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Abstract 

Conceptualizing fairness in student assessment at classroom levels has been an area of focus in 

recent years given the growing emphasis on assessment-driven teaching and educational 

accountability across educational systems. However, previous studies into assessment fairness 

have predominantly drawn on assessment-based literature to conceptualize fairness. While this 

literature is central to the construct, we argue that it does not fully account for the dynamic 

relationship between assessment, teaching, and learning within the diverse socio-cultural 

classroom contexts. Therefore, using a systematic meta-ethnographic review of 150 studies, this 

study identifies a more comprehensive conception of fairness for classroom assessment drawn 

from not only assessment literature but also from literature beyond assessment, which has not 

already been included in the process of reconceptualizating classroom assessment fairness. The 

results of this study present a conceptualization of classroom assessment fairness with a 

dominant focus on the role of assessment fairness in supporting student learning.  

Keywords: Fairness, Classroom assessment, Meta-ethnography, Systematic review 
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 Fairness has consistently been emphasized in classroom assessment (CA) standards and 

practices as an essential quality and a significant dimension of teachers’ assessment literacy 

(DeLuca, 2012; DeLuca, LaPointe-McEwan, & Luhanga, 2016; Xu & Brown, 2016). Empirical 

studies have demonstrated that teachers’ fairness practices are associated with positive learning 

effects for students such as cognitive learning (Holmgren & Bolkan, 2014; Molinari, Speltini, & 

Passini, 2013), instructor satisfaction (Wendorf & Alexander, 2005), self-efficacy (Vallade, 

Martin, & Weber, 2014), legitimation of teacher and school authority (Gouveia-Pereira, Vala, 

Palmonari, & Rubini, 2003; Nelson, Shechter, & Ben-Ari, 2014), political trust (Abdelzadeh, 

Zetterberg, & Ekman, 2015), and positive evaluation of teacher expertise (Cronen & Fuller, 

1976; Gotlieb, 2009; Rodabaugh & Kravitz, 1994). In contrast, perceived unfair behavior is 

associated with outcomes such as aggression and hostility (Horan, Chory, Carton, Miller, & 

Raposo, 2013; Uludag, 2014), truancy (Ishak & Fin, 2013), headache (Lenzi et al., 2013), and 

cheating (Lemons, Martin, & Seaton, 2011). Unfortunately, research has repeatedly found that 

students report high levels of unfairness during assessment processes (Buttner, 2004; Čiuladienė 

& Račelytė, 2016). Despite repeated calls for teachers to enact fair assessments (Sanders et al., 

1990; Scott, Webber, Lupart, Aitken, & Scott, 2014; Tierney, 2013), researchers have argued 

that compared to other fundamental aspects of assessment (i.e., validity and reliability), there has 

been limited conceptualizations of fairness for CA contexts (Tierney, 2013). Moreover, research 

has revealed that teachers across contexts lack consensus on what they consider as fair 

assessment practices (Green, Johnson, Kim, & Pope, 2007; Liu, Johnson, & Fan, 2016).  

In an effort to define CA fairness, several researchers have empirically examined 

teachers’ perspectives and practices (Green et al., 2007; Liu et al., 2016; Tierney, 2014). As an 

example, Green et al. (2007), building on the previous conceptualizations of fairness in 
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psychometrics and large-scale assessment, constructed items to measure teachers’ ethical and fair 

dilemmas predominantly in summative assessment. They found that teachers held high 

agreement in items related to communication about grading, confidentiality, and multiple 

assessment opportunities but had low agreement on items related to standardized test 

administration, grading practices, and addressing biases.  

Another researcher, Tierney (2014), disillusioned by the extant conceptualizations of CA 

fairness predicated on a large-scale psychometric tradition, adopted an inductive approach to 

conceptualize CA fairness by studying teachers’ perspectives. Drawing on the results of her 

interviews with teachers, she suggested that teachers associate CA fairness with issues such as 

constructive classroom environment, transparent communication, equity and equality, and 

reflective thinking. Tierney’s findings suggest that conceptualizing fairness through 

psychometric and large-scale traditions maintains conventional distinctions between assessment 

and teaching while the classroom presents a different context for the enactment of fairness. 

Accordingly, CA fairness needs to align with CA theory and definition and be reconceptualized 

towards what Brookhart (2003) calls classroometric theory.  

In this study, we approach CA as  

a broad and evolving conceptualization of a process that teachers and students use in 

collecting, evaluating, and using evidence of student learning for a variety of purposes, 

including diagnosing student strengths and weaknesses, monitoring student progress 

toward meeting desired levels of proficiency, assigning grades, and providing feedback to 

parents. (McMillan, 2013, p. 4) 

In this conceptualization, teachers and students play active roles in selecting and 

constructing opportunities for assessment that both formatively support and motivate learning as 
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well as summatively gauge learning progress. In addition, contemporary notions of formative 

assessment, or assessment for learning, further emphasize student-involved assessments that 

engage them in self- and peer-assessment processes that stimulate learning of content and self-

regulation skills. Collectively, this conceptualization of CA is rooted in a socio-cultural 

understanding in which assessment is a dynamic process shaped by teachers, students, 

curriculum, pedagogy, and the learning culture (Cowie, 2015; Cowie & Bell, 1999; Klenowski, 

2009; Shepard, 2001).  

Building on this definition and compared to large-scale assessment contexts, central to 

classroom contexts are two distinct but key priorities: (a) assessment is used to not only for 

accountability purposes but also to support student learning (Wiliam, 2011; Assessment Reform 

Group, 2002), and (b) assessment is highly integrated with teaching and must consider the social, 

cultural, and relational dimensions of classrooms (Cowie, 2015; Klenowski, 2009; Tierney, 

2016). McMillan (2013) further distinguishes CA from large-scale and standardized assessments, 

by noting it is “locally controlled and consists of a broad range of measures….as well as 

informal ways of collecting evidence. It is more than mere measurement or quantification of 

student performance” (p. 4). Therefore, solely adopting a psychometric paradigm to study CA 

fairness would overlook the wide range of CA practices that the dynamics of a classroom might 

bring to the table.  

While previous CA researchers have begun to shed light on a classroom-centric 

conceptualization of assessment fairness, the majority of previous studies have drawn primarily 

on assessment literature to characterize fairness. This paper marks a further attempt to 

conceptualize CA fairness by systematically reviewing the literature of classroom fairness not 

only from an assessment point of view, but more importantly from the point of view of justice 
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researchers in education and related fields, which has not already been included in the process of 

reconceptualizing CA fairness. Hence, the overarching purpose of this study is to propose a 

conceptualization of CA fairness by identifying fairness themes from both assessment and non-

assessment literature. 

Method 

Search and Selection Process 

A systematic meta-ethnography can help construct conceptual frameworks for complex 

constructs, such as CA fairness, by critically and systematically examining literature across 

relevant domain areas (Nye, Melendez-Torres, & Bonell, 2016). Therefore, a systematic meta-

ethnography was used to guide the selection, review, and synthesis of individual studies across 

assessment- and non-assessment educational literature domains to construct a CA fairness 

conceptualization for this study.  

A four-phase approach was adopted to select studies for inclusion. In phase 1, to find 

relevant literature, several keywords were identified after an initial scan of the available studies 

on fairness with a focus on education, classrooms, and assessment. Primary keywords included 

fairness, classroom, education, and assessment with additional proxy keywords of objectivity, 

bias, values, ethics, equality, equity, equitable, and justice. Building on these keywords, Google 

Scholar database was searched using the following terminologies: ‘bias in classroom 

assessment’, ‘classroom justice’, ‘equality in classroom’, ‘equity in classroom’, objectivity in 

classroom’, ‘fairness and classroom’, ‘fairness and classroom assessment’, ‘ethics in classroom’, 

‘values in classroom assessment’, and ‘equitable assessment’. This search retrieved 8,549 

studies. A temporal period was not included in the search software to comprehensively identify 

relevant studies in both CA and beyond assessment literature.  
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In phase 2, the 8,549 publications were subjected to a selection process. After screening 

the titles, two researchers systematically and collectively excluded studies that (a) did not include 

the fairness keywords identified above in their titles, and that did not appear to focus on fairness 

issues (n = 4,985), and (b) used fairness keywords in their titles but were not conducted in 

education and related fields (n = 2,043).  

Reviewing the abstracts of the remaining 1,521 studies, two researchers systematically 

and collectively excluded two groups of sources. First, 1,143 sources that dealt with issues of 

social justice, equity, fairness, ethics, inclusion, morality, and democracy in instructional 

contexts and domains beyond the classroom as the present study aimed to focus on fairness 

inside the classroom context, and contribute to how fairness can be enhanced for the majority of 

students rather than for specific groups such as disability students and English learners. 

Nonetheless, studies that focused on accommodation for these two groups were included because 

accommodation has previously been emphasized as a fairness issue in the CA standards (DeLuca 

et al., 2016). Second, since the nature of CA fairness is different from fairness in large-scale 

traditions (Camilli, 2013; Tierney, 2014), studies (n = 128) that examined fairness in 

standardized testing contexts were excluded. 

Finally, full texts of the remaining studies (n = 250) that solely focused on classroom 

fairness were retrieved barring for the ones that were (a) unavailable via web access (n = 48), or 

(b) books, non-peer-reviewed papers, conference papers, news, institutional documents, book 

reviews, editorial of special issues, theses, and dissertations (n = 95). Therefore, a total number 

of 107 studies, including book chapters and peer-reviewed papers were included in this review.  

In following best practices for meta-ethnographies as suggested by Nye et al. (2016), iterative 

literature searches were continued by exploring the three additional educational databases of 
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Education Source, ERIC, and PsycINFO. Comparing studies retrieved through the Google 

Scholar search with articles retrieved through these databases, an additional 17 relevant studies 

were identified. Tracking of references of the included studies from both Google Scholar and 

Educational databases led to the identification of additional 26 relevant studies. As a result, a 

total of 150 sources were identified that met the search criteria for this study. 

Data Analysis 

  In phase 3, the 150 studies were categorized into two groups: assessment and non-

assessment, based on three criteria: (a) whether the study had been written with a focus on 

fairness within (or outside of) the scope and interest of educational assessment; (b) if the study 

was published in (non-) assessment journals; and (c) if the study had been carried out by an 

assessment specialist(s). The journal scope and author specialization were determined by 

checking the website of journals and authors’ affiliations as outlined in the manuscripts and in 

the university profiles. Taken together, these three criteria helped determine if a study was 

grounded in the literature of assessment or non-assessment as the purpose of this study was to 

realize the current literature of fairness in classroom assessment and then reconceptualize it by 

drawing on fairness literature in the general education domain. The three researchers each read 

and classified the studies using the classification criteria. In the few cases of misclassification, 

the researchers discussed the article in relation to the criteria until consensus was reached. A total 

of 50 studies were found as related to assessment fairness and 100 to classroom fairness from 

general education literature (see Table 1 and 2 for summary of studies). 

