Academy Panel Joins the
Fray Over Job Testing **7

It endorses the controversial practice of reinterpreting scores of
blacks and Hispanics on a widely used employment test

A paNEL of the Nadonal Academy of Sci-
ences has endorsed a system for reinterprer-
ing the ability rest scores of blacks and
Hispanics o make them compeduve with
those of whites.

This conmoversial recommendadon is
part of a report agemprng to resolve 2
disputc berween the Labor Deparument and
the Justce Deparament over the use of the
General Aptitude Test Barrery (GATB), the
most widely used cvilian employment test
in the counay.

Job candidares who take the GATB ar
state-run emplovment services are referred
to emplovers according to a “race norming”
formula dhat helps emplovers idendfy che
highest scorers within ethnic caregories. The
practce. promoted by the Labor Depart-
ment. has been arracked by the Justice De-
partment as “intenuonai racial discrimina-
oon.” However, the academy panel, headed
bv Yale University statistcian John Harn-
gan. concluded that the practice is justfied
because of the imprecision of the test.

The repore.* issued on 22 May, has a
direct beaning on two different bur often
intertwined issues: the value of ability rests
in predicung a candidare’s furure perfor-
mance on the job. and appropriate soratcgies
for minority applicants. who argue thar tests
unrairiy discriminate against chem.

While research has shown that “objectve”
seiection procedures such as the GATB are
the best singie predictor of employee perfor-
mance, it has aiso shown thart such tests put
blacks and Hispanics at a severe disadvan-
tage. The resolunon to this contlict between
minonty interests and concerns about work-
er quality will affect millions of job reterrals
at state empiovment services and will have
implicagons for how tests are used through-
our prvate indusmy.

In coming vears. the problem is likely o
escalare: the counov’s rapidly changing de-
mographics means that the maiodty of fu-
ture work torce enancs will be minonges.
Meanwhile. test use is on the rise. Since the
debare cannot be resojved sciennfically, no
marter what the government decdes. the

““Fumess 1 cmoiovment tosang: Validiey

0on. munontv wsues. ind the General Aporude Test
Bamerv™ (Nagona Academv Press. Wasnungron. D.C..
1989).
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uitimare outcome will depend on the cours.

The focus of this partcular congroversy,
the GATB, tests three major domains: gen-
eral cognitive ability, perceprual abiliry, and
psvchomoror ability. Since 1981, the Labor
Department’s Emplovment Service has been
encouraging its uUse [O IMprove screenung at
smte empioyment services, which annuaily
process abour 20 million job-seekers and
refer them to private empiovers.

To offser the facr thar blacks and Hispan-
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How good a predictor? \any potencially
able workers fail the GA TB test ( false neganives),
und since blacks as a group score lower, they are
wnore likely to be in this category.

ics have lower scores than whites on the
GATB (as they do on virtually all standard-
ized ability tests), the government has pro-
moted within-group scoring. Applicants la-
bel themselves as “black.” “Hispanic.” or
“other,” and their test scores are recompured
to reflect their percendle ranking wichin
their racial group. Top scorers from all
groups are then referred o emplovers.

In November 1986, the Justce Depart-
ment ordered the emplovment service to
“cease and desist” from the practice. The
service agreed to pur 3 moratorium on ex-
pansion of the program pending the com-
pledon of the study. (The sty is conanuing
as the government studics the findings.)

The Academy’s Commirree on the GATB
was charged by the Labor Deparmment with
A; assessing whether the test s a good one.
1 whether 1t 1s valid (2 usefid predictor of job

{ pertormance), whether it 15 {air (0 minor-
ines. and whether race normung 1s 3 good
wlea. The answer on all counts was ves. .-

By supporang GATB, the academny pane!
was endorsing 2 concepr that was formulac-
ed in the lace 1970s. That was when psy-
chologists Frank Schmidr of the University
of lowa and John Hunrer of Michigan Scate
University came up with an answer to the
landmark 1971 decision of the Supremec
Court thar had aimost crushed tesong. The
case, Griggs v. Duke Power Co. established
that any employment practice having “ad-
verse impact” on minorities consatured evi-
dence of discriminadion. This put the bur-
den of proof on empiovers who had to show
thar their criteria were directly job-relared.
Many emplovers abandoned ability testing
rather than devote the enormous resources
necessary for constructing and validaong
job-relared tests.

