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We fundamentally disagree with Sanchez and Levine (in press) on several issues. Terminologically, we aretroubled by
their failure to differentiate between the descriptive process of rating verifiable work characteristics (i.e., job analysis)
ver sus the subjective process of inferring worker ability and “ other” (AO) requirements (i.e., job specification).
Although “ consequential validity” iscrucial for evaluating job specifications, it islargely irrelevant for assessing
properly conducted job analyses. Ontologically, we reject their relativist view that an objective reality does not exist
when describing work activities. When verifiable descriptors are rated using sound rating scales, independent judges
can definitively assess position rating accuracy; such a review constitutes all the* validity” evidence needed for the job
analysis per se. We discuss a number of additional concerns, including the way in which practitioners deal with true
cross-position ratings variability, and the role of holistic inferences.

Sanchez and Levine (in press) raised a number of
important issues with respect to the ways in
which  researchers  and  practitioners  have
attempted to quantify the accuracy, vdidity, and
reigbility of job raings let us begin by Sressng
that we have no quams regarding their cdls for
an increased focus on the consequences of usng
job andyss (JA) data to make personne
decisons. Few (if any) people peform job
analyses amply to experience the intringc joy of
doing <o indead, JA rdings ae typicdly
collected as a means to achieve one or more
organizationaly vaued ends (eg., deveoping a
section test battery, condructing a Stuationd
judgment test, developing an assessment center
exercise, desgning  a  traning  program,
adminigering a compensation sysem, identifying
job families, developing a peformance apprasa
sysem). As such, the practicd utility and legd
defengshility of these end-products represent
paramount concerns — in paticular, the degree to
which data can be offered to judtify the inferences

that were made during the course of developing
the personne systems in question.  Unfortunately,
in view of the numerous cases in  which
organizations have fdlen short when chalenged
in court to offer evidence of the vdidity and
utility of ther personnd sysems (eg., Guttman,
1993), it is clear tha Sanchez and Levin€'s cdls
to place greater emphass on developing systems
with documented utility and vdidity ae wdl
taken.

Having sad that, however, we must take
issue with many of the points raised by these
authors, ranging from relatively dry
terminologica  issues  (paticulaly the definition
of the term job andyss) to the metaphysicd and
ontologicd  assumptions that underlie their
aguments.  We will firs provide an overview of
the basc  principless,  terminology, and
assumptions  guiding our critique (Figures 1-3,
Table 1), followed by a point-by-point discusson
of our aress of disagreement and agreement with
Sanchez and Levine (in press), including related



topics that go beyond the specific issues raised in

their paper.
Basic Principles and Background

Figure 1 depicts the two “domains of human
behaviora taxonomies’ (eg., Dunnette, 1976)
that lie a the heart of dl discussons of methods
for linking job anayds ratings (the doman on the
rignt dde of the figure) with the human
ability/skill condructs presumed to be necessary
for successful job peformance (doman on the
left).  Illudrative examples are provided in Figure
1 of the different types of content that might be
found a varying levels of abdraction (the vertica
dimengon) in both domains.

Figure 2 presents an updated view of the
Harvey (1991) taxonomy of JA methodologies
for collecting job andyss ratings dmplified to
reduce the domain of methods to four basic
quadrants (denoted Type | through Type IV). As
in the taxonomy presented in Harvey (1991, pp.
81-85), the criticd point is that methods of
collecting job andysis data are defined in terms
of the combination of two continua: (8 the type
of work-descriptor items being rated (the vertica
axis in Fgure 2), which ranges from extremdy
molecular (bottom) through highly abstract and
holigic condderations of the job as an
undifferentiated entity (top); and (b) the type of
rating scale used to rate the work-descriptor items
(horizontd axis), which can range from highly
verifiable scaes anchored in terms of verifigble,
job-rdevant anchors that retan a condant
meaning across diverse jobs (left) through highly
within-job  reativisic, non-verifisble, subjective
rating scdes that ae anchored usng nonjob-
related content (right).

The range of possble vdues for the verticd
axis in Fgure 2 can be seen in the rightmost
portion of Figure 1. For example traditiond
task-based JA methods would focus on the types
of items contained in the bottom row of Figure 1
(eg, “fire waning shots a fleang fdons in
vehides udng handgun’). The oient
characteristic of such items is their behaviord or
technologicd  specificity, which (when properly
written, and combined with a suitable rating
scde) dlows for high comprehenshility on the
pat of raters, as wdl as easy veifiadility by
aufficiently job-knowledgeable independent

reviewers. In sharp contrast, hdligic JA items are
characterized by their high
behaviora /technologica abgtraction and
heterogeneity (and associated lower
comprehenshility and potentid for verificaion);
for example, a sngle item might be used to rate
the degree to which “Mechanicad Activities’
characterize a job, or the complexity of the
“Things’ (in the sense of the Data-People-Things
taxonomy in the DOT) function of thejob.

Thus, with respect to the vertica axis in
Figure 2, the critica issue concerns the degree of
behaviord/technologicd abdtraction embodied in
the job descriptor item to be rated; in contragt,
and largely independent of tha choice, the
horizontd axis varies in tems of the type of
udgment that is required of he rater when he/she
describes the job characteristic in question (i.e,
the type of raing scae). Scaes that lie a the
leftmost end of this axis tend to be behaviordly
soecific, eadly veifidble and cgpable of
dlowing meaningful  leve-based comparisons
across jobs (i.e, the “cross job rdative’ type
described in Harvey, 1991, pp. 87-89). For
exanple, the “fire waning dchots a fledng
fedons’ item described above could be raed
dichotomoudy in terms of whether it may ever be
required on the job (a Do-You-Paform scae), or
in terms of how many times it is peformed in the
course of a year, or on a multipoint frequency
rating scae (eg., 1 = congantly to hourly; 2 =
every few hours to daly; 3 = every few days to
weekly; 4 = every few weeks to nonthly, ec.).
When combined with behaviordly specific JA
items, the resulting ratings are draightforward to
collect and verify, and they dlow usars of the
information to maeke meaningful, levd sendtive
comparisons between different jobs regarding the
item in quedtion (i.e, a given raing retans a
congant meaning regardless of the job beng
rated).

In contrast, rating scaes that fal toward the
rigntmost end of the horizontd dimenson in
Fgure 2 suffer from one or more flaws (ether
intringc  subjectivity, or the within-job-reative
problems described by Harvey, 1991, pp. 90-91)
that limit the degree to which one can collect
verifiably accurete reings or maeke meaningful,
leve-sendtive  comparisons  between  different
jobs. For example, an item such as “negotiate



with others in order to reach an agreement” could
be described using the following scde “Rate the
relative importance of this activity (in relaion to
dl of the other activities performed on your job):
1 = very low, 2 = low, 3 = average, 4 = high, 5 =
extreme.” Smilarly, raters could be asked to
“Rate the dfficulty you experience when
performing this activity: 1 = easy, 2 = average, 3
= hard” Unfortunately, judgments made with the
former type of expliatly “rdaive’ scde will tend
to have an ipsdive character (i.e, because they
ae of-normed redive to the “average’
activities performed on that job, and because they
lack anchors that retain an unambiguous, absolute
meaning across jobs); as a consequence, they
make the task of drawing cross-job comparisons
more difficult, if not downright mideading.
Likewise, judgments made with the latter type of
scde tend to have a much higher degree of
Ubjectivity and lower veifiddlity then ratings
made using more concrete scales.

For example, a Head Clerk and CEO may
both give a Rdaive Importance rating of ‘5 and
a Difficulty rding of ‘3 to an item such as
“negotiate with others’ based on ther judgments
that, reative to the other things they do, it is of
“extreme importance’ to their respective jobs, the
Head Clerk bases this on the fact that he or she
goends five minutes a day informaly negotiating
with the other Clerks to schedule their work hours
for the next day (an important metter from ther
perspective), whereas the CEO gives the rating
due to the fact that he or she spends many hours
per week negotiating sdes agreements worth
millions with an aray of domesic and foreign
corporations (a very important matter from the
perspective of the corporation’s stockholders).
Clearly, despite their identicd ratings, it is highly
unlikely that the negotiating activities performed
by the Head Cleek and CEO are identicdly
important to the organization, or that the task of
negoticting the working schedule for an office
workgroup has the same levd of difficulty as the
tak of negotiating internationd  sdes  contracts
that affect the profitability of the entire
organization (plus the fact that it is the worker's
perception of difficulty that is rated, which may
ultimaidy be much more of a personspecific
than job-specific quantity).  Additiondly, given
their increased subjectivity, such ratings are much

more difficult to verify independently than ratings
made with scales that lie toward the leftmost end
of this continuum.

As we discuss in more detal beow, in our
view only the Type Il methods of rating jobs are
effectivdy consgent with the definitions and
objectives set forth by Harvey (1991, pp. 74-75)
with respect to the issue of collecting high-
qudity, defensble JA raings. By way of
clarification, we must dress that abstract types of
job andyss data — for example, the |[ob
dimensons produced by combining a number of
moderate-oecificity ratings in so-caled worker-
oriented job andyss insruments such as the
Common-Metric Questionnaire (CMQ; Harvey,
1991) and Pogtion Analyss Quedtionnaire (PAQ;
McCormick, Jeanneret, & Mecham, 1972) —
unquestionably represent a highly desirable leve
of andyds for describing jobs however, such
daa ae typicdly derived from more dementd
(and  verifidble) JA ratiings, not directly or
holigicdly rated themsdves. Thus, the Type |
and Il quadrants in Figure 2 refer to methods of
raing jobs that directly atempt to judge highly
abstract descriptors of work, not to the job
dimengon scores that can be derived empiricaly
through combination of multiple Type Il raings
(eg., the lower two rows of information in Figure
1 onthe Work Activity sde).

