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ABSTRACT: Before the advent of educational standards, the rights and
responsibilities of test takers were somehow oblique. This has led to a lot of
arguments among educators, test administrators, academics, and others on how
test takers should comport themselves and what they are expected to know before,
during, and after taking any test and/or examination. It is against this background
that this paper examined the rights and responsibilities of test takers and the
introspection of Messick and Kane’s approaches to validity: the untold stories.
The crux of this paper is that test takers are expected to know and identify their
rights and responsibilities in any test they take in order to forestall any
misconceptions about the misuse of their test scores. The 1999 and 2014
standards shed more light on the rights and responsibilities of test takers, which
stood as a premise upon which many test takers, test administrators, and
educators lay their claims on the use and interpretation of test scores. The paper
also examined the intersection between test validity theories and the ethical
imperatives that govern test use. Drawing upon Messick’s unified theory of
validity which situates construct validity as encompassing consequential and
value implications, and Kane’s argument-based approach to validation. The
paper also explores how these frameworks articulate and support the rights and
responsibilities of test takers. The study expatiates how fairness, access,
transparency, and accountability are embedded within or marginalized by
dominant validity frameworks using the conceptual-analytical method. It also
examines the “untold stories” of test takers, most especially those from diverse
cultural and linguistic backgrounds whose experiences reveal the practical
challenges of operationalizing fairness in high-stakes testing. This paper
contributes immensely to the ongoing conversation on shared vision for equitable
and valid educational assessment practices. The paper recommended that the
rights of test takers must be recognized, and they must be treated with courtesy
and respect, regardless of age, disability, ethnicity, gender, national origin,
religion, sexual orientation, or other personal characteristics, as this would give
room for fairness and inclusiveness in the use and interpretation of test scores.

KEYWORDS: Rights, Responsibilities, Test Takers, Validity, Educational
measurement.
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INTRODUCTION

Educational assessment plays a crucial role in academic advancement and career opportunities.
The rights and responsibilities of test takers have become increasingly important as standardized
testing continues to influence educational decisions and outcomes. In the heart of educational and
psychological assessment, the focus is often placed on the psychometric properties of tests—
reliability, validity coefficients, and standardization procedures. However, the Standard (AERA/
NCME 2014) provides an essential framework for ensuring the ethical treatment of test takers
while also placing significant responsibility on test administrators to uphold these rights. In their
articles, Barveneld & Brinson (2017), Miller (2020), and Plake (2002) likewise supported the
AERA/NCME (2014) standard on the rights and responsibilities of test takers, and emphasis was
placed on fair testing practices.

Traditional test takers’ rights and responsibilities discussions typically focus on formal guidelines
and institutional policies (American Psychological Association (APA), 2017). However, beneath
these official frameworks lie countless untold stories of anxiety, resilience, cultural barriers, and
systemic challenges faced by test takers. Zeidner (2014) posited that the psychological impact of
testing extends far beyond the examination room, affecting students’ well-being, academic
trajectory, and the abortion of career dreams and aspirations. Zeidner stated that one of the
byproducts of high-stakes tests is test anxiety. He posited that some of the test takers experience
high stress levels, tension, and other things that could impair their cognitive functions,
performance, and could consequently have a debilitating effect on their personal well-being.

The purpose of this study is to critically examine how Michael Kane and Samuel Messick’s
conceptualizations of validity clarify and possibly modify our understanding of test takers’ rights
and responsibilities in the context of modern assessment procedures. The study specifically aims
to investigate how the ethical duties of testing organizations toward those whose lives are impacted
by test-based judgments intersect with the principle of psychometric validity. This study attempts
to show how each framework addresses (or ignores) the lived experiences, rights, and agency of
test takers by contrasting Kane’s Argument-Based Approach, which prioritizes evidential
reasoning and interpretive justification, with Messick’s Unified Theory of Validity, which
highlights the social consequences and value implications of testing. Additionally, the study aims
to bring to light the “untold stories” of test takers who have been negatively affected by testing
procedures that fall short of fully adhering to the ethical elements of validity, especially with regard
to justice, fairness, and transparency. It is against this backdrop that this paper examines the rights
and responsibilities of test takers and the introspection of Messick and Kane’s approaches to
validity: the untold stories.

