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April PTC/MW Luncheon  

Date: Wednesday, April 14, 2004 

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

Place:  Pier 7 Restaurant.   650 Water Street, SW, Washington, DC (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 may 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, April 12th.  Cancel by 2:00 p.m. Tuesday to avoid having to pay for the 
meal. 

Topic: Personality in I/O: Not much more than cheese 

Speaker:  Jose Cortina, Ph.D., George Mason University 

Personality has received a much-needed second wind in I/O over the past 15 years.  Given the 
undeniable importance of will-do, as opposed to can-do, sorts of attributes in the workplace, it is well 
that the de facto 25-year moratorium on personality in the workplace ended.  On the other hand, we 
in I/O have largely limited ourselves to trait-based approaches to personality and to self-report 
measurement.  The purposes of this presentation are to explore why we have so limited ourselves 
and what the consequences of these limits are.  Dr. Cortina will do this by examining the alternatives 
to traits and self-report that we have ignored and by considering historical aspects of our field that 
have led us to so limit our focus. 

Jose M. Cortina is an Associate Professor in the I/O Psychology program at George Mason 
University.  Professor Cortina received his Ph.D. in 1994 from Michigan State University.  His recent 
research has involved topics in meta-analysis, structural equation modeling, and the use of 
personality to predict job performance.  His work has been published in journals such as the Journal 
of Applied Psychology, Personnel Psychology, Psychological Bulletin, Organizational Research 
Methods, and Psychological Methods.  He currently serves on the editorial boards of four journals 
and is an Associate Editor of the Journal of Applied Psychology.  Dr. Cortina was honored by SIOP 
with the 2001 Ernest J. McCormick Award for Distinguished Early Career Contributions. 
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Ellen Kollar  
U.S. Dept of Veterans Affairs 
 

I would like to use this month’s column to update you on 
several initiatives that the PTC/MW Executive 
Committee and Committee Chairs are planning.  As 
mentioned in an earlier newsletter, we are planning a 
member survey to understand how PTC/MW can best 
provide you with the services that you value most.  An ad 
hoc committee of Greg Beatty, Tim McGonigle, and 
Bethany Bocketti has been working on the survey.  You 
will be receiving the survey by e-mail on April 15.  Please 
take a few minutes to complete and return the survey.  
We will report the results of the survey in the newsletter 
and will act on the results in planning future activities. 

 As part of our governance of PTC/MW, the Executive 
Committee is examining ways to make our procedures 
more efficient and further reduce administrative costs.  
The dedicated volunteer work of our Secretary, David 
Hamill, and our Treasurer, Ted Hayes, keep our 
expenses low.  However, we are examining how we can 
streamline the renewal process and the updating of 
member information.  David Hamill and Julia McElreath 
are evaluating software to better handle the 
administration of member information. 

At last month’s Board meeting, the Board approved an 
increase in the sponsorship rate for next year’s 
workshops.  The increase will help to fund initiatives that 
enhance PTC/MW’s mission. 

Lia Meyer and W. Ben Porr are examining alternatives to 
enhance the value of our website and newsletter.  They 
are also examining ways that electronic communication 
could be used to enhance communication with members. 
 Jennifer Fisher and Matthew Dreyer have been working 
to get excellent speakers for our workshops and 
luncheon meetings. The results of the survey will help 
them maintain high quality programs that meet the needs 
and interests of members.  Jennifer Fisher is also 
working on a program targeted to meeting the wishes of 
our student members. Tim McGonigle, our Membership 
Chair, is working on strategies to recruit new members 
and retain our current members. 

Overall, our goals for the coming year are:  to be 
responsive to members’ needs and interests as identified 
in the survey so that we can delight our members; 
maintain the quality of PTC/MW’s administrative services 
while streamlining costs; increase attendance at 
luncheons and workshops; and increase membership. 
However, none of these goals are possible without the 

active support and participation of our members.  If any 
of these initiatives are ones that you would like to work 
on, please contact the Committee Chair or me.  We 
appreciate your support and participation in luncheons 
and workshops and in recommending membership in 
PTC/MW to your colleagues. 

