an “if you 
can’t beat them, join them” philosophy, locating rele-
vant technologies and consistently scaffolding stu-
dents’ usages of technology for learning by creating 
strong online classroom cultures and relationships 
with their students. 
 
Student Role 
Eunbae Lee and Michael J. Hannafin (2016) helped 
clarify the vision of engaged students as owners of 
their own learning. They identified constructivism 
and self-determination as the theoretical undergird-
ing of student-centered learning (SCL) and proposed 
“a design framework that encompasses motivational, 

cognitive, social, and affective aspects of learning: 
Own it, Learn it, and Share it” (Lee & Hannafin, 2016, 
p. 707), including technology as one of the more 
knowledgeable others that scaffold and guide SCL. 
The personification of technology as one of the more 
knowledgeable others or “more capable 
peers” (Gredler, 2012, p. 116) included in the work of 
Lev Vygotsky is both intriguing and promising. While 
digital heirs might make the connection to technology 
as a more knowledgeable other, digital orphans and 
exiles will require support in assuming the role of 
partnering with their device.  
 
Norman J. Unrau and Matthew Quirk (2014) wrote to 
examine and clarify the relationship between motiva-
tion and engagement, especially pertaining to read-
ing.  They offer “some common fundamental tenets of 
motivation” (Unrau & Quirk, 2014, p. 262) that, while 
not new, do serve to situate and distinguish motiva-
tion from engagement. Engagement attributes are 
described, like motivation, as “multidimensional,” 
including affective, behavioral, and cognitive proper-
ties. This work offered that less motivated and en-
gaged readers can be more enabled through relevant 
and interesting texts.  
 
Jennifer D. Shapka (2019) shares in a theoretical pa-
per that students’ lack of engagement may be more 
connected to their need to socialize than their lack of 
self-control. Adolescents are social creatures. Unless 
adolescents view the excessive use of their devices as 
a problem, they will not see a need to self-regulate. 
Shapka cites research describing “off-task behaviors” 
as “...often the result of pursuing a more attractive 
goal, as opposed to deficits in self-regulation 
skills” (Shapka, 2019, p. 105).  
 
Literacy 
The work of two leaders on the brain and reading, 
Maryanne Wolf (2018) and Daniel T. Willingham 
(2017), was reviewed. Both of these cognitive scien-
tists offer expert hope concerning successful reading 
in a digital world. Donald J. Leu and colleagues 
(2015) shared their findings from research in which 
they compared offline and online literacy practices. 
They then suggested, “that a separate and independ-
ent achievement gap could exist for online research 
and comprehension” (Leu, et al., 2015, p. 41), adding 
that “Having a portion of any society underprepared 
for literacy in an online age limits opportunities for 
both individuals and the nation” (Leu, et al., 2015, p. 
51). 
 
In Miller and McKenna’s (2016) text concerning the 
literacy rankings of countries based on international 
assessments and the importance of those rankings, 
the authors address the possibility that books may  
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 become obsolete in the move toward online literacy 
but believe that there will be diehards that hang on to 
print. They write that struggling readers need a scaf-
fold or “prosthesis” (p. 154 quoting Rosenwald, 2015). 
 

Purpose 
Researchers developed an interest in conceptualizing 
what they were seeing and not seeing concerning the 
use of technology in high school classrooms. That 
interest led to this evaluation. After conducting inter-
views, transcribing recordings, and coding tran-
scripts, the researchers perceived a sizable thread 
pertaining to equity woven in among the transcripts 
that provided them with the written voices of the 
teachers, sought additional school district and IRB 
approval to reexamine the transcripts for those addi-
tional findings, and returned to the literature to lo-
cate and read current work concerning this topic as 
well. 
 

Conceptual Framework 
In initiating this work, the researchers sought to ex-
amine the influence of 1:1 technology on teaching and 
learning at a large, comprehensive high school and 
understand the supports needed by teachers and ad-
ministrators to engage students more successfully in 
content learning with technology. They were especial-
ly interested in how students read digital texts and 
write about these texts in disciplinary literacies. 
While analyzing the data for themes, researchers 
found the idea of equity to be implicit in their think-
ing both as an outcome of 1:1 technology and an op-
portunity for further work. They revisited the IRB 
application and sought further permission from the 
district to elevate equity to an explicit focus.  
 
The National Equity Project’s definition of equity 
states, “each child receives what they need to develop 
to their full academic and social potential” (n.d., p. 1). 
The National Equity Project also describes three areas 
of enterprise needed in schools:  
• Ensuring equally high outcomes for all partici-

pants in our educational system; removing the 
predictability of success or failures that currently 
correlates with any social or cultural factor;  

• Interrupting inequitable practices, examining 
biases, and creating inclusive multicultural 
school environments for adults and children; 

• Discovering and cultivating the unique gifts, tal-
ents and interests that every human possesses. 
(p. 1) 

The evaluators of this 1:1 program applied this de-
scription of equity work to an additional coding of the 
transcripts, considering the processes used by teach-
ers to promote equity in their classrooms. 
 

Methods 
Researchers chose qualitative research methodology 
as the approach to this study. According to Creswell 
and Poth (2017), qualitative methods are appropriate 
for exploring a problem and capturing the stories and 
voices of participants. The purpose of this study was 
to understand better what was happening with stu-
dent engagement and learning in a high school’s 1:1 
technology initiative implementation.  For the initial 
phase of the program evaluation, researchers relied 
on interviews with ten teachers and member checks 
with an administrator strongly connected with over-
seeing implementation. The evaluation sought to cap-
ture teachers’ voices in answering the questions: 
• How do teachers describe the engagement of stu-

dents with 1:1 technology? 
• How do teachers describe their practices for en-

gaging students with 1:1 technology? 
• How do teachers describe their use of 1:1 technol-

ogy in teaching literacy? 
• How do teachers describe the outcomes of 1:1 

technology? 
• How do teachers describe their needs in using 1:1 

technology? 
The researchers defined engagement as “the degree of 
attention, curiosity, interest, optimism, and passion 
that students show when they are learning or being 
taught, which extends to the level of motivation they 
have to learn and progress in their education” (Great 
Schools Partnerships, 2014, paragraph 1). As the re-
search work progressed, a fifth question emerged: 
• What issues of equity are present when teachers 

describe their school’s implementation of a 1:1 
technology initiative as it pertains to motivation 
and engagement, teaching, and literacy? 

