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Educational assessments, from kindergarden to |2th grade (K-12) to licensure, have a long, well-
documented history of oppression and marginalization. In this paper, we (the authors) ask the
field of educational assessment/measurement to actively disrupt the White supremacist and racist
logics that fuel this marginalization and re-orient itself toward assessment justice. We describe
how a justice-oriented, antiracist validity (JAV) approach to validation processes can support
assessment justice efforts, specifically with respect to language assessment. Relying on antiracist
principles and critical quantitative methodologies, a JAV approach proposes a set of critical
questions to consider when gathering validity evidence, with potential utility for language testers.

Keywords

Antiracist validity, justice-oriented assessment, justice-oriented measurement, justice-oriented

validity, language assessment, validity

Introduction

Junot Diaz, a Pulitzer Prize-winner author once said, “You know how vampires have no
reflections in the mirror? If you want to make a human being a monster, deny them, at
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the cultural level, any reflection of themselves. And growing up, I felt like a monster in
some ways. I didn’t see myself reflected at all. I was like, ‘Yo, is something wrong with
me?’ That the whole society seems to think that people like me don’t exist? And part of
what inspired me was this deep desire, that before I died, I would make a couple of mir-
rors. That I would make some mirrors, so that kids like me might see themselves reflected
back and might not feel so monstrous for it” (Stetler, 2009, para. 2). Despite efforts by a
few educational measurement scholars to promote the use of, and demonstrate the need
for, culturally responsive approaches to assessment (Hood, 1998; Lee, 1998; Montenegro
& Jankowski, 2017; Moss, 1992; Qualls, 1998; Shepard, 2021), the field of assessment
has offered little. Rather, we (the assessment community including test developers and
researchers) have opted to deny Black, Brown, and Indigenous test takers access to any
real mirrors so that they might see their true selves reflected back at them; choosing to
offer up reading passages with Juan in place of John and tacos instead of hamburgers as
consolation. We then double-down on our White supremacist practices by maintaining
the status quo constructs of White supremacy and describing these populations using
deficit language such as achievement gap and lack of parental engagement, ostensibly
contributing to the racist narrative that Black, Brown, and Indigenous persons are infe-
rior, uneducable, and (it follows) monsters.

More still, the field of assessment has been even less willing to consider the impact
of the larger White supremacist, racist ecosystem in which all students operate/navigate
daily; and how these oppressive systems can, and do, influence student response pro-
cesses and performance outcomes. For example, in the United States, Black communi-
ties have a long history of being the target of aggressive, and too often lethal,
over-policing practices (Epp et al., 2014; Gottfredson et al., 2020; Kane, 2002; Smith,
1986); and this state-sanctioned violence extends to schools (see Finn & Servoss, 2014;
Fisher & Hennessy, 2016; Research for Action, 2020; Weiler & Cray, 2011; Whitaker
et al., 2019). In states where corporal punishment is allowed in schools, Black students
are 2.3 times more likely than White students to receive it. Specifically, Black boys are
twice as likely as White boys to be victimized by corporal punishment, and Black girls
are four times as likely as White girls to be subjected to this (U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Civil Rights, 2023). On 24 March 2023, the US Secretary of
Education, Miguel Cardona, wrote in a public letter to governors, chief state school
officers, and school district and school leaders “Despite years of research linking cor-
poral punishment to poorer psychological, behavioral, and academic outcomes, tens of
thousands of children and youth are subjected to beating and hitting or other forms of
physical harm in school every academic year, with students of color and students with
disabilities disproportionately affected.”

