November PTC/MW Luncheon

Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2003

ote New Price,

Time: 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. Lunch is served at noon and is included

in the registration fee. Due to

Increased Cost

Place: Pier 7 Restaurant. 650 Water Street, SW, Washington, DC of Lunch
(approximately one block south of the intersection of Maine
Avenue and 7th Street SW).

Price: $19.00 members, $22.00 non-members. Free parking up to 3 hours.

Menu: Medallions of New York Sirloin, Breast of Chicken Tarragon, Chef Salad, Broiled Filet of
Sole and Scallops, Seafood Newburg with Rice, Vegetable Plate, or Fruit Plate.

Reservations:  Please sign up via our website, http://www.ptcmw.org. If you do not have internet access,
you can contact the receptionist at Caliber Associates, Tel: (703) 385-3200, Fax: (703) 385-
3206. Please include the following information in your message: name, membership
status, menu selection, e-mail address, and telephone number. The deadline for
luncheon reservations is 2:00 p.m., Monday, Novembe r 10th. Cancel by 2:00 p.m.
Tuesday to avoid having to pay for lunch.

Topic: Challenges in Conducting Large Scale Research Proje  cts

Speaker: Martha Hennen, Ph.D., United States Postal Service

The United States Postal Service has initiated a large scale research study targeting certain entry level jobs
(e.g., City Carrier). Technological change, increasing competition, and other environmental conditions have
led executive leadership to express a strong desire to investigate aspects of employee capability that they
believe may be critical to success in the future. For example, customer service is likely to become even
more of a critical factor in determining whether the public will select the Postal Service as the service provider
of choice. The Postal Service employs nearly 770,000 career employees, which makes it the second largest
civilian employer in the nation. Incumbents in the targeted, entry level jobs represent approximately half of
that career employee population. Such a large scale project presents both unique challenges and
opportunities to the researchers working with this project. Postal Service psychologists are currently working
on the first project phase, the job analysis. This presentation will discuss the challenges in conducting such a
research project in a large, complex, nationwide organization.

Dr. Martha Hennen is a psychologist with the United States Postal Service, where she is responsible for
leading and participating on team projects to conduct research related to the development and validation of
entry level and promotional testing processes. Her experience and interests include personnel selection, test
development, performance appraisal, research methods, and related measurement issues. Dr. Hennen is a
licensed Applied Psychologist and member of both SIOP and APA. She holds a Master’s degree and Ph.D.
from the University of Connecticut.
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Addressing Organizational
Barriers to Effective Selection

Lance Anderson
Caliber Associates

Recently | called a number of PTC/MW members to
touch base with them on how assessment is being used
in their organizations. | talked to several members and |
browsed the International Personnel Management
Association Assessment Council (IPMAAC) Discussion
List.

| found that various organizational barriers hamper the
efforts of testing professionals. Organizational barriers,
as | discuss them here, refer to policies, practices or
beliefs condoned by the organization or its leadership
that, if removed, could result in more effective selection
and reduced long-term costs.

Here is a list of the organizational barriers that others
and | have encountered:

Organizations continue to follow restrictive
personnel policies. Many organizations follow
hiring and referral rules that reduce the validity and
flexibility of their selection tools. These include rules
that allow for the referral of a limited number of
qualified candidates, or that lead to categorization of
a continuum of scores into artificial groupings.

Some organizations place unnecessary

restrictions on the use of test scores. For
example, privacy regulations favored by some
unions may prevent the use of contractors in
administering tests or maintaining test score banks.

Some organizational decision-makers may not
understand the value of a valid selection tool.
Despite our sophisticated utility analyses and return-
on-investment numbers, many seem to believe that
it's simply not possible to predict who will succeed.

Some hiring managers fear losing control over
the hiring process.  This is the flipside of the last
bullet. If | had a nickel for every manager who
believed that he could select the best person after
four minutes of unstructured interviewing...

Many decision-makers have inaccurate notions

of what makes a good selection tool. Some
believe that an “authentic” assessment is always
better than a paper-and-pencil test. Among
laypersons, there is a widespread lack of

appreciation for maintaining consistency of
administration and obtaining reliable scores.