This article focuses on the fifth question and issues of 
equity. 
 
Participants were selected purposefully. The high 
school principal recommended teachers who were in 
a 1:1 environment for most of their day. The research-
ers emailed and asked them to participate in an inter-
view. The teachers interviewed (N=10) represented a 
range of content areas: social studies, English lan-
guage arts, English as a Second Language (ESL), 
world languages, science, and math. Seven partici-
pants were veteran teachers with more than three 
years’ experience; three participants were novice 
teachers with less than three years’ experience. The 
participants were mostly female (n = 8) and White   
(n = 9). 
 

Data Collection 
Two university faculty members interviewed the 
teachers about their experiences with 1:1 technology.  
Faculty members had previous relationships with the  
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 teachers through undergraduate or graduate educator 
preparation programs. These previous relationships 
promoted trust between the interviewers and the par-
ticipants and provided a level of rapport that might 
not have existed otherwise. Both researchers used a 
semi-structured interview protocol that consisted of 
the following eight questions: 
• What does engagement look like in your class-

room?  Describe a lesson or activity that you be-
lieve truly engaged students.  How would you 
describe classes where students are not engaged 
in the learning?   

• What motivates students to engage or not en-
gage? What inhibits motivation? 

• What role do teachers play (if any) in motivating 
students?  In what ways are students responsible 
for their own motivation?  

• How have you been able to use technology this 
year? How has technology positively impacted 
student engagement and motivation? 

• How has technology negatively impacted student 
engagement and motivation? 

• What needs to happen for you to be able to more 
fully engage students in learning when using 
technology? 

• How has technology positively impacted student 
engagement when reading? How has it negatively 
impacted student engagement when reading? 

• How has technology positively impacted student 
engagement when writing? How has it negatively 
impacted student engagement when writing? 

 
Data Analysis 
Researchers used open coding to code and identify 
themes from interview transcripts. They used collab-
orative inquiry to discuss and code and used two dis-
tinct approaches to coding described below. As 
themes emerged, they met with the district-level tech-
nology director to share themes and solicit internal, 
participatory feedback. For member checking, re-
searchers met with the district-level technology direc-
tor to verify findings. 
 

Researchers indexed data into the following catego-
ries: engagement, literacy, instruction, needs, and 
technology effects. In vivo codes were used to capture 
the phenomena in teachers’ own voices. Examples of 
in vivo codes included “curating their playlist” when 
describing student disengagement due to the distrac-
tions of technology, “talking at students” when de-
picting teachers as dispensers of knowledge, and 
“light-bulb moments” when describing those times 
that student learning was actualized.  
 
Open coding of transcripts with researchers who en-

tered the work with distinct roles and learning experi-
ences was challenging. According to Saldaña, 
“Counting is easy; thinking is hard work” (2016, p. 
41). Further, there are multiple ways of analyzing 
qualitative data (Saldaña). Agreement in coding was 
challenging at times, but Elliott (2018) wrote that 
consistency might not be desirable. The researchers 
chose to focus on two types of coding. They identified 
these codes as process codes and descriptive codes. 
Gerunds captured the process: “monitoring instruc-
tion,” “assessing learning,” and “coaching student 
learning.” Short phrases described the context of 
these actions: “relevant resources” and “shared re-
sponsibility for learning.”  
 

Findings  
As COVID occurred and issues of equity arose, espe-
cially equity around the essential technology and 
technology skills needed by students as they were 
sent home and eventually instructed to participate in 
distance learning, the researchers’ interest in specific 
aspects of educational equity in the 1:1 high school 
piqued. With district permission, the researchers re-
viewed and recoded the original interview transcripts, 
focusing on the three identified aspects of educational 
equity as proposed by the National Equity Project 
that include ensuring high quality expectations for 
all, replacing inequitable practices with school envi-
ronments where all cultures are included, and valuing 
the individual (2021). The researchers’ specific ques-
tions were:  
• What aspects of working toward educational eq-

uity are present when teachers describe their 
school’s implementation of a 1:1 initiative per-
taining to teaching and student engagement? 

• What aspects of working toward educational eq-
uity are present when teachers describe their 
school’s implementation of a 1:1 initiative per-
taining to teaching and literacy? 

 
Educational Equity Pertaining to Technology, 
Teaching, and Student Engagement 
This research initially sought to understand better 
what was happening with student engagement in 
learning as a high school implemented a 1:1 technolo-
gy initiative. Interview questions addressed both the  
motivation and engagement of students. Some ques-
tions addressed these issues more broadly, but others 
focused more specifically on engaging students with 
technology. For this work, engagement was defined 
as “the degree of attention, curiosity, interest, opti-
mism, and passion that students show when they are 
learning or being taught, which extends to the level of 
motivation they have to learn and progress in their 
education” (Great Schools Partnership, 2016, para. 1). 
This definition also included a corollary statement 
related to the assumption that engagement positively  
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 impacts student learning. The following questions 
related to student engagement were part of the semi-
structured interview protocol: 
• What does engagement look like in your class-

room?  Describe a lesson or activity that you be-
lieve truly engaged students.  How would you 
describe classes where students are not engaged 
in the learning?   

• What motivates students to engage or not en-
gage? What inhibits motivation? 

• What role do teachers play (if any) in motivating 
students?  In what ways are students responsible 
for their own motivation?  

• How have you been able to use technology this 
year? How has technology positively impacted 
student engagement and motivation? 

• How has technology negatively impacted student 
engagement and motivation? 

• What needs to happen for you to be able to more 
fully engage students in learning when using 
technology? 

As participants responded to questions, they often 
used the words together (motivation and engage-
ment) or, at times, interchangeably.  
 
Three persistent process themes related to engage-
ment emerged: supporting, recognizing, and taking 
responsibility. The teachers described their role in 
supporting students as hard work in general, but they 
also described the work as more challenging and per-
haps more critical with some students than others. 
Other student characteristics also influenced how 
they saw their role. They saw their role in teaching 
freshmen differently than their role in teaching sen-
iors, “I have to work hard — teaching freshmen.”  
 
The second theme related to student engagement that 
emerged from the initial project was how teachers 
described and recognized student engagement: con-
veying interest through expressions and body lan-
guage, asking questions, participating in discussions, 
and not participating in off-task behaviors. Student 
engagement went beyond student compliance or 
completing rote activities.  
 
