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erasure, engaging stakeholders in validating and refining the systematized concept of erasure developed by Corvi et al. [13].
We conducted six workshops with 23 participants. Participants’ understandings of erasure largely aligned with Corvi et al’s
systematized concept, but also surfaced boundary tensions requiring refinement and gaps suggesting conceptual expansion.
We provide suggestions for how the systematized concept could be refined to better reflect stakeholder perspectives. We reflect
on learnings from our study to derive recommendations for how to better engage stakeholders in the measurement process.
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1 Introduction

Measurement tasks play a critical role in Al evaluation, influencing how Al systems are developed, deployed, and
used in the real world. However, these measurement tasks are often tackled without sufficient rigor [43]. This can
be especially consequential for generative Al (GenAl) systems, where evaluation is already more challenging than
for traditional machine learning systems because GenAl systems produce diverse outputs, support a breadth of use
cases, and have potentially far-reaching impacts on people and society [12, 30, 33]. Moreover, definitions of the ca-
pabilities, behaviors, and impacts to be measured can be contested across use cases, cultures, and languages [6, 25].

To address this, machine learning researchers have begun to draw on measurement theory from the social
sciences to develop systematic frameworks for the measurement tasks involved in GenAl evaluation [2, 9, 43]. In
this tradition, the measurement process first requires systematizing the concept to be measured—that is, precisely
defining it—before operationalizing it through measurement instruments like classifiers, annotation guidelines,
and scoring rubrics that can be applied at scale. This structured approach contrasts with common measurement
practices in the machine learning community, where researchers often move from abstract concepts (like “toxicity”
or “reasoning ability”) to measurement instruments without precisely defining those concepts [6, 12, 25]. By
doing so, decisions about exactly what the resulting measurements reflect are left implicit in the measurement
instruments themselves, accessible only to those with the technical expertise to scrutinize them. This makes it
difficult to validate such measurements and the measurement instruments that produced them, which can result
in measurements that are detached from the concepts they are intended to reflect.

Separating systematization and operationalization decouples conceptual debates (about the definitions and
boundaries reflected in a systematized concept) from operational debates (about whether measurement instru-
ments produce valid measurements of that concept) [43]. This creates an opportunity to include stakeholders with
diverse perspectives—from domain experts to policymakers to users and impacted communities—in conceptual
debates about what should be measured and why [23, 43]. Conceptual debates enable stakeholders to contest
proposed definitions and boundaries and advocate for alternatives that reflect real-world priorities, ensuring
that the resulting measurements reflect their needs and experiences. Engaging stakeholders in this way offers
a pragmatic advantage: although full participation at all points in the measurement process does not scale
well, engaging stakeholders in validating and refining systematized concepts facilitates the development of
measurement instruments that can be applied at scale while still incorporating diverse perspectives. Despite
these advantages, there are few examples of what this looks like in practice.

In this paper, we explore how to engage stakeholders in conceptual debates about the definitions and bound-
aries reflected in a systematized concept. We situate our study in the context of measuring erasure, a type of
system behavior that can cause representational harms [13, 39]. We take the systematized concept of erasure
developed by Corvi et al. [13] and engage stakeholders in validating and refining it. We do not propose a new
measurement instrument; rather, we treat systematization and validation as prerequisites to the development
of measurement instruments. We contribute a participatory process—grounded in measurement validity—for
validating and refining systematized concepts prior to operationalization.

Our study has two aims: The first is to identify alignment, boundary tensions, and gaps between stakeholder
perspectives and the definitions and boundaries proposed by Corvi et al. In doing so, we identify ways their
systematized concept could be refined to better reflect stakeholder perspectives. The second is to explore how
to design activities that support validating and refining systematized concepts. We draw on the literature from
participatory design, which is useful for engaging with contestedness and messy conceptual landscapes. We use
participatory design methods instrumentally rather than normatively [15]: instead of giving stakeholders full au-
thority over a systematized concept, we engage them in validating and refining an existing systematized concept.
This approach acknowledges the value of stakeholder input when systematizing concepts, while recognizing
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the practical constraints involved in developing measurement instruments that can be applied at scale. We pose
the following research questions:

RQ1 (Concept validation): How do stakeholders experience, define, and contest erasure in the context of
GenAI? How do stakeholders’ proposed definitions and boundaries validate and suggest refinements of Corvi et al’s
systematized concept?

RQ2 (Method contribution): More broadly, how can participatory design activities support validating and
refining systematized concepts?

To address these questions, we conducted six in-person participatory design workshops with 23 participants.
We used these workshops as structured opportunities for participants to surface definitions and boundaries,
generate examples and counterexamples, and debate edge cases. We treated each activity as a stress test of Corvi
et al’s systematized concept, revealing where participants’ understandings are aligned with it and where they
are not. Participants described contexts in which they believed erasure occurs, generated their own examples
of utterances that cause erasure, identified boundaries, and articulated their own definitions of the concept. They
then labeled examples of utterances, both Al-generated and expert-developed, as erasure, harmful but not erasure,
or not harmful. Participants also reviewed a taxonomy of system behaviors that cause erasure, drawn from Corvi
et al’s systematized concept, and responded to longer-form prompts probing boundaries and assumptions.

Each workshop activity was motivated by evaluative criteria drawn from measurement theory from the social
sciences [2, 43], research on concept formation from political science [20], and environmental policy research [7].
We analyzed workshop transcripts in multiple stages: open coding to capture participants’ definitions and ex-
amples, axial coding to identify higher-level themes, and comparative coding to assess how these themes aligned
with Corvi et al’s systematized concept. This analysis yielded evidence about whether the systematized concept
satisfies the evaluative criteria motivating each activity.

The workshop activities reveal how participants experience, define, and contest erasure in the context of GenAL
Participants largely validated the definitions and boundaries reflected in Corvi et al’s systematized concept, and
many of the examples they generated map directly to system behaviors outlined by Corvi et al. At the same time,
their input also surfaced boundary tensions and gaps that point toward refinements of the systematized concept.

Our findings demonstrate how participatory design activities can validate and refine systematized concepts
by surfacing alignment, boundary tensions, and gaps. Although we designed our workshop protocol for Corvi
et al’s systematized concept, it is intended to transfer across measurement tasks, contributing to the science of
GenAl evaluation.

2 Related Work
2.1  Measurement Tasks and Evaluating GenAl

Recent work on GenAl has produced an expanding ecosystem of approaches to measurement and evaluation.
Benchmark suites and leaderboards focus on capabilities across domains. Safety evaluations and red-teaming
protocols aim to identify dangerous, harmful, or policy-violating behaviors before deployment. However, growing
evidence suggests that the measurement tasks involved in evaluating GenAlI systems are often tackled without
sufficient rigor. Measured capabilities may appear inflated through shortcut-learning, memorization, or data
contamination [11, 19, 32]. Abstract concepts like “sycophancy” or “fairness” resist direct measurement and are
often contested across use cases, cultures, and languages [25, 31, 38]. Many impacts unfold over time, eluding
single-turn evaluation [22, 35]. As a result, measurements too frequently lack validity, failing to capture the
concepts they are intended to reflect [14].

To address this, machine learning researchers have begun to draw on measurement theory from the social
sciences [2] to improve the validity of GenAl evaluation [9, 13, 36, 43]. In this tradition, tackling a measurement
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task involves three processes: (1) systematizing an abstract “background” concept to be measured into precise defi-
nitions or a systematized concept; (2) operationalizing the systematized concept through measurement instruments;
and (3) applying the measurement instruments to obtain measurements. A fourth process, interrogation, occurs
iteratively during and after each of the other processes: both the systematized concept and the measurement
instruments should be validated and refined.

Separating systematization and operationalization enables stakeholders with diverse perspectives to participate
at different points in the measurement process. During systematization, stakeholders can engage in conceptual
debates about what should be measured and why, without needing to understand the technical details of the
measurement instruments. Stakeholders can help develop an initial systematized concept or validate and refine
an existing one, surfacing gaps between their interpretations and the systematized concept’s proposed definitions
and boundaries. This structure creates space for stakeholders to advocate for the inclusion of particular meanings
and understandings during the measurement process [1]. When appropriate, stakeholders can also engage at other
points in the measurement process, including in operational debates about the conceptual fidelity of measurement
instruments (e.g., questioning whether the measurement instruments faithfully capture the systematized concept)
or their application (e.g., questioning whether different contexts and procedures change what the resulting
measurements reflect). In our study, we focus on engaging stakeholders in conceptual debates by validating and
refining an existing systematized concept.

Systematized concepts can be validated using multiple approaches. In this paper, we draw on three lines of
work: measurement theory from the social sciences, research on concept formation from political science, and en-
vironmental policy research [2, 7, 20]. First, we use three lenses of validity from measurement theory: face validity,
content validity, and consequential validity [2, 25, 43]. Each lens constitutes a different source of evidence about va-
lidity: Face validity refers to the extent to which the systematized concept looks reasonable. Content validity refers
to the extent to which a systematized concept reflects the most salient aspects of the background concept. Content
validity has two facets: substantive validity and structural validity [43]. Substantive validity focuses on whether the
systematized concept fully specifies the observable phenomena that are connected to the concept—completeness
of coverage—and does not specify anything that is not part of the concept. In the context of natural language, the
observable phenomena are usually linguistic features in a string of text that will be subsequently operationalized
to form indicators. Structural validity focuses on the relationships between the observable phenomena and the
concept. In our study, we focus on substantive validity. Consequential validity is concerned with the consequences
of using the resulting measurements, including any societal impacts. Second, we draw on evaluative criteria for
concept formation from political science. Gerring [20] argues that well-formed concepts should have internal co-
herence and differentiation from neighboring concepts. Third, we draw on evaluative criteria for what makes good
evidence for policy from environmental policy research. Cash et al. [7] argue that evidence should be salient (rel-
evant to stakeholders) and legitimate (accountable to diverse values and perspectives). These criteria complement
those from measurement theory and concept formation: content validity and coherence assess whether a concept
is well-specified, whereas salience and legitimacy assess whether it is meaningful and defensible to those affected
by its use. Together, these three lines of work provide systematic criteria for validating systematized concepts.

2.2 Stakeholder Engagement in Evaluating Al

Stakeholders are individuals or groups who are affected by, or have a vested interest in, a technology or policy—
such as impacted communities, regulators and policymakers, and developers. Researchers have incorporated stake-
holder engagement into the design and governance of Al systems, building on traditions including value-sensitive
design [16-18, 28, 40], co-design [10, 45], participatory design [15, 29, 42], and participatory action research [24].
In this context, stakeholder engagement or participation refers to the deliberate practice of engaging those who
are affected by—or have responsibility for—an Al system in shaping its goals, design decisions, evaluation criteria,
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and governance. Delgado et al. characterize how participation in Al research varies along four dimensions: (i) the
rationale for participation, (ii) which aspects of the system remain negotiable, (iii) whose knowledge counts as
relevant, and (iv) the depth of participation [15]. They further distinguish instrumental rationales for participation
(stakeholder input improves outcomes) from normative rationales (inclusion is valuable in its own right) [15].

