
 



 

www.nationalcompcenter.org 1 

Designing for Diversity Part 1 
Where is Equity and Inclusion in  
Curriculum Design?  

The National Comprehensive Center  
The National Comprehensive Center (NC) is one of 20 technical assistance centers supported under the 
U.S. Department of Education’s Comprehensive Centers program from 2019 to 2024. The NC focuses on 
helping the 19 Regional Comprehensive Centers and state, regional, and local education agencies throughout 
the country to meet the daunting challenge of improving student performance with equitable resources.  

This publication is in the public domain. While permission to reprint is not necessary, reproductions should be cited as:  

Alozie, N., Lundh, P., Laguarda, K., Parker, C.E., Fujii, R., and McBride, B. (2021). Designing for Diversity Part 1. 

Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? Rockville, MD: National Comprehensive Center at Westat.  

The contents of this publication were developed under a grant from the Department of Education. However, the contents 
do not necessarily represent the policy of the Department of Education, and you should not assume endorsement by the 
Federal government. 

A copy of this publication can be downloaded from https://www.compcenternetwork.org/. 

http://www.nationalcompcenter.org/
https://www.compcenternetwork.org/


Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? 

www.nationalcompcenter.org 2 

Introduction 
Curriculum has been at the center of teaching and learning for the entire history of American public 
education (Joseph, 2011). It has been the vehicle for translating society’s ideas and visions of what 
education should be and what children should learn into plans, prompts, and guidance for teachers 
and students (Apple, 2018). When we talk about a high-quality science, technology, engineering, 
mathematics, and computer science (STEM+CS) education, we include high-quality STEM+CS 
curricula, in addition to teaching and learning. High-quality STEM+CS curricula should not only 
incorporate our most current standards; they should also be equitable and inclusive. Curricula do 
not exist in a vacuum; teachers interpret curricula based on their own frameworks, and students 
experience curricula through their own lenses. This human interaction with curricula means that 
issues of equity and inclusion must be addressed; without doing so, some people will have greater 
access than others. But how well suited are established 
approaches to informing, designing, and implementing STEM+CS 
curricula to the diverse needs of diverse students?  

Existing approaches to curriculum creation, selection, adoption, 
and/or modification are largely incompatible with equity goals to 
inspire and create learning experiences that are engaging and 
enriching for a wide range of students, including students from 
historically marginalized backgrounds. Research shows that 
changes to instructional materials, teaching practices, and student learning have an impact on 
student outcomes. For example, when teachers represent a diversity of racial and ethnic 
backgrounds, the drop-out rate of youth from economically disadvantaged backgrounds 
dramatically declines, the number of Black and Hispanic students in gifted programs increases, 
there are higher levels of students’ feelings of happiness and support, test scores are higher, 
absenteeism decreases, and in general, there are long-term positive learning effects (Ouazad, 2014; 
Egalite et al., 2015; Grissom and Redding, 2015; Goldhaber et al., 2015; Lindsay and Hart, 2017; 
Grissom et al., 2017). Similarly, STEM+CS curriculum development, when designed with an equity 
lens, can contribute to STEM+CS proficiency and achievement. However, teachers need support in 
understanding how providing rigorous grade-level content that incorporates equity and inclusion is 
possible, otherwise, its potential will not be fully realized. For example, research into preparing 
urban science educators (Vora, 2006) found that new teachers often see a disconnect between 
subject matter knowledge and a commitment to social justice.  

The voices of diverse students and the educators working with them are often missing from 
standardized curricula. Also missing are connections to students’ diverse sociocultural and ethnic 
backgrounds and their communities and the flexibility to adapt instructional materials to these 
diverse contexts. Previous instructional materials have traditionally been developed on 
communities that are “convenient” or show proof of concept, then are transferred and modified for 
communities that have no connection to those resources (Hitchcock et al., 2002). Such retrofitted 
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modifications are often expensive, ill-fitting to the students, and have modest effects on student 
learning (King-Sears, 1997). 

This whitepaper series proposes a novel approach to designing and/or modifying instructional 
materials that address diversity by purposefully and systemically integrating equity and inclusion 
principles at the onset of curriculum design. 

This paper, the first in a series of three, describes why current approaches to designing STEM+CS 
curricula are inadequate; defines diversity, equity, and inclusion in the context of curriculum 
design; and introduces The Equity and Inclusion Framework for Curriculum Design (EI-CD) approach 
for designing and adapting STEM+CS curriculum materials to meet the needs of diverse students 
(see Figure 1). A second paper will describe the EI-CD approach in detail, showing how the 
structure, coherence, and rigor of evidence-centered design is leveraged. The EICD approach 
emerged from recent work that used equity and inclusion design principles to inform the design of 
formative assessments (Alozie et al., 2018) and curriculum materials (Fujii et al., 2020). The third 
and final paper will explore how state and local education leaders can work with the EI-CD 
approach to make STEM+CS instruction more equitable and inclusive.  

 

Figure 1. The Intersection of Equity and Inclusion and The Equity and Inclusion 
Framework for Curriculum Design (EI-CD) Approach 

 

Defining Equity and Inclusion to Expand the Meaning of 
Diversity 
Creating curriculum materials for a diverse student population requires clarifying the meanings of 
diversity, equity, and inclusion.  

Diversity. For many, diversity refers to the presence or absence of students representing broad 
categories of race, ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation, disability, and locale (Williams et al., 
2005; Yu et al., 2013). But the simple presence of people from diverse backgrounds does not 
address the persistence of systemic inequities for groups who have been and continue to be 
marginalized (Ahmed, 2007; Bell and Hartmann, 2007). In fact, sometimes invoking “diversity” 
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masks inequities by minimizing the presence of marginalized groups and maintaining existing 
values and beliefs to take the pressure off the need for change (Ahmed, 2007). For example, simply 
identifying the number of different racial groups represented in a school may falsely convey that 
individuals from historically marginalized groups are meaningfully included in the practices of the 
school. Understanding diversity requires understanding how different groups within different 
contexts experience the educational system. For example, schools with higher proportions of 
students of color are less likely to provide advanced STEM+CS courses, and in schools where they 
are offered, the courses are disproportionately populated with White students (Sawchuk, 2018). 
Responding to diversity includes (a) acknowledging the presence of individuals and/or groups that 
do not have social power, prestige, or institutionalized privilege; (b) developing an understanding 
of their marginalization; and (c) actively working towards creating equitable and inclusive 
experiences and opportunities for them.  

Equity. Equitable educational approaches account for and respond to student diversity, including 
the social, cultural, and ethnic facets of their life experiences as well as the systemic barriers they 
encounter. When STEM+CS education is responsive to diversity and driven by equity, it (1) values 
and leverages the strengths of learners’ backgrounds (including cultural and linguistic experiences) 
and abilities as rich resources; (2) connects learners’ background knowledge and experiences to 
what they are learning in their STEM+CS classes; and (3) provides supports to address learners’ 
needs to ensure that all students, particularly students from diverse cultural, ethnic, and racial 
groups, have meaningful access to STEM+CS learning (National Research Council (NRC), 2012; 
Lee and Buxton, 2008; Lipman, 2004).  

Inclusion. Inclusion goes beyond providing access—it promotes feelings of acceptance and 
belonging (Williams et al., 2005) and welcomes and values students’ diverse identities (Fahd and 
Venkatraman, 2019). Inclusive teaching practices and learning environments are purposeful, active, 
and attentive to every learner.  

