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The United States is an inequitable society growing more inequitable in recent decades, 

and schooling is both part mechanism of oppression and part pathway toward social 

justice. Improving the extent to which schooling actually contributes to equity, however, 

depends on efforts to cultivate educator practices that advance social justice. Defining 

these practices and measuring their use among school faculties are necessary parts of the 

improvement process. Unfortunately, adequate measures of collective social justice 

practice in schools have not been developed for use with teachers. Based on a conception 

of social just as a three-part structure, we report progress on developing a 22-item 

instrument to measure collective social justice practice in schools, using data from 

teachers about their schools (rather than about their own practice). This report explains 

the rationale and conceptualization of the instrument, argues its intended use and its 

validity relevant to the intended use, accounts for item development, and presents 

empirical evidence of the relationship of items to the construct and of the construct to 

contextual variables. We argue an intended use in the summative evaluation of 

professional development that aims to foster improvement in collective social justice 

practice in multiple schools. Empirical work (exploratory factor analysis and 

correlation) supported the theoretical model and showed that the proposed measure is 

unrelated to political orientation. Although additional validation studies are certainly 

necessary more fully to establish validity for the intended use, the considerable work thus 

far completed on the items should prove helpful to other researchers struggling to 

measure social justice practice in schools in an historic era of increased concern for 

equity. 

 

 

 

Schooling is widely acknowledged as a contributor to inequity in American society, in part via a 

“hidden curriculum” that governs norms of practice in schools (Anyon, 1980; Apple, 2018; Dee 

& Gershenson, 2017; DeMarais & Lecompte, 1999; Langhout & Mitchell, 2008; Tye, 2000; 
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Willis, 1977). As public institutions, however, schools are also officially authorized to take a 

lead in cultivating equity: for instance, in preparing citizens to exercise the franchise wisely and 

in providing equal opportunity to learn (Apple, 2018; DeMarais & Lecompte, 1999; Meier, 2003; 

Tye, 2000).  

 

Improving the extent to which schooling actually contributes to equity, however, depends on 

efforts to cultivate educator practices that advance social justice and alter the tacit messages 

communicated through the hidden curriculum. Defining these practices and measuring their use 

among school faculties are necessary parts of this improvement process. Unfortunately, no 

instrument exists as yet to measure collective social justice practices in PK12 schools in the 

United States. 

 

The ongoing work of developing such an instrument—one focused, not on individual teachers’ 

practice, but on schools’ collective practice—is reported here. The present article reports initial 

work to test the validity claims for an instrument to measure collective social justice practice in 

PK12 schools. Such measurement would prospectively “inform teaching and learnings…at the 

curricular level” (AERA et al., 2014, p. 185). Explication of development and validity take an 

argument-based approach focusing on intended use (Kane, 2013). Samples and statistical 

analyses are reported transparently (standard 1.8). At this first stage, the report of the 

development and validation provides evidence (see AERA et al., 2014, pp. 13-31), especially 

about content and internal structure (standards 1.11 and 1.13) but also provides limited evidence 

related to other variables (standards 1.16 and 1.17). Given the progress of the development and 

validation work so far, this report cannot address the consequences of testing except for arguing 

for circumspection about intended uses (standards 1.1 and 1.2). 

 

Validation is an ongoing process, and the work reported here begins to suggest that results from 

the study support valid uses of the instrument and valid interpretations of data derived from its 

use. Additional evidence on sources of validity will be forthcoming as the work proceeds. The 

work reported here is part of a supported, long-term, ongoing professional development project.  

 

Rationale 

 

The instrument development process actually begins even before item development with 

establishment of the need for the instrument. This section provides an argument to establish the 

need for the intended instrument. It explains the context in which a well-developed measurement 

tool that taps faculties’ reports of school-level use of social justice practices would prove helpful 

to educators.  

 

First, social justice is a major issue in education worldwide (Condron, 2011; Williams, 2005), 

and, particularly in the United States, with its legacy of racialism and its rising inequality in 

present times (Anderson, 1988; Isenberg, 2016; Johnson, 2014; Rury & Hill, 2011). The level at 

which students and families experience the inequities, however, is not in direct interaction with 

abstract social institutions (e.g., the institution of schooling), but much further down the food 

chain. They experience it as prejudicial practices—acts of commission and omission—in schools 

and classrooms; for instance, as microaggression (e.g., Huber, 2011; Lester et al., 2017) and 

implicit bias (e.g., Dee & Gershenson, 2017; Staats, 2015-2016).  
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Second, many American schools appear to be inequitable places, and critics note that the 

prevalent inequity is structured from the top down by systemic routines that are readily identified 

(e.g., Glass, 2007). Such routines prominently include the ways that 

 

• states and localities direct (and misdirect) fiscal revenue flows, 

• districts and schools allocate (and misallocate) resources,  

• schools engage (and marginalize) families and students, 

• schools enable (and block) access to programs,  

• schools overlook (and punish) infractions of school rules, and  

• schools encourage (and discourage) the intellectual development of students. 

 
For each of these routines, the research base on contributions to inequity is broad and deep and 

the findings durable (e.g., Anderson, 1988; Anderson & Ritter, 2017; Atkins et al., 2002; 

Cardichon et al., 2020; Carr et al., 2007; Clotfelter et al., 2005; deCarvalho, 2001; Hirschfield, 

2008; Knoeppel, 2007; Kupchik & Catlaw, 2015; Lleras & Rangel, 2009; Valenzuela, 1999). 

 

Third, among these systemic routines, nonetheless, are many sets of practices nominally under 

the control of educators in schools: practices of inclusion and exclusion (Frattura & Capper, 

2007; Gorski & Swalwell, 2015); discipline practices (Anderson & Ritter, 2018; Atkins et al., 

2002; Gagnon et al., 2017; Hirschfield, 2008); practices of discourse and silence (Huber, 2011; 

Hytten & Bettez, 2011; Staats. 2016), and practices of hoarding leadership or distributing it 

among organizational members and stakeholders (Blair & Bligh, 2018; Capper & Young, 2014; 

Harris & Spillane, 2008; Lindahl, 2008; Rigby, 2014). Discounting the systemic norms of 

inequity that typically structure such practices, educators might in theory alter their joint 

practices towards greater equity (and social justice in general).  

 

Fourth, thoughtful theorizing about social justice in American schooling abounds (e.g., Gewirtz, 

2006; Gewirtz & Cribb, 2002; Llopart & Esteban-Guitart, 2018; Lewis, 2016; Mills & 

Ballantyne, 2016), as do extended arguments about its importance (e.g., Anyon, 2005), research 

reviews (e.g., Llopart & Esteban-Guitart, 2018; Sampaio & Leite, 2018); and standards (e.g., 

Burns & Miller, 2017; Ohio Department of Education, 2011; Council for the Accreditation of 

Educator Preparation, 2021) that advise and even require educators in PK12 and postsecondary 

contexts to attend carefully to equity, diversity, and social justice. There is every reason, in 

consideration of the evidence and advice, for practicing educators to do something about inequity 

in schools. 

 

Fifth, changing social justice practices in schools has thus far proven very difficult: despite 

ample theorizing, argument, research, and activism (Dorling, 2010; Glass, 2007; Johnson, 2014). 

According to many commentators over the decades (Anyon, 2005; Blacker, 2014; Glass, 2007; 

Kozol, 1991; Rigby, 2014; Tye, 2000; Valenzuela, 1999), the difficulty lies in how prevalent and 

deeply embedded are greed and prejudice in American society: 

 

As inequality becomes ever more deeply entrenched into contemporary everyday life, 

there has been a creeping return to the idea of innate ability. At the same time, priorities 

in education have become increasingly determined by a utilitarian concern for the needs 
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of the economy, rather than for developing the thinking of each child. (Dorling, 2010, p. 