Undl the lare 1970s, psychomemricans
wuld sec no way around the need for
separacely validaced tests because the resuiss
of validation studies were so vaned that it
did not appear thar those from any one
study could be generalized from one piace o
another.

But then “validitvy generalizadon™
emerged on the scene. This concept means.
simplv put, thar a general measure of cogni-
ave ability dhar is valid for some jobs is valid
for all jobs. The theory is based primaniy on
the work of Schrnidr (formerly ar the U.S.
Office of Personnel Management) ana
Hunter, who applicd new anaivdcal tech-
niques 500 validity studies. They founa
that when the rosults of the studies were
corrected for various distortions—pamariyv
thase imposed by small study samples—cher
viclded subsrantal correfarions with a wide
range of jobs. Their conclusion: “prores-
sionally developed cognitve ability tests are
valid predictors of performance on the joo
and in training for all jobs ... i all sez-
angs.”

The employment service was excted bv
these findings, pardculariy in light of Hunt-
er and Schmidf’s calculadons that wide-
spread adoprion of the GATB would resuir
in an 580-billion-a-vear savings to the ccon-
omy through increased producgvity. The
services impiemented a piot program o rest
ourt the concepe.

Because blacks and Hispanics get lower
scores. they added within-group sconng w©
achieve panity in reterrals. For example. be-
cause blacks as a group score a standarc
deviagon below whites. the raw scores or
those who fall in the 30th percenumie are
assigned to the 84th percenaie. Hispanice
wath the same score are n the 66th percen-
ale. As ot 1986. when the Jusnce Depart
ment stepped in, the system had met wim
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consideradic rfavor trom empiovers and was ¢
being used in 40 states on abour 8% of
appiicants.

The NAS panel members generally af-
firmed the whoic program. They confirmed
thar the GATB is a valid predictor of job
performance. althougn they concluded that
Hunter and Schmidc’s esumared correlation
of 0.5 berween test scores and job perfor-
mance was too high. Citng addidonal,
more recene. studies. they adjusted it down
to the neighborhood of 0.3. Although many
critics of ability testng believe 2 0.3 correla-
ton represents an UIMprovement over ran-
dom choice so small as to be meaningless,
panct leader Hartigan said ar a Labor De-
partment bricfing that the cridcs have misin-
terpreted the cifectiveness daca. and thar use
of the tests actuallv improves the ability
predict 3 worker’s productvicy by 30%.
And he reaffirmed che panel’s agreement
with Hunter and Schmidr that the GATB is
more reliable than any other singie selection
aiterion, including incerviews, educanonal
background, skills, and job experience. Said
Haragan, “we probabiy cannor aford not o
use” the GATB.

The most crucial” aspects of the report
have to do with quesdons of wherher blacks
and Hispanics are unfairly deair with. and
what to do about the facr thar their scores
are significantly lower than those of whires.
With regard to whether the GATB is racaily
biased. the NAS endorsed findings from a
vast body of research on the subject showing
that it is not—thar is, the tess predict
equally well for blacks and whites. The NAS
confirmed thac. if anvthing, the rest slightiv
favors blacks bv “overpredicang” their job
pertormance.

Many test critcs. including Richard T.
Sevmour of the Lawvers Commirtee for
Civil Righes. have claimed thae the cest is
raciailv biased because more potenaally abic |
black workers are rejected by the test, and
more poor white WOrkers get passing scores.
In sciendfic terms. more blacks than whites
tall in the caregory of “false negadve,” and
more whirtes are “false positves.”

The NAS pane! said. however. thar this
dispropordon has noching to do with race
per se but arises from the facr thar it is the
marginal scorers who are most likely to fall
in the false.negative category (see graph).
This can be demonstrared by pertorrung the
same analvsis using one racial group.