��������������������������������������������������� �������������������������������������  
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Benefits  

�� Membership directory 
�� Monthly newsletter with hot topics and legal updates 
�� Monthly luncheon meetings with invited speakers 
�� Interactive workshops 
�� Information clearinghouse 
�� Networking 
�� Employment opportunities 
�� Internet web site 
�� and more! 
 

Dues 

Regular membership @ $30/year 
Student membership @ $15/year 

 
How to Join  

Print the membership application off of our website and 
mail it, with dues, to PTC/MW. 

<http://www.ptcmw.org> 
Questions? Contact Tim McGonigle, Membership 
Committee Chair, at mcgonigt@calib.com or 
(703) 385-3200. 
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FEBRUARY LUNCHEON SUMMARY  

Internet-Based Employment Testing:  
Issues, Opportunities, and Data 
 
Robert Ployhart, George Mason University 

It is clear that internet-based testing is quickly becoming 
a dominant form of employment testing.  There are 
several reasons for this, including administrative and 
scoring efficiencies (e.g., no data entry errors), a 
reduction of missing data, and cost savings (particularly 
when the applicants are dispersed geographically).  It 
comes as no surprise that practitioners have welcomed 
web-based testing and have been quick to implement it 
in many different contexts. 

However, it is important for practitioners to understand 
the consequences of using web-based testing.  The 
Standards (1999) and a report to be published by the 
American Psychological Association on web-based 
testing clearly state test developers and administrators 
must demonstrate the validity (construct, content, 
criterion-related, etc.) of the assessment method.  So for 
those practitioners who currently have a well-developed 
paper-and-pencil test, it is not acceptable to simply 
convert it to a web-based format and expect it to work 
equivalently.  Quite possibly the two test formats will be 
equivalent, but this cannot be taken for granted.  Doing 
so is not only poor practice but also violates several 
professional and ethical guidelines.   

If there were sufficient research literature on web-based 
testing, it may be possible to offer some clear 
suggestions for when web-based testing will show strong 
equivalence to other test formats (paper, computer, etc.). 
 However, the scientific literature that is specific to web-
based employment testing is just starting to appear.  
There is literature on web-based surveys and 
computerized testing, but we do not know the extent to 
which this literature will generalize to employment testing 
contexts.  We do not clearly know whether paper-and-
pencil tests can be converted to web-based tests without 
any changes on validity or subgroup differences.  We do 
not know the extent to which concurrent studies (which 
may also be conducted on paper measures) will 
generalize to applicants completing web-based 
measures.  It is unclear how proctored and unproctored 
test sessions might differ.   

But we are starting to get some preliminary answers.  
The research to date suggests there are some important 
similarities and differences between paper-and-pencil 
and web-based test formats.  A study conducted by 
Ployhart, Weekley, Holtz, and Kemp (2003) compared 
three groups of people completing a battery of 
personality, biodata, and situational judgment tests:  a 
concurrent sample who completed a paper-and-pencil 
version, an applicant sample who completed a paper-

and-pencil version, and an applicant sample who 
completed a web-based version (the items were identical 
across all three samples).  Among the applicant 
samples, they found the web-based test showed more 
normal distributions, lower means, higher internal 
consistency reliability, more variance, but higher 
intercorrelations.  The characteristics of the web-based 
test were more similar to the incumbent sample than the 
applicant sample, and the differences were greatest for 
the personality measures, followed by the situational 
judgment test and then the biodata inventory.  Thus, 
although the web-based measures had many desirable 
properties in applicant contexts, it was still different from 
the identical paper version. 

Other studies have found considerable similarity between 
paper and web-based versions.  And there are studies 
indicating that applicants tend to react favorably to web-
based tests.  Internet tests may also change applicants’ 
perceptions of the organization, such that organizations 
that use web-based testing may be seen as more cutting 
edge and innovative.  Much of this research is 
summarized in a special issue of the International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment (2003, Volume 11, 
numbers 2/3).  However, there are still many questions 
for which we do not have answers, such as how 
subgroup differences and criterion-related validity may 
be affected.   