35) 

 

This “deep structure” (Tye, 2000) of inequity generates broad swathes of American culture, and 

school practice, in ways that have proven difficult to oppose or redress. For example, Rigby 

(2014, p. 636) found that social justice leadership was itself a “marginalized” option for guiding 

principals’ preparation and work. In this light, a lack of instrumentation for measuring social 

justice in schools would be entirely predictable. 

 

Nonetheless, an instrument that measured collective social justice practice would seem essential 

for professional development (PD) efforts that did aim to change schoolwide social justice 

practice. Moreover, such a measure would ideally capture what teachers themselves report that 

the school as a whole is doing. It would resemble measures of collective teacher efficacy (e.g., 

Goddard et al., 2000) in this way: systematically assessing school-level reality through the report 

of the most numerous adult actors embedded in that reality—teachers.  

 

Finally, quantitative instruments to measure social justice as collective practice in schools have 

not been reported as yet. Indeed, quantitative instruments addressing the social justice-like 

features of schooling practice are quite rare. The research team conducted searches of major 

databases in education (ERIC, Education Research Complete, Education Full Text), psychology 

(Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection), sociology (Sociological Collection, Social 

Sciences Abstracts), and business (Business Abstracts Full Text) and discovered nine 

instruments (see Appendix A for descriptions). Searches combined relevant terms such as social 

justice, equity, measurement, and instrumentation; searches were limited to peer-reviewed 

journal publications appearing later than 1999. Among the nine instruments discovered were two 

for use with principals (Flood, 2019; Zhang et al., 2018) and one for use with pre-service 

teachers (Ludlow et al., 2008). None was designed for use with practicing teachers, and none 

was designed as a collective measure. 

 

Methods and Analytic Approach 

 

In this report we take an argument-based approach to instrument development (Kane, 1992, 

2013). Thus, having established the need to measure collective social justice practice in schools, 

we next present the conceptualization of the instrument, argue its single intended use, and 

provide relevant empirical evidence in a validity argument. To advance validity claims for the 

instrument under development, this report applies the insights of Kane (1992) and the Standards 

for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al., 2014): “Validity is…the most 

fundamental consideration in developing and evaluating tests” (p. 11). Though we appreciate the 

tightly structured approach of Schilling and Hill (2007), the argument presented here resembles 

Kane’s (2013) more open perspective on intended use and validity arguments. 

 

The analytical approach in this report relies principally on exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to 

assess item performance (Studies 1 and 2) with respect to the theoretical grounding explained in 

the narrative about conceptualization. Additionally, we report internal consistency measures and 

correlations with key contextual variables (e.g., respondents’ political orientation). At this 
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juncture in the instrument development process, EFAs have been performed at the individual 

level. School-level studies are planned for the future.1  

 

Conceptualization 

 

In this section we describe the conceptualization of a schoolwide, collective measure of social 

justice practice based on faculties’ report of relevant educational practices in their schools. This 

conceptualization need not be viewed as the only or the best conceptualization. We argue that it 

is appropriate for practical evaluation work, including work in which the authors are presently 

involved on an ongoing long-term basis. 

 

Calls for appropriate educational action on behalf of social justice have become more common in 

recent years (Hytten & Bettez, 2011; Miller & Martin, 2014; Zhang, Goddard, & Jakubiec, 

2018). Such action must involve teachers, though, because the collective behavior of teachers—

the most numerous adult actors in a school—dominates the cultural tenor of a school (Blair & 

Blight, 2018; Harris & Spillane, 2008). Arguably, attempts to characterize and measure schools’ 

social-justice related practice are part of the evidence needed to change them for the better (in 

order to scaffold appropriate change more effectively).2 

 

What is social justice? What collective practices of teachers are relevant? The task is to specify a 

defensible meaning in the context of the schoolwide practices of teachers. Despite its apparent 

complexity and controversy, social justice is commonly represented in categories of related 

ideas. Zhang and colleagues (2018) used four categories: process, transformation, context, and 

preparation. Gewirtz and Cribb (2002)—following philosopher Iris Young (2001)—suggested 

distributive, cultural, and associational forms. From this vantage “social justice” is more than 

distributive justice (i.e., the combination of equality or sameness of resourcing plus equity or 

suitability of resourcing). Inequality and inequity are familiar terms, often used to conjure the 

lopsided distribution of wealth, income, and credentials. As it relates to schooling, such patterns 

of maldistribution are also very familiar: schools in impoverished communities are staffed by 

less experienced teachers, they receive more meager funding, and they occupy more decrepit 

buildings than those in affluent communities (Atkins et al., 2002; Cardichon et al., 2020; Carr et 

al., 2007; Knoeppel, 2007). Distributive justice, then, reflects an ideal that fits with 

commonsense conceptions of fairness (e.g., Rawls, 1999). 

 

The cultural dimension is similarly familiar but refers to a different injustice: it refers to 

exclusion from or inclusion in groups that are favored and better resourced. In schools, tracking 

is a classic example of cultural inequity (e.g., Oakes et al., 1990). The cultural dimension works 

to “other” entire groups of students—to “marginalize” them or exclude them altogether. When 

othered or marginalized, students are seen to lack legitimate voice (Gewirtz & Cribb, 2002; 

 
1 Although the focus of this report is on the 22 items that emerged from Study 2 (reported in the validity argument), 

we have also been testing 12 items as part of an evaluation project for a client. That experience motivated 

development of the instrument reported here. Unpublished work on the 12 items has included school-level factor 

analysis (EFA and CFA); those 12 items are among the 22 studied in this report and are identified in the tables. 
2 There are, of course, many approaches to gathering such evidence, and formal measurement is not the only one. 

Notable alternatives include advocacy (e.g., Capper & Young, 2014), professional development (e.g., Howley et al., 

2019), and the complex local studies known as equity audits (e.g., Skrla et al., 2004). 
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Meister et al., 2017). Once these students are excluded, moreover, their real needs become 

invisible (White, 2017). In fact, the adults who work with them erroneously draw on stereotypes 

about the reduced potential, limited aspirations, low motivation, and indiscipline of these 

students to justify decisions about excluding them (e.g., American Psychological Association 

Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008). 

 

The associational dimension refers to an even better protected realm harboring still more 

devastating effects: decision making. Unfairly resourced, othered students (and schools) are not 

invited or permitted to join discussions about the provisions, rules, or policies (Gewirtz & Cribb, 

2002; Lewis, 2016) that keep resources to them meager and their voices mute. They are not part 

of the dialogue that guides decisions about their own existence, subverts their aspirations, or 

constricts their life chances. 

 

From this vantage on social justice, one sees how the forms of injustice work jointly towards a 

powerful end that, in various ways and through various practices in schools, disables the 

capabilities of some students (e.g., those from impoverished families, Black and Indigenous 

People of Color—BIPOC—students, students with disabilities, students speaking additional 

languages, LGBTQ students) and scaffolds those of others (e.g., those from affluent families, 

White families, able students, heterosexual students, and monolingual English-speaking 

students).  

 

Iris Young’s framework has proven durable (Gewirtz & Cribb, 2002). We ground our theoretical 

orientation in it, hoping to capture important dimensions of social justice as reflected in school 

practice. We renamed Young’s theoretical dimensions (based partly on the subsequent empirical 

analyses): fairness (distribution), voice (culture), and dialogue (association).  