As the academy panel pointed our, the
problem of false negaaves is an inevieable
result of che limited predicrive capability of
the rest. Bur the panel has purt icself in a
somewhar awkward posinon. Srudy direcror
Alexandra Wigdor emphasized thar “this
orrection is nor tor raciai underpredicuon,
1t is underpredicgon ror low scorers.” Bur
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the rCpOrt presents race norming as 3 wiv to
“ensure thar able black and white workers
have the same chances of referral™—chus
implving thar the test 1s biased.

What the academy has done is to take a
remedy adopred by che empioyment service
on purely pragmaric grounds and present it
as onc that is scientifically justufied—cven
though, according to James Sharf. an indus-
mial psychologist ar the Office of Personnel
Management, the vast bulk of research
shows that pure rank-ordering of scores “is
the only scennfically justified posidon.”
Sharf, a member of the commirree’s liaison
group, quotes Harrgan as saving, at a meet-
g 2 vears ago. that “this commirree is not
abour to pur a scienrific fig leat on a naked
polincal argument.” Shart says the feeling at

OPM s char the committee has done just
that. Harmgan could not be reached tor
comment. -~

The widespread adoprion of race norming
could open up a Pandora’s Box of new
questions and litigation. Nonctheiess, overr
and svstemaric policies of racial preferment
may be berter than informal arrangements
that are often neither efficient nor fair. As
Wigdor observed, empiovers are in a “tre-
mendous bind” because they risk adverse
impact suics when they use objective selec-
ton procedures, and reverse disciminadon
suits when they ser up programs favoring
minorides. As a result. “a lot have tumed o
quier, unobrrusive quorta systems thac can't
be recognized in court.”

s Constance HoLDEN
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Consorting on Superconductors

They may be the most powerful corporare
rivals in U.S. research. buc [BM and AT&T
have decided ro join forces—along with the
Massachuserts Insarure of Technology and
Lincoin Labs—to ensure American primacy
in superconductvity in the 2lst century.
The venrure, to be known as the Consor-
tum for Superconductng Elecmromnics. will
arempt to wansform whar has been largely
an interesang laboratorv phenomenon into
real-world applicagons. If it appears to be
working, it could become something of a
mode! for corporate rivals in other fields o
work together with universiges on long-
term applied research programs.

The iniaal focus of the consordum wiil be
applications in the world of microeiectron-
ics. such as high-speed signals processing
arcws and juncaons benwveen clecoonic
devices. that are expecred to consarute the
first uses ot the new superconducrors.

This mav prove paracularly wise because
superconducting clectronic devices are ex-

pected to be less affected than many other |

puranive appiicatons by the recently report-
ed (Science. 26 Mav, p. 914) phenomenon
known as “Hux creep” thatr can destrov the
superconducting properties ot the new ma-
terials when they are exposed to magnenc
fields. Still. the most promising cleczronics
applicadons arc. as ver. uncertain. Savs Wil-
liam Brinkman. director of phvsics rescarch
at ATXT's Bell Laboratories. the consor-
num should “tind an answer to the queston
ot whether there are rechnical opportunines
open to us.”

Indecd. the fact that the big plavers in
high-temperature  superconductvity  have
decided ro join forces is being viewed bv
some as an ndication that thev are lookiné
for 2 way to share some ot che costs whiie

!

they explore the formidable barriers chac lie
beforc then. Says Dean Easmman, a vice
presidenc of [BM’s research division: “We
believe thar ic’s going ro take considerable
tme ro achieve applicadons. so we need to
look at this over the long haul. not just when
it's in vogue among scienasts.”

A novel fearure of the consortum thar
sets it apart from odher university-industry
research arrangements is thar it is buile
around a derailed plan, complete with tech-
nical milestones, and it will be managed by a
central group to be locared ac MIT. “Itis not
1 consordum in which [BM, AT&T, Lin-
coln Labs. and MIT are cach following their
own programs and sharing resuits: they will
be tollowing a singie rechnical pian.” savs
MIT provost John Deutch. Adds Eastman
of IBM. “the consortum will acr like a smail
company.”

Not so small, though, when ranked
against other superconductvity start-ups.
Indeed. the new encitv will command an
annual budger of $12 mullion to 515 million
a vear. A grant of $4 million ro $6 million is
being sought trom the Detense Advanced
Research Projects Agency to finance work at
MIT; the rest will be kicked in by cach
industrial partner. Each instudon wall have
the cquivalent of five or six full-ame re-
searchers working for the consornum.