It is important for practitioners to examine these 
questions before implementing a web-based test.  For 
those contemplating an evolution from paper to web-
based tests, some questions and issues to consider are: 

· Is it worth it?�
· What constructs will be measured? 
· Proctored versus unproctored? 
· Demonstrate equivalence at the item and scale 

level (construct validity) 
· Demonstrate equivalence in criterion-related 

validity 
· Demonstrate equivalence in subgroup differences 
· Compare applicant reactions 

References 

Ployhart, R. E., Weekley, J. A., Holtz, B. C., & Kemp, C. 
F.  (2003).  Web-based and paper-and-pencil testing of 
applicants in a proctored setting:  Are personality, 
biodata, and situational judgment tests comparable?  
Personnel Psychology, 56, 733-752. 

Special issue at International Journal of Selection and 
Assessment (2003).  Volume 11, Numbers 2/3. 
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Legal Update 
 
Lance Seberhagen , Seberhagen & Associates 

Definition of “Applicant.”  After almost four years of 
contentious debate, federal EEO enforcement agencies 
have proposed to update the recordkeeping 
requirements related to the Uniform Guidelines on 
Employee Selection Procedures (1978) to define the 
term “applicant” in the context of the Internet and related 
electronic technology.  The official notice was published 
in the Federal Register on 3/4/04 for public comment by 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
(EEOC), Department of Labor (DOL), Department of 
Justice (DOJ), and Office of Personnel Management 
(OPM).  Comments are due back to EEOC by 5/3/04.  
(See http://www.eeoc.gov.) 

The definition of “applicant” is important because 
applicant data provides the most common basis for 
estimating the adverse impact of employee selection 
procedures.  (Census data and workforce data are also 
used to estimate adverse impact.)  An employee 
selection procedure is considered to be discriminatory if 
it has adverse impact and cannot be shown to be job-
related and consistent with business necessity. 

Heaven forbid that the federal government would update 
the Uniform Guidelines, which have remained pristine 
since they were published in 1978.  Not to worry.  The 
federal EEO enforcement agencies made it very clear 
that no changes were being made to the Uniform 
Guidelines, per se.  What is being updated are the 
“Questions and Answers to Clarify and Provide a 
Common Interpretation of the Uniform Guidelines on 
Employee Selection Procedures,” which were published 
as Q&As #1-93 on 3/2/79 and 5/2/80.  The new guidance 
would not change Q&As #1-93 but would add Q&As #94-
98. 

Q&A #15 (1979) said, “The precise definition of the term 
‘applicant’ depends upon the user’s recruitment and 
selection procedures.  The concept of an applicant is that 
of a person who has indicated an interest in being 
considered for hiring, promotion, or other employment 
opportunities.  This interest might be expressed by 
completing an application form, or might be expressed 
orally, depending upon the employer’s practice.”  Nothing 
has changed for employers who use traditional 
recruitment and selection procedures.  However, for 
employers who use the Internet and related electronic 
technology for recruitment and selection, as explained in 
Q&As #94-98, a person becomes an applicant only if (1) 
the employer has acted to fill a particular position, (2) the 
person has followed the employer’s standard procedures 
for submitting an application, and (3) the person has 
indicated an interest in the particular position. 

The federal EEO enforcement agencies rejected the idea 
proposed by employers that a person is not an 
“applicant” unless they are qualified to perform the job in 

question.  New Q&A #97 notes that all search criteria 
used by employers to identify potential applicants in 
electronic databases are subject to adverse impact 
analysis, using Census data or workforce data.  
However, no guidance was provided on how such 
analyses might be done.  As a final point, new Q&A #98 
notes that online testing is subject to the same validation 
requirements as traditional testing under the Uniform 
Guidelines.  

Testing Cases.  We hear a lot about various lawsuits in 
which employment tests have been challenged in court, 
but how common are testing complaints overall?  The 
answer to this question is provided courtesy of Dr. Hilary 
Weiner, Senior Social Science Analyst at EEOC, who ran 
the numbers off of EEOC’s computer.  From FY1991 to 
FY2003, the number of testing complaints ranged from 
175 to 859 per year, with a median of 309, as shown in 
Table 1.  Considering that EEOC normally receives 
about 80,000 complaints per year, the percentage of 
testing complaints is very low, with a median of only 
0.36% of total complaints per year.  When a testing 
complaint is filed, the most common basis for 
discrimination is race, as shown in Table 2.  

