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Introduction 

Systemic racism and White Language Supremacy have been central concerns for creating 

justice-oriented composition pedagogies. Scholars have largely focused on promoting antiracism 

through assessment (Inoue 2015; Inoue and Poe, 2012) and linguistic consciousness raising 

(Baker-Bell, 2020), but with the advent of ChatGPT and similar Large Language Models 

(LLMs) in 2022, new questions about the relationship between ethics, social justice, and digital 

pedagogies have emerged. Scholars have raised concerns over generative AI (GenAI) 

perpetuation of an ongoing literacy crisis, rooted in racism and White Language Supremacy. Its 

reproduction of dominant languages reinforces linguistic hierarchies, often erasing already 

marginalized languages due to its limited training on them (Bender et al. 2021; Byrd, 2023; 

Owusu-Ansah, 2023). Antonio Byrd (2023) warns us about the “literacy crisis” that comes with 

the emergence of these technologies, especially due to the “the rhetorical context and histories of 

linguistic ideologies and dominant power that have oppressed, mitigated, and erased 

marginalized communities that LLMs have encoded” (p. 136). He explains that LLM training 

corpuses are influenced by larger systems, such as the colonial and imperial dominance of 

English and a majority White workforce designing the technologies. Additionally, training 

datasets from the Internet systemically excludes and underrepresents marginalized populations. 

Bender et al. (2021) explains that bigger datasets do not translate to more diverse ones, as the 

filtering of datasets often retains “the voices of people most likely to hew to a hegemonic 

viewpoint” and overrepresents White supremacist, misogynistic, and ageist views (p. 613). 

Consequently, LLMs’ outputs reflect violent language, biases against non-dominant languages, 

and hegemonic worldviews.  
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Due to these and other cultural, linguistic, and labor issues, previous literature has rightly 

resisted an uncritical uptake of GenAI (Sano-Franchini et al., 2024). These technologies can 

perpetuate the flattening of subjectivity, embodiment, and diverse languages into a singular, 

standardized norm. Previous educational critiques of violent classroom spaces (Graphenreed & 

Poe, 2022) and racist projects of classroom writing assessment (Inoue, 2015) remind us that 

these injustices have existed long before ChatGPT, but the emergence of this new technology 

highlights the systems that allow them to exist. LLMs have become increasingly integrated into 

writing classrooms, whether through pedagogical integration to promote AI literacy (Vee et al., 

2023) or high rates of students’ usage, with several surveys estimating that more than 80% of 

college students use GenAI (Digital Education Council; Chegg). With this exigence, this 

dissertation will examine ways to address the reproduction of dominant languages and 

knowledges in college writing classrooms by framing such explorations as antiracist assessment 

ecologies. 

More research is needed to explore the relationship between race and LLMs and offer 

critical antiracist pedagogies that account for LLMs. This dissertation fills this gap through 

historically and systemically exploring how hegemonic norms become accepted in writing 

classrooms, namely through the racial frames and languages of Whiteness. In particular, this 

dissertation accounts for LLMs within writing assessment ecologies. It analyzes how assessment 

ecologies, based in histories of White Supremacy, have created the conditions for the (mis)use of 

LLM chatbots, largely due to how assessment tools have standardized academic languages and 

discourses. With this exigency, this dissertation proposes a writing assessment ecology based on 

rubric collaboration and generative AI literacies. It reports on student outcomes within this 

ecology and offers a heuristic for antiracist assessment approaches to LLMs. 

https://www.digitaleducationcouncil.com/post/what-students-want-key-results-from-dec-global-ai-student-survey-2024
https://investor.chegg.com/Press-Releases/press-release-details/2025/Chegg-Global-Student-Survey-2025-80-of-Undergraduates-Worldwide-Have-Used-GenAI-to-Support-their-Studies--But-Accuracy-a-Top-Concern/default.aspx
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Review of Literature 

 This dissertation situates emerging pedagogical issues around AI within histories and 

approaches to antiracist assessment. Specifically, it studies how racist conceptions of intelligence 

and values of writing have gained hegemonic power through technologies of assessment, which 

has set up the conditions for pervasive and uncritical use of GenAI technologies in college 

writing classrooms. It argues that tracing a history of racialized assessment technologies 

facilitates a critical analysis of GenAI LLMs, drawing from technical communication scholarship 

on tool mediation and activity theory. Haas (1996)’s study of the materiality of literacies 

examines technologies (also referred to as tools) through a Vygotskian lens, one that considers 

how tools mediate psychological activities as well as cultural power (p. 14). Haas (1996) 

specifies how literacy tools foreground aspects of writing, “including the writer’s physical 

relationship to texts and the tools of text production” (p. 24). Technologies are also phenomena 

that can be studied historically, which Vygotsky referred to as the “historical-genetic method” 

(Haas, 1996, p. 17). In her research between cultural rhetorics and technical communication, 

Haas (2012) further connects technologies to race, recognizing that technologies are not 

“transparent things” but “cultural artifacts imbued with histories and values—histories and 

values that shape the ways in which people see themselves and others in relation to technology” 

(p. 296). These approaches to technologies highlight the relationships between tools, humans, 

and power systems.  