Deutch savs he will be spending some
time over the next vear secking addinonal
members tor the consoroum trom indusary,
the natonal laboratories. and other unversi-
nes. Similar consortia could follow, Deutch
predicts. “We have it in mind as being a
model for how universides, industrv, ind
the nanional labs can work rtogether on
things that are in the nanional interest.”

m CoLIN NORMAN
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Fairness in Empioyment Testing

Constance Holden (News & Comment. 2
June, p. 1036) has written a useful suamary
ot the issues addressed in the National Re-
search Council’s recent repart on the Getter-
al Apuirude Test Barterv (GATB). However,
she has seriously misrepresented the com-
mutzee’s position on adjusting the scores of
black and Hispanic test-takers so that able
nonwhite workers have the same chance of
refcrral 1o jobs as able white workers.

As the figure reproduced in Holden'’s
arucle illusrrates, the direct use of rest
scores, without adjustments, will result in
the false rejection of a larger proportion of
able black and Hispanic workers than of abie
white workers (although some able workers
in all groups will be erroneously rejected).
This is not because the rest is biased, as
Holden says the report implies. The “false
negative” effect is not a function of race or
ethnicity. Rather, the dispropordonate re-
jecton of ablc minority worke:s is due to
the interplay of two factors: the modest
predictive accuracy of the test and the lower
average test scores of these applicants. The
combinarion of the two means that propor-
donately more black and Hispanic rest-tak-
ers who could perform well on the job will
be falscly predicred to be unsatisfacrory.

Moreover, the committee does not be-
lieve, as a reader of the article might surmise,
that the within-group percentile scoring sys-
tem currendy being used by the Labor De-
parmment’s Employment Service is the only
way—or in all circumstances an appropriate
way—to ensure equal referral chances for
able munority and white applicanss. Our
endorsement of the within-group percentile
method is dlearly linked ro the current pre-
dictve power of the GATB. As fong as the
GATB predicts job performance with only
modest accuracy (correlanon, 0.3), scores
based on group norms will achieve approxi-
mately equal referral rates for able white,
black, and Hispanic workers.

A crucial point is that the size of the
adjusanent needed to effect the recommend-
ed outcome will necessarily depend on the
accuracy with which job performance is
oredicred by the cest. The artracrion of the
second scoring strategy specifically endorsed
2 the repart (a so-called performance-based
nethod in which rest scores are adjusted by
Toup so that the distribution of test scores

t a given level of job performance is the
amc for all groups) is thar it is responsive to
nanges in the predictive accuracy of a rtest.
fighly accurate prediction would mean
Mall score adjustments; at current levels of

accuraey die adjustments would be just
abour che same as those produced by the
within-group percenaic svstem.

Finallv, Holden quores an official from
the Otfice ot Personnel Management as say-
ing thart the vast buik of research shows that
pure rank-ordering of scores “is the oniy
sciendfically justified position.” We dis-
agree. It is indeed true thar selection on
“purc rank-ordering” will generate 1 work
force with the highest expecred productivi-
tv. But it is also crue thar able black and
Hispanic workers will be rejected far more
frequendy by such a referral policy than
whites ar the same level of job performance.
This is a sciendfic fact, demonstrated theo-
retically and empirically in the report.

JoHN HARTIGAN

Committee on the General Apritude Test
Buttery, National Research Counai,
Washington, DC 20418

and Deparment of Starisuics,

Yale University, New Haven, CT 06520
ALEXANDRA WIGDOR

Committee on the General Aptitude Test
Banery, National Research Council

Response: Wigdor and Hartigan basically
raisc two objecdons about my ardcle.

1) They say that I say chac they imply the
GATB is racially biased. In fact, I made it
clear that the commitree did not nd racial
bias in the test. However, some staterments
could lead a radonal person to infer that the
test is unfair to minorides—for example, the
authors asserr chat able blacks and Hispanics
will be rejected by test scores “far more
frequently” than whites “ar the same level of
job performance.”