 

The theoretical framework implied the need to compose items to reflect the three dimensions in 

categories of school-level activity. The categories were chosen to ensure that draft items would 

distribute across a spectrum of school-level phenomena arguably related to social justice: (1) 

classroom dynamics at the school, (2) professional purpose at the school, (3) follow-through 

skills of the faculty, and (4) leadership at the school. The choice of such categories resembled the 

processes used by Corning and Myers (2002) and Nilsson and colleagues (2011) by being more 

practical than theoretical.  

 

What of fairness, voice, and dialogue? First, we expected that by starting with categories of 

practice, we would in fact surface items that reflected the three dimensions of social justice. The 

introspective and reflective processes we used for developing items, moreover, allowed us to 

keep fairness, voice, and dialogue in view. Second, we decided to let the empirical findings 

guide our eventual decision about the fit between school practices and the theoretical model. 

Young’s model, after all, was not developed in consideration of school practices. So, we were 

not willing to dismiss a priori the possibility that the school social justice practices we identified 

would fail to align empirically with the model. Third, as is common in this sort of work, we 

composed more items than would be used (AERA et al., 2014, p. 81): letting the chips fall 

empirically where they might.  
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Item Development 

 

Having specified social justice as a construct and established the applicable categories of 

practice, we drafted actual items. The appropriateness of an instrument for its purpose rests 

ultimately on test content (AERA et al., 2014), which in this instance is theoretically guided 

(Kane, 2013), as detailed in the previous explanation. More narrowly, however, test content 

originates in item design, and this section explains the circumspection and care exerted on item 

development for this instrument, attending to AERA standards 4.1, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 4.10, 4.12 

(AERA, 2014, pp. 85-89). Composition was guided by four general process issues: 

 

1. inspection of available quantitative measures for practical insights, 

2. coverage of the three dimensions of social justice across the categories of practice,  

3. phrasing to specify collective or schoolwide phenomena, and 

4. care to avoid wording reflective of political bias. 

 

As to existing instruments, we searched across multiple disciplines (education, sociology, 

psychology, business) to discover existing measurement approaches as well as the nine 

instruments previously noted.3 The review reinforced some of the guiding issues and surfaced 

others. Overall, the lessons from the review of instruments relevant to the process of drafting 

items were:  

 

• Items should address features of the school rather than features of the respondent (as in 

Goddard et al., 2000). 

• Items should address practices or judgments of realities rather than attitudes. 

• Items should not correlate with respondents’ position on the political spectrum (to guard 

against political bias). 

• Reverse-coding should not be used (as in Gehlbach & Brinkworth, 2011). 

• The expression in items should follow the usual rules for clarity and simplicity (as in 

Corning & Myers, 2002; Nilsson et al., 2011).  

• Items should avoid the phrase “social justice” (as possibly aversive to some respondents 

and related to the issue of political bias).  

 

For the collective phrasing of items, we also consulted the well-established instrument measuring 

collective teacher efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000). Thus, for instance, Goddard and colleagues 

used “Teachers here are well prepared to teach the subjects they are assigned to teach” (p. 492) 

rather than “I am well prepared…” Such phrasing logically orients respondents, as they proceed 

through a set of items, to reflect about the school as a whole. Phrasing of such items, as we 

discovered in our review of extant instruments, must also remain positively valenced, as 

Gehlbach and Brinkworth (2011) advise. For instance, the instrument constructed by Ludlow and 

colleagues (2008), though not a collective measure, contained involute, negatively coded items 

 
3 Activism Orientation Scale (Corning & Myers, 2002); Critical Consciousness Scale (Diemer et al., 2017); 

Learning to Teach for Social Justice Scales (Ludlow et al., 2008); Social Issues Advocacy Scale (Nilsson et al., 

2011); Social Issues Questionnaire (Miller et al., 2009); Social Justice Behavior Scale (Flood, 2019); Social Justice 

Leadership in Education Questionnaire (Zhang et al., 2018); Social Justice Scale (Torres-Harding et al., 2012); and 

Social Privilege Measure (Black et al., 2007). See Appendix A for a descriptive table. 
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like “The most important goal for me in working with immigrant children and English language 

learners is to assimilate them into American society” (p.  213).4 Gehlbach and Brinkworth (2011) 

also recommended that instrument developers avoid negatively worded items altogether, and we 

followed that counsel as well. 

 

We focused our items on practice (e.g., actions, conversation topics, and decision rules) rather 

than on personal attitudes or beliefs. Our expectation was that such a focus would anchor 

respondents’ thinking on what the faculty does and not on broad issues of politics. In theory, it 

would be possible, from this perspective, for a faculty to behave with fairness, kindness, and 

generosity toward students and families whatever their political orientation. After all, a prevalent 

commitment among teachers is love of children (Tye, 2000). Note that the assumption about 

political orientation is empirically testable (i.e., with a suitable question). The underlying issue is 

whether or not such an instrument is politically biased and hence unfair, for instance, to 

respondents with conservative political views (see AERA et al., 2014, pp. 50-52). As we 

prepared to start item composition, we also decided to avoid using the phrase “social justice,” 

even though it identifies the key construct. Some Americans regard usage of the term as a sign of 

leftist political orientation (Applebaum, 2009). We simply wanted to avoid unnecessary 

provocation resulting from intrusive item content among a portion of likely respondents (see e.g., 

Blair et al., 2018). 

 

We composed and edited draft items across January and February 2019, exchanging drafts 

several times and meeting twice to collaborate on item critique, unpack related language, 

interrogate items with respect to the realities of school practice, and revise items. By the end of 

February 2019, we had created a set of 43 draft items for pilot testing, anchored to a 1 to 4 scale 

(coded for analysis as 4 = strongly agree, 3 = agree, 2 = disagree, 1 = strongly disagree). 

Appendix B provides all 43 items, organized by the categories of activity used to structure their 

creation. The items referencing “TBTs “and “BLTs” refer to school governance structures 

familiar to PK12 educators in Ohio. The acronyms refer to teacher teams: TBTs for grade levels 

or departments and BLTs for the school as a whole. Item revisions for the work reported here 

changed these locally applicable terms to “educator teams” (see the related discussion in the 

presentation of Study 2 findings). 

 

The initial objective was simply that the 43 items represent a wide range of schooling practices 

involving teachers, principals, families, and students and represent the theoretical construct to an 

acceptable degree; Appendix B shows that items exhibit ample range. Some of the practices are 

quite familiar (e.g., “Teachers help students with disabilities succeed in general education”), 

while others are perhaps more unusual: “Teachers at this school are courageous on behalf of 

students.” Others might be more rarely practiced but certainly bear on social justice (e.g., 

“Teachers at this school speak openly with one another about how race, class, gender, 

disabilities, and sexual orientation operate at the school”). We hoped, of course, that the 

empirical performance of the items would reflect “social justice” as theorized. 

 
4 The item may demand that respondents judge assimilation as unjust, and it complicates this difficult judgment with 

the concept of “importance” as applicable, however, only to immigrant children and English language learners. In 

other work, we administered Ludlow and colleagues’ instrument, originally piloted with pre-service teachers, to a 

large sample of practicing teachers—of whom over half (more than 500) refused to respond to this particular item. 
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Intended Use Argument 

 

This argument follows Kane’s (2013) more open format for intended use arguments rather than 

Schilling and Hill’s (2007) prescriptive alternative (with its use of elemental, structural, and 

ecological assumptions and related inferences), useful as that approach is for many efforts. At 

any rate, the discussion in this section and the next attend to relevant features of item character, 

structure, and context. The key question for the intended use argument is, “What should scores 

rendered by this instrument be used for?” 