Many fear that doing anything definitive will
result in a lawsuit.  The Supreme Court ruling this
past summer regarding selection of students (Grutter
v. Bollinger [case no. 02-0241]) may have only
added to confusion on this issue.

Organizations lack the facilities they need to
conduct effective testing. Some organizations
avoid any testing that involves computers because
they lack the equipment, the facilities to hold it, and
the staff to maintain it. Worse, some organizations
avoid implementing even simple paper-and-pencil
nationwide testing programs because they lack the
facilities and staff to administer the testing.

Many organizations do not plan for high quality
selection. Decision makers often have an unrealistic
notion of the time and resources needed to develop
and administer a good selection procedure.

These barriers may seem insurmountable, but all testing
professionals must find a way to deal with them.
Unfortunately, no textbook will provide the answers.

We need to begin taking advantage of the fact that each
of us is not alone in having to address these barriers. In
particular, | suggest that individuals facing these barriers:

Talk to testing colleagues outside of your
organization. They can be a wonderful resource for
learning how to address these problems, and even if
they don't have answers, misery loves company.
The IPMAAC discussion list provides a forum for
this, as do the monthly events sponsored by
PTC/MW. However, | recommend going one step
farther by pulling out the PTC/MW directory and
calling your colleagues.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 5
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SEPTEMBER LUNCHEON SUMMARY

Weighting Test Components
Cassi Fields , Fields Consulting Group, Inc.

Dr. Cassi Fields conducted the September PTC
luncheon. The topic she addressed was the relative
weighting of test components in selection systems.

The decision to differentially weight test components,
and the method for establishing differential weights, is
never a simple process. For purposes of this discussion,
test components are items in a written test, assessment
center exercises and/or different tests making up a test
battery. Examples of differential weights might be:
administrative exercise, 10%; emergency management
exercise, 50%; supervisory exercise, 40%

When the validation strategy is criterion-oriented, the
regression beta weights may appear to provide the best
option for weighting each test component. However,
these weights are not stable unless the sample used to
obtain them is large and has a normal distribution (e.g.,
Schmidt, 1971). In practice, these sample
characteristics are rarely observed.

In a content-oriented validation strategy, the process for
obtaining differential weights is burdensome and often
unreliable. Dr. Fields reviewed several practical methods
for obtaining differential weights when utilizing a content-
oriented validation strategy and discussed the pros and
cons of each.

Dr. Fields was dubious of the utility of differential
weights. Differential weights make sense when there are
very clear differences in the constructs necessary to
successfully perform a job and those constructs are not
inter-correlated (e.g., the job is 90% cognitive and 10%
physical). Not only must these differential requirements
be clear to the practitioner, they must also be clear to the
majority of program stakeholders. If there is substantial
disagreement over the job requirements, then differential
weights may not be useful. Any differential weighting
system immediately provides an opportunity for someone
to question the weights. On the other hand, if each
exercise is equally weighted, and these requirements
result in a more balanced candidate with a greater
breadth of ability, there is rarely any dispute over the
weighting rationale. Under equal weighting, candidates
feel that they have a better opportunity to perform well
and they feel all of their abilities are equally considered.
Furthermore, equal weighting usually maximizes
predictive validity and lowers adverse impact (Cascio,
1991; Feltham, 1988).

If differential weighting still seems necessary, there are
several possible methods. The Relative Content
Contribution (RCC) procedure (Arthur, Doverspike and

Barrett, 1996) is a process by which raters provide
ratings on work behavior importance, time spent,
consequence of error and time-to-proficiency, and they
provide ratings on the relative importance of constructs.
Another relative contribution process employs a set of
raters to rate the relative importance of constructs or test
components to overall job performance. When using
this procedure, the raters are usually given specific rating
guidelines and a specific number of points to allocate
among the constructs or test components. Another
differential weighting procedure involves weighting the
reference material used to construct the exam. For
example, raters judge what percentage of the test or
what percentage of items should be taken out of each
reference source (e.g., 50% from text one and 50% from
text two). A fourth differential weighting procedure may
be referred to as “strictly judgmental.” In this procedure,
raters are asked, without formal rating guidelines, to
assign weights to constructs or test components based
upon their opinion about what is required for successful
job performance.