2) The authors disagree with an Office of
Persannel Management official that pure
rank-ordering of scores is the only “sciendfi-
ally justfied” posidon. Bur, as [ indicared
in my ardicle, while within-group scoring
may well be justified sodally and polidcally,
the sdendfic basis is questonable, for at
least two reasons.

Since the purpose of the test is 0 maxi-
mize productvity by predicting worker per-
formance, and stnce, as the authors acknowl-
edge, pure rank-ordering produces a work-
force of the “highest expected productvity,”
it is arguable that there is no sdendfic
justificadon for dnkering with test scores
that does not improve the validity of predic-
don.

Morcover, the commitree has adopred a
race-based solution for a problem thac it says
is nor race-based. [t mighe be argued thac a
more “scientific” solution to the facr that
marginal scorers get more false negatives
would be to adjust the scores of all low

SCOrCrs as a group.
My article certainly mav be construed as

bemg crtical of the commurtee’s reasoning,
bur I do not sce where [ have misrepresene
ed their positon. —CONSTANCE HOLDEN

Holden writes thar the National Research
Council commirtes concerned wich job test
scores and job perfortnance states that it has
“sciendfically justified” wavs of reporung
scores to replace “pure rank-ordering.” The
“system for reinterprenng the abiliny test
scores of blacks and Hispanics™ depends in
large part on the commimee’s distinction
between “predictive faimess” and “perform-
ance fairess.” The former entails predicting
performance from test scores. The latrer
cnrails predicting test scores from perform-
ance, but it is used by the comminee
suppore afficrnative acdon hiring.

“Performance  faimess™—which  implies
group equality in ourcome of the sclecton
procedure—does not represent a sciendfic
basis for thar purpose because it is “internal-
ly coneradicrory” (1). It lacks consistency in
applications because there is a reversal in its
effect when it is applied to 3 remedial pro-
gram for low scorers as opposed t job
referrals for high scorers. For example, if
within-group scoring were used in deter-
mining cligibilicy for a Head Start program,
“performance faimess” would favor whires.

Affirmative action programs for certn
minorities rest on value judgments, nor on
educarional and psychological dara or on
sradstical finagling with rest scores. Value
judgments should be made explicidy and
openly, not camouflaged by rheroric or sta-
tistcal {egerdemain.

The very name “performance faimess” is
rhetorical camouflage: The name suggesos
that tinkering with scores will result in equal
performance. Bur in fact it will not. When
the decision to select is made, the only
information available on performance of a-
ther individuals or groups is from the imper-
fect selecdon instrument or instruments.

A related issuc is thac the commutree’s
radonale can be extended withour any cm-
pirical or rechnical qualificadon to tests and
grades used in the selecrion of undergradu-
are, graduate and professional schoof stu-
dents, and the hiring of professionals. A
qualificadon that procedures suitable for
working class occupadons are not suiuble
for the learned professions is not acceprable
in a democratc sociery.

Lroyp HUMPHREYS
Depaniment of Psychology,
University of lilinais,

603 East Dael Street,
Champaign, [L 61520
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I believe that Linda’s comments on recent Supreme Court
decisions are correct. But | would go eQen further, especlally with
respect to the Wards Cove decision. From a purely legal point of
view, Wards Cove puts adverse impact cases on the same basis as
general civil law; that is, it requires the plaintiff to prove the charges
that he brings, as opposed to requiring the defendant to prove his
innocence. However, from a psychological point of view, something
more interesting is going on: The Supreme Court is recognizing the
fact that adverse impact has been discredited as a trigger for
presumptive discrimination. In this sense, the Supreme Court is
ahead of many I/O psychologists.

The old theory was that if there is adverse impact, that fact
indicates a good probability that there is discrimination. The
employer then had to prove there was not by demonstrating job
relatedness and predictive fairness. But research in 1/O psychology
indicates that adverse impact is not a plausible trigger for
discrimination. Adverse impact aimost always exists, and it almost

never indicates discrimination. The clearest case is aptitude and
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ability tests: they almost always have adverse impact, but we know
from 20 years of resgarch that they are virtually always valid and
predictively fair. The score differences are not due to bias or any
other problem in the tests, and hence the tests are not discriminatory.
Life is discriminating but the tests are not. In Wards Cove, the
Supreme Court in effect recognized this fact. An anecdote will
illustrate this change. In the Berkman case in New York City in the
early 80's, plaintiffs alleged that a physical abilities test showed a
much larger male-female difference than other such tests. The
defense moved to introduce physical abilities testing data from
extensive military studies to show this was not so. The judge would
not allow this because, in his words, "Title VII assumes all groups to
be equal a priori." This is the idea that is now dead.