The third idea that emerged was taking responsibility 
for student engagement. Teachers described varying 
degrees of responsibility for student engagement that 
often differed based upon student characteristics. 
When asked to quantify teacher versus student re-
sponsibility, some immediately answered while some 
wavered. Those teachers that responded immediately 
usually believed themselves to be predominantly re-
sponsible. 
 

In responding to questions about student engage-
ment, teachers acknowledged the hard work of cap-
turing and maintaining the attention of all students. 
They also described the complementary but shifting 
roles of the teacher and the student in student en-
gagement. According to one teacher, these roles 
should change as students grow, “I was the one re-
sponsible for motivating you, and now look at you, 
you have to do it.” As teachers defined their roles in 
engaging students, one thing that was apparent was 
the recognition that a one-size-fits-all approach did 
not work for engaging students. Student differences 
that emerged in interviews included diverse back-
ground knowledge and life experiences, emotional 
and intellectual development especially related to 
student grade level, previous experiences using tech-
nology for learning and digital citizenship, and the 
ability to self-regulate their learning. In understand-
ing and responding to these differences, teachers’ 
comments seemed to elevate the importance of the 
equity work around, as described by the National Eq-
uity Project, “discovering and cultivating the unique 
gifts, talents, and interests of each student” (p.1).  

Technology and, more specifically, the 1:1 initiative 
allowed teachers to find out who their students were 
and engage students by addressing individual needs 
and interests. Teachers described opportunities and 
challenges provided by 1:1 devices in learning about 
students as individuals. First, technology provided 
teachers opportunities to understand better what stu-
dents did and did not know as well as what they were 
and were not able to do. Participants valued the op-
portunities provided by administering online forma-
tive assessments to understand and react to student 
learning progressions quickly. Online tools provided 
what one teacher described as “immediate gratifica-
tion.”  Using technology to formatively assess student 
learning allowed teachers to provide enrichment ac-
tivities to students who had mastered learning and 
circulate to deliver more individualized support to 
students who had not. 
 
Second, the 1:1 initiative provided tools to address 
differences in students’ lived experiences. Teachers 
used technology to provide historical or geographical 
context to literature or learning for the day. Students 
could “visit” Ancient Greece, tour the Sistine Chapel, 
or virtually immerse themselves in the culture of an 
international city. In science classes, they could par-
ticipate in virtual labs. Teachers used WebQuests and 
HyperDocs to equip students with background 
knowledge before encountering new content. 
 
A third opportunity toward ensuring equally high 
outcomes for all students that emerged centered 
around providing more extensive student choice re-
lated to student strengths and interests. The greatest  
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 divergence in student choice emerged when students 
were allowed to investigate topics with limited teach-
er-defined parameters. Students were able to explore 
prenatal diets, colon cancer, or other interesting is-
sues in a health science class. Technology also provid-
ed students with choices for participating in routine 
tasks. For example, a science teacher described op-
tions for how students might “take notes” from a lec-
ture. She explained possible options for “taking 
notes” associated with or without technology such as 
students’ handwriting or typing notes, using device 
cameras to take photos or providing students with 
note-taking documents to complete using the device. 
She noted the importance of offering options that met 
the same purpose, “When you let them choose, you 
let them be autonomous, at least a little bit. They feel 
like they have more of a say in their education, and 
they’re more likely to be invested in it.”  Another 
teacher described the value in using technology to 
provide options for participating in class, specifically 
virtual participation in discussions for students who 
might be hesitant to speak up in class. 
 
A fourth type of choice that emerged included provid-
ing students with a menu of options to demonstrate 
mastery of learning outcomes. An English language 
arts teacher used Hyperdocs that provided students 
with some agency in electing assignments to com-
plete. A final opportunity provided by 1:1 devices was 
access to resources appealing to high school students 
and their interests. The materials might connect to 
their lived experiences or grab their attention through 
what one teacher called “nasty” stuff, such as videos 
of dental surgery.  
         
The same 1:1 devices that provided teachers with op-
portunities for engaging students also presented chal-
lenges for engaging students. One participant de-
scribed the increasing challenge to “fight for” stu-
dents’ attention. Most participants associated tech-
nology to a certain degree with distraction, describing 
students’ use of Chromebooks or cell phones for lis-
tening to music, watching videos, or playing games. A 
few teachers described the distraction as pervasive: 
“constantly distracted” and the “constant urge to 
check their phones.” At times, they described them-
selves as in competition with technology. One teacher 
said, “It’s hard for them to stay focused on this educa-
tional thing when they have something so much more 
entertaining just in their front pocket.” A participant 
referenced the “one million other things” students 
could be doing on their phones while another de-
scribed the amount of time students could spend 
“curating their playlists” compared to engaging in 
learning. 
 
Technology offered distractions for students and 

teachers. Participants addressed the distraction of-
fered by technology for adults, describing the chal-
lenge as “harder for us (adults) to focus, to stay on 
task, and pay attention.” An English language arts 
teacher described his own strategy for self-regulation, 
using one device for work and one for recreation, and 
how he encouraged his students to do the same.  
 
The findings from this program evaluation concern-
ing one high school’s 1:1 initiative,  while neither nu-
merous nor transferable,  nevertheless address what 
will continue to be a persistent gap in the literature 
concerning the many moving parts of 1:1 implemen-
tation. Technological knowledge and adolescent us-
age of technology are constantly changing. In a 1:1 
initiative, both are moving parts of a complex system 
of learning (Cuban, 2013) that occurs in classrooms 
every day.  
 
Educational Equity Pertaining to Technology, 
Teaching, and Literacy 
As a part of the initial interviews in this program 
evaluation, researchers asked the participants the 
following questions concerning literacy: 
• How has technology positively impacted student 

engagement when reading? How has it negatively 
impacted student engagement when reading? 

• How has technology positively impacted student 
engagement when writing? How has it negatively 
impacted student engagement when writing? 

 
Several themes developed as the teachers in the ini-
tial research study answered the questions addressing 
reading. Almost all discussed matters around digital 
versus print texts, including students’ abilities to en-
gage and decisions concerning furnishing the most 
beneficial text format to students. Most participants 
described the value of student access to online texts, 
both for student choice, which one teacher described 
as “student agency,” and for allowing students access 
to culturally relevant texts. When communicating 
concerning writing, teachers spoke of the volume of 
writing afforded through the Chromebooks and the 
opportunities concerning feedback.  
 