Scope of the Study

In the domains of educational measurement, psychometrics, and testing ethics, this study is
conceptual and analytical in nature, mainly referencing theoretical literature, validation
frameworks, and empirical discussions. It will emphasize validity theory’s two main strands:

1. Messick’s unified concept of validity, which treats validity as an integrated evaluative
judgment that includes the social consequences of test interpretation and use; and
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ii.  Kane’s argument-based approach to validity, which emphasizes constructing and evaluating
a coherent interpretive argument supported by empirical evidence.

The scope of this study is to critically analyze how these theories are applied (or misapplied) in
standardized testing contexts like educational assessments, licensing exams, and high-stakes
professional certification systems, but it will not go into statistical modeling or empirical validation
of particular tests. In order to evaluate how well current validity techniques adhere to ethical
frameworks, such as the Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers (AERA, 2014), the analysis
will also take those frameworks into consideration.

Problem Statement

The increasing dependence on standardized testing for educational placement, certification,
license, and professional progression has heightened issues regarding fairness, ethics, and the
safeguarding of test takers’ rights. Many testing programs still place more emphasis on
psychometric accuracy than on the more comprehensive social and ethical aspects of assessment,
even in the face of professional guidelines like the guidelines for Educational and Psychological
Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). This disparity calls into question how well test
administrators and developers respect test takers' rights and obligations, especially when it comes
to guaranteeing fair interpretations and justifiable score uses. Traditional methodologies for
assessing test validity concentrated mostly on reliability and statistical rigor; however,
contemporary theorists like Samuel Messick and Michael Kane have reconceptualized validity as
a multifaceted phenomenon that transcends mere technical sufficiency. Messick’s unified theory
of validity emphasizes that test validation must integrate empirical evidence with consideration of
the social consequences of testing—highlighting that fairness, inclusivity, and value implications
are integral to score interpretation. Kane’s argument-based approach, on the other hand, situates
validity within a structured inferential framework, stressing that each step from score generation
to decision-making must be justified through coherent reasoning and empirical support.

Nevertheless, there is still fragmentation in the actual implementation of these principles into
testing procedures and standards. The rights of test takers are recognized in principle by many
assessment systems, but they are not operationalized in validity arguments or validation studies.
This leads to persistent problems that disproportionately harm marginalized groups, including
score misuse, linguistic prejudice, unequal testing circumstances, and unclear interpretation
processes. Furthermore, mainstream psychometric discourse mostly ignores the “untold stories”
of test takers, those who suffer negative or unexpected outcomes as a result of defective validity
techniques. The ethical aspects of validity, as stated by Messick and Kane, have not been fully
realized in the governance of testing systems or in protecting test takers' rights, which is a serious
issue highlighted by this discrepancy between theoretical ideals and practical practices. To ensure
that the assessment organization serves not only psychometric rigor but also human dignity,
fairness, and social justice, it is imperative to investigate how these validity theories can be
introspectively examined, contextualized, and reinterpreted.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Historical Development of Test-Taker Rights in the United States

The development of test-taker rights in the United States is indicative of a continuous endeavor to
guarantee validity, fairness, and equity in educational and psychological assessments. The focus
on measuring accuracy in standardized testing has historically given way to more general ethical
issues that protect examinees’ rights and dignity (Geisinger, 2001). This development has been
influenced by social movements, legislative frameworks, and professional norms that seek to
ensure responsibility in test use and combat discrimination. On this note, we discuss the historical
development of test-taker rights in the United States:

< Early Development of Testing and the Absence of Test-Taker Rights

In the United States, the development of standardized testing can be traced back to the early
twentieth century, although scholars were actively engaged in testing as early as the late 1800s. A
major application of early testing occurred during World War I (1917), when a committee of
psychologists produced several forms of group examinations to be administered to all military
personnel with the ultimate goal to improve practice in test construction and more intelligent use
of test information in decision making (Croaker & Algina, 2008). However, minority and
immigrant groups were disadvantaged by the cultural and linguistic biases frequently present in
these early assessments. Because tests were largely viewed as devices for classification and
selection rather than as ones that required ethical oversight, test-takers' rights were not well
recognized during this period.

< Professional Standards and Ethical Awareness (1940s—1950s)

As testing became increasingly common in both school and the workplace, concerns regarding
validity and fairness increased. Professional associations like the American Educational Research
Association (AERA) and the American Psychological Association (APA) began creating technical
standards for the development and use of tests. Despite the lack of clear rights at the time, these
early initiatives set the foundation for the recognition that test-takers should be treated fairly and
with respect (Popham, 1990).

< Civil Rights Era and Legal Foundations (1960s—1970s)

The civil rights movement brought attention to systemic inequities in testing practices. The Civil
Rights Act of 1964 and the seminal case of Griggs v. Duke Power Co. (1971) established that
employment tests must be demonstrated to be non-discriminatory and connected to the job. Griggs
v. Duke Power Co., 1971, became a landmark case in the recognition of test-takers' rights to fair
and equal assessment. Further establishing legal rights for test-taker privacy was the Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA, 1974), which granted students access to their
educational records, including test results, and the ability to request corrections.
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< Institutionalization of Test-Taker Rights (1980s—1990s)

The right of test takers was formally institutionalized with the publication of the Standard for
Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1985; revised 1999, 2014). The
standard placed a strong emphasis on fairness, validity, reliability, and proper test administration.
The rights of test-takers were further delineated in the Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education
(APA/Joint Committee on Testing Practice, 2004). These rights included the right to accurate
interpretations of test findings, fair treatment, and information regarding test purposes. Equitable
testing techniques were further institutionalized at this time by laws like the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 1990) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990),
which increased test-takers with disabilities’ right to accommodations.

< Accountability and Contemporary Issues (2000s—Present)

Testing became a key component of educational accountability with the introduction of the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2001) and later the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015).
These policies increased public awareness of the negative effects of high-stakes testing, sparking
discussions on students' right to opt out, test-related stress, and score misuse (AERA, APA, &
NCME, 2014). Concerns about data privacy, algorithmic fairness, and accessibility for
linguistically and culturally diverse populations have surfaced as testing has shifted more and more
to digital formats. Current standards place a strong emphasis on respect for examinee welfare,
ethical responsibility, and technical quality.

The development of test-taker rights in the United States shows a slow but consistent transition
from technical accuracy to moral responsibility. Modern frameworks encourage fairness,
transparency, and inclusivity, whereas early testing methods placed a higher priority on efficiency.
The definition of test-taker rights protection in contemporary assessment contexts is constantly
being redefined by ongoing technological and data analytics advancements.

Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers
According to the 2014 standards, the rights and responsibilities of test takers are highlighted below:
Rights

% Right to Fair Testing Conditions: A fair testing environment that is free from bias or

discrimination should be provided for test takers. This includes equitable access to testing
accommodations for disabilities, as it is stated in the ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act).

2
L X4

Right to Informed Consent: The purpose of the test should be communicated to the test
takers, how it will be used, as well as the consequences of their performance.

% Right to Confidentiality and Privacy: Only authorized personnel should have access to any
information that pertains to the test takers. Test takers should be made aware of any data
privacy policies that apply.
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% Right to Understand Test Results: Test takers have the right to ask about their test score and
its meaning. This includes access to score reports and, when appropriate, opportunities to
discuss results with qualified individuals.