 

We argue that the most appropriate use of the instrument is to measure the extent of social justice 

practice in groups of schools that are undertaking professional development (PD) related to 

equity, inclusiveness, and social justice. The fundamental objective of such evaluation is to 

determine if change occurred across a period of time. Due to the documented difficulty of change 

(e.g., Blacker, 2013; Fullan, 2001), however, we expect that the time period would be relatively 

long (e.g., years not months). Despite its difficulty, change in social justice practice has been 

documented in case studies (e.g., Parke et al., 2017) and evaluation work (e.g., Dragoset et al., 

2017). We have found no evidence pointing to the possibility that school-level social justice 

practice is simply impervious to change.5 The intended use for which we argue is quite narrow 

from the perspective of test validity: the decision to be made is a judgment about aggregate 

differences (yes or no) across groups of schools. High stakes—admission, placement, or 

sanction—are not involved. For instance, Kane (1992), asked with some irony, “Most tests are 

also linked to some decision. If the test scores were not relevant to any decision, it is not clear 

why the test would be given.” The intended decision-making power in this case is small: 

individual-level consequences for those providing the data are negligible. Consequences for 

schools are unknown (see standard 1.25, AERA et al., 2014, p. 30), but the context of program 

evaluation with groups of schools (the intended use) renders such consequences negligible as 

well. 

 

Specifying a narrow use is prudent when the construct is social justice. Social justice practice is a 

field of struggle in schools and society, the context of the struggle is unusually dynamic (Gewirtz 

& Cribb, 2002), and PD efforts acknowledge this fact (Kemp-Graham, 2015; Riehl, 2000; Rigby, 

2014). In other words, evaluation of change ought not to get in the way of the struggle that social 

justice PD efforts inevitably foster. The character of the struggle and its timetable will differ 

across schools. So, expecting every school to change to the same degree over the same amount of 

time would be unrealistic. Considering these circumstances, the appropriate evaluation use 

would be with groups of schools involved in social justice PD: a large enough group of schools 

to ensure adequate power for evaluating change across the entire group. At this stage of 

development, we have no evidence to suggest the sample sizes (standard 1.20) needed to secure 

adequate power to detect as-yet-unknown effect sizes (see AERA et al., 2014, p. 29). What we 

are advising, instead, is common sense: groups of fewer than 10 schools would seem imprudent, 

and more would seem better.  

 

 
5 American society itself, after all, has expanded its own social justice practices (e.g., extended the franchise, 

abolished de jure segregation, and authorized marriage for same-sex couples). 
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If change occurs in a group of schools across a lengthy PD effort, the change may logically have 

something to do with the PD effort. But school practice is subject to a wide range of influences 

(see e.g., Fixsen et al., 2013) and, empirically, the cause of change also needs to be isolated from 

such influences: random assignment of schools, regression discontinuity, quasi-experimentation 

with propensity score matching, and so forth. None of that careful work with respect to altered 

collective social justice practice in schools, however, is possible without an adequate measure of 

that practice.  

 

An important corollary to the main intended use is that measuring social justice change in a 

single school with this instrument is not appropriate, tempting as such use might seem. 

Validating such a use would seemingly require establishing norms, itself a lengthy development 

process: especially for a construct that reflects a dynamic and historically shifting social reality. 

Again, this instrument is not a “test” of knowledge, accomplishment, or achievement: the 

conventional use of that term (see AERA et al., 2014, pp. 2, 183). It is instead a research tool 

with an intended use in program evaluation. Use to measure change in a single school has not 

been validated, though that issue could be addressed in the future. 

 

Moreover, labeling particular schools as deficient or superior in social justice practice, for 

instance as a result of administering an instrument of this sort for that purpose, could alter the 

dynamic of struggle in ways that might subvert the substantive work: much as high-stakes 

achievement testing has too often done (Blacker, 2013).  Far too little is known about the 

prevalence of social justice practices (those represented in the instrument or others) to warrant 

use of that sort. Moreover, historical analyses of shifts in the way social justice PD has changed 

over time (e.g., Sleeter, 2018) suggest that practices that seem relevant at present may turn out to 

differ from those that will prove relevant in the future.  

 

In this light, two other uses—though not formally intended—might be appropriate: (1) as one 

data vector in studies that measure social justice practice (among other variables) in a sample of 

schools and (2) as a source of data for conversations in a single school or district about social 

justice practice. The second use seems promising as a starting point for local PD, especially 

when the main purpose of assessment is formative. 

 

Validity Argument  

 

The instrument has one intended use and two possible (but not formally intended) uses. Here we 

report initial work to evaluate only the intended use: as a measure of change in collective social 

justice practice in a relatively large group of schools that are participating in PD efforts to 

improve practice. The research team has been working with this set of items for more than two 

years and has assembled the evidence reported here that is relevant to those items. The empirical 

work presented at this juncture is partial, due in part to the intervention of the COVID-19 

pandemic. Planned followup studies are, for the moment, on hold. 

 

One may ask why we are reporting an instrument that is not yet fully developed for uses beyond 

supplying contextual information to PD efforts. Our reason is the paucity of instruments that 

collect information about school-level social justice practice from teachers. At this historical 

juncture, we imagine that other teams could benefit from the work reported here—not just the 
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instrument or the items, but the approach taken in examining related instruments and in 

conceptualizing and testing items for this one.  

 

We can at this time report findings about relevant questions: (1) Do the items exhibit internal 

consistency? (2) Does the presumptive construct for social justice hold up empirically? (3) What 

is the relationship to political orientation and locale? Answering these questions contributes to 

our confidence in conducting future school-level tests of the instrument, even though the validity 

argument, as presented here, does not yet fully validate the intended use. Gathering additional 

evidence is part of the plan for the future (described in more detail near the end of the article). 

 

Internal Consistency 

 

The 43 items received a first pilot test (Study 1) in April 2019 with 621 teachers whose 

principals were involved in a PD program to increase collective use of social justice practices at 

their schools. The sole purpose of that administration was pilot testing (i.e., not program 

evaluation). Cronbach’s α using all 43 items showed high internal consistency α = 0.96. 

Successive administrations with as few as 12 items continued to yield α  .90 in all cases. 

Subsets of the items are also internally consistent.  

 

Construct Validity 

 

To what extent do the items reflect the theoretical three-part construct (i.e., fairness, voice, 

dialogue)? Responding to this question, instrument development conducted successive 

exploratory factor analyses using two samples (Study 1 and Study 2), aiming to select 

appropriate items to settle on a version of the instrument suitable to administer to large samples 

of teachers. 

 

Analyses in both studies were conducted at the individual level for two reasons. First, at the 

stages of the work reported here, enrollment of a sufficiently large group of schools was not an 

option. Even the reduced pool of 22 items identified at the end of Study 2 would have required 

hundreds of schools and likely thousands of teachers. We anticipate that our ongoing evaluation 

work will permit such school-level study in the future using the pool of 22 promising items. 

Second, the short client instrument, following a similar early process, did enable such testing, 

with good results.6  

 

Study 1. The initial set of 43 items was administered to 621 teachers in April 2019.  Initial pilot 

testing was the only purpose and the only respondents were teachers, all of whom were faculty in 

35 schools of the principals in the professional development program previously mentioned. 

Schools were located in all regions and locales of Ohio. The number of responding teachers in a 

school varied from 1 to 55; 23 schools were represented by more than 10 respondents. 

 

Table 1 presents the results of the EFA, with items sorted by factor loading (r ≥ .40); item 

numbers are those used in Appendix B. 