To be clear, we are not suggesting that educational assessments, or language assess-
ments specifically, should be considered the sole or primary instigator of the physical
and emotional violence against Black peoples. In fact, almost a 100 years ago, American
historian, Carter G. Woodson (1933/1999), outlined the many ways that Black students
at American schools were denied education of African contributions to science, history,
literature, and fine arts and the implications of such erasure: “Unlike other people, then,
the Negro, according to this point of view, was an exception to the natural plan of things,
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and he had no such mission as that of an outstanding contribution to culture. The status
of the Negro, then, was justly fixed as that of an inferior. Teachers of Negroes in their
first schools after Emancipation did not proclaim any such doctrine, but the content of
their curricula justified these inferences” (p. 34). Similarly, W.E.B. DuBois (1935/2017),
co-founder of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NCAAP), argued that education, broadly speaking, has provided a consistent damaging
and racist narrative of Black Americans, in particular, as incapable of citizenship. He
wrote: “In propaganda against the Negro since emancipation in this land, we face one of
the most stupendous efforts the world ever saw to discredit human beings, an effort
involving universities, history, science, social life and religion” (p. 595). Nonetheless,
the long history of deficit-framed assessment-based narratives, including and especially
with respect to literacy, against Black peoples have also supported their marginalization
and dehumanization and should be added to DuBois’ list. And this dehumanization hap-
pens from the beginning of one’s educational journey to the end—{rom reading readiness
exams to college writing placement exams. For example, when referring to literacy in
young children, American Pulitzer Prize-winning novelist, Toni Morrison said:

It is terrible to think that a child with five different present tenses comes to school to be faced
with books that are less than his own language. And then to be told things about this language,
which is him, that are sometimes permanently damaging. He may never know the etymology
of Africanisms in his language, not even know that “hip” is a real word or that “the dozens”
meant something. This is a really cruel fallout of racism. . . (LeClair, 1981).

Inoue (2015) chronicles the extension of these racist ideologies in discussing writing
assessment in higher education writing:

What troubles me are people who look at racial inequalities, look at racism in writing classrooms
and programs, and say, “how do we know that is racism?” My mind often whirls at such
questions. Forget for a moment how it happened, inequalities are here. No African-Americans
in your classes, few in your school. Where are the Native Americans? Most who are there, do
not do well. They fail. Why? Isn’t it enough to see such patterns? . . . Here’s what matters to me.
White students uniformly and historically do better on most if not all writing assessments,
large-scale or classroom. It may not be intentional, but it is racism, and it is a product of the
writing assessment ecologies we create. Do not get me wrong. I do not blame White students or
teachers. I blame writing assessments (p. 22).

And one need only look to recent headlines (re: Students for Fair Admissions, Inc. v
President and Fellows of Harvard College) in which an anonymous group of Asian
American applicants claimed that African-American and Hispanic students (with lower
test scores, but higher ratings on other measures) receive an unfair advantage in Harvard
admissions; and that Asian students’ higher test scores (e.g., ACT and SAT), on average,
serve as evidence that they are more qualified for admission and being discriminated
against. This case serves as a prominent example of how admissions test scores have
been used successfully as evidence of Black inferiority and preferential treatment in
higher education admissions. In response, Haynes (2023) wrote,
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Scores on these tests are numbers, on these constructed measures, which contain sources of
human error, and that cannot, and do not reflect the human variations of ability and creative
capacities of individuals. The main arguments among those who have opposed aftirmative
action, have been focused on test score disparities, and GPA differences, among, and between
college applicants, while neglecting the fact that these measures are flawed, imprecise, contain
bias (p. 3).

Indeed, the results of these so-called, or so-assumed, objective large scale language
assessments are too often used to perpetuate White supremacist and anti-Black racist
logics of Black inferiority, thereby blaming the student and failing to consider the sys-
tems of oppression and marginalization that the results reflect. These interpretations rep-
resent a new form of racism (Bonilla-Silva, 2013), which is more nuanced and subtle,
making it more difficult to detect and easier to dismiss with a nonracial explanation.