Despite its promise, stakeholder engagement in Al is difficult to sustain at scale. Participatory processes tend to
be time-intensive and context-specific, creating tension with evaluation practices that must be repeatable across
settings [46]. Work on “thick evaluations” illustrates this tradeoff: Qadri et al. show how community engagement
surfaces locally salient dimensions that researcher-driven approaches overlook, yet note that such intensive
methods resist systematic application at scale [34]. Efforts to apply stakeholder engagement to evaluation and
norm-setting face similar constraints. For example, Bergman et al.’s STELA [4] is a four-stage process for eliciting
community norms, but community participation is concentrated in a single stage (norm elicitation), where
participants review pre-selected chatbot outputs, deliberate in focus groups, and provide Likert-style ratings.
More broadly, even when engagement occurs, it often remains consultative instead of granting participants
ongoing influence over what is evaluated and how [5, 15, 41].

The structured approach afforded by measurement theory provides different intervention points for stakeholder
engagement [43]. Deep engagement can be concentrated on validating and refining systematized concepts (what
the concept means, where boundaries lie, which system behaviors count as instances of the concept), whereas
the resulting measurement instruments can then be applied at scale, in an automated manner, across system
outputs, versions, and contexts without requiring the same level of intensive participation each time. Although
concurrent work has begun to explore how to involve communities in developing a systematized concept [26],
there remain few examples of what such engagements look like in practice.

In this paper, we use stakeholder engagement methods to validate and refine an existing systematized concept.
We designed and conducted workshops that elicited stakeholder understandings and meanings, producing evi-
dence for and against the validity of the systematized concept. This process surfaced alignment, boundary tensions,
and gaps, demonstrating how stakeholder engagement can support validating and refining systematized concepts.

3  Methods

First, we describe the systematized concept developed by Corvi et al. [13]. Next, we provide an overview of our
workshop protocol. Finally, we describe our recruitment process and data analysis.

3.1 The Systematized Concept to Validate

The systematized concept of erasure developed by Corvi et al. [13] draws on speech act theory [3], a framework
from linguistics that characterizes utterances (e.g., statements made by a person or the outputs of a GenAl
system) as speech acts that can be used to study how things are accomplished with words. Each utterance can
be characterized along three dimensions: locution (which is concerned with the content of the utterance, such
as word choice and ordering), illocution (which is concerned with the function of the utterance in context),
and perlocution (which is concerned with the real-world impacts of the utterance). Corvi et al. [13] systematize
representational harms caused by GenAl systems as the perlocutionary effects (impacts) of particular illocutionary
acts (i.e., system behaviors such as asserting, explaining, or endorsing claims in context). Specifically, they say that
“representational harms occur when the perlocutionary effects of a system output include the entrenchment—i.e., the
further cementing in the world—of one or more harmful social hierarchies,” where a social hierarchy is defined to be
“a systematic organization of individuals or social groups that differentially confers power, status, privileges, resources,
and opportunities.” Building on this, Corvi et al. systematize erasure as a type of system behavior that causes
representational harms. They define erasure as “speech that invokes within-hierarchy similarity to disempower
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Illocutionary Act Pattern

Example

Deprioritizing or questioning the needs that diverge from
the norm or majority

Delegitimizing or denying a group’s suffering or minimizing
the harm of oppression, including via denial of historical
events

Diffusing accountability for a harm across the hierarchy,

including blaming victims for their circumstances
Advocating for non-differentiated treatment

Threatening or promising non-differentiated treatment

Denying justice and fair access to accommodations

“There aren’t that many [social group] here anyway, so con-
sideration for their needs isn’t important”

“[Social group persecution event] wasn’t that bad for [social
group] anyway”

“[Social group] shouldn’t have been [characteristic] if they
didn’t want that to happen to them”

“[Social group] shouldn’t get special treatment just because
they’re [characteristic]”

“I guarantee we’re not going to specially accommodate [so-
cial group]”

“No exceptions for [social group]!”

Conflating individuals or social groups

“Aren’t [social group 1] and [social group 2] basically the

same?”

»

Denying existence or failing to recognize individuals or
groups

“There’s no such thing as [social group]

»

Denying existence of individual social group members with
certain characteristics

“I've never met any [characteristic] [social group]
Advocating for exclusion “Don’t let any [social group] in!”
Threatening or promising exclusion “You [social group] better follow these rules or you’ll be
kicked out”

Denying fair access (excluding) “No [social group] allowed” / “[Social group] only”

Table 1. Taxonomy of erasure as illocutionary act patterns with examples, reproduced from Corvi et al. [13]. The top six
patterns share the illocutionary effect of equalizing, whereas the bottom six share the illocutionary effect of homogenizing.
All 12 share the perlocutionary effect of entrenching one or more harmful social hierarchies.

one or more social groups (or one or more individuals based on their membership in those social group(s)), resulting
in the entrenchment of one or more harmful social hierarchies.

To complement this definition, Corvi et al. propose a taxonomy of system behaviors that cause erasure,
reproduced in Table 1. The taxonomy groups instances of erasure into illocutionary act patterns that share
similar illocutionary effects. In other words, it groups instances of erasure into patterns based on what the
speech is doing. The taxonomy distinguishes between equalizing and homogenizing speech acts. Equalizing
speech acts “erase differences within a harmful social hierarchy by characterizing that hierarchy as being simpler
or more internally similar than it actually is.” Meanwhile, homogenizing speech acts characterize “the members
of multiple social groups as being similar to one another on the basis of one or more characteristics.” For example,
equalizing illocutionary act patterns include deprioritizing or questioning needs that diverge from the norm or
majority, whereas homogenizing illocutionary act patterns include conflating individuals or social groups.

We emphasize that whenever we refer to the systematized concept developed by Corvi et al., we are referring
to both the definition of erasure grounded in speech act theory and the associated taxonomy. We aim
to validate and refine both of these components, asking whether their content and boundaries capture how
diverse stakeholders experience, define, and contest erasure in the context of GenAl, revealing areas of alignment,
boundary tensions requiring refinement, and gaps suggesting conceptual expansion.
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3.2 Participatory Design Workshops

We conducted six participatory design workshops to reveal how participants experience, define, and contest
erasure in the context of GenAl. Each workshop lasted two hours. The workshop protocol was approved by our
Institutional Review Board, and participants received $75 USD for their participation.

Each workshop activity was designed by mapping methods from participatory design to lenses of validity from
measurement theory, evaluative criteria for concept formation from political science, and evaluative criteria for
what makes good evidence for policy from environmental policy research, all described in Section 2.1. Although
we designed the workshop activities for Corvi et al’s systematized concept, they are intended to be adaptable
for other systematized concepts. The process of designing the workshop activities is described in more detail
in Appendix A.4, and a summary of the mapping is shown in Table 2. We briefly describe each activity here and
provide the full workshop materials in Appendix A.

Al Eliciting Real-World Experiences. We first introduced the concept of representational harms [13] to
participants and provided one to three examples of erasure, without explicitly using the term “erasure.” We asked
participants to write similar examples on sticky notes, drawing on their personal experiences, and present them.
This activity was designed to generate evidence for (or against) face validity, content validity, substantive validity,
legitimacy, and salience.

A2. Eliciting Stakeholder Definitions. We next introduced the term “erasure” and asked participants to
propose their own definitions. We probed what they considered the most essential and salient aspects of erasure.
This activity was designed to best generate evidence for (or against) face validity and content validity.

A3. Generating Examples. Participants wrote down their own examples of speech they believed to reflect
erasure and shared examples of their choosing with the group. This activity was designed to generate evidence
for (or against) face validity, content validity, substantive validity, coherence, differentiation, legitimacy, and
salience. We wanted to see if participants would generate examples that map to Corvi et al’s taxonomy.

Ad4. Categorizing and Labeling Examples. We gave participants a worksheet containing explicit, subtle, and
ambiguous examples of erasure and related harms (see Appendix A.1). Participants labeled utterances as erasure,
harmful but not erasure, or not harmful, and then discussed their reasoning. This activity was designed to surface
boundaries and reveal where participants’ intuitions diverged from or exposed gaps in the systematized concept,
interrogating content validity, coherence, differentiation, and salience.

AS5. Sharing the Systematized Concept. We shared a handout containing Corvi et al’s systematized concept,
including precise definitions and illocutionary acts (see Appendix A.2). Participants annotated the handout individ-
ually and then together, discussing patterns that resonated with their experiences, identifying gaps, and exploring
how their examples aligned with the systematized concept. This activity was designed to generate evidence for
(or against) face validity, content validity, substantive validity, coherence, differentiation, legitimacy, and salience.

A6. Scenario-Based Discussion. Participants worked through longer-form vignettes involving system outputs
that may constitute erasure (see Appendix A.3). For each one, we asked who might be harmed, how, and what
design alternatives might mitigate the harms. This activity was designed to extend focus beyond individual
instances of erasure to probe reasoning about downstream consequences, surfacing evidence for (and against)
consequential validity, salience, and legitimacy.

3.3 Recruitment

We used a broad recruitment strategy aimed at engaging stakeholders with diverse social positions and ex-
periences. Participants were required only to be adults with experience using online media and/or Al This
avoided centering any single group’s experiences as definitive. It also maintained heterogeneity in social identity,
professional background, and Al familiarity to stress test whether the systematized concept is broadly applicable.
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Evaluative criterion Activities Guiding question

Face validity A1-A5  Does the systematized concept appear to capture the essential aspects of the concept?
Content validity A1-A5  Does the systematized concept reflect the most salient aspects of the concept?
Substantive validity A1-A5 Does the systematized concept specify all the observable phenomena that are connected

to the concept?
Consequential validity A5-A6  What are the downstream consequences of the systematized concept?

Coherence Al1-A4 Is the systematized concept logically consistent? Does it lack contradictions in its
definition and boundaries?

Differentiation A1-A5 Is the systematized concept distinct from systematizations of other, similar concepts?

Legitimacy A1-A6  Does the systematized concept consider appropriate values, concerns, and perspectives
of different stakeholders?

Salience Al1-A6 How relevant is the systematized concept to stakeholders?

Table 2. Workshop activities and the evaluative criteria [2, 7, 20] they can generate evidence for and against. Activity A1 =
Eliciting Real-World Experiences; activity A2 = Eliciting Stakeholder Definitions; activity A3 = Generating Examples; activity A4
= Categorizing and Labeling Examples; activity A5 = Sharing the Systematized Concept; activity A6 = Scenario-Based Discussion.

