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I. INTRODICTION

.In a competitive ééahéﬁy where more than one applicant may
beiféﬁﬁa for most jobs or éafééf opportunities that are made
available, there exists the need for mechanisms to select the
most quaiifiéd appiicéﬁts out of the rest of the competitioﬁ.
From an employer's point of view, a selection procedure shoulZ
be able to identify people who are right for the job as well as
the job long enough to justify the emplover's investment in
training. The degree of success in meeting these aims varies
greatly with the selection procedure useé and with the require-

Nearly all the selection procedures that are currently used
were in use more than 3Q years ago. Today, many of these
procedures evidence a greater cdegree of sophistication in their
design and application than that wﬁich was tolerated in a more
naive age. Thirty years ago, subjective judgments on the part
0of the interviewing employer, a bachelor's dééféé from a "gooa
school®", and test scores on a variety of psychometric measures
of general ability all had a life of their own; the relation-
ship between these factors and the merit of applicants for
available jobs remained, with few exceptions, largely unques-

tioned outside of academic circles. Indeed, very few studies
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of the cost-effectiveness of these dev -  were undertaken
because of their appearance of validisy a:.d secause the costs
: of such studies in both. dollars and =xCnve _=ice outweighed
| the costs cf administering the selec—i@n gy stems themselves.
Title VII of the Civil Ric=ts Ac- =~f 195¢ =shered in a new
era and & new conscicmsness with regar¢ <o emmioyee selection.
Title VIT is the portion of the Ciwi_ ~ _gats =zt thkat deals
with discrimination in emplovm=nt. I :3 sspecially relevant

=% Section 703 (h),

o

to employment selection processes be:-
known as the Tower Amendment, whicm Stz=es tiat it is not "an
unlawful empleyment practice for am =wplcwer to give and to act
upon the results of any professionzZ1ly devel-ped ability test

g a provided that such test, its admimistr:»ieor -r action upon the

results is not éesigﬁeé, intended cv e 2d z€ discriminate be-

cause of race, color, religion, sex stional origin." This

. section was added to the Act as a r ~f concern in Congdress

. that compani'es would be prevented by - ..ucts from using em-

ployment tests which disqualified mex -a-- 3X protected classes
(i.e., those identifiable by race, - -, :eligion, sex, or
national origih). The pﬁfase “prof; analiy dévéioped test"
became the impetus for the 1970 ver - <f the EEOC selection
guidelines. The guideiinés served =: :efine what a test is,
what constitutes discriminztory use - tests, and what stand-
ards of validity ;éauia be used to —== e whether a test has
been developed carefully, fairly, ard :igorouslv. These
guidelines, infﬁurﬁ, bécame the touchs=zoné, implicitly and

. explicitly, for professiona- practice =2d legal decisions.

5
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Employers were now compelled to demonstrate statistica-.v
or rationa_y the relaticnship between selzction procsdures =rd
jobs, to dewelop crocesiu-es which met propesed standards of
validity, amd to carefui’~ docum=nt the fzirness of these iz~
cedures to rTeviously r=tected groups. Many organization:
began to shv away fromr —estinz z.<her out of an inability =

’ &
deal with ©== cost anc rigor ¢ 7alidation cr out of the rei-

zation that <heir procesdvres ¢ ¢ -ot measur- up to the guide-
lines. 1In 1372, when ar =me Zmet to Tiéle VII gave the EEDC
enforcement oower, the u=== = ce-tain selection procedurés
abated even more Swiffly. <-roniZzlly, psychometric tests c=
ability and personality, —wose selection devices for which
statistical data were mos= readily available, were the firs:
devices to be abaﬁéoﬁea, since they were also the first to ~“ow
discriminatory impact. On the other hand, other devices such

" as the selection interview, while generally much lower in r=li-
rabiiiEy and vaiiéity,‘ﬁsve increased in use, since it is moze

- — O

difficult to document :-e adverse impact of such devices.

At the same time, —e last ten years have etched a growing
concern in the minds o= employers regaréing the efficiency and
productivity of the worx force. rierce ccmpetition from
abroad, where labor was .ess costly and where téchnology had
caught up with the domes<ic standard in many areas, contributed
initially to this concerr. 1In more recent years, the slowing
of economic growth due tc currency inflation, the increasing

cost of energy, ané a dec—ine in the availability of resources




nave placed ag=itional emphas:s apom productivity as —he key
has creatéd it< own pressures =-_. assuring tkEe value zand qual-

—ection Act n 1974 placed add:::onal costs = many 6£§a§iza:

t-2ning cost= for goods and sé—+—es delive===. These sources

—=—>oressure have placed an-addiz:ional burden —n personnel selec-

tion systems to be cost-effectiv= means of s=:iecting competent

:nZ productive individuals, anZ o screen out those whose lower
;raductiviﬁy and shorter tenure make them pocr hiring risks.
The empldYef of today is faced with & critical dilemma.

-ven. the state of the art of psychological measurement, is it
;ossibie‘to use a selection pfoceéure that enhances the abiiity'
3f an organization to emplovy individuals whc are both competent
and highly productive, while not excluding éiééfé?dftioﬁéiely
individuals on the basis of characteristics such as agéggkacé,
or sex which are, in theory, not correlated with job perform-
ance? Have employers pursued advancing the =art and the practice
of selection to make selection both more fair and more predic-
tive of effective performance? Or have théy turned away from
selection systems as devices for ensuring competence and toward
on-the=job training and develooment?

This chapter is devoted to identifying the state of the

practice in competence assessment §h~éﬁ§16yef selection. It

-1.4-
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proceeds with- a reviz=w of selectic= tachniques jin current use,

 associated with eacz. The section that follows shifts focus to -
\ -the selection pract:—e in more "than 200 jobs which represent
the spectrum of care=- opportunity. The concluding section

responds to'three c———ical issues Zt: the practice of personnel

selection: the cisc—:pancy betwesr actyal and ideal practice;
some of the factors :-aderlying tha discrepancy: and impiiéétions .
of the state of the =~-actice for 5Soth éaﬁéaﬁois and éﬁpléyéis.
These issues are ir——ocuced in greater detail below so that they
might serve as a cmacaptual overview to the discussions which

follow.

Discrepzacy Setween BActual and Ideal Practice

Competence assessment for seiection can be viewed from two
§éfé§ectiveé; tha~ of =he personnel feSeéf&ﬁéi, and that of the
personnel practiticner in a £ . etioning organization.. The
iGeals of the former petspéctive might be anlikely to converge
with the realities of the latter. In fact, we expected to £ind
considerable discrepancy between the ideal and the actuaifbracé
tice. This disparity is all the more fruitful for our research
because it suggests that the selection practices in use today
can be more controlled, reliable and valid, and that the exist-
ing research on seiection practices can bé set as a minimum

standard for needed improvement.

-1.5- 8
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evaluatlng the §tate of the practlce, what can serve as a stan-

. . dard for evaluatlng competence assesgment research itself?

1
\ guality of researth, over’the years several’ reéearcherS'have T

written prescrlptlve documents hlghllghtlng the parameters of

pred:ctors, measures, samples and criteria which w1iT lead to .
+ g -
optlmal selection rellablllty and va11d1ty. THeSe prescriptions
— -
remaln approprlate for evaluatlng the state.of the practlce

today. In addltlon, research that reglects "tandlng .s

caveats in the designlng of studles is’ open to cr1t1c1sm. Com-

parisons between research and practlce. with regard to accepted

standards of excellence, therefore, will be iﬁpliéitl& and

éxpiieitiy stated throughoat this chapter. o

t : Factors Underlying t%g,ﬁiécreﬁaﬁcy

- As aiready hoted, competidg pressures on ehpioyers and the
varying efficiency of employee selection procedures are ex- |
pected to have a telling effeéct on the practice of competehce
assessment. Other factors which will-later be brought-into the
picture include the difficulty and bracticality of conducting
studies on the validity of selection procedures within organiza-

tions and characteristics of the organlzatrons themselves that
contribute to the likel3hood that validity studies will be
‘undertaken. Théré is always a period of delay between any

process innovation and its application, and discussion will be .

=1.6- 9




- ‘devoted to an explanation of factors contrilyting to 'delay in

the® use of statd-of-the-art employee selection devices.

.  assimilating new assessment technology are relevant to imple-
- . menting any new technology.. (1) 1Is the organizatién ready for
the innovatien? Can it afford a dfé@étic change in present

practice, and will top decision-makers in the organization sup-
port such a change? (2) Is the latest technology really much
better than.that which is already in use? Do suspicions of
change for its own sake create resistarfce to innovation, or are
. the Beﬁéfitirgf;éhéhéé seen as being too marginal to warrant
it? (3) Do the costs Qf‘impiementing the latest technolog§

outweigh the benefits to be derived? Regarding employee selec-

tion, do the costs of validation of a new selection device
reduce the likelihocd that a weii—décuﬁéﬂted long-used procedure
which has wide organizational acceptanceé will bée replaced?
These issues flow logically from s discussion of the discrep-
ancy between ideal and actual practicgs in employee selection,
and will be dealt with on the basis of data gathered from the
organizations surveyed in the analysis of job selection

-

procedures.
! Iﬁﬁliééfiéhé for Educators and Employers

As the present study was uhdertaken, it soén became evident
that exceedingly few employers based their ,requirements for

_1.7- . .
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employee selection on competency measurements. Whether or not

o

‘an employer has been able to demonstrate a rational, valid

relationship between job performance and specified knowliedge,

skills, ab111t1es or other personal characteristics of the
in8i§ldual, the majority of employers do not attempt to measure
Eheee\charactefistics dire;tly éhrough an employeeISelection
ﬁfééé§§. Rather, they Eél; orn their ability to make accurate
1nferences about the presence or absence of job related compe-

s e
tencies from data collected through devices such as the 1nter—

view, personallty InYentory, Oor resume. Employers have rarely
been in the pf;etice of making explicit the competencies they
seek, e2CepE insofar asvthey are defined by the seléction pre-
cedures they choose £o invoke. With the exception of certain
skill tests and job simulations which provide close correspon-
dence to the actual work to be performeé, moet other sources of
great deal of interpretat1on'in establishing a link between,
for éxample, a test score or an event inrthe emplbyee7eﬁbé¢k-
ground and a competency required féE"EHeJﬁbb.

These observations have certain critical impl%cations for
both employers and educators. Thé émployee selection proce=
dures: in Current use are often the.orly indicators of the
competencies required for jobs to which educators and job ap-
pliéants have access. It is important, therefore, to eiaﬁlhe-
what, if aﬁytﬁiﬁg, selection proceéufes tell us about job re-
quirements that is either true or misleading. Do employers

<
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select applicants on the basis.of competencies that are needed
_for satisfac*ory job pé£f6rﬁénce, and if so, should educators
better prepare students to survive éeiection aSSeSSmeht.proéé-.
dures? Or do employers make selection decisions on the basis
of competencies that a}e largely irrelevant to job performance,
and must educators therefore prepare students for both long-
term career effectiveness and éhort-term desirability as a job
examine the emerging role of the employing organization as an
educator of aduits, and to contrast that rolé with the one
which is currently being played by the approach to education

tional institutions.



II. REVIZW OF EMPLOYEE SELECTION TECHNIQUES

This section is devoted £o selection devices, or screening
t ‘* . .
devices that employers apply to job applicants at entry into

organizations. Promotion and performance appraisal systems,

which are used as the bases for selection from within an organi-

\

described are applicable to this purpose. - The interview and

the psychometric test are the two most popular é?iéé&iaﬁ tech-
nigues, and separate sections will be devcted to discussions of
éach. 1In additi;n, sixrother-éevicés-?appiication.blanks;w~H4A_
resumes, réCommendations, work sampies and simuiations, thought
use and a single section will be devéted to their description.
Each of the sections will describe different forms of the

the reliability and validity of the devices, and issues
associated with théir use. . . S R |

Of particular importance in this review is the considera-
tion of the predictive validity-of a éeiééiidh-teéhhidae: to be
competency-based,.a sélection déyicé shouid meagﬁre quaiities
of the applicant that are related to effective.job performance.
Presently, employers consider four criiérié in deterﬁiﬁiﬁéTtﬁev

o

4

~

validity of a selection tefififjj}/which vary in the degree to



The reader should keep these criteria in mind as he or she
considers the utility of a selection device for competency
measurement.

forman:c such as sales volume, production error rate, and port-

‘folio-profitability, are to be preferred as criteria, where

available, against which a selection system would be validated.

2. "Soft" measures, including édpéfviéof and peer ratings
of performance, are often collected in the absence of direct
performance measures. Ratings are susceptible to reliability
probiems‘and may, in ﬁany cases, bear a low relationship with
harder pefformancermeaéﬁies (iéng and Lawier, 1979).

3. Traihésiiiéy, defined in practice as how well an em=
ployee performs in a training program offered by the employing
iﬁéEiEUtioﬁ,_may be a useful criterion for the employer in
Eéé@ihg costly attrition low. However, whether. trainability

results achieved through training are statistically related to

" job performance.

4. Attrition, or employee turnover, is a valuable crite-
rion to the employer .who désirés to select employees who will

‘remain on the job. This criterion is unrelated to competence

in tﬁé job,

-1.11-



Selection Interviews

The employment interview ﬁas proved to be the most widely
et al. (1961) found that 98.4% of the 852 organizations sampied
usad £hé interview in their selection process. Of the companies
Surveyeé 93.9% tespeﬂéeé that an appiicént'wouid never be hired
without first conducting a personal interview. There is no evi-
dence to suggest that wiééspread use of the selection interview
has abated. Campbell, et al., (1970) found that of 116 organi-
zations surveyed, all placed "great importance" on the interview
as a selection technique, with only one company attempting to
decrease the emphasis placed on it. Perhaps becausé of such
Qiaégﬁfééa use, the selection interview has evolved into a
plethora of forms and styleg'éf which oﬁiy the most popular

wiiiVEe éiSCuséeé here.

Variety in Format

~ Structure
Three primary types of interview structure have been noted
in the selection interview: the structured, semi-structured

("guide@" or "patterned"), and.the unstructured ("laissez-

faire") .interview. These three approaches differ in the extent

to which they rely on a standardized set of questions in

conducting the interview.

A
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1. The most prévalent form of the selection inte-view
according to Hakel (1977), is the ssmi-structured or pagterned
approach in which the interviewer covers certain broad areas. of
gquestioning, such as education, Qorkréxpériencé, ané past
accomplishments, but maintains discretion over the exact

applicants due to differences in phrasings, sequencing. of
questions, and length of time spent on particular areas. This
is true not oﬁiy:aﬁoﬁg different interviewers, but also with -
the same interviewer gquestioning different applicants.
"laissez-faire" interview. In this form, interviewers approach
each interview as a unique éiéuafiéﬁ in which théy are ngt
bound by areas or questions that must be ¢6¢efé8; but are free
to pursue those areas that seem to be of mbéé interest. Such
an approach allows for a high degree of spontdneity and pro-

vides a2 hign level of interviewer motivation. This approach,
however, suffers from a lack of standardization since the same

questions will not necessarily be asked all applicants for the
same position.

3. The least popular approach. in employee selection is the .

structured interview in which the interviewer poses a specific

set of questions and deviates as little as possible from the

list. Such a procedure is aéSCiiEeé by intérviewe;s as being

16
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repetitive and monotonous, though it does result in a high
degree of standardization, thus increasing validity and relia-
" bility of the interview (Schwab & Hennemar, 1969; Carlson,

. et al., 1971; Bass, 1951).

Administration s

In addition to the format, the interview can differ accord-
ing to the number of persons conducting it. It is common for
one interviewer alone to conduct the entire interview with a
given applicant. However, two other approachés are multiple
interviews and group interviews.