A notion that runs throughout Sanchez and
Levine (in press) and Levine and Sanchez (1999)
is tha tha accuracy and vdidity are
fundamentaly independent concepts.  Regarding
vdidity, our pogdtion is that vdidation essentidly
involves answering two questions. (@ what
inferences are being drawn (e.g., because a job
involves skilled mechanicd activities and  tool
use, that a Mechanicd Reasoning test will be
predictive of successful job performance), and (b)
ae those inferences judifiadly correct (i.e,
supported by data)? Although it is obvious that
the gpecific inferences made when usng job
andyss data to make personnd decisons will
vary as a function of the purpose being addressed
(eg., usng task-level data to infer a specific KS
based requirement involves a much smdler
inferentid legp than usng abdract job dimenson
data to raiondly infer AO-bassd minimum
competencies), the basc reation between job
andyds accuracy versus personng  decison



vaidity (i.e, the ways in which JA data are used
to make sdection, compensation, training, etc.,
decisons) — which is graphicdly depicted in
Figure 3 — should be relatively constant across the
various personnd functions.

As is shown in Fgure 3, we identify four
generd types of outcomes that are possible when
usng job andyds daa to drive a personnd
decison: (@ when the job anayss data are
accurate, the inferences being dravn from those
data may be (to varying degrees) vaid or not
vdid; and (b) when the job andyss data ae
incorrect, erroneous, or otherwise inaccurate, the
inferences drawn from those data may agan be
(to varying degrees) invaid or vdid. However,
presumably this later posshility (the “??77
quadrant, in which inaccurate JA ratings lead to a
vaid personnd decison) would be unusud in
practice, perhaps reflecting the action of chance
or dumb luck. The remaning outcomes reflect
what we would rationdly expect to occur:
namely, accurate JA data, combined with a sound
process of linking JA ratings to personne
decisons, produces the desred result, whereas
inaccurate JA data and/or a flawed process of
linking JA data to personnel decisons would be
expected to produce invaid results (other than by
chance).

Findly, a comprehensve discusson of JA
accuracy and validity cannot occur unless we dedl
with leve-of-andyds issues, aggregation of data,
and the role of independent, objective review of
JA rdings (topics that received little attention in
the Sanchez and Levine aticle). That is, we must
consgder (@ whether the ratings ae beng
evduated a the levd of andyss of the pogtion
(i.e, the work performed by one job incumbent)
versus the job (i.e, the aggregate profile formed
by combining ratings given to a number of
different pogtions holding a common job title);
(b) whether each posdtion is only rated once, as
by its incumbent or a dngle job andyst or
subject-matter expert (SMIE), or whether multiple
sources of ratings for each postion are obtained
(eg., by a team of job andydss, or incumbent-
upervisor dyads); as well as (c) the type of
review or verification process that is employed (if
ay). Table 1 summaizes the vaious
combinations of these factors and our evauations
of each.

A key issue in this regard is the phenomenon
of aggregation bias (e.g., James, 1982), which
describes the tendency of aggregate-leve (eg.,
group mean) profiles to become increasngly
mideading — and an increasingly poor descriptor
of any gven member of the group beng
aggregated — as a function of increased within-
group heterogeneaity with respect to the items that
make up the profile. The issue of aggregation
biass is rdevait a both leves-of-andyss
presented in Table 1 (i.e, forming a pogtion
level aggregate profile by collgpsng across
multiple  judges and forming a job-levd
agoregate by collapsing across postion profiles),
and it is of criticd importance in job andyss for
two man reassons (&) when nontrivia cross
judge or cross-postion disagreement in the JA
items is present, the aggregate profile presents an
increesangly mideading summary of the activities
peformed (and the levels a which they are
performed) by the “typicd” podtion incumbent
(eg., the group-mean profile may not accurately
decribe the activities of any of the group
members when high cross-postion vaidbility is
present); and (b) corrdations compaing the
profiles of individud raers, podtions or jobs
with the aggregate profile (a common, but
(uesionable, practice in  dudies evauaing




holigic retings of ability trat requirements eg.,
Feshman & Mumford, 1991) can present a
highly inaccurate index of cross-rater or cross-
group agreement as the leve of within-group
variability increases (eg., Harvey & Hayes, 1986;
Harvey & Wilson, 1998).

Specific Points of Contention

With the above discusson of general issues
serving as background, we proceed to a point-by-
point critique of the Sanchez and Levine (in
press) arguments. As we noted earlier, we do not
take issue with every concluson offered by these
authors, in paticular, we echo ther cal for
increased efforts to vdidate the ways in which JA
data are used to solve organizationd problems
and make personne decisons. However, many
basic points of disagreement remain; the firs two
points below focus on our most fundamentdl
differences, whereas the remaining points address
areas of either partid agreement, or topics that are
related to these big-picture issues but not directly
assessed by Sanchez and Levine (in press).

1. Job analyss and job/worker specification
represent fundamentally different processes that
should not be given a shared name. One of our
most basc disagreements with the Sanchez and
Levine (in  press)  aguments  concerns
terminology: namey, therr practice of usng the
tem “job andyss’ to refer to virtudly any
activity tha involves making ratings regarding
work ectivities or the prerequisite worker-traits
needed for successful job performance, regardless
of the amount of subjectivity. For example, “job
andyss ...is the process of gathering, andyzing,
and dructuring information aout a job's
components, characteridtics, and [ob
requirements’ (Sanchez & Levine, 1999, p. 3,
emphass added); likewise, “JA is essentidly a
tool intended to facilitate inferences involving job
requirements’ (p. 12, emphasis added).

In response, we must dress that the definition
of JA adopted by Sanchez and Levine (in press) —
dthough certainly not without precedent (eg.,
Heshman & Rally, 1992) — is fundamentdly a
odds with the longstanding practice of dearly
diginguishing between a job andyss (i.e, the
process of describing what is done on a job, and
the context in which the work activities are

performed) versus a job specification, or JS (i.e,
the process of infaring the humantrat
requirements presumed to be necessary for
successful  job peformance).  Hidoricaly, this
didinction has been made quite clearly (see
Harvey, 1991, pp. 74-78 for a review) in both the
rescarch literature as wdl as professond and
governmental  guiddines that pertan to the
employee selection and assessment process (eg.,
APA Standards, 1985; Uniform Guiddines,
1978). This fundamental digtinction between JA
varsus JS was reflected in the definition of JA
offered by Harvey (1991, p. 74), which explicitly
excluded Speculations regarding “job
requirements’ that ae couched in terms of
inferred worker knowledge/skill (K9
requirements and hypotheticd  ability or “other”
(AO) traits.

Unfortunately, some authors persg in
choosing to blur this digtinction by usng the term
“job analyss’ to refer to both the description of
work, as well as the process of inferring worker-
trat requirements, “competencies” and sSmilar
Soeculative  judgments (eg., Hesman &
Mumford, 1991; Hughes & Prien, 1988; Lopez,
Kesselman, & Lopez, 1981). Numerous reasons
exig for aguing agand this practice (see
Harvey, 1991, pp. 75-78 for a more detaled
discusson), including the types and magnitudes
of inferences required, the cognitive decison
maeking proceses involved, the amounts and
levels of specificity of information that must be
consdered, and perhgps most important, the
fundamentd differences in the types of properties
being rated (i.e, properties of jobs, expressed in
tems of work behaviors and contextud
characteridtics, in the case of job andyss, versus
properties of people, expressed in terms of
hypothetical psychologicd traits, in the case of
job  gpecification). This basc didinction
regarding the object of the ratling process is
grgphicdly illugrated in Figure 1, dthough in
some cases an obvious Smilarity exists between
the kinds of attributes being described (eg.,
Silled Mechanicd Activities versus Mechanicdl
Ability), the criticd point is that a JA describes
what is to be accomplished on the job or how the
work is to be performed, whereas a JS engages in
speculation regarding the persond traits that
might be needed to successfully perform the job.




Clearly, these are fundamentally different.

It has been suggested by a number of authors
that the term “job analyss’ should be replaced by
a new term; for example, Levine & Sanchez (in
press) proposed renaming it work andyss (WA),
and various others have effectivdly renamed JA
(and/or JS) as “competency modding.”  Without
going into the merits of changing the labd
gpplied to job andyss — which might not be a
bad idea, given the image problem that JA faces
in many quarters (eg., Cunningham, 1989) — in
our assessment it is critica that we give the
process of describing work activities (whatever
we choose to cdl it) a different symbolic labe
than that given to the process of infaring worker-
trait requirements phrased in terms of AO-based
congtructs.

The rdevance of this terminologica issue to
the Sanchez and Levine (in press) critique is
sraightforward: had they directed thar
“consequentid  vdidity” arguments soldy toward
the speculative inferences involved in the JS or
“competency” inferencelrating process (as wel as
the inadvisable Types I, I, and IV procedures for
JA shown in Figure 2), we would be in totd
agreement.  Clearly, the vdidity of speculdive
worker-trait inferences is entirdy use-dependent,
and in need of empricd “consequentid”
vdidatiion evidence (eg, a criterionreated
vdiddaion dudy showing that the identified AO
traits are truly predictive of job success). JS
gpeculations cannot smply be assumed to be
vaid because they were made by “experts” or
because high interrater agreement datistics were
obtained when multiple judges made the AO-trait
ratings.

Unfortunady, Sanchez and Levings
definition of job andyds makes no didinction
between inherently verifiable Type [l JA ratings
versus  dther  speculative JS  inferences, or
subjective JA methods (indeed, it seems to place
much more emphasis on the speculatlive JS-type
inferences  over traditiond  descriptive JA
activities), and as a consequence we must firmly
rgect their contention that results-based methods
must be used when assessng the qudity or
accuracy of true JA ratings. Tha is in view of
their inherently descriptive, verifidble naiure, we
contend that Type Il JA ratings do not require
the sort of use-dependent, *“consequentid

vaidation” presumed to be necessary by Sanchez
and Levine (in press).