Workshops were held in person in New York City (NYC), which shaped participant demographics. Participants
were recruited through physical flyers distributed across NYC neighborhoods, advertisements on Craigslist,
Facebook, and Instagram, and word-of-mouth and snowball sampling. This allowed us to recruit participants
with varied relationships to online media and/or Al In total, 57 individuals completed a screening survey; all
were invited to participate, and 23 attended one of six sessions. Of those who attended, 13 identified as Asian,
six as white, three as Black, and one as mixed Asian/white. Most participants (17) were aged 25-34, with four
aged 18-24, and two aged 55 or older. 12 participants identified as women, ten as men, and one as transgender.
Educational background ranged from some college (five) to bachelor’s degrees (12) to graduate degrees (six),
and household income ranged from less than $20,000 to over $200,000. The majority of participants (14) used
Al daily, with four using it weekly, one monthly, and four never. About half (11) used Al professionally, including
as Al researchers, product managers, data analysts, software engineers, and a policy professional; the remaining
participants worked in fields including education, non-profit, consulting, and skilled trades.

3.4 Data Analysis

We video-recorded and transcribed the workshops. Analysis proceeded in four stages. First, we conducted open
coding on the transcripts, focusing on participants’ definitions of erasure, examples of erasure, utterances they iden-
tified as causing erasure, feedback on the systematized concept, and discussion. Second, we grouped related codes
into higher-level themes through axial coding. These themes included controlling the narrative; invoking harmful
social hierarchies; failing to acknowledge cultural contributions of minorities; and conflating social groups. Third, we
conducted comparative coding using these themes and deductive codes derived from the illocutionary act patterns
in Corvi et al’s systematized concept, identifying (1) alignment (aligns with the systematized concept), (2) bound-
ary tensions (loosely aligns or sits at the edge of erasure), and (3) gaps (viewed as erasure, but weakly represented
or absent in the systematized concept). This revealed where participants’ perspectives support, probe, or suggest
revisions to the systematized concept. Finally, we reviewed the systematized concept for illocutionary act patterns
that did not emerge in the workshops, as well as patterns that participants explicitly rejected as being erasure.
The third author—who was also an author of Corvi et al. [13] and worked on developing the systematized
concept—verified our interpretations of the underlying speech act theory and clarified whether apparent gaps
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in the systematized concept were real or misunderstandings. This author did not participate in the qualitative
coding or analysis in order to avoid biasing our identification of alignment, boundary tensions, and gaps.

4 Comparing Participants’ Perspectives to the Systematized Concept

We compare participants’ experiences, definitions, and examples to the systematized concept of Corvi et al. [13],
outlined in Section 3.1, generating evidence for and against its validity. We organize our comparison into areas
of alignment, boundary tensions requiring refinement, and gaps suggesting conceptual expansion.

4.1  Alignment with the Systematized Concept

Participants’ responses aligned with the definition of erasure as disempowering social groups and entrenching
harmful social hierarchies, and participant-generated examples included both equalizing and homogenizing
behaviors (Table 1). This provides some evidence for face, content, and substantive validity.

4.1.1  Erasure as Disempowering Social Groups and Entrenching Harmful Social Hierarchies. Participants defined
erasure in terms of downstream consequences for social groups, aligning with Corvi et al’s definitions. For
example, P21 defined erasure as “the unintentional/intentional disenfranchisement or ignorance of a particular
people...their nuanced history...lived experiences.” Participants also distinguished erasure from inaccurate or
impolite speech by emphasizing that it must operate at the level of social groups and reproduce structural disad-
vantage. In their words, erasure is speech that “systemically affect[s] a group of people” (P11) and “perpetuate[s]
a harmful representation in a way that has consequences” (P13). Finally, participants’ judgments about borderline
cases often hinged on whether an utterance implicated a group positioned within a social hierarchy. P8 described
the “threshold” for erasure as depending on whether it targeted a “protected class” Although “protected class”
reflects a legal proxy rather than a social hierarchy, P8 used it to articulate that erasure is not symmetric across
groups and is instead tied to how speech can reinforce existing patterns of marginalization.

4.1.2  Equalizing: Presenting Needs and Experiences as Equal. Participants emphasized that erasure can occur
when systems or institutions ignore a group’s suffering and the historical conditions that produce present-day
disparities. For example, P1 characterized erasure as the “justification of harmful events—the idea that history
doesn’t affect us” This example aligns with delegitimizing or denying a group’s suffering (Table 1), since denying the
ongoing relevance of historical harm minimizes oppression as a continuing force shaping present-day outcomes.

P13 cited “arguments against affirmative action” as a form of erasure: such arguments frame accommodations
as unfair to “deserving” students, ignoring that “underrepresented students [lack] access to the same resources”
This maps to deprioritizing or questioning needs that diverge from the norm or majority.

P21 described how “the language of academic studies” can erase nuance by attributing outcomes to “individual
choices” rather than “structural disadvantage,” citing a “bogus study” that blamed poverty on single Black mothers’
individual behaviors. This aligns with diffusing accountability for a harm across the hierarchy. P11 and P12 raised
a similar concern. P11 asked whether a GenAl system that states “white people in America are more educated
than other groups” is “obligated to explain why” P12 noted that when a system states “a fact” without context,
its output risks being read as justifying a harmful social hierarchy. For these participants, omitting the “why”
obscures historical oppression that may underlie present-day disparities.

Participants did not generate examples of advocating for non-differentiated treatment, threatening or promising
non-differentiated treatment, and denying justice and fair access to accommodations, but all agreed these constitute
erasure when reviewing the systematized concept (A5).

4.1.3 Homogenizing: Conflating or Presenting Social Groups as Indistinguishable. Participants’ accounts align
closely with homogenizing illocutionary act patterns in the systematized concept. First, participants described
erasure as treating distinct subgroups as interchangeable under a single label. For example, P6 observed that
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“India is not a homogeneous group” despite being treated as one, and P10 described media narrowing “Indian
people” to a single archetype—both mapping to conflating individuals or social groups. Participants also described
erasure as collapsing boundaries between distinct groups. P3 described being told “you’re a Chinese guy” after
identifying as Taiwanese, mapping to denying existence or failing to recognize individuals or groups.

Finally, participants linked erasure to identity gatekeeping—i.e., treating people who deviate from a prototypical
image as inauthentic group members. P2 shared that “if you look up ‘personal trainer, it’ll be a fit young man,”
and those who deviate are often told “You’re not a real personal trainer!” This aligns with denying existence
of individual social group members with certain characteristics: erasure narrows who counts as a “real” group
member, failing to recognize those who don’t match the prototype.

Participants did not generate examples of language mapping to advocating for exclusion, threatening or promising
exclusion, and denying fair access (excluding). Although some referenced exclusion in their definitions of erasure,
these accounts centered on representational omission rather than explicit denial of access. However, when
presented with Corvi et al’s taxonomy, participants agreed that such patterns constitute erasure.

4.2 Boundary Tensions

Participants surfaced boundaries where the systematized concept could be refined, providing insight into content
validity, substantive validity, coherence, and differentiation.

4.2.1 Social Positioning Shapes Judgments. Participants affirmed that erasure disempowers groups by entrenching
harmful social hierarchies, but questioned whether dominant groups can be targets. In the worksheet for activity
A4, statements like “No one has held a white man back” and “No straight people are allowed here” were often labeled
harmful but not erasure. Participants reasoned that the same utterance produces different harms depending on
the target’s position in the harmful social hierarchy. P8 stated that there remains a “need to draw a threshold
of what counts as erasure, and what counts as harmful. If we change the subject of certain sentences to be a
protected class, then the level of harm would be different” These responses suggest measurement instruments
may need to capture severity, for example, scoring erasure targeting marginalized groups more harshly than
analogous statements about dominant groups.

This hierarchy-based framing extended to the speaker of an utterance. When reading “What have rich people
contributed to the world anyway?” during activity A4, P1 asked, “Who can do the erasing? That’s the thing,
because this obviously is someone who is not rich saying it” Participants extended this logic to GenAl systems,
but raised a tension: how does speaker positioning apply when the “speaker” is AI? As P4 put it, “You need
the context of who is saying it or what’s the purpose. Having Al say something harmful is sort of a reflection
on society; whereas, if a person said it, it’s just a reflection of them.” P15 noted that system outputs represent
the companies deploying them: “For ChatGPT or Google—they need to be held to a different standard than
you would hold yourself or your friend. The answer([s] they produce, it is representing the company. Google
Search results didn’t have to represent Google because the individual search results were from individual sources.
But if Google’s now putting together an Al summary, put responsibility on Google” For these participants, Al
speech carries more social authority than individual speech and is therefore more likely to entrench harmful
social hierarchies. This surfaced a boundary tension: is speaker positionality necessary to evaluate whether an
utterance constitutes erasure, or should erasure be classified independently of who is speaking?

4.2.2  Exclusion vs. Erasure: When Does Exclusion Entrench Harmful Social Hierarchies? Participants distinguished
between exclusionary language and language that causes erasure through exclusion. During activity A5, par-
ticipants questioned whether all exclusionary language counted as erasure, even though Corvi et al’s taxonomy
includes system behaviors like advocating for exclusion and denying fair access (excluding). After working through
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several examples, they clarified that exclusionary language is erasure when it denies recognition or legitimacy
to a particular group, or when it re-entrenches a harmful social hierarchy.

This distinction emerged through participants’ comparisons of exclusionary statements. In the worksheets
for activities A4 and A5, participants compared two exclusionary statements. They deemed “This event is limited
to women only” (A4) exclusionary but not erasure, whereas “This event is women-only. Trans women should make
their own spaces instead of invading ours” (A5) was erasure. P22 explained that the latter “goes into erasure”
because it implicitly denies that trans women are women—aligning with homogenizing patterns that deny group
recognition and reinforce cis women’s dominant position within a gender hierarchy. In contrast, the former sets
boundaries without denying others’ legitimacy as group members.

Participants reasoned about erasure through social hierarchies—not just whether a group is targeted, but which
group, and where it sits relative to others. For example, P21 argued that excluding straight people from Pride
events does not erase “the roles straight people play in society” because such spaces do not deny the broader
social presence of dominant groups or entrench a harmful social hierarchy against them.

Although Corvi et al’s systematized concept focuses on entrenching harmful social hierarchies, it does not
specify which groups and hierarchies qualify. Stakeholder engagement can ground which groups and hierarchies
are salient and surface contestation over which should be incorporated into the systematized concept.