Table 1 

Discrimination Complaints Filed with EEOC 

Testing Cases   
Year 

Total 
Charges Number Percent 

FY1991 63,898 184 0.29% 
FY1992 72,302 216 0.30% 
FY1993 87,942 256 0.29% 
FY1994 91,189 327 0.36% 
FY1995 87,529 475 0.54% 
FY1996 77,990 859 1.10% 
FY1997 80,680 309 0.38% 
FY1998 79,591 228 0.29% 
FY1999 77,444 325 0.42% 
FY2000 79,896 325 0.41% 
FY2001 80,840 314 0.39% 
FY2002 84,442 175 0.21% 
FY2003 81,293 246 0.30% 
Total 1,045,036 4,239 0.41% 
 
��������������������������������������������������� �������� CONTINUED ON PAGE 6 
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Women Continue to Advance into 
Management Ranks, EEOC Study Finds 

Glass Ceiling Phenomenon Differs by Industry 
 
Press Release 
The U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

WASHINGTON - A new study conducted by the U.S. 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) 
"Glass Ceilings: The Status of Women as Officials and 
Managers in the Private Sector" shows that women now 
represent about 36 percent of all officials and managers 
in private sector employment, a seven percent increase 
over the 12-year period examined. The full text of the 
report is available at www.eeoc.gov. 

"More women are shattering the proverbial glass ceiling, 
and many more are chipping holes in it," said 
Commission Chair Cari M. Dominguez. "Unfortunately, 
the gains are not across the board. Disparities exist in 
the workforce participation of women, by industry. Some 
industries are doing better than others. We hope this 
study will assist employers and employees alike in 
identifying barriers to and opportunities for access and 
advancement." 

Among key findings: There are noteworthy industry 
differences in the employment of women as officials and 
managers. For example, while industries from the health 
care sector of the economy are the most likely to employ 
women in these positions, those from the manufacturing 
sector are least likely to do so. Other industries on the 
"top 10" list include department stores, legal services and 
insurance carriers. The "lowest 10" list, in addition to 
manufacturing industries, includes the electric power 
generation, transmission and distribution; architectural, 
engineering and related services; and general freight 
trucking industries. 

According to the study, the distribution of women varies 
across job categories. Today, women occupy 51.7 
percent of "professional" positions, defined as those 
requiring a college education or comparable background; 
more than 80 percent of "office and clerical worker" 
positions; 56.4 percent of "sales worker" positions, a 
broad category encompassing jobs engaged wholly or 
primarily in direct selling; and 45.9 percent of "technician" 
positions, or those jobs requiring a combination of basic 
scientific knowledge and manual skill which can be 
obtained through two years of post-high school 
education. 

The term "glass ceiling" is commonly used to describe 
those artificial, invisible barriers that are based solely on 
attitudinal or organizational bias, which prevent qualified 
individuals from advancing upwardly into management 
level positions. This initial study exclusively examines the 
status of women, although its methodology can be 
applied to other groups. 

The EEOC's report is based upon data required 
annually, through a workforce survey, of private sector 
employers with a minimum of 100 employees as well as 
federal contractors with at least 50 employees and 
contracts exceeding $50,000. In Fiscal Year 2002, more 
than 39,000 employers submitted reports for 
establishments employing about 52 million people. The 
survey includes nine occupational categories: officials 
and managers, professionals, technicians, sales, office 
and clerical, craft workers (skilled), operatives 
(semiskilled), laborers (unskilled) and service workers. 

http://www.eeoc.gov/stats/reports/glassceiling/index.html 

��������������������������������������������������� �������������������������������������  

 

 

 

 

Consultant.   The Pittman McLenagan Group, L.C., a 
human resources consulting firm located in Bethesda, 
MD, is currently accepting applications for Consultant.  
This position requires working individually and as part of 
a team on projects that are, for the most part, focused at 
selection and promotion system development, validation, 
and administration.     

Essential requirements:  Master’s degree or Ph.D. in I/O 
psychology (or a related field) OR comparable technical 
training.  Experience conducting job analyses; 
developing or assisting in the development of 
assessment tools; and planning and conducting data 
analysis using statistical analysis software (e.g., SPSS or 
SAS).  Demonstrated strong written and oral 
communication skills.  Proven track record developing 
and maintaining client relationships.  Desire to learn and 
be challenged and enjoy working as part of a team.  
Proficient in using PC-based word processing, e-mail 
and spreadsheet software.  Ability and willingness to 
work in a fast-paced environment under tight deadlines, 
and to work extended hours and weekends as needed. 