1. In multiple interviews, a number of independent inter-
views with the same applicant are conducted by different inter-
viewers. Topics may be aividediamong interviewers so that

- repetition is held to a minimum. Following the entire series
of interviews, the interviewers meet together to pool their
inqumatioﬁ and ppihions and to arrive at angroup consensus.
With such an approach interviewer biases or irrelevant data- are
less likely to affect the final decision. Additionally, gaps
in information gmthered by_one'interviewe; may have been
covered by other interviewers. Tﬁﬁé,ié_ﬁéfé complete piétufe
of the applicant's background and characteristics is more like-
1y to emerge: ‘ |

2. A éféﬁﬁ ihEéi&iéw'iééuifiﬁg two or fiore interviewers to
jointly question or be present during the interview of a single
applicant is relatively uncommon. Interviewars may take turns

asking questions or one interviewer may question the applicant,




while remaining group members observe. As with the multiple

interview procedure, interviewers meet afterward to make a se-

lection decision. This process insures that all members of the
group have the same information on which to base a final deci-
sion. With this approach, interviewer biases and irrelevant

data are less likely to affect the final decision than with the

more common approach of one interview per applicant.

Length of Interview o _ o

'Despité the fact that the interview is uSed as a seléection
device by most organizations, there has been little attention
paid- to the optimal length of the interview. There has beén

two hours or more. épfingbett (1958) discovered tﬂat the
average intefview lasted about 15 minutes. The average inter-
viewer was prepared to make a decision about selection after
only four minuces, while certainly, the length of time spent in
thevinterviéw.ﬁouid vary according to level of pqsitibn )

vacancy, amount of ancillary data available (e.g:, application

blanits, psychometric test data, recommendations), number of

qualified applicants, and the purpose of the irterview (pre-

liminary screen or actual selection tool).

-i.15-



. Instrument Focus

[
-

As might be expected from the wide usage of the interview :
as a sélection instrument, the inéérview_has been used to tap
ﬁﬁﬁéféﬁéf&ﬁﬁliééht characteristics. A review by Wééﬁéf (1949)
reported 96 different traits and dimensions that researchers
have attgmptéd'to evaluate by the-interview method. Of these,

it appeared that the interview was most often used to evaluate

overall ability, physical appearance, manner, intelligence and

mental ability, juddment and voiée quality. More recent studies
measure interpersonal relations, sociability and likeability -

(Qtis, Campbell & Prien, 1962; Holt, -958; Loevinger, 1959;

S

Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965), and job motivation (Rimland, 1960;
Woodworth, 1957) since the highest validities are reported in
these areas. The interview is also a good measure of

intelligence, but probably less useful than a psychometric test

" would be to measure mental abiiiﬁy.

Reliability. There is an abundance of information on the

reliability of the selection interview. In general, the major-
ity of information has shown high intra-zter reliability. When
iﬁ;etviéweré evaluate the same applicar= bv replaying the’
recorded interview or %ptérviewing the applicant again_affér a-
period of time has élébgéd, they make =zpproximately the same
ratings as theytéia the first time (Shaw, 1952: Pashalian &

Cressy, 1953; Anderson, 1954). These data suggest that an

- o =1.16-74,
: I
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from one time to the nmex%. However, when more than one

interviewer evaluates a- -~ “icant, reliability falters. 1In a

now classic study, Sco: ‘15) asked six personnel managers to
interview 36 applicants  sales ability. The interviewers not

only disagreed on the ran..ng, but for 28 of the applicants,
the interviewers disagreed on whether they should be in the
upper or the Iower half of the group. Comparable results have
_beéﬁ found in numerous éther ;tudies (Scott, Bingham & Whipple,
"1916; Hollingworth, 1922; Uhrbrock, 1933; Wagner, 1349; Raines
& Rohrer, 1955; Plag, 1961; Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965).

One area that has been examined as a Source of interviewer
error is the temporal positioning of favorable and dﬁfavofabie-
—iﬁfotﬁation; Some amthors have reported heavier weighting féi
earlier information, primacy effects, iﬁ the evaluation process

fects (Fafr, 1973). ' Peters & Terborg (1975, and Tucker & Rowe
1979) have concluded that a-favorable expectancy of the
interviewer at the start of. the interview followed by negative
iﬁfofﬁafiéﬁ will result iﬁ‘more favorable ratings than the
negative expectancy followed by positive'iﬁéérmation. Tucker &
Rowe explain this phenomenon by Suggesting that when favorabte
cxpectancies exist in the interviewer's mind, he or she will
give the applicant less credit for personal successes and hold

the applicant more personally responsible for past failures.

20
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Contrast effects, resulting from the comparison of job appli-
cants with §ré6ééiﬁg applicants may also contribute to inter-
viewer error (Carlson, 1969; Hakel, Ohensorge & Dunnette, 1970;
© Wexley et al., 1972). However, in other studies, contrast
effects were shown to be minimal (ﬁakéi et al., i976; Landy &
- Bates, 1973).
reliabilities can be increased. One such mechanism for height-
ening interrater reliability is by providing the interviewer
wiih mofé,information about the job to be filled. Léhéaéié &
. . Weitz (1973) reported that interviewers who were provided with
job informacion about the position they were f£illing, had high
‘interrater reliability (r=.87) while those provided with only a
job title had low interrater agreement. A second means éf im-
proving reliability is interview structure. Schwab & Henemann
(1969) found highest interrafer réliability when interviewers
used a structured intervieQ format. When a semi-structured
format was used, féliahiliﬁy dropped (f5.43§; and when an -
unstructured format was used, the reliability coefficient
dropped even further (r=.36). Similar results were shown by
carlson, Schwab & Heneman (1970). | |
The type of rating scale used has been thown to affect in-
terrater reliéBiiiEy. Maas (1965) conducted a ét&éy in which
iﬁgéfviéQQES assessed job appiicants for a particular job on
Ewaféifféféhﬁ rating scales. IﬁvEﬁelfirst study, interviewers -
rated apﬁriganéé‘oh a Etéaitiéhéi=éﬁjééﬁivai rating scale. The

’ reliabilities were low for traits. (r=.35), overall rating,
. \‘ -
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effective in reducing perceptual errors. Shick (1973) likewise:

reported fewer errors in perception among raters exposed brief-

‘1y to training.

The best training pedagogy is still under investigation.
Levine & BﬁElei (1952) found only group discussion to be effec-
tive in reduc1ng "halo" error (a perceptual error in which a
Qiée varlety of 9051t*ve attrlbutes are ascribed to the appll-
cant on the basis of llmlted_p051t1ve data) . oAccordlng to
Levine & Butler, the lecture method and experience had no
effect in réaucing the "halo éfféct." Bréﬁh (1968) also éi-
amlneu a varlety of tralnlng methods and concluded that all
methods were effectlve in reduc1ng the halo error. Flnally,
‘Wékley, et al., (1973); and Latham, et al., (1975), foﬁhd work-
shops with exgrciées had the most dramatic effect in_reduc1ng‘

rating errors.

<~

e
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validity

The valiéity_of'the interview has been assessed against
such criteria as performancé ratings, -success in training, and
job tenure. The results of most of these studies have been
disappointing. 1In his review of the studies examining selec-
tion 1nterv1ew1ng, Mayfreld (i§64) stated,’"Although the relia-
“bilities of 1nterv1ew may be hlgh in ngen.sxtuatlons, the_val-
idities obtained are usually of low magnitude....This indicates
that along with ‘the present emphasis on reliebiliti, there
should be more investigation of just what it is that is being
measured reliably in selection interviews." In Wagner's (1949)

review of 106 studies, the méan validity coefficient reported

for traits and characteristics was only .37 and the-validity of

the overall ratings was .35. It must be kept in mind, however, _

that the number of studies which assessed validity was qujte
small ana in those :;”3‘7” a number of- different cr1ter1a were '
used. Nonetheless, they serve to underscore the generally low
validity of the interview as a selection tool. This state of
-éfféiréfwill prohahiy remain the,case as long as the inter-

- viewers are permltted to araw their own inferences unsysteme

’at1cally from the -data they collect.

Most studles tha' have exam1ned va11d1ty of" the select10n

“ _interview have used job performance ratlngs as the cr1terlon

YRalnes & Rohrer, 1955~ Zaccarla,'et al., 1956 Woodworth, et

.
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completion of training (Plag, 1961; Trankell, 1959) and job

te
th

re

)

too frediRARY] YT R ETRY T N Y TVURRE o F AV

\ i, Y
on the time, 1nf-rmatlon, or"both, available to him." An ap- -
proach ‘such as Rundquist's might well allow the interviewer to
raise the vaiidity of the ihterview by focusing on assessment
of:ohe area rather than many. ihe main area which appears to
bé most accurately® assessed by the interview is that of socia-

-

bi%ity or interpersonal relations. Otis, Campbell & Prien

(1962) concluded that the interview yielded valid predictions

only on the personal telations dimension. Other evidence in
Suppogt of their oonoldsioh is found in the studies of Holt
(19585 and Loev1nger (1959). \

- A number of other -factors also have a bear*ng on the ~
validity achieved through the use of the interview. One oaLSe
-fof ioQ vaiiaity may be;errors in information processing, an :

area whlch has been exposed to much scrutlny in the last

‘ decade. Sprlngbett (1958) and Bolster & Springbett (1961)

.found that the selectton interview was used prlmarlly to access

negative 1nformatlon about the candidate. They concluded that 2
. < . -

though often unintended, the interviewer comes £o weight

> -1.21- 24
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negative iﬁéormation too heaviiy'(vis-a-vis-ité,actuai job

relevance) when maklng an employment decision. 1Tn later
research Hollman (1972) discove}ed that negative data are not
more potent because they are given excessive iﬁappioptiate
attention by decision-makers, but because positive information
is overlooked or underutilized in the actual decisien;making
process. The later research WOuidASuggest that interviewers

interview data more carefully in order to improve the vallaity

of their interview decisions.

The effect of training on validity has rece1ved some atten--
tion. In research by Borman (1975) it was found that tralntng
programs desighed to redaCe %Haio'error",dié reduce halo bdt
left véiiaity uﬁchaﬁgea. " There was some indication, however,
that relative strengths and- weakneééeé of the applicants were
recognlzed somewhat more accurately after tra1n1ng.

Interv1ew structure and the use of blographlcal 1nformat10n
were'examined by Heneman, et al., 1975. It was discovered that
neither the degree of interview structure nor theluse of bio-

grapﬁlcal data influenced vaiidlty. The authors'specuiate"that
'6

ol Bt i

>

" own unique stereotypés ‘of the characterletlcs needed to ade-
quately ﬁiii the job. This occurred because of the iaek-of ade=
guate iﬁféfmatiéﬁ“abeut-éesifable characteristics and behaviors
of ﬁéb_inéumﬁenté. Indeed, as a etﬁay;by Wiener & Schneiderman

-

(1974) demonstrated, when information about the job vacancy was

o
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supplled to the interviewer, more relevant and less irrelevant

e

1nformat10n was ased in the selectlon decision. -
Sydlaha s (1961) research Suggested ‘there is an "1dea1"-ap-

p11cant stereotype agalnst whlch ]Ob ppllcagts are judged. He

/ further felt this 1ceal" stereotype was common to all inter-

-
-

viewers. However, in a later study, Hakei; Hélimaﬁn é Dunnette

than being common.to all interviewers.

Various authors have expanded on Ehe steréctype hypothesis

to examlne sex stereotypes which affect 1nterv1ewer decrslons

t

(Cec1l, et al., 1973' Shaw, 1972; Heneman, 1977 Cohen &

' Bunker, 1975). Mayer & Bell (1975) examlned sex stereatypes

and- found that different stereotypes of men ara women are re-

spon51blﬁ for alffefeht h1r1ng dec151ops. A‘so, the authors

'w

_‘revealed that the sex of the interviewer plays a key role as’

well. Female 1nterv1ewers had more similar and 1ess complex

asE reotypes of men and women than did male interviewers.

&

Table 1 sgmmarlzes the reliability and validity of data

obtained in the use of the selection inverview and documented

by the studies cited above.’

Issues for Users .

Perhaps the most cruc1al problem fac1ng users of the inter-
view as a selectlon device is its typlcally low valldlty.

Whlle studies have indicated that rellab111tg can be raised

26
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TABLE 1

Dimensions Measured by the Selection Interview

Dimension

Reliability

Validity

Traits and Characteristics

.17-.71 -
.23

.71

.38-.87

overall Effectiveress.

Range =

-.20-.85
.45

Mean

»
e
-
[
-~
-~



- through techniques such as interviewer training, structured

interview format, use of job information and more sophisticated

rating scales, the validity of the interview remains low under

most conditions.

The only ways which have been shown effective in increasing
the interview's vaiiéity were restriction of data collected
from the interview to interpersonal relations and the use of
greater job information - .ich is béﬁéviéiélly based. Henéman,
et al., {1975) stated the dilemma following a sophisticated

— study on interview validity. "A strong effort was made to cre-
ate an;intérviewing process that would result in valid assess-
ments in the structured intérview condition."” These efforts
included il)'ﬁhéiéﬁéh job éﬁalyéis, résuiting in descriptions
of basic job elements; (2) use of the job elements in the
criterion measures; (3) use of interview rating forms réquiring
interviewers to make explicit predictions of performance on the
job élements; and (4) dévéiopmeht of structured interview
questions directly from descriptions of the job elements. In
spite of these efforts, interviewer validity remained low. It
is thus necessary to ésk\?haf more couié»reasonabiy be done in
actual interview settings. _ &

The solution to the dilemma lies in a two-pronged effort
that would first minimize interviewer error and bias, thus
raising reliability. Heightened feiiability iﬁéféégeé éhe»
possibility that validity could be raised. The second effort

o S 3 T




filléa. This information sﬁoqié be 5upp1iéd to interviewers
who would then interview candidates only for those positions
where interpersonal relations were an essential skill to

A related question is that of functional utility. Though
the validity of the interview is low, it may still be an ac-

ceptable component of the selection.process, provided it makes
~ ° a unique contribution to the data needed for a selection deci-
sion. However, it appears that the data most easily and valid-

.

ly assessed by the interview may also be assessed, perhaps more
effectively, by other methods such as psychometric testing or
thought samples. Some researchers (Huse, 1962; Plag, 1961:
Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965; Grant & Bray, 1971; Wright, 1§é§;\

Schmitt, 1976) have already raised this issue, but relatively
little work in this area has been conducted.
An auxiliary question to that of relative utility is the

issue of cost-effectiveness. Even if the interview can be

ability worth the cost involved?

A third issue which must be -addressed is the legal position
of the interview as a selection device. The interview has not
ébﬁé under attack to the same extent as other selection devices
under Title VII, such as psychometric tests. However, employers
who use éélééEiOﬁ interviews may be called upon to give evidence

not only for the validity of the/instrument, but also for its




bl

fairness to ﬁihétiﬁy groups and women. As mentioned earlier,
it is clear that sex and race do impact interview decisions in
quité complex ways. This evidence combined with the typical
low validities and reliabilities associated with the selection
interview are likely to make defense of the interview quite

difficult.

Psychometric Tests
Testing as a tool for personnel selection has been in exis-
ténce for moré than 50 years, receiving its first widespread

during the following decades, reaching a high degree of
sophistication in the post-World War II period. Acceptance has
not been as widespread as one might assume. Ward (1960)
'Surveyed 1610 mahégers on the use of Eests in theéir companiés.
while 53% said tests were used for exempt employees. Camgbéii,
et al., (1970) estimated that 60-70% of the companies in the
U.S. use ability or aptitude tests, with many fewer Eirms using
personality tests. -

external selection, while 36% used testing for internal selec-

tion. This differential testing emphasis was supported by

-1.27-
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Campbeii, et éia, (ié?é) who reporteé that approximateiy éO% of
tested for internal decisions. The rationale given for this
difference was that testing is really helpful "only when little

is known about the individual.”