In the final phase, all 50 studies in the assessment category were inductively analyzed 

and thematically coded to identify themes related to CA fairness. In order to generate the themes, 

the summary of the major findings in each manuscript was read and reread. These readings 
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provided the codes that represented the key threads and issues in each study. A code list was 

generated and the three researchers applied this code list to all article summaries. The researchers 

compared their application of the code list across the summaries. In cases of misaligned coding, 

researchers discussed the purpose, method, and findings of the article in relation to the codes 

until consensus was reached. This process yielded a high degree of inter-rater agreement in the 

analysis process.  

The codes were then compared and contrasted across all the manuscripts to identify the 

constellation of studies with similar codes. These constellation of studies with common codes 

were assigned overarching themes that broadly represented the set of codes. In cases where three 

researchers disagreed on a theme, they discussed the codes and themes until consensus was 

reached. 

The following major themes for assessment fairness were identified through the above 

procedure: (a) opportunity for learning and access to demonstrate learning; (b) transparency, 

consistency and justification; (c) accommodations; (d) do no harm and constructive classroom 

environment; (e) avoid score pollution; and (f) group work and peer assessment. Table 1 lists 

these themes with the number of CA studies that identified them. Some of the studies were 

included under several themes. 

       INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 

A similar approach was adopted to thematically and inductively analyze 100 studies in 

classroom fairness. The following major themes were identified for classroom fairness: (a) sex 

bias; (b) distributive justice; (c) procedural justice; (d) interactional justice; (e) pedagogy; (f) 

students’ fairness-related beliefs; (g) group work and peer assessment; and (h) instructional 

accommodation. Table 2 presents these themes and the number of studies that identified them. 

Some of the studies were included under several themes. 
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       INSERT TABLE 2 HERE 

Finally, demographic information related to the context of studies, time of publication, 

and research design were coded, as presented in Table 1 and 2. These tables reveal that most of 

the fairness studies (assessment and non-assessment based) were conducted in the US (41.3%), 

with additional work conducted in the UK (4.6%), Germany (3.3%), Israel (3.3%), Canada 

(3.3%) and Australia (2.6%). However, a significant proportion of studies were also theoretical 

(24%), which means that they were not data-driven (i.e. empirical) or they were reviews of the 

literature in a few cases. Information related to the time of publication also indicates a recent 

increase in publications on fairness in both assessment and non-assessment literature, but to a 

lesser extent in non-assessment literature.  

With respect to research design of assessment fairness studies, 38% were theoretical, 

34% were quantitative, 22% were qualitative, and 6% employed mixed methods. The percentage 

of research designs for classroom fairness studies were as follows: 17% theoretical, 65% 

quantitative, 9% qualitative, and 9% mixed methods. This pattern demonstrates that assessment 

fairness and classroom fairness have been mostly examined through quantitative and theoretical 

approaches.  

Findings 

The findings are presented in two parts to meet the purposes of the study. First, the 6 

major themes identified for fairness within the assessment domain are discussed. Next, an 

additional 8 themes for fairness from literature in the non-assessment domain are reviewed. 

Combined, these two sets of themes represent potential dimensions for the conceptualization of 

fairness as relevant to contemporary classroom assessment activities. 

Fairness in the Assessment Domain  

Opportunity for Learning and Access to Demonstrate Learning 
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Opportunity for learning and access to demonstrate learning have been dominant 

concepts in the assessment fairness literature. The concept of opportunity to learn appears to hold 

three interpretations. The first relates to whether or not students have had access to quality 

resources (e.g., competent teachers and proper facilities) in order to learn content and prepare for 

assessments (Gipps, 1995; Gipps & Stobart, 2009). The second, which is associated with 

summative assessment, considers whether or not students have had access to test content and 

material before the classroom, district, or state testing event (Gipps, 1995; Gipps & Stobart, 

2009; Tierney, 2013, 2016). In these two interpretations, equality of access is regarded as fair 

because students’ performances on summative tests can be traced back to differences in learning 

opportunities (Gipps & Stobart, 2009). The third interpretation, which aligns with instruction and 

formative assessment, argues for the need for varied learning opportunities in responses to 

students’ differential learning abilities, styles, and exceptionalities (Lantolf & Poehner, 2013; 

Poehner, 2011; Tierney, 2013, 2014; Yung & Yung, 2001). In this interpretation, equitable and 

differentiated instruction of students based on need is considered fair because each student 

should have the resource or opportunity to help him or her succeed in learning (Lantolf & 

Poehner, 2013; Poehner, 2011).  

Compared to opportunity to learn, which typically considers fairness prior to assessment 

and which is closely aligned with instruction, the theme of access to demonstrate learning—

providing students with “multiple, varied, equitable, and meaningful opportunities to 

demonstrate their learning” (Tierney, 2016, p.6)—has typically been characterized in terms of 

assessment opportunities that students are provided with to demonstrate what they know or can 

do (Camilli, 2006, 2013; Cowie, 2015; Duffield & Spencer, 2002; Murillo & Hidalgo, 2017; 

Suskie, 2000; Tierney, 2013; Volante, 2006). The empirical studies have also demonstrated that 
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students feel treated fairly when provided with multiple assessment opportunities (Duffield & 

Spencer, 2002; Mauldin, 2009). Similar to the last interpretation of opportunity to learn, 

equitable, differentiated, and multiple assessments of students are regarded fair in the 

opportunity to demonstrate learning theme. Building on these two themes, fairness in a CA 

context needs to consider both the instructional conditions (i.e., opportunity to learn) as well as 

the assessment conditions (i.e., access to demonstrate learning). Within each, there is evidence of 

multiple interpretations from equal treatment to an equitable stance, with the latter focusing more 

on providing multiple varied opportunities to learn and demonstrate learning for all students. 

Transparency, Consistency, and Justification 

The theme of transparency, consistency, and justification is highlighted in the literature to 

enhance fairness in two domains related specifically to grading criteria and feedback. 

Transparency in grading criteria helps students understand the learning objectives and teachers’ 

performance expectations (Alm & Colnerud, 2015; Camilli, 2006; Gipps & Stobart, 2009; Lizzio 

& Wilson, 2008; Morgan & Watson, 2002; Murillo & Hidalgo, 2017; Suskie, 2000; Tierney, 

2013). As Tierney (2013) suggests, transparency can enhance students’ access to opportunity to 

learn and opportunity to demonstrate learning by providing them with clear learning and 

assessment expectations.  

Despite the potential benefits of transparency, Tierney (2013) raises three concerns that 

can negatively affect transparency in CA. First, she argues that provision of transparent learning 

expectations can promote the idea among teachers and students that solely the identified 

objectives are worth learning, which can restrict and narrow learning. Second, provision of 

transparent criteria and its communication are two distinct processes where failure to effectively 

communicate the criteria to students can threaten transparency. Third, transparency without its 
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consistent application across students or student groups can adversely affect fairness, especially 

in graded assessments (Camilli, 2006; Morgan & Watson, 2002). In addition to these concerns, 

we refer to justification, which occurs during the communication of assessment criteria and 

decisions. Researchers have noted that fair assessment practice involves teachers providing 

students with rationales giving rise to learning objectives and assessment criteria (Alm & 

Colnerud, 2015; Camilli, 2006; Gipps & Stobart, 2009; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008; Morgan & 

Watson, 2002; Murillo & Hidalgo, 2017; Suskie, 2000; Tierney, 2013). Therefore, a cycle of 

providing transparent criteria, its justification, effective communication, and consistent 

application can serve to greatly promote fairness in CA. 

Although the literature has largely focused on transparency, consistency, and justification 

in terms of grading criteria, far less attention has been paid to the discussion of these concepts 

with respect to feedback. Two qualitative studies have focused on the issue of feedback in CA, 

and have probed teachers and students’ conceptions of effective feedback (Carless, 2006; Lizzio 

& Wilson, 2008). These two studies have reported that students consider fairness as one of the 

significant dimensions of effective feedback, and they take into account transparency (i.e., the 

feedback that they can decipher its meaning and intention easily), consistency (i.e., its 

congruence with previous comments), and justification (i.e., provided with logical explanations) 

as indicators of fair feedback (Carless, 2006; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008). There might be additional 

factors influencing students’ perception of fair feedback such as its respectfulness, its equitable 

or equal distribution, and teachers’ body language and tone. More research is required in this 

area and early efforts can be directed to explore teachers and students’ conceptions of (un)fair 

feedback. 

Accommodations 
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Accommodating exceptional and English language learners (ELL) is emphasized as a 

fairness principle in CA standards (DeLuca et al., 2016). Abedi, Hofstetter, and Lord (2004), in 

their review of accommodation studies for ELL, argue that accommodations aim to present ELL 

and exceptional learners with a fair opportunity to demonstrate what they know, “to level the 

playing field, so to speak, without giving them an advantage over students who do not receive 

the accommodation” (p. 2). Furthermore, they maintain that, ironically, accommodations can 

sometimes contribute to a sense of unfairness by advantaging the accommodated students 

relative to the non-accommodated ones to the extent that improved performance is no longer the 

result of the actual knowledge and ability but the impact of accommodation. 

Contrary to this interpretation, Siegel and her colleagues, in a series of studies 

demonstrate an alternative view of the purpose of accommodating assessments (Siegel, 2007, 

2014; Siegel et al., 2014; Siegel, Wissehr, & Halverson, 2008). Siegel et al. (2008) suggest five 

principles for accommodating ELL for written classroom assessments: (a) the modified test 

should pursue the same objectives of the original test, and language of the modified test should 

be congruent with the language of instruction; (b) the modified test should be congruent with the 

language ability and cultural background of students; (c) the modified test should not simplify 

cognitive and critical thinking load; (d) the modified test questions should be easy to understand; 

and (e) the teacher should give ELL some hints to enable them to do the task. Following this 

equity framework in two quantitative studies, Siegel (2007) and Siegel et al. (2014) 

demonstrated that both ELL and native speakers’ performance enhanced significantly when 

provided with modified written assessment tasks. Interestingly, only 35 percent of teachers in her 

qualitative study, which was a report of preservice teachers’ reflection of accommodation for 

ELL, believed that accommodations were fair (Siegel, 2014). 
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In addition to the above studies, Schissel (2014) explored how administrators, teachers, 

and students appropriated accommodations in actual summative assessments. She found that 

teachers tend to provide both bilingual and special education students with a similar 

accommodation without attending to their specific learning needs. In a similar vein to Siegel’s 

conception (2014), Schissel demonstrated that teachers used general accommodation for all 

students. These studies suggest that while accommodation, on the surface, seem to be an 

established principle for CA fairness (DeLuca et al., 2016; Ortiz, 2002; Scott et al., 2014), the 

practice of accommodation requires greater attention to respond to both teachers’ perceptions of 

accommodations as a fair practice and their use of accommodation differentially for students’ 

specific learning needs (Schissel, 2014; Siegel, 2007; Siegel et al., 2014). 