Importantly, tools do not mediate writing independently; they exist in contexts with other 

tools. In the following model, technical communications scholar Jason Swarts (2013) visualizes 

how “tracing out the connections to other tools (and to other people and the relationships among 
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them)” helps us “see how a particular tool both shapes and organizes those activities even while 

its own operation and significance is held steady” (p. 154): 

 

In this dissertation, I intend to interrogate how assessment tools and LLM technologies have 

converged into the educational contexts of writing classrooms. Historically and in emerging 

situations, these tools shape each other: LLMs have been trained on texts constructed using 

assessment tools such as rubrics, and classroom assessment ecologies now have to adapt to how 

GenAI is shaping students’ writing. The relationship between assessment and computer-based 

technologies has been studied before (Huot, 1996; Toncic, 2020), but rarely through racial 

lenses. As previously described, LLMs threaten to reify White, standardized discourses and 

languages, similarly to different forms of high-stakes and classroom assessment. To inquire into 

this relationship, I will present a brief history of the social analysis of assessment technologies, 

then describe the turn to antiracist assessment to set the stage for contemporary questions about 

classroom assessment’s relationship to GenAI LLM technologies.  

 Since the emergence of high-stakes testing in the United States, scholars have studied the 

social implications of writing assessment. In On a Scale: A Social History of Writing Assessment 

in America, Elliot (2005) traces the history of writing assessment since 1874. Beginning with 

written examinations to college, the emergence of standardized aptitude testing such as the SAT, 

and the early assessment systems of Educational Testing Services and College Board, Elliot 
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(2005) explores the relationship between conceptions of intelligence and assessment. 

Specifically, American psychologist Henry H. Goddard, along with other eugenists, played 

prominent roles in fortifying Social Darwinist ideologies around the intersection of intelligence, 

feeble-mindedness, and (writing) ability. When Goddard imported the Binet-Simon mental tests 

from France, they were used to measure the intelligence of immigrants coming through Ellis 

Island, who were deemed feeble-minded compared to native-born European Americans (Painter, 

2010, p. 281). Informing the systematizing of college admissions, scholars at universities such as 

Yale and Harvard created admissions procedures based on the assumption that writing ability 

indicated the inherited (in)competence of incoming students (Elliot, 2005, p. 21). At this point, 

the outcomes of assessment were considered intrinsic markers: A below average score on these 

tests signified that one’s intelligence could not improve, no matter the environmental 

circumstances. From immigration to education, a strong connection between testing and 

intelligence influenced hierarchies of power, social mobility, and even racial formations, as this 

review will soon explore. 

 Yet, assessment historians reveal that the relationship between assessment and 

intelligence was soon put into question. Elliot 2005) describes Brigham’s documented shift in 

perspective, as he realized that “intelligence was a multifaceted concept that could not be 

equated with native intelligence” (p. 77). A new perspective emerged: intelligence is not innate, 

but rather a construct created and measured by tests. This is the main thesis of Hanson (1994)’s 

Testing Testing. Coming from an anthropologist perspective on technological developments, 

Allan Hanson argues: “‘Intelligence’ is not some preexisting quality waiting to be measured by 

intelligence tests but is rather defined and fabricated by them. Hence the title of the chapter: the 

intelligence of the human mind is no less ‘'artificial’ than the intelligence associated with 



7 

computers” (1991, p. 249). Hanson goes on to critique the idea that intelligence can be quantified 

and that it is inherent to each individual. Yet, despite their subjective construction, tests inform 

standards and curricula. Cherryholmes (1998) makes a similar argument about textbooks and 

knowledge, with attention to how these mechanisms maintain power through their acceptance 

and invisibility. Cherryholmes (1998) explains, “the structural thrust of textbooks proposes local 

organizations of knowledge to be global, thereby smuggling ideological biases into the 

constitution of subjectivities” (p. 72). Such "local organizations of knowledge" as those that 

textbooks propose are similar to classroom assessment measures that also threaten to create 

global constructions of intelligence.  

In this way, assessment tools and textbooks mediate learning and social constructions, so 

they could be further understood as technologies. In their conceptual articles about high-stakes 

testing, Educational measurement scholars Madaus (1993) and Madaus and Russell (2010) 

describe testing as a technology, since, among other reasons, it (1) facilitates activities, (2) 

addresses social and education problems, (3) has its own techniques and practitioner, (4) 

significantly affects individual lives and society at large (Madaus and Russell, 2010, pp. 21-22). 

From the lens of technological mediation, classroom assessment methods also have “been 

invested with so much cultural or institutional authority that [they appear] natural” (Shipka, 

2011, p. 47). A technological perspective permits a new way of seeing assessment not as 

measuring something objectively and empirically, but rather as a power-laden set of structures 

that has large implications on matters of intelligence, education, and writing values.  

Key to discussions of assessment have been the related concepts of validity and 

reliability. As arguments for the purposes of assessments, validity explains the degree to which 

an assessment measures what it says it measures and how appropriate any inferences drawn from 
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the assessment are for the specific purpose of the test, while reliability is an argument for how 

consistent an assessment's results are. The argument of reliability was especially pertinent in 

what educational measurement theorists Guba and Lincoln (1989), who take a social 

constructivist perspective on evaluation, call the first generation of evaluation: measurement, 

which centered testing through seemingly objective and scientific instruments (p. 22). The next 

two generations, description and judgment, concerned how students met objectives and how 

evaluators gauged the meeting of standards, respectively (p. 27, p. 29). In composition studies, 

Yancey (1999) similarly historicizes writing assessment through four overlapping waves. 