Construction of Tests

Dunnette (1966) has noted three basic methods for construc-
tion of tests: (1) armchair theoretic, (2) factor analytic, and

(3) empirical.

1. The "armchair theoretic approach” involves devising
a sét of materials or éuestions that will be used to elicit
résponses from persons, deciding what the responses mean, and
then either confirming or disconfirming the actual behavior of
those persqns'testéd. This approach is- used quite commonly,
‘but Has li€tle to recommend it since validities with job

2. The factor-analytic approach involves describing and

rating actual behaviors shown by persons. These descriptions
are then correlated and factor analyzed in order to yield basic
dimensions of behavior. Tests are then constructed to measure
these various factors. |

3. Finally, the empirical approach involves observation of

différénces in a particular behavior, rating or categorizing

individuals according to the amount of the behavior they show,



constructing stimuli which appear to be related to the behavior
under study, and then testing the stimuli to see which measures
actually differentiate groups of persons having differing
amounts of the behavior studied.

Of these three methods, the most desirable is the empirical
method Eéc;uSe it isAso'stréngly behaviorally based and tends

£6 demonstrate the greatest validity.

‘Administration and Content

)

Tests differ substantially in their administration and con-
tent areas.' For example, tests may be closely timed (speed
test) or untimed (power test); they @ay involve "%ands-on"
manipulation (peréormance test), oral questions, or paper and
pencil ﬁéééﬁfééi they may have correct answers (objéctiye
tests) or no correct anéwéfé (subjective tests).

. The most important dimension on which tests différ is the -
content they are designed to measure. Accordingly, the hun-
dreds of tests in use in selection decisions may be grouped
under two major headings: ability and skill tests and person-

Abiiity and Skill Tests

Ability and skill tests are theoretically different, the
ability test purporting t§ measure—ﬁoiehﬁiél as opposed to
level of acquired skill. In préc;ice, the main difference
between the two tests is the purpose of the testing: thé ééﬁe

- -1.29-



Ability and skill tests differ according to the content they
measuré as well as the specificity‘of the dimensions tapped.
General ability tests usually measure general intellectual
ability, while specific ability and skill tests measure particu-
lar facets of intellectual, pérceptﬁai, psychomotor or other

abilities. | L

B TN -

General Intellectual Ability Tests

" Yvariety in Format

—

There has been an evolution of general intellectual ability
tests assumed a general aptitude which would be measured to some
extent by all questions. The result of this type of measure
was the single score derived from a number of different types
of items. The spiral omnibus variety gave way to a aiffefehﬁ
typé of test which assumed a certain number of factors or dimen-
some cases, an overall scors was given as well. Doppelt (1954)
reported a growing trend for the factorial concept and a

" Usually, for personnel selection, intellectual ability
tests are administered to groups of persons rather than to one
individual at a time.. This allows the cost of testing to be

kept substantially lower per applicant than would otherwise be

the case. In addition, the time required for such tests is

-1.30-



per person. This need for ‘group administered, short tests of -

intellectual ability has produced a wide variety of cccupational

tests designed to measure general intellectual ability: Notice-

ably absent from the test used in industry is the Wechsler Adult

Intelligence Scale, widely used in other settings, but which

- reguires individual administration combined with a rather long

completion time of approximately one hour. In contrast, meas-
ures commonly used in industry average only 20-30 minutes for a
complete administration and may be given to large groups if
needed. -They tend to be multiple choice speed tests which
increase in difficulty. General intellectual ability tests are

usually used as a preliminary Screening device to be followed-

by performance or skill tests.

Instrument Focus

with some attention to problem-solving ability. In particular,

such dimensions measured as fluency with numbers and words, dis-

‘covering relationships among words and general reasoning are

tapped by most of the -tésts coumonly used. However, dimensions
sich as Flexibility, creativity, and probiem_éiagnosié, also
part of gené;ai intellectual level, are not measured by the '
tests. Guion (1965) stated, "...the general intelligence tests

have been conducted less than general because they do not
34
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Tests of Mental
ity s-a
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e
General: Neastres of Intellectual Aility Comonly Used in Industry
" Nane Construction | Reliability | validity Dinensions Measured
,‘;. ? . ! . .
Otis Self-Mfnistering | Spiral cmibus-single | ber Flvency General reasoning

" score chtained

Knowledge & Spatial relation

Paper & pencil speed meaning of  Ability to reason
N test | words " logleally
30 minutes Classifying  Percelving events or
3 altemative forns verbal con-  concepts dn
, cepis logical order -
vt il
" tlonships among
verbal concgpts
Wonderlic ‘Persomnel Test | Spiral omibus-single |Test-retest NMumber fluency General reasoning
score obtained . |Range .82- ‘| Knowledge & Spatial relation
Paper & pencil speed | 94 peaning of  Ability to reasn
test | words logically
50 items split-half classifying  Perceiving events or
12 minotes 1.88-.94 verbal con-  concepts in
9 alternative forms - cepts - logiexl order
' ‘ Perceiving rela- '
tionships among
verbal  concepts
Maptability Test Factor-analytic .80 13719 |Namber fluency General reasoning
Multiple scores - | Rnowledge &  DPercelving patterns,
obtained méaning of  in Geometric or
Paper & pencil power words verbal stimui
Cfest Classifying  Arranging events ct -
Spiral omnibus | verbal con- " .concepts an
2 alternative foms 3 cepts logical order

i’erceiving’ rela- -
tionships among
verbal ééﬁé@pfs

S = A



(Table 2, continted)

. Name - Construction | Reliability | Validity Dimensions Measured
Thurstone Test of Mental | Factor-analytic ‘Split-half Number fluency General reasoning
Mertress Paper & pencit speed | .95 Knouledge & Perceiving patterns
et meaning of  in gecmetri¢ or
12 tens vord veztal stimli
20 minutes Classifying
| verbal con-
capts

Nunber flvency

2

Wesuan Persomnel Classifi= | Paper & pencil speed | Altermate
cation Test 60 itens fom Discovering relationships among
28 minutes -9 - verbal concepts '
Split-half
; +82=-.94
@o  Ghiselli Analysis of Rela- | Paper & pencil pover | Odd-even Con-  |Nmber fluency Discovering rela-
W tionships test .82 current |knowledge & . . tionships among
| ' 40 items .22-76 | meaning of verbal concepts
' words General reasoning
Classifying  ability to reason
verbal con- - logically
cepts
-0



.and .30) for all occupations.

measure the important irftellectual powers involved in creafive.

' thought, planning and judgment. - They do not even tap some of

the lower level intellectual skills measured in tests of

-~

clerical or mechanical aptitude."

- Psychometric Properties

Nonetheless, some" of the general 1ntelllgence tests have

o
s

proven to be usQ\ﬁl addrtrons ‘to test1ng batteries for some
jobs. Ghiselli (1973) examined all the validity studies (1921-

1971) using occupational samples. ?rom these data, he éoﬁﬁleted

- '\

and job prof1c1ency. Unfortunately, in computing these coef-

ficiénts, concurreéent and predictive-validity studies using all

general intellectual ability measures were combined, as were

both well constructed and poorly designed studies. The vaiidity
figures attained, therefore, are likely to be underestimates of
frue validity. These validity coefficients which may be seen

in Table 3 reveal some interesting trends. . (1) General
inteiiigence tests appear to be much better predictors of
success in training -than of job nerformance. This is to be .
expected given the scholastic nature of most intelligence

tests. (2) The utilitv of general intelligence tests is most

appared§¢1n c1er1cal and managerial occupations. Overaii,

.velidities of general 1nte111qence tests are low (between .15

e



TABIE 3 . e

Validity of General Intelligence Tests*

Occupaticn - Criterion - .

Training - Job Proficiency’
wanagerial occupations | 29 e o
Clerical occupaticns . 46 .3C
Sales occupations : - . .19

Protective ‘occupations (e.g., firemen, .23
seectls ~upa e .23

Service occupations ' .42 .26
Vehicle operators - - 21 | .15
Trades and crafts __ : .41 - .25

- Industrial workers .38 _ .20

*adapted from Ghiselli (1973) -

\
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Specific Aptitude Tests

Specific aptitude tests attempt to Measure an applicant’s

potential on a spécified set of traits and abilities. Of

-

course, in reality, true tests of potential do not exist, but

are always influenced@ to some degrée by such factois as pre-

vious experieﬁCéuahd_iéatﬁiﬁg;éi_ﬁbfivéiiéﬁ.‘Héﬁééifié aptitude .
tests may be combined to form a multiaptitude battery with each' |
subtest designed to measure diffeignt dimensions of.pétentiai

for a given'job; . - S : .
b . .

Instrument Focus ° , )iiB

Specific aptitude and skill tests exist for a variety of
dimensions, but in personnel selec:ion the most prominent areas
are:

e Specific intelléctual ;biiities including the ability to

deal with verbal and numerical materials and geomettic
forms. Perceptual abilities and memory are often impor- -
tant aspects as well. Specific intellectual ability

<&

aptitude. .

¢ Méchanical aptitude measuring s@atiailorieﬁtatioﬁs or -
visualization. These tests may be paper and pencil
measures or require aétuéi object manipulation. These
skills are most often measured for trades and crafts- -

people, such as electrical or structural workers, or

some machine operators.

-1.3?{1 3



e Creativity and judgment which explores some of the

higher intellectual processes omitted in general in-
téiiigenéé Eestsc The traits téﬁﬁed by éfééEivity and

0

evaluate arguments.. They have been most used in man- R

agerial and scientific profeSsions,

e Sensory and perceptual capabilities including such

aspects as vision acuity, depth perception, and audi-

" tory acuity. Such traits'are especially importaﬁt to
Eiericai workers, inspection workers, vehicle opera-
tors}'mééhiné opérators, some laborers, and mechanic and-
‘skilled tradespeople.

e Psychomotor ab;lltg 1nc1u01ng aexterlty,'eye-hand co-

ordination and object manipulation. These abilities are

' most needed in work requiting speed and object manipula-

) tion, such'as assembly of small ééﬁﬁéﬁéﬁés‘OE electrical
wiring; _

behavior measured by each -

-

_§Sychome£ric Properties

§pec1f1c Agtttuae Tests. The average validities of specific

ability tests for elght job fam111es were presentea By bhlselll

-1.37-
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(Tabie‘4,_66ntinued)

Name : _ Construction "Reliability |validity Dimen
Watson-Gleser Critical - Paper & pencil power Split-half ) Inference
Thinking Appraisal _test .50-.84 Recognitio:
S 8 tests - 230 items Deduction
) No time limit : v Interpreta
2 alternative-forms Evaluation
MacQuarrie Test for Paper & ?éﬁéii“'" : .70-.89 Spatial rel
Mechanical Ability 7 subtests ' | Contzxolled
. Visual insj
O'Connor Finger & Tweezér Object manipulation Test-retest Manual dexte:
Dexterity Tests speed test .89-.93 :
i, Purdue Pegboard Obﬂéct manipuiafion nSpiit-haif <07-.76 Manual dexter
. : : : ‘ +82-;91
W
- T - — 5
] _ _ . _ - _ _ B . _ B .
Minnesota Rate of Mani- Object manipulation Manual dexte:x
pulation Test : Finger dextez:
: Wrist-finger
Positioning
289







(1973). These may be seen in Table 5. As with general intelli-——
gence tests, it. appeazsfas~tf'tra1n’ng success is more accu-

rately prealcted by aptluude tests than Job proflciencv.

———

. . ;nnﬁort&nater, Tin Ghlselll s-work, he did not report validities

of measures of creativity with training or job performance;

which show reasonably good discrimination among creative and

non=creative engineers and progr ammers (6Wens,.et ai., 1957;

,,,,, v

Mult;aptltude Test Batteries. Test batteries which assess

aptitude in a number of areas have inereased_in popularity in
recent years. The advantages of such batteries are greater
éffiéiehé§ in the use of testing time, and a greater amount of -
‘data obtained about the applicant. Such‘battefies'may be used
to assess the wide variety of skiiis__ which may be needed to
successfully perform the various facets and tasks of a

- particular job. The use of multiaptitude test batterles has -

" been most prevaient in the military though recently.private

. ‘Alndustry has begun to accept and use some batteries. Table-6

summarizes data from four major multiaptitude tests in current

use,;

Personality Tests

ggie;x inioi:mai:

1nterpersona1, attltudlnal and mot1vat10na1 farets of an appll-

_Agag;,v Personallty measures or1g1nated 1n guldance centers and

o , ) 41.403_.17




Validity of Specific Aptitude Tests*

Criterion

Job Proficiency

___. Occupatiom— " Ability
o Training - .
Managerial occupations . Intelléctual .30 .
- Spatial/Mechanical .28
Perceptual .23
. Psychomotor .02
Clerical occupations ' Intellectual .47
: Spatial/mechanical .34
Perceptual_ 40
Psychomotor .14
Sales occupations Intellectual - -
Spatial/mechanical -
Perceptual =
-Psychomotor -
Protective occiipations Intellectual = .42 i
. Spatial/mechanical .35
Perceptual .30
Psychomotor =
Service occupations Intellectual .42
| Spatial/mechanical .31
Perceptual .25
Psychamotor .21
Vehicle operators Intellectual .18
Spatial/mechanical .31
Perceptual .09
B - Psychamotor .31
Trades & crafts Intellectual .41
- - Spatial/mechanical .41
Perceptual .35
- Psychamotor .20
. 3
Industrial workers Intellectual = .38
- . - Spatial/mechanical. .40
Perceptual -20
Psychomotor .28
* Adapted from Ghiselli (1973)
18

227

.22

.25

14

.28
.17
-29
.16

-19
.18
.04
.12

.22
.18

21

.14

.27~

.13
-10
.15

.16
.20

.17

.25

«25
.23
.24
.19
-20
.20
.20

.22
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TABLE 6 $

Multiaptitude Test

Batteries
%
Name Construction Reliability | validity
Differential Aptitude Paper & pencil power - |- Altermate Predictive
Tests eaea - test form -.23 +.23
: ‘ 4 hours .73~.94 : '
2 Alternative forms Split-level
.96-.99
T ® N
Flanagan Aptitude Ciiééi- Paper & pencil speed - Split-half Predictive
fiéiﬁiéi‘. Téé‘Eg & power tests : +65-.86 - .04-.65
19 tests Alternate
10% hours form .55-
.85 . prehension
' Inspect:lon
Coding -
Memory
Precision-
- Scale reading
General Aptitude 'rest Paper & pencil Verbal fluency
Battery 12 tests i | Numerical
 -ability
Finger Dex-
terity
Manual Dex-
terity
Employee Aptitude Survey | Paper & pencil Alternate Verbal com-
o -] 10 tests form .60- prehension
55 minutes .70 . | Numerical
2 Alternative forms Test-retest  ability
- 4 : .76-.64 Verbal
A_g reasoning
* Numerical

:euoniué
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mental hospitals, then moved into industrial personnél selec-
tion on the assumption that personality is an important deter-
minant of job performance, job, tenure and absenteeism, and gen-

erai quaiity of iiée. The number of oersonallty tests is now
There are two bas1c forms of personality measures: the
self=report inventory and projective techniques. The self-.

. report inventory requires the applicant to indicate how.-descrip-

tive stateﬁents or adjectives reiate to himself or herseif;*~

The pr1mary difflCUlty 1nherent in th1s approach 1s the oppor-'

\ Partlcularly in personnel selectlon, théré may be a- strong
\ _ desire on the part of the appllcant to "look as good as pos-

\\ sible" in order to be selected for the p051tlon.

