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This special issue on performance validity assessment in 
neuropsychological testing stems from a long tradition in 
the field, although the research has accelerated only recently. 
The term performance validity tests (PVTs) was introduced 
by Larrabee (2012) to distinguish testing in neuropsycho-
logical assessment aimed at determining extent of cognitive 
test validity from symptom validity testing (SVTs), such as 
through scales in self-report instruments (e.g., the F tests in 
the MMPI-2-RF; Ben-Porath & Tellegen, 2008; Ben-Porath, 
2012), aimed at determining extent of symptom plausibility 
and exaggeration.

History of PVTs

In these respects, the concept of performance validity 
assessment is not entirely novel considering that the earliest 
known performance validity test equivalents were devel-
oped 60–80 years ago by Andre Rey (see Frederick, 2003; 
Greiffenstein et al., 1996), including the Dot Counting Test, 
Word Recognition Test, and 15-Item Test (Rey, 1941, 1964). 
Notwithstanding, research examining PVTs in the context of 
neuropsychological evaluation was largely dormant over the 
ensuing 40–50 years such that a virtually non-existent lit-
erature base existed as recently as the 1980s (Boone, 2007). 
By contrast, the 1990s ushered in a greatly renewed inter-
est in performance validity assessment within the field of 
clinical neuropsychology along with burgeoning research 
on validating/cross-validating various PVTs (e.g., more 
than 300 publications on PVTs from 1990 to 2007; Boone, 
2007). Indeed, it was during this time that some of the most 

commonly-administered and well-known PVTs were pub-
lished, such as the Word Memory Test (Green et al., 1996), 
Test of Memory Malingering (Tombaugh, 1996), Victoria 
Symptom Validity Test (Slick et al., 1997), and Reliable 
Digit Span (Greiffenstein et al., 1994). In addition, stand-
ardized criteria for identifying malingered neurocognitive 
dysfunction (Slick et al., 1999) were introduced and included 
central roles for performance validity testing equivalents (the 
term had yet to be created at that time).

Despite these seminal advances, at the onset of the 2000s, 
several key limitations persisted in the PVT literature base. 
Chief among these were the near-exclusive emphasis on 
forced choice measures as PVTs, such as with the TOMM, 
overreliance of forensic/medicolegal cross-validation sam-
ples, and the largely synonymous linkage of PVT failure and 
malingering (Boone, 2007).

Current State of PVT Research

Building on the research of the 1990s, the 2000s saw both 
further rapid growth of the PVT literature base. Indeed, from 
2007 to 2015, more than 1400 publications on the topic of 
performance validity assessment have been introduced to the 
literature (Boone, 2021; Martin et al., 2015). Several fac-
tors have contributed to this burgeoning research on PVTs, 
including codification of formal practice standards for valid-
ity assessment published by the major professional organiza-
tions in the field, including the National Academy Neuropsy-
chology (Bush et al., 2005) and the American Academy of 
Clinical Neuropsychology (Heilbronner et al., 2009; Sweet 
et al., 2021) as well as revised structured criteria for iden-
tifying non-credible neuropsychological test performance 
(Sherman et al., 2020). Greater appreciation of base rates 
of performance invalidity in non-forensic clinical samples 
(e.g., Martin & Schroeder, 2020) further resulted in a more 
nuanced understanding of the importance of integrating 
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objective performance validity assessment in all neuropsy-
chological evaluations, not just forensic/medicolegal exams. 
Lastly, an increasing number of graduate training programs 
offering dual degrees in psychology and law have increased 
the number of early career professionals advocating for 
high-quality PVT research that translates to and informs 
evidence-based forensic case work.

Several key empirical findings also have emerged from 
the rapidly expanding PVT literature base over the past 
25 years and currently allow for more precise, refined, and 
evidence-based assessment of performance validity in neu-
ropsychological evaluations. Among these are establishment 
of clear benchmarks for classification of invalid neuropsy-
chological test performance (i.e., failure on ≥ 2 independent 
PVTs; Boone, 2013; Critchfield et al., 2019; Jennette et al., 
2021; Larrabee, 2008; Meyers et al., 2014; Rhoads et al., 
2021b; Sherman et al., 2020; Webber et al., 2020), elucida-
tion of best practices for validity assessment that includes 
continuous sampling of validity via administration of multi-
ple freestanding and embedded PVTs throughout neuropsy-
chological evaluations (Boone, 2009; Sweet et al., 2021), 
and greater empirical support to inform critical clinical deci-
sions related to validity assessment, such as the number and 
type(s) of PVTs administered (Soble et al., 2020). Perhaps 
most importantly, the extant PVT literature has continued to 
firmly establish the psychometric properties and effective-
ness of many freestanding and embedded PVTs for detecting 
performance invalidity across diverse clinical populations 
with and without cognitive impairment (see Soble et al., 
2021b).