 
6 The short client instrument—with items identified in the Tables and Appendices—was subject to a school-level 

analysis (n=99 schools) with a compatible factor structure and adequate model fit in a confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFI=.925). None of the items yielded standardized estimates below .750. 
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Factor 1, with high loadings (r ≥ .68) on items 21-26, might be characterized as fairness 

(distributive justice). Factor 2, with high loadings (r ≥ .64) on items 33, and 35-39, might be 

characterized as “dialogue” (or influence—the associational mode in Young’s scheme).  Factor 3 

exhibited high loadings (r ≥ .62) from items 7, 19, and 20 and might be called “voice.”7 

 

 

Table 1: EFA: Factor Loadings for 43 Items 

   Factor 

Item 1 2 3 

26 This school educates everyone well, whatever their family or cultural background may be. .81   

24 In this school students from all races would get a good education. .78   

23 In this school students from impoverished families get a good education. .74   

25 At this school students with disabilities receive an education equal to that of other students. .71   

21 Teachers here believe in equal access to academic opportunities. .68   

22 Teachers here believe in equal access to extracurricular opportunities. .68   

12 Teachers here help students respect those who seem different from them. .63   

29 Educators here work hard to develop rules that are fair. .62   

30 Educators here work hard to apply school rules fairly. .59 .41  

16 Teachers at this school believe that all students are capable of meeting high expectations. .57   

9 Teachers at this school welcome families from other cultures. .56  .44 

6 Teachers here help students with disabilities succeed in general education. .55   

3 Teachers at this school believe …working with everyone is an opportunity … .51   

4 Teachers at this school accept and learn from cultural differences. .50   

17 Teachers at this school believe their work helps change society for the better. .49   

31 Teachers here remind one another that each student has assets. .49   

8 Teachers at this school use students’ backgrounds and knowledge … .48  .48 

18 Teachers at this school collaborate to make sure the school’s practices aren’t unfair… .46  .45 

1 Teachers at this school really care about all their students. .45   

2 Teachers at this school are courageous on behalf of students. .43   

15 Students here know that teachers want to give depth and meaning to academic experiences. .42   

36 My voice has influence at this school.  .82  

35 My input about this school is respected.  .82  

37 My views influence this school's decisions about students.  .76  

33 Decisions that come from BLTs and TBTs represent many voices.  .73  

 
7 At this juncture in our work with some the items, evaluation purpose dictated creation of a brief instrument 

specifically for summative evaluation for a client’s PD program. For that early evaluative use (September 2019, with 

3,325 teachers in 105 schools in Ohio) we selected 12 items: the highest loading items on Factors 1 and 2 but 

substituting four other items that were more relevant to the PD program in place of the top-loading items in Factor 3. 

The initial EFA (n=621 teachers) had sorted those 12 items into three factors, in fact. The subsequent administration 

(of those 12 items) yielded high internal consistency and a clear three-factor structure in confirmatory factor analysis 

(further details available from the lead author). Suspension of face-to-face schooling, however, makes the follow-up 

(post-program) administration in June 2021 unlikely, even though PD events have continued virtually in 2020 and 

2021. 
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Table 1: EFA: Factor Loadings for 43 Items 

   Factor 

Item 1 2 3 

38 Leadership at this school goes above and beyond the call of duty on behalf of children’s …  .66  

39 Leadership at this school uses student concerns …to help guide decision-making.  .64  

42 The BLT at this school really exercises decision-making power.  .62  

43 The BLT at this school discusses students’ views and insights.  .60  

32 I would be (or am) proud to serve on the BLT at this school.  .58  

41 TBTs are concerned with treating students fairly.  .50  

27 Faculty at this school feel safe enough to take a public stand on important issues.  .47  

40 The principal at this school cares about doing the right thing.  .47  

20 Teachers …speak openly about how race, class … operate in American society.   .72 

19 Teachers …speak openly about how race, class… operate at the school.   .70 

7 Teachers at this school openly discuss issues of racism and inequality with students.   .62 

13 At this school, the faculty examines its own attitudes about social differences.   .54 

10 Teachers here enjoy learning from students about their families’ cultures. .46  .54 

11 Teachers here help students ask questions about government policies and actions.   .53 

5 Teachers at this school help students know it’s important to speak more than one language.   .49 

28 Teachers at this school engage with students’ views and insights. .42  .47 

14 How well students do in this school depends mostly on how hard teachers work.    

34 Community members exercise important leadership roles at this school.       

Note. maximum likelihood extraction, varimax rotation, factors with eigenvalues ≥ 1.0; total variance explained by 3 

factors  = 48% 

 

Study 2. Additional experience (see footnote 8) prompted us to continue work to winnow the 

item pool to produce a smaller set based partly on the results of Study 1. Our aim was to select a 

more parsimonious set of items to represent a somewhat broader conceptual footprint than the 

evaluation short form we had developed for our client (footnote 8), but of still reasonable length: 

prospectively 20 items or so, similar to the length of most of the nine instruments we had 

reviewed. 

 

The selection of items for Study 2 was based partly on item performance and partly on purposive 

choice. We began by identifying the 10 items exhibiting the highest correlations to the sum of all 

43 items. Correlation for these 10 items appear in Table 2. Italicization identifies the five among 

them that had been used in the 12-item client version. 

 

To this list of 10 items, we added 10 items selected purposively, beginning with the three highest 

loading items of the EFA factor 3 from Study 1 (items 7, 19, and 20; see Table 1). These items 

concerned teachers’ discourse with each other and with students about race, class, gender, sexual 

orientation, and disabilities in school and society. Though not a priority for the client evaluation, 

they were logically quite relevant to the overall construct of collective social justice practice. 

Moreover, inspection of the items and their correlation with the sum of all items shows they are 

both empirically and theoretically pertinent to the overall construct. 
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Table 2: Items Exhibiting Highest Correlations with the Sum of All 43 Items 

# Text R 

18 Teachers at this school collaborate to make sure the school’s practices aren’t …  0.71 

26 This school educates everyone well, whatever their family or cultural 

background…  

0.71 

29 Educators here work hard to develop rules that are fair. 0.70 

28 Teachers at this school engage with students’ views and insights. 0.69 

3 Teachers at this school believe that working with everyone is an opportunity… 0.69 

30 Educators here work hard to apply school rules fairly. 0.69 

13 At this school, the faculty examines its own attitudes about social differences. 0.68 

24 In this school students from all races would get a good education. 0.67 

12 Teachers here help students respect those who seem different from them. 0.67 

2 Teachers at this school are courageous on behalf of students. 0.67 

Note. Item numbers are those used in Appendix A. Italicized items were used in the 12-item version. Of the 43 

items, just four exhibited item-total correlation less than r = .50 (5, 14, 32, 34). 

 

To help us select an additional seven items, we turned again to the theoretical literature, drawing 

more deeply on Gewirtz and Cribb’s (2002) translation of the work of Young (2002) and Fraser 

(1997) to the field of education. At least in theory, the three dimensions of social justice might be 

construed to represent a sort of progression, with associational justice the pinnacle. In this light, 

distributive justice (fairness) embeds the usual (e.g., Rawlsian) conception of distributive 

equality, which is at base economic: a potent authority or mechanism decides who gets what, and 

the authority is responsible for any changes to the arrangement. Reform would involve appeal to 

the authority or regulation of an unregulated mechanism. Allocation of school funding to 

different priorities or groups would be an example of distributive justice in education. Cultural 

justice (voice) deals with the hegemony of one cultural formation over others in a society (e.g., 

WASP culture over all others), such that the related norms and discourse shape everyone’s 

experiences. Reform would entail more frequent representation in institutions and the media of 

other groups (an historical evolution clearly discernable in American history). As noted earlier, 

placement in flexible or rigid groupings by ability (i.e., tracking) implements cultural justice (or 

injustice) in schools. The distinction between distributive and cultural justice recalls the Marxian 

distinction (e.g., Martin, 2008) between structure (economics) and superstructure (culture).  