Yancey identifies the following time-periods that are defined by the methods dominant at that 

those moments: “During the first wave (1950-1970), writing assessment took the form of 

objective tests; during the second (1970-1986), it took the form of the holistically scored essay; 

and during the current wave, the third (1986-1999), it has taken the form of portfolio assessment 

and of programmatic assessment” (p. 484). However, Yancey also highlights the roles of values 

and virtues in these waves. For example, objectivity and reliability became partially displaced in 

favor of validity, localization, and messiness during the wave of portfolio assessment. In 

portfolio assessment, evaluators could deliberate over multiple texts written for various 

situations, which further emphasized how the self is related to reflection as assessment. Even 

further along, agency and subjectivity became concerns of assessment methods that required 

reflective self-assessment, which further emphasizes how the self is related to reflection and 

assessment and prompted questions such as “how do we read, particularly this kind of text; what 

do we reward when we read; and what (different) role(s) should the answers to these questions 

play in both classroom and external assessment” (p. 500). Although Guba and Lincoln (1989) 
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and Yancey (1999) mostly refer to trends in large-scale assessment, these values trickle down to 

classroom assessment.  

Huot (2002) continues this work of exploring the values of assessment in his book 

(Re)Articulating Writing Assessment, in which he proposes an emphasis on “instructive 

assessment” in order to mitigate the negative effects that can result from the judgment of 

evaluation (p. 18). Instructive assessment (also referred to as “instructive evaluation”) centers the 

act of learning in assessment practices, since it “involves the student in the process of evaluation, 

making her aware of what it is she is trying to create and how well her current draft matches the 

linguistic and rhetorical targets she has set for herself…from her understanding of the context, 

audience, purpose and other rhetorical features of a specific piece of writing” (p. 69). Connecting 

to historical research on how assessment has shaped societal values of intelligence, Huot 

endeavors to present assessment orientations that “not only [eliminate] the bias in the current 

assessment, but also [change] the public evidence about what is valuable—ultimately influencing 

not only our perception of merit but also our perception of who the bright and capable people are 

in this country” (p. 9). He critiques the ways that grades force students to conform to and reach a 

narrow standard, claiming that grading “involves little or no learning or teaching” (p. 62). Huot 

(2002) marks a shifting moment in the field of writing assessment, as recognition of 

assessment’s injustices of the past and present turned into classroom-focused assessment 

interventions that account for increasingly diverse student populations and social justice aims. 

 In recent years, scholars have examined the intersection of (anti)racism and assessment. 

Scholars have examined how assessment contributes to racialization and how constructs of race 

affect judgments and outcomes of assessment. From an educational measurement perspective, 

Russell (2023) studies how systemic racism has been part of educational measurement since its 
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inception in the United States, from eugenist orientations toward cognitive ability, to intelligence 

testing, to racialized bias in standardized tests, to racialized discourses around statistical 

causation. These discourses result in widespread beliefs that uphold White Supremacy: that race 

is an inherent or biological trait and that racialized pathologies drive educational disparities (p. 

243). Additionally, Russell (2023) posits that unbalanced racialized representation in test design 

“unintentionally reduce[s] the effectiveness of bias detection methods and overrepresent[s] 

content that reflects culture most familiar to test takers membered White,” resulting in “test 

scores that underrepresent the performance of students membered into nondominant racialized 

groups” (p. 245). In composition studies, this bias has also been studied by Ball (1997), who 

found that European-American teachers and African-American teachers rated students’ papers 

from their own racial formations higher. In her studies on psychometrics grounded in Critical 

Race Theory, Randall (2021) critiques the construct of validity for excluding Black culture and 

language, among other marginalized positionalities, in favor of languages and cultures associated 

with whiteness (p. 85); Randall then recommends an antiracist approach to construct definition 

(p. 88). Randall (2023) interrogates the Whiteness of the bias and sensitivity review process, then 

proposes justice-oriented approaches for assessments that “require the inclusion of content that 

elevates the real contributions of marginalized populations (including their historical and 

contemporary efforts to resist oppressive systems of injustice), draws on their cultural funds of 

knowledge (Lee, 1998), and employs their linguistic systems (in the same way/to the same 

degree as white-centric linguistic systems are employed)” (p. 13). Although focused on K-12 

high-stakes educational measurement, Russell and Randall speak to larger trends about how 

racial bias and privileging of Whiteness are embedded into assessment constructs that are 



11 

considered objective, neutral, and fair. Their work informs antiracist writing assessment in 

higher education, which, while more localized, still faces similar issues at the classroom level. 

Composition research of writing assessment has further examined the relationship 

between race, assessment, and pedagogy. In Antiracist Writing Assessment Ecologies, Asao 

Inoue (2015) asserts that many writing assessment technologies in higher education are racist 

because they continue to result in lower scores for racialized minority students compared to their 

White peers. He proposes an ecological approach to designing antiracist pedagogies, which may 

counter the racist assumptions around judgments of “good writing." Inoue (2015) refers to these 

dispositions as the “white racial habitus,” which emphasize values based on historical power 

structures of Whiteness at the expense of students of color. Inoue has revised this framework into 

Habits of White Discourse, which includes characteristics such as: an unseen, naturalized 

orientation to the world; hyperindividualism; a stance of neutrality, objectivity, and apoliticality; 

an individualized, rational, and controlled self; rule-governed, contractual relationships; and 

order as clarity, and control (Inoue, 2019). This work has inspired a current movement in 

assessment studies toward accounting for White racialized values and White Supremacist 

outcomes (Inoue & Poe, 2012; Inoue & Poe, 2020; Graphenreed & Poe, 2022; Grouling, 2022; 

Inoue, 2023). 