% Right to Fair and Objective Scoring: The performance of the test takers should be evaluated
objectively, based on established criteria, without any form of bias or favoritism

Responsibilities

% Responsibility to Follow Instructions: All the instructions regarding the test should be strictly
adhered to by the test takers. Such as answering all the questions and the number of hours
the test has to be taken

% Responsibility to Maintain Test Security: Test takers should not engage in any form of
cheating, plagiarism, or other unethical behaviors that are against the test security.

% Responsibility to Communicate Needs: Test takers should communicate any needs for
accommodations (such as for disabilities) well in advance to ensure they are granted a fair
testing experience.

% Responsibility to Respect Testing Staff and Other Test Takers: Respectful behavior toward
proctors, administrators, and other test takers is essential for maintaining a positive testing
environment.

% Responsibility to Report Issues Promptly: If there are concerns during the test, such as
technical issues, unfair testing conditions, or distractions, test takers should report these
promptly to allow for immediate resolution.

Test Administrators’ Rights and Responsibilities

According to AERA/NCME (1999), test administrators also have distinct rights and
responsibilities, which help ensure that both they and the test takers operate on equal footing,
minimizing potential conflicts during and after the testing process. Plake & Jones (2002) affirmed
that it is the responsibility of test administrators to ensure that the delivery of tests is carried out in
a manner that safeguards both the reliability of the test scores and the safety of the test product.
Some of these rights include:

Test takers should be treated with dignity and respect: test administrators should ensure that the
test takers are treated with high dignity. Follow the administration and scoring guidelines.
Standardized testing requires adherence to testing and scoring directions. It is the test
administrator’s responsibility to learn the test administration and scoring procedures in advance of
the testing process. Notify the test sponsor and test takers of unusual testing conditions. Events
during test administration that depart from the standard procedure and compromise the reliability
of score interpretations should be recorded and shared with the test sponsor and test takers. Test
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takers should be informed of their options regarding the use of test results from nonstandard testing
methodologies.

One of the goals of this paper is to inform test takers, test administrators, test developers, higher
institution administrators, and others on some issues, which include: what role do test takers have
in defining their rights/responsibilities? What role(s) do test takers have fundamentally to upend
the structure in which they have to participate? What are the rights and responsibilities of test
administrators? In advocacy for rights and responsibilities, test takers play a pivotal role, which
is often indirect and influenced by some policies. Some of these include:

Feedback and Reporting Issues: Test takers can influence the development and refinement of
testing policies by providing feedback after their test experiences. Sometimes, a post survey could
be given to the students so as to highlight the issues they encountered during the test, which could
include environmental disruption, vague instructions, among others. Consistent feedback from
test takers on recurring problems can prompt test administrators, test developers, and institutions
to revise their policies, clarify responsibilities, and add new rights as well as revise some policies
(Zwick, 2002).

Following Protocols and Ethical Behavior: Test takers who adhere strictly to ethical practices
(e.g., not sharing test content, following exam protocols) contribute to a culture that values fairness
and honesty in testing. When test takers respect these responsibilities, it reinforces the importance
of ethical standards in testing, which in turn shapes how rights and responsibilities are defined by
organizations.

Introspection of Messick and Kane’s Validity Approaches to the Rights and Responsibilities
of Test Takers

