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ABSTRACT
To investigate and identify promising practices in equitable K-12
computer science (CS) education, the capacity for education re-
searchers to conduct this research must be rapidly built globally.
Simultaneously, concerns have arisen over the last few years about
the quality of research that is being conducted and the lack of
equity-focused research.

In this working group, we will tackle the research question:
In what ways can previous research standards inform high-quality,
equity-focused K-12 CS education research?

We will use existing research and various standards bodies (e.g.,
European Educational Research Association, Australian Education
Research Organisation, CONSORT, American Psychological Asso-
ciation) to synthesize key features in the context of equity-focused
K-12 CS education research. We will then vet these attributes with
experts who can provide feedback and refine our recommendations
and guidelines. Our working group will select the experts using
a strata reflecting a diversity of backgrounds and experiences to
support our focus on student populations that have been histori-
cally marginalized in computing (e.g., low-income students, rural
students, girls, students with disabilities).

Our recommendations will directly impact future equitable com-
puting education research by providing guidance on conducting
high-quality research such that the findings can be aggregated and
impact future policy with evidence-based results. While we recog-
nize that different countries and regionsmay yield differing answers
to this question, our recommendations will be robust enough that
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researchers in each country or region may choose to use those most
appropriate to their context.
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1 STUDY DETAILS
Concerns have arisen over the last few years about the quality of
research that is being conducted on computer science education
[1, 3, 5, 6]. There have also been multiple calls within the commu-
nity to recognize the gaps in research of student participants [4, 7].
To investigate and identify promising practices in equitable K-12
computer science (CS) education, the capacity for education re-
searchers to conduct high-quality research that delivers promising
practices to teachers globally must be rapidly built.

Our objective for this working group is to develop recommenda-
tions for expanding coverage of high-quality, equitable K-12 com-
puting education research. To engage in this work, our proposed
plan includes six phases. These four phases will be discussed with
the working group members at the first meeting so we can reflect
on how to improve the research design. We will revise the design
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if ideas are brought forth that can improve its design while still
being able to maintain a reasonable scope. However, the intent of
the research and the focused deadlines will remain unchanged.

2 PHASES OF OURWORK
2.1 Phase I: Define high-quality and

equity-focused
Unfortunately, some still view addressing the needs of marginalized
students and diversity, inclusion and equity as being at odds with
high-quality. In this initial phase, we will reflect upon what is meant
by the phrase high-quality education research and equity-focused
education research, creating definitions for each. By defining this
terms, we can ensure that our group is focused on the same objective
and provide the community with tools for broader discussions about
these terms.

2.2 Phase II: Review quality gaps and standards
bodies

In this phase, we will summarize key features of high-quality re-
search from education research standards bodies. For this activity,
we will use 1) a comparative research design [2] to review a set of
international education research standards bodies, 2) a literature
review to define previous finding on quality gaps and equity gaps
in existing K-12 CS education research.

2.3 Phase III: Define key recommendations
In this phase, we will create a set of recommendations that align
well with closing the gaps to bring education research. Using our
knowledge of the gaps and the standards from Phase II, we will
discuss and create a proposed set of recommendations for the K-12
CS education research community.

2.4 Phase IV: Vet recommendations
In this phase, we will vet key recommendations with experts in
equity-focused research in K-12 computing education. For this
qualitative study, we will develop a strata for identifying ten experts
in the field.Wewill then use a focus groups design to solicit feedback
on our comparative analysis and recommendations.

2.5 Phase V: Finalize manuscript
We will write parts of the manuscript during each phase. However,
this phase will be focused on finalizing the manuscript text. We
will then submit the manuscript for review.

2.6 Phase VI: Revise manuscript based on
reviews

During this phase, we will revise the manuscript based on feedback
received by reviewers.

3 CONCLUSION
Our working group intends to understand the tension between
the often used terms high-quality and equity-focused and provide
guidance on how our community can define these terms. This
project will build off of existing knowledge from various, related
fields, while also creating new knowledge that the growing K-12 CS
education research field can use to adopt and use in future research.
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