 

By contrast, associational justice (dialogue) relates specifically to the exercise of power: the 

identity and dynamics of individuals and groups seated at the tables where the substantive 

decisions are made. Reform, in this dimension, would see the marginalized groups welcomed 

into the authority—as in election to the U.S. Senate or appointment to Cabinet positions or, in 

educational organizations, into influential leadership and governance roles. 

 

Gewirtz and Cribb (2002) argue that associational justice entails access to the power to redress 

distributive and cultural injustice. It therefore provides a clear and direct path to secure beneficial 

changes in distributive and cultural justice. Collective power determines what happens, in this 

view of social justice. One may recall that political theorist Hannah Arendt (1958) argued that 

political power was a collective rather than individual phenomenon.  
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This theoretical perspective suggests that efforts to help educators work on equity issues in 

schools ought to lean heavily on associational justice: the exercise of collective power and voice 

in designing the work of schooling in order to benefit the common good. One may note, as well, 

that such a perspective links social justice work in schools with efforts to enhance the exercise of 

collaborative leadership in schools. 

 

Seeking to reflect associational justice, we settled on the following seven items, two of which 

(items 33 and 42, italicized) had been used in the 12-item client version (item numbers are again 

those in Appendix B): 

 

11.  Teachers here help students ask questions about government policies and actions. 

27.  Faculty at this school feel safe enough to take a public stand on important issues. 

33.  Decisions that come from BLTs and TBTs represent many voices. 

35.  My input about this school is respected. 

37.  My views influence this school's decisions about students. 

42.  The BLT at this school really exercises decision-making power. 

43.  The BLT at this school discusses students’ views and insights. 

 

These items arguably represent the extent of teachers’ influence in the school, including as 

advocates for students. Item 11, in fact, might be understood as teachers’ scaffolding of students’ 

own voices directed toward distributional justice in the wide world, and perhaps cultural justice 

as well.  

 

Because this set of 17 items also included seven of the 12 items on the client instrument, we 

decided to add the remaining five items from that set for administration in Study 2: for a total of 

25 items. The benefit would be the opportunity to conduct an additional individual-level 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the client instrument, while helping to develop the longer, 

broader-footprint instrument for a wide audience of potential users. 

 

For this most recent administration, we also altered the wording of items 35 and 37 to render 

them in the collective form that had been our intention all along: 

 

35. At this school teachers’ input is respected. 

37. At this school teachers’ views influence decisions about students. 

 

Also revised were the three items (33, 42, 43) that had referenced the state version of educator 

teams, in order to render them more widely applicable: 

 

33. At this school everyone on educator teams has a voice. 

42. Educator teams at this school really exercise decision-making power. 

43. Educator teams at this school discuss students’ views and insights.  

 

Additionally, we streamlined the overall presentation of items, hoping to make them easier for 

respondents to engage. We reorganized items into two sets, one set beginning “Teachers at this 

school…” and the other beginning “At this school…” Although most of the items received minor 

changes to wording on this basis, content remained the same. Appendix C provides the 25 
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substantive items as administered in Study 2. Note that in the discussion that follows, item 

numbers remain those for the corresponding items as originally formulated and listed in 

Appendix B and Table 1 (but with the modest revisions just explained). 

 

Finally, we included five items about respondents’ circumstances: (1) years of experience as a 

classroom teacher (whole years, drop-down menu); (2) grade-level band (K-5, 6-8, or 9-12); (3) 

locale (using a slider from 0 = most rural to 100 = most urban); (4) gender (open-ended response 

item); and (5) political orientation (slider from 0 = most conservative to 100 = most liberal).  

 

The administration of the 25 substantive items and five contextual items for Study 2 took place 

in February and March 2020: just prior to the closing of schools for the pandemic. For the first 

time in this development effort, we used a sample not associated with the PD evaluation work. 

Teacher respondents were recruited in two ways: (1) deans of colleges of education in Ohio 

invited graduate students (who were practicing teachers) to respond via the survey link and (2) 

all principals in Ohio were invited to share the survey link with their faculty. 

 

When the online collector was closed, 428 teachers had opened the survey link (with 268 

completing all 25 substantive items). Respondents taught at all levels; of the 260 who provided 

school grade level data, 35% taught at the elementary level, 15% in middle schools, 37% in high 

schools, and 13% taught both middle and high school—Ohio operates numerous 7-12 schools. 

Of the 251 providing identifying sex, 27% were male and 73% female. Of the 257 respondents 

providing data about years of teaching, 35% had taught for 20 years or more; 26% for fewer than 

10 years; and 39% for 10 or more years but less than 20. Of the 253 providing locale data, 17% 

identified as very urban (90 and above on the slider) and 13% as very rural (10 and below on the 

slider). Politically, 11% identified as very liberal (90 and above on the slider) and 8% as very 

conservative (10 and below on the slider), with a strong mode at 50 and a very slight negative 

skew (-.08). An unknown, but likely small, proportion of these teachers probably taught in 

schools whose principals were or had been involved in our client’s PD program. In the 

discussion below, we first consider the results of construct-testing (EFA); then we report the 

association of political orientation and locale with the sum of scores on the final set of items. 

 

We performed an EFA on the 25 items (parallel analysis, maximum likelihood extraction, and 

varimax rotation). Internal consistency was high ( = .95) with 22 items loading at r = .50 and 

higher. Model fit for all 25 items was promising (RMSEA=.064; TLI=.91).8 Removing the three 

items with factor loadings less than .50 and recomputing the EFA for the remaining 22 items 

yielded the factor loadings reported in Table 3.  

 
8 Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) values of .90 or higher indicate good fit, as do Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation estimates (RMSEA) of .06 or less (see, e.g., Bruin, 2019; Kline, 2013). 
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Table 3: EFA for 22 Collective Social Justice Items 

 Factor 

Item 1 2 3 

20 Teachers… speak openly about how race, class … operate in American society. .80 
  

19 …speak openly with one another about how race, class… operate at the school. .78 
  

7 …openly discuss issues of racism and inequality with students. .74 
  

8 …use students’ backgrounds and knowledge to inform and enrich instruction. .64 
  

28 …engage with students’ views and insights. .62 
  

12 …help students respect those who seem different from them. .60 
  

2 …are courageous on behalf of students. .58 
  

18 …collaborate to make sure the school’s practices are not unfair to any student subgroups. .56 
  

3 …believe that working with everyone is an opportunity for learning and teaching. .55 
  

11 …help students ask questions about government policies and actions. .53 
  

35 At this school, teachers’ input is respected.  .74 
 

42 …educator teams really exercise decision-making power. 
 

.70 
 

33 …everyone on educator teams has a voice. 
 

.67 
 

43 …educator teams discuss students’ views and insights. 
 

.60 
 

39 …leadership uses student concerns and perspectives to help guide decision-making. 
 

.57 
 

29 …educators work hard to develop rules that are fair.  .55 
 

38 …leadership goes above and beyond the call of duty on behalf of children's well-being. 
 

.54 
 

27 …teachers feel safe enough to take a public stand on important issues.  .51 
 

26 …students get a good education, whatever their family or cultural background may be.  
 

.79 

24 …students from all races would get a good education. 
  

.75 

23 …students from impoverished families get a good education. 
  

.74 

25 …students with disabilities receive an education equal to that of other students. 
  