Creating STEM+CS curriculum materials using the EI-CD approach necessitates understanding how 
instructional practices in equity and inclusion emerge from frameworks on cultural relevance, 
sustainability, revitalization (Paris, 2012; Ladson-Billings, 2014), multicultural education (Banks, 
1996), Universal Design for Learning (Hitchcock et al., 2002) and student assets (e.g., Garoutte et 
al., 2014). The goals of these frameworks are to transform education to include voices that have 
previously been misrepresented or excluded and promote social justice. It is important to refrain 
from being limited to surface level curricular changes, such as holiday observances or activities that 
may represent stereotypical characterizations of different groups of students. For example, 
assuming that a predominantly African American classroom will relate to the use of rap music more 
than Latinx students during a lesson is based on preconceived notions of race and identity and 
overlooks the sociocultural history and evolution of rap music in society. 

The EI-CD framework is informed by previous frameworks to provide a structured and coherent 
approach for making equity and inclusion unique to the specific learning community that 
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curriculum materials are intended to serve. EI-CD accounts for the intellectual, social, emotional, 
and political contexts of a community, while also underscoring the value and needs of the individual 
student. District and school leaders aiming to achieve equitable and inclusive learning for diverse 
student populations can progress towards these goals by understanding how these ideas work 
within a larger system of teaching and learning. A focus on diversity by itself offers little benefit. 
Similarly, focusing on equity or inclusion separately is not enough when working to provide quality 
learning opportunities for diverse student populations. Curriculum materials for diverse audiences 
help develop an infrastructure that values and supports the uniqueness of students and 
demonstrates feelings of acceptance and belonging. Seeing diversity, equity, and inclusion as 
interconnected and essential elements for educational success and progress is critical for district 
and school leaders. We need to help these leaders shift the paradigm of thought from compliance to 
proactive engagement in changes that support teaching and learning in a pluralistic society—one 
that promotes student assets, culturally relevant and sustaining pedagogy, and universal design.  

State and District Roles in Standardized Curriculum Adoption 
Under a largely decentralized U.S. education system, local school districts have primary 
responsibility for making decisions about the formal curriculum (the written and supported 
curriculum). To identify STEM+CS curriculum materials that will support improvement in 
instruction and higher student achievement, districts often prioritize curriculum materials aligned 
to state standards and thus to high-stakes assessments, which can limit the scope of the materials 
(Au, 2011) (see the Curriculum Design textbox below for various uses of the term curriculum). In 
recent years, several states have granted districts wider latitude in making curriculum decisions 
(Steiner et al., 2019). National teacher surveys highlight the importance of districts’ role in 
curriculum design; for example, more than 60% of mathematics teachers say that district 
curriculum policy influences their choice of instructional materials more than any other factor 
(Opfer et al., 2016).  
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STEM+CS standards have prompted new attention to the quality of curriculum materials and the 
extent to which they align to new, more rigorous state standards. Widespread adoption of common 
learning standards in both mathematics and science,1 coupled with some states’ investment in the 
development of standards-aligned curriculum and open education resources, have created new 
incentives for a range of noncommercial entities to enter the curriculum marketplace (Hodge et al., 
2019; Kaufman et al., 2016). At the same time, a growing body of rigorous research suggests that 
the adoption of high-quality, content-rich, learning standards-aligned curriculum materials can 
support gains in student achievement at a lower cost than can many other reform strategies (Boser 
 
1 By 2020, 20 states and the District of Columbia had adopted the Next Generation Science Standards (National Science Teachers 

Association, 2020). 

CURRICULUM DESIGN: DEFINING THE TERMS 

The Latin root of the word curriculum means to run a course. In the modern United States, 
the word has taken on multiple meanings, some of which are hotly debated. Scholars have 
long noted multiple uses of the term curriculum: 

1. The formal curricula are documented and approved by states and local school 
boards, and consist of frameworks, curriculum guides, and pacing guides 

2. The supported curriculum reflects the instructional/curriculum materials, textbooks, 
and digital resources that may be purchased from commercial developers, curated 
on open education resource sites, or developed by individual teachers or districts and 
that include STEM+CS content, educative supports, and formative assessment 

3. The enacted/taught curriculum uses instructional practices, pedagogical content 
knowledge, local school and community knowledge, and student knowledge to 
implement the instructional curriculum materials  

4. The hidden curriculum communicates unspoken and often unintended messages to 
students about the school’s values and beliefs (Goodlad, 1979). These implicit 
messages about race, class, social order, and roles shape curriculum development 
and implementation. 

In these papers we consider the role of states and districts in the design of the formal 
curriculum, which may contribute to or emerge from the enacted and hidden curricula, 
but which we do not explicitly address. 

States and districts contribute to the design of (1) the formal written curriculum that is 
represented in curriculum guides, frameworks, scope-and-sequence charts, and pacing 
guides, typically developed to support the alignment of instruction to state standards; and 
(2) the supported curriculum as reflected in the instructional materials, textbooks, and 
digital resources adopted by school districts (Glatthorn et al., 2019). The taught curriculum 
refers to teachers’ methods in the classroom to make learning experiences come to life in a 
substantial and relevant way for students.  
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et al., 2015; Steiner, 2017). This new attention to curriculum quality has created an audience for 
careful, independent vetting of curriculum materials for quality. For example, many districts now 
rely on reviews from EdReports.org2 to guide curriculum decisions (Johns Hopkins Institute for 
Education Policy, 2018).  

The Need for Equity and Inclusivity in Standardized Curriculum 
Materials  
State adoption policies incentivize large publishers to target their 
materials to the largest number of states and the broadest possible 
demographic rather than to specific student or local 
needs. Although the selection and adoption of high-quality, 
content-rich curricula is an important step toward ensuring 
equitable educational opportunities for all students, it is not 
sufficient to ensure truly equitable and inclusive learning 
environments. As STEM+CS classrooms grow more diverse, the 
need to support students who belong to groups with less social 
power, prestige, and institutionalized privilege (Gutiérrez and 
Rogoff, 2003; NGSS Lead States, 2013) with relevant curriculum 
materials has become a national priority (NRC, 2012; K–12 
Computer Science Framework Steering Committee, 2016). Standardized (not to be mistaken for 
standards-based curriculum materials) and widely disseminated curriculum materials, although 
sometimes promoted as democratizing access to learning, may undermine equity (Timberlake et al., 
2017; Fitz and Nikolaidis, 2020) and leave achievement gaps unaddressed (Cramer et al., 2018). 
These materials are, by design, not adapted to the diversity students bring to the classroom. They 
are often developed based on assumptions originating in the dominant culture (Jackson et al., 
2001); for example, knowledge is static and validated by authorities rather than emergent, 
contested, and multi-voiced (Barrett et al., 2017). Tensions can arise when some semblance of 
equal access to standardized curricula is provided without addressing the systemic inequities, 
including the need for diversification of curriculum, that are essential to make educational 
experiences more equitable (Hitchcock et al., 2005; Ravitch, 1983).  

Equitable and inclusive curricula in STEM+CS are essential to providing high-quality learning 
experiences to students who come from historically marginalized backgrounds. STEM+CS 
instruction that empowers these students and leverages their skills, languages, and values can lead 
to higher achievement (Dupuis et al., 2006; Alquraini and Gut, 2012) and improved student 
communication and social skills. For example, in addition to supporting the adoption of new 
 
2 EdReports.org is an independent nonprofit organization designed to improve K–12 education. EdReports.org increases the capacity of 

teachers, administrators, and leaders to seek, identify, and demand the highest quality instructional materials. Drawing on expert 
educators, EdReports’ reviews of instructional materials and support of smart adoption processes are designed to equip teachers with 
high-quality materials. 
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rigorous curriculum, districts like Baltimore City, Palm Beach County, and Philadelphia have 
worked to improve the cultural relevance of curriculum materials. These districts hold that 
curricula should enable teachers to understand and honor the diverse backgrounds of students in 
their classrooms and promote learning environments that are more relevant and effective for 
students (Chiefs for Change, 2019). Moreover, these districts have developed rubrics and processes 
for assessing the cultural relevance of curriculum materials to ensure that instructional materials 
provide “mirrors and windows… reflect[ing] students’ own histories and giv[ing] them 
opportunities to connect their experiences to other people’s histories and the larger world” 
(Bishop, 1990).  