Do No Harm and Constructive Classroom Environment 

Do no harm and constructive classroom environment have been regarded as ethical and 

fairness themes in assessment literature (Green et al., 2007; Johnson, Green, Kim, & Pope, 2008; 

Liu et al., 2016; Pope, Green, Johnson, & Mitchell, 2009; Tierney, 2013). First introduced by 

Green et al. (2007) for CA fairness theory, the origin of do no harm can be traced back to the 

ancient Greece (Pope, et al., 2009). In assessment contexts, this theme conveys two meanings: 

students should be treated with respect and care (Cowie, 2015; Green et al., 2007) and students 

and their families should be protected from harmful personal impact of assessment process and 

its consequences (Green et al., 2007; Scott, et al., 2014). Previous empirical studies on teachers’ 

ethical and fair dilemmas in CA have found that teachers report high agreements and few 

conflicts in the scenarios related to do no harm principles (Green, et al., 2007; Pope et al., 2009).  

Do no harm is closely aligned with the theme of constructive classroom environment that 

has been introduced as a CA fairness principle (Tierney, 2013, 2014, 2016). It appears that the 
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concept of do no harm greatly facilitates the creation of a constructive classroom environment. 

Tierney (2014, 2016) further underscores two aspects for a constructive classroom environment: 

power dynamics and respectful relationship. She argues that for CA to pave the way for learning, 

pillars of trust, respect, and care in teacher-student, and peer-to-peer relationships are essential. 

As a token of respectful relationship that also helps address power dynamics, valuing students’ 

voices to engage actively in classroom decision makings (including assessment decisions) is 

recommended, as contemporary conceptions of CA argue that assessment is done with and for 

students rather than to them (Aitken, 2012; Cowie, 2015; Klenowski, 2009; Murillo & Hidalgo, 

2017; Scott et al., 2014).  

Moreover, empirical studies demonstrate that listening to students’ voices can (a) give 

them more chances to engage actively in the assessment process (Flores, Veiga Simão, Barros, & 

Pereira, 2015; Murillo & Hidalgo, 2017); (b) help appreciate the complexity of their fairness 

conceptions as “a fundamental aspect of assessment, the crucial importance of which is often 

overlooked or oversimplified from the staff perspective” (Sambell, et al., 1997, p. 362); and (c) 

give them the opportunity to discuss teacher’s feedback (Carless, 2006; Lizzio & Wilson, 2008). 

It appears that teachers can build a constructive classroom environment through respectful 

relationship, listening to students, and enacting the do no harm principle.   

Avoid Score Pollution 

First introduced by Green et al. (2007) for CA fairness theory, avoid score pollution was 

regarded as an offshoot of do no harm particularly for assessment. It promotes the idea that 

students’ grades should exclude factors that are construct-irrelevant to their achievement 

(Downing & Haladyna, 2004; Green et al., 2007). Unlike do no harm where teachers 

demonstrate general consensus, in the studies of ethical and fair CA dilemmas, teachers show 
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high levels of disagreements and numerous conflicts in the scenarios associated with avoid score 

pollution (Green, et al., 2007; Pope et al., 2009). These controversies might arise from various 

sources (e.g., non-achievement factors) that teachers take into consideration as indicators of 

fairness of grades. For example, although very few studies have reported that teachers concur 

that grade decisions based on students’ misbehavior and gender are unfair (Murillo & Hidalgo, 

2017; Peterson, Childs, & Kennedy, 2004; Scott et al., 2014) other studies suggest that teachers 

consider factors such as effort, progress, compassion for students, desire to teach life lesson, and 

impact of grades on students’ opportunities in their future lives as fair when deciding or 

adjusting grades (Alm & Colnerud, 2015; Green et al., 2007; Murillo & Hidalgo, 2017; Sambell, 

McDowell, & Brown, 1997; Scott et al., 2014; Tierney, 2015). However, the contribution of non-

achievement related factors is regarded as unfair based on the concept of avoid score pollution. 

The research suggests, “teachers do not have clear principles guiding them on score pollution 

issues” (Pope, et al., 2009, p. 780), which requires further attention in the CA fairness research to 

guide teachers’ scoring practices. Future research should also address the veracity of this theme 

in relation to classroom contexts given its derivation from large-scale and psychometric 

traditions. 

In addition, as previous studies have defined avoid score pollution as solely including 

‘construct-irrelevant’ issues (Green et al., 2007), that is, as extraneous issues that should not 

count toward achievement, we believe that adding ‘construct-underrepresentation’, that is, failure 

to adequately include the relevant issues in the measurement of achievement, can also be a 

significant aspect of this theme (Downing & Haladyna, 2004). Previous studies have found that 

students perceive unfairness when teachers base their grade decisions on insufficient, unsuitable, 

and insignificant data that can lead to misinterpretation of their achievement (Alm & Colnerud, 
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2015; Scott et al., 2014). For example, by investigating how students with different learning 

styles (i.e., individual vs. project) evaluate the fairness of teachers’ assessment of classroom 

participation, Crosthwaite, Bailey, and Meeker (2015) discovered that students with individual 

learning styles regarded teachers’ assessment of classroom participation as unfair because they 

were more inclined to working alone and valued classroom participation less than students with 

group and project learning styles. Moreover, they demonstrated that students with the individual 

learning style regressed in terms of class participation grades whereas students with group and 

project learning styles progressed. This study demonstrates that even the assessment method can 

‘pollute’ students’ scores and prevent them from demonstrating what they know. Building on 

these findings, avoid score pollution can have two dimensions: firstly, students’ grades should 

exclude factors that are construct-irrelevant; secondly, the students’ grade should exclude factors 

that underrepresent the construct related to their achievement.  

Group Work and Peer Assessment 

The studies reported so far provide an account of fairness themes for CA in general; 

however, there are additional studies that outline fairness themes for group work and peer 

assessment that have implications for CA fairness. Several themes were found as related to group 

work and peer assessment such as: (a) group composition (Webb, Nemer, Chizhik, & Sugrue, 

1998); (b) equity in grading (Barfield, 2003); (c) involvement in criteria development (Fellenz, 

2006; Langan et al., 2005; Sivan, 2000; Tillema, Leenknecht, & Segers, 2011); (d) gender bias 

(Falchikov & Magin, 1997; Langan et al., 2005); (e) friendship bias (Magin, 2001; Panadero, 

Romero, & Strijbos, 2013); and (f) cognitive bias (Gweon, Jun, Finger, & Rosé, 2017). 

Webb et al. (1998) have explored the effect of group composition on students’ 

performance. They demonstrated that performance of below-average students improved greatly 
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when they worked with above-average students while the group without above-average students 

performed weaker. Moreover, the group with only above-average students demonstrated better 

performance indicating that the above-average students were at a disadvantage when working 

with below-average students in a group. This finding suggests that group composition can affect 

the fairness of grades in group work.  

Another study focused on students’ fairness perception and satisfaction with respect to 

the grades they receive in groups. Barfield (2003) argues that students’ grade expectancy, hours 

spent in a job outside the university, and age can affect their fairness perception and satisfaction. 

Barfield demonstrated that students who lacked previous experience of group work considered 

equal group grades as fair while experienced students regarded equitable distribution of grades as 

fair. He also found that students with a full-time job did not consider equal grades fair due to 

inequality of the inputs such as the time they allocated to the group work to the grade they 

received. Finally, Barfield reported that older students regarded group grades more unfair than 

younger students. 

Several studies have also emphasized the positive impact of student voice and 

involvement in the development of criteria as a strategy to develop a fair peer assessment; for 

example practices of the co-development of learning goals or rubric criteria for assessment 

(Fellenz, 2006; Langan et al., 2005; Sivan, 2000; Tillema et al., 2011). Others have examined the 

effect of gender and friendship biases on the fairness of peer assessment. Although Falchikov 

and Magin (1997) did not identify gender bias in peer assessment, Langan et al. (2005) 

demonstrated that students of the same gender gave higher marks to each other. Concerning 

friendship bias, Panadero et al. (2013) found that a friendship effect was significant for one of 

the experimental groups, while Magin (2001) reported that friendship had very negligible impact. 
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The last study focused on another type of bias, known as cognitive bias (Gweon et al., 

2017). The authors examined if instructors were affected by cognitive biases such as a halo effect 

and fundamental attribution theory when assessing students’ group work in a project-based 

learning course. Halo effect refers to a cognitive bias where people construe the traits of an 

individual in congruence with the traits that they have already observed from that individual. 

Fundamental attribution theory refers to a tendency to underestimate the impact of the specific 

contexts that led to a particular behavior or performance of an individual and instead attribute the 

behavior or performance to the individual’s internal disposition. Building on their five-

dimensional assessment rubric (i.e. goal-setting, progress, knowledge co-construction, 

participation, and teamwork), Gweon et al. (2017) compared the assessment of observers who 

directly observed group work sessions with the assessments made by the instructors who had 

little direct observation of group work sessions. They then examined the extent to which the 

assessment of instructors and direct observers were affected by the halo effect and fundamental 

attribution theory. They observed that the instructors gave similar scores across the five 

dimensions of rubric compared to the observers, which suggests that they might have generalized 

the good performance of a group in some of the dimensions to other dimensions that they had 

less opportunity to observe directly (i.e. the halo effect). Further, they discovered that the 

instructors tended to give an individual student a score very similar to his or her group score, 

which suggests that each student’s score was greatly affected by their group score (i.e. the 

fundamental attribution theory).  

The review of the studies on fairness in peer assessment provided additional information 

on how teachers can enact fair peer assessment practices, a common activity in CA contexts. 

However, as little scholarship exists on the conceptualization of fairness in peer assessment, 
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future studies can look at conceptualizations of peer assessment beyond the assessment domain 

as practiced in education and related fields (such as the themes for fairness of peer assessment 

that will be reviewed in the non-assessment section) and draw on the theoretical framework of 

Fellenz (2006) for further advancement of fairness theory in peer assessment. 

Fairness in Non-assessment Domains 

Sex Bias 

Sex bias can take place when a teacher’s quality of interaction and assessment are 

affected by a student’s gender. Two groups of studies have addressed sex bias. In the first group, 

the impact of sex bias was observed on the quality of teacher-student interaction. In the other 

group, the impact of sex bias was observed on the quality of teachers’ assessment practices. 

Across these studies, sex is most typically defined as a binary construct (male vs. female), with 

future work needed related to gender biases that account for diverse gender constructions and 

identities.  