In essence, “consequentia  vdidaion” is an
iIssue of documenting the correctness of the
inferences involved in usng or goplying JA data
to make a personne decison (for example, to
infer worker-trait based job specifications or
“competency”  requirements). As Fgure 3
illudrates, this issue is logicdly quite separate
from the issue of assessng the accuracy and
correctness of the JA ratings themsdves (which,
as we discuss in more detail below, can indeed be
determined without any need to congder the
potentidl uses to which the JA raings may
eventudly be put). Thus, rather than focusng on
“consequentia vdidity,” in our assessment the
“validity” issues that ae of concern when
evauating JA raings involve (8) the accuracy of
the individuad podtion raings (conddered in
detall next), and (b) the amount of true cross-
postion variability that is present in a given job
(i.e, as true within-title heterogeneity incresses, it
becomes increesngly mideading and invdid to
attempt to interpret the aggregate view of the job
as providing an accurate reflection of what is
truly done on that job).

2. There can indeed be an “objective redity”
and assessment of accuracy in JA. Moving to the
metaphysical issue of ontology in the world of
work, we next condder Sanchez and Levine's
views that (8 we must rgect the notion that
“there is some undelying ‘gold standard’ or
unquestionably correct depiction of the job” (p.
4), (b) “accuracy may be relaive but not
absolute” (p. 6), () “[rating] errors in classica
reliability theory do not need to be mistakes’ (p.
7), ad (d) “the dubious utility of proxy true
scores’ (p. 10) should cause us to abandon any
definition of JA accuracy that involves deviations
from a gandard.  Although it is comforting to
note that Sanchez and Levine grant that they “do
not wish to argue that accuracy in JA does not
matter” a al (p. 16), the gig of their argument
remans quite cear: namdy, tha it is effectively
impossble to directly document or assess the
accurecy of the JA daabase itsdf; ingead, we
should smply concern oursdves with infering
that the JA ratings are accurate by virtue of
finding “conseguentid validity” in the ways in
which the JA raings are subsequently applied to




solve personnd problems and make decisions.

We must confess to being puzzled by Sanchez
and Levings arguments, paticulaly their clearly
aticulated concluson that it is impossble to
assess the accuracy of JA ratings in the abstract
(i.e, without reference to some bottom-line
personngl decison that was, to some greater or
lesser degree, influenced by or based on the JA
ratings). Somewhat andogous to the assertion
that a tree that fals done in the forest makes no
sound, this argument quite clearly implies that a
job anadlysis database that has not yet been used to
devdlop an end-usr personnd  function (eg.,
sdection test requirement, performance apprasa
form, training program) cannot be evaluated with
respect to whether or not it provides an accurate
reflection of each job's true activiies As they
put it, JA “accuracy does not exist in a vacuum
but is defined precisdy by the consequences of
[usng] such data’ (p. 16).

In view of the many possble levels-of-
andyss and modes of daa collection
summarized in Table 1 and Figures 1-2, we can
identify only two generd types of circumstances
in which we might agree with Sanchez and
Leving's concluson that a “gold sandard” (p. 4)
of JA accuracy is impossble namdy, if we (a)
limit our condderdtion to only the subset of
highly questionable JA daa-collection methods
(eg, usng raes who bhave limited job
knowledge to holigtically rate vague descriptors
usng poorly-anchored, single-item rating scaes);
or (b) adopt a radicd rdaivist ontologicd view
that mantans that there is essentidly no “redity”
in the world of work, and that no matter how hard
we try or how sophisticated our data-collection
technologies become, job behavior smply cannot
be subjected to objective andysis or verification.

This latter podtion is andogous to the
Schmidt, Hunter, and Pearlman (1981) critique of
behaviordly oriented job andyss (summarized
by Harvey, 1991, pp. 101-104), which attacked
task- and behavior-based JA on the grounds that
work behaviors cannot be directly observed or
raled. The bads for this cdam was ther
obsarvation that “the fidd of personnd
psychology came to be so far off base” because
during the “lae 1950s and early 1960s ...
behaviorig _influences began to make themsdves
fet” (Schmidt et d., 1981, pp. 178-179, emphass

added). In paticular, they clamed that it was
futile to atempt to rate work behavior or
environmentd characterigtics, daming that

“there are two centra clams to the
modern behavioridic beliefs as they
ae manifeted in the fidd of
personnel  psychology: that [human]
abilities are not obsarvable and that
behavior is observable.  Both clams
ae fdse to fact.... Consder the
supposed observability of behavior.
Suppose that a worker is to screw a
catan bolt into a cetan hole in
each automobile as it passes on the
assembly line  Is ‘screwing in _the
bolt an observed behavior in the
worker?  Certainly not.” (p.181,
emphass added).

For reasons summarized in Harvey (1991, p.
104), we see little judification or benefit in
adopting a metgphysical postion that holds that
redity is an illuson, or an etirdy socdly
condructed atifact, especidly if one is trying to
do research or practice in such an inherently
decriptive and “red world” doman as job
andyss  In essence, adopting the ontologica
view that behavior and the work environment
cannot be objectively rated by an observer or job
andys — or, conversdy, that work behavior is as
obsarvable as human ability trat requirements
(Schmidt et a., 1981, p. 181) — is tantamount to
saying that the basic objective of job andyss
(.e, the description of work activities and
contextual characteristics) is unachievable (or
dternatively, that it is possble to directly and
accurately  rate unobservable,  hypotheticd,
psychologica condructs and traits using haligtic
rating scales).

However, Sanchez and Levine (in press)
gopear to rdy on jus this type of rddivis
viewpoint to form the metgphysca foundation
for their arguments, for example, “in JA, just like
between observers Stting on opposite sides of the
Pyrenees, accuracy may be relative not absolute’
(p. 6). Likewise, “JA accuracy should be defined
by the consequences of the data and that, given
the lack of ‘true scoré criteia in fidd JA,
definitions of accuracy that do not observe this



premise have little utility” (p. 9); ard JA ratings
“disagreement may dmply indicate systematic
depictions of dternate but equdly vdid views’
(pp. 7-8).

When consdering the Type Il JA methods
shown in Figure 2 (which, in our assessment, are
the best ones to use when collecting JA ratings),
we flatly rgect this assessment. By way of
background, it is important to recal (see Figures
1-2) that job behaviors and characteristics of the
work enironment vay in tems of thar
obsarvability and independent verifigbility across
a ocontinuum, ranging from quite easly
obsarvable and veifidble (eg., wel-written task
and duty statements, and many “worker oriented”
items) a the highh and moderate Specificity
ranges of the continuum, to decidedly not-easly-
obsarvable at the high-absiraction end of the scale
(eg., job dimensons). Although those who
subscribe to the  Schmidt-Hunter- Pearlman
antagonism toward “behaviorist  influences” as
well as those who endorse the notion that
behavior cannot be directly observed might well
dissgree with us, we think that it is sdf-evident
that given proper raing conditions — especidly,
motivation to rate accurately, and adequate rating
scaes — the kinds of work activities illustrated a
the bottom of Figure 1 can be described with
near-perfect accuracy by SMEs who are
aufficiently familiar with the pogtion in question
(of course, we do not mean to imply tha
unverified  pogtion-incumbent  raings  should
smply be presumed to be accurate, but rather that
the potentid to achieve a “gold sandard’ of
accuracy does indeed exist; see Point 3 below for
further discussion).

By way of example, we can state with 100%
confidence and accuracy tha none of the four
tasks listed in the bottom row of work activities in
Figure 1 ae peaformed on dther of the authors
postions. We would likewise hope that if they
were caled upon to rate their own pogtions usng
these items, Drs. Sanchez and Levine would be
amilaly adle to unambiguoudy and accurady
tdl us if firing handguns a fleang fdons in
vehidles making messurements usng a did-
indicstor or  Swiss-hole  micrometer, or
reprogramming  tape-controlled milling machines
are — or are not — activities that occur when they
peform ther podtions. When congdering JA

ratings of this naure, we find it impossble to
accept the Sanchez and Levine argument that an
objective redity does not exis, that a “gold
dandard” of accuracy cannot be determined if
one is willing to exert the effort required to find
it, or that JA accuracy is only a “relative’ concept
tha can never be definitivdy edtablished in the
abdract (i.e, without reference to the vdidity of a
subsequent use of the JA ratings).

The other potentid dtudtion in which we
could agree with Sanchez and Levine's (in press)
rgection of the notion of an objective redity or
the posshility of obtaning an “unquestionably
correct depiction of he job” (p. 4) would result if
we were to condgder only the subset of
undesrable moddities for collecting JA daa
presented in Table 1 and Figures 1-2 (or, if we
were to include speculative JS inferences under
the label of “job analyss” which we do not). For
exanple, dthough we drongly advise agang
doing S0, it is not uncommon for JA practitioners
to do things such as (a) collect data from multiple
postions in each job usdng only the job
incumbents as ratings source, (b) fal to subject
the pogtion ratings to independent review by
qudified and unbiased SMEs to veify ther
accuracy and correct inaccuracies, (c¢) fal to
reolve cross-raer dissgreement when multiple
judges rate a common postion prior to forming a
position-level aggregate profile, (d) use a JA
methodology that is so imprecise or abgract that
it is impossble to objectivey review and verify
the raings, even by a highly job-knowledgeable
SME (eg., by udng “rddividic’ ratling scdes,
rating scdes with imprecise — or missing —
anchors, or highly abgract, holistic work-activity
items), and (€) eiminate cross-podtion and cross-
rater disagreement by computing a mean profile
for each job, based on the logic that “individua
biases should cancd each other out according to
the axioms of dassicd rdiabdility theory”
(Sanchez & Levine, 1999, p. 11). In such cases,
we will gladly grant Sanchez and Levings
asation that it is futle to hope to find an
“unquestionably correct depiction of the job” due
to the numerous ill-advised decisons that were
made.

Smply put, the use of poor JA methodologies
(in particular, usng ambiguous, poorly anchored,
or within-job-reldividic rating scdes, as wdl as



attempting to rate highly abstract, unobservable,
or multidimensona work atributes) will lead to
a dgtuation in which independent verification of
the JA ratings is next to impossble, due to the
inherent lack of objectivity of the rating items
andlor scdes. There is smply no getting around
the fact that the Type I, I, and IV methods of
collecting JA data shown in Figure 2 involve —in
our assessment — an unacceptably high degree of
subjectivity and speculation on the pat of the
raters, no matter how wel motivated or job-
knowledgegble they may be. Such ratings cannot
be “vdidaed” via cross-judge agreement or
“interrater  reliability” due to ther fundamentaly
Seculative nature;  indead, they must be
empiricdly vdidated in the same fashion as any
other speculative judgmen.