Goal of Viewpoint contribution

In this Viewpoint piece, we discuss our ideas for getting us closer to something that looks
like, feels like, and operates like justice, specifically assessment justice,! which we inter-
pret here as

an approach to assessment design and development that (a) acknowledges the historical
structures of oppression (such as racism, sexism, and colonialism) deeply embedded within
our current assessment processes; (b) actively seeks to understand their ongoing consequences
on marginalized populations; and (c) intentionally seeks to disrupt these negative processes
and outcomes by centering the needs of these populations. Justice-oriented approaches to
assessment do not seek to serve the greater good of the many and powerful to the exclusion of
the few and minoritized, but rather assertively prioritize the most marginalized populations. A
commitment to assessment justice goes further than a commitment to equity, as equity-driven
approaches to assessment seek merely to provide scaffolds that compensate for historical and
contemporary barriers. Justice-oriented approaches, on the other hand, actively seek to remove
those barriers and also make amends for the damage those barriers have already created
(Randall, 2023).

This kind of commitment to justice will require an extraordinary shift in our typical
approaches to assessment design and development. This shift will mandate an elevation
of the measurement field’s critical consciousness (Lyons et al., 2021; Randall, 2021;
Randall, 2023) and a willingness to examine and reexamine/interrogate all of our
assumptions. Assessments could serve as a tool for liberation if we want them to. We can
design them to be that way from the beginning (Oliveri et al., 2021; Slomp, 2016). But
what so many of our exams—including oral language, literacy, reading, and writing
assessments—seemingly fail to do repeatedly is consider the larger sociopolitical context
in which our work happens and the consequences of our design and development deci-
sions for the most marginalized communities. Doing so (i.e., pretending not to know or
see) allows assessment developers to nurture the public illusion of tests as neutral tools
and that their results represent some objective measure of capacity, achievement, and
[most absurdly] merit (see also Shohamy, 2001).
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Validity has long been acknowledged as the most important concept in measurement;
and if we are to move forward with a justice orientation, then we must begin there.
Although the current validity paradigm was not constructed with racially minoritized
persons in mind, we can still work within it and completely re-orient these processes
with a justice framing/lens. We (Randall et al., 2022) proposed a justice-oriented, antira-
cist validity (JAV) approach intended to acknowledge and disrupt the discriminatory
legacies against racially minoritized students in US educational assessment. Using
Quantitative Critical Race Theory (QuantCrit) and antiracist educational principles as
the frame, we build on Kane’s (2013) interpretation/use argument (IUA) validation
model and Mislevy’s (2018) sociocognitive extension of that model to critically interro-
gate the validation process for evidence of White supremacist/racist logics and offer
suggestions for disrupting those logics. In other words, we are going to take currently
accepted justice-agnostic approaches to validation and talk about how we can make them
justice-seeking.

The foundation

We begin with Kane’s IUA, which has been well-established and widely accepted as a
rigorous approach to validation for over a decade (see also Kane, 2010 article, “Validity
and fairness,” in Language Testing published shortly after his Messick lecture at the
Language Testing Research Colloquium (LTRC) in Cambridge, UK, in 2010). Kane,
through his [UA, maintains that the kinds of evidence required for validation are deter-
mined by the claims being made, and more-ambitious claims require more evidence than
less-ambitious claims. Theory of action (ToA) research (Oliveri et al., 2021) extends
those claims into immediate and long-term intended and unintended consequences. Josh
Lederman (2023) takes the idea of ToA one step further in addressing racial injustice,
writing that “Any assessment created with the intention of a desired social impact would
need to explicate these claims in the [IUA—and could not validate the ITUA without evi-
dence addressing these claims.” He goes on to write succinctly, “If the test developers
did not want these matters to be included in the validity/validation of the exam, they
would have to exclude the claims from their [UA, no longer claiming that this test was
trying to impact racial justice in educational achievement. But once the States claim to
have equity goals as an articulated purpose, that is where its validity is to be found” (p.
250).

