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Abstract

Validity, as a core indicator in educational measurement, has evolved through four developmental stages of validation models:
criterion validity, classification validity, evidence integration, and systematic argumentation. This progression reflects a shift from
single-dimensional technical verification to multi-dimensional logical reasoning. This paper focuses on the Interpretation/Use
Argument (IUA) model proposed by Kane, systematically examining its theoretical framework and practical significance. The IUA
model incorporates Toulmin’s practical argumentation framework, reconstructing validity validation into a dynamic logical chain
composed of "scoring," "generalization," "extrapolation," and "decision-making." It emphasizes ensuring the rationality of test score
interpretation and use through multi-level reasoning and rebuttal mechanisms. This model transcends the limitations of traditional
validity validation, shifting research from "proving tool effectiveness" to "arguing interpretative rationality." By integrating multi-
source evidence, addressing decision consequences, and adopting dynamic updating mechanisms, it enhances the social trust and
fairness of assessments. Case studies demonstrate the successful application of the IUA framework in high-stakes assessments such
as the TOEFL and Physician Licensing Examinations, driving the transformation of validity validation standards toward practical
rationality. Future research should explore intelligent technology empowerment and cross-cultural validity argumentation to address
challenges in complex assessment ecosystems.
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