\\ Several procedures have been tried to decrease or eliminate
‘\
the effect of the social des1rab111ty b1as in the use of ‘self-

report measures.. One solution is the use of "forced-ch01ce
; ﬁeasﬁres in which the applicant chooses betWeen two or three
- vposslble descr1ptors, all keyed to. have the same deslrablllty.

h" "faklng but still does not e11m1nate 1t as a’ source of

*

b1as (ngglns, 1966). A second way to counter the problem

of Wfaklng is the constructlon of spec1al keys which assess

. the degree to wh1ch responses appear to be heav11y 1nfluenced :

’ by wantlng to appear .in a more favorable llght. These keys

also appear to reduce the effect of the bias, but do not

eliminate it (Cofer, et .al., 1949). ‘

- i N .
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ventorles is that of response sets of styles. Inventorles lend
themselves to such biasing response patterns as acquiescence

deviance (the tendency to glve unusual'or uncommon respé 68
‘A" second form of personality measure is that of projective
tests. The prlmary charactertstzc of projectlve technlque is

the use of ambiguous or unstructured st1mu11. It 1s assumed

that by using amblguous st1mu11, the appllcant is free to pro-

ject his or her own de51res,-emotrons, needs onto the st1mu11,

personal psychologlcal functlonlng.

Projective techniques are disguised in‘that the appiicant
seldofi is aware of the interpretation that will be made of par-
ticular responses. Thus, faklng and response sets are not a

prcblem w1th thlS type of technlque. Unfortunately, most

projectzve techniques, w1th the exceptlon of those utilized to

collect thought samples, 1ack_standardization of aamlnlstratlonﬁ

and scoring. This makes result: obtained suspect, due to lower
inter- and intrarater reliabilities: Aaaitionaiiy, many’of

the projective Mmeasures use subJectlve rather than objective
scoring techniques. Normative--data, as well, are freguently
not available, especially on’industrial samples.

~
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Interest Measures

Interest measures were dev1sed orlglnally for clinical use

in guidanee counsellng rather than employee selecticn. These

. rat1ng of a particular act1v1ty, or a preference among sev&ral )

"used in industrial settings. - : ' ' -

activities. ; RN

The two most commoniy used interest measures are the Strong- @

-Vocatlonal Interest Blank), and the Kuder Preference Record.

In the SCII, appllcant responses are compared w1th responses of
people in various Jobs.; These 1nterest s1m11ar1t1es and d1s-
s1m11ar1t1es are charted for a number of occupations allow1ng
the appllcant to gauge how closely his or her 1nterests match
iﬁEerests of people in those occupattons. The Kuder Preference
Record requires the applicant to indicate preferred:actiﬁitiés
in a forced-choice format. The results are given in strength
of interest traits, such as mechanical, scientific, agtistic,
etc., rather than in terms of'occupations. in Both‘interést

carelessness;- Other interest measures eilst, but are.seldom . ’(

-



are:

Instrument Focus

Péfséﬁéliﬁy ﬁesfs-éiéa vary according to the content and
purpose of the test.. The . two dominant forms of content of ﬁer-

sonallty tests afe (l) Motlves and Traits, and (2) Interests.

L -
":-
'

Measures of Motlvesaand Tra1

U)\*‘.

A sampling of the-many‘motlvationai and trait measures used

for selection purposes” are shown in Table 6. No one test seems-
— e . 7. \.

o be 'sed most frequentrj, though pro;ectlve tests are used

rﬁ

less frequently than self-report measures, probably due to the
I )

difficult scoring procedures typlcal;qf these,measures and the

low interrater reixabllltles.,jmagﬁ of the measures of motives..
and traits tap rather amblguous.bersonality dimensions suéh"as
dOmrnance, extroversion, stabiiity orlmascuiinity; which nay or
may'nat be‘refiectéé in‘hehavior‘oﬁ tﬁe:joba Cronbach (iééos

criticized trait meaSures by challenglng the assumptlons on

which the tests are based. The assumptlons accord1ng ‘to him

— -

- o . | ’

e Persohalities possess Eahgéaeiésié éénsisténéy;’a per-
'son shows the same habitual reactions over a wide range
of similar situations..

e For any’hahjtlﬁe can,éind, amcng people, there is a
variationfdf degrees or amounts of this behavior.

) Personaiities have some stahiiity; sinde the person

. earning a certain 'score this year usually has a somewhat

. . similar score next year.
K .
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Each of these assumptions is highly questionable. It seems
unrealistic to assume persons will react similarly in diverse
situations. Rather, traits should be measured in "terms of
behavioral tendencies with a defined class of stimulus situa-
“ions" (Guion, 1965) that most approach the work situation.
Secondly, the ééédﬁptioﬁ that variation; of traits are great
enough among average people to allow such traits to be used as

predictors is guestionable. _Such measures are likely to pick

up the highiy-dﬁdsuai cases, but in;faC£;f£hefman£ity‘Of perT -
sons likely to be tested for positions in industry are unlikely
to be situated at the extremes on a measure of a particular
trait. Finally, personalities show some change over time which
trait measures (McClelland, 1980). .

Psychometric Properties. Reliabilities and validities for -

particular motive and trait measures may-be Seen: in Tabig.7,
Further, the validities of these tests for various occupational
groups may be ssen in Table 8. The results of this table show

Reliabilities of measurés of motives and traits have long
been a problem. Not only have these tests shown lower
reliability over time, but with projective techniques in
particular, interrater reliability is frequently low (Ahéééééi,

1968) .

Iy
Ut
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Personaiity Tests Cunmoniy Used in Industry

B Construction | Rellabllity | Valldity |  Dineosions Measured
Minnesota Multiphasic - npirical Con~ peychological Dysfunction
Personality Inventory Self Report ‘current | Masculinity-Femininity
o baper & penci =337 | Social Introversion
Califomia Psychological | | Enpirical Con- - | Bsychological Eraifs  needs
Inventory - Self Report - current | Intellectual & interest patterns
Paper & pencil 4 “
Guilford-Zimeman %en- | Factor-anatytic 53-8 |con-' | Psychological traits
perament Survey Self-report ' ‘current S

-.27-+,28 |

Paper & pencil
Thurstone Temperament - Factér-anélytic psichological traits
Schedule - Self-repoxt |
| Paper & pencil )
Cattell 16 BF Question- Se1f-report psychological traits |
naire : | Paper & pencil .

Thematic Apperception Projective ‘psychological needs & traits
Test : 20 pictures ' |
Roﬁ:gr_;ngq_n?jl_ete Sen- projective Z.75.70 | Psychological adjustment
tences Blank 40 items B ¥ C
- Paper & pencil
Miner }iot_ivatida to Manage Scale | projective
Strong-Campbel} Interest Empirical .75-.84 ~;24-+:32 | Congruence of interest
" Inventory ‘ "Paper & pencil ' Patterns with job incumbant .
- Self-report
280 items

Koder Preference Record

Interest n different activities




- TABLE 8 ‘

Validity of Personality Tests*

; occupation | o ' Criterion -

Tra'iningf. Job ﬁoficienc'y |
Managerial occupations .53 22
Clerical occupations .17 .22
Sales occupations | _ ' ' - ’ .32
Protective occupations ' | -.11 : : .21
Service oc'cu'p'ati;o‘ns' : - 21
Vehicle operators _ .26
Trades & crafts | o c - .16 , .24
In;iuStr:;.'ai.wo_ricers o L = o - 26
*Adapted from Ghiselli (1973)
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Psychometric Properties. As with motive and trait measures,

predictive validities of interest measures for performance of

various occupational groups have been shown to be generally
success in training for managers is quite high: One way which
has been shown to be a particularly effective means of boosting
thé validity of interest measures is through the use of
empirically derived scoring keys {Boyd, 1961; Knauft, 1951;

Tiffin & Phelan, 1953f%

In contrast to motive and trait measures, interest tests -

SVIB, Strong (1951) conducted follow-up testing with time
intervals of 5 to 22 years. He found reliability of interests

were .84 after five_Years{..82 after 10 years, and .75 after a
. 22-year .interval. |

Issues For Users

come under a great deal of attack in recent years. Ebel (1977)
states that while the -attackers are varied, the target of attack
isbaiways Ehé same: the alleged lack of validity of the tests.
‘AS we have seen earlier, validities of personality tests and
general intelligence tests on 565 performance tend to be es c-
cially low for all occupational subgroups. Reasons for this
lack of 6é1i5i£y have been postulated by a number of researchers
and include psor test construction, poor test selection, and

differential validity.

~



Test Construction

- - - -

~ Dunnette (1966) has urged a move away from “armchair the-
orizing"™ as the basis of test construction to more sophisti-

cated, behaviorally-based approaches. Yet, a number of tests
are constructed of the pasis of "pet theories" without adequate

attention being paid to the actual behavicis indicative .of
success on the job. Dunnetté states, "Most existing behavioral.
theories have at best doubtful validity, and it is unlikely

that any test developér is so’omniscient that he or she can

. _accurately intuit what a person's responses to a set of stimuli
may mean in term§-5f~1a§er'oéserved bebavior."” )
In adaifién, most tests haég_beén constructed to be adapted
to the widest variety of industrial situations. .This feature
iageig_fhé*abiiiéy'of'a test to @fééiéi_the“ahigaé behaviors

necessary for success in a ‘specific job. Instead, tests should
be made much more "situationally specific", i.e., cofstructed
on the basis of behaviors which differentiate successful from

unsuccessful performance’ for a particular job.

Test Selection - S

Some ratipnaié is always péeéed for the inciusion'bf_pafé«‘
gicular tests into a selection battery.  Unfortuhately, accord-
ing to Bray & Moses (1872), such rationale is frequently based
on test availability or on intuition. A study by Parry (1968}
illustrates this point. She asked 10 industrial psychologists

to estimate the validities of a number of tests widely used in

- - R Yy
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personnel selection. Her results showed ‘only one person was
able to achieve an accurate estimate of validity, with the
other psycholegists showing a marked tendency to overestzmate
the“yalldlt;es. Th1s overeStlmate would encourage the use of'
wrdeiy known tests w1thout assess1ng the utility of the
instrument for the particular job.
- As shown earlier, tests predlct better for some. groups of
individuals than.othersa Thus, 1ncluslon -of a personal ty test
“in a manager1a1 battery to predict success in a management
tra1n1ng program may be a useful addition. However, use of the

',5same test to select pollce recru1ts who would successfully com-

plete tra1n1ng at the Pollce Academy would likely be inappro- .

pr1ate. Therefo*e, tests must be examined for their ut111ty in

predlctlng a certaln outcome for a given occupatlonal group.

Differential Validity ; S
An additional factor.in the attack on tesé-vaiiaifies is
the p0751b11ty that tests may be more valid for some groups
: than others, i. e., dlfferentlally valid. A number of studles
1973 Klrkpatrlck, et al., 1968; Tenopyr, 1967 Bartlett &

0! Leary, 1969 Boehm, 1972) whrle other studies have c1a1med

NG

design (Campbeli, 1943; Crooks, 1972) or other methodological
problems (Schmidt, et al., 1974). A later section of .this

chapter deals with this issue in greater depth.
61
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in llght of the questlonable validity of many tests, as
well as the recent attentlon testing has recelved in court
cases, many companies are re-evaluating the utility of

maintaining:a teSting pfogram,as part-oé-personnei‘seiectioni

-behavicrally focused with less attention be1ng given to person

abll;ty or general 1ntell;gence measures.

Other- Selection Devices

~his section iS'deéotea to a discussion of the use of

i_appl1catlon blanks, resumes, recomme_aatlons, worE samples and L.

51mulat10ns, thought samples and detectors of deceptlon. These

-~

dev1ces are dealt with as a group due to their less frequent

to descrzbe the reliability and valldlty of . these data sources.

ﬁppiioation Blanks

- Many organizations judgée a job candidate's poteaéial.oa the

basis of background information about that candidate. They

reportediy consider- blographlcal data, eduoatlonal backgrouna

. work experlence and/or performance on a previous jOb. One of

the "easiest" ways to access -some of this 1nformatlon ts through
the use of an application blank; It is easy because the blank

can be éesigned_to include questions on exactiy those backgrouné
areas in which an employer is interested. The form, which can - -—



-
-

be reproduced cheaply, provides a standard set of questions that.
can be given to all candidates. Using an application blank, the
prOspec#ive employer can gather comparable data from a number
of candidates wéﬁhoqt investing a significant amount of time in
gathering that information such as would be required in prelimi- -
néry iniérvieWs; a réceptionist or seéreégry can simply ask all
appiicaﬁﬁs to £ill one out. Later, caqaiéatés can be cbmparéd
" and those most qualified on the basis of the self-report appli-

cation forms may then be interviewed or hired.

variety in Format

-

vary significantly in the amount of thought that was applied to
designing them and_the‘émouﬁt of information that they provide.
 Most include spaces for indicating name, addréss, age, weight,
‘schools attended and dates of attendance, period of military
kééfvijé, piévious jobs held, and names of personal references.

éoﬁééhEiéEiéh,—favdtite subjects, typeJOE military discharge,
responsibilities in §ié§i66§ jobs, the hu@bet of peopié super-
vised and reasons for leaving a job. Still 6Ehet application
blanks ask specifically if the candidate has held a job similar
to the one presently applied for, -or ask for the candidate's

career plans. The more general forms of the application blank

_ _-are-less expensive, and are usually bought in large gquantities

63 -
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from a business form supplier who imprints the organization's

2

name at the top. The custom-made application blank which asks

numerous detailed questions gives much more specific job -

related information at the greater cost incurred by analyzing

the specific job ﬁa'ééﬁéféEé questions related to iﬁpéfﬁéﬁf -

variety of jobs: the specific form is only appropriate for jobs
that iequiéé a particular kind of background and preparation.
. While the majority of organizations have all applicants
complete application blanks, many of £h§Sé~organizations‘wouid
bg su:pfiseé to hear the application blank called. a selection
device. Most firms use a general form for entry into all areas
of the organization.n While such forms héip the organization to
gather data, these data are used in an idioSyncratic’mahner,
unspecified weight being given to that information which may be
combined with interview test or reference data. A smali minor-
ity of organizétioﬁs use "weighted" application blanks, which
are empiricaliy Keyed £o and validated against job pérformaﬁce.
Weighted application Blahis ;fé éléo used as ééléétiéh deéiééé,

either by themselves or in combination with other data.

Instrument Fccus

What information do application blanks provide to an
employer? At the most basic level, the devices can give Qasic
indications of literacy, spelling, grammar and usage, as well as

neatness and the ability to follow simple directions, and they

(op)
"‘A\
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prov1de verlflable age, educatlon, m111tary se;v1ce and employ-

. ment histories. If accurately recorded, these data prov1de an

uncomplicated profile of applicant ékilis and job reiated
éipéiience. Que-=-ions about;one‘s‘reaSOns for ieaving a job;
reading on the motivation of the appllcant; Thls information
may be helpful in dec1d1ng if an appllcant would "fit in" .on
the new jOb. However, as the,self Leport 1nFormat10n on the
appiication becomes less objective, and therefore less verifi-
able, it also can be lass detectably fagEa. All self-report
knowledge, skills and abilities shoild probably be verified,
using the application blank only aé a.éreliﬁinaiyfééféenrta; -

identify potential employees rather than for making hiring

“decisions about jobs that require those knowledges, skills and’

.abilities.-

Psychometric Properties

Reliability. The reliability of an application;biank,

generally speaking, is not at issue. One's education, job-

history, and the 6p1n10ns of one?s'fefefenCes would not be

' expected to change very much over short intervals, to vary with

t

“dhanges in the format of an application blank, or to contradict

other pieces of information on the same form. There is, none-
theless, the potential problem of candidates faking information
in order to present the image they think will get them Jjobs.