It is critica to stress that JA practitioners are
not redricced to usng hopeesdy subjective
drategies for collecting job andyss ratings
indeed, athough we cannot cite precise figures to
document the percentage of studies using the four
types of methods shown in Figure 2, it is our
assessment that meny — if not most — JA projects
are of the desrable Type Il variety (i.e, studies
in which reasonably observable aspects of work
are rated usng scdes that possess reasonable
psychometric characterigics).  For example, in
the popular task-inventory approach to job
andyss (eg., Chriga, 1974), items such as “Use
Swiss-hole micrometer to  adjus  bottling
meching” “Sever jugular vein of animas or
poultry to be daughtered,” “Compute variaion in
lengths of wire to obtain specified resstance” or
“Heat mechanical components in furnace to sinter
firemedlized coaings’ might be raed on a
dichotomous “do you peform” scde o a
multipoint  frequency or  time-spent scale
Likewise, in a worker-oriented ingrument like the
CMQ (Harvey, 1991), items such as “Contact
technicadl gecidids who have supervisory
respongbilities for the purpose of formdly
baganing or negotiding,” “Summaize or
condense written words in a foreign language,” or
“Assemble, disassamble, or repar dectricaly
powered tools” would be rated on applicability
and frequency scales.

In such gtuations, we find it imposshble to
agree with Sanchez and Levin€s concluson that
“the accuracy of the JA data is defined by ther

effectss, and it cannot be determined in the
absence of knowledge of such effects’ (p. 10,
emphass added). On the contrary, we maintain
that the accuracy of Type Il JA ratings can
indeed be verified — quite eesly, in fact — via a
review of the pogtion ratings by independent,
job-knowledgesble SMEs.  In our view, this
accuracy review conditutes dl of the “vdidation”
evidence that is ether necessary or gppropriate
for a pogtion-levd JA database. In paticular, it
IS not necessary to determine the “consequentia
vaidity” of the JA ratings a this point, because
sad “consequentid  vadlidity” would unavoidably
represent a property of the subsequent uses of the
JA data to make specified personnd decisons
(eg., to identify a sdection test battery and set
cutoff scores) and the decison processes that
were used when linking the JA data to the
subsequent  personnel  decison, which is clearly
not a property of the JA database.

In our assessment, it is sdf-evident that the
accuracy and correctness of Type Il JA ratings
can be assessed without the need to specify even
a gngle potentid use of the JA daa Usng the
above examples, the redity of whether or not a
worker is required to shoot guns a fleeing felons,
use Swiss-hole micrometers, or dit the jugular
veins of poultry beng daughtered is quite
invariant of the eventud uses of such rdings
they ether do, or they do not, and whether they
do or do not is in no way dependent on the
desred use of the JA ratings. Likewise, the
degree of “consequentia  vdidity” seen in one
potentid use of the JA data — for example, usng
task ratings to develop a work sample test —
obvioudy has no necessary relation to the vdidity
of udng the same data to drive a different purpose
(eg., devdoping  minimum  “competency”
requirements for the job). Indeed, under Sanchez
and Levineés view that the qudity of the JA
database can only be defined by the use of that
information to make a personnd decison, it
would appear to be easy to produce internaly
contradictory or inconsistent conclusons
regarding the accuracy of the JA database. For
example, if one finds that the JA ratings lead to
vaid decidons when used to develop one
gpplication (e.g., a work-sample), yet they lead to
invaid decisons when used to develop a second
goplication (eg., Setting “competency”




requirements), should one conclude that the JA
database is. (a) valid, (b) accurate, (c) not vdid
but accurate, (d) valid but not accurate; (€) not
accurate or vaid, or (f) semi-vaid?

We maintain that the correct answer is “none
of the above” Clealy, as is diagrammed in
Figure 3, the inherent qudity or accurecy of the
JA database is not the result of some subsequent
use of it to develop or drive a specific personne
decison (indeed, to the extent tha there is any
causal relation present, the true direction of
causdity presumably flows in the opposte
direction). On the contrary, postionlevd JA
accuracy, and the degree of true cross-postion
vaiability (fo be discussed bdow), exis
independent of potentid uses of such data, and it
IS our view that these factors should be our
primary focus when collecting and evaduaing JA
ratings. Discussons of the vdidity of subsequent
uses of the JA data to drive specific personnd
functions that may be many, many seps removed
from the JA itdf mug be deferred to those
subsequent uses, and not viewed as “the better
dandard for [assessng] job andyss dad’
(Sanchez & Levine, p. 1).

In sum, on the topic of JA ratings accuracy —
and whether or not we should even attempt to
directly assess it — we reach damdricdly
different conclusons than those offered by
Sanchez and Levine namey, that an objective
redity can indeed be defined, and that properly
used Type Ill job andyds rating methods are
quite cgpable of describing it. However, we must
sress that the only way in which one can
confidently assess JA accuracy is via independent
SME review of podtionleve JA ratings. In our
assessment, such an accuracy review conditutes
the only “vdidation” that is necessay for the
postion level JA daabase the “consequentid
vdidity” of any subsequent inferences based in
whole or in pat on the JA database — dthough
clearly important — represents an entirely separate
issue that has nothing to do with job andyss per
se.

3. SME judgments made by objective job
andyds are likely to be superior to ratings made
by typicd podtion incumbents, especidly when
real-world outcomes are at stake. At the risk of
being termed cynicd, we likewise disagree with
Sanchez and Levings concluson tha “the

uperiority of SME judgments should not be
taken for granted, unless such judgments are
proven consequentiad” (1999, p. 11). Simply put,
in our view there is no judificaion for the
widespread practice of blindly hoping or trusting
that job incumbents will make accurate ratings
when there are no contingencies in place to hold
them accountable for the accuracy and
correctness of those ratings, especidly when the
ratings ae not reviewed independently for
accuracy (an extreme example of this type of
misplaced hope, which apparently is not
uncommon in practice, occurs when incumbents
make their JA ratings anonymoudy).

We will be the fird to admit that many JA
practitioners teke incumbent ratings of ther
postions a face vadue, and fal to include any
sort of forma SME accuracy review as part of the
JA processes. However, in the absence of such a
review, it should be immediately gpparent tha in
such gtuations one has absolutely no assurances
regarding the quaity or accurecy of the JA
database, and that it is likewise unacceptable to
atempt to use cross-podtion interrater agreement
as a surrogate index of JA ratings qudity (a point
on which we agree with Sanchez & Levine).

As we note in our Table 1 recommendations,
it is our srongly hed view — based on over 40
years of combined experience conducting job
andyses — that it conditutes a very serious
misake to assume that pogtion incumbents or
amilar raters will provide accurate, unbiased
ratings.  Indeed, perhgps our most important
recommendation is that JA practitioners should
dways indude a formd accurecy review using
objective, properly motivated SMEs in dl cases
in which incumbents, supervisors, or  Smilar
ralers having quedtionable motives  and/or
indrument familiarity and rating experience ae
used as data sources.

Severd dudies (eg., Harvey, 1990; Stutzman,
1983; Wilson, Harvey, & Macy, 1990) have
offered empiricad support for this assessment,
showing tha magor mistakes and inconsstencies
are probably the norm — rather than the exception
— when JA ratings are obtained from anyone other
than a trained, job-knowledgeable, objective job
andys (and questions can even be raised about
job andysts, especialy when they are required to
make raings of highly abstract work ectivities,



eg., Butler & Harvey, 1988). For example,
Stutzman (1983) reported numerous cases in
which incumbents clamed to peform tasks that
were known to not be part of the job in question
(@ number of known-irrdevant items were
ddiberady induded in the task inventory). In
the Harvey (1990) dudy, task inventory ratings
by incumbents were subjected to independent
review for accuracy by ther supervisors, and
numerous — and often, egregious — errors were
uncovered (eg., police officers who clamed to
drive ambulances, water-meter readers  who
cdamed that they did not record water usage by
reeding gauges, janitors who clamed they
recorded the officd minutes of dty councl
meetings).

In a recent project completed by the first
author usng a worker-oriented questionnaire,
amilar results were observed (eg., paking lot
cashirs clamed that they deegaed work
assgnments to executives,  nonsupervisory
ceicd workes cdamed to have formd
upervisory  reponghility  over  other  derica
employees, employees grosdy exaggerated ther
gpans of control; a records clerk clamed to have
find decison-approvd authority over long-term
busness drategy decisons, a laborer clamed to
provide trestment/therapy to mid-leve
managers).  Findly, in the context of task-
inventory JA, Wilson et a. (1990) found that
when a subset of tasks were repeated in a long
inventory, often didressng leveds of rding
inconsistency were observed (in many cases,
tasks that were rated does-not-agpply [DNA] in
one exposure were rated as being applicable the
other time). Although we ae sendtive to the
problem of changes in JA ratings occurring over
time, there is certainly no reason to assume that
true changes in the work occurred over the span
of time necessay to complete the JA rding
urvey!

As a practical matter, congructing job-related,
verifidble, and comprehensive job anayss rating
indruments represents only haf the batle  until
the ratings obtained usng these indruments are
subjected to independent review for accuracy,
they should be presumed to contain numerous and
potentidly serious erors, especidly when  they
are collected from incumbents, supervisors, and
others who have a vested interes in influencing

the outcomes of the JA process. In gStuations in
which incumbents ae used as raes it is
typicdly the case that they are well aware of one
or more intended uses of the JA ratings, and that
they clearly harbor a vested interest in influencing
those outcomes (eg., when the JA is being done
to develop a pay sysem, or set sdection or
promotion requirements). In such settings, there
can be litle quetion that  incumbents,
supervisors, and other “non professond” SMEs
are often amply motivated to provide a distorted
(typicaly, exaggerated) view of ther job.
Additionaly, independent of an overt motivation
to digort, factors such as response fatigue
(especidly in long ingruments), lack of adequate
verbd ability or reading skill, cardessness, etc,
represent equaly serious potential  sources  of
inaccuracy  in pogtion  ratings made by
incumbents or Smilar raters.