Despite the role states and districts play in curriculum selection and adoption, individual teachers 
exercise enormous discretion over what is actually taught in classrooms. A 2017 survey found that 
teachers spend approximately 12 hours a week looking for or creating their own instructional 
materials (Partelow and Shapiro, 2018). Another national survey found that teachers regularly 
consult a wide range of informal sources for instructional materials, including Pinterest (77% of 
teachers) and Teacherspayteachers.com (73% of teachers) (Kaufman et al., 2016). These sites may 
or may not contain high-quality instructional materials, but they are go-to places for teachers 
seeking curriculum and curriculum ideas. These findings suggest that most teachers enjoy wide 
latitude in the selection, adoption, and creation of curriculum materials to reflect the perspectives 
and experiences of their students.  

As teachers work to modify and adapt curriculum materials to their students, retrospective 
adaptations or edits to standardized materials may not fully reframe the curriculum to 
acknowledge the complexity of diversity, equity, and inclusivity, and instead maintain assumptions 
that all students are essentially the same (e.g., Santibañez and Fagioli, 2016). Such assumptions of 
equality may result in the proliferation of social and racial inequities (McLaren, 1999; Willis, 1977) 
and socialize students with implicit, inaccurate messages and expectations that portray race, class, 
social order, and roles as separate from equity and inclusion in classroom learning environments 
(Giroux and Penna, 1983; Wren, 1999; Gatto, 2002; Apple, 2018). For example, adaptations to 
STEM+CS curriculum materials that highlight White male figures in STEM+CS fields implicitly teach 
that STEM+CS does not include people of color or women. Furthermore, retrofitted curriculum 
materials often tack on activities or teaching practices that are deemed equitable without proper 
research into the social and learning context and/or student needs and strengths. Because such 
activities and practices tend to be disjointed from the design elements of the curriculum, they are 
often omitted from instruction. As Hitchcock et al. (2002, p. 8) noted, “Even when publishers 
explicitly include techniques for diverse learners, the writers seem to consider those diverse 
learners as outliers and exceptions.” These approaches reflect the view that the diverse needs of 
students, rather than the curriculum materials, are problematic (King-Sears, 1997; Wahlström, 
2014) and position students as contrary to the norm, afterthoughts, or deficient. Providing teachers 
with the tools and supports needed to undertake the work of creating truly equitable and inclusive 
adaptations is greatly needed. This work is not fast, and it is not easy; it needs to be part of systemic 
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change that includes educators at all levels so that teachers are supported in this important and 
challenging task. 

Moving Towards Equity and Inclusion in 
Curriculum Design 

The work teachers do in their classrooms involves far more 
complexity than what is written in curriculum materials (Ball and 
Cohen 1996; Boaler and Brodie, 2004), but teachers have little 
support for integrating equitable inclusive pedagogies aimed at 
enhancing student learning (Mensah and Larson, 2017). As a 
result, teachers have started to move away from highly prescribed 
and widely disseminated curriculum materials and toward finding other sources of curriculum 
materials that allow for shaping their instruction to address the unique needs of their students 
(Steiner, 2017). The integration of equity and inclusion into curriculum design through the EI-CD 
approach guides the design and adaptation of STEM+CS curriculum materials for diverse student 
populations.  

The EI-CD approach combines evidence-centered design, equity, and inclusion into one design 
approach to intentionally attend to systems of inequity in STEM+CS education. The evidence-
centered design process (Mislevy et al., 2017) proposes assessment tasks that are designed using 
principles of evidentiary reasoning (Mislevy et al., 2003), in which information about student 
learning is gathered and interpreted in a way that is aligned with the knowledge that the 
assessments are intended to address. The EI-CD approach uses the refined structure of evidence-
centered design to integrate relevant contextual information about the students and the 
communities in which they live and learn into the design process. It leverages culturally relevant 
contexts to connect with underrepresented students’ identities to support learning (e.g., Eglash et 
al., 2006; McLoughlin, 2007). The process ties STEM+CS content and practices in school with issues 
of personal and social significance to students’ lives outside of school (Mallya et al., 2012). Whether 
students attend urban schools in California or rural schools in North Carolina, they can have robust 
and meaningful science experiences that feel relevant and meaningful to them. As a result, students 
are more likely to be agents of change and contributors in their communities, promoting practical 
utility and connectedness with societal events (Aikenhead, 2006).  

Another important aspect of the EI-CD approach is involving various stakeholders in the design 
process to align the content of the curriculum with students’ expectations and cultural and social 
needs in the classroom (e.g., Alsubaie, 2016). When STEM+CS learning is grounded in personally 
and socially relevant contexts, students use what they learn in ways that are meaningful to them 
(Mallya et al., 2012). This calls for breaking down silos and cultivating relationships with 
community members who know and care about school communities and culture and are committed 
to equity and inclusion in STEM+CS (Margolis et al., 2015). The process involves students working 
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with experts in the field to understand the connections between what they are learning in their 
STEM+CS classes to real-world issues, needs, and events (Miles et al., 2015). For instance, using 
justice-centered science pedagogy, curriculum designers, educators, and community advocates can 
collaborate on situating science learning in the contexts of community-based social and 
environmental justice issues as a way to promote higher academic achievement and transformative 
intellectualism among students (e.g., Morales-Doyle, 2017). 

The increasing scrutiny paid to curriculum quality over the last decade and a renewed focus on the 
cultural relevance of instructional materials offer an important opportunity for states and districts 
to assess the STEM+CS curriculum, consider whether it supports student diversity, and actively 
work towards changes and modifications to ensure equitable and inclusive learning opportunities 
for all students. The EI-CD approach promotes a collaborative effort between schools, districts, 
educators, and local and state leaders to ensure that student learning focuses on building subject 
matter proficiency through a lens of contextually relevant learning experiences that build on 
student strengths and experiences.  

Conclusions and Looking Ahead 
A continuing disconnect exists between what states, districts, and schools deem important in 
STEM+CS education and what students find meaningful and relevant. This disconnect fuels 
inequities for marginalized students and their STEM+CS learning experiences and career pathways. 
Much work remains in changing mental models about diversity, equity, and inclusion. Given the 
lack of connection between diversity in education research and product design, the mental models, 
implicit biases, and power structures will inevitably favor dominant ideas.  

This paper series addresses the challenges of moving diversity, equity, and inclusion from abstract 
ideas to actions that demonstrate the transformation of traditional thinking and practices in 
education. Understanding the ethnic, social, and economic context of a community will facilitate the 
design and development of curriculum materials that can reflect the needs of all students and allow 
progress toward educational equity.  

This approach requires dismantling the silos in the STEM+CS learning community and building 
bridges and networks among curriculum developers through a process that includes stakeholders 
at various positions at the school, district, and state levels. The effort required to design equitable 
and inclusive curriculum materials cannot be accomplished by any one person, team, or school, nor 
will it look the same everywhere. Achieving these high goals and standards will require educational 
stakeholders in all roles to collaborate toward maintaining ongoing and systemic awareness of the 
state of teaching and learning and the extent to which high-quality STEM+CS curriculum supports 
equity and inclusion. Acceptance and engagement among the stakeholders will require an active 
process of understanding and a deep agreement that truly equitable education is greatly enhanced 
by and requires the diversity and inclusion of all students.  
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Paper 2, A Systematic Curriculum Design Approach for Equity and Inclusion - The EI-CD Approach, 
provides details for each component of this design approach and its application in STEM+CS.  

Acknowledgments 
Special thanks to Felicia Moore-Mensah and Gina Townsend for conceptual support, feedback, and 
attention to this work. 