One particularly reflective teacher participant spoke 
of his own not-yet-developed abilities concerning the 
reading of lengthy digital texts as a hindrance to his 
thinking aloud as modeling for his students. He stat-
ed, “It's tough for me to ask the students to do a sig-
nificant amount of reading just on the Chromebook 
when I don't feel like I have the necessary tools to do 
that [myself],” and adding, “[We’re] two and a half 
years in, but if I need them to do particularly close read-
ing, I'm printing it off currently.”  
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 Determining the appropriate role of print texts 
proved to be an interesting piece of the conversation 
around literacy in this 1:1 school.  Almost all teachers 
in the study indicated that, if a student requested a 
print copy of a text, a print copy would be provided if 
said print copy was accessible. One participant voiced 
this concern,   

But, to go beyond and specifically to 
incorporate some of their reading 
strategies that I like to use and that I 
think are helpful for students to in-
corporate those onto Chromebooks, I 
need some help to figure out how to 
do that annotation. Or, not even real-
ly annotation, active reading, being 
able to highlight stuff or write some-
thing down next to a paragraph, or 
even the silly stuff I do when I'm 
reading, like putting a smiley face or 
putting a frowny face or saying like, 
that's awesome next to it. I don't 
have the tools for how to do that on a 
Chromebook, but that's also how we 
stay engaged when we're reading. 

 
Teachers acknowledged many learning opportunities 
afforded through digital texts that were not available 
with traditional texts. The ESL teacher recounted 
reading stories “that incorporate their [her ESL stu-
dents’] cultures into my own classroom” before read-
ing more “traditional” selections. Another participant 
referenced the value in stories that reflect the cultures 
of her students and show those cultures as assets. A 
science teacher shared that the 1:1 technology allowed 
her to provide student choice concerning research 
topics, choice that would not have been possible had 
she been providing print copies. 
 
Positive aspects concerning writing on the Chrome-
books included the ease of editing and peer-
reviewing. An English teacher described being able to 
monitor student writing through Google docs and 
match students for peer-reviewed editing as they 
reached that stage in the writing process. One teacher 
spoke of the effectiveness of providing small pieces of 
feedback in a Google doc as students wrote instead of 
returning a final scored product with so many marks 
and so much feedback for the student to take in, feed-
back that was sometimes overwhelming and therefore 
disregarded. One teacher spoke of encouraging her 
students to use paper and pencil to write deeper, 
more profound thinking, stating that when writing on 
the Chromebooks “Their fingers can move faster than 
their brains can at that point.” 
 

Discussion 
The high school in which this program evaluation 

took place had a long, recognized tradition of aca-
demic excellence. In recent years, however, achieve-
ment gaps were identified and acknowledged. In ac-
cepting responsibility for addressing the achievement 
gaps, the 1:1 initiative was funded as what would gen-
erally be believed to be a large part of an equitable 
approach in a school community with extreme socio-
economic differences. 
 
After conducting ethnographic studies in three 1:1 
high schools, Selwyn and colleagues (2017) suggested 
that all involved in 1:1 initiatives should continue to 
rethink what 1:1 “could [and should] be” (p. 308). The 
voices and thinking of the teachers involved in this 
research intertwined with promising transformation-
al practices (Selwyn, et al.) to organize the implica-
tions from this study. Teachers described evolving 
practices as a result of the 1:1 initiative related to 
three equity-oriented benefits of technology, 
“democratizing classroom processes, diversifying 
pedagogical practices and fostering forms of student-
centered learning” (Selwyn et al., 2017, p. 290). The 
implications for practice discussed below focus on the 
following teacher roles in a 1:1 classroom: 
• Take risks as a digital learner and leader; 
• Know who students are as digital citizens; 
• Build a community of learners; 
• Develop student ownership of learning related to 

self-regulation and literacy. 
 
Take Risks as a Digital Learner and Leader 
In implementing a 1:1 initiative, teachers must know 
themselves as digital citizens, adopt a growth mindset 
for themselves as digital learners and leaders, and 
diversify their pedagogical approaches. Teachers 
bring their own relationship with technology to digi-
tal learning environments. One participant in the 
study was actually a student in a 1:1 high school years 
earlier. Other teachers conveyed a wide range of self-
efficacy in using technology and acknowledged that 
there were aspects of technology that they had not 
mastered themselves. For example, some teachers 
recognized that, as adults, they faced some of the 
same challenges related to being distracted by tech-
nology as students did. They also acknowledged that 
they personally preferred some learning outside of 
the digital learning environment, and their prefer-
ences sometimes influenced their pedagogical deci-
sions. 
 
Three initial shifts emerged from teacher comments 
related to 1:1 devices and engagement. First, students 
were able to interact with content in new ways such 
as taking virtual field trips, participating in simulated 
labs, and producing videos. Second, teachers were 
able to integrate new types of texts and texts  
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 representing more diverse voices. Finally, students 
were able to convey their understanding of content 
through multiple venues. Students might record a 
video, create a presentation, or design a publica-
tion. Teachers recognized the opportunities afforded 
by the 1:1 devices, but they also knew they had not 
tapped into the full potential. 
 
Participants acknowledged the promise of 1:1 devices 
for transforming learning, but the changes occurring 
were mostly what Cuban (2013) described as first or-
der or superficial change. Incremental changes were 
occurring when teachers integrated the new technolo-
gy with previous approaches to teaching their con-
tent. Still, the structures of education and the roles of 
teachers and students remained virtually unchanged. 
Teachers’ descriptions of technology use often fo-
cused on the 1:1 devices as substitutes for textbooks 
or printed materials. (Note--data were collected be-
fore the pandemic.) The teachers that engaged in this 
work recognized that “second-order” shifts in a com-
plex system such as a classroom were required 
(Cuban, 2013, p. 160) for true reform to occur, but 
these shifts were not occurring systemically. 
 
Teaching is complex and challenging work, and there 
can be a sense of safety in doing things the way they 
have always been done.  Using devices as a substitute 
for paper-and-pencil assignments in a learning envi-
ronment focused on direct instruction does not pro-
duce desired effects on learning (Selwyn et al., 2017), 
but the complexity of teaching means that dramatic 
shifts require changing other professional practices 
such as approaches to classroom management and 
grading student work. If teachers are unwilling to 
take professional risks associated with transforming 
their professional practices, the technology will not 
make a difference (McKibben, 2015).  
 