Some 1/0 psychologists, in my experience, have not yet
recognized this fact. Some I/O psychologists maintain that Wards
Cove went too far, that there should be stronger government
regulation of employee selection than that decision allows for.
Specifically, they say that if a selection procedure has adverse
impact, then the employer should be required to show job

relatedness. They do not realize that the theory of adverse impact

has been discredited—-by our own research.
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It is hard to escape the suspicion that such attitudes are
economically motivated, at least in part. For almost 20 years, | /O
psychologists have used government regulation and legal pressures
to market their selection and validation services. They have become
dependent on this artificial marketing support, that is, employer fears
of expensive litigation. Many seem to have lost the ability to market
their services based on intrinsic value—increases in efficiency and
productivity. This is what we must go back to. In an age of

increasing competition, both nationally and globally, this should not

be too difficult.

_/

"

The role of VG is not precisely as stated by Linda. VG showed
that validities were generalizable, and that finding laid to rest to
spector of the invalid test. Single group validity and differential
validity studies showed validities generalized to blacks and Hispanics
also. Virtually all ability and aptitude have adverse impact, and they
were once believed to be often invalid. The combination of adverse
impact and invalidity was one definition—-the most frequent definition
—-of discrimination. But selection procedures could be invalid but still
predictively unfair. It was the research on predictive fairness of tests

-not VG research--that laid this fear to rest.
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Linda’s analysis of the Civil Rights Bill now in Congress is
excellent. | would go further and say this: If that Bill becomes law in
its present form, the damage to the U.S. economy will be so great
that Congress will be forced in 2-3 years to repeal it or radically
modify it. The productivity losses will be so large that U.S. industry
will not be able to function in the increasingly competitive

international economy.

This Bill could even become the subject of international trade
negotiations. In recent trade talks with Japan, the U.S. agreed, in
return for Japanese trade concessions, to take steps to make the U.S.
more competitive—-improve the schools, reduce the federal debt,
increase the U.S. savings rate. | can foresee a day when Japan
demands that we repeal legisiation like this Act-because such
legislation reduces the productivity and efficiency of our economy.
We have already successfully made such demands on Japan in the
anti-trust area.

Linda’s analysis of the NAS panel’s use of the discredited Cole-
Darlington definition of test fairness to create a false "scientific”
justification for test score adjustments is on target. What the
committee did in that area is a serious offense against a cherished
scientific and scholarly value: intellectual honesty. A panel of

experts, under aegis of the NAS, used their expertise and specialized
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training to deceive the general public about the nature of a serious
social problem. Atte.mpts to use complex statistical sleight of hand
techniques to obsfucate and disguise this problem will not succeed in
the long run. Further, this sort of approach feeds the cynicism about
experts and leaders that is already widespread in society. It is
socially corrosive. The report would have been far more honest had
it recommended, as_its own value judgment, that race norming be
used as a way of opening jobs to minorities (while still retaining most
productivity gains). What was intellectuaily dishonest was the
deceptive attempt to provide a bogus statistical, psychometric, and
scientific justification for score adjustments.

Unlike Linda, | do not believe that it is crystal clear what social
policy should be in this case. There are arguments on both sides as
Gerry Barrett has noted in his presentation. However, | believe it is
clear that social policies—especially policies this important--should not

be decided on an intellectually dishonest basis.
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Gerry Barrett’s presentation

Gerry presented a tremendous amount of material. He

presented:

1. a good overview of the current legal status of affirmative action;

2. a good analysis of common misinterpretations of affirmative
action;

3. some convincing evidence of the negative consequences that

affirmative action can have.
To my knowledge, none of this is controversial. So | will limit my

comments to statements later in his presentation that I believe are

problematic.