Now, we argue from a justice perspective that the consequences of an assessment
begin with the moment a test taker is made aware that the assessment will take place; and
that, without question, descriptions and interpretations in and of themselves (even those
independent of any explicit action or test score associated with them) have a very real
impact on test takers (see references to stereotype threat, racial trauma, and so on in the
following sections). Nonetheless, the vast majority of language assessments, both class-
room and large-scale, have scores and a wide-range of actions associated with them that
can result in racial injustice: from being labeled literate, or not (even if only in the mind
of the teacher), to assignment, or not, to developmental (formerly referred to as remedial)
classes to admissions decisions. Moreover, in our review of the mission and purpose
statements of several organizations that offer language assessments (e.g., ETS, Duolingo,
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International English Testing System), we found that most do make some claim about
how their tests ensure fairness, but do not offer the inferences that support those claims
or offer any guidance on test misuse.

While we hoped 10 years ago that moving Fairness into the Foundational Concepts
section of the Standards for Psychological and Educational Testing (American
Educational Research Association [AERA], et al., 2014) would draw attention to ques-
tions of injustice, it has not. Scholars and practitioners continue to go back and forth
about what fairness means, but we are going to interpret fairness as justice (as did John
Rawls, 1971, 1999 and Charles Mills, 2017). And if fairness is justice, then injustice
must also be addressed in every foundational concept in measurement. In other words, if
justice is the stated goal, then assessment developers must show us (meaning all rights
holders) transparently what you have done in service to that goal and how you have, or
have not, succeeded.

Applying a sociocognitive lens, Mislevy (2018) defined validity in this way: “A test
is valid for a given interpretation or use to the degree to which empirical evidence and
theoretical rationales support reasoning as if ‘it measures what it is purported to meas-
ure’” (p. 202). We maintain that from a sociocognitive perspective, the essential question
should be, Whose Linguistic, Cultural, and Substantive (LCS) patterns are being privi-
leged by an assessment, whose LCS patterns are being devalued, omitted, suppressed, or
marginalized? (Randall et al., 2022).

The critical re-orientation

A justice-oriented antiracist perspective to validity situates our critical interpretation of
Kane’s IUA and Mislevy’s sociocognitive extension within the wider frame of antiracist
education and Quantitative Critical Race Theory. An antiracist approach to education
requires that we question all assumptions with respect to knowledge and knowledge
production (particularly those that privilege, or elevate, whiteness and subjugate all
else). It does not focus on the racist behaviors, biases, and/or discriminatory leanings of
individuals, but rather focuses on critically examining the ways in which institutions,
organizations, and systems support racist practices and policies and then disrupting, or
rupturing, those systems (Dunn et al., 2021; Vincent, 1992). Antiracist education is polit-
ical (hooks, 1994). There is no such thing as knowledge for the sake of knowledge in an
antiracist education framework— knowledge exists for the purpose of eliminating rac-
ism. An antiracist approach for assessment, consequently, must also be “explicit about its
politics and its intent to reconstruct hierarchical racial power arrangements that have
historically been produced and reproduced by assessments” (Randall, 2021, p.1).
Moreover, we find Quantitative Critical Race Theory (QuantCrit) to be a useful obser-
vational and methodological lens within this justice-oriented, antiracist critical re-orien-
tation. QuantCrit, which applies Critical Race Theory’s primary tenets (Bell, 1995;
Delgado & Stefancic, 2017) to quantitative methodologies, maintains that (1) economic,
political, and educational spaces are defined by oppressive systems to include racism,
sexism, ableism, and religious oppression; (2) because numbers (i.e., statistics) have
historically been viewed as objective and neutral (they are not), they have historically
been used and manipulated to perpetuate racist ideologies; (3) racial categories (typically
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Table . Justice-oriented antiracist validity.

IUA What evidence is there that the assessment supports/facilitates
justice-based outcomes?
Sociocognitive model Whose linguistic, cultural, and substantive (LCS) patterns are

being privileged by an assessment? Whose LCS patterns are being
devalued, omitted, suppressed, or marginalized?