Early researchers found self-report data on work history, and

~1.56=
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related information to be highly reliable, correlating approxi-
= - mately .94 with verified data (Keating, et al., 1950; Mosel & o
Cozén, 1952). More recent research suggests that applicant™ . |
information may disagree with verified information as much as
/ST of the time (Goldstein, 1971). However, among incumbents.
who need not sell themselves for the job (Casc1o, 1975), and ;
among appllcants led to believe that_a faklng scale is 1nc1aded
in the appllcatlon blank (Schrader & Osburn, 1977),. verified .| :
responses indicate EhaE aﬁﬁliéafidn blank data are highly .

reliable. .

Vaiiditx. The va11d1ty of b10graph1ca1 1tems on appllcatlon R

blanks, "as compared to personallty measures and other pred1c-

(Ashér, 1972)

as predictors of

-~ however, that it

ell in C%

of all types of blographlcal data wh1ch has fared sfb‘

. — __.-_-—-. T e e e e s

such comparlsonsé Asher. reported and compared only uses of
"hard" biographical” items, - Ltems wh1ch have been cross-
ivalldatad, and wh1ch have been comblned as a. predlctor based on
a set of biographical queStions rather than used as 51ngle
items.‘ of 1i sE%diéé and—31 6a£§dify E6éffi6ienfé meeting this
set of EEiEéfia, all but 3% achieved'vaiidities greater Ehan

Qo | —l.gi;




excess of .60. Many employers, however, use data from appli-

cation blanks which may include "soft" unverifiable items which

can be faked easily. Also, many users simply apply a scoring

key to an application blank and use the key for selection
w1thout ever cross-valldatlng it on another appllcant sample to

variability. Still ¢ther users atténdato individual items on

©-.the application blank, uitimateiy using one or a few of them as

predictors. 1’stead of u51ng the combined olographlcal proflle
whlch w1ll,-by def1n1tlon, be able to explaln more of the vari-
ancé in job performance.’ Asher drew Lis conclu51on about the

utlllty of blographlcai items from ~a sample of methodologlcally

‘sound uses. ‘Users of biographical data (Thayer, 1977; Roach,

1971j reportlng valldltres between ..30 and .40 have also argued
forcefully for use of. appllcatlon blanks Wthh are continually

cross valldated and updated to matcE the Job—relatedness of

'background 1tems for new appllcant populatlors.

igorvis required ‘to maintain validities even at a moderate
. N . . ~ Q, .

level (r=.35). Economic and organiiationai oiiﬁate, as well as
changing personnel practices, have a contlntal influence on the

predlctLve valldlty of lnformatlon gathered on an appllcatlon

blank. IE it is acknowledged that none of these factors is-
% 4

statlc, then the good pred*ctlve validity of blographlcal data ‘

-

(e g., personal, educatlon ‘and Jjob hlstory information) from

appllcatlon blanks 1s somethlng that must k2 constantly mon1—.

tored, and changes .should, be made when necessary to preserve
b -

valrdlty.

| A‘\ - i ' . ;67-1.58:



Utility and;véiidity ofifﬁe_appiication blank féf gathering ..
predictive biographical data has been demonstrated for a variety
of jobs types and job environments. Keyed application blanks
’%ave been used 1n tbe 1nsurance 1ndustry since 1922 yleldlng

érééé-vallda ed validity coefflcxents~around .45 (Poach, 1671) .
Typlqai of the validities obtained -for different iobs_ete.ZSS
}eférenced to performance in training and on the job for Navy

. 3

d1vers (Helmreich, et al., 1973), .36 for men in the iSraeii

Army (Nevo, 1976), and .67 referenced to quality of performance
among dance, theater, music, and: visual arts students (James,
et al., 1974). B

éBlllty and its valldltyrfor prediction of job performance. In
a crosécultuiai study of American and Western European Saleéﬁen,

.~a blographlcal 1nventory demonstrateé‘good median internal con-

;, slstency, or rellabllltxes, of .75. and a median valxdlty coef-
flc;ent of .42 (Hlnrlchs, et al., 1976). The 48fp01ntvrange of
. va11d1t1es, however, reinforced the author's point tﬁat-sampie-

_ varlatlons and variations in personnel practlces nece551tate

| valldatlon of the keyed appllcatlons from each company and work
group desplte percelved SIm;larlty of ]Ob titlés and ]Ob
dééériﬁtioné between groups. Similarly, the variation in reli-
ability &stimates between groups (a 29 point spread) raises
questions about whether egéeriéﬁééa job applicants are less

" reliable ;nwtﬁeir‘resﬁénéeé; and,wheﬁhei that lower reliability
sndgesté an efforé;et eeifipreeenta;ion,whfgh decreases relia-

-

- bility and thence, validity. -

gs s
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Issues for Users

At this point it should be clear that beyond the basic con-
cerns of reliability and validity, there are several other seri-
ous issues to be considered when using an aépiication blank as
a selectioh tool. The issue of fakeability is a se;iousfone;
faked responses may reduce Bbtﬁ reliability and GSIESiEy of éﬁé
method. Cross-validation is also important: a validity coef-
ficient for a sample on which the device is keyed will often be
reduced to insignificance when the key is applied to a sample
which doesn't have thé unique patteérn of variance the original
sample had. A third issue is one that was passed .ver earlier;
biodata validity may be different for different applicant sub-
groups divided on the basis of age, sex, race,- education, and
other background variables.- One large trade organization has
developed close to 50 different keys £o scoring its biodata
blank due to changes in applicant populations over time and to
differences among Subsamples of the population (Thayer, 1577)._

% A fourth issue concerns the nature of published studies. It
has been argued (Schwab & Oliver, 1974) that few studies Hééé
been published on the valldity of applications' biographical
data because they are seldom valid predictors of performance.
Studies finding no validity, or lost validity upon cross-
validation, tend not to be published, but this is difficult to

verify.




vt
Lastly, a most serious concern for ﬁraétifianérs today is
the legal defensibility of a selection'technique_as "job

related". It has been suggested tﬁat data from the appllcatlon
Séhoenfeldt, 1977) in order for the application to be aljob
qi}atedqselection device. -This complicates what was‘originally
an empirically s1mple method. Nevertheless, employers who are
committed to using blographlcal data of the types included in
an appllcatlon blank may be able o meet legal requ1rements and

develop a valid scoring key in this way (Cascio, 1976).

Resumes

Many organizations screen, or.even select, applicants on
the basis of resumes they .submit. A resume is similar to an
appllcatlon blank in terms of the information it supplies to’
the potentlal empioyer:f:;heAresume,”however, presents a less
objectlve, less standardlzed self- portra1t by a job candidate.
Like theragpllcatlon blank it suffers from the typlcal weak -
nesses of,self-report measures.' Appllcants present themselves
as they Wish o Bé séén,\inéluaing only what -they waﬁt'ahé
elaborat1ng on 1nformat10n expected tc cast them in a POSItIVE
light.' A resume often may‘not 1nclude specific job related
1nformat10n, such as reasons for leav1ng the prev1ous Job and
'school gra@es,_that the employer might deslre.

A résumé is preépared by-the applicant and given to the pro-
spective em§léyer. It Eyﬁiéally includes a personal section,

including information on age, marital status, and number of



dependents, memberships and offices held in social and profes-
Qi”aai organizations. An education section will list the
'scﬁoo%f attended, years in attendance, and degrees -obtained,
and may also include grade-point average, academic ﬁéﬁbis, con-
centration of study or areas of special interest. A section on
job history may sifiply list organizations and job titles or may
be expanded to give varying amounts of detail 6ﬁ”%é§§éﬁ§iﬁili;
tiés, déSCriptibns of projects and saia}y hiétorj, aha profes-
publlc-preSenFatlons. C1§ar1y; considerable variety in cogteht;
and specificity may exist among even a small sample of resumes
for the same job. -
Resumes do provide the employer with blographlcal Informa-
tion abeut the job candidatée which 1ncludes somé' 1ndlcat10n of
pegspna;:;gte:ests, 1nformatlonfoqvthe candldate s educatlon,
and related job experience. Any self-report information on
knowledge, skills and abiiiéies, ‘however, does not necessarily

constitute defin ive ev1aence of them. These self-reports may.
“be more or less accurate depending upon Ehé distortions (ihtéﬁ;
Eionai or unintentionai) inevitable in Seif-ﬁfeSeﬁEéEiéﬁ. To
valldlty of;resumes exists., Howeyer, a%l those who have writ-
ten resumes récognize that théi are written to éﬁééifié audi~
ences, for spec1f1c jobs and are often rewrltten for new audi-

- ences and opportunities. This would tend to reduce sllghtly

both reliability and validity of the resume as a data -source.
. m
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In addition to applicant biases, there are situational and
personal biases introduced by the decision maker which will

that a resume will be evaluated differently depending upon the

quality of the preceding resume which serves as an unwitting

- standard for. comparisons (Hakel, et al., 1978). While these

contrast effects on resume evaluation -are real, they account

‘mediocre in qualifications on a resume, however, being preceded

by a terrible candidate may make him or her look good by
ééhfiééi, and result in an offer of a follow-up interview.
Resume evaluations also tend to be more positive for attractive
and ‘qualified male candidates (Diploye, et al., 1975, 1977).
Content areas, scholastic history, interest, and experience are
aiiwgﬁportant inputs.inéo resume ratings; which tend to be a
function of the importance of the particular content area for

~

job performance and the favorability of the information (Hakel,

potential wealth of information it can provide about a candi-

 date's personal, educational and job histories. It is, how-

ever, a biased form of data, but one which is used for a first

-
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cut at whom to invite for a later 1nterv1ew. If uséd as a
prescreen for standard selection procedures, the basis for
choosing resumes should be demonstrably job-related or else it
may be vulnerable to legal contest. Those who ucz resumes as
the basis ofiééiéction, or as a prescreen éhdﬁié also be aware
.of_nén job~related biases which may affect and invalidate those

judgments.

Recommendations

ﬁmﬁioyérs or personnel directors may consider recommenda-
ﬁioﬁ% from acquaintances, other employers or colleagues, sf
individuals suggested by the applicant, when making decisions
about a job candidate. As with application blanks and resumes,
réComménaations may be used directly to make hiring decisions,
‘but are more likely to be used as the criterion for inviting a
candidate to an interview. While somé employers say they value
a phone call to a past employer or the verbal opinion of a col-
léagdé, only recommendations Submitted in writing may be studied
in any systemaEiE way. Therefore, the present discussion is. re-
stricted to written recommendations requested by the empiofér.

A written recommendation may take a variety of féfﬁé. The
_brospéétiVé eﬁblbyet may simply EéqUéSt a certain number of

Sent to persons named by the candidate. This letter may vary

in structure ranglng from a space for candidate and reference

names, some simple directions and perhaps guiding questions



'

specifying length and content of response, followed by-a blank

space for writing; to a detailed questionnaire including free

response, mult1ple choice, ranklng, and forced-choice questions

tapping information pertalnlng to woerk hablts, personallty,

employment hlstory, and whether the reference person would hire

‘the candidate. Both the more and less structured forms have -

the aévaﬁfagé of iéEEiﬁg Eﬁé féféifiﬁg persoﬁ comnuhicate those
which can't be obtained from an application blank or interview.
At the same time, mu ltlple unstructured references for cangdi-
dates for a single job may vary in content, quality and speci-
ficity. Comparison of unequal data and .reconciliation of con-

tradictions is difficult under these circumstances. On the

other hand, structured recommendation forms provide comparable -

Cata, from multiple sources or for multiple candidates, but may
ot be flexible enough to access the unique data the reference:
person may have about the candidate.

The exact reason for using recommendations varies by job,
company and particular user. In general, recommendations are

intended to obtain information on job-related skills, employee.

- character, work habits and employment history. It is the most®
conventional way to check on what an applicant says he or she

" has accomplished. A candidate will tell you what jobs he or

she held, and what responéibiiities he or she had.- aAn eﬁﬁiéYér

quirements. S ' ) S
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ﬁnfortunatél?, éihée most féééﬁﬁéﬁ&éfidﬁs.éié relatively

uﬂstructured, they are consequently somewhat unreliable. Dif-
ferent superv1sors and acqualntances have dlfferent levels of
wr1t1ng skill, their wvocabularies dlffer, and thelr skili at
person perception and understanding of the new job'are highly
variable. As a édhéeéﬁéhéé, the data they contribute are 5156
varlable, resultlng in interrater unrellablllty. In aééition,

| employers react favorably to well-ertten rncommendat1ons, re--
gardless of the quality of thn candidate described.. WHlle
writing skill may reflect something about the ba51c 1nte111~
gence of the author-observer, éﬁ employer w1ll have difficulty
6§§E3Eiﬁg'tﬁé erudition of the reference from the important
sualities possessed By‘EHé jaﬁ-appiicant, _As a consequence,
judgments based on reference quality rather than content may be
_invalid,'reflecting more on the writer than the éugﬁeéi of -the

_letter of reference (Mé;éi and Gohen, 1959). There is also
some evidence that employers stereotype authors Gf recom-
mendations by Eheir'séx;*ané judge recommendations accordingly
(Kryger & Shlkxaz, 1979). NevértheiesS, recommendations_ﬁéi

- include valld, useful Informatlon on the applicant's character:

the. validity of such lnformatlon is best determined for the

T

populatlon and- Job of 1nterest {(Mosel, 1958).

In sum, when recommendatlons are used as part of an cmploy-

ment proceSs, three issues need to be considered. (1) —The —

__ e
e I — L,
employer should-recogmize that unstructured formats are unreli-
o

able. "The user should determine whether to structure con*eént

LI §
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or prescribe reference sources in order to reduce that unrelia-
bility. (2) Those who actually use the recommendation in a
decision process should be forewarned or trained to attend to

content rather than style of the reference, and to consider the
related validity issue. (3) With the advent of the 1974

Family Bducational Rights of Privacy Act, applicants who submit
letters of reference from teachers and professors may request
spection or a confidential file to which the candidate has no
sccess. While it i: unclear exactly what the difference would

be between two letters by the same author for the two different -
files, it appears that éhpioyefs react more favorably to con-

candidate competence (Shaffer, et al., 1976).

Work Samples/Simulations

- One method of determining a candidate's suitability for a o ..

job is to have the candidate iy his or her hand at a simula-
tion or sample of job tasks. While we may refer to all such.
“tests as work samgples, it is important to remember that there
are éoteﬁfiaiiy as many @ifferent forms of work samples as N

there are different jobs to be filled.- They can be roughly

. —classified into two groups: motor, involving the manipuiation

of things, and verbal, usually language-oriented or people

A
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oriented (Asher & Sciarrino, 1974).* These work sample
assessments are usually conducted outside;the'personnel office
_and away from the actual job s1tuatlon in a place where there
will be no interference from factors unrelated to the test
and where sStandardized observation of performance is possible. -
work séﬁpie assessments are geﬁeiaiiy iﬁEeﬁéed to ascer-
didate possesses. Selffreport of skllls, from 1nterv1ews,
resumes. or appllcation blanks, can be verified in work
sémpies. Coordlnatlon, planning and other cognltzve skllls,
as well as 1nterpersona1 and motcr skills -hich may be very
observation of work samples, although they cannot be assessed
from most peper and penc11 tests. While an éppiiééhﬁ may
demonstrate that he or she possesses some knowledge by taking
a paper and pencil test, a simulation is more appropriate for
i demonstrating an abiliity £0'epplj that knowledge.
The reliabilities for work sample tests éeneraiiy are not
reported. It is not unreasonable, however, Eo conclude that

e

‘The verbal category would include most cognitive tasks, for
-even if the cognitive process involved neither language nor
people, the output would have to be verbal to be evaluated.