The final differential weighting procedure discussed was
the KSA (construct)-critical task linkage process. Using
this procedure, raters link constructs to tasks based
upon their opinion that a construct is or is not necessary
for successful task performance. Some practitioners use
a simple yes/no checklist and others use a more formal
Likert-type scale (the KSA is not needed, indirectly
needed, or directly needed for successful task
performance). When calculating the weight of each
construct, some practitioners simply sum the number of
links for one construct and divide that by the total
number of links in the matrix. Other practitioners first
calculate the proportion of links for one KSA and then
weight this proportion by task criticality or task
importance.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 4

Beginning November 2003, Pier 7 Restaurant has
increased the amount it is charging PTC/MW for
meals. Therefore, the luncheon prices have been
raised to cover that increased charge. New
luncheon prices are:

Members $19.00
Non-Members $22.00

Discount luncheon tickets will still be available.
PTC/MW members may purchase tickets good for
three luncheons for $45.00, a savings of $12.00.
These tickets can be purchased at the luncheons.
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LUNCHEON SUMMARY, FROM PAGE 2

Differential weighting procedures are relatively difficult to
explain to lay personnel, and experts on testing may
criticize them as being based on unreliable ratings.
Although the literature provides numerous suggestions
for increasing the reliability of ratings (e.g., trained raters,
using psychologists rather than SMEs, well-defined
scales), Dr. Fields has found that the ratings required for
these often tedious and lengthy rating procedures
produce inconsistent results. How should you choose a
differential weighting process? Dr. Fields recommended
“a balanced perspective.” The balanced perspective
considers all stakeholders — the organization, the
candidates/participants, SMEs, other job incumbents,
and legal and professional guidelines. The organization
may need to select the best candidate and/or maximize
diversity, the candidates and other participants usually
desire the process to be fair, and the SMEs and other job
incumbents usually desire the process to be useful to the
organization. Legal guidelines require the process to be
valid while minimizing adverse impact. The professional
guidelines require scientific evidence of reliability, validity
and utility. So, in choosing how to or whether to weight
test components, first decide which of these
stakeholders are most important in the process.

Equal weighting is simple to understand and explain.
Equal weighting maximizes validity and reduces adverse
impact.  Finally, the literature makes it clear that
composite scores based upon differentially-weighted test
components as compared to composite scores based
upon equally-weighted test components are highly
correlated (e.g., Ree, Carretta, & Earles, 1998) and so
the weighting procedures do not appreciably change the
rank order of scores. However, while the organization
will not be affected, any change in the rank order of
candidates’ scores due to differential weighting may
result in one candidate, who would have been selected
under one weighting scheme, not being selected under
another. Thus, equal weighting—as it is simpler and
easier to explain—is generally preferable.

Dr. Fields concluded that if you go with differential
weighting, use clearly defined ratings scales, find a way
to reduce the rating requirements for each rater, and
train the raters. Use the simplest procedures possible so
that all stakeholders can understand them. Otherwise,
she suggested sticking with equal weighting whenever
possible.

References
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PRESIDENT’'S MESSAGE, FROM PAGE 2

Contact contractors and consultants for advice.
Don't hesitate to call them if you don’t have money
for them. They will welcome the chance to chat with
you about your problems, as this can help them to
think of better approaches for their clients and
prospective clients. Consultants have likely worked
with many organizations that have faced these
problems and they may know about a unique
solution.

Find better ways to educate the people in your
organization about testing.  All of the barriers
mentioned above arise from ignorance, and the best
way to address ignorance is through education.
Your colleagues may have already developed
presentations for educating the lay-people in their
organizations, and they may be willing to share these
with you.

Finally, | suggest that we use PTC/MW or perhaps a
larger organization like SIOP to lobby unions, the federal
government, and other jurisdictions for changes in
policies that unnecessarily restrict testing. Please
contact me at anderson@calib.com, or (703) 219-4448 if
you are interested in this. We’'ll have to work together to
come up with an approach.

PTC

Rob Calderon, Ph.D., is now a Senior Associate with
Caliber Associates in Fairfax, Virginia. Rob is part of the
Personnel Research Group.

Welcome New Members!