Special Issue Focus: Future Directions 
for PVT Research

While significant empirical strides pertaining to perfor-
mance validity assessment have been made over the past 
2.5 decades, the PVT science must continually evolve to 
meet the changing needs of the field and larger sociopoliti-
cal factors. Accordingly, future directions for performance 
validity research is the common theme underlying many of 
the articles featured in this special issue, with each article 
highlighting one or more aspects of PVT research that 
should continue to progress. For instance, Ovsiew et al. 
(2021) (featured in Psychological Injury and Law 14(2) 
demonstrated that abbreviated versions of the TOMM, par-
ticularly Trial 1, evidence classification accuracy and psy-
chometric properties that mirror the traditional two-trial 
administration, but with the advantage of half the admin-
istration time. Studies such as this allow for advancement 
of PVT science in a manner consistent with current health-
care trends emphasizing cost-containment and shorter, 
more focused evaluations that minimize patient burden 

and associated costs. The research in this regard continues 
to develop more effective embedded PVTs, such as indices 
derived from common cognitive tests, including the Stroop 
(White et al., 2020a), Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Test 
(Pliskin et al., 2020; Soble et al., 2021a), Hopkins Verbal 
Learning Test-Revised (Bailey et al., 2018); Brief Visu-
ospatial Memory Test-Revised (Bailey et al., 2018; Resch 
et al., 2020), Digit Span (Schroeder et al., 2012; Webber & 
Soble, 2018), California Verbal Learning Test (Schwartz 
et al., 2016), and Repeatable Battery for the Assessment 
of Neuropsychological Status (Shura et al., 2018).

Moreover, the applicability and utility of various 
validity measures must continue to be cross-validated in 
diverse medical and neuropsychiatric populations. Two of 
the articles featured in this issue, Modiano et al. (2021) 
and Tierney et al. (2021), highlight this research principle 
well. Notably, Modiano et al. (2021) demonstrated that 
the Amnestic Disorders Scale of the Structured Inven-
tory of Malingered Symptomatology (Widows & Smith, 
2005) had excellent classification accuracy for detecting 
invalid cognitive symptom reporting irrespective of the 
presence of actual cognitive impairment, whereas Tierney 
et al. (2021) provided preliminary evidence that the Miller 
Forensic Assessment of Symptoms Test (M-FAST; Miller, 
2001) accurately identifies invalid symptom reporting 
among neurological patients admitted for inpatient epi-
lepsy monitoring/workup.

In a related vein, the relationship between performance 
validity and symptom validity must continue to be clarified 
across diverse clinical populations. Notably, it is established 
that symptom validity and performance validity are separate 
constructs with varying degrees of interrelatedness depend-
ing on the clinical population (Gervais et al., 2007; Larrabee, 
2012; Leib et al., 2021; White et al., 2020a, 2020b). In this 
issue, Shura et al. (2021) further expanded the current under-
standing of how symptom and performance validity are disso-
ciable in veteran populations with mild traumatic brain injury 
and posttraumatic stress disorder.

PVT research must evolve to meet the changing demo-
graphics of the USA as well as increasing applicability 
among international samples by establishing the accuracy 
and cross-validating PVTs in diverse racial/ethnic groups. In 
an earlier article in this journal, Bailey and colleagues (2021) 
published novel cross validation findings of the TOMM in 
a large Colombian sample and identified several relevant 
demographic factors (e.g., age, education) that may affect 
performance on this test. More recently, Rhoads et al. (2021a) 
further highlighted some potential limitations of using PVT 
cut-scores derived from English-speaking populations among 
Spanish-speaking patients residing in the USA and empha-
sized the need for more extensive cross-validation of vari-
ous PVTs in non-English-speaking populations. Undoubt-
edly, PVT research in diverse and/or non-English-speaking 
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populations is currently its early stages and remains a fertile 
area for future empirical investigation.

Finally, although beyond the focus of the specific arti-
cles included in this special issue, some additional emerging 
areas of future PVT research are noteworthy. Future PVT 
research should continue to capitalize on meta-analytic and 
systematic review methodologies (e.g., Bernstein et al., 
2021; Martin et al., 2020; Resch et al., 2021) to enhance 
findings from single cross-validation studies and make use 
of more advanced methodological (e.g., machine learning) 
and/or statistical approaches (e.g., measurement invariance) 
to enhance their utility and applicability across a wider range 
of populations. Additional research on validity testing via 
computer-based and telehealth modalities (e.g., O’Rourke 
et al., under review) also will be critical considering how 
the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in opportunities for 
change in psychological/neuropsychological assessment 
practices. Future research examining the relationship and 
concordance of PVT performance with neuroimaging or 
other techniques assessing neural activation also may yield 
fruitful results.

The past 25 years have resulted in a robust literature 
base supporting the effectiveness and accuracy of PVTs 
for detecting invalid neuropsychological test performance 
across medicolegal, clinical, and research settings and have 
provided clinical neuropsychologists with a wealth of free-
standing and embedded measures at their disposal. However, 
the practice and science of performance validity assessment 
must continue to develop in order to meet the demands of 
changing demographics and healthcare factors. To this end, 
it is the hope that many of the articles contained in this spe-
cial issue provide steps and ideas for future PVT research.
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