Regarding the relationship between sex bias and teacher-student interaction, which is 

critical to formative assessment processes, Jones and Dindia (2004) in their meta-analytic review 

of 32 studies on sex bias concluded that teachers interacted more with males than females while 

males were criticized more and were given more negative feedback than females. Similarly, 

Duffy, Warren, and Walsh (2001) examined whether or not teachers’ sex and school subject (i.e., 

mathematics and language) effected their behavior toward male and female students. They 

observed that female instructors tended to interact with males more than females and female 

mathematics and language teachers tended to interact more with males. Likewise, schoolchildren 

in England have reported that teachers are biased against boys more than girls (Myhill & Jones, 

2006).  
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Although the above studies confirm the impact of sex bias on teacher-student interaction, 

Brady and Eisler (1999) identified no significant difference on college instructors’ behavior 

towards male and female students. Similarly, after investigating whether teachers’ questioning is 

effected by sex-biased behavior, students’ voluntary rate, or students’ achievement levels, 

Altermatt, Jovanovic, and Perry (1998) posited that teachers’ disparate interaction in terms of the 

frequency and types of questions they direct to male and female students is due to students’ 

differences in voluntary rate in answering questions (gender-role characteristics) as well as 

differences in their achievement levels. 

Three studies have focused on the impact of sex bias on the quality of teachers’ 

assessment. Two studies have examined the impact of sex bias on teachers’ grading and reported 

that male and female students received different grades even for the identical performance on the 

assessment tasks (Newstead & Dennis, 1990; Spear, 1984). Another study demonstrated that 

method of assessment can negatively disadvantage either male or female students’ performance 

(Hazel, Logan, & Gallagher, 1997). In this study, male students outperformed female students in 

terms of decontextualized multiple-choice items while the reverse was true for contextualized 

qualitative questions. Findings of these studies suggested that inattention to the impact of sex 

bias on students’ assessment performance can negatively affect their opportunities to 

demonstrate learning and pollute their grades. Therefore, it is necessary to eliminate sex bias. In 

this regard, Sadker and Sadker (1986) suggested that “educators are generally unaware of the 

presence or the impact of this bias. Brief but focused training can reduce or eliminate sex bias 

from classroom interaction” (p. 512). Kelly (2002) recommended several strategies to enhance 

sex equity: (a) raising the awareness of teachers about sex-biased behaviors; (b) encouraging 

teachers to reflect on how the content of materials can affect sex-bias; (c) encouraging teachers 
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to continue reading the current studies on sex equity; (d) emphasizing the role of preparation in 

reducing sex-biased behavior; and (e) prioritizing sex equity when teaching to students.  

Although findings of the reviewed studies suggest differences on the extent and nature of 

sex bias in the classroom, it appears to be a consistent dimension of the classroom context with 

an influence on students’ perceptions of fairness. Additional current and focused research is 

needed in this area to explore how teachers’ sex-biases can pollute students’ assessments and 

grades and their opportunity for and to demonstrate learning.  

Distributive Justice 

Distributive justice is regarded as one of the three dimensions of classroom fairness that 

considers the socially just distribution of both positive and negative outcomes (Chory-Assad, 

2002; Chory-Assad & Paulsel, 2004a). Equality, equity, and need are usually recognized as 

distributive justice principles (Colquitt, 2001). The principle of equality suggests that fairness is 

established when outcomes are distributed equally among students. Sussman (1975) explains 

how students perceive equity as (in)justice first by scrutinizing their own input (e.g., effort and 

time) in relation to their outcome (e.g., grade and recognition) and then by comparing their input-

to-outcome ratio with the input-to-outcome ratio of similar others to see whether they are 

comparable. Comparable results lead to perception of justice whereas incomparable ones result 

in perception of injustice. Finally, the principle of need suggests that outcome distribution is fair 

if outcomes are distributed based on students’ needs.  

Research has revealed that students’ conception of distributive justice change as they 

develop cognitively. Children at age 4 recognize equality as the building block of fairness; they 

distribute outcomes between themselves and others based on this principle, albeit they are 

usually unable to verbally articulate the reasons behind their fair distributions (Nikiforidou & 
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Pange, 2015). Some studies suggest that students’ conceptions of fairness continues to be based 

on equality benchmark until age 17; afterwards, students also use principles of equity and need to 

judge the fairness of rewards and punishment (Berti, Molinari, & Speltini, 2010; Evans, 

Salisbury, Palombaro, & Goldberg, 1994; Sayre & Ankney, 1976; Thorkildsen, 1989a, 1993, 

1994a; Welch, 2000). Others have challenged this idea and argued that students’ choice of 

distributive justice principles is not totally managed by their age, but depends on the particular 

contexts (Pnevmatikos & Trikkaliotis, 2012; Thorkildsen, 1994b). For example, interviewing 

what practice students consider fair in teaching and testing conditions using scenario-based 

design, Thorkildsen (1989a, 1989b) found out that although children consider peer-tutoring (i.e., 

after finishing the task, fast learners help slow learners) as the fairest practice in learning 

contexts until age 17, they regarded it as unfair in testing contexts (i.e., after finishing the test, 

fast learners help slow learners) after age 11. This finding indicates that, in a learning context, 

students shape equity-based conception of fairness in late adolescence while in a testing context 

they achieve adult-like conception of fairness in the early adolescence (Thorkildsen, 1994a).  

Other studies have focused on how students apply distributive justice principles. These 

studies have found that students apply distributive justice principles to judge the fairness of an 

outcome distribution in the following domains: grading, instructor affect, and punishment 

(Bempechat, Ronfard, Mirny, Li, & Holloway, 2013; Ehrhardt, Pretsch, Herrmann, & Schmitt, 

2016; Horan, Chory, & Goodboy, 2010; Whitley, Perkins, Balogh, Keith-Speigel, & Wittig, 

2000). As regards the principle of equity in grading, Resh (2009) reports that teachers and 

students unanimously believe that grades are fair when they include the following inputs and 

associated weights: performance (60% teachers, 50% students), effort (both 19%), and need (6% 

teachers, 14% students). In addition to these inputs, students believe that their actual grades 
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should be congruent with their expected grades. Investigating the misalignment between 

students’ actual and expected grade in relation to their perception of fairness through a scenario-

based experiment and natural conditions, Cherry, Ordóñez, and Gilliland (2003) found that 

although students considered more-than-expected grades as unfair in the laboratory condition, 

they perceived them as fair in the real-life condition. However, less-than-expected grades were 

perceived unfair in both contexts (Cherry et al., 2003).  

Unlike grading, students report that instructor affect (e.g., respect) should be predicated 

on the equality principle (Gorard, 2012). This communicates that students expect their teachers 

to respect everyone in the classroom. Nonetheless, similar to grading, they believe that allocation 

of punishment should be based on the equity principle. Two studies (Bear & Fink, 1991; Reyna 

& Weiner, 2001) suggest that teachers and students bear in mind several inputs such as 

reputation of a student (i.e., well-behaved or misbehaved), severity of the misbehavior (e.g., 

fighting or talking with peers), controllability (i.e., an action was within or out of student’s 

control), and stability of the misbehavior (i.e., consistency in misbehaving) to construe the equity 

of punishment. In Bear and Fink’s (1991) study, students showed that the suspension of a well-

behaved student due to disturbing a classroom (i.e., talking with a peer, getting out of their seat) 

was less fair than when a misbehaved student was involved. Nonetheless, suspension was 

considered fair when the misbehavior was severe (i.e., fighting). In Reyna and Weiner (2001), 

teachers considered punishment fair when the misbehavior was consistent and within the control 

of a student.  

These studies suggest that students’ conceptions of distributive justice are vastly 

complex. Although students consistently apply three distributive justice principles to evaluate the 

outcome distribution, the reviewed studies indicate that students’ conceptions of distributive 
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justice are altered based on their age and domain-specific conditions. Applied to classroom 

assessment, future research can shed light on how students across age groups perceive the 

fairness of equity, equality, and need in distributing opportunity to learn and demonstrate 

learning outcomes such as feedback, accommodations, and teacher and peer-directed questions.  

Procedural Justice 

Procedural justice emerged from the literature as another dimension of classroom 

fairness, which emphasizes the procedures of social justice leading to desired outcomes (Chory-

Assad, 2002). Unlike distributive justice that focuses particularly on the outcome distribution, 

procedural justice considers the classroom procedures that give rise to particular classroom 

outcomes and distributions. The literature suggests several sub-themes form students’ perception 

of procedural justice including student voice (Colquitt, 2001; Oppenheimer, 1989; Schmidt, 

Houston, Bettencourt, & Boughton, 2003; Tata, 2005), promise-keeping (Horan et al., 2010), 

consistency (Colquitt, 2001; Robbins & Jeffords, 2009), flexibility (Houston & Bettencourt, 

1999; Whalen & Koernig, 2009), and accuracy, transparency, and explicitness of information 

(Gordon & Fay, 2010; Grace, 2017; Pepper & Pathak, 2008). Student voice highlights the 

importance of providing students with the opportunity to articulate their opinions and assume 

ownership over decision-making processes (including feedback and grading decisions) in the 

classroom. Examining student voice as an aspect of procedural fairness, Schmidt et al. (2003) 

explored students’ perception of fairness using two scenarios: in one scenario, students were 

given the opportunity to appeal their grades, and in the other, they were deprived of the 

opportunity to appeal grade decisions. The authors found that respondents were more likely to 

perceive the assessments as fair when they were provided with the appeal option, even if they did 

not make use of it. Similarly, Oppenheimer (1989) examined whether or not providing students 
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with the chance to grade the presentation of classmates can improve their perception of 

procedural fairness and found that students with the opportunity to grade the presentation of their 

classmates perceived more fairness than those without the opportunity. Tata (2005) compared 

American and Chinese students’ perception of procedural fairness using scenarios that included 

student voice conditions. She found that Americans placed more value on having voice than 

Chinese students; thus, Americans felt fairer than Chinese students when they were provided 

with a voice while they felt more unfair than Chinese students when they were deprived of voice. 

This study underscores the role that culture plays in altering what students consider as (un)fair. 

More research is needed on students’ perceptions of fairness in diverse socio-political and 

cultural contexts such as democratic and undemocratic, and individualistic and collectivist 

societies. 

Promise-keeping was found in a qualitative study by Horan et al. (2010), which focused 

on American higher education students’ perception of fairness. Promise-keeping involves 

teachers enforcing classroom procedures based on the previous promises and agreements with 

students. An example from Horan et al.’s study demonstrates the impact of promise-keeping on 

students’ sense of fairness as articulated by a student: 

During dead week one semester, my professor changed the date of the following week 

[sic]. The test was scheduled for Tuesday and the professor moved it to Thursday. When 

the class griped about how it was unfair, the professor said there would be no further 

discussion about the date of the exam (p. 462). 

Consistency and flexibility are two sub-themes that appear contradictory in the literature 

as dimensions of classroom fairness. One the one hand, evidence suggests that students perceive 

the application of consistent practices to all students as fair (Robbins & Jeffords, 2009); yet, on 
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the other hand, they also see value in flexibility to accommodate special circumstances. In a 

qualitative exploration of the criteria that students consider for classroom fairness, Robbins and 

Jeffords (2009) found that 60 percent of students’ responses focused on the significance of 

consistency in application of classroom procedures. In contrast, Whalen and Koernig (2009) 

noted students’ desire for teacher flexibility in enforcing classroom procedures based on their 

special circumstances. Houston and Bettencourt (1999, p. 89) further document cases in which 

students advocate for flexible treatment; for instance, in the following case: “I got my wisdom 

teeth pulled this semester, and my instructor was fair enough to let me reschedule my speech that 

I had that week” (Houston & Bettencourt, 1999, p. 89).  

