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How to Provide Local Validity Evidence 
for a Commercially Available Test
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Presentation Outline
• Who is responsible for validity?

• What is the responsibility of the test vendor?

• What is the responsibility of the test user?

• How can you locally validate an existing test?

• Examples of local validation of commercial tests
• Work Sample Test
• Cognitive Ability Test
• Personality Test 2

We purchased the test 
from a vendor, so it’s 
valid….

UGESP 7(A)

“While publishers of selection procedures
have a professional obligation to provide
evidence of validity which meets generally
accepted professional standards users are
cautioned that they are responsible for
compliance with these guidelines.
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If you don’t believe the Guidelines, 
believe the contract you signed…
Language from an actual test vendor contract:

Under the federal Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection
Procedures, the Client as test user is responsible for local
validation efforts (e.g., SME review, job analysis studies) and the
results of the selection process, and Client understands and
acknowledges that it must be prepared to demonstrate that the
process is valid and meets other testing standards if it adversely
affects groups protected by fair employment laws.
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No Assumption of 
Validity

UGESP Section 9

“Under no circumstances will the general
reputation of a test or other selection
procedures, its author or its publisher, or
casual reports of its validity be accepted in
lieu of evidence of validity.”

This includes:

• Promotional literature

• Frequency of use

• Testimonials

• Credentials of the vendor

5

Earned, validity 
is. Given, it is not.

Responsibility of the Test Vendor
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UGESP Sections 5A & 5B

• Types of Validity Accepted

• Content: Should consist of data showing that the content of the selection 
procedure is representative of important aspects of performance on the job 
for which the candidates are to be evaluated

• Criterion: Should consist of empirical data demonstrating that the 
selection procedure is predictive of or significantly correlated with 
important elements of job performance

• Construct: Should consist of data showing that the procedure measures 
the degree to which candidates have identifiable characteristics which 
have been determined to be important in successful performance in the 
job for which the candidates are to be evaluated
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Content Validity: Vendor Expectations

• See UGESP 14(C) & 15(C) for content validity requirements

• Was content validity an appropriate strategy?

• Job Analysis

• Date, sample, task/job duty and KSAO statements, linkage of KSAOs to
tasks, support for ranking

• Linkage of the test/test items to the Job Analysis

• Job duty/task linkage ok for work sample tests

• KSAOs to test/test items for non work sample tests

• Item/test development

• Test statistics
8

Criterion-Related Validity: Vendor Expectations

• See UGESP 14(B) & 15(B) for criterion-related validity requirements

• Analysis of the job

• Criterion Measures

• Importance to the job

• Representativeness of the sample

• Test to job performance statistical relationship

• Fairness

• Item/test development

• Test statistics
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Responsibility of the Test User

We purchased the test 
from a vendor, so it’s 
valid….

UGESP 7(A)

“While publishers of selection procedures
have a professional obligation to provide
evidence of validity which meets generally
accepted professional standards users are
cautioned that they are responsible for
compliance with these guidelines.

Accordingly, users seeking to obtain
selection procedures from publishers and
distributors should be careful to determine
that, in the event the user becomes subject
to the validity requirements of these
guidelines, the necessary information to
support validity has been determined
and will be made available to the user.”
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In other words, a commercially available test 

is potentially validate-able for your local use.
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The Validity Scale
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How Much Validity Evidence do you Need?

Practical Considerations:

• Number of applicants

• Number of incumbents

• Frequency of recruitments

• Diversity of incumbents/applicants

• Expected level of adverse impact

• Organizational size/resources

• Quality of existing evidence of validity from vendor
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What do the Uniform Guidelines say?
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Criterion-Related Validity: User Expectations

• See UGESP 7(B) for transportability requirements and QA 66

• Performance of substantially the same major work behaviors

• Shown by appropriate job analyses both on the job or group of jobs on
which the validity study was performed and on the job for which the
selection procedure is to be used

• Fairness evidence – if sufficient data
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What About Other Validation Strategies? 

We note in respect to a remand in this case that the

expert failed to visit and inspect the Atlas office and

never studied the nature and content of the Atlas

clerical and office jobs involved. The validity of the

generalization theory utilized by Atlas with respect to

this expert testimony under these circumstances is not

appropriate. Linkage or similarity of jobs in dispute

in this case must be shown by such on site

investigation to justify application of such a theory.

Validity Generalization (Meta-analytic validity)
Synthetic validity / job component validity

Transportability is the only recognized strategy in the 

Uniform Guidelines for linking to an existing criterion-

related validation study.

If you plan to use a different approach, I recommend 
making a strong linkage to the job as a whole, a 

component of the job, etc.