Desirable requirements:  Experience using PC-based 
database and presentation software; developing test 
specifications; and administering tests. 

The position may require obtaining a government 
security clearance.  Interested candidates should submit 
their résumé and a cover letter to: Mike McLenagan, The 
Pittman McLenagan Group, L.C., 6626 A Wilson Lane, 
Bethesda, MD 20817, or MikeM@pmglc.com. 

��������������������������������������������������� �������� CONTINUED ON PAGE 6 

Job Announcements 
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LEGAL UPDATE, FROM PAGE 4 ------------------------------------- 

Table 2 

Testing Complaints Filed with EEOC, FY1991 – FY2003 

Basis of Discrimination Number Percent 
Race 1834 42.73% 
Sex 638 14.86% 
National Origin 526 12.26% 
Age 448 10.44% 
ADA – disability 321 7.48% 
Retaliation 291 6.78% 
Color 189 4.40% 
Religion 24 0.56% 
Other 21 0.49% 
Total 4292 100.00% 
 
Census Data for EEO.  In December 2003, the federal 
EEO enforcement agencies released the Census 2000 
Special EEO File to assist employers in conducting labor 
force availability analyses.  (See 
http://www.eeoc.gov/stats/census/index.html).  The new 
file, which was developed jointly by EEOC, DOL, DOJ, 
and OPM in coordination with the U.S. Census Bureau, 
provides general data on race, sex, and ethnic group, 
age, education, and geographical area, plus detailed 
data on 472 occupations.  One big change is that the 
new file has adopted the new federal standards for race 
and ethnic data (OMB, 1997), which may cause some 
heartburn and confusion for those who are used to the 
old standards.  For example, the new standards permit 
the use of a multi-race category that could result in 
multiple interpretations of the same data.  OMB ordered 
all federal agencies to adopt the new race/ethnic 
standards by January 2003, but EEOC is still in the 
process of revising its reporting requirements for its 
EEO-1 and related reports, which will ultimately affect 
adverse impact reporting under the Uniform Guidelines. 

Measuring Racial Discrimination.  The National 
Academies Press has just published a new book by the 
National Research Council, entitled Measuring Racial 
Discrimination (2004).  The book investigates the 
definition of race, reviews existing methods of measuring 
racial discrimination, and suggests new methods and 
ideas for future research.  The book was written by the 
Panel on Methods for Assessing Discrimination, which 
contained one psychologist (Susan Fiske, Princeton 
University) but was more heavily represented by experts 
from the fields of economics, sociology, and statistics.  
(See http://books.nap.edu/catalog/10887.html). 

��������������������������������������������������� �������������������������������������  

 

JOB ANNOUNCEMENTS, FROM PAGE 5 ------------------------- 

Survey Analyst.   SHRM in Alexandria, VA, has a 
position opening for Survey Analyst in its Research 
Department.  The Survey Analyst coordinates and 
completes a variety of survey projects and assists the 
Survey Manager and Research Department with all 
aspects of Survey Research.  DUTIES:  Designs survey 
projects and instruments.  Programs survey projects for 
online surveying, coordinates data collection processes, 
provides analysis of survey data through written reports 
including drawing conclusions from data of topical HR 
surveys.  Coordinates layout, printing, and dissemination 
of survey reports to SHRM members. Works with Public 
Affairs to disseminate survey results to media and other 
appropriate external groups. 