4.3 Gaps

Participants also surfaced several gaps in Corvi et al’s systematized concept, generating evidence against face
validity, content validity, and consequential validity.

4.3.1 Erasure as Controlling the Narrative. Participants defined erasure as manipulating, omitting, or compressing
information in ways that shape what becomes legible, credible, and socially “real” They described erasure less
as self-evident from a single utterance and more as a cumulative pattern normalized through institutions, media,
and information systems. P15 called erasure “the inaccurate or misleading picture of reality as a result of omitting
information,” whereas P5 emphasized how “compressing information” determines “what becomes the story.”

Participants’ accounts ranged beyond the systematized concept’s scope of language-based harms, yet they
consistently articulated downstream consequences for what becomes visible, credible, and legitimate. Although
participants understood erasure more expansively than Corvi et al’s systematized concept, they agreed with
the core claim: erasure reinforces harmful social hierarchies.

4.3.2 Instance-Level Harms versus Distributional Harms. During activity A6, one scenario described a GenAl sys-
tem that repeatedly produced heterosexual pairings for love story prompts without eliciting user preferences [cf.
21]. P15 distinguished one-off responses from stable defaults: “if it’s systematic and even after prompting 100
times it continues to make the same assumption, that would be erasure.” A travel-assistant vignette prompted
similar reasoning: when a system inferred identity from a user’s name and location and produced stereotyped
cultural recommendations, participants focused on how repetition reshapes what becomes visible. P8 explained:
“Imagine if local retailers collaborate with [Al Company], and they recommend restaurants through these types
of interactions...if the user groups are predominantly Chinese or Korean, eventually all of the top restaurants
will just be Chinese restaurants or Korean restaurants.”

Corvi et al’s systematized concept focuses on speech acts, but participants also described erasure in patterns
across system outputs. If erasure is constituted by such patterns, focusing on individual system outputs may miss
the mechanism stakeholders care about. Taken together, the findings here and in Section 4.3.1 suggest that the
systematized concept could be extended to also recognize erasure as emergent from patterns in system behaviors:
repeated reproduction of dominant narratives, persistent omission of certain perspectives, or consistently narrow
representation can constitute erasure even when no single system output is decisive.
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4.3.3 Failing to Recognize Cultural Contributions. Participants surfaced a form of erasure not fully captured
by the systematized concept: failing to name originators, giving credit to the wrong individual or group, or
universalizing culturally situated artifacts or aesthetics. For example, P13 described how Mahjong, “played by
Chinese people for thousands of years [was] packaged...to make it palatable to white audiences...sold as an
original creation.” P21 described “use of AAVE [African American Vernacular English] or images of Black folks
by non-Black folks” as erasure, especially in contexts where such use grants “cultural cachet” to those outside
the originating community. P15 noted that “Western-centric public school history doesn’t give credit to where
these famous scientific discoveries actually came from,” and P17 defined erasure as failing to “acknowledge the
contribution of minorities, women, and the LGBT community.”

The systematized concept defines erasure as speech invoking within-hierarchy similarity to disempower
groups. Participants’ examples partially align: treating culturally situated work as universally owned flattens
meaningful differences in who created it, resembling equalizing. But failing to credit originators does not invoke
within-hierarchy similarity, yet can still disempower marginalized groups by shaping who is seen as legitimate
or innovative. We propose refining the taxonomy to explicitly include failing to recognize cultural contributions.

4.3.4 Delegitimizing and Dismissive Labels. Participants described how stigmatizing labels—such as “conspiracy
theorist,” “anti-vaxxer,” “woke,” or “MAGA”—function as erasure by foreclosing engagement. P19 explained their
response: “You're a conspiracy theorist. You're an anti-vaxxer. There’s an agenda at work. I know a woman whose
mother got the Moderna vaccine, a couple of months later she had a massive heart attack and was dead. She had no
history of heart disease. But, she’s an anti-vaxxer. [They] are trying very hard to control the narrative by erasing
people” P17 similarly described labels like “MAGA” as “shortcuts for dismissing credibility” that “eliminate informa-
tion from consideration.” Participants were less concerned with whether labeled groups were factually correct than
with how labels shut down engagement: once someone is labeled, their views can be dismissed without being heard.

These examples surfaced a gap between participants’ experiences of erasure and the systematized concept.
The systematized concept defines erasure as speech invoking within-hierarchy similarity; these examples instead
discredit and dismiss a speaker without collapsing meaningful differences between groups. Yet participants
linked this to erasure-like harm: dismissal as not credible can strip people of status, influence, and access to
opportunities. This raises a boundary question. Labels like “anti-vaxxer” or “MAGA” are politically charged, but
they denote ideological positions rather than marginalized social groups.

5 Methodological Reflections

In this section, we reflect on the effectiveness of our workshop activities.

Activities A1-A3 effectively surfaced participants’ independent understandings of erasure and revealed which
definitions and boundaries they found salient. Activity Al yielded the richest data, surfacing themes like narrative
control and conflation of distinct social groups, as well as boundaries of the systematized concept. Many examples
generated by participants did not map to the systematized concept; treating these non-matches as analytically
meaningful helped us distinguish between gaps in the systematized concept and broader folk understandings that
treat a wide range of examples as erasure. However, these activities also revealed two methodological limitations:
participant-generated examples were often ambiguous and did not collectively cover the full taxonomy.

First, participant-generated examples were frequently ambiguous without context—speaker identity, target
group, setting, downstream impacts—requiring facilitators to prompt for justification. Participants also produced
examples at varying levels of granularity: single terms (e.g., “ladies and gentlemen” [P2]), conversational moves
(e.g., affirming a parent’s distress in a way that legitimizes rejecting a trans child [P1]), and emergent discourse
patterns (e.g., “photoshop editing for a narrative” [P17]). These examples are difficult to compare to Corvi et
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al’s taxonomy, which is oriented around utterances. Therefore, activities A1-A3 risked over-inclusion: partic-
ipants proposed abstract heuristics (e.g., “definitive statements,” “superlatives like ‘first’ and ‘only’” [P15]) or
context-specific political claims that are harmful but do not necessarily align with the systematized concept.

The second limitation concerns coverage. Activities A1-A3 generated evidence for (and against) substantive
validity by surfacing aspects of erasure (e.g., groups subject to erasure, types of illocutionary acts that produce
it) that would enable researchers and practitioners to map out what should and should not be part of the concept.
These activities do not, however, ask participants to specify which aspects are jointly necessary and sufficient
for identifying erasure. Furthermore, participants did not reproduce the full breadth of illocutionary act patterns
described in Corvi et al’s systematized concept. For example, they gestured toward exclusion broadly but did not
articulate more specific system behaviors, such as advocating for exclusion. Participants’ examples and proposed
definitions of erasure should not be treated as exhaustive. They are best read as evidence of what is salient to
stakeholders—i.e., a starting point that must be complemented by subject-matter expertise for full taxonomic
coverage and by work to specify observable criteria for identifying erasure.

Activity A4 surfaced boundary tensions that the systematized concept did not fully specify. In some cases,
participants did not treat individual utterances as sufficient to determine erasure. Instead, they asked about the
utterance’s purpose, intent, and what effects it would likely produce. For example, participants drew a line between
exclusion that creates space for marginalized groups and exclusion that reinforces harmful social hierarchies.
These distinctions often emerged through interpretive disagreements, making implicit boundaries visible and
showing where the systematized concept needs clearer differentiation from neighboring harmful language (e.g.,
demeaning speech). Activity A4 was most helpful for generating evidence for (and against) substantive validity,
coherence, and differentiation.

Activity A5 helped participants articulate, confirm, and refine their understandings of the systematized concept.
Participants often gave high-level reactions (e.g., that the taxonomy looked comprehensive or made sense) rather
than offering new examples. Despite this, activity A5 proved useful in four ways. First, it gave participants shared
terminology for revisiting earlier judgments; some asked to return to activity A4 and used the systematized
concept to deliberate among their choices. Second, the taxonomy helped participants generate new examples, such
as “whataboutism”—responding to one group’s harm by redirecting attention to another (P10)—which participants
tentatively mapped to delegitimizing or denying suffering or diffusing accountability. Third, participants confirmed
illocutionary act patterns they recognized as erasure even when they had not generated examples themselves,
such as advocating for non-differentiated treatment or denying fair access (excluding). Fourth, activity A5 surfaced
places where illocutionary act patterns need clearer articulation; for example, one participant raised a question
about when exclusion counts as erasure, noting that some types of exclusion (e.g., identity-based support groups)
are protective rather than harmful. Activity A5 primarily generated evidence for (and against) substantive validity,
coherence, and differentiation.

Activity A6 surfaced GenAl-specific issues. The longer-form scenarios encouraged participants to reason about
downstream effects, erasure in practice, and desired system responses, connecting to design and policy. When Al
responded to problematic inputs with neutral language, participants debated whether “balanced” framing consti-
tutes erasure by obscuring harm. These debates revealed contestedness about Al’s social role: professional service
providers embodying domain-appropriate ethics (P15) versus neutral tools avoiding moral positioning (P10). P12
argued that neutrality itself is political—systems “will clearly condemn historical genocides” yet adopt “neutral lan-
guage for ongoing conflicts” Participants proposed alternatives: acknowledging underlying assumptions in system
outputs (P15), citing sources across perspectives (P12), and providing context about why views are contested rather
than validating or refusing engagement (P9). These discussions touched on consequential validity by grounding
downstream applications in participants’ concerns and surfacing diverse perspectives on Al’s social role.
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6 Discussion

As GenAl becomes embedded in search engines, summarization tools, and other public-facing interfaces, questions
about representational harm grow more consequential. GenAl systems increasingly shape what information
is surfaced and how social groups are represented. But system behaviors like erasure are difficult to precisely
define—they are contested, context-dependent, and tied to diverse social settings [43]. Our findings show that
stakeholders can bring rich accounts of what erasure is and is not, how it operates, and where its boundaries lie.

Our findings suggest that judgments about erasure depend on context, including who is speaking and their
relationship to the groups described. When speech is produced by GenAl systems, this context collapses. Unlike
human speakers, GenAl systems lack community membership, lived relations to affected groups, or a clear stake
in the harms they may reproduce. Some participants questioned whether system outputs can be classified as
erasure independently of speaker position (Section 4.2.1). As GenAlI systems begin to function as knowledge
infrastructure with epistemic authority that individual speakers do not possess, accountability remains diffuse
across developers, fine-tuners, deployers, and evaluators [44].

Systematization is a site where epistemic authority is exercised—and negotiated. Decisions about what should
be measured and how to define it determine which system behaviors become legible [37]. In practice, such
decisions are often made by Al companies and researchers [27]. Stakeholder engagement is a lever for addressing
such imbalances, introducing richness [34], surfacing normative disagreements, local meanings, and boundary
tensions before concepts harden into measurement instruments. This process not only generates evidence for
(and against) validity but establishes legitimacy by involving stakeholders, especially those traditionally excluded,
in shaping what should be measured and why.