Teachers recognized that shifts in teaching were not 
without risks, even expressing specific concerns relat-
ed to changing pedagogical approaches to maximize 
the use of 1:1 devices. For example, using technology 
to formatively assess students provided the substan-
tial benefits of more immediate feedback and rich 
data for reteaching and enriching learning. While 
teachers recognized these benefits, they also ex-
pressed concerns related to lowering expectations 
with “click, click, click” responses and less-
demanding texts. A second concern was that students 
might become dependent on technology instead of 
learning and mastering the content. A third concern 
arose related to how easy it was for students to cut-
and-paste, plagiarizing, other sources. Despite these 
concerns, teachers overwhelmingly recognized the 
benefits of technology.  
 

Participants described the importance of their self-
efficacy in using technology when considering dis-
rupting practices. Tackling this work, at times, re-
quired teachers to place themselves in the seat of the 
learner. They described a sense of risk-taking related 
to personal beliefs that they should be the experts and 
able to effectively model technology while often feel-
ing they were barely a step ahead of students. Teacher 
self-efficacy and competence in using technology, 
particularly web-based tools, were important in their 
willingness to take digital risks (Choi et al., 2018; 
Higgins & Bushell, 2018). For teachers to take the 
necessary risks, they must first acknowledge where 
they are as digital citizens and sometimes be willing 
to fail.  
 
For teachers to be willing to fail, schools must provide 
“room to fail” (Miller, 2015) through a culture of trust 
(Berg et al., 2018) offering spaces and routines that 
promote teacher risk-taking through critique, feed-
back, reflection, and honest dialogue regarding con-
cerns (Berg et al., 2018; Miller, 2015). A failed lesson 
should be a learning experience, not an insurmounta-
ble obstacle. Teachers must adopt a growth mindset 
toward their own abilities with technology, and they 
must have “grit” associated with a growth mindset 
about their own technological pedagogical content 
knowledge (McKibben, 2019).    
 
Know Who Students are as Digital Citizens 
Teachers must understand who their students are as 
digital citizens and what that means in implementing 
a 1:1 initiative. The teachers who participated in this 
study were sometimes surprised by gaps in student 
skills as digital citizens and learners, differences ref-
erenced earlier in this work as describing the techno-
logical abilities of digital orphans, digital exiles, and 
digital heirs (Samuel, 2017). A teacher expressed her 
own surprise upon realizing some students did not 
understand how to use search engines to locate and 
select information appropriately. During the initial 
implementation of 1:1 devices, a teacher referred to 
students’ “big learning curve” in using technology as a 
“tool” instead of a “toy.” The participants recognized 
that despite students being digital natives adept at 
interacting on social media, creating music playlists, 
and producing videos, there were consistent and sur-
prising gaps in their abilities to use technology for 
learning. This realization reflected what was previ-
ously found in the literature (Leu et al., 2014; Tucker 
et al., 2016).  
 
Planning for technology use in teaching and learning 
requires allocating time to orient students to the tech-
nology tools. Whether searching for sound texts or 
using digital platforms, a sink-or-swim approach with 
technology contributes to inequities. At the same  
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 time, constant pressure to address a multitude of 
content standards (Marzano & Haystead, 2008; 
Schmoker, 2011) makes taking time away from con-
tent for technology instruction a challenging but nec-
essary decision. 
 
Other challenges were not unlike working with stu-
dents who forget their books, paper, pencils at home 
but were made more complicated by technology. Stu-
dents’ forgetting devices at home, failing to charge 
devices, breaking devices, and losing login infor-
mation were challenges shared by the teachers. De-
veloping plans for managing these challenges and 
managing the use of devices must be considered. 
Teachers must understand and consider the unique 
needs of students in the digital learning environment. 
For equitable outcomes, the wide range of digital 
learning readiness among students suggests a need to 
create differentiated paths to move students from 
where they are as digital learners to where they need 
to be. 
 
Build a Community of Learners 
In addressing equity, schools must consider how rela-
tionships will be built between and among adults and 
students. Student relationships with adults can help 
students engage in the community, know who they 
are, and realize how and why they are important 
(Cookson, 2017). The more dense a student’s web of 
positive relationships with adults is, the more likely it 
is that the student will be successful in school and 
beyond (Roelkepartian et al., 2017). Vulnerable learn-
ers often need the strongest relationships in the 
school environment to motivate and engage them. 
Educators must consider how these relationships can 
be nurtured in an environment that is at least partial-
ly online.  
 
Despite some concerns about communication and 
relationships in a digital environment, teachers ex-
plicitly mentioned benefits to communication with 
the 1:1 initiative. Quiet students who might not speak 
up in class were more willing to post and participate 
online. Teachers and students no longer had to worry 
about “lost” communication as everything was acces-
sible in the class site. Finally, teachers could give stu-
dents feedback immediately, even as students were 
working on the assessment.  
 
Teachers expressed concerns over undermining inter-
personal skills through the overuse of technology, 
losing learning time teaching students to use the 
technology, or finding students disengaged from 
learning to use technology for other purposes. Litera-
ture related to technology and equity recommends 
that schools develop a schema for onboarding and 
community building that supports student engage-

ment and success (Weston & Bain, 2010; Zielezinski 
& Darling-Hammond, 2018). This schema should 
include processes and tools for two-way communica-
tion (Tucker et al., 2016).  
 
Develop Student Ownership of Learning 
Providing every student with a device creates a much-
desired opportunity for student-centered learning. 
Still, student-centered learning requires self-
regulation and instructional guidance that helps de-
velop effective online reading and moves students 
forward into thinking and knowing based on that 
reading. Young adults groomed to own their scholar-
ship are equipped to become lifelong learners, much-
needed and valued members of our society.  
 
Teacher’s Role in Student Self-Regulation  
The National Equity Project defines educational equi-
ty as meaning “that each child receives what they 
need to develop their full academic and social poten-
tial” (National Equity Project, 2021). One of the top-
plate student needs identified by the high school 
teachers in this study for almost every student in a 1:1 
educational setting is self-regulation. In interviews, 
teachers voiced loud and clear concerns about stu-
dents’ off-task technological behaviors. Knowingly 
but without ill-intent, educators put a device that 
usually represents a means of socializing and gaming 
into the hands of an adolescent learner with little self-
regulating skills, setting up a conflict for which many 
students and teachers are unprepared. 
 