Regular Member
Dan Biddle, Biddle Consulting Group

Student Member
Justin Lebiecki, George Mason University

PTC/MW Election Results

Suzanne Tsacoumis, HumRRO

| am pleased to report the results of the elections to the
2004 PTC/MW Board. We had a slate of highly qualified
candidates, which resulted in an exciting race. The new
officers are as follows:

President-Elect: Julia McElreath

Vice President for Programs: Jennifer Fisher
Secretary: David Hamill

Treasurer: Ted Hayes

Recorder: Martha Hennen

The new board members will join Ellen Kollar, who will
be serving as President, and Lance Anderson, who will
remain on the Board as Past-President.

Congratulations to our new board members!

P1C

Anthony Bayless, Greg Beatty, Julia McElreath, Mary
Anne Nester, David Pollack, and Susan Reilly, of the
U.S. Department of Homeland Security, recently
completed developing and validating entry-level selection
batteries for law enforcement occupations. They were
charged with developing valid, reliable, and fair
competency-based entry-level test batteries for five law
enforcement occupations using content, construct, and
criterion-related validation strategies. Some of the
challenges they encountered included refining the
selection batteries using empirical findings featuring
multiple predictors and criterion measures. They also
conducted analyses (e.g., remediation) to determine
appropriate cut scores, assess fairness, and investigate
impact of the selection procedures on organizational
outcomes. If you would like more information about this
project, contact Julia McElreath at (202) 305-0596 or
julia.mcelreath@dhs.gov.

Revised SIOP Principles

An electronic edition of the newly revised SIOP Principles
for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection
Procedures (2003) is now available at the SIOP website
(http:/www.siop.org).

The column is a forum to facilitate

information exchange among PTC/MW members. If you
are currently working on a testing/assessment project
that you think others would be interested in learning
about, please contact the PTC/MW Newsletter Editor, Lia
Meyer, at liam@pmglc.com or (301) 320-9500.
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Job Announcements i

Industrial  Psychologists. Personnel Decisions
Research Institutes, Inc. (PDRI) is currently accepting
applications for positions in its Washington, D.C. office
(in Arlington, VA, one block from the Rosslyn Metro
Station). These positions require working as part of a
team on projects involving innovative applied research,
selection and promotion system development and
validation, performance management and career
development, and training needs analysis and training
design.

We are seeking I/O Psychologists with a minimum of
three years of experience, a Master’s degree or a Ph.D.
(preferably) in 1/O Psychology. We are also seeking
applicants with a new Ph.D. in /O Psychology.
Experienced applicants should have proven skills in
customer and project management and business
development. Qualified candidates will have a strong
background in the development, validation, and
implementation of human capital systems, and a Ph.D.
or Master's degree in industrial/organizational
psychology. Strong  written communication,
interpersonal, research, and statistical skills are also
essential.

U.S. citizenship is necessary and most positions will
require obtaining a high-level government security
clearance. Current possession of U.S. government
security clearances is desirable.

Submit résumé and cover letter to: Elizabeth Marino,
Personnel Decisions Research Institutes, Inc., 1300
North 17th Street, Suite 1010, Arlington, VA 22209,
Elizabeth.Marino@pdri.com.

Research Scientists. The Individual and Organizational
Performance Program of the American Institutes for
Research seeks Research Scientists in D.C. with a
background and interest in the development and
application of personnel selection, measurement, test
development, job analysis, statistical analysis, and other
applied psychology techniques. Strong training and
experience in conducting rigorous qualitative and
guantitative research required. Other research activities
will involve organizing and documenting analytical results
and research procedures; preparing technical reports
and journal articles; presenting topics to clients and the
public; designing and conducting research projects for
federal and private sponsors; and writing or contributing
to competitive proposals for applied social science
research. Periodic travel may be required

A Ph.D. in Industrial/Organizational Psychology,
Psychometrics, or other related research field (e.g.,

testing and measurement, human resources research)
required. Must possess strong methodological
background and the ability to work with others as part of
a research team. Experience in cognitive psychology,
test development, training, evaluation, or technology
applications a plus.

Excellent compensation package. Forward résumeé,
cover letter, and an independently written and edited
writing sample to: Human Resources — 03/DC/RS,
American Institutes for Research, 1000 Thomas
Jefferson St., N.W., Washington, DC 20007. Fax: 202-
944-5454. resumes@air.org, subject line: 03/DC/RS.
Website: www.air.org. EEO.