Although there has been rich research on race and assessment, antiracist assessment 

research has not yet accounted for how GenAI may disrupt or augment assessment processes and 

contribute to White Language Supremacy. Justice-oriented composition research on GenAI has 

primarily focused on linguistic justice, namely how GenAI chatbots may standardize students’ 

languages and discourses. Soon after ChatGPT’s emergence, Byrd (2023) raised the concern that 

LLMs are trained on texts that reflect a history of linguistic punishment, so these histories will 
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continue to be reproduced in the technology’s output. Owusu-Ansah (2023) orients attention to 

the missing voices of Ghanaian English within LLMs’ training, a bias that reflects the training’s 

limited data on many World Englishes and non-English languages (Bender et al., 2021). 

Fernandes, McIntyre, & Sano-Franchini (2023) have also been leading voices in promoting 

resistance to GenAI in writing studies. Fernandes & McIntyre (2025) identifies the link between 

linguistic and algorithmic oppressions– “algorithmic White Language Supremacy”—and asserts 

that an uncritical uptake of GenAI technologies would undermine students’ rights to their own 

language (p. 70). Their call for resisting GenAI is due to its linguistic and cultural biases, as well 

as the environmental and labor crises that AI usage and scaling perpetuate.  

Pedagogical interventions have begun to address some of these concerns. Fernandes, 

McIntyre, & Sano-Franchini (2023) propose that writing pedagogies promote critical cultural 

digital literacy, which brings together “(1) critical pedagogy (Freire, hooks); (2) critical digital 

literacy (Ávila & Pandya); (3) and digital cultural rhetorics (Haas)” (n.p). The goal of critical 

cultural digital literacy is not solely to teach students how to use GenAI technologies, but rather 

engage with the processes, contexts, algorithms, ethics, and rhetorics of GenAI LLMs, with 

attention to power, ideologies, and social systems. This framework positions LLMs as non-

neutral technologies that are part of–and actors within–larger inequitable systems. With a 

practitioner perspective, Thompson & Pokhrel (2024) refer to the emergence of GenAI as “an 

impetus for linguistic justice,” especially since ChatGPT distorts Black English in a way that is 

“reminiscent of racist minstrel shows” (p. 69). They suggest emphasizing voice, defined as 

“language usage, the inclusion of lived experiences, and rhetorical choices as determined by the 

writer,” in writing classrooms, as well as providing opportunities for translingualism in genres 

such as literacy narratives (Thompson & Pokhrel, 2024, p. 68; Canagarajah, 2011). These 
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approaches attend to important framing for teaching GenAI in writing classes, so that systemic 

inequality is addressed, while individual agency is maintained.  

While a few antiracist scholars reference antiracist writing assessment as potential 

avenues to resist the linguistic violence and White Language Supremacy of GenAI LLMs (Byrd, 

2023; Fernandes & McIntyre, 2025), classroom assessment continues to be an undertheorized 

area in this discussion. It is undertheorized despite assessment technologies being a historically 

powerful disciplining force into standardized, hegemonic, White discourses and languages, 

similarly to LLMs themselves. Plenty of research has investigated students’ digital literacies and 

practices in the classroom (ex. Vee, Laquintano & Schnitzler, 2023; Aguilar, 2023; Manierre et 

al., 2025), assessment practices (ex. Shermis, 2025; Barrot, 2025), and interrogated the 

ideologies surrounding LLMs (ex. Anderson, 2023; Baker et al., 2023), but social justice 

concerns are rarely addressed in mainstream pedagogical discourse. There is little consideration 

about how the convergence of assessment and GenAI technologies perpetuate White Supremacy 

in education, as they together fortify standards and values that have been normalized in writing 

classrooms.  

Additionally, conversations around GenAI’s linguistic injustice primarily interrogate the 

technology itself, with limited grounding in students’ interactions with the technology and 

motivations for writing with GenAI. GenAI writing practices result from a series of choices from 

students and educators. These choices are situated within students’ limit-situations, which refer 

to the oppressive conditions that limit their individual freedoms or “the myths that maintain the 

status quo” (Villanueva, 1993, p. 54). Additionally, choices “reference to a value, set of values, 

criteria(ion), or interests” that impact educational practices (Cherryholmes, 1988, p. 4). Some of 

these values stem from a privileging of Standardized English, as linguistic justice scholars have 
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noted, but other racialized values reside deep in histories of assessment and now are present as 

normative standards and discourses of academic writing. To unearth these histories and 

normativities, this dissertation proposes extending the theorizing of antiracist writing assessment 

ecologies to account for GenAI LLMs and work toward techno-antiracist pedagogies.  

To address concerns of linguistic injustice, but further delve into values around labor, 

meritocracy, and intelligence, this dissertation builds on the research strand of antiracist 

assessment to contextualize the histories and forces of classroom assessment and GenAI 

technologies as converging racial projects. According to Michael Omi and Howard Winant, 

racial projects are “simultaneously an interpretation, representation, or explanation of racial 

identities and meanings, and an effort to organize and distribute resources (economic, political, 

cultural) along particular racial lines” (1986, p. 125). Individuals and institutions can carry out 

racial projects, on micro- and macro- scales. For example, the U.S. Census is a racial project 

because it creates racial categories to distribute resources based on its statistics. It has historically 

and inconsistently delineated the definitions of race versus ethnicity, qualifications for being part 

of racial groups, and exclusions from its racial schema altogether. On a micro-scale, comments 

and media depictions of racial stereotypes also give significance to these racial categories. Racial 

projects become racist projects when something “creates or reproduces structures of domination 

based on racial significations and identities” (Omi & Winant, 1986, p. 128). For example, Inoue 

(2015) would characterize writing assessment technologies in higher education as racist when 

they continue to result in lower scores for racialized minority students compared to their White 

peers. For instance, in the EPT writing assessment, African-American, Latino/a, and Hmong 

students have historically been assessed lower than their White peers (Inoue & Poe, 2012). It is 

important to note that the intention behind these assessments may not be racist. But, from a 
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systemic perspective, they continue to perpetuate local and national racist consequences, 

especially when disguised through de-racialized objectivity and universality. Classroom-based 

technologies, such as assessment tools like rubrics or LLMs, could be described as racial or 

racist projects, depending on how they organize and perpetuate representations of racialization or 

structures of domination based on racial formations.  