Antiracist education What characteristics of the assessment, the assessment design

principles process, and/or the inferences drawn from the assessment provide
evidence of antiracism?

Quantitative critical In what ways have systemic oppression been investigated in all

race theory stages of assessment development (including the ways in which the

assessment itself may perpetuate these systems)?

IUA: interpretation/use argument.

employed inappropriately) must be critically examined; and (4) social justice aims
should be the foundation for all methodological decisions and approaches. In summary,
QuantCrit pushes back against the very notion that we can come to know some objective
truth if our quantitative methodologies are, in fact, rigorous enough. Randall et al. (2023)
write that “Data do not speak for themselves. Researchers speak on top of them with all
of the values, biases, and assumptions that we carry with us.” According to Gilborn et al.
(2018), “Numbers’ authoritative facade often hides a series of assumptions and practices
which mean, more often than not, that statistics will embody the dominant assumptions
that shape inequity in society” (p. 175). A justice-oriented approach to the validation
process neither assigns greater value to nor dismisses out of hand numbers (Gilborn
et al., 2018); rather it encourages us to critically interrogate (as with all data) their crea-
tion, use, and interpretation.

So, what does this justice-oriented, antiracist approach to validation look like from
construct articulation to score Interpretation? Table 1 includes the questions that we posit
should be considered broadly speaking. We propose a proactive, intentional approach to
validation—one that centers the most marginalized from the beginning—as opposed to a
retroactive approach to equity in validation that builds itself on whiteness and then
attempts to retrofit for racially and ethnically minoritized students (often time force
fitting to the point of breaking).

Construct articulation

Relying on Mislevy’s (2018) sociocognitive perspective that requires a thoroughly
developed construct that is understood from the perspective of every stakeholder, or
rights holder, we submit that constructs are not, in fact, monolithic with one truth. This
means, within a critical framework, we must acknowledge the systems of oppression that
seek to convince us otherwise. White supremacist logics would have us believe that the
ways of knowing and understanding of racially and ethnically minoritized peoples are
somehow less true, less accurate, and/or less legitimate. For example, with respect to
writing, Inoue (2021) has argued that so-called race neutral writing standards demon-
strate the habits of White language (HOWL) and judgment:
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These are the language habits usually assumed or promoted as universally appropriate, correct,
or best in writing and speaking by those with power to do so. Historically, these habits of
language have come out of elite White racial groups in Western, monolingual, English speaking
societies . . . There is nothing inherently racist about these habits of language. However, when
they are used as universal standards for communication, used to bestow opportunities and
privileges to people, then they become racist and produce White language supremacy (pp.
22-23)

In a traditional test design approach, a designer might say that a persuasive essay or
statement of interest for a graduate program intended to measure one’s ability to write
requires a well-defined description of the knowledge, skill, and dispositions that make up
the construct of writing ability. A justice-oriented approach would go on to ask “Why an
essay?” “What is meant by persuasive?” and “What linguistic, cultural, and substantive
patterns influence every stakeholder’s perception (i.e., examinees, raters, task develop-
ers) of the writing task?” What it means to be persuasive is highly variable across cul-
tures and communities. And how examinees take up the very idea of any task will be
deeply shaped by their LCS backgrounds. For example, some examinees in East Asia,
who have not attended Western-style high schools, will likely respond differently than
examinees from South Africa or [more differently still] the United States. And stylistic
differences will also differ within these populations depending on a wide range of cul-
tural and social norms and expectations (e.g., rules/expectations with respect to humil-
ity), all mediated by who the respondent perceives to be the intended audience (Tan
et al., 2022). To articulate the writing ability construct in such a way that privileges
responses, which reflect the cultural norms and rules of engagement of White elite
Americans will inevitably result in inaccurate (and typically deficit-oriented) interpreta-
tions about what other populations know and are able to do.