77
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they must be fairly high on the average on the basis of the
similarity between work samples and'skill ‘tests. Validities
w1thout good rellablllty.‘ Also, work samples are by eefini-
tion highly structured situations where specific tasks are

observed and prescribed actions are credited as appropriate.

However, to our knowledge, no useful reliability data exists

7£o support these inferences. ﬁevertheless, as alfead§ sdé-

in a review of over 60 validity’ stud:es for both motor and
verbal work sample tests (Asher & Sciarrino, 1974). Two-

thi fds or more of all tﬁe valldlty studies reviewed exceeded

a vaiidity coeff1c1ent of .30, regardless of whether the work
samples weré verbal or motor, or whether the_criterion was

job proficiency or training success. - More specifiéally, the
literature suggests that verbal work samples outperform motor
work samples in predicting training success, and motor work
samples likewise outperform verbal work samples for prediction
of job proficiency. However, Asher & Sciarrino (1974) found
that work samples of both kinds consistentiy finish behind
biographical data in validity, referenced to the criterion of
job proficiensy. - |

These findings raise some issues, as yet unresolved,

about the nature and use of work samples., ?irst, iz, as has

pAS
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predictor because éf its point-to=point reiationshipgtb the
job- per formance criﬁéiioﬁ, then why do biographical data

itens tend to be more valid? Perhaps the focus on behavioral
matching overlooks the facilitiating motivational set which
can be cqnveyeé in biographical data. Second, Weitz & Adler
(1973) suggest that éimuléiiOﬁSLShbﬁia be short or of

moderate duration. In long simulations, subjects ma§ start

to adopt simulation-specific skills whifﬁf;re not job-related,
and in fact interfere with transference of ‘the basic work
skills to_the real work situation. To the best of our knowl-:
edge, fio one currently using work Sampies_fbr selection con-
siders this caveat from the history of simulation Eraining.
Third, while different racial groups may perform equally well
on the work sample, they may have différentia}.aftrition rates
on the job (Farr, et al., 1973). If turnover is a criterion
of interest, then a user should do careful subgroup analyses
of work sample performance and subsequent nontask behavier in -
the work setting. - s .

-Theriast, and most basic-iSSué‘is, how does one construct
and score a work sample? éieariy some kind of job analysis is
necsssary to build a simulation with content and face validity
(Campion; 1972), but a job analysis that simply lists tasks or
outcomes is insufficient without a ~emponent that ranks orv

that a content-valid simulation, the "in-basket" exercise, may



not be predictively valid unless it is.scored-on the basis of
those skills which are most important for the job (Brass & -
- Oldham, 1976).

Thought Samples

A special Eechnique-SOméwhgt'simiiar to work sampling has
\ been developed to assess, in particular, motive dispositionis
. related to various jobs. It involves objectively coding
\ samples of a person's thoughts in imaginaﬁ}ve stories written
in ié§§6ﬁ§é to pictures. The codes were originally Aé}ivea

| (see McClelland, et al., 1953; Atkinson, 1961; Winter, 1973)

by identifying what characteristics of thought regularly

| appeared when -a given motive was aroused. Then, if those
| thoughts occurred in stories written by subjects not under

-déﬁéiaiiy under the influence of the motive which uniquely

. -

ptoduced such thoughts. In this way, measures have been
developed for the need for Achievement (McClelland, et al.,
1953), thé need for Affiliatior (Atkinson, 1958) and the need
for. Power (Winter, 1973). 9

The general logic of this approdch assumes that being
"_C6ﬁcefﬁeé about certéin_iSSuéé, or Ehinkiﬁg a lot in terms of
certain goals, means that a Person will act in ways'ERat are
especially appropriate for-success in particular jobs. The

logic is not uniiké that fé;;woti samples: what,a’person does

1 i
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(thinks) in a sample situation predicts what he will spend
his.tim;\aging'on the job. Two amotivational thought patterns

in particular have been associated with successful vocational

- ,outcomes. The first involves.the need for Achievement, or

’
~

c -

J

..found to be associated with. success as a small businessperson/

%

. the tendency to. think a lot about doing things well or in a

‘more efficient way. Such-a thought pattern has been regularly

/

of entrepreneur (McClelland, 1961, 1966; McClelland & Winter),
: ! : . )

/

- - = R . I - e T /
1971; Mum & McClelland, 1979). - The relationship has good
L} - . /

Ehég;eticalr§éléaiﬁy because it makes SGnsf.that a,pé:son/whé
thinks a lot about doing better, e.g., getting more output
'fdf'lééé input, should be just the kind of péréon who will
~-suéégeé‘in a small Business which féquites constant attention
}o inpuﬁ/sdtput ratios.
The second motivational or fhoﬁght pattern is associated
with managerial success in larger businésses. It is czlled

the leadership metive pattern and involves ‘a relatively high

. need for Power which is higher than the need for Affiliation,

and a-high sense of self-control. This motive pattern has
been found to be related to success as a sales manager

(McClelland, 1975), to rated performance as a Naval Commanding -

‘ . and Executive Officer (Winter, 1979) to promotion to higher
* - - AN . .

levels of management within ‘the American Telephone and

‘%eiegraph Company over a 16-year period (McClelland, et al.,

1980) and generally to success in top management jobs in
8-1 ' >'\ .
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: S <;.
American companies (Boyatéis,;1979); Again the relat1on§h1p
I e .
has good face vatﬁdity; fo '1t means peovle"who make good

fully control their 1nfluence attempts, and are not exces- s
51vely concerned whether they are llked or digliked (need for
. Affiliation). ) : ‘ ) : y :

The reilabllltres for.measures obtaIned from objective

X codlng of thought samples have generally been reported to be

t-

low (Entw1sle, 1972); However, there are 1mportant reasons

for believing that the coeffrcrents reborted\may be serious .
underestimates of the true stab;l;ty-of the measures. As
McCieiiané has pointed out (ié?i),;tﬂé.instructions for the
test tell the subject to *béléfééfive,i;éﬁicﬁ is interpreted

A=Y

by them to mean that they should. teLl different stories each
time. It is well known that in all organisms there is a

been called "assoc1at1ve refractory phase;y Winter and
Stewart (1977) have demonstrated that if the var1ab lity set
is broken by telllng subjects on the second adm*nlstratlon of
Ehe picture-story test that they are free to teii.the.same or
different stories, then test-retest coefficients.rise to the
ﬁof;*géspééﬁabie level of .60. More importantii; theIVaiidity

studies mentioned above indica%e.that the measures must have

" a higher reliability than what has typically been reported,

if we assume that validity cannot.be‘higher than reliability.

-
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Finally >tkinson and Birch (1979) have argued that for
measures ~f spontaneous behavior like these, the traditional
psychometric model of reliability does not apply. . . - - — ~
These measures have an important but limited utility.
They are objective in the sense that the coding schemes for
them are ptecise eﬁcugﬁ for two;éifferent_juéges to obtain
a high degree of agieéﬁeﬁt (i=;85-.905 in coding the same
protocol. wor types of positions in entrepreneurship and
management for which the most research using them has been
carried out, théy have good,face validity, and they do provide
information on the motives needed for these two types of jobs
which is not obtainable in any other way. On the other hand;
their limitations are: (1) that the testing conditions must
be carefully controlled since stories written can easily be
influenced by situational factors; (2) that they are more
costly to score than tests invoiving machine scoreable

choices; (3) that their coverage of competencieé and types of

jobs is so far quite limited; and (4) that the method is often
viewed with some suspicion because it appears to be getting
at some unconscious aspect of the self.

Nevertheless, the principles behind thought sampling--
objectlvely codlng thought patterns--can be extended to
selection techqlques such as the 1nterv1ew to determine the
rasponse of a wider range of skills. McClelland (1973) and

Boyatzis (1979) have reported success in isolating and

83
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reliably coding evidenge for inﬁgliegtuai*anééinféfPefSonai

<gQ@pe£encieS‘iﬁT£o§ pérformers thtougﬁ unstructured self-

report. These competencies were Ehen made the focus of

specific psychometric tests which successfully validated their

presence in better performing job incumbents.

Detectors of Deception

t

‘ Oﬁé group of empioyment p;eédreens seldom studied by
psychologists are the detectors of deception. These include
the poiYgraph, voice stress anaiyzef; and paper and pencil
methods of detecting deception. Each of these ﬁethoés is used
cerned wiﬁﬁ employee theft or confidentiality of corporate
informétioq; The poiygfaph is désignéd to méasuré physioiogi-
cal indicators of stress such as pulse rate, relative blood
pressure, rate and depth Gf féspiratiqn and galvanic skin
response fGSR). Voice stress anaiyzérs préSumabiy-meaSure

inaudible stress-related frequency modulations in the voice.
. ° : A

~Stress is assumed to increase when the applicant is trying to

deceive the tester. The paper and peacil instruments are

designed to access information about applicant attitudes
toward theft, admissions of theft, and biographical correlates
of éeception. The actuéi questions included, equipmgnt in-

volved, and time é@ééf on detecting deception may vary betwéén

different organizations but all of these employment s<reening



processes are administered in the employment office or testing
center. Adminrstration wouiérappear to be under constant
conditions within an organization.

Strictly speaking, detectors of deception do not try o
identify any job related knowledge, abilities or skills. If
an applicant should try to deceive the employer about his or
her background or:experiénce, this would presumably be ae-'
tected as physiological or vocal stress. fhé employer,
however, appears to focus the examination_on issues related

o

w~

0 honesty, theft, and lying behavior rather than on issues
related to job-related skills. s

Psychométric eviéeoce of-reiiabiiity and validity is
tenuous for these employment prescreen.methodé.- Reliabilities
in the 805 and .90s have been reported for the polygraph

between graduates of the same tralnlng program, but re11ab11-

~

poiygraph opefatofg. .Likéwiée, the percentage of accurate
. response (validity) reported for poiygraph:uéé is presentable

but the research designs do. not correspond to the reafit;és

of employment situations (i.e.,-accuracy is assessed in,

éiféuﬁséaﬁces_wﬁgg‘ai;‘subjecgs have some, piece of information
¢ ' to hide and accuracy is equal fo‘the hit rate for an operator
in iaenéify;ng the deception). In mcst éﬁpiojﬁéﬁt situations,
the operator doéSn't-epen know what areas of the individual's
history inclide deceptions, and very fow appi;cants in the
’

-\

y
o
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total appllrant populatlon may have some employment ~-related

problem to hide. Demonstrated valldlty for vo;ce stress———

- . -

"*""'"analyzers 1s even lower, and agaln, is determlned in s1tu-

. ‘ ations.not analagous to employment settings. Sackett & Decker

- {1979) reyieﬁ the reliability aﬁd-yaiidity'data on all three
techniques in some detail, and conclude that the techniques
are fairiy.wideiy vsed in criminal invéstigations ané employ-

‘ment selection decisions, but the validity data that exist

are inadequate to support the use of these methods for
selection. ) |

~ 'In sum, most of the comménts that can be made ahoﬁt the

use of detectors of deceptlon are in the form of cautlons.

-
-

. , one should be sure to check state law. Use of the polygraph
7is currentiy restricted in 15 states, with 19. states requiring
"iicensing for all poiygraph operators. - There are aisotethicai -
consiéeraﬁioés in the use of such devices. IS the poiygraph

‘an invasion of privaoy, as is argued about bersohalitj_tests?

Can one decide that someone is lying on ths basis of a tost

_pf unknown vaiiéity in the empioyment setting? These two
questions bring us to an iscae at the heart of any appliéatioﬁ

of deteotors'of deception° Are these methods vaiid‘in an

-

:Vlrtually all research on the rellablllty and valldlty of

detectors of deeeptlov has been conducted in actual cr 31mu-

lated criminal Invest gations. # The ab111é§ of these data to

~

; g « &6
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be generallzed to low base rate employment situations 1s,

as yet; unproven.
Table .9 summarlzes re11ab111ty and valldlty data on.
appllcatxon blanxs, resumes, recommendatlons, work. samples

and 51mulatlons, thought samples, and detectors of 3leception.

These data are less voluminous than those for the interview

and the psychometric test, and are presented together for
ease of comparison.
Differential Validity and Test Bias .

.

- ceding Selectlon methods, whether from the compliance perspec-

_tive of a goverhﬁeﬁt agency or the pragmatic perspectiVe:of an

1n-adverse 1mpact on protected classes of appllcants (i.e., ..
subgroups identifiable b§ race, creed, color, sex, religion,
national origin, age, marital status or handicap). We define
adverse impact as disproportionate hiring of individuals on
the Basisfdf'tﬁeir potential-job_performeﬁce. For example,
when a hospital accepts é@@iiéetioﬁs‘éﬁd_seleots chaplains |
oho:are male and Cathoiio only, this does not constitute

adverse 1mpact en members of othér dgroups, because being mal°

and being Cathollc are bona fide occupatlonal quallflcatlons

to Catholic'patlent;. ,pther 1ndlv1dpa1s-are,excluded on the

< ’ _' 07 . | _ : i
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- TABLE 9

Reliability And validity Data By Technique

Method - Reliability Validity
Study Estimate Method Ccefficient —Method
APPLICATION BLANKS
Goldstein |[43% to agreement
- (1971) 85% de- between
pending applicant
on item datz and
' that data .
verified
by checking
with past
employers
Cascio .41<r< correlation
(1975) 1.07 me- |of applicant
N dian r= data and = — T
= .94 OErified_datﬂ
*Keating, r=.90 to correlation
.E. et a1l - | .98, mdn= |of employee
+ (1950) .94 and employer .
' . data
Mosel & r=.87-.98, |correlation
Cozan mdn=.94; of applicant
(1952) mean and employer
agreement |data on work
; on job history: job
i - | duties duties com-
85.5% pared by %
agreement
Roach .29 predictive
(1971) criterion
' related
validity
Asher 55% ¢S  criterion
(1972) reviewed related and
“(review) validity cross vali-
coeffi~- dated
C cients are
greater
than _or
lequal to
r=.50

i,;r;,;””

tenure in
months

job pro-
hiciency

N\

*work history gathered by interview method

9




(Table 9, continued)

Method ‘Reliability ~ validity
Study Estimate Method _ |Coefficient Method
APPLICATION BLANKS (cont'd) .
Helmreich .59 cross vali- | success in
et al dated cri- |Navy diver .
(1973) terion re- training
' lated vali- 3
T dation (pre-
dictive)
James .67 criterion = |art vs. nom-
et al related art student
(1974) {concur-
rent); not
cross vali-
. . dated
Nevo % - .36 criterion military rank
(1976) o (men) ; related at discharge
_ _ o .18 cross : '
PRSIt -(womer:  validated
: (concurrent)
Hinrichs .78k KR20 .72k (concurrent) | pooled overall
.- et al $75% internal .72k - criterion ratings by °
(1976) .65 consistency .42 validity; three execu-
- .77 within each .56 cross  |tives
.58 sample .24ns validated i
.75 . . .381ns 3
.49 .26 N
e e N
*all correlations are significant (p < .05 or better) unless

-

SESUMES |

MO DATA AVAILABLE
RECOMMENDATIONS
Mosel & 4 of 12 (predictive)
Guheen validity cricerion
(1958). coeffi- related
. cients
for 12
jobs were
: significant;
.21<r%.29
§9
-1.80- -

indicated (ns) k-samples used to generate scoring key

otherwise - \

job proficiencs
from super-
vised perfor-
mance ratings
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.
. Method

(Table 9, continued)

__ _Reliability
Study Estimate Method

WORK SAMPLES/SIMULATIONS

Asher &
Sciarrino
(1974) .
(review of
60 studies)

DETECTORS OF DECEPTION

Sackett &

" Decker

(19739)
(review)

*Polygraph r=.80 .