 Finally, accuracy, transparency, and explicitness of information can help elucidate 

whether teachers’ decisions for students are fair (Grace, 2017; Pepper & Pathak, 2008). Pepper 

and Pathak (2008) gave two scenarios to students; in one scenario, the grading criteria were 

explicit and detailed and in the other, they were less explicit and not detailed. They found that 

students reported the scenarios with explicit and detailed grading criteria description as fair. 

Similarly, 89 percent of students in a qualitative exploration on what classroom procedures they 

perceive (un)fair reported that homework collection schedule should be notified earlier (Duplaga 

& Astani, 2010). 

Although we have described just one domain (e.g., grading) where each principles of 

procedural justice were applied, studies have demonstrated that students generally apply 

principles of procedural justice in domains such as attendance policy (Houston & Bettencourt, 

1999), course work load (Horan et al., 2010; Rodabaugh, 1994; Whitley et al., 2000), make-up 

policies (Horan et al., 2010), missed work policies (Houston & Bettencourt, 1999), tests (Gordon 

& Fay, 2010; Houston & Bettencourt, 1999; Pepper & Pathak, 2008), feedback provision 
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(Whitley et al., 2000), and sanctions for cheating on an exam (Duplaga & Astani, 2010). For 

example, Seevers, Rowe, and Skinner (2014) examined the transparency of feedback (i.e. public 

or private) and valence of feedback (positive or negative) on US students’ perception of fairness. 

They found that positive feedback enhanced US students’ perception of fairness while public 

feedback regardless of its positive and negative nature led to perceptions of unfairness as 

feedback in the US is typically given in private.  

Although we have discussed procedural justice as a distinct dimension from distributive 

justice, the literature suggests that distributive and procedural justice interact to shape students’ 

perception of fairness. For example, Tata (1999) investigated the association between 

distributive and procedural justice in shaping students’ perception of fairness of grades and their 

subsequent evaluation of teaching effectiveness. She found that procedural justice neutralized the 

effect of distributive injustice on the formation of students’ fairness conceptualizations. 

Therefore, students evaluated their distributive unjust teacher more favorably when treated 

procedurally fairly. This study suggests that if students perceive their outcomes as distributively 

unjust, they refer to the information related to procedural justness of an outcome distribution 

(Grace, 2017). Further, based on Chory, Horan, and Houser’s (2017) work in which 54 percent 

of students’ perceived unfairness related to their perceptions of procedural injustice compared to 

29 percent for distributive and 14 percent for interactional justice, there is substantial evidence to 

suggest that procedural justice is key to supporting classroom fairness practices. 

Interactional Justice  

Interactional justice, relational equity, or relational justice are terms used in the literature 

to characterize the third dimension of classroom fairness. Unlike distributive and procedural 

justice which focus on the structural aspects of classroom fairness, interactional justice attends to 
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the social dynamics and relational dimensions of fairness (Chory-Assad & Paulsel, 2004b; 

Paulsel & Chory-Assad, 2005). Interactional justice consists of two facets: interpersonal justice 

and informational justice. Interpersonal justice refers to the extent teacher-student and peer-to-

peer relationships are respectful; whereas informational justice refers to the extent teachers 

provide students with adequate, truthful, and justified information (Colquitt, 2001). Interpersonal 

and informational justice are viewed as significant aspects of classroom fairness because teachers 

are considered as moral agents in the classroom who can impart their (fairness) values 

(sub)consciously to students by means of a direct education or through indirect behavior (Boaler, 

2008; Campbell, 1997; Chory-Assad, 2002; Chory, 2007; Whitley et al., 2000).  

 Researchers have identified interpersonal justice principles such as respect, caring, and 

power for teacher-student relationship (Bempechat et al., 2013; Buttner, 2004; Colnerud, 2006; 

Ehrhardt et al., 2016; Horan & Myers, 2009; Houston & Bettencourt, 1999; Kerssen-Griep & 

Witt, 2012; Paulsel, Chory-Assad, & Dunleavy, 2005; Whitley et al., 2000). Students perceive 

respect not only through verbal articulation, but from teachers’ nonverbal acts. After examining 

the effects of teachers’ nonverbal immediacy cues (i.e., the use of appropriate body language and 

vocal variety such as tone) and face threat mitigation tactics (i.e., any act to protect the self-

image of a person) on students’ perception of fairness of instructional feedback, Kerssen-Griep 

and Witt (2012) concluded that these two acts were significantly linked with students’ perception 

of interactional justice.  

 In addition, research has demonstrated that disrespect through verbal aggression (Claus, 

Chory, & Malachowski, 2012), insensitive and rude behavior (Bempechat, et al., 2013; Buttner, 

2004; Horan et al., 2010), sexual or ethnic humor (Torok, McMorris, & Lin, 2004), sexist, racist, 

and prejudiced behavior, accusations of students, and implied or stated stupidity (Čiuladienė & 
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Račelytė, 2016; Horan et al., 2010; Israelashvili, 1997) is typically perceived as unfair by 

students. For example, 71% of Turkish students, in Tomul, Çelik, and Tas (2012) study, reported 

that their teachers discriminated against them based on their political affiliation, faith, economic 

background, or ethnicity. Moreover, half of the responses in Robbins and Jeffords’ (2009) study, 

focused on the ‘no favoritism’ theme, which suggests the significance of respect and equal 

treatment for students’ perception of fairness.  

 Teachers’ concern, kindness, task-related help, and interest in students’ learning are 

identified as associated with the caring principle that leads to students’ perception of 

interpersonal justice (Buttner, 2004; Colnerud, 2006); however, lack of affective character and 

kindness (Buttner, 2004; Chory, 2007; Horan et al., 2010; Lankiewicz, 2014; Murdock, Miller, & 

Goetzinger, 2007), failure to know students’ names (Buttner, 2004), failure to answer students 

questions effectively or interact enjoyably with them (Young, Horan, & Frisby, 2013), and 

failure to provide students with task-related help (Buttner, 2004) have been reported as indicators 

of uncaring relationship that potentially leads to students’ perceptions of unfairness.  

Teachers’ use of power can also contribute to students’ perception of (un)fairness. 

Investigating the relationship between power and classroom fairness, Paulsel et al. (2005) found 

that students considered teachers who used coercive power (i.e., implying that students will get 

punished if they refuse to obey the teacher) as unfair whereas they perceived teachers who used 

expert power (i.e., suggesting that teachers’ power exertion is justified because s/he is the most 

knowledgeable in the classroom), referent power (i.e., implying that teacher is an authority with 

whom students are willing to get identified), and legitimate power (i.e., implying that teacher as 

an authority in the class has the right to decide and implement decisions) as fair. What appears 

interesting about power is that students’ perception of fairness due to appropriate exertion of 
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teacher power can contribute to their empowerment while power exerted inappropriately leads to 

a sense of powerlessness (Israelashvili, 1997).  

Although the above principles generally focus on the fairness of teacher-student 

relationship, peer bias is related to both fairness of teacher-student relationship and peer-to-peer 

relationship. Peer bias is a bias that is directed to a classmate by peers, and is usually in the form 

of stereotypes, offensive jokes, avoidance or isolation, slurs, and insults. Boysen and his 

colleagues carried out a series of studies to investigate the extent to which students and teachers 

experience peer bias in the classrooms and how teachers effectively react against it (Boysen, 

2012; Boysen & Vogel, 2009; Boysen, Vogel, Cope, & Hubbard, 2009). Two of the studies 

demonstrated that a quarter of instructors and half of the students had the experience of peer bias 

(Boysen & Vogel, 2009; Boysen, Vogel, Cope, & Hubbard, 2009). In another study, Boysen 

(2012) found that instructors reacted against peer bias regularly in the forms of direct 

confrontation, discussion, and ignorance, and less commonly in the form of private 

confrontation, and provision of counterexamples. Furthermore, students reported direct 

confrontation followed by discussion as the most effective reaction to prevent future occurrence 

of peer bias in classroom.  

Informational justice is the second facet of interactional justice and includes the 

following sub-themes: adequacy, truthfulness, and justification (Buttner, 2004; Oppenheimer, 

1989; Schmidt et al., 2003; Whitley et al., 2000). To explore factors that contribute to students’ 

informational (un)fairness, Buttner (2004) identified teachers’ recognition (i.e., careful listening 

to students’ ideas), responsiveness (i.e., answering students questions, emails, etc.), non-

defensiveness (i.e., welcoming challenges by students), and class integrity (i.e., being honest and 

truthful) as leading to students’ perception of fairness. Moreover, Oppenheimer (1989) and 
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Schmidt et al. (2003) found that students perceived teachers who justified their grading decisions 

using adequate and truthful information as fair. Further, Buttner (2004) identified teachers’ 

defensiveness (i.e., refusing challenges by students), lack of honesty, and lack of attention to 

students’ ideas as leading to students’ perception of unfairness.  

A recent distinction has been made between two forms of informational justice that is 

illuminating for further research. Kazemi (2016) makes an interesting distinction between 

proactive and reactive informational justice. He argues that, in the proactive form, informational 

justice can work independently from other justice dimensions and contribute directly to students’ 

perception of (un)fairness. For example, teachers’ adequate and justified communication of 

grading criteria at the beginning of a semester can itself directly contribute to students’ 

perception of fairness. However, reactive information can be used as a means to reduce the 

perception of unfairness caused by other dimensions. For instance, teachers’ careful listening to 

students’ appeals for grades and adequate justification of why they deserved the grades they got 

can lessen the perception of unfairness in a student as related to distributive justice.  

The 4 studies above were the only studies among 133 that dealt with informational 

justice; therefore, it appears that relatively less attention has been paid to informational justice 

compared to interpersonal justice or other justice dimensions (i.e., distributive and procedural).  

Pedagogy 

Teachers’ pedagogy is another dimension of fairness highlighted across several studies 

(Bempechat et al., 2013; Resh & Sabbagh, 2016; Sabbagh & Resh, 2016; Sabbagh, Resh, Mor, & 

Vanhuysse, 2006). A number of studies (Bempechat et al., 2013; Chory, 2007; Lankiewicz, 

2014; Murdock, Beauchamp, & Hinton, 2008; Rodabaugh, 1994) identified lack of pedagogical 

knowledge and competence as a prevalent theme in accounting for students’ perception of 
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unfairness. Deficiency in pedagogical knowledge can lead to teachers’ failure to explain and 

communicate the content adequately, which can in turn affect students’ opportunity to learn, 

grades, and feedback negatively. In this respect, one of the students, in Bempechat et al’s (2013) 

qualitative study of perceptions of fairness demonstrated how teachers’ failure to communicate 

the content could affect their grades negatively: “Our chemistry teacher, he is so weird! He never 

explains anything. He asks us questions we can never answer and almost everyone gets 2 [a poor 

grade]” (p. 176). Further, 300 college students in a qualitative study reported that teachers’ lack 

of pedagogical knowledge is the second most severe unfair behavior in higher education contexts 

(Rodabaugh, 1994).  