Constructs are, by their very nature, culturally and socially constructed. Constructs
change, and how both examinees and other stakeholders understand the same constructs
is highly situated and contingent. Indeed, within a QuantCrit framework, we recognize
that we must set aside any notion that constructs—however articulated—represent some
kind of objective truth that is not influenced by the experiences, knowledges, and values
individuals bring with them to the enterprise of assessment. And then, if justice is the
goal, we must begin the process of centering the experiences, knowledges, and values of
these most marginalized populations. The goal is not to “accommodate” difference, but
to make difference the very seed that animates assessment design, score interpretation,
and consequence.

This is how your validity begins to look like justice.

Sources of validity evidence

In the following section, we refer to the five sources of validity evidence as outlined in
the latest version of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing available at
the time of writing (AERA et al., 2014). We articulate the high-level questions typically
addressed when gathering validity evidence with respect to each source and describe
how these questions could, and should, be re-oriented to reflect a justice-orientation.



Randall et al.

211

Table 2. Systemic rules of English language varieties.

White Mainstream English

Black English

Chicano English

Feature pattern:
Present perfect tense is
uncommon

Example:

| just went to the library.
(Versus British English,
“I've just gone to the
library.”)

Purpose:

Makes the difference
between past events and
past events that are still
in-process

Feature pattern:
Remote past marker

Example:

| been went to the library.

(Versus: “l went to the
library.”)

Purpose:

To emphasize and to
indicate something was
done a while ago or has
been going on for a while

Feature pattern:
Double and multiple negation

Example:

| don’t want to go to no library.
(Versus: “l don’t want to go to
the library.”)

Purpose:

Emphasizes the intention of the
speaker. In addition, double-
negatives are grammatically
correct in Spanish. Because

Chicano English draws on
features of Englishes and
Spanishes, this feature comes
from Spanish

Credit: Pine, A. & Hartwell, K. (2023).

Content validity

When thinking about validity evidence with respect to content, we must re-envision the
entirety of our thinking—especially as it relates to language, reading, and writing. For
example, when discussing validity evidence with respect to content, justice does more
than determine if the test items represent the targeted domain of interest, but goes further
and asks, for example, “Are there test items that actively disrupt negative stereotypes
about minoritized populations?” Does the content/language of the items privilege a par-
ticular linguistic or cultural way of thinking/making sense of the world? It is not enough
to avoid the inclusion of items, or illustrations in your passages, that might imply that
Black families are less stable, you need to bombard test takers with scenarios and images
of Black stability. It is not enough to avoid images of Central and South Americans
engaging in questionable behavior. You must develop reading passages that invoke their
good citizenship and dignity. And, most importantly, it will never be enough for item
writers to craft items that do NOT imply that the language spoken by Black Americans
is broken, common, informal, or unintelligible. You need to craft items/scenarios in
which the linguistic system employed by Black Americans is described as systematic,
sophisticated, and nuanced with rules like the ones you see in Table 2. And, as impor-
tantly, you must revise scoring descriptions that reflect this understanding. In other
words, it is not enough to support the ideals of plurilingualism (e.g., writing scenarios
employing marginalized Englishes) while simultaneously relying on old scoring models
(e.g., rubrics) that enforce the same White supremacist logics.

Because of the United States’ long history of perpetuating negative stereotypes about
racial inferiority (from the ways in which these populations raise their children to the
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ways they have improved the so-called standard English language), everyone involved in
the assessment enterprise, in the United States and also everyone around the world, needs
to go about the business of crafting a future that actively disrupts these stereotypes. It is
not enough to avoid repeating them. They must be called out saying boldly, “These defi-
cit assumptions are a lie”’; and we can use the content of our assessments to say it louder.

This is how your validity begins to look like justice.

Internal processes

When gathering validity evidence with respect to internal structure of an assessment,
traditional approaches ask: Does the relationship among test items and test components
conform to the construct? A justice-oriented, antiracist approach asks: How have values
shown up in the item/tasks? And which social identity groups do these values reflect?
When we develop tasks intended to get at a particular construct such as self-regulation,
executive functioning, writing, and so on—have we considered that these constructs can
(and do) look different across identities and have we privileged, for example, the values
associated with White middle class identity when examining that structure?