The perspective of Samuel Messick towards the rights and responsibilities of test takers is strongly
rooted in his comprehensive theory of validity. Samuel Messick’s unified theory of validity broke
new ground by claiming that validity is not just a statistical property but a social and ethical one.
According to Messick, any test’s worth cannot be separated from the consequences of its use. He
stated further that test developers, examiners, and others should consider the consequences of test
use by placing a strong focus on fairness, equity, and respect for the test takers. From Messick’s
perspective, during the testing process, test takers have the right to fair and equitable treatment.
This means that tests must be free from bias and must accurately reflect the construct they are
intended to measure, without being impinged on by irrelevant factors such as language barriers,
cultural differences, and disabilities, just to mention a few. Messick argued that for a test to be
valid, it must not only measure what it claims to measure but also do so in a way that is not
disadvantageous to any group that takes the test. Test takers also have the right to meaningful and
valid interpretations of their test scores. Scores should be used for purposes that are supported by
evidence and/or claims, and test takers should not be subjected to decisions based on
misinterpretations or overgeneralizations. For instance, using a test meant to measure academic
achievement to make employment decisions could be considered an inappropriate use of test
scores, as it is used in Messick’s framework (Messick, 1989b).
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In addition, test takers have the right to protect against negative consequences that may arise from
inappropriate use of tests. Messick was particularly concerned with the social consequences of
testing and argued that test developers and users should bear the responsibilities upon themselves
by ensuring that their instruments do not lead to reinforcing existing inequalities or unjust
outcomes. On the other hand, test takers also have responsibilities within Messick’s framework. It
is expected that test takers respond honestly and engage seriously with the test to ensure that the
results accurately reflect their abilities or knowledge. They also have the responsibility to adhere
to testing rules and procedures, as this ensures fairness and comparability of scores across all test
takers. According to Samuel Messick, test takers are important participants in the validation
process rather than merely passive recipients of evaluations. The rights of the test takers must be
protected through fair test design and use, and their responsibilities must be acknowledged to
maintain the integrity and fairness of the assessment system (Messick, 1989a).

Messick argued that there are two complementary aspects of validity, these are: the evidential
basis, which is concerned with the scientific justification for interpreting test scores, and the
consequential basis, which focuses on the intended and unintended effects of testing on individuals
and society. With respect to this framework, respecting the rights of test takers, which include the
right to fair treatment, access to appropriate accommodation, and freedom from bias is integral to
establishing validity. The argument that Messick brought forward implies that a test cannot be
valid if it systematically disadvantages particular groups, infringes on privacy, or leads to harmful
social consequences. Thus, validity is seen beyond technical adequacy to include moral
responsibility, fairness, and respect for the individual. However, the responsibilities of test takers,
such as providing honest responses and adhering to test protocols, complement this ethical balance
by making sure that the genuine ability and/or performance of students is reflected by their test
results (Messick, 1980).

The perspective of Michael Kane on the rights and responsibilities is based on his argument-based
approach to validation, which focuses on the reasoning and evidence that justify the interpretation
and use of test scores (Kane, 1992). Unlike traditional views that saw validity as a fixed property,
that is, when a test measures what it is purported to measure, Kane emphasized that validity is not
a fixed property; validity lies in the strength of the argument linking test scores to the decisions
made based on the scores. From Kane’s argument-based approach, it is affirmed that test takers
have the right to be assessed through fair, transparent, and justifiable processes. This means that
up-to-date information should be given to the test takers about the purpose of the test, what it
measures, how it will be scored, and how the results will be used. This form of transparency will
ensure that test takers are not left in the dark about the stakes involved, and it builds trust in the
testing process.

According to Kane’s approach, another right of the test takers is the right to the appropriate use of
test results. Test takers should not be subjected to decisions based on weak, flawed, or unsupported
inferences from their scores. For instance, if a test is used to make decisions about university
admission, it is expected that there should be a solid argument supported by evidence that the test
accurately predicts academic success in that context. Otherwise, the use of the test would be invalid
and unfair. Another right of test takers is the right to appeal or challenge decisions made from their
test scores, especially if they believe those decisions are unjust or based on misinterpretation. This
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aligns with the idea of Kane’s approach that validity is not just technical but also social and ethical,
involving accountability from those who design, administer, and use tests.