QUALIFICATIONS:  Bachelor's degree with minimum 3-
4 years overall experience or associate's degree with 
minimum 5-7 years overall experience.  A minimum of 
two years experience in survey research strongly 
preferred.  Experience in data collection, survey design, 
and statistical knowledge required.  Knowledge of and/or 
experience with the human resource management field 
strongly preferred. Requires knowledge of Word, Excel, 
Power Point, statistical packages (such as SPSS) and 
other software applications.  Knowledge of Access and 
HTML also preferred.  Must possess exemplary 
organizational skills, ability to balance multiple priorities 
with attention to detail and adherence to deadlines.  
Strong written and oral communication skills required, 
including excellent writing, grammar, and editing skills.  
Must possess strong interpersonal skills and the ability to 
work with all levels of staff. Must be team-oriented.  
Requires analytical and problem solving skills.  Ability to 
prioritize, plan and carry out responsibilities 
independently with minimal supervision.  Requires 
considerable judgment and ability to perform duties in a 
confidential manner.  Excellent research and project 
management skills required, including comfort with 
numbers and statistics. 

Mail, fax or e-mail resume with salary history to: SHRM 
Human Resources Department, ATTN: Recruiting 
Department, 1800 Duke Street, Alexandria, VA, 22314-
3499.  Fax: 703-535-6427.  E-mail: jobs@shrm.org.  No 
phone calls please.  Equal opportunity employer. 

��������������������������������������������������� �������������������������������������  
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Welcome New Members! 

Beckie Vischulis, University of Baltimore 
Mike Russiello, Brainbench 
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by Lance W. Seberhagen, Seberhagen & Associates, se be@erols.com  

  
Apr 1-4 Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology.  Annual Conference & Workshops.  Chicago, IL.  Contact:  SIOP, 419-353-0032 

or www.siop.org. 
  
Apr 2 HR Leadership Forum.  Meeting.  Pete Ramstad, Personnel Decisions International.  “How to Get and Keep a Seat at The Big Table.”  

Arlington, VA.  Contact: Martha Heisel, 703-532-9473 or www.hrleadershipforum.org. 
  
Apr 12-16 American Educational Research Association.  Annual Conference.  San Diego, CA.  Contact: AERA, 202-223-9485 or www.aera.net. 
  
Apr 13-14 American Psychological Association.  Workshop.  “Responsible Conduct of Research in Psychological Science.”  Washington, DC.  

Contact:  APA Science Directorate, 202-336-6000 or science@apa.org or www.apa.org/science/ori_workshop.html. 
  
Apr 13-15 National Council on Measurement in Education.  Annual Conference.  San Diego, CA.  Contact: NCME, 202-223-9318 or 

www.ncme.org. 
  
Apr 13-15 National Institute of Child Health and Human Development.  Conference.  “Workplace Strategies and Interventions for Improving 

Health and Well-Being.”  Baltimore, MD.  Contact: Dr. Lynne Caspar, NICHD, 301-436-1174 or caspar@mail.nih.gov. 
  
APR 14 PTC/MW.  LUNCHEON MEETING.  Dr. Jose Cortina , George Mason University.  “Personality in I/O: No t much more than 

cheese.”  Pier 7 Restaurant, Washington, DC.  Conta ct: Receptionist, Caliber Associates, 703-385-3200 or www.ptcmw.org. 
  
Apr 19-21 Employment Management Association.  Annual Conference.  Washington, DC.  Contact:  SHRM, 703-548-3440 or www.shrm.org. 
  
Apr 28-30 Mid-Atlantic Personnel Assessment Consortium.  Spring Meeting.  Washington, DC.  Contact: Will Martin, 518-457-4487. 
  
Apr 29-30 University of Maryland School of Nursing.  Conference.  “Long Working Hours, Safety, and Health: Toward a National Research 

Agenda.” Baltimore, MD.  Contact: UMSN, 410-706-3767 or http://nursing.umaryland.edu/longworkhours/index.htm. 
  
May 7 HR Leadership Forum.  Business Meeting + Expert Panel.  “Pros and Cons of Using e-Learning for Leadership Development.”  

Arlington, VA.  Contact: Martha Heisel, 703-532-9473 or www.hrleadershipforum.org. 
  
MAY 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. 
  
May 13-15 University of North Carolina.  Conference.  “Factor Analysis at 100: Historical Developments and Future Directions.”  Chapel Hill, NC.  

Contact: Patrick Curran, UNC, 919-962-5235 or www.fa100.info. 
  
May 18-21 Organization Development Institute.  Annual Conference.  “What is New in Organization Development and Human Resource 

Development?"  Chicago, IL.  Contact: ODI, 440-729-7419 or DonWCole@aol.com. 
  