In sum, placing one's hopes on the prospect
that inaccurate, exaggerated JA data  will
somehow be able to produce a vaid, useful
personnel outcome (i.e, the “???° quadrant in
Figure 3) is, in our assessmet, naive in the
extreme. We fed drongly that the time to worry
about asessing (and fixing) JA accuracy is before
one invests large amounts of time effort, and
expense in  devdoping end-user  personne
gpplications (eg., a sdection test Dbattery,
assessment center, work sample,  ec).
Pogponing any meaningful congderation of the
topic of JA accuracy until after one (@) develops a
personnd  gpplication usng the JA ratlings as
guidance, (b) conducts an empiricd vdidation
sudy, and then (c) evaduates the findings of the
vdidation dudy is, in our assessment, a highly
riky and potentidly quite wadeful drategy
(especidly if the job analyss, development work,
and vdidation study have to be entirdly redone).
This would especidly be the case if an objective
review by unbiased SMEs is not included as a
forma gsep in the JA process. Although much
more research is needed to determine the true
“base rate’ and severity of JA rding erors in
unrevieved JA data, the results of exising
research strongly suggest that there is no basis for
assuming that such data will be free from
widespread, often serious, digtortions  and
inaccuracies.

4. True

Cross-postion vaiahility ad




aggregation bias are critical concerns.  We agree
with Sanchez and Levin€s assertion tha usng
cross-postion agreement as an index of JA
accuracy haes its limitations (eg., p. 5); however,
we rgect the associaed implication that within-
title, cross-pogdtion vaiability implies that there
IS no “objective redity” in JA, or that “equating
dissgreement  with inaccuracy” (p. 7) is
fundamentaly erroneous. Clealy, there ae
indeed times in which true cross-pogtion
vaidbility in JA ratings can be confounded with
ratings inaccuracy (eg., in Table 1, the Type C
cae in which ratings are collected in the absence
of SME veification, and without multiple ratings
of each pogdtion). In such a Stuation, it is indeed
impossible to Separate Cross-pogtion
disagreement due to rating errors from true cross-
postion variability in job duties. However, this
need not be the case, and we drongly advise
agang intentiondly desgning a JA dudy in a
fashion that deliberately confounds true cross
postion  heterogengty  with  pogtion  rating
inaccuracy.

When veifidble aspects of work are being
rated with sound rating scales (i.e, the Type Il
JA raing methods in Figure 2), if raters judging a
common _dimulus produce ratings that disagree
(eg., when multiple SMEs rate a given postion),
we contend that this by definition conditutes
inaccuracy. That is, dthough we may not be able
to prove (without further independent review)
that any of the raters have provided an accurate
decription, nontrivial  disagreement in such  a
dtuation does indeed prove that some — and
perhaps dl — of the raters are rating inaccurately.
For this reason, we recommend tha the JA
process dways begin with pogtionlevd raings,
and that each podtion profile be verified for
accuracy.  After erroneous podtion raings are
corrected, one can  then  unambiguoudy
characterize dl of the remaning cross-postion
vaiance a  reflecting  true  within-job
heterogeneity.

Of course, the issue of how one deds with
gonificant  true within-title variadility must il
be addressed; this is where the concept of
aggregaion bias (James, 1982) becomes central.
That is, dthough the exigence of true cross
postion variability is to some degree inevitable
(eg, due to such factors as seniority,

performance level, in-group versus out-group
datus with the supervisor, degree of negotiating
latitude), potentialy serious problems occur as
the levds of within-titte heterogeneity increase.
As James (1982) noted, attempts to meaningfully
interpret the aggregate profile in such dStuaions
can be pointless and highly mideading, due to the
fact that the job-mean profile becomes an
increesingly  meaningless  decriptor  of  the
“typicd” or “average’ podtion’'s work activities.
It is our assessment that the practice of smply
ignoring nontrivia true Cross-postion
dissgreement by diminging it via the
computation of a job-mean profile, and then
hoping that personne decisons made on the basis
of this (mideading) aggregate profile will il
somehow demondrate “consequentid vdidity,” is
fundamentaly misguided.  With aufficiently high
cross-postion disagreement, it can easly be the
case that none of the podtions holding the job
titte ae accuratedly described by the group-
aggregate profile; in such dtuations, we can see
no bass for bdieving that sound personne
decisons could ever be reached — other than by
sheer luck — on the basis of the job-aggregate
results.

As with our earlier congderation of whether
an “objective redity” exigs in JA, we suspect that
much of our dissgreement with Sanchez and
Levine on this mater sgems from the fact that
their statements are based on an overly broad
definition of JA (i.e, one that includes trait-
based, job specification inferences), combined
with a condderation of only a subset of the
possble methods for collecting JA daa (eg.,
those in which true cross-podtion disagreement is
confounded with postion raing errors). That is,
if one condgders only gpeculdive ratings of
hypothetica, AO-based worker trait requirements
(i.e, JS) or the undesrable Type I, II, and IV JA
rating methods in Fgure 2, we would agree with
their assessment that cross-rater agreement (or
disagreement) says little or nothing with respect
to the accuracy of the job ratings.

However, when veifidble work activities are
rated usng adequate rating scdes (i.e, Type Il
JA ratings in Figure 2), and one condders cross-
rater disagreement at the pogdtion levd of anadyss
(i.e, the Type B and D cases in Table 1), quite
the oppodte is true. In such Studions it is



amply not the caese that “disagreement may
amply indicate systematic depictions of aternate
but equaly vdid views of redity (Sanchez &
Levine, 1999, pp. 6-7). In short, when multiple
judges rating a common simulus (in this case, a
postion) disagree, this mugt conditute a mistake,
and the source of such disagreement must be
identified and resolved during the accuracy
review process. Returning again to the domain of
metaphysics, it has long been recognized that the
position is the only thing that is truly “red” in an
organization, and that the concept of a job is an
organizationd convenience gpplied to smplify
personnel  adminigtration (eg., Harvey, 1991, p.
79). JA researchers have likewise long known
(eg., Cragun & McCormick, 1967; Pass &
Robertson, 1980) that nontrivid true, cross
postion heterogenety exids. The important
point is that the exisence of true disagreement
does not imply that an objective redity cannot be
defined, or that a “gold standard” of accuracy
cannot be identified; ingead, it Smply means that
accuracy must fird be assessed at the pogtion
level of analysis, and once inaccuracies have been
reolved a that levd, the severity of the
remaning true within-titte heterogeneity must be
addressed.

Once true cross-postion disagreement in job
activities reaches a criticd leve, this gStuaion
must be dedt with by the organization (typicaly,
by reviang the job title sysem to more accurately
asociate job titles with actua duties and reduce
true within-titte heterogeneity). One of the most
useful definitions of the term “job” that we have
encountered holds that a job is the collection of
podtions that are uffidently dmilar in terms of
their work activities that they can meaningfully
share a common job analyss (eg., see Harvey,
1991, p. 79). Clealy, when true within-title
heterogeneity becomes excessive and aggregation
bias becomes operdtive, this definition is no
longer sdtisfied, and changes in the job title
system must be implemented

Fndly, we must note tha we agree with
Sanchez and Levings cdl for more research to
identify factors that “moderate’ ratings of a given
job (i.e, the reasons that true cross-pogtion
dissgreement exists). However, it is important to
remember tha even if we eventudly find
condgent types of moderation (eg., higher

peforming employees rating differently than
lower performing employees), this should not be
interpreted to mean that accuracy of the JA
ratings is no longer important, or tha the
exigence of moderation implies that JA accuracy
cannot be assessed (as seems to be the concdlusion
advanced by Sanchez and Leving; e.g., pp. 6-7).

5. Both the type of attribute being rated, and
the type of rating scde, must be consdered when
determining vaidation/accuracy dandards for JA
and JS ratings. In a nutshdl, our overiding
concern with the Sanchez and Levine (in press)
paper is that they have combined an overly broad
definition of “job andyss’ (i.e, which subsumes
both JA and JS ratings) with a one-gze-fits-dl
concluson regarding appropriate procedures for
asessng  raings  qudity (e, an indirect
inference of  “consequentid vdidity”  via
congderation of subsequent decisons that apply
the JA ratings, combined with a denid tha it is
even posshle to conduct a direct assessment of
accuracy). In our assessment, the quedion of
asessng accuracy or vdidaion standards for JA
or JS ratings is much more complicated, in part
because JA and JS have such fundamentaly
different goas, and in pat because both the JA
and JS raing processes involve the combination
of two lagey independent factors (@) the
descriptor items being rated (e.g., tasks, eements,
or duties in JA, vesus required worker
knowledge, skill, &bility, and “other” trats in JS);
and (b) the raing scae used to describe or infer
aspects of the descriptor in quedtion (eg., time-
spent or do-you-perform in JA, versus the amount
or leved of an @&bility trat required for job
performance in JS). Thus, dthough Figure 2 was
designed to describe the JA rating process, the
same rationade can be applied to characterize the
JSrating processes as well.

The point we wish to emphasize is tha
compromisng the qudity or veifiability of ether
the atribute being rated (vertica axis in Figure 2)
or the scde used to describe it (horizontal axis)
will produce a corresponding decrement in the
quaity or veifigbility of the resultant rating.
Thus, even if highly veifisble item content is
raed in a JA context (eg., molecular task
datements), usng an imprecise or within-job
reldividic rating scde (see Harvey, 1091, pp. 82-
84, for further discusson) can transform an easly




verifisble raing process into one that is as
ubjective and vdidity-chdlenged as a sngle-
item holigic rating of a hypotheticd worker trait
(discused in more deal in the following
section).