The Sixth Circuit, in EEOC v. Atlas Paper My Opinion

Content Validity: User Expectations

• The Guidelines do not allow for transportability of content validation

• UGESP QA 77

• Is a task analysis necessary to support a selection procedure based on
content validity?

• A description of all tasks is not required by the Guidelines. However, the
job analysis should describe all important work behaviors and their relative
importance and their level of difficulty.

• The job analysis should identify how the critical or important work
behaviors are used in the job, and should support the content of the
selection procedure.

• My Opinion: Have your local SMEs complete the same JA survey and confirm
the test/test item to job duty/KSAO linkages and review/approve the test items 18
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Real Examples of Collecting Validation 
Evidence for a Commercially Available Test

Example 1: Work Sample Test

• Scenario: Software Engineer Coding Test for a Bank

• Client selected 3 “Coding Challenges” from an existing bank 
of items provided by the vendor

• Conducted a focused job analysis

• SMEs rated 12 job duties

• Coding Challenges linked to relevant job duties

• Test Validation questions answered about each Code 
Challenge

• Technical report to document the process
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Example 2: General Cognitive Ability Test

• Scenario: Basic Math and Number Matching Test for the 
Shipping facilities of an office supply company

• Client had been utilizing two off-the-shelf tests for years to 
select employees throughout the organization

• Conducted a CRV study for picker/packer positions using 
previous 3 years of hiring and job performance data

• Almost 1,000 new hires during this time

• No meaningful correlations found between the tests and 
job performance (e.g., error rates, attendance, turnover, 
supervisor ratings)

• Technical report to document the process
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Example 3: Personality Test

• Scenario: Personality test for Child Support Officer for a County 
government

• Client wanted to begin using an off-the-shelf personality test, 
and did not have sufficient incumbents to perform local CRV 
study

• Conducted personality job analysis and competency analysis

• Documented evidence of transportability, validity 
generalization, and synthetic/job component validity

• Technical report to document the process
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Example 3: Transportability Validity
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Example 3: Meta-Analytic (VG) Validity

24

 K N ADJ AMB SOC INP PRU INQ LRN 

Overall Performance 29 2,784 0.23* 0.11* 0.00 0.15* 0.23* 0.00 0.07 
Note.  Results presented in the table are operational validities;  * = 95% confidence interval did not include 0;     K = number of studies; 
N = number of participants across K studies; ADJ = Adjustment; AMB = Ambition; SOC = Sociability; INP = Interpersonal Sensitivity; PRU 
= Prudence; INQ = Inquisitive; LRN = Learning Approach. 
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Example 3: Synthetic/Job Component Validity
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CET Dimension K N ADJ AMB SOC INP PRU INQ 

Responsibility 43 4,422 0.17* 0.07 -0.06* 0.08* 0.16* -0.02 
Following Procedures 46 4,131 0.14* 0.01 -0.09* 0.10* 0.23* -0.04 
Flexibility 52 5,391 0.18* 0.16* 0.06* 0.12* 0.08* 0.08* 
Dependability 54 4,980 0.18* 0.06* -0.10* 0.05* 0.24* -0.06* 
Service Orientation 55 5,505 0.18* 0.13* 0.03 0.18* 0.16* 0.01 
Work Attitude 62 6,850 0.28* 0.10* -0.01 0.16* 0.17* 0.00 
Time Management 9 633 0.18* 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.14* -0.02 
Achievement Orientation 68 6,893 0.09* 0.22* 0.02 0.06* 0.10* 0.00 
Teamwork 65 7,310 0.19* 0.10* 0.00 0.16* 0.16* -0.02 

Average   0.17 0.10 -0.01 0.11 0.16 -0.01 
Note.  Results presented in the table are operational validities;  * = 95% confidence interval did not include 0;     K = number of studies; N
of participants across K studies; ADJ = Adjustment; AMB = Ambition; SOC = Sociability; INP = Interpersonal Sensitivity; PRU = Prudence; IN
Inquisitive; LRN = Learning Approach. 

 

Example 4: Job Knowledge Test

• Scenario: Gas Utility wanted to combine questions from two 
different job knowledge tests to create one test

• Client had a position that performed the job duties and 
KSAOs of two positions of which the vendor had two off-the-
shelf job knowledge tests

• SMEs reviewed the JA results for the two tests and confirmed 
that they performed a majority of the same important/critical 
job duties and KSAOs across the two positions

• SMEs reviewed all the items to confirm their appropriateness 
for the position

• Technical report to document the process 26

Summary
• Just because you bought it from a vendor, doesn’t mean 

it’s valid

• Ask your vendor for their technical report

• Ask how they recommend you link your specific job to 
their original study

• Remember, you may not always need a belt and 
suspenders!

• Document how you linked your local and specific job to 
the original study
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