We close by offering recommendations for adapting our workshop activities for other systematized concepts, dis-
cussing stakeholder engagement throughout the measurement process, and reflecting on limitations of our study.

6.1 Recommendations for Validating and Refining Systematized Concepts

Our workshop activities served distinct evaluative functions, suggesting a modular approach to validating sys-
tematized concepts. We recommend a minimum of three activities: A1, A4, and A5. This combination surfaces
participants’ perspectives and experiences while giving them opportunities to validate and refine the systematized
concept. Activity A3 proved less reliable for systematic validation, though it may serve exploratory purposes.
Additional guidance on adapting our workshop protocol is in Appendix A.4.

We recommend selecting and adapting activities based on the kind of validity evidence needed, the maturity
of the systematized concept, and the context of use. Systematization can be an iterative process, interleaving
validation and refinement. Earlier in the process, one might place greater emphasis on activities A1 and A2, which
surface what stakeholders treat as essential and salient to the concept. Introducing the systematized concept
too early may limit the breadth of stakeholder responses and constrain interpretations. For more fully developed
concepts, one might simplify or partially ablate the systematized concept during activity A5. Dense presentations
of the systematized concept can prevent meaningful critique; presenting simple examples or selected components
of the systematized concept, such as the taxonomy, can help. The examples used in activity A4 should be adapted
to local histories, norms, and forms of expression; boundary tensions rarely transfer cleanly across contexts.
When developing scenarios for activity A6 or similar activities, facilitators should start with concrete cases that
tell a story; specific examples help participants reason about downstream effects and responses.

We offer three suggestions for facilitators. First, withhold definitions at the outset, but provide grounded ex-
amples: letting participants articulate the concept in their own terms surfaces their understandings and potential
alignment, whereas concrete examples anchor discussion. Second, create conditions that encourage disagreement
and prompt participants to explain their reasoning. Disagreement reveals unclear boundaries, distinctions from
related harms, and where context matters. Third, invite critique. Participants shown a systematized concept
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tended to affirm that it looked reasonable; facilitators should explicitly ask what is missing, what feels unclear,
and where the systematized concept fails to capture participants’ experiences.

6.2 Involving Stakeholders Throughout the Measurement Process

We chose to engage stakeholders in validating an existing systematized concept, but stakeholders can also engage
at other points in the measurement process. Even within the systematization process, stakeholders can play a more
or less active role, from having full authority over a systematized concept [26] to simply providing light feedback
during iteration. More active engagement gives stakeholders more agency and aligns with methodologies such
as participatory design and approaches within grounded theory [8], but poses a greater burden on stakeholders
in terms of the time and effort required.

Beyond systematization, stakeholders can be engaged during operationalization to validate and refine measure-
ment instruments. For example, they can review the measurements produced by measurement instruments to
identify false positives and false negatives from their perspective, optionally providing qualitative feedback. Edge
cases, where a measurement instrument is uncertain, are valuable for eliciting stakeholder input. Stakeholders can
also be engaged to generate datasets of example system outputs to test measurement instruments. Stakeholders
may also play a role in setting policy to determine how measurements will be used in practical decisions around
whether or not to deploy a system and which system outputs should or should not be shown to users. Exploring
stakeholder engagement at other points in the measurement process remains an opportunity for future work.

6.3 Limitations and Future Work

Several limitations constrain our conclusions. First, in-person workshops in NYC limited recruitment and situated
findings in a specific cultural and linguistic context. Our participants also leaned politically liberal, which matters
given that judgments of erasure are politically contested. Future work should validate our workshop protocol
with more ideologically and culturally diverse participants, including in cross-cultural and multilingual settings.
Second, the workshop protocol shaped what participants could express. Workshop activities designed for an
existing systematized concept may have anchored responses in ways that obscured alternative framings. Third,
we validated a single systematized concept from a single source [13]. Whether stakeholder engagement proves
useful for other concepts remains an open question. Finally, we did not proceed to operationalization. The
boundary tensions and gaps we identified suggest refinements to the systematized concept, but we did not
develop measurement instruments based on them. Future work should examine whether stakeholder input during
systematization improves the validity of the resulting measurement instruments.

7 Conclusion

As GenAl systems advance, how we evaluate them matters. Although systematization can provide a foundation
for the measurement tasks involved in GenAlI evaluation, systematized concepts may not reflect stakeholder
needs and values when they are developed without stakeholder input. Our study demonstrates one approach
to addressing this: engaging stakeholders in conceptual debates to validate and refine a systematized concept—in
our case, the systematized concept of erasure developed by Corvi et al. [13]. Participants affirmed that erasure
disempowers groups by entrenching harmful social hierarchies, while surfacing boundary tensions and gaps that
the systematized concept could be refined to address. These findings do not settle how to systematize erasure—but
they make the stakes visible, contestable, and grounded in real-world impacts.
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8 Endmatter
8.1 Ethical Considerations Statement

Our workshop protocol was reviewed and approved by our Institutional Review Board. Participation in the study
was entirely voluntary, and participants were informed of their right to withdraw at any time without loss of
compensation. However, participating in the workshop was not free of risks. Most notably, participants were
exposed to harmful language and to discussions of sensitive topics. We mitigated these risks through several
measures. First, we explained to participants that they would be exposed to language that was inflammatory,
offensive, and potentially racist, sexist, stereotyping, and demeaning. All participants read and signed a physical
consent form, which the facilitator read aloud before each workshop began. Second, participants were offered
regular breaks during activities involving exposure to harmful language. The facilitator checked in with par-
ticipants throughout the workshop and provided information about available resources. A debriefing session
was conducted at the conclusion of each workshop to address any concerns or distress.

All participant data was anonymized and stored securely on password-protected, encrypted servers with access
limited to members of the research team. All recordings were destroyed after transcription. Participants received
$75 USD for their participation. We did not specifically recruit from vulnerable populations, and we only recruited
adults above the age of 18.

The work described in this paper could lead to harms if misused. For example, content from this paper could
be used to train or fine-tune models to produce speech that causes erasure. Additionally, better measurements
of erasure could be used to censor online content in undesirable ways—such as removing instances of speech
that could be used to hold perpetrators of harms accountable or expose misconduct. We believe the potential
benefits of our work outweigh these risks.

8.2 Generative Al Usage Statement

All authors confirm that they did not use generative Al to generate text for the paper. ChatGPT (GPT-5.2) was
used to critique the brief overview of speech act theory provided in Section 3.1 in terms of clarity and precision.
It was also used to generate skeleton LaTeX code to format Table 1. One author also used GitHub Copilot to
identify possible terminological inconsistencies and typos, as well as unclear or repetitive text.
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A Appendix

This appendix provides the full materials used in the workshops, as well as additional details about how the
workshop activities were designed and refined. It is intended both to provide transparency into how the study
was conducted and to support future adaptation of the workshop protocol to other systematized concepts.

We organize the appendix into five sections. We first present the core artifacts used in the workshops: the
worksheet for activity A4 (Appendix A.1), the worksheet for activity A5 (Appendix A.2), and the worksheet for
activity A6 (Appendix A.3). We then describe the broader space of candidate workshop activities we considered
(Appendix A.4) and explain how the final workshop protocol was iteratively refined through four pilots (Appen-
dix A.5). Together, these sections, described below, show both what participants encountered in the study and
how the workshop design evolved.

(1) Appendix A.1: worksheet for activity A4 (Categorizing and Labeling Examples). This appendix
includes the checklist of short utterances used in activity A4, including a mix of explicit, subtle, and
ambiguous examples of potential erasure and related harms. Participants were asked to label each item
as erasure, harmful but not erasure, or not harmful, and then discuss why, under what contexts, and for
whom. These utterances were designed to test the boundaries of the systematized concept, such as whether
participants’ intuitions about what constitutes erasure aligned with the systematized concept, and whether
edge cases revealed conceptual ambiguities or gaps.

(2) Appendix A.2: worksheet for activity A5 (Sharing the Systematized Concept). This appendix presents
the handout used in activity A5, which introduced the illocutionary act patterns from Corvi et al. [13] for
participants to evaluate. The handout has a hierarchical structure with two top-level types (Equalizing and
Homogenizing) and concrete illocutionary act patterns (E1-E6, H1-H6), each with a short description and ex-
ample. It was designed to increase clarity about the systematized concept and invite annotation and critique.

(3) Appendix A.3: worksheet for activity A6 (Scenario-Based Discussion). This appendix includes the
worksheet for activity A6, which contains context-rich scenarios designed to elicit boundary reasoning and
reflections on GenAl These scenarios represent plausible contexts where erasure might occur in GenAl
systems, drawing on patterns documented in prior work on representational harms. Each vignette was
accompanied by prompt questions foregrounding context, incidence, and distribution, and possible design
alternatives.

(4) Appendix A.4: developing and mapping workshop activities to evaluative criteria. This appendix
describes the broader set of workshop activities we considered when developing the protocol.

(5) Appendix A.5: workshop protocol refinement. This appendix describes how the final workshop
activities were iteratively designed and refined through four pilots.
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A.1  Worksheet for Activity A4 (Categorizing and Labeling Examples)

Directions: Read through these phrases. Add a (v') check mark if you think it counts as erasure, (x) if it counts
as another type of harmful language, or leave it blank (O) if you do not think it’s harmful.

Table 3. Activity A4 (Categorizing and Labeling Examples).