On the side of responsibilities, test takers are expected to engage with the test in good faith, take
it seriously, and respond honestly. This aligns with Kane’s approach, which reveals that test takers’
cooperation contributes to the validity of the interpretations made from their scores. If test takers
fail to give their best effort or attempt during the testing process, the inferences drawn from their
scores may be compromised. Test takers also have a responsibility to understand the nature and
purpose of the test, to the best of their knowledge. While the burden of justification lies with the
test developers and users, test takers also play a role in ensuring the integrity of the process by
being informed as participants. This aligns with Kane’s approach that emphasizes that test takers
should have a full grasp of the nature of the test, maybe it’s for promotion or performance, the
purpose of the test, as well as what the test scores will be used for. According to Michael Kane's
viewpoint, test takers are germane to the validation process, not merely as subjects to be measured,
but also as unique people whose rights need to be upheld by using tests responsibly. At the same
time, it acknowledges that test takers have responsibilities in maintaining the validity and fairness
of the assessment system.

Figure 1: Messick’s and Kane’s validity approaches framework

Rights and Responsibility of Test Takers
|Fairness, Trandparsncy, Eguity)

Ethical-validity Mexus Framework

Messick 1983) Kane (2006)
Unified Theory of Validity  Argument-Based Approach
<Interpretive argurnent
Evidential basis Makidity argurment
Conseguential basis -Evidential reasoning
Social impact

Integration Point: Test Taker Rights
+Faimess, Privacy, Informed Participation
-Ethical Accountability In Test Use

|

Ethically Grounded Validity in Testing
(Scientific + Moral Justification)

UNTOLD STORIES: The Hidden Psychological Burden
Test Anxiety and Mental Health

Beyond the recognized right to fair testing conditions lies the unspoken burden of test anxiety
emanating from both internal and external sources. Research by von der Embse et al. (2018)
indicates that 25-40% of students experience significant test anxiety, with consequences including;
chronic stress leading to physical symptoms (Putwain & Daly, 2014), long-term impact on
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academic self-image (Cassady, 2010), spillover effects into other aspects of life (Sung & Chao,
2015), and internalized pressure from family and society (Chen et al., 2019), which, when not
managed well, may lead to poor performance or school dropout.

The Imposter Syndrome Effect

Studies by Cokley et al. (2017) reveal that many test takers struggle with feelings of inadequacy
despite adequate preparation. This phenomenon, particularly prevalent among high-achieving
students and minority groups, often results in self-doubt despite previous success, fear of validation
through testing, cultural and societal expectations, and impact on future academic choices.

Cultural and Socioeconomic Shadows
Language and Cultural Barriers

Language and cultural barriers have been one of the major challenges faced by test takers in
the testing process. Standard 3.2 declares that “tests should be developed to minimize construct-
irrelevant barriers for all test takers in the intended population,” and 4.1 also states that “test
developers must document steps taken to ensure fairness for all test takers, including those from
diverse linguistic backgrounds” (AERA/NMCE, 2014). While accommodations exist for non-
native speakers, Solano-Flores (2011) identifies many subtle challenges that remain unaddressed,
such as cultural bias in test content (Helms, 2015), and interpretation difficulties beyond language,
the impact of cultural testing norms, and the hidden cognitive load of translation (Zhao et al.,
2018). This, of course, has put learners from several cultural backgrounds out of reach, particularly
those from non-English-speaking countries.

Economic Disparities

Disparities exist across all nations of the world, and studies have shown that there are disparities
between students from low-income communities and those from high-income communities, which
often affects testing processes. Sirin (2016) documents the significant impact of socioeconomic
status on testing outcomes, as there is limited access to preparation resources, technology gaps in
digital testing (Reich et al., 2020), transportation and scheduling challenges, and financial pressure
for high-stakes tests.