Research has also identified failure to explain the coursework in detail, failure to allocate 

time to address students’ confusions, and rushing through lessons as factors that contribute to 

students’ perception of unfairness (Bempechat et al., 2013; Rodabaugh, 1994). For example, one 

of the students in Bempechat et al’s (2013) study reported the following case as an instance of 

rushing through lessons and failure to address students’ confusions. “Our chemistry teacher 

briefly explains us new material and then we have a test on the next lesson. And I am not that 

kind of person who can understand the material quickly, I need a detailed explanation” (p. 177). 

Finally, Bempechat et al. (2013) found that failure to maintain classroom discipline could 

contributing to students’ perception of unfairness. The following example represents one of the 

students’ comments with respect to this sub-theme: 

Well, I think the matter is in the teacher; she can’t really calm kids down. Like if the 

teacher was strict from the very beginning, kids wouldn’t mess around on his lessons. 

Very often kids disrupt lessons because of something insignificant and the teacher gets 
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angry. Sometimes teachers disrupt lessons themselves, like they start yelling at us 

because of something and do it till the end of the lesson (Bempechat et al., 2013, p. 177). 

 Resh and Sabbagh (2016) have argued in their review of the literature of classroom 

fairness that little scholarship has focused on identifying fairness principles for the pedagogy 

dimension. Based on our review here, we would concur. Additional research is required to 

identify pedagogical practices that are perceived (un)fair by both teachers and students, and to 

examine how unfair pedagogies can be mitigated through distributive, procedural, interpersonal 

and informational justice principles. 

Students’ Fairness-related Beliefs 

Students’ fairness-related beliefs (i.e., factors that indirectly alter students’ perception of 

fairness derived by application of fairness principles) work closely with other fairness 

dimensions to shape students’ experiences of fairness. Three sub-themes were found as related to 

students’ beliefs about fairness: belief in a just world, beliefs about the meaning of learning, and 

locus of control (Duplaga & Astani, 2010; Peter & Dalbert, 2010; Thorkildsen, Nolen, & 

Fournier, 1994). Extensive research has been conducted into belief in a just world, connecting 

students’ belief systems to fairness perceptions (Alt, 2015; Alt & Itzkovich, 2015; Donat, 

Dalbert, & Kamble, 2014; Human-Vogel & Morkel, 2017; Peter & Dalbert, 2010; Peter, Dalbert, 

Kloeckner, & Radant, 2013; Peter, Kloeckner, Dalbert, & Radant, 2012). Belief in a just world is 

a construct with two facets; the first one is personal belief in a just world that considers the 

extent individuals construe their life events as fair; the second one is general belief in a just 

world that refers to the extent individuals believe that the world is a fair place. Peter and Dalbert 

(2010) examined the effect of personal belief in a just world on classroom climate while 

mediated by teachers’ just behavior; they discovered that students who had strong personal belief 
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in a just world perceived teacher behavior and classroom climate fairer than students who had a 

weaker personal belief in a just world. Similarly, Alt (2015), using structural equation modeling, 

demonstrated that personal belief in a just world predicted teachers’ just behavior and teacher 

just behavior predicted students’ perception of learning environment. Therefore, students who 

perceived their teachers’ behavior toward them as personally just evaluated their learning 

environment as more positive. Although the above two studies considered the predictive effect of 

belief in a just world on students’ perception of fairness, Berti, Mameli, Speltini, and Molinari 

(2016) examined the predictive effect of students’ perception of teacher justice on students’ 

belief-in-a-just-world and their motivation. They discovered that students’ perception of teacher 

justice predicted their belief-in-a-just-world (ß = .42) and motivation (ß = .33) significantly. 

Students’ beliefs about the meaning of learning can affect their perception of fairness in 

teachers’ pedagogical practices. Interviewing schoolchildren about how they perceive the 

fairness of certain pedagogical practices, Thorkildsen et al. (1994) have found that 

schoolchildren perceive meaningful and effortful learning that recognizes their devotion and 

effort, involves their intrinsic motivation, and fits with their interests as fair; however, they view 

learning due to extrinsic rewards as the least fair (Thorkildsen et al., 1994). Furthermore, 

examining what pedagogical practices are perceived fair in enhancing learning, Thorkildsen 

(1989a) found that slow and fast learners unanimously asserted that ‘peer-tutoring’ (i.e., after 

finishing the task, fast learners help slow learners) was the fairest practice. However, they 

reported that ‘enrichment’ (i.e., after finishing the first task, fast learners enrich their learning 

with activities other than their lesson) was the most frequent practice in their classrooms, which 

indicates the mismatch between what students perceive as a fair pedagogical practice and what is 

actually practiced.  
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Finally, locus of control was identified as a theme that can alter students’ perception of 

fairness (Duplaga & Astani, 2010). Locus of control is defined as the extent individuals perceive 

that they can exercise control over events in their lives. Although locus of control is not a 

dichotomous concept (i.e., internal vs. external), individuals can be generally identified as 

internally or externally oriented in terms of locus of control. Individuals with internal locus of 

control believe that life events are within their control and accept responsibility to what happens 

for them. In contrast, individuals with external locus of control resort to external factors such as 

bad luck to state that life events were out of their control. In this respect, Duplaga and Astani 

(2010) examined the relationship between students’ locus of control and their fairness 

perceptions of classroom procedures. As an illustration of the effect of locus of control on 

students’ perception of fair sanction policy for cheating on a quiz, they demonstrated that 

students with external locus of control perceived the procedure of zero score for the first-time 

cheating on a quiz, and a failing score for the entire course for the second occurrence of cheating 

as fair for 73 percent vis-à-vis 59.8 percent reported by internally oriented students. 

Group Work and Peer Assessment 

Compared to the general focus of previous studies on classroom fairness, the following 

three studies were found to focus on group work and peer assessment. In the first study, Davison, 

Mishra, Bing, and Frink (2014) examined how students’ ability (i.e., high vs. low) can affect 

their application of distributive justice principles in assessing their peers’ group work. They 

found that high ability students applied the equity principle (i.e. their contributions to the grade 

ratio) to give grades to their peers while low-ability students used the equality principle (i.e. 

equal grades). The reasons for such a distinction were lack of awareness of what constituted a 

good work by low-ability students and high ability students’ inclination to give lower scores to 
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low ability students to compensate for the weak practice of low-ability students (Davison et al., 

2014). 

In the second study, Carvalho (2013) examined students’ experience of peer assessment 

in a problem-based learning course. She found that, in general, 70% of students reported positive 

experience in terms of peer assessment while almost 42% of the students perceived peer 

assessment exercise as unfair and 39% regarded the final mark from peer assessments as unfair.  

In the third study, building on the three dimensions of distributive, procedural, and 

interactional justice in organizational justice theory, Hannay (2014) proposed a framework for 

fairness in peer assessment. To establish a fair peer assessment, she suggested that (a) grades 

should be distributed among peers based on an equity principle (distributive justice principle); 

(b) peers should receive detailed feedback and have the opportunity to appeal for their grades 

from their teachers and classmates (procedural justice principles); and (c) peers should receive 

respectful, detailed, and adequate feedback on why they got a particular grade (interactional 

justice principles). We would suggest that future research can build on organizational justice 

theory and its dimensions, as adopted by Hannay (2014), to frame the theory of fairness in peer 

assessment.  

Instructional Accommodation 

Instructional accommodations are changes in the way instruction is presented and the 

way a student takes part in classroom activities (such as homework, small-group and class-wide 

instructions) often in response to student-specific learning needs (e.g., students with individual 

education plans). Importantly, instructional accommodations do not modify the curriculum 

expectations or standards for students, rather only change instruction, environment, and 

opportunities to learn and demonstrate learning. Baker and Scanlon (2016) argue that 
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instructional accommodations prove effective when (a) students are aware of the range of 

instructional accommodations available to them, (b) their perspectives of how they have 

experienced accommodations in the classrooms are accounted for, and (c) students can assume 

agency in the process and enactment of their instructional accommodations rather than teachers 

taking the entire responsibility. In order to explore students’ awareness, experiences, and agency 

in their instructional accommodations, Baker and Scanlon (2016) conducted focus group 

interviews with high-incidence disability (HI) students. Through their study, they found that 

these students often lacked awareness of the general processes based on which schools identify 

accommodations. Further, eight students out of ten, who were participants for this study, 

reported that they had little or no knowledge of their accommodations. Nonetheless, students 

reported that they assumed agency in their accommodation process by signaling their needs for 

accommodations during the classroom using several strategies, such as pulling the teacher.  

Along with these findings, students in Baker and Scanlon’s (2016) study repeatedly 

alluded to the role of affect and fairness in the effectiveness of instructional accommodations. 

Most of the HI students expressed experiences of negative feelings of embarrassment, weirdness, 

and awkwardness when receiving accommodations among peers, which created barriers for them 

in using accommodations effectively. Further, they had concerns about the fairness of the 

distribution of instructional accommodations based on either need or equality principles. Some 

students believed that they should receive accommodations based on their needs whereas others 

maintained that accommodations should be distributed equally: “the written instructions would 

be given to ‘all the kids’” and “It would be like basically changing the whole class for just a few 

kids” (Baker & Scanlon, 2016, p. 101). It appears that students struggle between equality and 

equity principles as related to fairness conceptions at this developmental stage; students tend to 



Reconceptualizing Assessment Fairness 

40 
 

value and understand equality until approximately age 17 over equity (Thorkildsen, 1989a, 

1994a). Given the emerging findings related to fairness and instructional accommodations, there 

is a need to further investigate how instructional accommodations yield experiences of fairness 

in classrooms and assessment, with considerations for the theoretical and philosophical 

foundations driving accommodated assessment practices.  

Discussion 

Fairness is deemed a key component of CA theory and practice (Tierney, 2013) and a 

major component in teacher assessment literacy models (DeLuca et al., 2016). The persistent 

emphasis on fairness has led to the continued emergence of studies attempting to (re)frame 

fairness in CA (Green et al., 2007; Johnson et al., 2008; Liu et al., 2016; Pope et al., 2009; 

Tierney, 2014). Despite the concerted efforts to study fairness, most of these studies have looked 

at previous theories of fairness from within the assessment domain. Tierney (2014) calls for 

additional conceptualizations of CA fairness by drawing on how fairness has been theorized in 

other fields. Therefore, in this systematic review, we comprehensively analyzed 150 studies in 

both assessment and non-assessment education domains to conceptualize fairness for CA.  

