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· Stable ethnic/gender differences on various personnel selection tests have been documented. 
1. E.g., Whites are 1 SD higher than Blacks, and .6-.8 SD higher than Hispanics on measures of ‘g’
2. E.g., Males are .5 SD higher than females on dominance, and 1.5 SD higher on muscular endurance
· The negative effects of group differences on tests increase as the organization becomes more selective. 
1. E.g., if a majority selection ratio is 50%, the 4/5th rule will be violated if group differences are ≥ .25 SD;
2. But if a majority selection ratio is 10%, then adverse impact will occur if group differences are ≥ .14 SD.
· The problem: if the score differences are real (i.e., not due to bias) and the selection test has good predictive validity, then how can organization avoid creating adverse impact while still benefiting from use of these tests (i.e., selecting good employees)? 

· Solution - the practice of score adjustment. There are 3 main rationales for score adjustment:
1. Social = Adjust scores to attain business or societal goals 

· score adjustment = “righting a social wrong”

· workforce diversity = key to organizational success 
2. Technical = Adjust scores to alleviate test bias (i.e., different test validity among groups): 

· ‘predictor-criterion’ regression lines may have different slopes, intercepts, or both (slopes and intercepts) for different ethnic/gender groups
3. Conceptual / Legal  = Adjust scores when justified by a particular perspective on fairness: 

· Selection tests are imperfect predictors and minorities shouldn’t be the ones who suffer most 
· Thorndike’s (1971) model of fairness: the selection ratios for groups must be in proportion to success rates in these groups. 
· E.g., if g scores among Blacks and Whites differ by 1 SD, then job performance scores should also differ by 1 SD. However, the observed job performance differences are ~ .3-.4 SD; => selection system built on ‘g’  isn’t fair (according to Thorndike’s system of fairness). 
· The 7 forms of score adjustment are: 
1. Bonus points  = add a constant # of points to the scores of all members of a particular group
· Problem: dependence on test SD in groups; if the lower scoring minority has a smaller SD than the higher scoring majority, then adverse impact can occur even after score adjustment (Fig. 2)

2. Within-group norming = convert individual scores to percentile scores within groups, then select top percentiles from each group
· Has been outlawed by Civil Rights Act of 1991
3. Separate cutoffs = similar to bonus points but more explicit; a lower standard is set for a lower scoring group 
4. Top-down selection from separate lists = rank candidates separately within groups and select top-down in accordance with some preset proportion rule 
5. Banding = scores within a certain range are treated as equal (i.e., a band), then selection can be made within a band on non-discriminating selection criteria (e.g., experience) 
· Withstood legal challenges; BUT minority preference cannot be used for selection within a band 
· Note: if sliding band/minority preference/top-down selection => the greatest minority selection rate 
· Problem: banding does not always increase selection from lower scoring groups
6. Empirical keying by group  = to derive a test score for the applicant, examine ‘test item – criterion’ relationships and select the most predictive items for each applicant 
· Compensates for differential predictive validity of tests among groups

· Especially common for scoring biodata and personality inventory responses

· Problems: 1) “dustbowl empiricism”, 2) item-criterion relationships must be known for each group
7. Item elimination based on group performance = poorly loading items, items that were more difficult for one of the groups, or poorly predicting items can be removed during test development or after a test is administered 
· Legal considerations for score adjustment: 

1. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 – prohibited discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin
2. Griggs v. Duke Power Co. (1971) – a test that rejects members of one group at a higher rate than another group is discriminatory unless the test could be proved to be job related.  
3. Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures (1978) – adopted the 4/5 rule for determining adverse impact

4. Affirmative Action – extra efforts to broaden minority representation; may be court-ordered or voluntary (if need to remedy an adverse impact).
5. 1986 – within-group norming challenged as a violation of applicant’s rights to be free of racial discrimination and as inducing reverse discrimination. 

6. Civil Rights Act of 1991 – prohibited score adjustment, use of different cutoffs, and other alterations of test scores on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin; open to interpretation (!). 
· Note: Section 106 specifically prohibits after-the-fact score adjustments undertaken solely to eliminate adverse impact. 

· Taking group membership into account is permitted if this can be shown to increase accuracy of measurement or prediction without increasing adverse impact of the test. 
Q: Adjust or not to adjust? A: It depends on which test. 
· Cognitive ability tests (g) –  consistent adverse impact by race & most legal challenges against this => use score adjustment  

1. ‘g’ = best predictor, consistent predictive validity across a wide range of jobs

2. a lack of predictive bias against blacks and hispanics (same slopes but different intercepts for ‘predictor-criterion’ regression lines, with the result of overprediction of minority performance) - yet shows a large and consistent adverse impact by race
· Personality inventories – race & gender differences have not been systematically investigated => use of score adjustment is questionable
· Physical ability tests – very large gender differences in muscular strength and endurance that correspond to differences in job performance => do not adjust scores, adverse impact is justified (BFOQ) 
· Biodata – the content varies widely & group differences have not been systematically investigated => some kind of adjustment is necessary, but a strict interpretation of Civil Rights Act of 1991 would make different scoring systems (i.e., empirical keying) unlawful
· Interest inventories – more research is needed