Specifically, this project will interrogate LLMs as a White racial project because they 

encode, promote, and standardize Habits of White Discourse, similarly to assessment 

technologies (Inoue, 2019). Individual technologies and people participate in these habits, even if 

they are not White, but they are a consequence of a larger systemic, often invisible, racism based 

on Whiteness. Understanding Whiteness in LLMs may allow teachers and students to see how 

they (re)produce hierarchies of languages, discourses, and bodies and unknowingly support 

White Language Supremacy (WLS). Whiteness is societal and institutional, structuring material 

resources along racial lines, and it influences more than LLM training and outputs. Its conditions 

have created the opportunity for LLMs to emerge with such popularity and be sustained through 

students’ (mis)use. If writing teachers understand the complex interplay between Whiteness and 

LLMs, they can make antiracist pedagogies and assessment ecologies that utilize LLMs. It is a 

systemic issue that antiracist assessment must address: LLMs embody Whiteness in their design 

and uncritical acceptance, and their use is perpetuated by the White structures and conditions of 

higher education. To explore this issue in the dissertation, the following research questions will 

be addressed: 

1. How do GenAI LLMs function as a White racial project in college writing classes? 

2. How do the histories of race and assessment contribute to the conditions of GenAI 

(mis)use in college writing classes?  
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3. How can techno-antiracist assessment ecologies account for GenAI as an ongoing White 

racial project in college writing classes? 

Methodology and Theoretical Framework 

This project is mainly conceptual, with the importation and application of sociological, 

educational, and critical theories of Whiteness. The theory of racial formation (Omi & Winant, 

2014) grounds my discussion of race through its conceptualization of “racialization” and “racial 

projects,” which emphasize how race is a structural phenomenon based on historical power 

relations and materialized through primarily phenotypic traits. To study how these power 

structures, especially White Supremacy, come to be, my work relies on The White Racial Frame, 

a sociological lens from Feagin (2013), which traces “stereotypes, prejudices, ideologies, 

interlinked interpretations and narratives… visual images…racialized emotions and racialized 

reactions to language accents of Whiteness” throughout history (p. xi). I pair this with Lipsitz’ 

sociological concept of the “possessive investment in Whiteness,” which accounts for how 

structures such as media and education incentivize individuals to gain privilege and power (p. 2). 

Studying Whiteness in writing classroom ecologies, Inoue has traced historical values of writing 

and assessment into the framework of Habits of White Discourse, which includes characteristics 

such as: an unseen, naturalized orientation to the world; hyper-individualism; a stance of 

neutrality, objectivity, and apoliticality; an individualized, rational, and controlled self; rule-

governed, contractual relationships; and order as clarity, and control (Inoue, 2019, pp. 399-400). 

These theories allow me to analyze how Whiteness functions even in spaces where race-

evasiveness is the norm–where Whiteness often remains unseen and naturalized. Specifically, I 

will investigate LLMs by examining their training and output for narratives and images of 
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Whiteness, as well as consider how themes of individualism and meritocracy create incentive 

structures to use LLMs in writing classrooms. This theoretical framework of Whiteness 

contributes to the study of GenAI and assessment technologies as a White racial project in 

college writing classes. 

These frameworks of Whiteness pair with a poststructural investigation of assessment 

and LLM technologies. A poststructural approach to education, explained by Cherryholmes 

(1998), investigates how power structures are produced and valued, often through discursive 

means with attention to the subjectivity of humans. Cherryholms (1998) explores how 

disciplinary curriculum, assessment criteria, and the authority of textbooks are standardizing and 

power-laden processes that are commonly accepted as the norm in education (p. 70). A 

poststructural approach to GenAI does not consider it a static part of current educational 

structures, but rather examines how it functions in a lineage of technologies, both digital and 

assessment, to come to power in its potential ubiquity; it also centers the human in its exploration 

of systemic impacts, situated in particular cultural contexts. This approach aligns with the 

characterization of technologies as mediational and cultural tools that shape other tools’ 

activities, with their own histories and values. A poststructural approach allows me to explore the 

research question: “How do the histories of race and assessment contribute to the conditions of 

GenAI (mis)use in college writing classes?”  

A poststructural approach further positions positivism as a construction within itself, 

which a “fourth generation” approach to evaluation also considers. Guba and Lincoln (1998) 

propose that evaluation should be conducted within a constructivist paradigm. A constructivist 

paradigm re-orients evaluation to account for negotiation between stakeholders, using a dialectic 

process to highlight the subjectivities of evaluators, minimize conventional power relations of 
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evaluation, and work toward consensus-making. A few key steps of such a process are (1) 

organizing evaluations, (2) identifying stakeholders, (3) developing a dialectic circle among a 

“within-stakeholder-group,” (4) introducing information to help develop sophisticated 

constructions, (5) sorting resolved and unresolved claims, concerns, and issues, and (6) 

negotiating unresolved claims, concerns, and issues. A fourth-generation evaluation 

methodology may manifest as a, what Guba and Lincoln call, a “hermeneutic dialectic circle,” 

where each stakeholder within an inquiry process offers their input to recalibrate toward a joint 

construction (p. 152). Both Cherryholms (1998) and Guba and Lincoln (1998) center power 

within their approaches, and, together, they inform how this dissertation intends to trace humans’ 

use of technologies throughout history to understand how values and power come to be, then 

integrate methods of challenging those values and powers using dialectic processes. 