 The emergent themes from our review of the assessment oriented studies suggest that 

fairness has been conceptualized in relation to summative (i.e., graded) and formative assessment 

practices. In the summative view, fairness has typically been characterized as including 

principles that transpire before, during, and after assessment administration, and comprise issues 

such as equal access to opportunity for learning, clear and consistent grading criteria, avoidance 

of score pollution, and accommodation based on students’ ability and linguistic backgrounds 

(Abedi et al., 2004; Aitken, 2012; Camilli, 2006, 2013; Gipps, 1995; Gipps & Stobart, 2009; 

Klenowski, 2014; Scott et al., 2014; Suskie, 2000; Volante, 2006).  
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Recent scholarship on fairness for formative assessment takes into account additional 

factors that have been shown to have a bearing on learning. These factors include constructive, 

respectful, and caring environment, transparent, consistent and justified communication of 

information and feedback, equity in terms of the equal access of all students to the benefits of 

formative assessment, and teachers’ reflective thinking and practice of fairness (Cowie, 2015; 

Lizzio & Wilson, 2008; Tierney, 2014).  

While there is some beginning work being done on how fairness principles interact with 

formative assessment practices in classrooms, this remains an area for further research. We see 

this area as particularly fertile for ‘reconceptualizing’ (Tierney, 2014) fairness for CA contexts.  

Based on our systematic review, we are able to contribute toward the conceptualization of 

CA fairness by considering literature beyond the assessment field. Specifically, our review of 

100 articles on classroom fairness revealed eight key themes that characterize fairness: sex bias, 

distributive justice, procedural justice, interactional justice, pedagogy, students' fairness-related 

beliefs, group work and peer assessment, and instructional accommodation. In Figure 1, we 

organize these themes into three elements of classroom practice, which have been identified by 

Cowie and Bell (1999) as the core dynamic elements shaping classroom assessment theory: 

teaching, learning, and classroom interactions. Our argument is that these various themes not 

only relate to these three core elements, but also have a direct influence on conceptualizations 

and practices of classroom assessment fairness. 

       INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE 

Previous qualitative studies on students’ perception of fairness have also demonstrated 

that students conceptualize fairness related to the classroom elements of teaching, assessment, 

learning, and classroom interactions (Bempechat et al., 2013; Buttner, 2004; Chory, Horan, & 

Houser, 2017; Čiuladienė & Račelytė, 2016; Horan et al., 2010; Houston & Bettencourt, 1999; 
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Israelashvili, 1997; Robbins & Jeffords, 2009). These studies reveal that students’ overall 

perception of fairness is shaped by individual contribution and interplay of these dimensions. 

Moreover, students’ experiences of (un)fair assessment practices is shaped by their broader view 

of classroom fairness; hence, for students, there is an interaction between general classroom 

fairness and assessment fairness. This finding suggests that focus on assessment per se as the 

sole dimension of fairness might underrepresent students’ conceptions and experiences of 

fairness. We suggest that CA can incorporate a more comprehensive conception of fairness to 

enhance the learning experiences of students and create more positive conditions of fairness. In 

this respect, Peter and Dalbert (2010) argues that  

educational practice and also research should not only focus on principles and criteria for 

just behavior per se but also on the subjective meaning of these principles and criteria for 

the individual student. Otherwise it is difficult to say, if particular behavioral strategies 

recommended by educational sciences are indeed seen as just and thus have beneficial 

consequences for the students (p. 304). 

Along with students, teachers’ fairness mindset is framed by an interplay of the elements 

of teaching, learning, assessment, and classroom interactions (Horan & Myers, 2009). In an era 

of assessment literacy, which includes fairness literacy as a significant dimension, teachers 

should be provided with a well-rounded body of knowledge of a multi-dimensional view of 

fairness in order to understand the interaction between general classroom fairness and assessment 

fairness. As an illustration, in spite of the principle of avoiding score pollution, teachers consider 

caring, future consequences of a grade for a student, effort, and desire to teach life lessons 

(Tierney, 2015) as fair factors in a grade alteration, which might be at odds with the current 

conception that only examines fairness within an assessment focus. Therefore, we argue that the 
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CA fairness construct should be considered in relation to the elements of teaching, learning, and 

classroom interactions and reflective of themes from both assessment and non-assessment 

fairness domains within each of these elements. In this way, we heed to our initial 

conceptualization of CA as a “broad and evolving” process (McMillan, 2013, p. 4) arguing that 

CA fairness should evolve to respond to the current CA theory, inclusive of formative processes, 

and in recognition of developments of fairness theory in non-assessment domains.  

Future research in this area can explore teachers and students’ conceptions of fairness in 

relation to teaching, learning, classroom interactions, and assessment elements. As it is necessary 

to interpret CA fairness findings through a particular fairness theory, it is beneficial to also 

theorize fairness as a multidimensional construct that interacts with these four classroom 

elements using empirical datasets drawn from across contexts. While our data for this study 

involved three rounds of systematic literature searches, we recognize that there are additional 

databases and studies that might be of value in the construction of this conceptualization of CA 

fairness. Accordingly, we present our systematic review as an initial step in re-conceptualizing 

fairness by drawing on literature beyond the assessment field. We welcome additions and 

revisions to this conceptualization as the basis for future research.  
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Tables and Figures 

 

Table 1 Themes and demographic information of the included studies in assessment domain 

Study Time of 
publication 

Context of the study Research design 
(i.e., mixed, 
quan, qual, 
theoretical) 

Theme 1: Opportunity for learning and access to demonstrate learning 
Gipps  1995  Theoretical 
Gipps and Stobart 2009  Theoretical 
Tierney 2013  Theoretical 
Tierney  2016  Theoretical  
Poehner  2011  Theoretical 
Lantolf & Poehner 2013  Theoretical 
Suskie 2002  Theoretical 
Volante 2006  Theoretical 
Camilli 2013  Theoretical 
Klenowski 2014  Theoretical 
Camilli 2006  Theoretical 
Cowie 2015  Theoretical 
Mauldin 2009 US Quantitative 
Duffield & Spencer 2002 UK Quantitative 
Yung & Yung 2001 Hong Kong  Qualitative 
Murillo & Hidalgo 2017 Spain Qualitative 
Theme 2: Transparency, consistency, and justification 
Camilli 2006  Theoretical 
Gipps and Stobart 2009  Theoretical 
Tierney 2013  Theoretical 
Suskie 2002  Theoretical 
Murillo & Hidalgo 2017 Spain Qualitative 
Morgan, & Watson 2002 UK Qualitative 
Alm & Colnerud 2015 Sweden Qualitative 
Carless  2006 Hong Kong Mixed 
Lizzio & Wilson  2008 Australia  Mixed 
Theme 3: Accommodations 
Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord  2004  Theoretical 
Siegel, Wissehr, & Halverson 2008  Theoretical 
Ortiz 2002  Theoretical 
Scott, Webber, Lupart, Aitken & Scott 2014  Theoretical 
Siegel 2007 US Quantitative 
Siegel, Menon, Sinha, Promyod, Wissehr, & Halverson 2014 US Qualitative  
Schissel 2014 US Qualitative 
Siegel 2014 US Qualitative 
Theme 4: Do no harm and constructive classroom environment  
Klenowski  2009  Theoretical 
Tierney 2013  Theoretical 
Tierney  2016  Theoretical  
Cowie 2015  Theoretical 
Scott, Webber, Lupart, Aitken & Scott 2014  Theoretical 
Flores, Simão, Barros & Pereira  2014 Portugal  Quantitative  
Pope, Green, Johnson, & Mitchell 2009 US Quantitative 
Green, Johnson, Kim, & Pope  2007 US Quantitative 
Johnson, Green, Kim, & Pope 2008 US Quantitative 
Liu, Johnson & Fan 2016 US & China Quantitative 
Sambell, McDowell & Brown  1997 UK Qualitative 
Tierney 2014 Canada Qualitative 
Aitken 2012 Canada Qualitative 
Murillo & Hidalgo 2017 Spain Qualitative 
Carless  2006 Hong Kong Mixed 
Lizzio & Wilson  2008 Australia  Mixed 
Theme 5: Avoid score pollution 
Scott, Webber, Lupart, Aitken & Scott 2014  Theoretical 
Pope, Green, Johnson, & Mitchell 2009 US Quantitative 
Crosthwaite, Bailey & Meeker 2015 South Korea  Quantitative 
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Fellenz 2006 Ireland Theoretical 
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Gweon, Jun, Finger, & Penstein Rose 2017 South Korea Quantitative 
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Table 2 Themes and demographic information of the included studies in non-assessment domain 
Study Time of 

publication 
Context of the study Research design 

(i.e., mixed, quan, 
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Theme 1: Sex Bias   
Jones, & Dindia 2004  Theoretical  
Sadker, & Sadker 1986  Theoretical  
Newstead & Dennis 1990 UK Quantitative 
Hazel, Logan, & Gallagher 1997 Australia Quantitative 
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Brady, & Eisler 1999 US Quantitative 
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Myhill & Jones 2006 UK Qualitative 
Kelly 2002 US Mixed 
Theme 2: Distributive Justice 
Sayre & Ankney 1976  Theoretical 
Whitley, Perkins, Balogh, Keith-Spiegel, & Wittig 2000  Theoretical 
Welch 2000  Theoretical 
Sabbagh, Resh, Mor, & Vanhuysse 2006  Theoretical 
Sussman 1975  Theoretical 
Thorkildsen 1994a  Theoretical 
Thorkildsen 1994b  Theoretical 
Hannay  2014  Theoretical 
Resh & Sabbagh 2016  Theoretical 
Sabbagh & Resh 2016  Theoretical 
Grace 2017  Theoretical 
Nikiforidou & Pange 2015 Greece Quantitative 
Lemons, Martin, & Seaton 2011 US Quantitative 
Murdock , Beauchamp, & Hinton 2008 US  Quantitative  
Uludag 2014 Cyprus Quantitative  
Gotlieb 2009 US Quantitative  
Cronen & Fuller 1976 US Quantitative  
Bear & Fink 1991 US Quantitative 
Tomul, Celik, & Tas 2012 Turkey Quantitative 
Gorard 2012 England, Belgium, Italy, France, Czech Republic Quantitative  
Chory- Assad  2002 US Quantitative  
Chory- Assad, & Paulsel 2004a US Quantitative  
Paulsel, Chory-Assad & Dunleavy 2005 US Quantitative  
Horan & Myers 2009 US Quantitative  
Holmgren and Bolkan 2014 US Quantitative  
Young, Horan and Frisby 2013 US Quantitative  
Vallade, Martin, and Weber 2014 US Quantitative  
Berti, Molinari, Speltini 2010 Italy Quantitative  
Claus, Chory & Malachowski  2012 US Quantitative  
Tata 1999 US Quantitative  
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Lankiewicz 2014 Poland  Quantitative  
Pnevmatikos, & Trikkaliotis 2012 Context is not given Quantitative  
Colquitt 2001 US Quantitative  
Horan , Chory , Carton , Miller & Raposo  2013 US Quantitative  
Pepper & Pathak 2008 US Quantitative  
Wendorf, & Alexander  2005 US Quantitative  
Gordon, & Fay 2010 US Quantitative  
Cherry, Ordóñez, & Gilliland 2003 US Quantitative  
Resh 2009 Isreal Quantitative  
Ishak & Fin 2013 Malaysia Quantitative 
Davison, Mishra, Bing, & Frink  2014 US Quantitative 
Peter, & Dalbert 2010 Germany Quantitative 
Reyna & Weiner 2001 US Quantitative 
Donat, Dalbert & Kamble,  2014 Germany Quantitative 
Peter, Dalbert, Kloeckner, & Radant 2013 Germany Quantitative 
Peter, Kloeckner, Dalbert & Radant 2012 Germany Quantitative 
Rodabaugh 1994 US Quantitative 
Thorkildsen 1989b US Quantitative 
Lenzi, Vieno, Vogli, Santinello, Ottova, Basˇka, 
Griebler, Gobina & Matos 