References 
Ahmed, S. (2007). The Language of Diversity. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 30(2), 235–256. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870601143927  

Aikenhead, G. S. (2006). Science Education for Everyday life: Evidence-Based Practice. Teachers 
College Press.  

Alozie, N., Haugabook Pennock, P., Madden, K., Zaidi, S., Harris, C. J., and Krajcik, J. S. (2018). 
Designing and Developing NGSS-Aligned Formative Assessment Tasks to Promote Equity [Paper 
presentation]. Annual Conference of National Association for Research in Science Teaching, 
Atlanta, GA, United States.  

Alquraini, T., and Gut, D. (2012). Critical Components of Successful Inclusion of Students With 
Severe Disabilities: Literature review. International Journal of Special Education, 27(1), 42–59.  

Alsubaie, M. A. (2016). Curriculum Development: Teacher Involvement in Curriculum 
Development. Journal of Education and Practice, 7(9), 106–107.  

Apple, M. W. (2018). Ideology and Curriculum. Routledge.  

Au, W. (2011). Teaching Under the New Taylorism: High‐Stakes Testing and the Standardization of 
the 21st Century Curriculum. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 43(1), 25–45.  

Ball, D. L., and Cohen, D. K. (1996). Reform by the Book: What Is—or Might Be—the Role of 
Curriculum Materials in Teacher Learning and Instructional Reform? Educational Researcher, 25, 
8–14. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X025009006 

Banks, J. A. (1996). Multicultural Education Transformative Knowledge and Action. Teachers College 
Press. 

Barrett, B., Hoadley, U., and Morgan, J., Eds. (2017). Knowledge, Curriculum and Equity: Social Realist 
Perspectives. Routledge.  

Bell, J. M., and Hartmann, D. (2007). Diversity in Everyday Discourse: The Cultural Ambiguities and 
Consequences of “Happy Talk.” American Sociological Review, 72(6), 895–914. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200603 

http://www.nationalcompcenter.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870601143927
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X025009006
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F000312240707200603


Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? 

www.nationalcompcenter.org 12 

Bishop, R. S. (1990). Mirrors, Windows, and Sliding Glass Doors. Perspectives, 6(3), ix–xi.  

Boaler, J., and Brodie, K. (2004). The Importance, Nature, and Impact of Teacher Questions. [Paper 
presentation] In D. E. McDougall and J. A. Ross (Eds.), Proceedings of the 26th Annual Meeting of 
the North American Chapter of the International Group for the Psychology of Mathematics 
Education (Vol. 2, pp. 773–781). Toronto, Ontario Institute of Studies in Education/University of 
Toronto. Toronto, Ontario, Canada.  

Boser, U., Chingos, M., and Straus, C. (2015, October 14). The Hidden Value of Curriculum Reform: Do 
States and Districts Receive the Most Bang for Their Curriculum Buck? Center for American 
Progress. https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education-k-
12/reports/2015/10/14/122810/the-hidden-value-of-curriculum-reform/ 

Chiefs for Change. (2019). Honoring Origins and Helping Students Succeed: The Case for Cultural 
Relevance in High-Quality Instructional Materials. https://chiefsforchange.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/10/CFC-HonoringOrigins-FINAL.pdf 

Cramer, E., Little, M. E., and McHatton, P. A. (2018). Equity, Equality, and Standardization: Expanding 
the Conversations. Education and Urban Society, 50(5), 483–501.  

Dupuis, B., Barclay, J. W., Holmes, S. J., Platt, M., Shaha, S. H., and Lewis, V. K. (2006). Does Inclusion 
Help Students: Perspectives From Regular Education and Students with Disabilities. Journal of the 
American Academy of Special Education Professionals, 74(Summer), 74–91.  

Eglash, R., Bennett, A., O’Donnell, C., Jennings, S., and Cintorino, M. (2006). Culturally Situated 
Design Tools: Ethnocomputing From Field Site to Classroom. American Anthropologist, 108(2), 
347–362.  

Egalite, A. J., Kisida, B., and Winters, M. A. (2015). Representation in the Classroom: The Effect of 
Own-Race Teachers on Student Achievement. Economics of Education Review, 45, 44-52.  

Fahd, K., and Venkatraman, S. (2019). Racial Inclusion in Education: An Australian 
Context. Economies, 7(2), 27.  

Fitz, J. A., and Nikolaidis, A. C. (2020). A Democratic Critique of Scripted Curriculum. Journal of 
Curriculum Studies, 52(2), 195–213.  

Fujii, R., McElhaney, K., and Alozie, N. (2020). Promoting Equity and Inclusion in STEM Curriculum 
Design. In Gresalfi, M. and Horn, I. S. (Eds.), The Interdisciplinarity of the Learning Sciences: Vol. 3. 
(pp. 1747-1748). International Conference of the Learning Sciences. 

Garoutte, L., and McCarthy-Gilmore, K. (2014). Preparing Students for Community-Based Learning 
Using an Asset-Based Approach. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 48-61.  

http://www.nationalcompcenter.org/
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education-k-12/reports/2015/10/14/122810/the-hidden-value-of-curriculum-reform/
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education-k-12/reports/2015/10/14/122810/the-hidden-value-of-curriculum-reform/
https://chiefsforchange.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/CFC-HonoringOrigins-FINAL.pdf
https://chiefsforchange.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/CFC-HonoringOrigins-FINAL.pdf


Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? 

www.nationalcompcenter.org 13 

Gatto, J. T. (2002). Dumbing Us Down: The Hidden Curriculum of Compulsory Schooling. New Society 
Publishers.  

Giroux, H., and A. Penna (1983). Social Education in the Classroom: The Dynamics of the Hidden 
Curriculum. In H. Giroux and D. Purpel (Eds.), The Hidden Curriculum and Moral Education (pp. 
100–121). McCutchan.  

Glatthorn, A., Boschee, F., Whitehead, B., and Boschee, B. (2019). Curriculum Leadership: Strategies 
for Development and Implementation (5th ed.). Sage Publications.  

Goldhaber, D., Theobald, R., and Tien, C. (2015). The Theoretical and Empirical Arguments for 
Diversifying the Teacher Workforce: A Review of the Evidence. The Center for Education Data & 
Research, University of Washington Bothell. 
http://www.cedr.us/papers/working/CEDR%20WP%202015-9.pdf  

Goodlad, J. (1979.) Curriculum Inquiry: The Study of Curriculum Practice. McGraw-Hill.  

Grissom, J. A., and Redding, C. (2015). Discretion and Disproportionality: Explaining the 
Underrepresentation of High-Achieving Students of Color in Gifted Programs. AERA Open, 2(1), 
2332858415622175.  

Grissom, J. A., Rodriguez, L. A., and Kern, E. C. (2017). Teacher and Principal Diversity and the 
Representation of Students of Color in Gifted Programs: Evidence from National Data. The 
Elementary School Journal, 117(3), 396-422.  

Gutiérrez, K., and Rogoff, B. (2003). Cultural Ways of Learning: Individual Traits or Repertoires of 
Practice. Educational Researcher, 22(5), 19–25.  

Hitchcock, C., Meyer, A., Rose, D., and Jackson, R. (2005). Equal Access, Participation, and Progress 
in the General Education Curriculum. In D. H. Rose, A. Meyer, and C. Hitchcock (Eds.), The 
Universally Designed Classroom: Accessible Curriculum and Digital Technologies (pp. 37–68). 
Harvard Education Press.  

Hitchcock, C., Meyer, A., Rose, D., and Jackson, R. (2002). Providing New Access to the General 
Curriculum: Universal Design for Learning. Teaching Exceptional Children, 35(2), 8–17.  

Hodge, E., Salloum, S., and Benko, S. (2019). The Changing Ecology of the Curriculum Marketplace in 
the Era of the Common Core State Standards. Journal of Educational Change, 20, 425–446. 
doi.org/10.1007/s10833-019-09347-1.  