Methods of "Thumb on the Scale" Affirmative Action

One method Gerry described was differential weighting of tests
in a battery so that the total "has approximately equal means" for
minorities and nonminorities. In my experience, this would not work:
any weighted composite will have substantial adverse impact, if the
tests are aptitude and ability tests and if they have decent reliabilities.
This conclusion is also supported by the research literature.

Gerry stated that these "Thumb on the Scale" approaches have
not been adequately discussed or critiqued in the professional

literature—-except for the recent NAS report. Two points here:
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1. As described by Linda (and by Mary Tenopyr in a recent
article), the NAS discussion was anything but "adequate."

2. Gerry's statement ignores the many articles in the 1970s
examining and critiquing the various test fairness modeis and
the quota model. These appeared in such journals as JAP and
Psych. Bulletin. In particular, the Cole-Darlington model
adopted by the NAS panel was extensively critiqued. Our

professional literature has carefully analyzed all these options.

Gerry stated that "Thumb of the Scale” approaches to AA "are
based on unstated assumptions and at present have no scientific
status." | have heard this argument frequently but do not accept it.
Consider for example race-norming or percentile equating as used by
USES. Of course it is true that this method has no scientific status.
It was never intended to have scientific status or scientific
justification. Its only purpose is to open up job opportunities for
minorities by eliminating adverse impact. The score adjustments are
made despite the fact that we know the test scores are predictively
fair and unbiased. This is done for social and not scientific reasons,
and it is done on a policy and not a scientific basis. There are no

unstated but faise scientific assumptions because there are no
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scientific assumptions at all. That is precisely why race norming is

honest and the NAS committee rationale is intellectually dishonest.

The NAS report purported to present a_scientific justification for race

norming.

Gerry recommends what he calls "the engineering approach to
affirmative action." This approach involves numerous small steps to
try to reduce adverse impact at every point in the selection process.
it is hard to disagree with this proposition in the abstract. It is clear
that it is possible in some cases to find combinations of selection
procedures with equal validity and somewhat different levels of
adverse impact. However, it would be easy to get the impression
from Gerry’s comments that this approach is more effective than it is.
I would make the following points:

1. We have tried this approach, and it has not been very
successful. We have looked for alternatives with equal validity
but less adverse impact without much success for about 20
years.

2. Gerry states that "given a choice between two tests of equal
validity," one should choose the test with the least adverse
impact. There are two problems here: (1) if they truly have
equal validity, they will tend to have very similar adverse impact;

and (2) maximization of validity and utility requires that both be
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used (not one alone), and the composite will tend to have
higher gdvgrse‘ impact than the average of the two.

Gerry states that in a certain clerical battery, the racial
difference ranges from zero to .75 SD’s, so adverse impact can
be minimized by careful choice of tests. The problems are
these. Combining tests into a battery total increases the
reliability, which increases the racial difference. If the maximum
racial difference among these 10 tests is only .75 SD’s, this
indicates that the individual tests are not very reliabie to begin
with. But any combination of several tests will be more reliable

and hence will have more adverse impact.

Time does not permit analysis of all the other assertions and

recommendation’s Gerry makes for "engineering” reduced adverse

impact. The key difficulty is this. On the one hand, no one can

argue with the idea we should be on the lookout for ways to

simultaneously increase validity and decrease adverse impact. For

example, a combination of a biodata scale and a mental ability test

for selecting supervisors may have higher validity and somewhat

lower adverse impact than the mental ability test alone. On the other

hand, Gerry’s presentation seems to imply that major reductions in

adverse impact are possible through this approach (without validity
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10
losses). | reviewed the literature on this question for an article
published in 1988. | do not believe that large reductions in adverse

impact are possible (without large validity losses).

The essential problem is that there are real mean differences

between groups in job performance capabilities. Improved

measurement techniques on_the predictor end simply cannot
eliminate these differences on the criterion end. Gerry is well aware

of this, of course. But some of his statements might imply something
different to some listeners. It would be wonderful if adverse impact

could be "engineered” away. But it can't.

i er
As of Wednesday noon, Jim’s paper had not arrived. Therefore,

| was unable to prepare any comments on it.
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