2012 21 European and 
North-American countries 

Quantitative 

Gouveia-Pereira, Vala, Palmonari, & Rubini 2003 Context is not given Quantitative 
Alt 2015 Israel Quantitative 
Bempechat, Ronfard, Mirny, Li & Holloway 2013 Russia Qualitative 
Horan, Chory & Goodboy 2010 US Qualitative  
Houston & Bettencourt 1999 US Qualitative 
Čiuladienė & Račelytė 2016 Lithuania Qualitative 
Israelashvili 1997 Israel Qualitative 
Evans, Salisbury, Palombaro, & Goldberg  1994 US Mixed 
Thorkildsen 1989a US  Mixed 
Chory, Horan, & Houser 2017 US Mixed 
Alt & Itzkovich 2015 Israel Mixed 
Ehrhardt, Pretsch, Herrmann, & Schmitt 2016 Germany Mixed 
Thorkildsen 1993 US Mixed 
Robbins & Jeffords 2009 US Mixed 
Theme 3: Procedural Justice 
Whalen & Koernig 2009  Theoretical 
Whitley, Perkins, Balogh, Keith-Spiegel, & Wittig 2000  Theoretical 
Sabbagh, Resh, Mor, & Vanhuysse 2006  Theoretical 
Sabbagh & Resh 2016  Theoretical 
Grace 2017  Theoretical 
Resh & Sabbagh 2016  Theoretical 
Abdelzadeh, Zetterberg, & Ekman 2014 Sweden Quantitative 
Rodabaugh, Kravitz 1994 US Quantitative  
Oppenheimer 1989 US Quantitative  
Tata 2005 US and China Quantitative  
Schmidt, Houston, Bettencourt, & Boughton 2003 US Quantitative  
Duplaga & Astani 2010 US Quantitative 
Nelson, Shechter, & Ben-Ari 2014 Israel Quantitative 
Lemons, Martin, & Seaton 2011 US Quantitative 
Uludag 2014 Cyprus Quantitative  
Chory- Assad  2002 US Quantitative  
Chory- Assad, & Paulsel 2004a US Quantitative  
Paulsel, Chory-Assad & Dunleavy 2005 US Quantitative  
Horan & Myers 2009 US Quantitative  
Holmgren and Bolkan 2014 US Quantitative  
Young, Horan and Frisby 2013 US Quantitative  
Vallade, Martin, and Weber 2014 US Quantitative  
Berti, Molinari, Speltini 2010 Italy Quantitative  
Claus, Chory & Malachowski  2012 US Quantitative  
Tata 1999 US Quantitative  
Lankiewicz 2014 Poland  Quantitative  
Pnevmatikos, & Trikkaliotis 2012 Context is not given Quantitative  
Colquitt 2001 US Quantitative  
Horan , Chory , Carton , Miller & Raposo  2013 US Quantitative  
Pepper & Pathak 2008 US Quantitative  
Wendorf, & Alexander  2005 US Quantitative  
Gordon, & Fay 2010 US Quantitative  
Seevers, Rowe, & Skinner 2014 US Quantitative  
Peter, & Dalbert 2010 Germany Quantitative 
Donat, Dalbert & Kamble,  2014 Germany Quantitative 
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Peter, Dalbert, Kloeckner, & Radant 2013 Germany Quantitative 
Peter, Kloeckner, Dalbert & Radant 2012 Germany Quantitative 
Rodabaugh 1994 US Quantitative 
Lenzi, Vieno, Vogli, Santinello, Ottova, Basˇka, 
Griebler, Gobina & Matos 

2012 21 European and 
North-American countries 

Quantitative 

Gouveia-Pereira, Vala, Palmonari, & Rubini 2003 Context is not given Quantitative 
Alt 2015 Israel Quantitative 
Čiuladienė & Račelytė 2016 Lithuania Qualitative 
Israelashvili 1997 Israel Qualitative 
Bempechat, Ronfard, Mirny, Li & Holloway 2013 Russia Qualitative 
Horan, Chory & Goodboy 2010 US Qualitative  
Houston & Bettencourt 1999 US Qualitative 
Chory, Horan, & Houser 2017 US Mixed 
Ehrhardt, Pretsch, Herrmann, & Schmitt 2016 Germany Mixed 
Alt & Itzkovich 2015 Israel Mixed 
Robbins & Jeffords 2009 US Mixed 
Theme 4: Interactional Justice 
Boaler 2008  Theoretical 
Campbell 1997  Theoretical 
Colnerud 2006  Theoretical  
Sabbagh, Resh, Mor, & Vanhuysse 2006  Theoretical 
Whitley, Perkins, Balogh, Keith-Spiegel, & Wittig 2000  Theoretical 
Hannay  2014  Theoretical 
Kerssen-Griep &Witt  2012 US Quantitative 
Boysen, Vogel, Cope, & Hubbard 2009 US Quantitative 
Boysen 2012 US Quantitative 
Oppenheimer 1989 US Quantitative  
Tata 2005 US and China Quantitative  
Schmidt, Houston, Bettencourt, & Boughton 2003 US Quantitative  
Colquitt 2001 US Quantitative  
Horan , Chory , Carton , Miller & Raposo  2013 US Quantitative  
Pepper & Pathak 2008 US Quantitative  
Wendorf, & Alexander  2005 US Quantitative  
Gordon, & Fay 2010 US Quantitative  
Peter, & Dalbert 2010 Germany Quantitative 
Donat, Dalbert & Kamble,  2014 Germany Quantitative 
Peter, Dalbert, Kloeckner, & Radant 2013 Germany Quantitative 
Peter, Kloeckner, Dalbert & Radant 2012 Germany Quantitative 
Lankiewicz 2014 Poland  Quantitative  
Berti, Molinari, Speltini 2010 Italy Quantitative  
Claus, Chory & Malachowski  2012 US Quantitative  
Paulsel, Chory-Assad & Dunleavy 2005 US Quantitative  
Horan & Myers 2009 US Quantitative  
Holmgren and Bolkan 2014 US Quantitative  
Young, Horan and Frisby 2013 US Quantitative  
Molinari, Speltini, & Passini 2013 Italy Quantitative 
Berti, Mameli, Speltini, & Molinari 2016 Italy Quantitative 
Uludag 2014 Cyprus Quantitative  
Lenzi, Vieno, Vogli, Santinello, Ottova, Basˇka, 
Griebler, Gobina & Matos 

2012 21 European and 
North-American countries 

Quantitative 

Gouveia-Pereira, Vala, Palmonari, & Rubini 2003 Context is not given Quantitative 
Alt 2015 Israel Quantitative 
Tomul, Celik, & Tas 2012 Turkey Quantitative 
Gorard 2012 England, Belgium, Italy, France, the Czech Republic Quantitative  
Murdock, Miller & Goetzinger 2007 US Quantitative 
Chory- Assad, & Paulsel 2004b US Quantitative  
Paulsel, & Chory- Assad 2005 US Quantitative  
Chory 2007 US Quantitative  
Čiuladienė & Račelytė 2016 Lithuania Qualitative 
Horan, Chory & Goodboy 2010 US Qualitative  
Bempechat, Ronfard, Mirny, Li & Holloway 2013 Russia Qualitative 
Israelashvili 1997 Israel Qualitative 
Buttner 2004 US Qualitative 
Boysen, & Vogel 2009 US Qualitative 
Houston & Bettencourt 1999 US Qualitative 
Chory, Horan, & Houser 2017 US Mixed 
Ehrhardt, Pretsch, Herrmann, & Schmitt 2016 Germany Mixed 
Alt & Itzkovich 2015 Israel Mixed 
Robbins & Jeffords 2009 US Mixed 
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Theme 5: Pedagogy 
Resh & Sabbagh 2016  Theoretical 
Sabbagh, Resh, Mor, & Vanhuysse 2006  Theoretical 
Sabbagh & Resh 2016  Theoretical 
Rodabaugh 1994 US Quantitative 
Chory 2007 US Quantitative  
Lankiewicz 2014 Poland  Quantitative  
Murdock , Beauchamp, & Hinton 2008 US  Quantitative  
Bempechat, Ronfard, Mirny, Li & Holloway 2013 Russia Qualitative 
Theme 6: Students’ Fairness-related Beliefs 
Duplaga & Astani 2010 US Quantitative 
Peter, & Dalbert 2010 Germany Quantitative 
Alt 2015 Israel Quantitative 
Donat, Dalbert & Kamble,  2014 Germany Quantitative 
Berti, Mameli, Speltini, & Molinari 2016 Italy Quantitative 
Human-Vogel & Morkel 2017 South Africa Quantitative 
Peter, Dalbert, Kloeckner, & Radant 2013 Germany Quantitative 

Peter, Kloeckner, Dalbert & Radant 2012 Germany Quantitative 
Alt & Itzkovich 2015 Israel Mixed 
Thorkildsen, Nolen & Fournier 1994 US Mixed 
Theme 7: Group Work and Peer Assessment 
Hannay  2014  Theoretical 
Carvalho 2013 Portugal Quantitative 
Davison, Mishra, Bing, & Frink  2014 US Quantitative 
Theme 8: Instructional Accommodation 
Baker & Scanlon 2016 US Qualitative 
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Figure 1 

Classroom assessment fairness in the intersection of four elements of classroom practice 

 

Classroom 
Assessment 

Fairness 

Teaching 
• Sex-bias 
• Instructional accommodations 
• Distributive justice 
• Procedural justice 
• Pedagogy 
• Group work & peer assessment 

Learning 
• Students' fairness-related beliefs 
• Group work & peer-assessment 

Classroom Interactions 
• Sex-bias 
• Distributive justice 
• Interactional justice 
• Procedural justice 
• Group work & peer-assessment 

Assessment 
• Opportunity for learning and access to 
demonstrate learning 

• Transparency, consistency, and 
justification 

• Accommodations 
• Do no harm and constructive classroom 
environment  

• Avoid score pollution 
• Group work and peer assessment 