Have we failed to consider certain sociocultural identities and are we, in turn, seeing
that items intended to measure self-regulation—only do so in White kids—and actually
get at the extent to which schools are policed, or surveilled, in other kids? For example,
for Black students, have we considered spirituality, harmony, movement, verve, affect,
and communalism (Boykin, 1986); and have those values shown up in the tasks intended
to measure the construct? Can a thing be unidimensional within a certain set of cultural
values and multidimensional within another set? Possibly. We do not know. Our point is
that we need to be asking these questions—whose values are showing up as we investi-
gate the internal structure—with whatever methods we employ—and whose values are
being ignored? And then adjust accordingly.

This is how your validity begins to look like justice.

Response processes

Evidence of response processes would go beyond simply determining if the test takers
are interpreting the tasks as intended. A justice-oriented, antiracist approach would ask,
for example, “What historical logics of testing and racism are students bringing to the
test situation?” To be sure, failure to comprehensively understand the various historical
and sociocultural factors (to include racist systems of oppression) influencing examinee
response processes and performance can lead to erroneous, deficit-oriented, score inter-
pretations. Indeed, stercotype threat (Brown & Day, 2006; Steele, 1997; Steele &
Aronson, 1995) and race-based traumatic stress (Mental Health America, n.d.) serve as
useful examples here of the pernicious impact of the persistent, negative, racist narra-
tives on the internal processes of minoritized students. The frequent failure of scholars to
even acknowledge the possibility of the impact of racial discrimination and violence on
human cognition reflects the field’s long history of ignoring the broader sociocultural
context (a context that the examinee cannot simply disentangle themselves from) when
investigating response processes.
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A justice-oriented, antiracist approach would also ask, “What linguistic, cultural, and
substantive patterns are students bringing to each assessment task? How do those pat-
terns, either independent of or through interaction with the construct, shape the ways in
which students interpret and respond to each task? How are differences in patterns across
diverse populations of students in task design, scoring criteria, and inferences being
made from performance data?” If justice is at the center of our validation processes, we
have to ask, what are marginalized students bringing into the testing space with them and
how does it impact their response processes?

This is how your validity begins to look like justice.

Relations to other variables

When thinking about the relationship between the assessment and other variables, an
antiracist approach to validation asks questions like “How are criterion variables
selected? Does this selection process consider the history/impact/legacy of white
supremacist hegemonic practices? Does this process of criterion selection seek to disrupt
these hegemonic practices?”” We have often used the phrase, garbage in, garbage out; the
same applies here: White supremacist criterion, White supremacist validity argument. If
every criterion we are using is cloaked in White supremacist logics, then the relation-
ships will be strong. Indeed, most analytic methods simply employ a network of deficit-
framed data that ultimately serve to further marginalize entire populations of students.
For example, when building validity evidence with respect to relations to external vari-
ables for large-scale assessments, relying primarily (and uncritically) on student scores
on other large-scale standardized assessments as the external criteria can be problematic
if the goal is to suss out White supremacist logics in the assessment: correlations between
data generated by two flawed instruments do not constitute a meaningful, compelling, or
indeed, just validity argument. The same can be said for criteria such as students’ grades
(see Malouff & Thorsteinsson, 2016, for an example of how minoritized students receive
lower grades than White students for similar work) and letters of recommendation. The
point is that White supremacist and racist logics can simultaneously and independently
inform the development of multiple measures/criteria, so it is important to interrogate
with intention all of our criteria for those logics before uncritically employing them to
support evidence of relations to external variables. Again, we are not suggesting that we
throw out all analyses with respect to concurrent or predictive validity. Rather, we are
suggesting that we think about the ways systemic oppression can impact all of these
relationships. That is, if the goal is for

your validity to start to look like justice.