Jackson, R., Harper, K., and Jackson, J. (2001). Effective Teaching Practices and the Barriers Limiting 
Their Use in Accessing the Curriculum: A Review of Recent Literature. Center for Applied Special 
Technology.  

http://www.nationalcompcenter.org/
http://www.cedr.us/papers/working/CEDR%20WP%202015-9.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10833-019-09347-1


Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? 

www.nationalcompcenter.org 14 

Johns Hopkins Institute for Education Policy. (2018). Using the RFP Process to Drive High-Quality 
Curriculum: Findings From the Field. 
https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/62970/rfp.pdf?sequence=1&isAll
owed=y 

Joseph, P. B. E. (2011). Cultures of Curriculum. Routledge.  

K–12 Computer Science Framework Steering Committee. (2016). K–12 Computer Science 
Framework. http://www.k12cs.org.  

Kaufman, J., Thompson, L., and Opfer, V. (2016). Creating a Coherent System to Support Instruction 
Aligned With State Standards: Promising Practices of the Louisiana Department of Education. 
RAND Corporation. https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1613.html 

King-Sears, M. E. (1997). Best Academic Practices for Inclusive Classrooms. Focus on Exceptional 
Children, 29(7).  

Ladson-Billings, G. (2014). Culturally Relevant Pedagogy 2.0: Aka the Remix. Harvard Educational 
Review, 84(1), 74–84.  

Lee, O., and Buxton, C. (2008). Science Curriculum and Student Diversity: A Framework for 
Equitable Learning Opportunities. The Elementary School Journal, 109(2), 123–137.  

Lindsay, C. A., and Hart, C. M. (2017). Exposure to Same-Race Teachers and Student Disciplinary 
Outcomes for Black Students in North Carolina. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 39(3), 
485–510.  

Lipman, P. (2004). High Stakes Education: Inequality, Globalization, and Urban School Reform. 
Psychology Press.  

Mallya, A., Mensah, F. M., Contento, I. R., Koch, P. A., and Barton, A. C. (2012). Extending Science 
Beyond the Classroom Door: Learning From Students' Experiences With the Choice, Control and 
Change (C3) Curriculum. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 49(2), 244–269. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21006 

Margolis, J., Goode, J., and Chapman, G. (2015). An Equity Lens for Scaling: A Critical Juncture for 
Exploring Computer Science. ACM Inroads, 6(3), 58–66.  

McLaren, P. (1999). Schooling as a Ritual Performance: Toward a Political Economy of Educational 
Symbols and Gestures. Rowman and Littlefield.  

McLoughlin, C. (2007). Adapting E-Learning Across Cultural Boundaries: A Framework for Quality 
Learning, Pedagogy, and Interaction. In A. Edmundson (Ed.)., Globalized E-Learning Cultural 
Challenges (pp. 223–238). IGI Global.  

http://www.nationalcompcenter.org/
https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/62970/rfp.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/62970/rfp.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
http://www.k12cs.org/
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1613.html
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21006


Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? 

www.nationalcompcenter.org 15 

Mensah, F. M., and Larson, K. (2017). A Summary of Inclusive Pedagogies for Science Education 
[Background paper for the Board on Science Education of the National Academy of Sciences, 
Engineering, and Medicine]. Department of Mathematics, Science & Technology, Teachers 
College, Columbia University.  

Miles, R. L., Slagter Van Tryon, P., and Mensah, F. M. (2015). Mathematics and Science Teachers’ 
Professional Development With Local Businesses to Introduce Middle and High School Students to 
Opportunities in STEM Careers. The Science Educator, 24(1), 1–11.  

Mislevy, R. J., Almond, R. G., and Lukas, J. F. (2003). A Brief Introduction to Evidence‐Centered Design. 
ETS Research Report Series, 2003(1), i–29.  

Mislevy, R. J., Haertel, G., Riconscente, M., Rutstein, D. W., and Ziker, C. (2017). Evidence-Centered 
Assessment Design. In Assessing Model-Based Reasoning Using Evidence-Centered Design: A Suite 
of Research-Based Design Patterns (pp. 19–24). Springer International Publishing.  

Morales‐Doyle, D. (2017). Justice‐Centered Science Pedagogy: A Catalyst for Academic Achievement 
and Social Transformation. Science Education, 101(6), 1034–1060.  

National Research Council. (2012). A Framework for K-12 Science Education: Practices, Crosscutting 
Concepts, and Core Ideas. National Academies Press.  

National Science Teachers Association. (2020). About the Next Generation Science Standards. 
https://ngss.nsta.org/about.aspx.  

NGSS Lead States. (2013). Next Generation Science Standards: For states, by states. National 
Academies Press.  

Opfer, V., Kaufman, J., and Thompson, L. (2016). Implementation of K–12 State Standards for 
Mathematics and English Language Arts and Literacy: Findings from the American Teacher Panel. 
RAND Corporation. https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1529-1.html 

Ouazad, A. (2014). Assessed by a Teacher Like Me: Race and Teacher Assessments. Education 
Finance and Policy, 9(3), 334–372.  

Paris, D. (2012). Culturally Sustaining Pedagogy: A Needed Change in Stance, Terminology, and 
Practice. Educational Researcher, 41(3), 93–97.  

Partelow, L., and Shapiro, S. (2018, August 29.) Curriculum Reform in the Nation’s largest school 
districts. Center for American Progress. https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education-k-
12/reports/2018/08/29/454705/curriculum-reform-nations-largest-school-districts/ 

Ravitch, D. (1983). The Troubled Crusade. American Education 1945–1980. Basic Books, Inc.  

http://www.nationalcompcenter.org/
https://ngss.nsta.org/about.aspx
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1529-1.html
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education-k-12/reports/2018/08/29/454705/curriculum-reform-nations-largest-school-districts/
https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/education-k-12/reports/2018/08/29/454705/curriculum-reform-nations-largest-school-districts/


Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? 

www.nationalcompcenter.org 16 

Santibañez, L., and Fagioli, L. (2016). Nothing succeeds like success? Equity, Student Outcomes, and 
Opportunity to Learn in High-and Middle-Income Countries. International Journal of Behavioral 
Development, 40(6), 517–525.  

Sawchuk, S. (2018, April 24). Students of Color Face Persistent Disparities in Access to Advanced 
STEM Courses. Education Week. https://www.edweek.org/leadership/students-of-color-face-
persistent-disparities-in-access-to-advanced-stem-courses/2018/04 

Steiner, D. (2017). Curriculum research: What We Know and Where We Need to Go. Standards Work. 
https://standardswork.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/sw-curriculum-research-report-
fnl.pdf 

Steiner, D., Magee, J., and Jensen, B. (2019). High-Quality Curriculum and School Improvement: Steps 
for Systems. Learning First and Johns Hopkins Institute for Education Policy. 
https://learningfirst.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Quality-curriculum-and-system-
improvement.pdf 

Timberlake, M. T., Thomas, A. B., and Barrett, B. (2017). The Allure of Simplicity: Scripted Curricula 
and Equity. Teaching and Teacher Education, 67, 46–52.  

Vora, P. (2006). Preparing Science Teachers to Teach for Social Justice in Urban Schools (Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation). Teachers College Columbia University.  

Wahlström, N. (2014). Equity: Policy Rhetoric or a Matter of Meaning of Knowledge? Towards a 
Framework for Tracing the ‘Efficiency-Equity’ Doctrine in Curriculum Documents. European 
Educational Research Journal, 13(6), 731–743.  

Williams, D. A., Berger, J. B., and McClendon, S. A. (2005). Toward a Model of Inclusive Excellence and 
Change in Postsecondary Institutions. Association of American Colleges and Universities.  

Willis, P. (1977). Learning to Labor: How Working Class Kids Get Working Class Jobs. Columbia 
University Press.  