Antiracist writing assessment ecologies offer a model to interrogate classroom ecologies 

for systems of power. Inoue (2015) describes seven interconnected parts of writing assessment 

ecologies (p. 176): 
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Based on this writing assessment ecology model, a few elements will be highlighted. 

GenAI technologies are emerging parts of the ecology, which affect the other parts (such as other 

technologies), labor practices, and consequences and decisions. Connecting with Guba and 

Lincoln (1998), the pedagogical section of this dissertation will propose classroom assessment 

methods that modify how power and purposes in traditional assessment ecologies discipline 

students into standardized forms of writing. To modify power and purposes in the age of GenAI, 

instructors must prompt students to problematize their use of writing tools and develop critical 

consciousness. In his famous critique of the banking concept of education, Freire (1970) 
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proposes that a liberatory pedagogy is one that promotes problem-posing to raise consciousness 

through active cognition. In this approach, educators do not hierarchically impose information 

into the empty vessel of a student, but rather participate in dialogic interactions with them. All 

the while, students inquire and reflect upon their positioning in the world, coming to see “reality 

in process, in transformation” (Freire, 1970, p. 83). Ultimately, the goal is critical consciousness. 

Based on Freire’s work, Victor Villanueva Jr. (1993) defines critical consciousness as “the 

recognition that society contains social, political, and economic conditions which are at odds 

with the individual will to freedom” (p. 54). Students can be taught to question what they 

understand as “natural” in the world using their own subjective positioning, allowing them to 

develop generative themes that assess “limit-situations, the myths that maintain the status quo” 

(p. 54). One such form of the “natural” are the writing tools that have or will become ubiquitous 

in the classrooms, that are able to achieve this ubiquity through the myth that they are neutral and 

objective. Indeed, GenAI chatbots and assessment tools maintain their power through the false 

narrative that students cannot have individual will within these conditions. They are told that 

they will be assessed using predetermined criteria. In an in-flux period of GenAI emergence, 

they are told that they will be disciplined for its use, or that soon enough AI writing will be 

indistinguishable from their own. Often, students have no opportunity to come to their own 

conclusion about these tools—how they want to value, use, or resist them.  

Fourth generation evaluation further informs the process of collaborative rubric building-

-a dialectic process of creating localized assessment standards through negotiation among 

students. Inoue (2015) proposes collaborative rubric building as one method of problem-posing, 

or “problematizing one’s existential writing assessment situation” (p. 80). Inoue expands on the 

potential of rubrics: 
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Instead, the rubric could be a way to notice and validate local non-SEAE practices, first 

by not penalizing students for using such subaltern discourses, and second by allowing 

the rubric to be a heuristic for asking questions about ways of knowing and articulating 

that are open-ended, not closed and narrowing. (p. 132) 

 

In “Community-based assessment pedagogy,” Inoue has his students inductively create 

rubrics. They interrogate the judgments they have about effective writing, revising the rubric 

throughout the semester. Using this framework for three semesters, Inoue finds that rubric 

collaboration helps students understand and explain their assessment practices, which pushes 

them to self-reflect and develop critical consciousness (p. 235). Community-based assessment 

pedagogy ultimately promotes active learning, collaboration among students, and opportunities 

to theorize one’s own writing process. To respond to the dissertation’s final research question, 

my pedagogical approach relies on social constructivism. I want students to understand the 

constructs of technologies through being informed about debates on grammar, linguistic 

diversity, and GenAI in education, then using that knowledge to construct their own standards of 

writing for a particular genre. By seeing assessment criteria as constructed within itself–and by 

experiencing a disruption of typical evaluator-evaluated relationships–I hope they take a more 

critical lens on GenAI Large Language Models. If students can develop a post-structuralist 

understanding of contemporary writing values as subjective and based in larger historical 

discourses, they will then “problematize their existential writing assessment situation” and 

develop critical consciousness (Inoue, 2015, p. 80). With this critical consciousness, they can 

continue reflecting on their positions as writers as new writing technologies emerge. These 

justice-oriented pedagogies will drive the exploration of my final research question: How can 

techno-antiracist assessment ecologies account for GenAI as an ongoing White racial project in 

college writing classes? 
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Chapters 

This dissertation will alternate between short pedagogical vignettes and academic 

chapters for a few rhetorical purposes. First, the vignettes provide voices and classroom contexts 

to an otherwise theoretical analysis of LLMs and assessment technologies as White racial 

projects. My main audience is writing instructors and my main purpose is pedagogical, so real 

stories from the classroom and my students allow me to apply discussions of race, technologies, 

and assessment into real situations. Each vignette functions as an introduction to the central 

questions and issues of each chapter, which can then serve as examples to ground concepts. 

Alternatively, the vignettes may complicate the approaches being presented, exemplifying 

successes and limitations toward the justice-oriented work that can be done in writing classes. 