The Silent Struggle with Accommodations
Beyond Documented Disabilities

Testing accommodations represent a critical intersection between educational rights and practical
implementation. While formal frameworks exist for documented disabilities, Lovett and
Lewandowski (2015) identify a more complex landscape where many students face significant
barriers that fall outside traditional accommodation structures. They highlighted challenges faced
by students with both documented and undocumented needs as, undiagnosed learning differences,
temporary physical conditions, mental health fluctuations, and social anxiety in testing
environments (Segool et al., 2013). Addressing these complex needs requires a more nuanced and
flexible approach to ensure equitable access to testing opportunities.
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Digital Testing: New Rights, New Challenges
Technology Anxiety

Advancements in technology have brought changes into the world of testing, shifting from
traditional paper and pencil testing to computerized mode. However, several test takers are still
left behind and are frightened at the sight of computer tests. A recent study by Mohamadi (2021)
documents emerging stressors in digital testing: interface unfamiliarity, technical glitches anxiety,
digital literacy pressures, and home testing environment challenges, among others.

Privacy Concerns

The increasing reliance on digital testing platforms has introduced new challenges in safeguarding
test takers' privacy. Corroborating this view, Gonzalez-Gonzalez et al. (2020) in their study
identifies growing privacy concerns in data collection and storage, online proctoring invasion,
long-term digital footprint, and identity protection concerns. As more personal and biometric data
are collected during assessments, there is a growing need for robust data protection policies and
transparency regarding data usage and sharing practices.

RECOMMENDATIONS

»  The rights of test takers must be recognized, and they must be treated with courtesy and
respect, regardless of age, disability, ethnicity, gender, national origin, religion, sexual
orientation, or other personal characteristics, as this would give room for fairness and
inclusiveness in the use and interpretation of test scores

> Test takers should understand their rights by making them aware that they have the right to
fair, unbiased, and transparent testing conditions. They should know that they also have the
right to ask questions when the purpose, format, or implications of a test are unclear.

»  Test takers should fulfill their responsibilities by taking the test seriously, following all rules,
and avoiding dishonest behaviors such as cheating or impersonation in order to help ensure
valid test results.

>  Test takers should seek redress when needed, most especially when they have been
misjudged or unfairly affected by a test outcome, by using official channels to request a
review or appeal.

>  Test users should not use test scores in isolation; they should combine them with other
relevant data to make more accurate and fair decisions.

> Evaluators should conduct a holistic evaluation by assessing tests not only for reliability and
validity metrics but also for fairness, accessibility, and social consequences.
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>  Psychometricians should build a transparent validity argument by leveraging on Kane’s
approach and systematically connecting evidence with intended uses, identifying any weak
points or assumptions that need further support approach.

>  Testusers should demand validity evidence before adopting any assessment tool and request
justification from test developers by ensuring that the tool is valid for your specific purpose
and population.

>  Test developers should incorporate fairness into test design, as this would make the test
culturally sensitive, free from bias, and accommodate diverse populations (those with
disabilities or different language backgrounds, ethnicity, gender, among others).

CONCLUSION

Test takers’ untold stories reveal a picture of a complicated world full of difficulties that go well
beyond their formal rights and responsibilities. The lived experiences of test takers remind us that
policy alone is insufficient, even while the AERA/NCME Standards offer a crucial foundation to
guarantee fairness, openness, and ethical treatment in testing operations. Although testing
standards may recognize the linguistic, cultural, social, and psychological hurdles that many test
takers encounter, they may not adequately address them in real-world situations. These stories
reveal a more comprehensive reality: test takers are active stakeholders whose opportunities and
results are influenced by the way tests are created, administered, and interpreted rather than passive
participants in an impartial process. We must focus on empathy, equity, and responsiveness in
addition to compliance if we are to preserve the integrity of testing. A commitment to ongoing
testing practice improvement, system adaptation to test takers’ diverse needs, and attentive
listening to test takers are all necessary to guarantee the protection of rights and the fulfillment of
responsibilities. It can be concluded that test administrators should ensure test takers are well
informed of their rights and responsibilities before testing, as this promotes smooth administration,
appropriate use, and accurate interpretation of test scores without any glitches.
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