Wren, D. J. (1999). School culture: Exploring the hidden curriculum. Adolescence, 34(135), 593.  

Yu, H. C., Nicholson, B., Nash, L., and Fang, M. (2013). The California Endowment Diversity, Equity and 
Inclusion Report Card. Social Policy Research Associates.  

http://www.nationalcompcenter.org/
https://www.edweek.org/leadership/students-of-color-face-persistent-disparities-in-access-to-advanced-stem-courses/2018/04
https://www.edweek.org/leadership/students-of-color-face-persistent-disparities-in-access-to-advanced-stem-courses/2018/04
https://standardswork.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/sw-curriculum-research-report-fnl.pdf
https://standardswork.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/sw-curriculum-research-report-fnl.pdf
https://learningfirst.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Quality-curriculum-and-system-improvement.pdf
https://learningfirst.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Quality-curriculum-and-system-improvement.pdf

	Designing for Diversity Part 1 Where is Equity and Inclusion in  Curriculum Design?
	The National Comprehensive Center
	Introduction
	Defining Equity and Inclusion to Expand the Meaning of Diversity
	State and District Roles in Standardized Curriculum Adoption
	The Need for Equity and Inclusivity in Standardized Curriculum Materials
	Moving Towards Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design
	Conclusions and Looking Ahead
	Acknowledgments
	References



[image: ]

Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design?



Header

[image: ]

[image: ]www.nationalcompcenter.org	5

Designing for Diversity Part 1
Where is Equity and Inclusion in 
Curriculum Design? 

The National Comprehensive Center 

The National Comprehensive Center (NC) is one of 20 technical assistance centers supported under the U.S. Department of Education’s Comprehensive Centers program from 2019 to 2024. The NC focuses on helping the 19 Regional Comprehensive Centers and state, regional, and local education agencies throughout the country to meet the daunting challenge of improving student performance with equitable resources. 

This publication is in the public domain. While permission to reprint is not necessary, reproductions should be cited as: 

[bookmark: _Hlk22543658]Alozie, N., Lundh, P., Laguarda, K., Parker, C.E., Fujii, R., and McBride, B. (2021). Designing for Diversity Part 1. Where is Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design? Rockville, MD: National Comprehensive Center at Westat. 

The contents of this publication were developed under a grant from the Department of Education. However, the contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the Department of Education, and you should not assume endorsement by the Federal government.

A copy of this publication can be downloaded from https://www.compcenternetwork.org/.

[image: ]



[image: ]www.nationalcompcenter.org	1

Introduction

Curriculum has been at the center of teaching and learning for the entire history of American public education (Joseph, 2011). It has been the vehicle for translating society’s ideas and visions of what education should be and what children should learn into plans, prompts, and guidance for teachers and students (Apple, 2018). When we talk about a high-quality science, technology, engineering, mathematics, and computer science (STEM+CS) education, we include high-quality STEM+CS curricula, in addition to teaching and learning. High-quality STEM+CS curricula should not only incorporate our most current standards; they should also be equitable and inclusive. Curricula do not exist in a vacuum; teachers interpret curricula based on their own frameworks, and students experience curricula through their own lenses. This human interaction with curricula means that issues of equity and inclusion must be addressed; without doing so, some people will have greater access than others. But how well suited are established approaches to informing, designing, and implementing STEM+CS curricula to the diverse needs of diverse students? High-quality STEM+CS curricula should not only incorporate our most current standards; they should also be equitable and inclusive.



Existing approaches to curriculum creation, selection, adoption, and/or modification are largely incompatible with equity goals to inspire and create learning experiences that are engaging and enriching for a wide range of students, including students from historically marginalized backgrounds. Research shows that changes to instructional materials, teaching practices, and student learning have an impact on student outcomes. For example, when teachers represent a diversity of racial and ethnic backgrounds, the drop-out rate of youth from economically disadvantaged backgrounds dramatically declines, the number of Black and Hispanic students in gifted programs increases, there are higher levels of students’ feelings of happiness and support, test scores are higher, absenteeism decreases, and in general, there are long-term positive learning effects (Ouazad, 2014; Egalite et al., 2015; Grissom and Redding, 2015; Goldhaber et al., 2015; Lindsay and Hart, 2017; Grissom et al., 2017). Similarly, STEM+CS curriculum development, when designed with an equity lens, can contribute to STEM+CS proficiency and achievement. However, teachers need support in understanding how providing rigorous grade-level content that incorporates equity and inclusion is possible, otherwise, its potential will not be fully realized. For example, research into preparing urban science educators (Vora, 2006) found that new teachers often see a disconnect between subject matter knowledge and a commitment to social justice. 

The voices of diverse students and the educators working with them are often missing from standardized curricula. Also missing are connections to students’ diverse sociocultural and ethnic backgrounds and their communities and the flexibility to adapt instructional materials to these diverse contexts. Previous instructional materials have traditionally been developed on communities that are “convenient” or show proof of concept, then are transferred and modified for communities that have no connection to those resources (Hitchcock et al., 2002). Such retrofitted modifications are often expensive, ill-fitting to the students, and have modest effects on student learning (King-Sears, 1997).

This whitepaper series proposes a novel approach to designing and/or modifying instructional materials that address diversity by purposefully and systemically integrating equity and inclusion principles at the onset of curriculum design.

This paper, the first in a series of three, describes why current approaches to designing STEM+CS curricula are inadequate; defines diversity, equity, and inclusion in the context of curriculum design; and introduces The Equity and Inclusion Framework for Curriculum Design (EI-CD) approach for designing and adapting STEM+CS curriculum materials to meet the needs of diverse students (see Figure 1). A second paper will describe the EI-CD approach in detail, showing how the structure, coherence, and rigor of evidence-centered design is leveraged. The EICD approach emerged from recent work that used equity and inclusion design principles to inform the design of formative assessments (Alozie et al., 2018) and curriculum materials (Fujii et al., 2020). The third and final paper will explore how state and local education leaders can work with the EI-CD approach to make STEM+CS instruction more equitable and inclusive. 



Figure 1.	The Intersection of Equity and Inclusion and The Equity and Inclusion Framework for Curriculum Design (EI-CD) Approach
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Defining Equity and Inclusion to Expand the Meaning of Diversity

Creating curriculum materials for a diverse student population requires clarifying the meanings of diversity, equity, and inclusion. 

Diversity. For many, diversity refers to the presence or absence of students representing broad categories of race, ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation, disability, and locale (Williams et al., 2005; Yu et al., 2013). But the simple presence of people from diverse backgrounds does not address the persistence of systemic inequities for groups who have been and continue to be marginalized (Ahmed, 2007; Bell and Hartmann, 2007). In fact, sometimes invoking “diversity” masks inequities by minimizing the presence of marginalized groups and maintaining existing values and beliefs to take the pressure off the need for change (Ahmed, 2007). For example, simply identifying the number of different racial groups represented in a school may falsely convey that individuals from historically marginalized groups are meaningfully included in the practices of the school. Understanding diversity requires understanding how different groups within different contexts experience the educational system. For example, schools with higher proportions of students of color are less likely to provide advanced STEM+CS courses, and in schools where they are offered, the courses are disproportionately populated with White students (Sawchuk, 2018). Responding to diversity includes (a) acknowledging the presence of individuals and/or groups that do not have social power, prestige, or institutionalized privilege; (b) developing an understanding of their marginalization; and (c) actively working towards creating equitable and inclusive experiences and opportunities for them. 

Equity. Equitable educational approaches account for and respond to student diversity, including the social, cultural, and ethnic facets of their life experiences as well as the systemic barriers they encounter. When STEM+CS education is responsive to diversity and driven by equity, it (1) values and leverages the strengths of learners’ backgrounds (including cultural and linguistic experiences) and abilities as rich resources; (2) connects learners’ background knowledge and experiences to what they are learning in their STEM+CS classes; and (3) provides supports to address learners’ needs to ensure that all students, particularly students from diverse cultural, ethnic, and racial groups, have meaningful access to STEM+CS learning (National Research Council (NRC), 2012; Lee and Buxton, 2008; Lipman, 2004). 