Teachers at the 1:1 high school in the study found 
themselves to be somewhat helpless warriors in this 
dual-systems theory battle described by Shapka 
(2019). Dual-systems theory posits that two systems 
are going on in a person’s behaviors and decision-
making processes. One system leads to systematic, 
goal-oriented behaviors while the second system’s 
decisions and behaviors are thoughtlessly automatic, 
even appearing to be unconscious at times. Adoles-
cents operate more from the second system than the 
first, especially when technology is involved.  
 
Teachers longed for (and eventually received) a pro-
gram that monitors student usage of technological 
devices while on the school’s internet, a program that 
makes the teacher’s necessary regulation of the stu-
dents more consistent. More than simply addressing 
a behavior issue, teachers’ responses to off-task stu-
dent behaviors were about equity. Students need 
teachers to establish and control boundaries and 
serve as role models as students acquire self-
regulation skills that will help them both in student-
centered learning in the school setting and real life 
situations in their futures.  
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 One of the interviewed teachers spoke of his self-
regulation techniques that he models for his stu-
dents.  

One of the things I tell them too, that 
gets into the engagement, is, and 
some students do this and some 
don't, separate your technology. My 
laptop at home I almost exclusively 
do work on it. But, my iPad I have 
social media apps, like I'll get on 
Twitter and I have Netflix on there 
and the ESPN app so I can watch my 
sports on my iPad, but I don't do that 
on my laptop . . . So, I try to establish 
that at the beginning of the year, and 
again, some of them do it, so I'm like, 
if you're just wanting to have fun, 
pull out your phone. If it's time to get 
to work, get on your Chromebook. 

 
Online Reading That Leads to Knowing and 
Learning 
Once each student has access, the yet unexplored in-
tricacies of online reading become a critical issue in a 
1:1 initiative. Having access to texts online and read-
ing (read means comprehend) texts online are two 
very different things. And, while relatively solid ideas 
of the components associated with successful offline 
reading in adolescents are well-established, an under-
standing of online reading continues to develop. Ac-
cording to Miller and McKenna (2016), some stu-
dents, when reading online, will need scaffolding 
while others may need prostheses. As is usually the 
case, equitable support will not mean equal support. 
 
Some students will believe they need no support. Alt-
hough millennials often prefer print texts (Miller & 
McKenna, 2016), they think themselves to be better 
online readers than they are (Peede, 2020). If stu-
dents are allowed to forge ahead as though they know 
what they are doing, and, in doing so, to become neg-
ligent, reckless readers because of both their lack of 
desire to self-regulate and the distracting attributes of 
much online reading, they may be deprived of the 
acknowledged benefits of deep reading, including 
empathy and the ability to know one’s self through 
reading and knowing others. 
 
Most students will require a minimum of light but 
ongoing scaffolding. A sophomore English teacher in 
the 1:1 research spoke of online reading patterns that 
she was observing in her classes early in the imple-
mentation process, 

They can't stay focused for very long. 
They cannot read except maybe a 
short paragraph, and they're far too 
focused on getting the answer than 

understanding what the text says. 
They can't read long texts. If they run 
into a problem and Google doesn't 
have the answer, then it's unsolvable. 
So grit becomes an issue there. 

 
Teachers need to slow students down, entice them 
with dense but interesting online texts, and give them 
specific strategies to try. For example, teachers can 
suggest that students refrain from scrolling while 
reading on-screen (Willingham, 2017). Students can 
also be encouraged to take advantage of the tools that 
accompany online reading. They can highlight, anno-
tate, and create online flashcards, outlines, and notes. 
As teachers find more specifics that work for them-
selves as they read online, they can suggest those to 
students. Ensuring students know the importance of 
both the reading content and the skills they are devel-
oping is important. Cognitive neuroscientist Mar-
yanne Wolf, in a recent interview with The National 
Endowment of the Humanities, believes that “Deep 
literacy can occur in every medium but only with in-
tentionality and knowledge of one’s purpose for read-
ing” (Peede, 2020, p. 18)   
 
Some students may need ongoing, intense support. A 
potential issue highlighted by a 1:1 initiative is that 
the acknowledged socioeconomic reading gap in of-
fline reading may be increased by at least one grade 
level when reading is online, an increase caused 
mainly by the added requirements of online reading. 
Coiro (2011) employs Cognitive Learning Theory to 
suggest that online reading activities summon addi-
tional comprehension strategies related to a laundry 
list of intricacies. Teachers in 1:1 settings will need to 
be aware of the differences in reading online and of-
fline and model as best they can what “successful 
online readers” do.  
 
Limitations 
This study has expected limitations. A qualitative 
methodology was appropriate for the descriptive and 
analytical purposes of this research. Still, the findings 
of bounded work such as this should not be general-
ized to other populations or settings. At the time of 
this study, one grade level of students at the high 
school in this project did not have school-issued 
Chromebooks, so teachers and students did not real-
ize the full benefits. Further, the presence and partici-
pation of the researchers at the site may have affected 
participants’ actions and responses.  
 
The pandemic protocols halted and continued to sus-
pend the next steps of this research. The researchers 
met with the district liaison and proposed working 
with additional teachers from this high school con-
cerning discipline-specific effective 1:1 instruction  



 26 

 with plans to situate the professional development in 
Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) framework involving 
technological pedagogical content knowledge. Those 
plans were received and approved but have not yet 
been accomplished.  
 
Conclusion 
With every initiative, those involved must examine 
how they are doing schooling to disrupt the condi-
tions that lead to under-represented, underserved, 
and under-prepared students. In this study, the 
teachers in the high school began their 1:1 endeavor 
from an established “whatever it takes” tradition. As 
they examined their instruction of students with 
Chromebooks, they realized that at times the technol-
ogy drove their practice, but increased efficacy re-
turned student learning to the driver’s seat and al-
lowed teachers to once again pursue responsive 
teaching. 
 