.55 

Note. Parallel analysis with maximum likelihood extraction and varimax rotation.  

  

Model fit remained approximately the same (RMSEA=.067; TLI=.92). The three factors 

explained 55.6% of total item variance (Factor 1 = 23%, Factor 2 = 18%, Factor 3 = 14%). 

Examination of the scree plot suggested that the data manifested three meaningful factors.9 

 

Despite using a sample not implicated in the PD effort from which initial work with these items 

proceeded, the factor loadings resemble those in Table 1. The salience of the factors, though, is 

altered. Factor 3, explaining 14% of total variance, is clearly representative of fairness (Compare 

the items that load heavily on this factor with those loading heavily on Factor 1 in Study 1). 

Factor 2 in Study 2 maps well to Factor 2 in Study 1: in both cases the relevant items address 

participation in decision making. Note that in Table 3, the revised version of item 35 (revised 

from “My input about this school is respected” to “At this school, teachers’ input is respected) 

 
9 Italicized items in Table 4, again, are those in the client instrument. Although not a focus of this study, we used the 

administration of Study 2 to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis for those 12 items, establishing very good model 

fit (RMSEA = .05, TLI=.97 and CFI=.98); further details available from the lead author. 
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loaded heaviest (r = .74) on the factor, just as item 35 did in Study 1 (r = .82). Factor 2 in each 

study (as reported in Tables 1 and 3) represents dialogue. 

 

What does the main factor (Factor 1) in Table 3 represent? The heaviest loading items in Factor 

1 (Table 3) mapped to the heaviest loading ones in Factor 3 of Table 1: speaking openly about 

how race, class, gender, disabilities, and sexual orientation operate in American society and in 

the school—with one another and with students. Additional items loading at or above .50 on 

Factor 1 (Table 3) add information that likely reflects collective concern for students whose 

existence is affected by prejudice and marginalization. This constellation shares the concerns for 

associational justice that we identify as voice. 

 

These results support the inference that the 22 items selected from the items administered in 

Study 1 and Study 2 reflect the theoretical construct informing their creation. The range of 

practices reflected in the items, we argue, represent a conception of social justice work in schools 

that goes beyond simple fairness to reflect at least some of the social dynamics that characterize 

schools’ engagement of social justice in discourse about the practice of leadership and 

governance. 

 

As to political orientation and locale, we computed zero-order correlations of our measures of 

political orientation and locale with the sum of the 22 items. This analysis was an initial test of 

whether or not either is related to teachers’ assessment of school-level social justice practices. 

One might expect, in particular, that political orientation would demonstrate a relationship if one 

considered that concern for social justice is a commitment more politically liberal than 

conservative (Hayek, 1976; Ikeda, 2016). The extreme conservative value on the variable was 0 

and the extreme liberal value was 100; the extreme rural value was 0 and the extreme urban 

value was 100. Both correlated r = -.11 but were statistically non-significant. In addition, 

summed-score differences by sex and by school grade level were also not statistically significant, 

as was the correlation of years of experience (r = .09) with the summed item scores. 

 

The lack of relationship between political orientation and the summed values of the 22 items 

may stem from (1) the schoolwide focus, such that the influence of any individual’s orientation 

would be both muted and indirect; (2) the focus of items on external phenomena (practices) 

instead of internal ones (personal attitudes or beliefs), which imposes a degree of objectivity; (3) 

the care for student wellbeing exhibited substantively across the item set; and (4) our purposive 

decision to eschew the term “social justice.”  

 

Discussion 

 

Following a consideration of study limitations and recommendations for further research, this 

section discusses practical applications of the instrument in its current form. It also points to 

methods that schools and districts might use to test the instrument’s suitability for supporting 

locally responsive improvement work. 
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Limitations and Planned Future Studies 

 

The development work has thus far, we think, advanced a set of promising items that warrant 

additional work in the future, and we are planning such studies. Most pressing would be studies 

at the school level that correlate totals from the social justice practices instrument with other 

school-level measures (e.g., Flood’s social justice instrument for principals). Our client has, in 

fact, already agreed to adopt the Flood (2009) instrument for use with principals in subsequent 

cohorts participating in its PD program. Correlational studies between that instrument and the 

one reported here will ensue (AERA et al., 2014, standard 1.16, pp. 28-29).  

 

Fortunately, our evaluation work will enable additional validation studies. Anticipated studies 

include CFAs and school-level analyses (see, e.g., Goddard et al, 2000) for both the 22-item set 

that emerged from Study 2 and the 12-item client version, as well as the criterion study noted 

above and possibly others (e.g., correlation with the collective teacher efficacy instrument of 

Goddard and colleagues). 

 

The noted difficulty of altering social justice practice in schools suggests, as well, that studies 

with the instrument are also needed to demonstrate that it is capable of documenting change in 

schools’ social justice practice within the time periods that are typical for intensive PD efforts 

lasting one to three years. Such effort would advance the validation research toward 

consideration of consequences (standard 1.25). 

 

Opportunities for us to move this work forward will present themselves as resolution of the 

COVID pandemic allows schools to reopen on a stable basis. If other researchers and evaluators 

find this work prospectively useful, however, they must understand that development is still 

incomplete and that their use of the instrument should include appropriate validity efforts that 

build on the work reported here.   

 

Practical Implications 

 

Despite the limitations considered above, this report does provide a set of related items backed 

by theory as well as empirical work across two pilot tests to evaluate claims about the 

instrument’s mapping to a relevant construct (and subconstructs) and the instrument’s intended 

use. The instrument, even in its current form, addresses an important need. Notably, the 

historical moment is momentous: the Black Lives Matter movement; the #MeToo movement; the 

inequitable responses to the pandemic threat; encouragement of racism, sexism, and xenophobia 

from the highest level in government; and a rise in hate crimes (Balsamo, 2020, November 16).  

 

Under the circumstances, the rationale, conceptualization, and evidence presented in the forgoing 

report provide researchers and evaluators with far more substantial options than we found at the 

start of this effort two years ago. The present effort has thus far reduced the initial item pool by 

about half, and prospects seem promising for establishing an instrument suitable for summative 

evaluation purposes in large-scale efforts in many different PD programs. Given educators’ 

heightened concern for social justice (National Academy of Education, 2020), moreover, PD 

programs with a social justice focus may well become more common in the coming years. With 
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these considerations about PD for educators in view, an instrument that measures collective 

social justice practice would likely prove useful. 

 

In such a context the ongoing work reported here also offers details about one of the few 

quantitative options for evaluating social justice practice in schools as a starting point for change. 

First, this report provides a theoretical grounding for the measurement of collective social justice 

practice in schools, building on significant and widely accepted philosophical origins (fairness, 

voice, and dialogue). Second, the conceptualization frames social justice work in schools on the 

basis of solidarity (school level) and not on individual preference. One might also interpret the 

lack of a relationship with respondents’ individual-level characteristics (political orientation, 

locale, sex, grade level) as evidence that the items measure a relevant collective reality. Third, 

for the intended evaluation purpose, this work offers a large set of items that have been 

substantially pilot-tested, with documented results. And, finally, the intended-use basis of 

validity work conservatively limits the proposed instrument(s) to formal PD efforts in groups (or 

coalitions) of schools. 

 

One can imagine a range of PD programs in which this instrument (given the forgoing cautions) 

might be used. Leadership training programs are a clear example, since leadership is documented 

as exerting schoolwide influence (Leithwood & Seashore-Lewis, 2011). The instrument could 

prove useful, as well, whether social justice concerns are explicit or tacit. Systemic reform 

efforts (e.g., Fullan, 2011) are another example; too often in such work, the focus is on improved 

test scores. As some observers suggest (e.g., Blacker, 2013, Howley et al., 2017), equity is an 

overlooked foundation of academic outcomes and is clearly relevant to systemic reform efforts. 