Research Scientists (Palo Alto, CA). The Equity
Analysis Group of the Individual and Organizational
Performance (IOP) Program at the Palo Alto, California,
office of the American Institutes for Research seeks to fill
a vacancy for a Research Scientist with training or
experience in the areas of statistics and
Industrial/Organizational Psychology including personnel
selection, performance measurement and evaluation,
validation of selection procedures, survey development,
and organizational analysis. Position responsibilities
include conducting and supporting applied research
projects for Federal and private sponsors; preparing
technical reports including expert reports that might be
submitted to Federal or state courts; presenting briefings
to and meeting with clients; and contributing to business
development including the preparation of proposals.

The successful applicant should have strong analytic,
statistical, and organizational skills; the ability to meet
deadlines and work under pressure; and a desire to work
in a team setting. Individuals applying for this position
should have a Ph.D. in Industrial/Organizational
Psychology, Human Resource Management, or a related
field (or be near completing of their degree).

For more information on AIR’s Equity Analysis Group,
use the following link: http://www.air.org/program_areas/
eep/eep-set.htm.  Excellent Compensation Package.
Forward résumé, cover letter, and an independently
written and edited writing sample to: Human Resources
— 03/CA/RS, American Institutes for Research, 1000
Thomas Jefferson St., N.W., Washington, DC  20007.
Fax: 202-944-5454  resumes@air.org, subject line:
03/CA/RS. Website: www.air.org. EEO. PTC

Visit PTC/MW online at
http://www.ptcmw.org
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Nov 3-6 International Military Testing Association. Annual Conference. Pensacola, FL. Contact: www.internationalmta.org.

Nov 7 HR Leadership Forum. Meeting. Dr. Skip Leonard, Personnel Decisions International, Rosslyn, VA. “Talentship.” Arlington, VA.
Contact: Fran Gillen, (703) 979-4500 or frangillen@aol.com.

NOV 12 PTC/MW. LUNCHEON MEETING. Speaker to be an nounced. Pier 7 Restaurant, Washington, DC. Conta ct: Receptionist,
Caliber Associates, 703-385-3200 or www.ptcmw.org.

Nov 12-14 Institute for Professional Education. Seminar. “Advanced Regression: Data Analysis under Nonstandard Conditions.” Washington,
DC. Contact: IPE, 703-527-8703 or ipeseminars.org.

Dec 5 HR Leadership Forum. Meeting. Expert Panel. “Organizational Storytelling: ReOigniting Community in the Workplace.” Arlington, VA.
Contact: Fran Gillen, (703) 979-4500 or frangillen@aol.com.

Dec 8-10 Institute for Professional Education. Seminar. “Applied Statistics.” Washington, DC. Contact: IPE, 703-527-8703 or ipeseminars.org.

Dec 9-12 Institute for Professional Education. Seminar. “Designing Effective Surveys.” Washington, DC. Contact: IPE, 703-527-8703 or
ipeseminars.org.

DEC 10 PTC/MW. LUNCHEON MEETING. Dr. Lance Anders on, Caliber Associates, Fairfax, VA. PTC/MW Presid ential Address. Pier 7
Restaurant, Washington, DC. Contact: Receptionist, Caliber Associates, 703-385-3200 or www.ptcmw.org.

Dec 10-12 Institute for Professional Education. Seminar. “Linear and Nonlinear Regression with Applications.” Washington, DC. Contact: IPE,
703-527-8703 or ipeseminars.org.

Dec 17-19 Institute for Professional Education. Seminar. “Applied Multivariate Methods using Popular Statistical Computing Packages.”
Washington, DC. Contact: IPE, 703-527-8703 or ipeseminars.org.
2004

Jan 9 HR Leadership Forum. Meeting. Speaker to be announced. “Managing a Diverse Workforce in 2003.” Arlington, VA. Contact: Fran
Gillen, (703) 979-4500 or frangillen@aol.com.

JAN 14 PTC/MW. LUNCHEON MEETING. Speakerto be an nounced. Pier 7 Restaurant, Washington, DC. Conta  ct: Receptionist,
Caliber Associates, 703-385-3200 or www.ptcmw.org.