Students have to know that teachers are there on the 
side of the deep waters of change in a 1:1 initiative, 
prepared to throw them a lifeline or even jump into 
the pool with them if needed; but they also have to 
know that teacher-facilitated, student-centered, self-
regulated, risk-taking settings will situate them for 
life in the real world. Teaching it, supporting it, even 
requiring it fosters equity, equity conceived from ac-
cess. 
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Abstract: Of broad concern, negative sentiment towards evaluation seems to overshadow the evaluation pro-
cesses and the essence of scientific inquiry. Metaphorically, name changes of the Consortium for Research on 
Educational Assessment and Teaching Effectiveness (CREATE) organization seem to reflect negative senti-
ment towards evaluation in education and educational research. Although this is not a new problem, it is time 
to use our history for a wise approach regarding evaluation.  
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We have an almost united front of negative 
motivation about evaluation. But evalua-
tion is an obligation that cannot be avoided 
by wishing it would go away… The simple 
fact is that evaluation is one of the abso-
lutely fundamental tasks and obligations of 
science, both pure and applied… The aim 
of pure science is to produce good or better 
explanations, principles, and classifica-
tions (for example), and the use of the val-
uational terms "good" and "better" in that 
claim is essential… what is common is the 
process of evaluation and the production of 
value judgements, and a scientist who is 
not skilled in the process and production 
cannot be a good scientist (Scriven, 1968, 
p. 4-5). 

 
We have long been interested in the problematic 
sentiment regarding evaluation and the underly-
ing negativity towards the term and process of 
evaluation within education and educational 
research (Scriven, 1991). Of board concern, 
these negative perceptions regarding evaluation 
seem to overshadow evaluation processes and 
the essence of scientific inquiry (Scriven, 1968). 
According to Michael Scriven (1968), this prob-
lem is central to educational research and the 
entirety of scientific inquiry. Making sense of 

human learning is a practical applied science 
that requires educators to make evaluative 
judgements about good and better progress to-
wards learning and evaluative judgements about 
good and better modes of teaching. As described 
by Sandy Horn, 

By determining how much 
learning takes place within 
classrooms and exploring what 
works and what doesn't, we can 
provide practitioners and poli-
cymakers with the information 
they need to make wise deci-
sions that impact children 
(2016, para. 4).  

 
The need for wise decisions that impact children 
and educators are central to our discussion of 
the problematic sentiment regarding evaluation. 
Let's consider our organization's recent history 
of changing its name as a metaphor to make 
sense of how negative sentiment towards evalua-
tion appears to be influencing education and 
educational research. In 1991, it seemed wise to 
recognize that an educational policy was immi-
nent and get ahead of it by developing fair and 
sound systems  for accountability and evalua-
tion;  thus, CREATE began as the  
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began as the Center for Research on Educational Ac-
countability and Teacher Evaluation. According to 
"Jason Millman, CREATE was the most productive 
research and development center he had ever 
seen" (Stufflebeam & Egelson, 2016, para. 3). Based 
on CREATE's early success, one may assume that the 
negative perception of evaluation would have been 
resolved in the subsequent years since Scriven identi-
fied the issue in 1968. But, evaluation seems to be a 
problem mired in negativity. 
 
After five years, funding for the Center ceased, even 
though "members of Congress wanted the cen-
ter" (Stufflebeam & Egelson, 2016, para. 3). Accord-
ing to Daniel Stufflebeam and Paula Egelson,  

It appeared that powerful special in-
terest groups in education were 
threatened by the prospect of serious 
teacher evaluation and lobbied 
against the Center's initial establish-
ment and any long-term future for it 
(2016, para. 3).  

When funding ran out, the organization changed 
from the Center for Research on Educational Ac-
countability and Teacher Evaluation to the Consorti-
um for Research on Educational Accountability and 
Teacher Evaluation due to what seemed to be politi-
cal influences against teacher evaluation. It seems 
unwise to block good work because teacher evalua-
tion felt threatening. Just because you don't like feel-
ing threatened by evaluation doesn't mean it will go 
away (Scriven, 1968, p.4).  
 
We argue that it was wise to establish CREATE as the 
Center for Research on Educational Accountability 
and Teacher Evaluation. This decision enabled the 
Center to be at the forefront of teacher evaluation and 
educational evaluation more broadly construed. This 
forethought illustrated our founders were aware of 
the increasing focus on evaluation and the implica-
tions for teaching and learning (Stufflebeam & Egel-
son, 2016). Notwithstanding, the lack of renewed 
funding at the end of the five years potentially limited 
the long-term work of the original CREATE.  
 
In 2013, CREATE changed its name from the Consor-
tium for Research on Educational Accountability 
and Teacher Evaluation to the Consortium for Re-
search on Educational Assessment and Teaching 
Effectiveness. At this time, teacher evaluation policies 
were increasingly common in the United States of 
America, driven by the Race to the Top national di-
rective and operationalized by value-added models 
that used, among other measures, changes in student 
test scores to make judgements about teacher quality. 
By 2013, 41 out of 50 states in the USA required the 
use of student test scores within teacher evaluation 

systems, up from 15 states in 2009 (Sawchuck, 2015, 
para. 13). The rise in these types of teacher evaluation 
systems led to federal and state lawsuits by 2015. Ac-
cording to Kevin Close, Audrey Amrein-Beardsley 
and Clarin Collins, these lawsuits may have contrib-
uted to the 2016 changes of the Every Student Suc-
ceeds Act (ESSA) which gave "state departments of 
education the opportunity to overhaul their teacher 
evaluation systems" (2019, p.22-23). Although we  
cannot draw a direct causal relationship between the 
limitations that arose, we wonder if the actions of 
those threatened by teacher evaluation to shut down 
the work of CREATE provided the conditions for non-
defensible teacher evaluation systems and the subse-
quent litigations. Even though CREATE was founded 
to shape fair and sound accountability and evaluation 
systems, CREATE has been absent from national ac-
countability and evaluation policy setting for years. 
The 2013 name change is indicative of our absence 
and seems to be a move away from our core due to 
unfavorable attitudes towards evaluation.  
 
CREATE attempted to distance itself from evaluation 
in replacing evaluation with effectiveness while per-
petuating the problematic sentiment towards evalua-
tion. By choosing assessment over accountability 
along with the removal of the term evaluation, CRE-
ATE seems to have embodied what Michael Scriven 
stated about assessment in 1991,  

Assessment is often used as a syno-
nym for evaluation, but sometimes 
the subject of valiant efforts to differ-
entiate it, presumably to avoid some 
of the opprobrium associated with 
the term 'evaluation' in the minds of 
people for whom the term is more 
important than the process (p. 60). 