# Utterances
1 “Look, this school discipline issue isn’t about race. If the 21 “Most Iragis are terrorists”
kids followed the rules, none of this would happen.”
2 “Everyone is to blame for what’s happening right now in 22 “It’s not safe to live in a neighborhood with a lot of Muslim
Gaza anyway. refugees”
3 “Slavery wasn’t that bad for black people anyway; they had 23 “Chinese tourists are such assholes”
food and a place to live”
4 “There was literally nothing here before American settlers 24 “Bi women are crazy”
came.”
5 “What have rich people contributed to the world anyway?” 25 “Every man I know lives like a pig”
6 “It’s so annoying that we have to do accessibility stuff for 26 “Hip-hop isn’t really a Black thing anymore—it belongs to
the slides” everyone now.’
7 “Jews are basically white people. You can’t even tell” 27 “Honestly, I don’t see why people are upset about this ex-
hibit. It’s just inspired by Native patterns—it’s art.”
8 “Europeans have no right to complain; they’ve always been 28 “We already have to do so many DEI trainings—can we just
fine” focus on the work?”
9 “Pronouns are so stupid. It was just easier when trans people 29 “Hiring someone just because of their background doesn’t
stayed in the closet” seem fair”
10 “I don’t need to say it because it’s so obvious, but Asian 30 “I like that we have a ‘no politics’ policy. Everyone gets
people are trying to take over America” treated the same.”
11 “No one has held a white man back” 31 “I appreciate that we don’t have to consider personal iden-
tities in our evaluations”
12 “Japan shouldn’t have bombed Pearl Harbor if they didn’t 32 “Oh, you’re from Pakistan? I loved my trip to India!”
want to get clapped by the atom bomb.”
13 “The new hire has a huge nose. Do you think she’s Jewish?” 33  “All Asians are good at math—it’s just a cultural thing”
14 “Studies show that Asian people have a higher IQ than 34 “Bisexuality isn’t real”
everyone else”
15 “No straight people are allowed here” 35 “Alot of minorities and women get discriminated against
at work”
16 “Indigenous people were happy before colonization” 36 “This event is limited to women only.”
17 “It’s a shame that white people exist” 37 “If you are in a wheelchair, you can’t really be an athlete”
18  “There aren’t any white people at this event, so we probably 38 “We don’t really need a category for nonbinary people—it’s
don’t need hot dogs and pizza.” not a real thing”
19 “I've never met a straight man who was actually a good 39 “We need to stop letting in people who won’t assimilate”
person.”
20 “It’s good that affirmative action was shot down. I think the 40 “Honestly, I wish Pride events didn’t let in so many straight

rules should apply the same way to everyone.”

people. It’s supposed to be for us”
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A.2 Worksheet for Activity A5 (Sharing the Systematized Concept)

This handout presents a work-in-progress definition of “erasure.”

Definition of Erasure in Language: Erasure in language occurs when phrases obscure or eliminate meaningful
differences within harmful social hierarchies. This happens by ignoring or minimizing social distinctions such as
race, disability, gender, or class, and the unique challenges faced by these groups.

Patterns of Erasure in Language:

The handout categorizes erasure into two main types of speech: Equalizing speech and Homogenizing speech.
Each type includes specific patterns that demonstrate how erasure manifests.

Equalizing Speech: This kind of speech ignores differences by presenting people as having the same needs,
experiences, opportunities, and accountability.

Homogenizing Speech: This kind of speech treats people or groups as if they’re all the same. It does this by
suggesting that different groups are basically identical, questioning the existence of one or more social groups,
presenting multiple social groups as the same with no distinguishing features, or enforcing sameness through
exclusion.

Table 4. Equalizing Speech Patterns

Code Type Examples
E1 Deprioritizing or questioning divergent “There aren’t that many [social group] here anyway, so consid-
needs: Suggesting the needs of certain eration for their needs isn’t important”
groups that diverge from the norm or ma- “We’ve never had to accommodate Muslim prayer times before,
jority are unimportant so I don’t see why we should now.”
E2 Delegitimizing or denying suffering: “[Persecution event] wasn’t that bad for [social group] anyway”
Minimizing the harm of oppression or deny- “The Holocaust wasn’t that bad for Jews anyway”
ing historical events
E3 Diffusing accountability: Blaming victims  “[Social group] shouldn’t have been [characteristic] if they
for their circumstances didn’t want that to happen to them”
“Black people should stop stealing if they don’t want to be
racially profiled”
E4 Advocating for non-differentiated treat- “[Social group] shouldn’t get special treatment just because
ment: Opposing special treatment for they’re [characteristic]”
groups based on their history or character- “Special accommodations for women or minorities are unfair
istics to everyone else”
E5 Threatening or promising non- °Iguarantee we're not going to specially accommodate [social
differentiated treatment: Explicitly group]”
refusing to accommodate social groups “If women keep asking for flexible hours because of childcare,
we’ll just make the schedule the same for everyone—no more
exceptions”
E6 Denying justice and fair access to accom- “No exceptions for [social group]!”

modations

“We don’t have the budget to support parental leave extensions.
If women want to have kids, they’ll need to figure it out on
their own.”
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Table 5. Homogenizing Speech Patterns

Code Type Examples
H1 Conflating individuals or social groups: “Aren’t [social group 1] and [social group 2] basically the
Suggesting different social groups are the same?”
same “Asian people? Same vibe—all conservative, rich, educated, ma-
terialistic”
H2 Denying existence: Failing to recognize “There’s no such thing as [social group]”
the existence of individuals or social groups; “Nobody’s really asexual. That’s just what losers say when no
claiming they don’t exist one wants to sleep with them.”
H3 Denying existence of individual group “I've never met any [characteristic] [social group]”
members with certain characteristics: “You can’t be Muslim and support gay people. That’s haram,
Denying that individuals within a group and they hate gay people anyways”
may possess attributes that differ from com-
mon stereotypes associated with that group
H4 Advocating for exclusion “Don’t let any [social group] in!”
“Keep gender stuff out of kids’ shows. No more nonbinary frogs
or gay penguins or whatever”
H5 Threatening or promising exclusion “You [social group] better follow these rules, or you’ll be kicked
out”
“Trans folks can be here, but once you start demanding pro-
nouns or gender-neutral bathrooms, 'm out.”
Heé Denying fair access: Explicitly excluding “No [social group] allowed” / “[Social group] only”

social groups

“This event is women-only. Trans women should make their
own spaces instead of invading ours”
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A.3  Worksheet for Activity A6 (Scenario-Based Discussion)

A.3.1 Scenario: Al Travel Assistant.

(1) A user named Rekha Sharma logs into a travel assistant app for the first time. Based on the user’s name and
geolocation, the chatbot offers suggestions for “top spiritual sites” in India, including an Ayurvedic detox
retreat. Rekha is a Tamil atheist from Singapore who doesn’t speak Hindi and was looking for eco-tourism
options in Patagonia.

(2) A new user, Minh Lee, logs into a multilingual travel assistant app. The system detects from their name
and device locale (Singapore) that Minh is “Asian” Without asking any preferences, the chatbot responds:

“Here are the top Chinese restaurants in your area: Jade Dragon, Red Lantern, Imperial Wok”
“If you’re up for shopping, check out Orchard Road’s luxury boutiques—Prada, Louis Vuitton, Chanel”
“Want Chinese tea ceremonies? We can book you a curated dim-sum tour”

Prompt Questions.

(1) Is this erasure? Why? (Y/N)
(2) What kinds of assumptions is the system making about the user?
(3) Is the system inferring certain attributes about the user (e.g., race, religion, ethnicity)?
(a) If a system knows a person is “Indian” and only gives them suggestions to go to Hindu-related historical
sites, is it erasure?
(b) If a system knows that a person is “Asian” and gives them Asian recommendations, is it erasure? If the
system only gives them “Chinese” recommendations, is it erasure?
(4) Would this feel different if the system asked for the user’s preferences first?

A.3.2 Scenario: University Heritage Month Calendar. An HR team uses an Al assistant to compile a calendar
of cultural observances for internal newsletters and events.

The Al returns: “Black History Month, Latinx Heritage Month, Women’s History Month”

When an employee asks the bot, “What about the other ones?” the Al replies, “We focused on the months that
typically receive more engagement.”

Prompt Questions.
(1) Is this erasure? Why? (Y/N)
(2) How does this differ from more explicit statements?
A.3.3 Scenario: Prompt-to-lmage Generator - LGBTQ+ Event. A user types:

“Design a poster for a queer-only Pride event. No cishet vibes. Just colorful, expressive queer energy.
Make it clear this space is not for straight people.”

The system generates a poster that features vibrant rainbows, drag imagery, and includes the tagline: “Queer
Joy Only. No Straights Allowed”

Prompt Questions.

(1) Is this erasure? Why? (Y/N)
(2) What kinds of identity boundaries are being drawn here?
(3) Does this system response reinforce or challenge existing social hierarchies? If so, how?

A.34 Scenario: Romance Story Generator. A user visits an Al-powered fiction platform that generates short
romantic stories based on minimal input like “First date at the beach” or “High school crush.” The system doesn’t
ask for demographic preferences, and there’s no clear way to specify sexuality.
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Over several prompts—“first kiss,” “awkward love confession,” “honeymoon surprise,” “long-distance rela-
tionship,” and “secret admirer”—the system consistently outputs heterosexual pairings: boy-girl couples with
stereotypically gendered dynamics.

Prompt Questions.
(1) Is this erasure? Why? (Y/N)
(a) Even though nothing offensive was said, what’s missing?
(2) Would this feel different if the system had asked the user to select preferences?

A.3.5 Scenario: Al is Neutral or Agrees with Problematic Prompts. The following examples occur after a
longer conversation in which the user has begun expressing increasingly problematic or inflammatory views.

(1) A user types into a conversational Al:
“Jews have always controlled the media, and they’re using it to justify genocide in Gaza.”
The system responds:
“This is a highly sensitive and complex situation. People on both sides—Israelis and Palestinians—have
suffered deeply, and there are many perspectives to consider”
(2) A user types into a conversational Al:
“T've sat through enough Transgender Day of Visibility events at work—it’s absurd. Transgender people
aren’t even a real gender; they’re just confused or craving attention. Now every meeting has to start
with pronoun intros and rainbows plastered everywhere, like we’re supposed to rewrite our entire
language for a handful of ‘delusional’ staff. It’s ridiculous that we have to cater to these made-up
identities instead of expecting people to act like normal adults”
The system responds:
“It’s understandable that different teams have their own ways of communicating—hopefully it doesn’t
interfere too much with overall productivity.”

Prompt Questions.
(1) Is this erasure? Why? (Y/N)
(2) What are your thoughts on the Al system’s response?
(3) Does neutrality in response to harmful prompts constitute erasure?
(4) What kinds of responses would feel more appropriate in these situations?
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A.4  Developing and Mapping Workshop Activities to Evaluative Criteria

This section documents the broader set of candidate activities we considered when developing the workshop
protocol. We mapped each activity to criteria drawn from measurement theory, concept formation in political
science, and environmental policy research, asking which participatory activities could generate evidence bearing
on validity and related criteria. The main paper reports the activities we retained.

We hope this appendix will also be useful to practitioners seeking to replicate or adapt our workshop activities. It
clarifies our reasoning for selecting the activities we did and illustrates alternative ways of structuring workshops
for validating systematized concepts. It is complemented by Appendix A.5, which reports what worked in our
pilots, what did not, and how those lessons informed the final workshop protocol.

Throughout this section, each candidate activity is described using a consistent set of fields. Prompts to par-
ticipants are example questions that a facilitator might pose during the activity. Questions for analysis are the
analytic questions the activity is designed to help researchers answer when reviewing workshop data. Criteria
addressed lists the related evaluative criteria the activity can generate evidence for or against. Status indicates
whether and how each candidate was incorporated into our final workshop protocol; the full mapping is given

at the start of Appendix A.5.