- Voice Stress

Analyser

 Paper &

Pencil
forms

“

interra-
ter reli-
ability -

Validity
Coefficient Method
$ of r<
exceeding
the given
value
r motor verbal
.30 78s% 60%
.40 70% 41%
.50 43% 21%
r motor verbal
.30 79% - 8l%
.40 47% 65%
.50 43% 39%
80-20% compared to
accuracy known kase
rate of
guilt or.
to expert
opinion
median compared to
accuracy known truth
reported
=.30
median correlated
r in with theft
admissions

_ *Note: These figures make assumptions
are .unrealistic and inappropriate for

iow 40's

Criterinn

job pro-
ficiency

training

base rate
or expert-
opinion

kucwn truth

theft ad-

‘missions

of base rate of dishonesty which
polygraph use in employment

v

a
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basis of their sex and rellglon but that exclu510n is job-
related. If, however, a‘hospltal refused to consider or hire
female applicants for the 9051t10n of P£6Eestant chapla11, '1”;
thelr actions would have adverse 1mpact on women. gil’ Eeth;f
msn and women can be ordawneﬁ mlnlsters in most Drotes.ant
sects., The exclusion on the basis of‘sex would not be job-
related. | - o
Adverse impact is the visible consequence of what psycho-
metricians and indistrial psycholcgists call test bias. In
"~ this phrase the éqfd is used in the very generic sense adopted
by the EECC and other federal agencies charged with assuring
aéé of fair empioymeﬁt praeticés; a test is any paper and
pencil or other measure used as the basis of an employment
‘"decision. In the preceding examples the iﬁplicig,question,.A
nwhHat sex are you?" is the Eesf déed as a basis of the
Eﬁﬁléyﬁéh% decision. The phrase test bias is used to refer
ﬁo unfair consequences of using tests (predictors) as the
basis of selection decisions in a real life situation. A
test thCh is used -to dlsproportlonately eliminate appllcants
on a non-job related basis shows test bias. The most visible
and soeially unacceptabie examéleé of test bias disqualify
"ﬁihéfitieé; the handicapped, etc.: from jobs on the basis of
predictors (tests) that.are. not in fact job-related. Test

bias may also occur but ‘result in no adverse impact. For
- example, as. an employer, one might arbitrarily decide to hire

.o
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only receptionists who indicate on their applications that
tﬁey are left-handed. This ﬁéﬁia consititute test bias since
Qeing lef: handzd is not job related. It would not, however,
constitute adverse impact since no protected classes would.be
dispropcrtiohateiy eliminated from coﬁsiéetétioﬁi all fiéﬁﬁ
diéquaiifiéd.’ This kind of test bias is not illegal under
‘Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

For the -arposes of federal agencies, éﬁpidyéié and the
taw, test bias resulting in adverse impact is a serious prob-
lem and the driving issue behind compliance reviews, careful

. . ’ ’ : A .
choice of selection procedures, and court cases. Therefore,
given the preceding definitions and the concerns of our
readers, we will focus now on theé potential fof.iiiegai test
bias (i.e., adverse imiact) from us: of selection predictor
measures.

Since test bias refers to unfair consequences of test
ﬁ;é it is not surprising that ééVéfél different authors have
attempted to define ﬁhai‘is an unfair consequence. As a
result there are now nearly as many different models of test
bias, ééfiﬁiﬁg unfair consequerices in éifferent ways, as
these aré authors who write abo.t test bias. For example,
there are 11 models of test bias included in Peterson & Novick
(1976) , éach of which defines fair use of a test differently.

Basically what these models do is define what kinds of



4
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selection errors must be minimized for a test *o be fair to

-~

‘eii applicants. ‘Some authors say ;Qat a test must be used tc¢
maximize choice of individuals who will succeed; this is a
fair us¢ of a test. Others say a ‘test should be used to
ﬁihimize the likelihood of either rejecting someone who would
_ ; :
have saééééaea,,ar accepting someone who would have failed.
Still others try to maximize the chances of rejecting a person
who would have failed. Even though these;do not: sound like

contradlctory goals, each definition. of what constltutes falp

subgroup pérformande-differ on the predlctcr. Measures taken

.

cepted by an organization. To use a test fai\ly an\organlka-

: o N,

tion may ohoose appropriate cut-off scores and select propor-
'/

tions of individuals from subgroups so as to maximize its goal

in terms of fair consequences while nlnlmiz1ng5nonjob-re1ated

-

dlsadvantages to members of subgroups.

The "miform Guidelinés on selection practices, as well

S

as thei _._edecessors, have focused on adverse impact and in
pérEiouiar on differential validity leading to adverse impact.

The term differential validity réfers to a situation whérér"
the correlation Coefficient between a selection procedure
(e.g., test score or information used as a predictor) and job
performance is significantly different for differgni appli=

cant subgroups. In cases where a di f rence in these

Bz
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validity ccefficisnts exists between subgroups identifiable
by race, Sex, étc., but the test score or predictcr informa-
S 7”_, S o - - o S ,,,‘, o

tion is used in. the ‘same way to select applicants without

regard to Subgroup differences, test bias and adverse impact

. = .
results. An organization that does not closely éxamine its
celection procedures for differential validity may end up
using its selection procedures in ways which have  unfair

tical corrections-cdn be made and selection cut-off scores
set to reduce or eliminate aaeeigé iﬁ@ééﬁ,fiaﬁ use Qﬁ the
Vprédictor'test. Therefore, tvough é}fferentiai validity can
obviously lead to adverse iﬁpé&ﬁ,“iﬁ need not do so. The
potential uhféif consequences of aifféieéfiél véliaiéy can be

ratistically eliminated while still allowing for use of the

test. ,
_ - ee—— e = o / .

The explicit attention giéén'tq aiffe;eﬁﬁiél Véiiéiﬁy
as a cause of adverse impact has biinde& many users to théd
broader issue of unfair test use.(i.e., test bias reésulting
in.adyerse impact). It is very important to note that an,
absence of differential validity does not preclude aé&éfﬁé
impact. Consequintly, an orgarization which assumes it is"
using a test fairly because correlations between tests (or
pfeéictors) and performance are egual across subgroups may

be in error. If the range or means of predictor scores for

) 1.85- 91 S
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those subgroups differ, setting predictor score cutoffs to
select applicants as if the groups were identical will result -
in test bias; selection witﬁout atténtion to characteristics
of the:sqbsampie scores (iﬁciéaing mean, rangémof Vaiiéity.
coefficient) may also result in adverse iﬁbééﬁ.

Advegsé impact, therefor=z, results from test bias and mzay
c2 the cpnsequence of;any number of facﬁors, of which differ-
(1975) and Schmidt, Berner and Hunter (1973), differential
validity may be a pseudo problem that overshadows the probiém
of test fairness. | |

Early court cases concerned with discrimination resulting
from use of emgloyment tests focused on test bias and differ-

ential validity without clearly distinguishing betwee- the

‘two. In the classic Griggs case the courts disallowed the

Duke Power Company's test because they were not demonstrably

job-reiaéed for the blacke who we-e required to take them to

advance, and because they were used in a way that had clearly

negative conseguences for the black workers. The impression
gathered from our sample _f employers. is that organizations
have interpreted the ensuing court .cases and public policy as

- =

being solely concerned with identifying cases of differential

validity ‘even though, as indicated above, differential

validity is not necessary for test bias cr adverse impact.

Nonetheless, policy-makers in'business and government have

Y
o JI



been rightly concerned with/;he need to conduct subgroup
anéines ané- be wary of the aéQetse impéét that may'iésuit
if & generalized -decision rule for-hiring is used to select
applicants from sub-groups whosé'vaiidity qoefficiénts diffg¥.;
© Corporate experience and acadefiic research have demonstrated
that difféféhiiai‘éélidii§'SOﬁétiﬁéS'OCéﬁié.* More important
issuss are: when and why differential validity occurs; how
the controversy over the existence of differential validity
relates to the central issue of test bias; and what steps are

possible to prevent adverse impact of test use.

ﬁe refér to.reCéhéid}itings and opinion on differential
vai%éity as a éoﬁttovefsy because the current trend among
resééréﬁeis is to aggregate individual studies of differential
- va%ﬁdity and draw cénéiuéiéns about whether differential
vaiidéty in fact éxists at ail! Researchers and pfactitionérs
who have calculated éﬁEéféﬁﬁ validities and found éigﬁifi;
cantly different validity coefficients may be very skeptical’
of any research whigﬁ questions the existeécé of diffé:ééiiai
validity. Nonetheless, a few reseazchers have examined large
numbers of studies in an attempt to determine if firdings cf

c o -

* For a compete review and bibliography of ail such published
© studies of differential validity, see reviews by: Bocehm,
1977; Ratzell & Dyer, 1977; Dunnette & Borman, 1979; Hunter,
Schmidt & Hunter, 1979; Arvey, 1979.) ;

Q. R . o ~1.87- Qf:
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differential validity are chance occurrences or are iﬁaiéééiéé
of true differences in subgroup test performances. 1In ore
such investigation Boehm (1977) examined 31 studiés involving
297 comparisons of émpioyment and training selection proceé:
ures administered to blacks and whites. Of those 297 compar:-
sons only 8% showed differential validity. A closér loox at
those studies revealed that repnrts of differential val:dity
were likely to come from methodological weak studies, i_=.,
those characterized by small sample sizes, criteria whic- wers
not cerformance measures and/or a weak rationale for nhypec—-*
sizinc that the predictor(s) would have any relationship =
the criterion. In sum, she concluded that findings of dif "ar
entizl validity were methodological artifacts, and did not
reflect any relationships across subgroups. In another study.
Katzell and Dyer (1977) reviewed 31 studies and cczcluded
that ¢:fferential validity did occur at éEoGé chazce levsl-=

in thcse studies but that differential validity diZ not favzs
oné suogroup over another (i.e., vaiidity coefficients were
lower =Zor whites as often as for BIéékéj. Finally, in an
extensive study aggregating 866 validity comparisons of blac~<s
and whi:es from 3§ studiés, ﬁuntér, Schmidt and ﬁuntér (1§7§§
identi? 2d and controlled for methodological biases. They
conclu 4 that findings of differential validity wer= procu=ed
by che = and statistical artifaets, and that therefore d:if-

feren- validity probably did not exist in the population.

-1.88-



If -esting practi-ioners Z:=d differential validityv when
axamining their selection rroc:ecures but researchers azzue that
Z:fferextial valzdity Jocsn't : ally exist, what can w= conclude
-—out &ifferent:izi t=iidity & ! <he potential for adver= impact
- - emp_oyment se_z=cit=on? The -ercent research sucgests That
Zarefu- design < vzliidz=-ion <*.:dies may prevent Ziffecemtizl
ralidi=y from ne==-=-:m¢. Aacr -—ingly careful validatizs, con-
-1, =8 dgsig: =y alimini- Eifférentiai validity as a source
=< adzerss impact Soweve . - must also remember thav elimira-
iffersmioal val:iii=- .S not a panacez becauss many
~—=ar -haractérisstics —= —= -Ztributior of subsamc.e p—edictor

IZCres - T cont——“DTute =0 -#<t =-=s and adverse :mDac:. Non=the-

sz if —=ref... v des _gn=d -~ :dation studies a- : comZuctec to

tz7uzs t== pos===ility of ‘“firnt differential vz. idizv, then
—hese stcdies viZZ als:c prov: &3 weans, standards :=vizzicns and
score rances wh— can be a2xam.ned to determine —=i1 =oten:tizl

“or aéverse impacx.

The diZfe-e=nce models whic- identify unfair == of = test,
and provide & v=—ionale and method for setting cuttinc =cores
:nd selécting :=Fividzmals fairly from dlfferlng subgroexs, can
e used in ocrmk-natica with a good validity study to guide an
~rganizaticr “oward more job-related and equitable seZ=ction.
wodels of test —as réflect selection goals of sufficient
‘iversity tc mc—ommodate almost any organizational chc.:e about

*he kinds ¢ -=_ction errors that constitute test bias. One

Jodel (Darlimc—n, cited in Peterson & Novick, 1976) =%=r

ERIC -
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2xists which 22-=Tws org=nizations that wish to considsr =t cnly
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rE=—ce == i==ria, btt also employment parity or ccmp=usatory
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minc -i=ies in their definiticns of test fairne=:
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mocel permI=s explizit inclusion of such factors in ==tzing
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e
cutoffs =nd m=ki=g selec -ion decisions which are fair in =ccord=

an~= wit> the o——anizatisn's values. Regardless of imten=ions

21¢ chpis= of m—_icy réce-dinc test fairness, an orgamizazion's

—esci-ces mz Se inadegtz=e Zor a good validation stc=Sy because
samgle sizes =..e., job cpeezings) are lizited. For this reason,
cooperative valiéity gene—= ization stucies make the validation
T _OCess an Vet more paiaiéfie strategy be—auss they can provide
A5ta to —edzce adverse i—=— and enable c—==—ar worx force
producti-vits at =sfuced —=t=.
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Comparison of Selection Devices

research reviewed, it is important to step back and put them
into perspeétive. Recormendations eén'bé madé, éndorsing
certain methods for cerfain purposes. Table 10 is a tool for
doing just that. The techniques are compared on the basis of
eight imﬁortant issues for someone choosing a method for per-
sonnei selectipyn: (1) reliabilisy, (2) validity. (3) research
support, (4) objectivity, (5) face validity, (6) unigque data,
(7} cost, and (8) skill coverage. Desgite the wide variance in
the amount and depth of research on each technique, objectivi=zw,
cost, skills covered, and psychometric §ra§er£ie§; each of the
data collection methods is appropriate to use for certain
purposes. 7 -

The application blank is ééﬁﬁdﬁl& usec by ﬁééé companies as
it is- an inéxpensiv; means of gathering background data, in-
cluding experience and education. Applicants expect to fill
out an application blank, thus face validity is goo&. Addi-
tionally, re11ab111ty and validity of certain items can be
4u1te hlgh. The alsadvantage of the application blank is that
it does not directly measure skills. Therefore, where assurance
of skill is critical, the appiiéation blank would be deficient
by itself as a data base for an employment decision. When the
employer has little doubt about applicant abilities (e.g.,

applicant has a license or degree indicating skill level)

-1.91- 104
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and where cost is an 1ssue, the applvcatlon blank can be a
falrlv inexpensive and efFectvve selectlon tool.*
If an applicaﬁt‘s gozls and sélf-image are iﬁpoitaht, the

resume is a 1ess structured way to access and expand on this
1pformatlon. The cost to the organization is minimal and a

resume p%OVides more ‘detail in these areas than doeés en appii-
cation blank. Little research evidence is available on the
reliability and validity of the resume. Like the application
blank, the resume will seldom be sufficient for making selec-

tion decisions as skills are not directly measured.
In-those cases where interpersonal skills or task related

-skills ére-i@portént on the jobi ;écommenéations may be a
useful addition o the selection process. These are inexpen-
sive and provide a subjective measure of skills which are meas-
ured more objectively, but also at greater cost, by other

methods. There has, however, been little research on the
psychometrlc properties of recommendations.
The work sample appears to be an _especially useful data

collection method as it can dlrectlY'assess intellectual,
interpersonal, or psychomotor skills. Psychopetric data show
~— . : B}

work samples to have high validity and good consistency rela-

tive to other techniques. The cost may be prohibitive,

a,

o~

* Though employers often worry credentials such as litenses
and degrees say sOmething about an applicant's competence;

detail.

3
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however, as wéfkrééﬁﬁléé generally require large capital expen-
ditures and may be expensive to administer.

