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Validity generalization is an application of meta-analysis to the correlations between an employment test and a criterion, typically job or workplace training performance.

1. Situational specificity

a. Situational specificity hypothesis: the validity of tests varies across different situations, due to the yet-to-be-discovered characteristics of the validity setting (the situation) or the job. This cannot be identified through job analysis.
b. The employers need to conduct local studies to determine the validity of the tests in their settings with their jobs.

c. Questioning the situational specificity hypothesis (Schmidt & Hunter):

· Sampling error was the major source of variation in validity coefficients across studies.

· The degree of measurement error would also cause validity coefficients to vary across studies.

· The degree of range restriction results in variation in validity coefficients.

d. Psychometric meta-analytic procedures (Schmidt & Hunter, 1977): to determine the extent to which the variation in validity across studies was due to sampling error and differences across studies in measurement error and range restriction. They argued that most of the variation across studies was due to these statistical artifacts.
2. Differential validity and differential prediction
a. Validity or prediction accuracy might vary by racial or ethnic subgroup.
b. Even if a test were equally valid for all subgroups, the optimal regression lines to predict job performance might differ (differing slopes or intercepts).

c. Differential validity is a rarely detected phenomenon, and differential prediction, to the extent that it does exist, does not bias employment tests against minorities.

d. Uniform Guidelines were written before such findings.

3. Mean racial differences in employment test scores
a. The racial differences have proven intractable despite various efforts to reduce them, and the magnitude of the differences has been relatively stable.

b. All employment tests show mean racial differences.
c. Under Uniform Guidelines, when an employer’s test use results in differential hiring rates based on the very common finding of mean racial or ethnic score differences, the employer is faced with requirements to demonstrate validity and business necessity.
4. Addressing the Uniform Guidelines (UG)
a. UG are biased in favor of
· Conducting local validation studies

· Conducting differential validity and differential prediction studies

· Requiring detailed and costly job analysis data

b. UG encourage a close examination of the validity of the test rather than viewing the racial difference in test performance as a common finding consistent with many years of cumulative data.

c. UG may encourage employers to make nonoptimal selection decisions that result in productivity losses, which may lead to

· Employers’ failure to screen effectively on cognitive skills in the hiring decisions which exacerbates mean racial differences in job performance

· Causing serious detriment to the productivity of organizations

d. Although the UG state that they are intended to be consistent with professional standards, the federal agencies that are responsible for them have not called for their revision.
5. Professional guidelines (PG) and validity generalization
a. Professional associations have updated professional standards relevant to employment testing to recognize the significant merit of validity generalization analyses.
· Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (Standards)

· Principles for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures (Principles)

b. PG summarize the best judgment of the profession concerning the state of the science regarding acceptable validation research.
c. PG are important because UG state they “are intended to be consistent with generally accepted professional standards for evaluating standardized tests and other selection procedures” and “new strategies for showing the validity of selection procedures will be evaluated as they become accepted by the psychological profession.”
d. PG endorse the use of validity generalization as a means for establishing the validity of an employment test. Validity generalization is considered by Principles as a better source of validity information than a local validity study.

6. Why haven’t UG been revised?

a. Given that the UG are inconsistent with scientific knowledge, they are not serving their original intention of providing “a framework for determining the proper use of tests and other selection procedures”. The Principles and Standards provide guidance on test validity that is consistent with the scientific findings.
b. Why UG not revised?

· A primary use of the UG is to pressure employers into using suboptimal selection methods in order to hire minorities and Whites at approximately the same rates.

· A revision of the UG would likely cause uncertainty for employers, and it could make matters worse.

· A new set of UG might continue to ignore current scientific findings and end up even more problematic than the current set.
7. Validity generalization and suggestions for interpreting validity generalization in support of test validity
a. One must find or conduct a meta-analytic study that is applicable to one’s needs to use generalization as a test validation strategy.

b. Validity generalization studies have been conducted for many tests, and also for specific jobs or classes of jobs.

8. Considerations in applying validity generalization results as support for test validation

a. Are the jobs in the meta-analysis comparable to the job for which the employer seeks test validity support? 
· Whether the job content matters in drawing conclusions about the validity of the test and whether there are some jobs or classes of jobs for which the test has no validity

· If the validity generalization study targets a specific job or class of jobs and the job for which one seeks test validity support is not one of those jobs, the task would be to argue that the local job is comparable to the jobs in the meta-analysis or that the content of the job is not relevant to the validity of the test.
· If the meta-analyses have categorized jobs by the job’s characteristics rather than its content, the authors should specify the scope of the meta-analysis.

b. Is the test examined in the meta-analysis comparable to the test for which one seeks test validity support?
· Researchers may list the names of tests in a meta-analysis to provide clear evidence whether the meta-analysis is relevant to an employer’s validation needs.
· Whether a given employer’s test is comparable to the tests in the validity generalization study is different when the meta-analysis addresses the validity of a method than when the meta-analysis addresses the validity of a construct

c. Can the reliability and range restriction corrections be defended as accurate?
· The author encouraged meta-analytic researchers to specify the details of any assumed values of reliability and range restriction so that an employer using the study as a test validity defense can point to the reasonableness of the corrections.

d. Are the criteria used in the meta-analysis appropriate for drawing validity inferences regarding a local test?

· Most studies use job performance as the criterion, typically assessed through supervisor ratings

· In some validity generalization analyses based on small numbers of studies, criteria may be grouped in combinations that might sere to hinder efforts to generalize the validity to a local test. 
e. Is the meta-analysis sufficiently credible to use as a validity defense?
· The criteria

· The number of studies summarized in the meta-analysis

f. Are the studies in the meta-analysis representative of all studies?

· Meta-analyses should incorporate publication bias analyses.

· The author suggest that the validity generalization studies that have evaluated and ruled out publication bias in their data will offer more compelling evidence of validities than those that do not.