 

The intended use—that is, the valid use of scores from the instrument—is evaluative. 

Nevertheless, other related uses, as noted above, do not push too far beyond the intended use 

specified in our argument. Notably, “pure” research applications resemble the intended use in 

that they do not deploy scores judgmentally, but only as a matter of inquiry. This instrument 

might, therefore, prove useful in large- or moderately scaled research efforts that examine school 

culture.  

 

In addition, locally responsive PD efforts sometimes use school or district data as a provocation 

for change. For example, some professional development work with a focus on social justice 

incorporates an equity audit to help schools and districts surface practices that contribute to or 

detract from equity aims (Frattura & Capper, 2007). Local professional development grounded in 

improvement science methods also orients to measures that function as indicators of 

improvement (see e.g., Bryk et al., 2015). The instrument reported here, or perhaps a subset of its 

items, might be adopted provisionally and tested locally to determine its suitability for use in 

measuring progress toward implementation of social justice practices. 
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Appendix A: Instruments Reviewed 

Instrument Year Purpose # 

 

IC

R Construct Use With Note 

AOS (Corning) 2002 
likelihood to engage 

in political action 
35 .96 

2 factors, 

PCA 

adult 

individuals 

concurrent 

validity studies 

CCS (Diemer 2017 
measure SJ response 

to oppression 
22 .93 

3 factors, 

CFA 

adult 

individuals 

negative factor 

correlation 

LTSJB (Ludlow) 2008 

measure 6 features of 

learning to teach for 

SJ 

12 .78 
2 factors, 

PCA 
K12 teachers 

attempted true-

scale 

development 

SIAS (Nilsson) 2011 

assess broader 

aspects of SJ 

advocacy 

21 .89a 
4 factors, 

EFA 

adult 

professionals 
no CFAs 

SIQ (Miller) 2009 

explain development  

of SJ interest & 

commitment 

52 .96 
6 related 

scales 

college 

students 

extensive data 

on model fit 

SJBS (Flood) 2019 

assess SJ behaviors 

specific to education 

leadership 

23 .93 
3 factors, 

PCA 

K12 

principals 

nationwide 

sample 

SJLEQ (Zhang) 2018 

measure broader 

features of SJ 

leadership 

32 .78 unexamined 
K12 

principals 

sample sizes 

tiny 

SJS (Torres-

Harding) 
2012 

measure attitudes 

related to intention to 

act for SJ 

24 .87 
4 factors, 

CFA 

adult 

individuals 

demographic 

comparisons 

SPM (Black) 2007 
measure social 

(racial) privilege 
25 .92 

5 factors, 

CFA 

adult 

individuals 

for counseling 

programs 

a. coefficient is θ 

a.Note. # = N of items in final scale; ICR = internal consistency reliability (α, except as indicated) 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Draft Items (n=43) 

 

CLASSROOM DYNAMICS AT THIS SCHOOL 
1. Teachers at this school really care about all their students. 

2. Teachers at this school are courageous on behalf of students. 

3. Teachers at this school believe that working with everyone is an opportunity for learning and 

teaching. 

4. Teachers at this school accept and learn from cultural differences. 

5. Teachers at this school help students know it’s important to speak more than one language. 

6. Teachers here help students with disabilities succeed in general education. 

7. Teachers at this school openly discuss issues of racism and inequality with students. 

8. Teachers at this school use students’ backgrounds and knowledge to inform and enrich 

instruction. 

9. Teachers at this school welcome families from other cultures. 

10. Teachers here enjoy learning from students about their families’ cultures. 

11. Teachers here help students ask questions about government policies and actions. 

12. Teachers here help students respect those who seem different from them. 

PROFESSIONAL PURPOSE AT THIS SCHOOL 
13. At this school, the faculty examines its own attitudes about social differences. 

14. How well students do in this school depends mostly on how hard teachers work. 

15. Students here know that teachers want to give depth and meaning to academic experiences. 

16. Teachers at this school believe that all students are capable of meeting high expectations. 

17. Teachers at this school believe their work helps change society for the better. 

18. Teachers at this school collaborate to make sure the school’s practices aren’t unfair to any student 

subgroups. 

19. Teachers at this school speak openly with one another about how race, class, gender, disabilities, 

and sexual orientation operate at the school. 

20. Teachers at this school speak openly with one another about how race, class, gender, disabilities, 

and sexual orientation operate in American society. 

FOLLOW-THROUGH SKILLS OF THE FACULTY 
21. Teachers here believe in equal access to academic opportunities. 

22. Teachers here believe in equal access to extracurricular opportunities. 

23. In this school students from impoverished families get a good education. 

24. In this school students from all races would get a good education. 

25. At this school students with disabilities receive an education equal to that of other students. 

26. This school educates everyone well, whatever their family or cultural background may be. 

27. Faculty at this school feel safe enough to take a public stand on important issues. 

28. Teachers at this school engage with students’ views and insights. 

29. Educators here work hard to develop rules that are fair. 

30. Educators here work hard to apply school rules fairly. 

31. Teachers here remind one another that each student has assets. 

 LEADERSHIP AT THIS SCHOOL 
32. I would be (or am) proud to serve on the BLT at this school. 

33. Decisions that come from BLTs and TBTs represent many voices. 

34. Community members exercise important leadership roles at this school. 

35. My input about this school is respected. 

36. My voice has influence at this school. 
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37. My views influence this school's decisions about students. 

38. Leadership at this school goes above and beyond the call of duty on behalf of children’s well-

being. 

39. Leadership at this school uses student concerns and perspectives to help guide decision-making. 

40. The principal at this school cares about doing the right thing. 

41. TBTs are concerned with treating students fairly. 

42. The BLT at this school really exercises decision-making power. 

43. The BLT at this school discusses students’ views and insights. 
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Appendix C 

25 Items Administered in Study 2 

 

Teachers at this school… 

 

speak openly with one another about how race, class, gender, disabilities, and sexual 

orientation operate in American society. (20) 

believe that working with everyone is an opportunity for learning and teaching. (3) 

use students’ backgrounds and knowledge to inform and enrich instruction. (8) 

openly discuss issues of racism and inequality with students. (7) 

are courageous on behalf of students. (2) 

collaborate to make sure the school’s practices are not unfair to any student subgroups. 

(18) 

engage with students’ views and insights. (28) 

help students ask questions about government policies and actions. (11) 

help students respect those who seem different from them. (12) 

speak openly with one another about how race, class, gender, disabilities, and sexual 

orientation operate at the school. (19) 

 

At this school… 

 

 students get a good education, whatever their family or cultural background may be. 

(26) 

 teachers’ input is respected. (35) 

 educators work hard to apply school rules fairly. (30) 

 educators work hard to develop rules that are fair. (29)  

 teachers feel safe enough to take a public stand on important issues. (27) 

 educator teams discuss students’ views and insights. (43) 

 students from all races would get a good education. (24) 

 students with disabilities receive an education equal to that of other students. (25) 

 the faculty examines its own attitudes about social differences. (13) 

 leadership goes above and beyond the call of duty on behalf of children's well-being. 

(38) 

 educator teams really exercise decision-making power. (42) 

 teachers’ views influence decisions about students. (37) 

 students from impoverished families get a good education. (23) 
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 leadership uses student concerns and perspectives to help guide decision-making. (39) 

 everyone on educator teams has a voice. (33) 

 

Note. Italicized items appear in the 12-item version used in the program evaluation. 

 