Cadting the JS rating process in the Figure 2
rationde used to evduae JA raing methods
implies that some types of methods for making JS
inferences may be much more likely to produce
vdid reaults than others. As with JA ratings, this
leads us to hypothesize that Type 11l JS processes
(i.e, in which wdl-defined, specific worker
characterigics or KS items are rated using wel-
developed, minimdly subjective rating scdes)
would be the one most likely to produce useful
results.  Conversdy, we hypothesze that the
Type Il vaiety of JS ratings — which ae
andogous to the raing instruments being used to
collect data for the O*Net database (i.e., rating a
sgndl number of extremdy dbdract AO
condructs usng sSngle-item, sparsely anchored
scaes composed of anchors liging largely job-
irrdevant activities) — would be unlikedly to be
capable of producing high qudity results.  Given
their implications for practice, we conclude that
such predictions need to be thoroughly assessed
in future JA and JS research; for reasons
discussed below, we see a much higher potentia
contribution for such research in comparison to
highly controlled, lab dudies desgned to test
cognitive theories of the JA or JS rating process.

6. Holidic ratings ae unlikdy to ever
produce high-qudity data  One of the most
controversal  issues in job andyss today
concarns the role of holisic ratings, which in the
present sense can be defined as Type | or Type Il
JA or JS ratings a the highest end of the verticd
continuum  (descriptor  abdtraction) shown in
Figue 2. By way of definition, the <dient
characterigic of a holigtic raing tak — in dther
the JA or JS domains — is that it involves a direct
atempt to rae a highly abdract, nebulous
characterigtic (either generd work activity, or an
abgract worker bility trait) usng a very smple
(often, single-item) judgment process. The &bility
raing scdes of the Heshman sysem, which
foom the bass for a portion of the online
replacement for the Dictionay of Occupational
Titles (i.e, the O*Net; Peterson, Mumford,
Borman, Jeanneret, Heishman, & Levin, 1997),

typify this approach in the area of JS. For
example, a sngle 7-point BARS-type rating scae
(with anchors provided for three of the seven
rating points) is used D rate the AO trait of Ora
Comprehension; the rating anchors that define the

scde meric ae 2 = “understand a tdevison
commercid,” 4 = “understand indructions for a
soort,” and 55 = “understand a lecture on
metaphyscs”

Although hdlidic raings are most commonly
seen in the domain of JS rating, they can dso be
used to make JA ratings of highly abstract types
of work content (eg. such as the ratings of
“broad  categorizations of  primay  job
repongbilities’ advocated by Sanchez and
Leving, p. 10). For example, in a dudy
evaduating the qudity of holigic JA ratings of the
job dimenson scores produced from the PAQ,
Butler and Harvey (1988) asked different groups
of raters — incduding professond job andyds
with extendve familiaity with the PAQ - to
directly rate, udng a sngle-item rating scale, each
of the dbdract PAQ job dimensons. The
criterion of accuracy or convergence in this study
was the profile of PAQ job dimenson scores
computed in the typicd, “decomposed” fashion
(i.e, by gdaidicdly combining the rdings of a
large number of more behaviordly specific PAQ
items to produce each dimenson score); as
hypothesized, Butler and Harvey (1988) found
very poor levels of convergence (rs in the .20's
and lower) between the direct halisic ratings of
the JA dimensons and the dimenson scores
fomed from multiple raings of more
behaviordly detalled items.

Our concerns  with the holigic rating
agpproach, when used in ether JA or JS settings,
ae twofold: (&) in view of the wdl-documented
limitations of human judges to perform wel when
large amounts of information must be combined
to foom summay ratings (reviewed, but largdy
dismissed, by Sanchez & Levine, pp. 8-10), we
would not expect to find adequatdly high
convergence between direct holigtic ratings and
the corresponding decomposed  scores  (if
avalable); and (b) when presumed-accurate
decomposed scores are not available to serve as a
basis for evduaion, the fact that the holigtic traits
ae 0 fa removed from observable, verifidble
work redity makes it virtudly impossble (short



of conducting a criterion-related validation study,
or smilaly amhbitious empiricd undertaking) to
judify and document their accuracy (in the case
of JA) or ther vdidity (in the case of JS).
Without  doubt, crossraer agreement or
“interrater reliability” does not provide any proof
of the accuracy or vdidity of such data

Sanchez and Levine appear to endorse the
notion of usng holigic raings of JA and JS
characteriticss, a wdl as  “competency”
requirements, for example, “one may even argue
that [ratings of] the broad job responshilities are
more cost-effective  than the codly and
cumbersome task inventories’ (p. 10). In
contras, we reman highly <skepticd; in our
asessment, the avalable (dbeit limited) research
uggeds that it is quite unlikdy tha holidic
ratings of ether JA or JS condructs will ever be
found to perform acceptably, even when high
qudity rating scales are used. In the area of JA,
the Butlr and Havey (1988) reallts
demondrated that the corrdations between
holistic versus decomposed PAQ job dimension
ratings approached zero, even for raters who were
highly skilled in the use of the PAQ. A smilar
sudy by Havey, Wilson, and Blunt (1994)
reported generdly quite low levds  of
convergence between holigtic versus decomposed
JA ratings in atask-inventory anayss.

In the doman of job specifications, rdatively
little research has focused on directly comparing
the convergence of haolidic ratings of AO traits
agang  independently  vdidated — standards,
however, the results of DeNis and Shaw (1977)
ae quite consgent with those seen in the JA
domain, and should represent serious cause for
concern for anyone advocating widespread use of
holistic retings of AO traits. In this study, holistic
«df  rdings of abdility-trait  congtructs  were
compared against scores on the same constructs
that were obtained via traditiona (decomposed)
multi-item assessment tests, pardlding the Butler
and Harvey (1988) results, DeNis and Shaw
reported rates of convergence that approached
Zero.

7. There is no reason to believe that a Single
“tru¢’ profile  of  hypotheticd AO  trait
requirements exists for any job or occupation
One of the most troublesome assumptions that
underlies methods of “job andyds’ — or, more

correctly, methods of inferring job specifications
— that purport to be able to holigticdly rate the
AO-based worker trait requirements of jobs or
occupations (eg., Heshman, 1992; FHeishman &
Mumford, 1991; Heishman & Railly, 1992;
Heishman, Wetrogan, Uhiman, & Marshdl-Mies,
1995; Hughes & Prien, 1989; Lopez et d., 1981)
is the notion that a sngle “correct” or “optima”
profile of ability trats exigs for each job (an
equaly troublesome assumption — namdy, that
such an ided profile can be identified usng
gngle-item holidic raing scdes — was discussed
in the previous section). The definition of JA
advanced by Sanchez and Levine dearly includes
holigic raing of AO-based worker trait
requirements as a “job andyds’ method, and it is
effectively essentid that one must make such an
assumption  when  usng  such  techniques,
epecidly when one views the group mean rating
as representing the best gpproximation of the
“trug’ profile of the job in quedion; a smilar
assumption is likewise required when SMEs are
asked to holidicdly identify the optima profile
of worker trats when conducting “competency
modding” (eg., Sanchez & Levine, p. 10).

The fundamentd flaw tha we find with this
view is tha it assumes tha it is effectivey
impossble to find a dgtudion in  which
compensaiory relations exist between the worker-
dtribute requirements identified in the JS process.
For example, in a job requiring both Mechanical
Reasoning and Trunk Strength, it is easy to
imagine a dtuation in which two employees
exhibit identicadl overdl job effectiveness, yet
they have different profiles of scores on these two
traits (i.e, higher drength compensating for lower
cognitive kills, and vice versd). As the number
of required KS and AO traits increases, the
number of possble different “successful profiles’
aross these traits increases geometricaly. |If
compensatory relations are possible, this causes
obvious — and fundamentd — problems for
holigtic srategies of inferring AO profiles.

8. “Consguentiad  vdidity” sounds  like
“utility.” Although were not irrevocably
opposed to suggestions that we rename job
andyss to something more gppeding (eg.,
Levine & Sanchez, 1999, suggested renaming it
“work andysis’) as a means to address its image
problem (Cunningham, 1989), we cannot accept




Sanchez and Levinés concluson that the only
truy ussfu way to “evduae job andyss
accuracy... [is by] focusng on the consequences
of job andyds data’ (p. 2), or the “consequentid
vdidity” (p. 1) of goplying JA data to solve
specific organizationd problems.

We identify two man issues hee  Firg,
dthough we agree tha vdidity is fundamentaly
an issue of correctness of inference, the so-cdled
“consequentid  vdidity” discussed by  Sanchez
and Levine seems to bear a much closer
correspondence to classca notions of utility than
a synonym for job anadyss accuracy. We see no
point in coining a new term to describe an dready
widdly used concept. Second, the direction of
causdity seems to have been reversed: a severd
points, they essentidly ague that job andyss
accuracy is caused by the way in which such data
ae used o goplied to solve organizationd
personnel problems.  For example, “accuracy
does not exig in a vacuum but it is defined
precisdy by the consequences of [usng] such
daa’ (p. 16, emphasis added), and “we frame the
notion of accuracy in JA in a different light: one
that focuses on its consequences’ (p. 4, emphasis
added). From such an andyss, it would seem as
though any number of counterintuitive Stuaions
could occur: for example (a) if two identica
organizations collected identicdl JA databases,
the same data could be deemed “inaccurate’ or
“invadid’ if used by one organization for a given
purpoe (eg., identifying an &bility-oriented
section test) yet “accurate’ or “vdid’ for the
other in a different context; or (b) in a different
organizetion, a completdy inaccurate and
eroneous JA  daabase (eg.,  collected
anonymoudy by cetifiddly compulsve lias)
could be found to have “consequentid vdidity” if
by pure chance the inferences drawn from it (eg.,
tha a given &bility tet would produce a
datidicaly dgnificant r when predicting job
performance) were found to be useful in practice.

We would contend that the opposite direction
of causdity is more redidic. namdy, tha the
probability of finding consequentid vdidity or
utility when gpplying JA data to make a specific
personnd inference (e.g., which sdection test to
use) is going to be the rewlt of the intringc
quaity and accuracy of the JA database, and not
the reverse. In essence, as we described in

Fgure 3, the qudity and accuracy of the JA
ratings is a property that is in no way dependent
on the way in which practitioners may
subsequently  attempt to  goply it to make
personnel  decisons and inferences.  If the JA
database is accurate, the results of agpplying it
may or may not be found to be useful and vaid in
practice, but that will be determined entirdly by
the qudity and correctness of the inference
process that is followed when the practitioner
attempts to link the JA raings to the desred
personnel decison. Clearly, these decisons are
not properties of the JA database, but rather
depend entirdy on the <kill, expetise, and
srategy employed by the personnd practitioner.