Feb 2-4 Association of Test Publishers. Annual Conference. “Technology in Testing: Advancements in Best Practices.” Palm Springs, CA.
Contact: Designing Events, 410-654-5525 or www.testpublishers.org/conference.htm

Feb 6 HR Leadership Forum. Meeting. Expert Panel. “Current Issues in Compensation.” Arlington, VA. Contact: Fran Gillen, (703) 979-
4500 or frangillen@aol.com.

Feb 7-11 American Society for Training and Development. Conference. “TechKnowledge 2004.” Anaheim, CA. Contact: ASTD, 703-683-8100
or astd.org.

Mar 4-6 Society of Psychologists in Management. Annual Conference. San Francisco, CA. Contact: www.spim.org.

Mar 5 HR Leadership Forum. Meeting. Expert Panel. “Managing Internal Coaching Programs: Recipes for Success.” Arlington, VA.
Contact: Fran Gillen, (703) 979-4500 or frangillen@aol.com.

Mar 8-10 Society for Human Resource Management. Annual Conference. “Employment Law and Legislation.” Washington, DC. Contact:
SHRM, 703-548-3440 or www.shrm.org.

Mar 12-14 IO & OB Graduate Student Conference. Tulsa, OK. Contact: ioob2004@hotmail.com or ioob2004.com.

Mar 22-24 Society for Human Resource Management. Conference. “Global Forum.” Bal Harbour, FL. Contact: SHRM, 703-548-3440 or
www.shrm.org.

Mar 18-20 Hofstra University. Conference. “Applied Organizational Psychology: A Scientific Approach to Improving Productivity and the Quality
of Work Life.” Hempstead, NY. Contact: HU, 516-463-6298 or conference@hofstra.edu.

Future SIOP: Chicago, 2004; Los Angeles, 2005; Dallas, 2006.
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PTC/MW Elected Officers, 2003

Office

Name

Affiliation

Work Phone

-Mail

President

Lance Anderson, Ph.D.

Caliber Associates

(703) 219-4448

anderson@calib.com

Past President

Suzanne Tsacoumis, Ph.D.

HumRRO

(703) 706-5660

stsacoumis@humrro.org

President-Elect

Ellen Kollar, Ph.D.

U.S. Dept of Veterans Affairs

(202) 273-9748

ellen.kollar@mail.va.gov

Vice President

Ted Hayes, Ph.D.

Transportation Security Admin

(571) 227-1811

ted.hayes@dhs.gov

Secretary Julia McElreath, Ph.D. U.S. Dept of Homeland Security | (202) 305-0596 | julia.mcelreath@dhs.gov

Treasurer Shirley Plunkett, M.A. U.S. Postal Service (202) 268-3955 | shirley.m.plunkett@usps.gov

Recorder Greg Beatty, Ph.D. U.S. Dept of Homeland Security | (202) 305-0593 | greg.beatty@dhs.gov
PTC/MW Committee Chairs, 2003

Committee Name Affiliation (Vork Phone -Mail

Nom/Elections | Suzanne Tsacoumis, Ph.D. HumRRO (703) 706-5660 | stsacoumis@humrro.org

Membership Tim McGonigle, Ph.D. Caliber Associates (703) 385-3200 | mcgonigt@calib.com

Legal Lance Seberhagen, Ph.D. Seberhagen & Associates (703) 790-0796 | sebe@erols.com

Newsletter Lia Meyer, M.A. Pittman McLenagan Group (301) 320-9500 | liam@pmglc.com

Website W. Benjamin Porr, M.A. George Mason University (703) 617-0331 | wporr@gmu.edu

Training Pat Curtin, Ph.D. Caliber Associates (703) 219-4394 | curtinp@calib.com

Calendar Lance Seberhagen, Ph.D. Seberhagen & Associates (703) 790-0796 | sebe@erols.com

Copyright 2003, Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan Washington. PTC/MW encourages other groups to

reprint articles from the PTC/MW Newsletter, provided that credit is given to the author(s) and to the PTC/MW

Newsletter.

official opinions or policies of the Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan Washington.
submissions for the December newsletter is Wednesda

PTC/MW
Julia McElreath

800 K Street NW Room 5000

Washington, DC 20536

y, November 12, 2003.
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