This approach mirrors Kynard (2013), which uses classroom vignettes to show the relationship 

between educational literacy practices and protests and ideologies from Black Freedom 

Movements. It is also inspired by counterstory, grounded in Critical Race Theory, which seeks to 

uplift racially marginalized voices as interventions in dominant narratives.  

Finally, this project pursues a racial methodology, which calls attention to race as a 

rhetorical phenomenon through researcher positionality, informed theories of race, and data 

collection with racial disaggregation (Inoue, 2012). Lockett, Ruiz, Sanchez, and Carter (2020) 

similarly propose that “antiracism fundamentally shapes the whys of our research,” including the 

motivations for research questions and the pursuits of knowledge production. The structure of 

vignettes and chapters allow me to situate my positionality in a tangible and vivid way, as I am 

racially embodied as a multiracial Black, White, and Asian woman in a primarily White, yet 

increasingly racially diverse, teaching context. Inspired by an Indigenous methodology of 

relational accountability—that “relationships do not merely shape reality, they are reality,” and 
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our research methods should reflect this ontology—I am deeply committed to antiracist work 

that centers students (Wilson, 2008, p. 5). I intend to develop techno-antiracist pedagogies that 

do not simply reject technology, but center human relationships in our pursuits of understanding 

writing and the technologies that mediate it. Ultimately, the structure of this dissertation begins 

with conceptual approaches, then leads to pedagogical applications, but always finds its way 

back to students’ experiences, breakthroughs, and relationships in the wake of Generative AI.  

Vignette #1 ChatGPT and Taco Boys: An Introductory Example to The Problem of 

Chatbots 

This vignette sets up a problem that many college educators may currently be facing: 

unethical use of ChatGPT. It describes a scenario where a student plagiarized another student’s 

project using ChatGPT, resulting in an incoherent discussion of culture and food that reflected 

exoticizing rhetorics of non-White cultures. The student used ChatGPT in this way to bypass the 

process of an observational research project and get a good grade. The vignette raises questions 

about integrity, meritocracy, LLM bias, subjectivity, and labor. It sets up the question: What 

conditions drive students to unethically and uncritically use GenAI technologies, even as it 

produces racist outputs?   

Ch 1: Introduction 

Chapter 1 will introduce the main classroom issues of students unethically using or 

relying on Generative AI, framed within a few of the main topics that AI research strands have 

focused on: AI literacy, academic integrity, and linguistic justice. The chapter will then explain a 

reorientation to these discussions toward structural issues of assessment and the values of writing 

that assessment technologies have historically promoted. Building on this reorientation, the 

chapter will introduce preliminary definitions of concepts central to the dissertation: race, 
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assessment, and technology. Building on concepts from Haas and Madaus, it will conceptualize 

Gen AI LLMs and assessment measures as converging technologies. It will also broadly define 

the theoretical grounding of race, racism, and racial projects (Omi & Winant, 1986). Finally, it 

will overview the goals of the dissertation and the upcoming chapters.  

 

Vignette #2: TBD 

Ch 2: Histories of Assessment and (White) Constructs of (Artificial) Intelligence 

This chapter will trace the history of racialized concepts of intelligence, constructed by 

assessment measures through a poststructuralist lens. It will explore the dimensions of 

objectivity and standardization within enlightenment-based positivist education systems in the 

United States, then explain connections to present day educational values of meritocracy and 

individualism. The chapter will then connect these historical discussions to how students view 

classroom assessment. It will make the claim that standardizing and quantifying intelligence 

through a positivist ontology creates the conditions for artificial intelligence to meet, and 

potentially surpass, human “general intelligence.” Our intelligence, although vaguely 

hypothesized as a purely humanistic feature that encompasses multiple types of intelligence, 

becomes actualized through how we measure it, assign value to it, and rank people on hierarchies 

due to it. Artificial intelligence threatens us because the status quo of hierarchy threatens to shift, 

as artificial intelligence can and will be able to optimally and efficiently perform based on the 

historical standards of writing, under the economic conditions of white supremacist capitalism 

that have shaped assessment systems of higher education. However, this chapter will emphasize 

that this hierarchy has been problematic since its conception, since many standards of writing 

uphold White languages and discourses that have continuously marginalized students of color. It 
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will call writing teachers, administrators, students, and researchers to fully reckon with the 

present and future of artificial intelligence and address the conditions that allow it to prosper—

starting with a reimagining of assessment structures. This chapter will respond to the research 

question: How do the histories of race and assessment contribute to the conditions of GenAI 

(mis)use in college writing classes?  

Vignette #3: TBD 

Ch 3: Dimensions of Whiteness in AI Design and Usage 

This chapter will explore how historical precedence and values from assessment 

technologies have influenced dimensions of LLMs’ training, design, and usage. It will claim that 

the cultural discourses around and produced by GenAI reflect a White Racial Frame, with a 

focus on the output of AI chatbots and the justifications for its educational use. The chapter will 

begin with constructing a robust framework to analyze Whiteness in technologies, theorizing 

LLMs as a White racial project, which other dimensions of design and user-interaction map onto. 

It will present an in-depth discussion of Joe Feagin's “White Racial Frame,” George Lipsitz’s 

“Cultural Imaginations” within the possessive investment in Whiteness, and Gramsci’s 

“hegemony.” Primary themes that this framework will allow me to explore are White ideologies 

of purity and unseen, naturalized labor; White discourses of lies; and White ideologies of 

universal users and languages. The end of this chapter will return to the research question: How 

do GenAI LLM function as a White racial project in college writing classes? 