9. “True score” JA research dudies can
indeed be useful. We disagree with Sanchez and
Levines assations (eg., pp. 5-11) that JA
ressarchers must abandon the practice of
conducting dudies that evauate JA accuracy by
focusng on the degree of discrepancy between a
known “dandard” or “true score’ and the JA
ratings provide by some group of interest.
Clealy, the dedgns of some sudies of this ilk
were indeed s0 highly contrived — for example,
usng highly unredidic JA inventories, job-naive
raters, or unredidicdly brief and aypicd JA
raling moddities such as meking ratings after
watching a few minutes of video taped job
peformance — that serious questions could be
rased regarding ther extend vdidity and
generdizability to the “red world’ (eg., Arvey,
Davis, McGowen, & Dipboye, 1982; Arvey,
Passino, & Lounsbury, 1977; Jones, Main, Buitler,
& Johnson, 1982; Stone & Gueuta, 1985;
Wexley & Silverman, 1978). However, this fact
does not mean that usgful data has not been
produced by other sudies performed in more
redidic conditions, or that this paradigm cannot
be ussful in the future.

Of course, we must note that studies of the JA
(or JS) rating process that define inaccuracy as a
deviation from a known-true criterion do indeed
auffer from a different type of limitation: namdy,
that they are primarily vaduable only when they
show that a given raing methodology does not
perform well. That is, when a given type of JA or
JS rating method has been convincingly shown to
exhibit unacceptable levels of convergence with
the known criterion of accuracy in redidtic rating




dtuations, practitioners  would be wise to
conclude that the use of such a method would be
ill-advised. For example, there was a period of
time in which some authors (eg., Jones et 4d.,
1982) clamed that practitioners could collect
detalled worker-oriented JA rdings usng very
little effort; in this case, by usng job-naive raters
who had been given only a very brief narative
summary of the job's duties. It took a series of
“true scoré’ dudies and dudies usng Monte
Calo methods (eg., Butler & Harvey, 1988;
Havey & Lozadalarsen, 1988, Harvey &
Hayes, 1986) to empiricdly demondrate what
many thought <should have been intuitivey
obvious in the firg place namdy, that job-naive
raters cannot be relied upon to provide accurate
JA ratings, and that ther inability to converge
with a known criterion generdizes across a wide
range of rating Stuations.

Unfortunately, the converse does not
necessarily hold:  i.e, even if hundreds of tightly
controlled lab dudies usng  unquestionably
correct “true scores’ as their criterion were able
to show that a given JA raing indrument or
technique produces high convergence with a
known accuracy criterion, practitioners could not
reesonably or necessarily assume that equaly
good levels of performance would be found when
different raters, rating different (or even the
same) jobs, would use the JA method in a new
gtuation. As we discuss below, the issue of JA
accuracy must dways be settled on a Stuation
by-gtuation beds, even if a given rating method
has been successfully used in thousands of
previous red-world settings, this fact proves
nothing regarding the qudity and accuracy of JA
ratings (or the wvdidity of JS speculations)
obtained using that method in any new setting.

10. There is no criterion problem in job
andyss, however, the *“cognitive lab sudy”
paradigm is not the answer to JA accuracy and JS
vdidity questions. Not surprisngly, we aso
dissgree with Sanchez and Levings clam that
past JA research has been of such limited vaue
because “the absence of sound criteria plagues the
JA doman” (p. 9). Indeed, we would advance
precisaly the opposite concduson: namedy, tha in
JA, there is no criterion problem (dthough there
catanly is one in the doman of making
Soeculative IS ratings of  adility  trat

requirements, eg., due to the likdihood of
finding compensatory reaions when multiple
worker AO-traits are used as predictors of job
performance). As was discussed above, when
sound, verifisble Type 1l JA rating methods are
used, it is a vey draghtforward matter to
identify a certifiably accurate profile of JA ratings
for any given podtion via independent SME
review and verification.

The “catch” is, of course, that this (@) requires
ggnificant effort (eg., it may take more time to
review rdings and fix migakes than it took to
collect the firg round of ratings); and (b) JA
accuracy must be demondrated in each dtuation
in which the JA is performed. As we discussed
ealier, it has condgently been our experience
tha when one takes the trouble to actudly
conduct an independent SME review and
veification of JA ratlngs one invaiadly finds
widespread — and often serious — rding
inaccuracies.  Such errors would never be caught
in the absence of an independent review, and the
fact that we have observed this phenomenon to
occur consstently across a very wide range of JA
gtuations leads us to the concluson that the
accuracy of JA raings can never be taken for
granted in any new dStudion in the absence of an
Independent accuracy review.

We therefore see little point in the current
enthusasm for “cognitive andyss’ of the job
rating process. For real-world JA, what matters is
identifying and rexlving raing inaccuracies,
unfortunately, dl the caefully controlled,
cognitive theory-driven, laboratory dudies in the
world — unless they show tha a given rating
methodology produces condgtently unacceptable
data — ae of virtudly no practicd importance
when one's task is to defend the accuracy of the
JA ratings of this job, in this gdtuation, or to
document the vdidity of the JS inferences made
in_this dtuation on the basis of those JA ratings.
In essence, the cognitive, socid, politicd, or
motivational causes that may contribute to
observed JA inaccuracies metter little in practice;
what matters is findng and fixing those
inaccuracies, whatever their causes may have
been.

At times we get the impresson when reading
aticles that advocate an ambitious program of
cognitive-theory-based research on the JA and JS




rating process (e.g., Morgeson & Campion, 1997)
that at the end of this process, if everything works
well, it is expected that researchers will be able to
identify a st of “magic bullet” JA and JS raing
methodologies that we can count on to produce
universdly accurae, vdid results (given ther
citicd comments regarding lab dudies of JA,
this may dso represent an area of agreement with
Sanchez & Levine, 1999). In our assessment, this
Is a completdly misplaced hope: i.e, despite the
fact that in JA there can indeed be an objective
redity and “gold standard” of accurate JA ratings
for each pogtion (if you're willing to expend the
effort required to identify it, that is), the accuracy
of JA ratings must aways be demondraied on a
case-by-case, postion-by-podtion bass. Baring
the unlikdy posshility tha organizations will
someday acquire the &bility to exet absolute
control over dl aspects of what every worker on a
given job does, we see no chance that there will
ever be a form of “accuracy generdization” —
andogous to vdidity generdizaion (VG) — in
which practitioners can amply teke the results of
past job andyses, or use JA methods that were
previoudy found to work wdl, and magicaly
generdize the accuracy found for a given job (or
JA rating method) in a previous Studion to a new
gtuation of interes.

In essence, job analyss represents the last
bagion of true dtuaiond gpedificity (SS).
Although it may or may not eventudly be
demondrated convincingly that cognitive ability
tes vdidities are sgnificantly moderated due to
SS (eg., Schmidt et a., 1981), there is every
reason to beieve tha large-scde — and true —
differences exis across the different gStuations
(eg., geographic location, industry  type,
unionized versus nonunion) in which a given job
or occupationd title may exis. As was noted
ealier, even in a dngle organization it is common
to find very dgnificant cross-pogtion variability
within a given job title (eg, an Adminidrative
Assgant in the Public Works department might
have dgnificantly diffeeent duties than an
Adminigraive  Assdant  in  the  Police
Depatment). The same phenomenon, athough
probably on a much larger scade, aso occurs
when the supposedly same job or occupationa
titte is described across different organizations,
geographic areas, or industries.

Indeed, the effort to dramaticaly reduce the
number of occupationd titles recognized by the
US Department of Labor as part of their project to
replace the DOT with the online O*Net database
of occupdtiona information (eg., Peterson et d.,
1997) will tend to exacerbate the problem of
cross-dtuationd, within-title variability.  That is
the byproduct of collapsing approximately 13,000
previous occupationd titles into only a couple of
thousand new titles will dmos unavoidably be
that the new occupationd titles will have much
higher levds of true within-title, cross-Stuationd
vaiability in work activities Very little research
atention has been pad to the issue of both cross-
and within-sgtting  heterogeneity;  particularly
with respect to determining the degree to which
this true cross-podtion variance moderates the
vaidity of decisons based on those JA réings
(expecidly, in tems of AO-based job
specifications or “competency” requirements). In
our assessment, this topic — and not the search for
“magic bullet” methods of JA or JS rating that
will  demondrae “accurecy genedization” —
should be our top research priority.

11. Fnd issues.  Although the reader may be
tempted to conclude by this point that JA
researchers and practitioners dready have plenty
to worry about, we close by noting that there are
additiond, equdly troublesome isues of
accuracy and vdidity in the JA rating process that
did not even indirectly make it onto the lig of
concerns raised by Sanchez and Levine. We will
briefly touch on three tha we find to be
important.

Fird, the test-retest stebility of JA ratings
(typicdly, ratings of behaviordly detaled task
datements) made by incumbents has not been
found to be especidly good, even under the best
of circumgtances (eg., when incumbents re-rate a
number of tasks within the same inventory to
provide a type of repest-item “rdiability”).
Although these “ted-relest rdiabilities’ vary
somewhat in magnitude depending on how they
ae cdculated (eg., Wilson, Harvey, & Macy,
1991; Murphy & Wilson, 1998), they are
typicdly not of the magnitude that one would
view as being adequate usng generdly accepted
dandards of reiability (as was noted above, it is
not uncommon to find that a task receives a DNA
rating on one occason and is rated as being



highly applicable on the repeat rating). Rather
than providing additiond evidence agang the
exigence of an objective redity, we view such
findings as indicaing that even under extremey
favorable conditions (i.e, a gngle-gtiing
adminidration of an eadly understandable and
veifidble JA ingrument), incumbents — without
the certainty of independent SME review of the
ratings — cannot be counted upon to provide
demondrably accurate JA raings.  Given this
digurbing levd of within-Stuation variance
observed in task ratings, one hedtaes to
speculate regarding the degree to which raters
would produce inconsstent ratings when asked to
rate more absiract, less-verifiable aspects of work
(or AO-based worker-trait requirements) when
there is amilaly no possbility for “true’ changes
in the characteristics being rated over the duration
of the rating process. The only study of which we
are aware that has addressed this question showed
that test-retest dability of incumbent ratings
declines in inverse proportion to the degree of
behaviora abdraction in the items being raed
(Murphy & Wilson, 1998), raisng further
questions regarding the advisability of usng more
holigtic rating tasks. In our assessment, these are
the types of “raing process’ issues tha are in
need of much additiona research.