Inclusion. Inclusion goes beyond providing access—it promotes feelings of acceptance and belonging (Williams et al., 2005) and welcomes and values students’ diverse identities (Fahd and Venkatraman, 2019). Inclusive teaching practices and learning environments are purposeful, active, and attentive to every learner. 

Creating STEM+CS curriculum materials using the EI-CD approach necessitates understanding how instructional practices in equity and inclusion emerge from frameworks on cultural relevance, sustainability, revitalization (Paris, 2012; Ladson-Billings, 2014), multicultural education (Banks, 1996), Universal Design for Learning (Hitchcock et al., 2002) and student assets (e.g., Garoutte et al., 2014). The goals of these frameworks are to transform education to include voices that have previously been misrepresented or excluded and promote social justice. It is important to refrain from being limited to surface level curricular changes, such as holiday observances or activities that may represent stereotypical characterizations of different groups of students. For example, assuming that a predominantly African American classroom will relate to the use of rap music more than Latinx students during a lesson is based on preconceived notions of race and identity and overlooks the sociocultural history and evolution of rap music in society.

The EI-CD framework is informed by previous frameworks to provide a structured and coherent approach for making equity and inclusion unique to the specific learning community that curriculum materials are intended to serve. EI-CD accounts for the intellectual, social, emotional, and political contexts of a community, while also underscoring the value and needs of the individual student. District and school leaders aiming to achieve equitable and inclusive learning for diverse student populations can progress towards these goals by understanding how these ideas work within a larger system of teaching and learning. A focus on diversity by itself offers little benefit. Similarly, focusing on equity or inclusion separately is not enough when working to provide quality learning opportunities for diverse student populations. Curriculum materials for diverse audiences help develop an infrastructure that values and supports the uniqueness of students and demonstrates feelings of acceptance and belonging. Seeing diversity, equity, and inclusion as interconnected and essential elements for educational success and progress is critical for district and school leaders. We need to help these leaders shift the paradigm of thought from compliance to proactive engagement in changes that support teaching and learning in a pluralistic society—one that promotes student assets, culturally relevant and sustaining pedagogy, and universal design. 

State and District Roles in Standardized Curriculum Adoption

Under a largely decentralized U.S. education system, local school districts have primary responsibility for making decisions about the formal curriculum (the written and supported curriculum). To identify STEM+CS curriculum materials that will support improvement in instruction and higher student achievement, districts often prioritize curriculum materials aligned to state standards and thus to high-stakes assessments, which can limit the scope of the materials (Au, 2011) (see the Curriculum Design textbox below for various uses of the term curriculum). In recent years, several states have granted districts wider latitude in making curriculum decisions (Steiner et al., 2019). National teacher surveys highlight the importance of districts’ role in curriculum design; for example, more than 60% of mathematics teachers say that district curriculum policy influences their choice of instructional materials more than any other factor (Opfer et al., 2016). 

CURRICULUM DESIGN: DEFINING THE TERMS

The Latin root of the word curriculum means to run a course. In the modern United States, the word has taken on multiple meanings, some of which are hotly debated. Scholars have long noted multiple uses of the term curriculum:

1. The formal curricula are documented and approved by states and local school boards, and consist of frameworks, curriculum guides, and pacing guides

2. The supported curriculum reflects the instructional/curriculum materials, textbooks, and digital resources that may be purchased from commercial developers, curated on open education resource sites, or developed by individual teachers or districts and that include STEM+CS content, educative supports, and formative assessment

3. The enacted/taught curriculum uses instructional practices, pedagogical content knowledge, local school and community knowledge, and student knowledge to implement the instructional curriculum materials 

4. The hidden curriculum communicates unspoken and often unintended messages to students about the school’s values and beliefs (Goodlad, 1979). These implicit messages about race, class, social order, and roles shape curriculum development and implementation.

In these papers we consider the role of states and districts in the design of the formal curriculum, which may contribute to or emerge from the enacted and hidden curricula, but which we do not explicitly address.

States and districts contribute to the design of (1) the formal written curriculum that is represented in curriculum guides, frameworks, scope-and-sequence charts, and pacing guides, typically developed to support the alignment of instruction to state standards; and (2) the supported curriculum as reflected in the instructional materials, textbooks, and digital resources adopted by school districts (Glatthorn et al., 2019). The taught curriculum refers to teachers’ methods in the classroom to make learning experiences come to life in a substantial and relevant way for students. 



STEM+CS standards have prompted new attention to the quality of curriculum materials and the extent to which they align to new, more rigorous state standards. Widespread adoption of common learning standards in both mathematics and science,[footnoteRef:2] coupled with some states’ investment in the development of standards-aligned curriculum and open education resources, have created new incentives for a range of noncommercial entities to enter the curriculum marketplace (Hodge et al., 2019; Kaufman et al., 2016). At the same time, a growing body of rigorous research suggests that the adoption of high-quality, content-rich, learning standards-aligned curriculum materials can support gains in student achievement at a lower cost than can many other reform strategies (Boser et al., 2015; Steiner, 2017). This new attention to curriculum quality has created an audience for careful, independent vetting of curriculum materials for quality. For example, many districts now rely on reviews from EdReports.org[footnoteRef:3] to guide curriculum decisions (Johns Hopkins Institute for Education Policy, 2018).  [2: 	By 2020, 20 states and the District of Columbia had adopted the Next Generation Science Standards (National Science Teachers Association, 2020).]  [3: 	EdReports.org is an independent nonprofit organization designed to improve K–12 education. EdReports.org increases the capacity of teachers, administrators, and leaders to seek, identify, and demand the highest quality instructional materials. Drawing on expert educators, EdReports’ reviews of instructional materials and support of smart adoption processes are designed to equip teachers with high-quality materials.] 


The Need for Equity and Inclusivity in Standardized Curriculum Materials As STEM+CS classrooms grow more diverse, the need to support students who belong to groups with less social power, prestige, and institutionalized privilege with relevant curriculum materials has become a national priority.



State adoption policies incentivize large publishers to target their materials to the largest number of states and the broadest possible demographic rather than to specific student or local needs. Although the selection and adoption of high-quality, content-rich curricula is an important step toward ensuring equitable educational opportunities for all students, it is not sufficient to ensure truly equitable and inclusive learning environments. As STEM+CS classrooms grow more diverse, the need to support students who belong to groups with less social power, prestige, and institutionalized privilege (Gutiérrez and Rogoff, 2003; NGSS Lead States, 2013) with relevant curriculum materials has become a national priority (NRC, 2012; K–12 Computer Science Framework Steering Committee, 2016). Standardized (not to be mistaken for standards-based curriculum materials) and widely disseminated curriculum materials, although sometimes promoted as democratizing access to learning, may undermine equity (Timberlake et al., 2017; Fitz and Nikolaidis, 2020) and leave achievement gaps unaddressed (Cramer et al., 2018). These materials are, by design, not adapted to the diversity students bring to the classroom. They are often developed based on assumptions originating in the dominant culture (Jackson et al., 2001); for example, knowledge is static and validated by authorities rather than emergent, contested, and multi-voiced (Barrett et al., 2017). Tensions can arise when some semblance of equal access to standardized curricula is provided without addressing the systemic inequities, including the need for diversification of curriculum, that are essential to make educational experiences more equitable (Hitchcock et al., 2005; Ravitch, 1983). 