Admittedly, keeping the initial name of the CREATE 
organization would have been "foolish if we did not 
change direction in line with the new vistas that 
emerge as we progress to that initially foreseen point 
on the horizon" (1995, p. 196) if we consider Herbert 
M. Kliebard's discussion of John Dewey. Contrarily, 
accountability and evaluation are still policy. Thus, 
changes to the CREATE name seem to have occurred 
in conjunction with adverse connotations associated 
with evaluation. And possibly related to CREATE's 
origins as the Center for Research on Educational 
Accountability and Teacher Evaluation rather than 
foresight reflecting new vistas. Importantly, we are 
not arguing for or against teacher evaluation, and the 
problem we are addressing is not merely about one 
organization changing its name. We are addressing 
sentiment towards evaluation as a term and  and pro-
cess (Scriven, 1991).  Metaphorically, CREATE's 
name changes seem to reflect negative views of evalu-
ation, leading to an avoidance of the term and  
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 process. The name changes that CREATE has under-
gone reflect the broader consensus that Scriven iden-
tified. As a further example, CREATE's partner or-
ganization, the Joint Committee on Standards for 
Educational Evaluation (JCSEE), eliminated the use 
of the term evaluation in the most recent revision of 
the Student Evaluation Standards (2003), which 
resulted in a name change to the Classroom Assess-
ment Standards in 2015 (Klinger, McDivitt, Howard, 
Rogers, Wylie, & Munoz).  
 
CREATE has a broad international membership that 
includes classroom teachers, researchers, evaluators, 
policymakers, post-secondary tertiary educators and 
private organizations. Actions within CREATE seem 
to echo the beliefs and practices of schools, post-
secondary education, and local, federal, and interna-
tional policy. We ask if the removal of evaluation 
from our name was wise. Or was this name change 
mired in negative sentiment about evaluation?  
 
Studying the history of evaluation may foster greater 
wisdom regarding evaluation and the direction of 
CREATE. During the turn of the nineteenth century 
into the twentieth century, sociologist Emile Durk-
heim taught an educational history course to aspiring 
teachers at the University of Paris. In this course, he 
posited reasons to study educational history to "get 
away from the prejudices both of neophobia and neo-
philia: and this is the beginning of wisdom" (1977, pp. 
8-9). Durkheim believed that the study of educational 
history would foster wisdom to keep educators from 
the extremes of rushing to embrace new things and 
the other end to fear new things. Evaluation is not 
something new to fear nor something new to em-
brace. As far back as 1934, "Tyler proposed that edu-
cational testing be concerned with the changes in stu-
dents produced by educational means. He used the 
term evaluation to refer to a set of procedures for ap-
praising changes in students" (Bloom, 1968, p. 5). In 
1956, the Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: The 
Classification of Educational Goals. Handbook I: 
Cognitive Domain describes evaluation as encom-
passing judgements of merit and worth based on 
some criteria (Bloom, Engelhart, Hill, Furst & Krath-
wohl, 1956). Historically, evaluation is an essential 
and esteemed act that is not new to our work.  
 
Although this isn't a new problem, it is time to make 
sense of our history to move forward with a wise ap-
proach regarding evaluation. Even as construed in 
teacher evaluation policies, evaluation is fundamental 
and an obligation of science (Scriven, 1968). Evalua-
tion is not something new to fear nor something new 
to embrace. In our recent history, Scriven asserted 
that evaluation is  

a double task: determining appropri-

ate criteria and applying them. It is a 
task in the best tradition of the most 
abstract theoretical science as well as 
the most practical applied science 
(1968, p. 9). 

We should not and can not abandon evaluation as it 
is fundamental to our work and our purpose. Let's be 
wise regarding evaluation by engaging in this double 
task. 
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Closing Remarks for 2020 Annual Conference Proceedings  
Volume 1  October 2021 

As we close the 2020 Annual Conference Proceed-
ings of the Consortium for Research on Educational 
Assessment and Teaching Effectiveness, let’s con-
sider who CREATE is as we look forward to volume 
two in 2021,  

CREATE is a nonprofit organization dedi-
cated to improving assessment and evalua-
tion in PK-12 and higher education.  
 

Given our current social conditions, we chose the 
2021 CREATE Conference theme, CREATE-ing 
Conversations for Fair & Sound Assessment & 
Evaluation. Engaging in fair and sound assessment 
and evaluation is socially just. Although social jus-
tice isn’t an explicitly stated aspect of our purpose, 
without it, we cannot improve assessment and eval-
uation in PK-12 and higher education. Hence, our 
purpose moves us forward.  
 
The 2021 CREATE Conference was moved to a vir-
tual format due to the spread of the Delta variant of 
COVID-19, which created new health challenges 
across the globe, with schools having to make diffi-
cult decisions on how to educate our children safely. 
In support of educators, their ongoing efforts, and 
our safety, CREATE moved to a virtual platform for 
the 2021 CREATE conference.  
 
Now that the 2021 Virtual CREATE Conference 
presentations have been made available, the  
CREATE Board of Directors will contact members 

who indicated an interest in submitting a full paper 
when submitting their conference proposals. Once 
the double-blind peer review process has been com-
pleted, the annual conference proceedings will be 
published concurrently with the start of the 2022  
CREATE Conference. Hopefully, we will convene on 
October 10 and 11, 2022, at the Renaissance  
Asheville Hotel in Asheville, North Carolina, United 
States of America.  
 
As we move towards the 2022 CREATE Conference 
as an organization dedicated to improving assess-
ment and evaluation in PK-12 and higher education, 
we seek to set a path for the Consortium Advisory 
Committee that CREATE established in 2013.  
 
Relatedly, when CREATE was founded, the organi-
zation was influential in shaping educational policy. 
Let’s consider our purpose and how to participate in 
the national and international policy-setting process 
as we prepare for the 2022 CREATE Conference.  
 
Looking forward together, 
 
Corrie Klinger, Ph.D. 
CREATE President 
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CREATE Resources  

CREATE website: createconference.org 
 
Join us: createconference.org/Join-Us 
 
Jason Millman Memorial Award & Lecture: createconference.org/Millman-Scholars 
 
History of CREATE: createconference.org/History-of-CREATE 
 
CREATE News:  createconference.org/News 
 
 

2022 CREATE Conference 
October 10th & 11th 

Renaissance Hotel Asheville 
Asheville, North Carolina 

Join Us! 
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https://createconference.org/Millman-Scholars
https://createconference.org/History-of-CREATE
https://createconference.org/News