Second, the issue of atempting to quantify
the vdidity (in a content-coverage sense) of a job
andyss inventory based on subjective incumbent
perceptions is equaly troublesome. In short,
incumbents seem to be incgpable of edimating
the proportion of the entire set of tasks they
perform thet is present in a given list of tasks they
are asked to rate. In the only study of which we
ae aware that addressed this issue, incumbents
on average indicated that 75% of the tasks they
performed were ill present in a deliberady
reduced inventory, even when over two-thirds of
the tasks that were known to be applicable based
on the results of a previoudy raed inventory had
been removed from the second survey (Wilson,
1996). Wha is paticulaly disurbing about
these results is that they are based on experienced
job incumbents, raing eedly verifidble, job-
oecific tasks. In short, if such raters cannot
reliably rate tasks or estimate the percentage of a
job’s content domain that is covered by a given
task-inventory, how can we expect other SMIEs —

especidly, those who have not been exposed to
the complete list of tasks, as the above raters were
— to do better when rating the degree of content-
coverage of more abstract JA or JS items?

Findly, it is dgnificant to note the absence
of any discusson in Sanchez and Levine of
empiricdly based, nonjudgmentd methods for
linking JA ratings to JS inferences. The methods
they discussed for identifying job specifications
and other end-uses of JA data primarily involved
ather direct inferences of the KS or AO based
congtructs to be used for the job specifications, or
an goparently rationd process in which “the
organization adopts specific rules concerning the
meking of linkages between JA data and JA-
based organizational products’ (pp. 14-15, and
ther Figure 1). In our assessment, one of the
most promisng methods (and best-kept secrets)
in indudgrid psychology is wha McCormick
termed job-component vdidity, or JCV (eg.,
Brown & Harvey, 1996, Cunningham, 1964;
McCormick et d., 1972), which involves
daidicdly capturing the ways in which KS- and
AO based worker-traits are predictable from the
quantitative scores of their jobs on an aray of
moderate- or low-specificity job dimensions (the
JA items in the top portion of Figure 1). Once
these predictive relations are known, the worker-
atribute requirements of new jobs can be
empiricdly forecast by agpplying the prediction
equations to the JA results for the new jobs in
question.  Although we certainly do not maintain
that JCV represents the “magic bullet” that will
solve dl of our worker-trait  gpecification
problems, in our assessment the use of an
empiricd method based firmly in the results of a
defensble JA is vadly preferable to reying on
subjective “linking rules’ to guide the process.
Summary Conclusions

In sum, we agree fully with Sanchez and
Levine regarding the criticd importance of
folowing formaized procedures for linking JA
daa to JS inferences, collecting empirica
evidence to judify the “consequentid vdidity” of
worker-trat inferences, and the limitations of
highly contrived “lab” dudies of the JA and JS
processes. However, many areas of fundamenta
dissgreement remain, and in our assessment they
represent far more than esoteric  academic
quibbling over terminology; in many respects, our




visons of the job andyss process ae
diametricaly opposed. Their agpproach (@)
intermixes  raings of work activities  with
inferences of hypothetical worker-trait
requirements under the common labd of “job
andyss” (b) argues againg atempts to directly
asess the accuracy of JA data under the
assumption that it “cannot be determined in the
absence of knowledge of [consequentiad validity]
effects’ (p. 10); and (C) rgects the notion that a
“gold standard” of JA accuracy exists in favor of
a relativis ontologica view that tolerates even
vay lage levds of within-title disagreement as
reflections of “dternate but equdly vdid views’
(pp. 7-8) of the job. In contrast, we (&) focus on
rating specific, verifidble aspects of work
behavior and job context in the JA process (i.e,
the Type Ill methods in Figure 2, conasing of
wdl-constructed  task- and  worker-oriented
ingruments); (b) bdieve that such JA ratings can
— and mugt — be subjected to independent SME
review to verify their accuracy and resolve rating
arors, and (¢) recommend congructing job-title
sydems  tha minimize  true  within-title
heterogeneity and problems due to aggregation
bias prior to usng such data to drive personne
functions.

We are deeply troubled by the implications of
accepting a rddivig view that holds that redity
Is socidly condructed, and that JA accuracy can
never be directly assessed. How does one make
stietificaly based prescriptions when one fredy
acknowledges tha there may be an infinite
number of “equdly vaid’ — but contredictory —
redities, and asserts that there is no way to
directly determine whether a given postion’s
ratings are accurate or not? As apractica matter,
what are the legd-defenghility implicaions of
adopting the view that practitioners need not
concern themsdves with directly assessng the
accuracy of the JA database that forms the
foundetion for an aray of highly litigated
personnel  decisions (eg., Sdection, promation,
placement, compensation), or its cordllary, that
the presence of high levels of crossrater, within-
job disagreement does not necessarily represent
cause for concern?

We contend that our “bounded pogtivism”
represents a much more sound podtion from
which to undertake a scientific consderation — or

a courtroom defense — of the JA and JS process
than a rdativigic approach that denies tha an
objective redity in the world of work even exids.
Ingead of gambling that subsequent uses of the
JA daabase to drive personne decisons will
provide indirect evidence regarding the accuracy
of the JA ratlings, we suggest that personnd
practitioners should focus firs and foremost on
demondrating the accuracy of ther JA ratings
(induding the issue of the doman-sampling
adequacy of the JA indruments). If this can be
demondtrated, one can then proceed to document
the process that leads from the JA database to
eech personnd function derived from it (idedly,
by rdying on empiricaly based linking methods
such as JCV when stting employee sdection
requirements), and assess the bottom-line utility
(or “consequentid vaidity”) of these
gpplications.

However, if the accuracy of the JA database
cannot first be documented and verified, we see
little point in continuing the process. In our view,
both the legd defengbility as well as the bottom+
line effectiveness of personnd  goplications
derived from JA data will unavoidably be a joint
function of three mgor factors (a) the accuracy
of the JA database, (b) sdecting the correct leve-
of-specificity and type of JA daa to drive each
personnel  function (see Figure 1), and (©)
following an appropriate set of decison rules and
empirica procedures to link the JA data to each
subsequent personne function.  Fallure a any of
these three steps would likely doom the entire
process to falure. As such, we flatly rgect the
implication thet one is left with by Sanchez and
Levings arguments that somehow a bottom-line
defense of “consequentid vdidity” (eg., showing
a daidicdly nonzero reation between a
section tet and job peformance) will be
capable of compensating for the presence of gross
cross-rater disagreement or inaccuracy in the JA
data, or that an effective personnd system (eg.,
sdection, training) can be derived — other than by
pure chance — through the application of
fundamentally inaccurate JA ratings.
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Tablel

Possible Methods for Forming an Aggregate Job Profile

Number
of
Postions
Rated
one

multiple

Number of Raters of Each Position

one

multiple

TypeA

“Gold standard” of accuracy can be
achieved by item-leve review and editing
of ratings by qudified, objective SME
(“validation”) if items and rating scales
are sufficiently verifiable

Position ratings that have not been
validated cannot be presumed accurate

TypeB

Cross-rater, within-position agreement
directly indexes accuracy, to the extent
that raters are qualified, objective
SMEs

All disagreement should be removed
by further review prior to forming job-
aggregate profile because no “true”’
cross-rater within-pogtion
disagreement is possible

All cross-rater, within-postion
disagreement must reflect (a) lack of
adequate job knowledge in raters, or
(b) flaws in the items or rating scale
(imprecise, holigtic)

TypeC

Cross-rater agreement does not imply
“reiability” or accuracy if ratings were
not made or validated by qualified,
objective SMEs

If position ratings are validated, cross-
position agreement implies accuracy of
the aggregate description

If validated, cross-position disagreement
implies job-title-system problems (i.e.,
presence of true, significant cross-position
activity differences)

If position ratings are not validated, cross-
position agreement does not imply
accuracy, nor does cross-postion
disagreement imply lack of accuracy
Aggregate profile will be subject to
aggregation bias when nontrivial cross-
position differences exist, regardless of
reason

TypeD

Same issues as Type |1 regarding
within-position disagreement, and as
Type IV regarding cross-position
agreement




Figure 1. llludration of leves-of-andydsissuesin linking the domain of human skill/ability constructs
with the domain of work activities; illugtrative items are listed from most specific (bottom) to most abstract
(top), with the dashed vertica linein the middle representing the “inference barrier” that must be bridged
when linking job andyss data to AO-based worker-trait requirements or KS-based skill requirements.
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Figure 2. Possible types of job andysis ratings, based on the combination of rating scale metric versus
level of behaviora/technica specificity of the work activity item. Because the presence of ether a
relatividtic rating scale or a holigtic work activity item (but especidly, the presence of both) raise serious
questions regarding the verifiability of the resultant rating, we argue that Type IV ratings should be used to
collect job analysis data.

Descriptor Item Metric

Holistic; abstract; multidimensional
content

>

Rating Scale Typ@ I

Metric

Type 1
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Veifiable anChC)rS; * non-j ob-
job-relevant content; relevant;

constant meaning non-verifiable

acrossjobs

Type ] Type IV

0 PP

Specific; observable/
verifiable; molecular



Figure 3. Possible outcomes when making personndl inferences (e.g., KS, AO requirements) from
job andysisratings, varying as afunction of the qudity of the job anadlyss ratings and the degree to which
the inferentid legp from the job analysis datato the personnel requirement is valid.
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