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Purpose of the Validity Argument Frameworks

● Compile, organize, and review existing evidence related to 
the use of pre-enlistment assessments 
– Relevant information defined much more broadly than psychometric 

properties or criterion-related evidence
– Includes all aspects of a measure’s design, development, administration, 

score reporting, etc.

● Evaluate whether available evidence supports the use of 
these assessments for their intended purposes

● Identify ways to strengthen evidence supporting the use of 
these assessments

● Help inform improvements to these assessments in terms 
of content, scoring, administration, and/or interpretation
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A theory of action is a useful starting point for developing a validity 
argument.

● Theory of Action  (TOA) — a connected set of propositions that explain 
a specific goal of the assessment. As such, TOAs are intimately linked 
to the purposes and uses of assessment scores. 

● Interpretive Argument—a description of the inferences (i.e., claims and 
assumptions) that the assessment scores are intended to support​.

● Validity Argument—evidence providing justification for the inferences in 
the interpretive argument.

Validity Argument Framework
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Validity Argument Method



Overview of Associated Work

● First effort focused on use of ASVAB for enlisted selection 
(AFQT Validity Argument 1.0, May 2020)

● Second effort focused on use of TAPAS for enlisted selection 
and classification (citation)

● Validity argument for ASVAB use for classification decision-
making (in progress)

● Revise/update AFQT validity argument 1.0 (in progress)

Nature of this work is dynamic as validity argument evidence 
evolves over time.
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AFQT Theory of Action

AFQT Theory of Action – Selection

Major Claims

I. g is broadly predictive of 
performance  II. AFQT measures g 

III. Psychometric evidence 
supports the use of AFQT 

score categories for making 
selection decisions

Addresses relationship 
between g and performance 

in general literature

Addresses adequacy of AFQT as 
a measure of g

Addresses whether AFQT 
categories represent 

important differentiators 
among applicants
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ASVAB Theory of Action

ASVAB Theory of Action – Classification

Major Claims

I. Specific KSAs are 
associated with occupation-

specific performance and 
provide operational value for 
occupational classification.



II. ASVAB subtests 
measure a useful sample 
of the KSAs associated 
with occupation-specific 

performance.



III. Respondents classified on 
ASVAB composite scores 
have higher likelihood of 
success with particular 
military occupations.

(Service-specific)

Addresses relationship 
between KSAs and 

performance in general 
literature

Addresses relationship between 
ASVAB subtests as measures of 

specific KSAs and their 
association with occupation-

specific performance

Addresses service- specific 
uses of ASVAB composites 

for assignment to occupations
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AFQT Interpretive Argument Structure

Major Claim I
I. g is broadly predictive of performance.

Specific Claim
I.1. g is a broad, stable construct that predicts performance.

Assumptions
I.1.a. If g is a broad, stable construct that predicts performance, then g can be measured by 

cognitive ability tests. 
I.1.b. If g is a broad, stable construct that predicts performance, then g should be relatively stable 

over time.
I.1.c. If g is a broad, stable construct that predicts performance, then there should be a well-

established body of validity evidence for g as a predictor of many performance outcomes (e.g., 
training/educational, job performance).

Example: Major Claim I: g is broadly predictive of performance



● Revised to reflect improved approach/format adopted in 
ASVAB Classification interpretive argument

● Minimal impact on types of evidence to be collected 
● Identified assumptions that are the same or largely the 

same between the AFQT and ASVAB interpretive 
arguments to simplify future updates to both validity 
arguments

AFQT Interpretive Argument 2.0
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Evidence Summary Example from AFQT 1.0 Report



Report Format

● Description of the assessment (e.g., AFQT) and the validity 
argument approach

● Table for each major claim the lists the associated specific 
claims and assumptions; each assumption is hyperlinked 
to the applicable evidence summary

● Narrative summary of the evidence for each major claim
● Recommendations

– For the AFQT v1.0 report, recommendations made in three areas
• Philosophy underlying test content decisions
• Suggestions for further research
• Administrative improvements

– Ongoing progress being made on several of these recommendations

12



Summary of Work Products

● Recommendations to help inform future R&D (including 
next generation ASVAB) and operational practices, as 
applicable

● Organized archive of nearly 500 references (e.g., technical 
reports, briefings, journal pubs, books, notes from 
interviews with DTAC and service representatives)

● Dozens of succinct research summaries on various topics 
to serve as resources to DTAC and service researchers

● Organizing framework into which new evidence can be 
placed and communicated

● Detailed process map and supporting tools for periodically 
updating each validity argument
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Concluding Observations

● Challenging to develop clear, cohesive, and 
comprehensive interpretive arguments

● Need to consider primary audience for the evidence 
summaries 

● Evidence summaries for individual assumptions benefited 
from many layers of review

● We did not try to quantify evaluation of the evidence and 
would be hesitant to do so

14



Validity Argument Project Leads/Advisors

● Laura Ford
● Andrea Sinclair
● Art Thacker
● Deirdre Knapp
● Teresa Russell
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