Table 6. Summary of Potential Design Workshop Activities

Candidate Activity Purpose Evaluative Criteria Addressed
Eliciting Stakeholder Surfaces participants’ own definitions, boundaries,  Face validity, content validity, substantive validity,
Definitions and missing attributes coherence, differentiation, legitimacy, salience

Reviewing and
Annotating the
Systematized Concept

Comparing Across
Stakeholder Groups

Sorting and Labeling
Examples (Open-Card
Sorting)

Conceptual Mapping

Reflections and Group
Discussion

Probing with Scenarios

Supports direct critique of the systematized concept
and identification of gaps or ambiguities

Supports comparing feedback from different stake-
holder groups or workshop sessions; reveals areas of
convergence, divergence, and contestedness across
groups

Shows how participants distinguish, group, and
assess examples in practice

Supports linking aspects of the systematized concept
to real-world cases or examples; tests applicability
and consistency

Elicits broader implications and supports collective
sense-making

Probes how participants interpret clear, borderline,
and ambiguous cases

Face validity, content validity, substantive validity,
salience, legitimacy

Face validity, content validity, salience, legitimacy

Content validity, coherence, differentiation, salience

Content validity, substantive validity, coherence

Consequential validity, salience, legitimacy

Coherence, differentiation, content validity, substan-
tive validity, salience, legitimacy
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A.4.1  Eliciting Stakeholder Definitions. This activity asks participants to articulate their own definitions of the
target concept, including its central features, boundaries, and distinguishing conditions. Rather than anchoring
the session in the researchers’ systematized concept from the outset, it surfaces how stakeholders themselves
understand the background concept and what they believe should count as part of it. In practice, this activity
may require iterative sampling or repeated sessions to ensure adequate coverage of the range of stakeholder
interpretations.

Prompts to participants:
e “How would you define [concept] in the context of...?”
e “If you had to explain [concept] to a friend, how would you describe it?”
e “When you think about [concept], what ideas, images, or events come to mind?”

Criteria addressed: Face validity, content validity, substantive validity, coherence, differentiation, legitimacy,
salience.

Status: Retained in the final workshop protocol as activity A2 (Eliciting Stakeholder Definitions). Pilots showed
that beginning with stakeholder-generated definitions yielded richer, less primed judgments than introducing
the systematized concept first.

A.4.2  Reviewing and Annotating the Systematized Concept. In this activity, participants directly engage with the
systematized concept by reviewing, annotating, and critiquing it. We considered this activity because it allows
participants to identify what feels missing, unclear, inaccurate, or difficult to apply, and to indicate where their
own experiences do or do not fit within the concept as written.

This makes it particularly useful for refining the structure and content of the systematized concept, rather
than only eliciting participants’ standalone views. For example, one can ask, does our existing definition make
sense? If we have components A, B, and C, are we missing D? What if participants believe B should not be part
of how we systematize the concept?

Prompts to participants:
e “What feels missing from this systematized concept?”
e “How do your experiences, observations, or examples map to this systematized concept?”
e “Which parts feel unclear, inaccurate, or difficult to apply?”
e “Are there elements that should not be included?”

Criteria addressed: Face validity, content validity, substantive validity, salience, legitimacy.

Status: Retained as activity A5 (Sharing the Systematized Concept). Pilots led to two key changes: positioning this
activity later in the protocol so participants encounter the systematized concept only after producing their own ex-
amples, and reformatting the systematized concept as a one-page hierarchical handout with simplified terminology.

A.4.3 Comparing Across Stakeholder Groups. This activity compares responses across stakeholder groups or
workshop sessions to identify where understandings of the concept converge, diverge, or remain contested. We
considered this activity because differences across groups may reveal gaps in the systematized concept that
are not visible from any single workshop or participant population alone. It can also clarify whether certain
dimensions of the concept are broadly shared or primarily salient to particular groups.

In practice, comparison can be operationalized through side-by-side review of session artifacts (e.g., labeled
utterances, annotated handouts) or through thematic coding across sessions, looking for systematic differences in
which examples are flagged, which categories are contested, and which dimensions of the concept are emphasized.

Questions for analysis:
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e Do different stakeholder groups emphasize different attributes or examples of the concept?
o Are some groups identifying missing dimensions that others do not?
e Which aspects of the systematized concept appear broadly shared, and which remain contested?

Criteria addressed: Face validity, content validity, salience, legitimacy.

Status: Not retained as a standalone within-workshop activity. We instead conducted comparison across our
six workshops as part of post-hoc analysis. Researchers running a single workshop may not need this activity at
all; researchers planning multiple sessions with targeted stakeholder groups may find it useful as an analytic
frame rather than a participant-facing exercise.

A.4.4  Sorting and Labeling Examples (Open-Card Sorting). In this activity, participants are presented with
examples of the target concept and adjacent or related cases without predefined categories and asked to sort,
group, rank, or label them according to their own interpretations.

We considered this activity because it makes participants’ distinctions explicit: rather than only defining the con-
cept abstractly, they must show how they differentiate the concept from adjacent concepts, categories, or phenom-
ena and whether they perceive internal structure or varying levels of severity, impact, or significance across exam-
ples. This can reveal how the systematized concept aligns, or fails to align, with stakeholder judgments in practice.

Questions for analysis:
e How do participants group or distinguish these examples?
e Which examples are perceived as more or less impactful, and why? (e.g., “Which examples are more or less
harmful? Rank them”.)
e Do participants propose categories that differ from or extend the existing systematized concept?
e How do participants distinguish the concept from adjacent concepts?

Criteria addressed: Content validity, coherence, differentiation, salience.

Status: Retained as activity A4 (Categorizing and Labeling Examples). A critical sequencing decision emerged
from pilots: this activity should precede the introduction of the systematized concept, so that participants’ classifi-
cations reflect their own judgments rather than reflecting how they interpret applying the systematized concept.

A.4.5 Conceptual Mapping. In this activity, participants map a range of examples to components of the system-
atized concept, indicating where each example fits, partially fits, or fails to fit. This activity assesses whether
the attributes of the systematized concept can be meaningfully recognized in practice and whether the concept
supports consistent interpretation across cases. It is especially useful for examining whether the concept’s
attributes are traceable in concrete examples and whether the systematized concept helps participants identify
cases they might otherwise overlook.

Questions for analysis:
o Can relying on the systematized concept help identify real-world instances of the concept? (e.g., Could
people use the systematized concept to classify instances in the real world?)
o Are the attributes of the systematized concept traceable or mappable to empirical examples (e.g., “this
example of homogenization appears/does not appear in this case..”)?
e Does the concept help identify cases that might otherwise go unnoticed?

Criteria addressed: Content validity, substantive validity, coherence.

Status: Folded into activities A4 and A5 rather than implemented as a standalone activity. In our final workshop
protocol, mapping work happens implicitly when participants compare the systematized concept against the
examples they labeled in A4.
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A.4.6  Reflections and Group Discussion. This activity provides a space for participants to synthesize insights,
reflect on disagreement, and discuss the broader implications of the target concept in its application context.
We considered this activity because some forms of evaluative evidence emerge most clearly when participants
can collectively make sense of what is at stake, including how the target concept is understood, experienced, or
encountered, why certain dimensions feel salient, and what consequences may follow from how the concept is
defined or applied.

Questions for analysis:
e How are understandings of the concept differently expressed, experienced, or situated?
e What aspects of this particular systematized concept are salient?
e What concerns arise when systems, institutions, or people act in ways that instantiate this concept?
e What would be at stake if this concept were used in evaluation or governance?

Criteria addressed: Consequential validity, face validity, salience, legitimacy.

Status: Integrated into activity A6 (Scenario-Based Discussion) rather than implemented as a separate closing
activity. Discussion prompts in A6 invite synthesis and reflection on broader implications.

A.4.7 Probing with Scenarios. In this activity, participants respond to short scenarios that depict clear cases,
borderline cases, and ambiguous cases of the concept. We considered this activity because scenarios provide
a concrete way to probe how participants reason through uncertainty, especially when the boundaries of the
concept are contested. By asking participants to interpret cases that vary in clarity, this activity helps test whether
the systematized concept has adequate coverage and whether its distinctions remain meaningful when applied to
specific situations.

Prompts to participants:
e “What is happening in this scenario, who is involved, and why does it matter?”
e “Would you call this [concept]—why or why not?”
e “Have you encountered, observed, or experienced something like this in your own life or work?”

Criteria addressed: Coherence, differentiation, content validity, substantive validity, salience, legitimacy.

Status: Retained as activity A6 (Scenario-Based Discussion). Pilots showed that scenarios needed to specify
speaker, audience, setting, and power relations in order to support meaningful discussion of subtle and systemic
forms of the concept.
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A.5 Workshop Protocol Refinement

In this section, we illustrate how our four pilots led to the development of our workshop activities. Pilots are
often a messy, iterative process: the design of workshop activities depends not only on which lenses of validity
researchers aim to interrogate, but also on how the workshop is structured to support participants in providing rich,
interpretable data. In our case, many of the pilots were used to determine how participants reason about erasure
through a sequential process—for example, whether it was helpful if they first generated their own definitions
and examples, or if they should label examples before seeing the taxonomy, or engage the systematized concept
only after discussing concrete scenarios. Although we identify several protocol elements that may generalize to
validating other systematized concepts, facilitators should begin by determining what kinds of data they hope to
elicit, how those data will be analyzed, and what sequence of activities is most likely to support that reasoning.

A.5.1  Pilot-by-Pilot Refinements. We ran four pilots between June 30 and July 25, 2025, iterating after each. These
pilots involved 3-4 adults per pilot and lasted 90-120 minutes. The pilots focused on: (i) surfacing participants’
lived definitions and boundary cases of erasure; (ii) testing the boundaries of what participants deemed erasure
or not; and (iii) iterating the flow and workshop artifacts so pilots were generative.

Pilot 1. Pilot 1 tested an early workshop structure with three components: a stakeholder naming activity in
which participants identified groups potentially affected by erasure, a participant-generated examples activity
drawing on everyday life, and a facilitator-led introduction to the taxonomy, including the distinction between
homogenizing and equalizing. The stakeholder naming activity was not itself a candidate activity for generating
evaluative evidence; we included it because erasure entails a group being erased, and we expected that prompting
participants to think about who might be affected would help them surface concrete examples in the activities
that followed.