May 21-27 American Society for Training and Development.  Annual Conference.  Washington, DC.  Contact:  ASTD, 703-683-8100 or astd.org. 
  
May 27-30 American Psychological Society.  Annual Convention.  Chicago, IL.  Contact: APS, 202-783-2077 or www.psychologicalscience.org. 
  
Jun 7-11 University of Colorado.  Seminar.  “Faculty Development in International Human Resource Management.  Denver, CO.  Contact:  Dr. 

Manuel Serapio, Jr., UCD, 303-556-4738 or mserapio@carbon.cudenver.edu. 
  
JUN 9 PTC/MW.  SPECIAL EVENT!  BREAKFAST WORKSHOP ( 8:00 am – 11:30 am).  Pier 7 Restaurant, Washington , DC.  Contact: 

Receptionist, Caliber Associates, 703-385-3200 or w ww.ptcmw.org. 
  
Jun 14-17 American Psychological Association.  Advanced Training Institute.  “Meta-Analytic Procedures.”  Riverside, CA.  Contact: APA Science 

Directorate, 202-336-6000 or www.apa.org/science.  
  
Jun 20-23 IPMA Assessment Council.  Annual Conference.  Seattle, WA.  Contact: IPMA-HR, 703-549-7100 or www.ipmaac.org. 
  
Jun 24-25 SEAK, Inc.  Annual National Expert Witness Conference.  Hyannis, MA.  Contact:  SEAK, 508-457-1111 or www.seak.com. 
  
Jun 27-30 Society for Human Resource Management.  Annual Conference.  New Orleans, LA.  Contact:  SHRM, 703-548-3440 or www.shrm.org. 
  
Jul 28-Aug 1 American Psychological Association.  .  Annual Convention.  Honolulu, Hawaii.  Contact: APA, 202-336-6020 or www.apa.org. 
  
Aug 1-3 American Psychological Association.  Advanced Training Institute.  “Structural Equation Modeling in Longitudinal Research.”  

Honolulu, HI.  Contact: APA Science Directorate, 202-336-6000 or www.apa.org/science. 
  

Future SIOP:   Los Angeles, 2005.  Dallas, 2006.  New York, 2007.  San Francisco, 2008. 
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PTC/MW Elected Officers, 2004 

Office  Name Affiliation Work Phone E-Mail 
President Ellen Kollar, Ph.D. U.S. Dept of Veterans Affairs (202) 273-9748 ellen.kollar@mail.va.gov 
Past President Lance Anderson, Ph.D. Caliber Associates (703) 219-4448 anderson@calib.com 
President-Elect Julia McElreath, Ph.D. U.S. Dept of Homeland Security (202) 305-0596 julia.mcelreath@dhs.gov 
Vice President Jennifer Fisher, Ph.D. BearingPoint (703) 253-6834 jenniferfisher@bearingpoint.net 
Secretary David Hamill, M.S. U.S. Dept of Homeland Security (202) 305-1746 david.hamill@dhs.gov 
Treasurer Ted Hayes, Ph.D. The Gallup Organization (202) 715-3154 ted_hayes@gallup.com 
Recorder Martha Hennen, Ph.D. United States Postal Service (202) 268-6831 mehennen@juno.com 
 

PTC/MW Committee Chairs, 2004 
Committee Name Affiliation Work Phone E-Mail 
Nom/Elections Lance Anderson, Ph.D. Caliber Associates (703) 219-4448 anderson@calib.com 
Membership Tim McGonigle, Ph.D. Caliber Associates (703) 279-6298 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 Matthew Dreyer, M.A. Aon Consulting (703) 208-6807 matthew_j_dreyer@aoncons.com 
Calendar Lance Seberhagen, Ph.D. Seberhagen & Associates (703) 790-0796 sebe@erols.com 

Copyright �  2004, 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.  All statements expressed in this newsletter are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the 
official opinions or policies of the Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan Washington.  The deadline for 
submissions for the May newsletter is Wednesday, Ap ril 14, 2004. 

 
 
 

 
PTC/MW 
7203 Shub Farm Road 
Marriottsville, MD  21104 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
FIRST CLASS 
U.S. POSTAGE 

PAID 
Permit No. 116 

ALEXANDRIA, VA 