Consequences

Finally, from a justice perspective, we argue that validity evidence related to conse-
quences must be examined and reexamined continuously. Any assessment system that
does not seek out evidence of and then disrupt negative consequences in marginalized
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communities is inherently, and without question, unjust. When addressing validity evi-
dence related to consequences, justice framing requires one to ask, for example, do test/
assessment results serve to further marginalize minoritized populations? What groups
will be privileged by this assessment?—in the short term? And in the long term? And
what system would have to be in place for a student to be successful on the assessment?
How can we meaningfully address disparate impact (Poe & Cogan, 2016)? Are those
systems rooted in White supremacist values? As the final link in any IUA validity argu-
ment, consideration of consequences—including the examination of disparate impact—
must be predicated on a critical examination of every aspect of an assessment’s design
and use. When this does not happen, racist logics can lead to brutally racist interpreta-
tions of that data. One example is the situation when an anonymous group emailed all
Black student groups (as well as individual Black students) at the University of
Massachusetts citing Black students’ Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores as evidence
that those students were not fit to be enrolled in the predominately White institution:

Herein lays the problem with your presence at our college, you simply did not get here on merit.
Believe it or not students are not the only who think this and know this (it is a common fact that
a Black person can score hundreds of points lower on the SAT) but also professors and TAs
(Press-Reynolds, 2021).

This letter represents an excellent example of the further marginalization of an already
marginalized group—and it is the kind of outcome/consequence that could be predicted,
because it keeps happening. We are referring to short-term marginalization (being denied
admission to higher education or ridiculed when admitted) and long-term marginaliza-
tion (limited career prospects). And all of this translates to short-term and long-term
privilege for a very particular type of student.

Add to this the consideration of what systems have to be in place for a student to be
successful and who has access to those systems. Most assessment professionals are aware
of the numerous test preparation opportunities (none of which are free; at least not the good
ones) that increase the odds of success for some students (e.g., typically middle, upper mid-
dle class and White). Randall (2021) writes: “It is easy to declare that the problem is in
social and economic inequities and not the test itself and walk away, while simultaneously
creating conditions that allow a multi-billion-dollar test preparatory industry targeted at/for
White and Asian students to flourish” (p.34). And even more egregious is the systematic
creation of conditions that allow, and, in many cases, encourage the off-label uses of large-
scale standardized assessments (e.g., the American College Testing [ACT] as a graduation
requirement or SAT scores used for course placement), with absolutely no attention given
to the negative consequences of those uses. The point is any approach to validation that
does not consider the consequences of the assessment and adjust accordingly when evi-
dence of harm becomes apparent is inherently and indisputably unjust.

Conclusion

We will end by saying that Botha (2021) wrote that “dehumanization is defined as the
denial of full humanness to others, the denial of a group’s community or identity,
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exclusion of a group from moral boundaries, the denial of a group’s ability to experience
complex emotions, or the denial of specific traits which are said to unite all humans, or
separate non-human animals from humans . . . Dehumanization and exclusion from
moral boundaries serve to facilitate the permissibility of violence against a group . . . ”
(p. 4). We have described the ways in which assessments have served as a tool of dehu-
manization and violence in racially and ethnically minoritized communities. And, in
articulating a justice-oriented, antiracist approach to validation, we have attempted to
present a path forward that re-humanizes these populations in the assessment process.

Indeed, in this Viewpoint contribution, we have offered as many questions as we have
solutions, but the most important solution is simply to ask the questions. Our main point,
we hope, is clear, which is: if justice is the goal, then it has to be placed at the center (and
not an afterthought) in any validation process. This means we have to stop relying on
checklists looking for evidence of bias and really start interrogating our processes and
content for evidence of justice. We do not wish to imply that we have solved the problem
that is assessment injustice. Rather, we are saying as emphatically as we can with mere
words on a page that many, if not all, language assessment systems represented in the
United States and abroad contribute to injustice—and that must change.
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