Vignette #4: “I Want to Care about My Education”: Exposing Educational Limit-

Situations, then Returning to Them 

This vignette relates a discussion I had with a student about his ChatGPT usage during 

my GenAI pedagogical model versus his business classes, where he feels he is just going through 
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the motions. The discussion covers shaky feelings around academic integrity and AI use, his 

growing dependencies on the technology, and his desire to pursue an education he cares about. It 

brings up themes of assessment structures that unintentionally perpetuate AI (mis)usage, 

compared to critical pedagogies that ask students to interrogate their relationship to technologies 

under different assessment conditions. The vignette also poses questions about the limitations of 

antiracist assessment ecologies that are not the norm in higher education.  

Ch 4: Student Chatbot Rubric Collaboration: Toward an Techno-Antiracist Pedagogical 

Model 

This chapter will draw on a previous study on student-chatbot rubric collaboration in 

attempt to respond to the structural issues laid out in the previous chapters. It explains a 

classroom process with two main steps: (1) student-chatbot rubric collaboration and (2) a 

comparative and multimodal self-assessment of their own and chatbot-produced writing. This 

extension of rubric collaboration accounts for the incorporation of GenAI in the classroom, while 

still emphasizing a constructivist inquiry of writing standards, with students as central 

stakeholders; the process involves students co-constructing rubrics with their peers, then with 

chatbots to analyze their own and technology's assumptions about what "good writing" entails. 

Then, using the rubrics, students interrogate how their judgements of language are 

operationalized in reflective voice memos, where they assess two versions of their written 

assignment, one drafted entirely by themselves and one drafted with GenAI. This chapter will 

explain the model with artifacts from rubric collaboration and students’ reflective voice memos, 

collected over three semesters to illustrate adapted and refined measures. The analysis will 

primarily draw from the frameworks of Inoue’s antiracist assessment ecologies and Freire’s 

critical consciousness. Translating Freire’s pedagogical theories to U.S. college writing 
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classrooms, Inoue (2015) proposes rubric collaboration as one method of problem-posing that 

can help students problematize their existential writing assessment situation and develop critical 

consciousness. Within this framework, this chapter will connect students’ outcomes to the 

concerns posed in previous chapters, in an attempt to have students do a comparative analysis of 

power-laden technologies in the classroom, while centering their own voices and agency. It will 

present (1) a holistic word cloud visualization of students' judgments of their own and GenAI’s 

writing, and (2) key case studies of students who resisted GenAI’s assessment criteria and 

writing outputs.  

Chapter 4 Preliminary Findings: The classroom and student artifacts reveal a variety of ways that 

students critically examined and reflected on their existential writing assessment situations in 

relation to GenAI technologies. For example, student groups overall rejected suggestions from 

ChatGPT in favor of their peers’ suggestions during their student-chatbot rubric collaboration. In 

follow-up surveys, students reasoned that the diversity of their classmates’ perspectives 

outweighed the standardized criteria of GenAI, or that they valued how their collaborative 

decision-making could help them and their classmates succeed. The classroom assessment 

ecology helped students resist a few powerful Habits of White Discourse, including that the 

criteria must be neutral, objective, or apolitical to be useful, or that success must be competitive 

and hyper-individual (Inoue, 2019). Students’ reflective voice memos further facilitated their 

ability to articulate their values and judgments of writing. They problematized their relationship 

with technology through discussions of voice, often reflecting on why they did or did not 

“sound” like ChatGPT. This reflection materialized as either an existential realization that their 

writing has been standardized into what they referred to as an “academic” or “robotic” tone, or a 

recognition that the emotional, personal, and messy elements of writing help them connect with 
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audiences or promote their own critical thinking and learning. In their articulation, they were 

able to critically assess normative ideas about “good writing” and embrace strengths within their 

own human language practices, even those that have been historically deemed “non-academic” 

under White Language Supremacy. With their thoughtful problematizing, many students revised 

their work in ways that intervened in dominant narratives about GenAI, intentionally 

incorporated code-meshing of marginalized languages (Young, 2011), and/or advocated for 

linguistic justice in insightful and equitable ways. 

Vignette #5: Code Meshing in Research 

 This chapter will discuss an exemplary student commitment to the unit presented in the 

previous chapter, to illustrate how the unit helped uplift the voice and knowledge of a Black 

student who pursued research on Black Language and GenAI, writing the article in Black 

Language.  

Ch 5: Heuristic for Techno-Antiracist Pedagogies in the Age of AI 

This chapter will present implications for wider reconceptualization of antiracist 

classroom assessment as an avenue for addressing LLMs as White racial projects. It will reveal 

complications in common cultural discussions about GenAI and assessment in higher education, 

not in an attempt to try to “solve” the AI problem but rather contend with its effects on students 

and draw on our previous antiracist research for more ethical outcomes. Based on the 

pedagogical model and student outcomes, it will ultimately suggest a heuristic for designing 

socially-just, instructive assessment pedagogies with GenAI. This heuristic emphasizes how 

college writing educators can address the (in)visibility of both assessment and GenAI 

technologies, in order to contend with the power that technologies gain when they become 

ubiquitous in writing, judging, and learning processes. To address this (in)visibility, the heuristic 
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will also help educators and students explore the histories of assessment and LLMs as 

intersecting racial projects. Readers leave with new pedagogical interventions that address the 

literacy crisis that GenAI exacerbates, as well as previous injustices created by racist assessment 

ecologies. With this reframing of the relationship between assessment and GenAI, educators can 

prepare students to be agentive negotiators of their writing and judging practices when faced 

with hegemonic technologies. 
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