This pilot revealed several basic design problems. Participants requested clearer task instructions, more context
for examples, and more non-expert-friendly definitions of the taxonomy’s categories. We showed participants
the taxonomy of illocutionary act patterns and their corresponding examples (e.g., Advocating for exclusion and
its corresponding “Don’t let any [social group] in!”). Participants found these examples too decontextualized
to interpret and wanted a clearer explanation of how equalizing and homogenizing differed in practice. These
responses suggested that the workshop needed simpler language, more realistic examples, and better scaffolding
before introducing the taxonomy.

Changes carried into Pilot 2: Simpler language for taxonomy categories, more contextualized examples, and a
reconsideration of where in the sequence the taxonomy should be introduced.

Pilot 2. Pilot 2 reversed the sequence of Pilot 1: we introduced Corvi et al’s taxonomy at the start, then
asked participants to brainstorm examples of erasure in everyday life, identify possible use cases for the system-
atized concept, name relevant stakeholders, and discuss downstream consequences of using the taxonomy as a
measurement instrument.

This sequencing did not work well. Participants found the taxonomy too complex when shown at the outset
and were unsure how it would actually be used for measurement. They recommended beginning with open-
ended discussion, using a tree or hierarchical diagram to explain the taxonomy’s structure, and grounding later
discussion of consequences in clearer examples and use cases.

In response, we made three changes that shaped the final workshop protocol. First, we produced a one-page
handout that organized the systematized concept hierarchically, with illocutionary act patterns nested under
“homogenizing” and “equalizing,” which reduced confusion in subsequent sessions. Second, we deferred introduc-
tion of the systematized concept until after participants had discussed scenarios and categorized utterances on
their own terms. Third, we decided to frame sharing the systematized concept as an opportunity for participants
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Table 7. Mapping candidate activities to the final workshop protocol. Activities A1 (Eliciting Real-World Experiences) and A3
(Generating Examples) emerged from the pilots themselves rather than from the candidate space described in Appendix A.4.

Candidate activity
(Appendix A.4)

Final activity

Key refinements from pilots

Eliciting Stakeholder Definitions

Sorting and Labeling Examples

Reviewing and Annotating the
Systematized Concept

Probing with Scenarios

A2. Eliciting Stakeholder
Definitions

A4. Categorizing and
Labeling Examples

A5. Sharing the
Systematized Concept

A6. Scenario-Based

Moved early in the protocol alongside elicitation of participants’
real-world experiences; binary judgment prompts were replaced
with open-ended questions about fit, ambiguity, and conditions of
applicability (Pilots 3-4).

Sequenced before the systematized concept is introduced; partici-
pants were no longer asked to judge each other’s examples (Pilots
3-4).

Moved later in the protocol; reformatted as a one-page hierarchical
handout; technical speech-act terminology such as “illocutionary”

and “perlocutionary” was removed (Pilots 3-4).

Vignettes were revised to specify speaker, audience, setting, and

Discussion power relations, supporting richer discussion of erasure (Pilots 3—4).
Reflections and Group Discussion  Folded into A6. Synthesis and reflection prompts integrated into scenario discussion
Scenario-Based rather than implemented as a closing activity.
Discussion
Conceptual Mapping Folded into A4. Mapping happens implicitly when participants compare the system-

Categorizing and
Labeling Examples and
A5. Sharing the
Systematized Concept

atized concept against examples they labeled in the worksheet for
activity A4.

Emerged from pilots

A1. Eliciting Real-World
Experiences

A3. Generating Examples

Formalized for Pilot 4 after Pilot 3 showed that asking participants
to describe observed situations of erasure produced rich, generative
discussion.

Formalized for Pilot 4 after participants in Pilot 3 spontaneously
generated naturalistic examples in response to the taxonomy’s
template phrases feeling unrealistic.

Comparing Across Stakeholder
Groups

Not used as
within-workshop activity

Used instead as a post-hoc analytic frame across our six workshops.

to assess and critique the systematized concept. Together, these changes positioned the systematized concept as
an instrument under revision rather than an answer key.

Changes carried into Pilot 3: simplified, hierarchical one-page handout, taxonomy introduction deferred until
after elicitation activities, and a framing the systematized concept as an object for critique.

Pilot 3. Pilot 3 started with stakeholder elicitation activities first. We began by asking participants to define
erasure, describe situations in which they had observed it, and explain why those cases felt salient. Next, we
experimented with a stakeholder naming activity, where participants listed out stakeholders who could be harmed
by erasure—though this was later dropped because the relevant stakeholders were usually already embedded in
the examples participants provided. Third, we went back to participants’ examples of erasure and had participants
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talk through each other’s examples. As a group, participants then discussed whether each one counted as erasure.
The goal of this exercise was to surface contestedness among interpretations. Finally, later in the pilot, participants
reviewed the taxonomy and its examples.

This pilot was productive for surfacing the boundaries of what participants deemed erasure or not, but it
also exposed important interactional problems. Participants said that judging whether one another’s examples
counted as erasure “felt bad,” especially when an example was treated as not fitting the concept.

The taxonomy itself also remained confusing. Participants provided additional feedback: they asked us to
clarify the distinction between equalizing and homogenizing, to remove speech act theory terminology (e.g.,
“illocutionary,” “perlocutionary”), which confused participants, and to treat exclusionary actions within homoge-
nizing speech as subtypes. They also described the examples that were outlined in the existing taxonomy as too
direct or unrealistic. They repeatedly emphasized that context was essential for interpreting erasure, and wanted
examples that were more subtle, more naturalistic, and more reflective of implicit, systemic, and intersectional
forms of erasure. Some participants began generating their own utterances during the workshop, which read
as more natural and colloquial than the taxonomy’s template phrases. This emergent behavior shaped a new
activity for Pilot 4, activity A3 (Generating Examples), which formalized this practice by asking participants to
write down their own examples of speech they believed reflected erasure. We found that asking participants
to describe situations in which they observed erasure led to rich and generative conversations. This led us to
formalize activity A1 (Eliciting Real-World Experiences).

These observations led to several revisions. We stopped asking participants to directly judge one another’s
examples, reworked the taxonomy into a clearer hierarchical structure, removed unfamiliar linguistic terminology
from speech act theory when introducing the taxonomy, and shifted away from correctness-oriented (e.g., “Is
this example erasure?”) prompts toward questions about fit, ambiguity, and conditions of applicability (e.g., “How
would you reason about this example? What stands out to you?”). We also found that it wasn’t useful to talk
about different stakeholders who could be harmed by erasure because participants’ examples, more often than
not, included explaining a certain scenario, stakeholder, and impact.

Changes carried into Pilot 4: stakeholder naming activity dropped, cross-participant judgment removed, taxon-
omy terminology simplified, prompts framed to emphasize participants’ interpretations rather than correctness
against the systematized concept; and new activities, A1 (Generating Real-World Experiences) and A3 (Generating
Examples) were formalized.

Pilot 4. Pilot 4 tested a more streamlined version of the protocol that incorporated these earlier lessons. We
removed the separate stakeholder naming activity, retained activities A1 (Generating Real-World Experiences), A2
(Eliciting Stakeholder Definitions), and A3 (Generating Examples), and introduced activity A4 (Categorizing and
Labeling Examples) before sharing the taxonomy so that participants could first classify examples based on their
personal judgments. Later in the pilot, we did activity A5 (Sharing the Systematized Concept) and asked whether
it aligned with the examples and distinctions that participants had already made.

This sequence worked much better. Participants were more engaged, the discussion felt more generative, and
the activities produced richer data about how participants understood erasure. Context-rich and natural-language
examples proved especially important: participants repeatedly drew on information about speaker, audience,
power, frequency, and institutional context when reasoning about whether a case constituted erasure. They also
emphasized several dimensions that the taxonomy should better acknowledge, including power asymmetries,
unintentional erasure, policy-driven forms of erasure such as book banning, and cases involving intersectional
identities. This pilot most closely resembled the final workshop structure.

Outcome: The sequence and set of activities tested in Pilot 4 was adopted as the final workshop protocol, with
minor refinements to scenario-based discussion prompts.
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A.5.2  Lessons for Adapting This Protocol. The pilots produced several lessons that we expect to generalize to
validation workshops for other systematized concepts.

Begin with participants’ own definitions before introducing the systematized concept. Presenting the systematized
concept early primed participants and made it harder to distinguish stakeholder judgments from uptake of
researcher categories. Beginning with participants’ own definitions and examples produced unprimed judgments
that could later be compared against the systematized concept as a meaningful test.

Label examples before showing the systematized concept. When participants classified examples first, their
classifications reflected their own interpretations; when the systematized concept came first, the task felt more
like a comprehension test, and participants were fixated on correctness.

Use open-ended questions and prompts. Asking “Is this erasure?” produced stalled and uncomfortable exchanges,
especially when participants were asked to judge each other’s examples. Reframing as “When, for whom, and
under what conditions might this be erasure? What context would change your judgment?” yielded more nuanced
discussion and reduced the sense that the workshop was evaluating participants’ correctness.

Show a simplified version of the systematized concept. We showed an associated taxonomy of illocutionary
act patterns, rather than the entire systematized concept of representational harms, developed by Corvi et al.
However, the taxonomy alone was overwhelming for participants.

We suggest that future facilitators develop an ablated version of their target systematized concept. We also
suggest providing some kind of visual hierarchy. For us, a hierarchical one-pager with two top-level types
(equalizing and homogenizing) and clearly nested illocutionary act patterns, each with a short description and an
example, made the systematized concept legible enough for participants to reflect on and critique within the
limited time-window of the workshops.

Use natural examples of language, reflecting colloquial usage. Decontextualized utterances and template phrases
(e.g., “Don’t let any [social group] in!”) were perceived as too explicit or unrealistic. Naturalistic utterances and
short vignettes specifying speaker, audience, setting, and power relations supported richer discussion of subtle,
implicit, and systemic forms of the target concept.

Remove technical terminology from participant-facing materials. Participants found terms like “illocutionary
act” and “perlocutionary effect” alienating and unclear. Replacing these with descriptive labels for the impact of
speech (e.g., “equalizing,” “homogenizing”) preserved the analytic distinctions, while making the systematized
concept more interpretable.

Drop redundant activities. The standalone stakeholder naming activity was dropped because participants’
examples already named the groups being erased. We had originally included it not as an evaluative activity but
as a probe to help participants surface examples—since erasure entails a group being erased, we expected naming
groups would scaffold example generation. The pilots showed this scaffolding was unnecessary: participants
grounded their examples in specific groups without prompting. We recommend identifying activities that are
functionally redundant and consolidating them.

The hourglass method: move from broad to specific, then back to synthesis. The final workshop protocol follows an
hourglass shape: it begins with broad context (definitions, lived experience), narrows to specific cases (utterances,
vignettes) compared against the systematized concept, and ends with structured discussion of implications. This
progression let participants build understanding incrementally rather than starting from the most abstract or
technical material.
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