Equitable and inclusive curricula in STEM+CS are essential to providing high-quality learning experiences to students who come from historically marginalized backgrounds. STEM+CS instruction that empowers these students and leverages their skills, languages, and values can lead to higher achievement (Dupuis et al., 2006; Alquraini and Gut, 2012) and improved student communication and social skills. For example, in addition to supporting the adoption of new rigorous curriculum, districts like Baltimore City, Palm Beach County, and Philadelphia have worked to improve the cultural relevance of curriculum materials. These districts hold that curricula should enable teachers to understand and honor the diverse backgrounds of students in their classrooms and promote learning environments that are more relevant and effective for students (Chiefs for Change, 2019). Moreover, these districts have developed rubrics and processes for assessing the cultural relevance of curriculum materials to ensure that instructional materials provide “mirrors and windows… reflect[ing] students’ own histories and giv[ing] them opportunities to connect their experiences to other people’s histories and the larger world” (Bishop, 1990). 

Despite the role states and districts play in curriculum selection and adoption, individual teachers exercise enormous discretion over what is actually taught in classrooms. A 2017 survey found that teachers spend approximately 12 hours a week looking for or creating their own instructional materials (Partelow and Shapiro, 2018). Another national survey found that teachers regularly consult a wide range of informal sources for instructional materials, including Pinterest (77% of teachers) and Teacherspayteachers.com (73% of teachers) (Kaufman et al., 2016). These sites may or may not contain high-quality instructional materials, but they are go-to places for teachers seeking curriculum and curriculum ideas. These findings suggest that most teachers enjoy wide latitude in the selection, adoption, and creation of curriculum materials to reflect the perspectives and experiences of their students. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]As teachers work to modify and adapt curriculum materials to their students, retrospective adaptations or edits to standardized materials may not fully reframe the curriculum to acknowledge the complexity of diversity, equity, and inclusivity, and instead maintain assumptions that all students are essentially the same (e.g., Santibañez and Fagioli, 2016). Such assumptions of equality may result in the proliferation of social and racial inequities (McLaren, 1999; Willis, 1977) and socialize students with implicit, inaccurate messages and expectations that portray race, class, social order, and roles as separate from equity and inclusion in classroom learning environments (Giroux and Penna, 1983; Wren, 1999; Gatto, 2002; Apple, 2018). For example, adaptations to STEM+CS curriculum materials that highlight White male figures in STEM+CS fields implicitly teach that STEM+CS does not include people of color or women. Furthermore, retrofitted curriculum materials often tack on activities or teaching practices that are deemed equitable without proper research into the social and learning context and/or student needs and strengths. Because such activities and practices tend to be disjointed from the design elements of the curriculum, they are often omitted from instruction. As Hitchcock et al. (2002, p. 8) noted, “Even when publishers explicitly include techniques for diverse learners, the writers seem to consider those diverse learners as outliers and exceptions.” These approaches reflect the view that the diverse needs of students, rather than the curriculum materials, are problematic (King-Sears, 1997; Wahlström, 2014) and position students as contrary to the norm, afterthoughts, or deficient. Providing teachers with the tools and supports needed to undertake the work of creating truly equitable and inclusive adaptations is greatly needed. This work is not fast, and it is not easy; it needs to be part of systemic change that includes educators at all levels so that teachers are supported in this important and challenging task.

Moving Towards Equity and Inclusion in Curriculum Design

The work teachers do in their classrooms involves far more complexity than what is written in curriculum materials (Ball and Cohen 1996; Boaler and Brodie, 2004), but teachers have little support for integrating equitable inclusive pedagogies aimed at enhancing student learning (Mensah and Larson, 2017). As a result, teachers have started to move away from highly prescribed and widely disseminated curriculum materials and toward finding other sources of curriculum materials that allow for shaping their instruction to address the unique needs of their students (Steiner, 2017). The integration of equity and inclusion into curriculum design through the EI-CD approach guides the design and adaptation of STEM+CS curriculum materials for diverse student populations. The integration of equity and inclusion into curriculum design through the EI-CD approach guides the design and adaptation of STEM+CS curriculum materials for diverse student populations.



The EI-CD approach combines evidence-centered design, equity, and inclusion into one design approach to intentionally attend to systems of inequity in STEM+CS education. The evidence-centered design process (Mislevy et al., 2017) proposes assessment tasks that are designed using principles of evidentiary reasoning (Mislevy et al., 2003), in which information about student learning is gathered and interpreted in a way that is aligned with the knowledge that the assessments are intended to address. The EI-CD approach uses the refined structure of evidence-centered design to integrate relevant contextual information about the students and the communities in which they live and learn into the design process. It leverages culturally relevant contexts to connect with underrepresented students’ identities to support learning (e.g., Eglash et al., 2006; McLoughlin, 2007). The process ties STEM+CS content and practices in school with issues of personal and social significance to students’ lives outside of school (Mallya et al., 2012). Whether students attend urban schools in California or rural schools in North Carolina, they can have robust and meaningful science experiences that feel relevant and meaningful to them. As a result, students are more likely to be agents of change and contributors in their communities, promoting practical utility and connectedness with societal events (Aikenhead, 2006). 

Another important aspect of the EI-CD approach is involving various stakeholders in the design process to align the content of the curriculum with students’ expectations and cultural and social needs in the classroom (e.g., Alsubaie, 2016). When STEM+CS learning is grounded in personally and socially relevant contexts, students use what they learn in ways that are meaningful to them (Mallya et al., 2012). This calls for breaking down silos and cultivating relationships with community members who know and care about school communities and culture and are committed to equity and inclusion in STEM+CS (Margolis et al., 2015). The process involves students working with experts in the field to understand the connections between what they are learning in their STEM+CS classes to real-world issues, needs, and events (Miles et al., 2015). For instance, using justice-centered science pedagogy, curriculum designers, educators, and community advocates can collaborate on situating science learning in the contexts of community-based social and environmental justice issues as a way to promote higher academic achievement and transformative intellectualism among students (e.g., Morales-Doyle, 2017).

The increasing scrutiny paid to curriculum quality over the last decade and a renewed focus on the cultural relevance of instructional materials offer an important opportunity for states and districts to assess the STEM+CS curriculum, consider whether it supports student diversity, and actively work towards changes and modifications to ensure equitable and inclusive learning opportunities for all students. The EI-CD approach promotes a collaborative effort between schools, districts, educators, and local and state leaders to ensure that student learning focuses on building subject matter proficiency through a lens of contextually relevant learning experiences that build on student strengths and experiences. 

Conclusions and Looking Ahead

A continuing disconnect exists between what states, districts, and schools deem important in STEM+CS education and what students find meaningful and relevant. This disconnect fuels inequities for marginalized students and their STEM+CS learning experiences and career pathways. Much work remains in changing mental models about diversity, equity, and inclusion. Given the lack of connection between diversity in education research and product design, the mental models, implicit biases, and power structures will inevitably favor dominant ideas. 

This paper series addresses the challenges of moving diversity, equity, and inclusion from abstract ideas to actions that demonstrate the transformation of traditional thinking and practices in education. Understanding the ethnic, social, and economic context of a community will facilitate the design and development of curriculum materials that can reflect the needs of all students and allow progress toward educational equity. 

This approach requires dismantling the silos in the STEM+CS learning community and building bridges and networks among curriculum developers through a process that includes stakeholders at various positions at the school, district, and state levels. The effort required to design equitable and inclusive curriculum materials cannot be accomplished by any one person, team, or school, nor will it look the same everywhere. Achieving these high goals and standards will require educational stakeholders in all roles to collaborate toward maintaining ongoing and systemic awareness of the state of teaching and learning and the extent to which high-quality STEM+CS curriculum supports equity and inclusion. Acceptance and engagement among the stakeholders will require an active process of understanding and a deep agreement that truly equitable education is greatly enhanced by and requires the diversity and inclusion of all students. 

Paper 2, A Systematic Curriculum Design Approach for Equity and Inclusion - The EI-CD Approach, provides details for each component of this design approach and its application in STEM+CS. 
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