Thought samples provide come of the most usefui data avail-
able in assessing these institutional Eéﬁﬁéﬁéﬁﬁs Oé iﬁtetpet-

sonal competence. This technique, indeed, is the only way in

which motives can bé measured. In compiex jobs_in"aréas such

.

as management that rely on interpersonal skills, thought sam-
ples have shown the greatest consistency in predictive validity
over time. They are.expensive to;sco;é proverly, but return a
long-term selection benefit far out of proportion to the ini-
‘fial scoring iAvestment. e
Detectors of deception such as polygraphs have little to
recommend them. Their reiiability and vaiiaity are tenuous;
they tend to antagonize the subject. Nonetheless, in situa-
tions where the good will of applicants is not a consideration,
where false negative decisions (i.e., identifying an hcnest
response as a lie) are unimportant because of the tremendous
- _cost of false éééiéi%és (i.e., hiring éwaiéﬁéhééé worker), then
polygraphs {and such) may provide some unigue. data of ﬁéilify
for that specifié decision situation.
-

Interviews have high face validity in employment situations
and may be particularly useful inassdssing interpersonal
skills. Though réliability is typically'iodér than many other
measures, with only moderate expenditure if can be raised quite
- substantially. Validity is low when the interview is used Xo

157
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skills are required, the interview will be an inadequate meas-
ure. The objective coding of interview data as discussed under
Thought Samplés provides the bést potential Solution to prob-
lems of reliability and validity. Because of the time required
to administer an interview prope¥ly, its cost may be prohib-
itive for its utility as a selection device for many jobs.
However, “if~ it is used-for other—purposes as well, such as
public relations, the cost may be more easily justified.
“2neral intelligence tests may be éppropriate as measures
of overall intellectual ability for lower level clerical or
. managerial jobs. However, specific tests of* intellectual
ability show approximately. the same‘cost with higher &aliéiﬁ&.
Cost for both measures will be low if a standardized commer-

Spééifg% skill and ability tests are available for asses-

! sihg intellectual or psychomotor:skiiiSa Ehése testé'usdaiiy

properties. If tests are constructed by the organization for
particular jobs, costs will increase sﬁfstahtiéiiy. Teséslmay
also show higher validity ?6f~§éfEiéﬁlat jobs if the test uses
actual job equipment, but, of céurse;lthié will also increase
the cost to the organization. '

Finally, personality tests show relatively low reliability,

predictive validity and face validity'but:ﬁa§ be  especially

uséful in assessing interests. Alsoy if psychological adjust-

Ne
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qost'of commercially available tests is usually low, but
‘administration time varies quite widely, and may serve as a
source éf hidden cost. S;Oiiﬁg keys for particular companies
can be constructed for many tests. This will increase the cost
but will usually raise the validity of the test as well.

In sum, all the selection techniques discussed, even the
most questionable ones, have some advantages. Their. unique

selection method (s).

7
7
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IIT. THE PRACTICE OF PERSONNEL SELECTION

The previous section has described and compared the major
employee selection techniques currently in use. The present
section is devoted to the application of these techniques in
job situations. Nearly ali the literature on employee selec-
tion deals with the selection instrument as the unit of analy-
sis, rather than with the job or type of job in regard to which
a selection decision is made. The intent of‘shiftiné sttention
to the job as the unit of analys1s is to examine the approprl-
ateness of a selec-zon system in which multlple sources of data
aré considered to identify the most approprlate=job.candldates;
Given what is known of the streugths and weaknesses of indi-
wvidual seieétion tééﬁﬁiques; an account of how these*techniédes
are used as the baS1s for Job selectlon enables the analysis of
how organlzatlons carry out matchlng appllcants ;o jasg.'

This ‘section summarizes an empirical study of employee .Se-
_iection practices in the fieid The §iésenE.SEuéy was intended
to 1nvolve a representatlve sample of Jobs to thCh selectlon
devices are routinely applied, so that the state of the practlce
in entry level.employee assessment could be ascertained for a

wide varlety of competenc1es. This study was initiated by

PR aéfln ng“a ‘sampling strategy based on a comprehen51ve ‘but simple

job taxonomy which would yleld to quantitative analy31s; 051ng

& . ~ s o oy - - - - — - N - ., e - R -y Tt o
the taxonomy as a gulde, direct contact was initiated with more
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them as much information as they were willing to share regarding

their current and past procedures. Following the déscription of
.

these procedires, this section presents an account of the state

of the §fé6£iée with regard to key issues ih:éﬁﬁiayﬁéhf selec-

tion and a statistical analysis of data gathered on 239 jobs

that documents currént trends in émpioyéé selection.

The Scope of the Study

A prime'requisite of this ieseafch was a job sappiihg
strategy-whicﬁ would be representative of a cross-section of
job fﬁhéiiohs,.sinéé it was expected that the majority of fofﬁali
cémpéténgy;baSe& selecton systems would be founded on.a rationai
analysis (e.g., Fine & Wiley, 1971) of the tasks and functions
§eff6fﬁedzb§ individual jobs. The functional taxonomy aéGeioéed
by-Katz and Kahn (1978) was particularly appropriate for the
present purpose. These authors déscribed their_formai Eaxonomy
in terms of five sub-Systems which identify Formal operations
Qiéﬁin=of§aﬁizéti6né, and which may also Bé applied to describe

- dominant job functions:

1. Production jobs are based on task accomplishmént through

~

_technical proficiency. These are jobs in which energy-is- frans-————

formed into output and value is added for the organization.

2. Maintenance jobs are oriented toward maintaining ‘stabil-

ity and predictability within an organization. This may take
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the form of preserving ex1st1ng relationshlos among other indi-

making aspect of work. People in these jobs coordinate exter-
nal requirements with internal resources and resolve conflicts
among other job functions.

4. Boundary jobs are characterized by their function as

linking the parent organization with their counterparts in

other organizations. Individuals in these jobs carry out the

transactions leading to the procurement and disposal of goods

- .and services. . _— R

5. Adaptive jobs are characterized by their roles in or=

ganization change, including intelligence gathering, research
and development apd planning functions. Thouéh these jobs are
concerned WiEH innovation, their primary task is helping an
organization adjust to a changing environment.

The -translation of this functional taxonomy of organiza-
tions into a'takoﬁomy of joés, howéver,.invoives adding the

¥ 4 .
" formeZ as an indepéndent diménsibﬁ. Accordlngly, jobs were

also classified according to”whether applicants were feiaéivéiy

unski lleu with regard to the functlon they would perform in the

jOb' were skllled or moderately profzcxent 1n technlcal and

procedura¢ aspécts of the Job, or were profe551onal in the;:

skill level, meaning that extensive specialized training or

experience was acquired prior to selection. Classification of

s1.101- 112
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each job in the'takénehi by skill level was made on the basis

of skill levél required of'the applicant at point of éntry into

an organization, rather than on the ba51s of a skill acqu1red on

the Job follow1ng a suitable period of on-the-job experience or
training prOVided by the hiring organization.

their selection systems sufficiently ﬁeil to be helpful in the
present study. It was expected that many emplovers would resist
snaring recent éocuméﬁtatieﬁ5oé-empioyee selection procedureés
for reasons beariné'én the proprietary nature pf selection pro-
cedures, the maintenance of confidentiality éf the information

source,. and,questions of compliance w1th EOC QUldellneS. To

minimize this probiem, the first appréach taken was to 1dentify'

, spec1f1c 1ndiv1duals w1th1n target organizations which had con~

ducted selection research and had presented it 1n both published

and unpublished literatLre, and o*her 1ndrvxduals ‘who were

otherwise known to the authors thrpugh perscnal or professional

contact.* -

—— P o

-

* The 1dentification of contacts through the literature review

produced mixed resu lts. A significant’ numbet of organiza-
tions who are pursding research on their own selection sys-

tems could be traced through articles published in academic

journals: _ However, surprisxngly littie of value regaraing
the state of the. practice was gleaned from a survey of peri-

" odicals devoted to personnel practices in specific trades,
careers or . profe551onal associations. From a random sample

—0of over.. 100.such»periodicals, not a.single article within
the last .five years could be found in which either a rigor-
ous 'statistical analysis:of selection system practices was
Undertaken or in which data-based research regarding a par-
ticular “selection device was attempted. - Of those articles
which dealt with personnel selection practices, the only
data available‘were anecdotal in nature and not- useful to
the present .study.

-~ 113
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This procedure obtained access to selection system data on
154 different jobs, from 79 organizations. An aééitionai 85
jobs/irom 38 organizztions were identified through less per—
sonal means, including "cold call” contacts with the personnel
directors of selected Fortune 500 industrial organizations, and
with organizations who had recently advertised emplé?ﬁehtbép-
portunities in a number of major newspapers, although it was

‘\..
“~

N

documentation for this additional job sample. ~

not possible to obtain the same degree of selection system

Next, open-ended interviews were conducted with the contact
persons w1th1n the target organlzatlohs. Interviewees were'
~encouraged to provide information about specific jobs for which

selection procedures had been documeénted and to supply that
asaéﬁéﬁeaeiaﬁ.iﬁ'wiiéiﬁg'wﬁéiévéz possihle. Included in the
information sought during this process was a specification of
the kinds of knowiedge, skills, abilities and other character2
istics sought, the types of selectiosn devices that weré Lsed to

"identify them, factors relating to the developrent and imple—

ﬁéﬁtatiOﬁ-of the seleCtion 5ystém,~validity and reliability of

,proceSS. Data were sought with special emphasis regarding the

applicatlcn of the various sourcés cf selé—tion data discussed

51mulations and recommendations. As appl_caiion blanks and

resuﬁes are used to gather a qualitativelv wider variety of

-

selection data, respondents were asked tc indicats whether

- . ° €
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are production jobs, since value added provides a more access-

jobs or education requirements were the important considera-

tions. Aééitionéii§, resp~dents were asked whether or not a
license was required for 1 a particular job. No data

were available regarding se o= thought samples or detectors
of deception in the preser  :mple.

Table 11 provides ‘a summarized classification of the 239
i65§ for which selection é?éééiﬁ data were EVEiiéBIIé. Appi:eii—
mately 25% of the jobs in this table were drawn from "Fortune
500" companies, 30% from other sizable businesses in the pri=
vate sector, 25% from the federal and state ééiViéé,'ééucation,
and other public sector sources, and the remainder from miscel-
laneous sources. Note that production jobs comprise the largest
number of jobs classified according to Eﬁél taxonomy. It appears
reasonable that the majority of jobs that exist are those in
which some amount of value is added directly by the employee to

the product or service. It is also reasonable that the greatest. —

- number of jobs on which selection systems have been documented

ible validation criterion than do other measures of performsnce - — °
effectiveness. By contrast, the fewest number of selection

‘situations involved jobs classified as adaptive; simce most

jobs in this -category are filled from within the ormanization

through -promotion, or from-without through highly individual- ~

_ized means of selection which are beyond the scope of the .
present study. ,
115
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Taxonomy of Jobs Surveyed by

ILevel and Function:

A Representative Summary

Job Function

level Production Maintenance -
assembly line  file clerk
worker g employment
cashier rep.
nonskilled aide/orderly
. clerical inspection
I transportatlon worker
Unskilled worker - mechanical
waiter worker
stock checker administrative
refinery worker psychiatric
miner attendant
cook
n = 32 n=11
medical computer
technician programmer
secretary administrative
engineering _ assistant
: technician firefighter
Skille@ food processor airline
mechanic maintenance
-crazt worker - - alcohol
-dra®tsperson ' counsélor
L stasF nurse _patrolmap
field worker hospital
- . corpsman
S = - —-gdiver
n:-= 46 n = 22
- faculty -member = accountant
TN . senior technical biomedical
o specialist technician
—:° ~ pilet  process
- ;architect technician
Pro- .- . civil FCR manager
“fessiomal eng;geer .
musician R
nuclear
: ' chemist
: choreographef\\\
AN

. surgeon
ns= 31

109 -

Managerial

management
trainee

statistical
manager

administrative
trainee

first line
supervisor
buyer }
toll fac;;xtv
officer
saleS'gaggger

correctional
officer

engineéering
managey
o e
supervisor
plant
manager
pollce captaxn

Boundary

duty collector
checkout
computer
checkout
salesperson
human service
worker
toll collector
library clerk
revenue officer

truck dr1ver

n = 18

1ife insurance
agent .
manufactuief s
rep.
coﬂSultant
counselor

product service

marketing
anager
'commerC1al loan
officer
lawyer
-technlcal
S’ 'l
purchaslng -
- agent
foreign service

officer

L o

n’=12 .

_Adaptive

political

‘geéneralist

__management

consultant .

o



Many of these organizations in our é;mpie, particularly
those with a long history of selection system documentation
‘provided us with much information about selection §réétiéeé that
would not be reduced to statistical analysis. This section is
therefore'devoteé.to some of thé more quaiitative aspects of
qua{}tatlve presentatlon-that follows. The c0ncern'of this
section inoiude the underiving motivation for choosing a given
dev1ce, the issues and problems that arise with partxc ular
~s=lection procedures, and the changes organizations anticipate
over the next several years. _ |

'iirsf, it shouié be nétea:that empioyingforganiz&tions

selection systems. This was not unantlcrpated due to the
Seﬁsitivity énd;propriétary nature of the informatlon we were
ééiiiﬁér However, even after egtabllshlng our research. Ereaeﬁ:
- . tials through references and correspondence and guaranteeing
. confidentiality of the data and their sources, nearly 25% of
R the orgamization contacted dld not w1sh to contrlbute to the

present stndy. During our study, we found companres partlcu-

-appllcants. ‘Those wbo dld seem to have data, ahd were willing

Eo éﬁare it,ﬂfell into two ba51c-classes: (l) a group of 1arge

' organlzatlons who were u51ng brograpﬁlcal data exp11c1tly as

Pt

valldated predlctors, and therefore were w1111ng to share

\Jr“
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applicant characteristics with us; and (2) a group of people
who were keeping applicant flow figures, and were in reasonably
good positions with the ééoc. OtherwiSe, companies were par-
the characterLstlcs_of people who went through the process.
Their reticence was rooted in a fear that this data could be
used against them.

industrywide selection devices as in the"petroieum and insur-
ance industries. In both of these industries, several firms
have pooled resources and looked at common needs and selection
issues. As part of their cooperative rtudy, these groups ex-
anined job anaiysis, test Aesign and vaiidation. In addition,

- on validity generalization in hopes of 1dentify1ng job-related

skills and appropriate ‘tests whioh can be used by the companies

N

_ within the industry. . | vf" T -
When companles descrlbed the process of selectlon 1n wh1ch
they were engaged it was reveéaled- that everyone uses 1nterv1ews.
_ There 1s, however, great var1ab111ty as to- whether 1nterv1ews
. are used as the f1rst screen for an appllcant, or whether- they
are used for a final dec151onAafter_con51derat10n of other kinds

"of data such as applications or reSumés.

While all organizatlons reported us:ng 1nterv1ews, and most

organlzatlons reported uSlng sklll;tests for clerical people,:w
there are other consistencies which emerge in the use of methods
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insuranée industry while public éraaééaséing companies rely
.heaviiy on resumes and trade pubiiéatiéhé which post job open-
ings. iﬁeSertrends_may bé-refiective of similarities between
jobs withih a given industry and/or may reflect an indystry
tradltlon in terms of selection methodology.
- Another trend that emerges in the use of test1ng as a
-selection tool is the reduction in the use of personality and
intelligence -tests by most companies, usually for equal employ-
. ment considerations. In one case where EEO legislation has ﬁaah
a visible impaot on the company's testing process; the firm has

'hire testing instead. After‘selectlon, a person is tested’ to_
see where he or she should ‘be placed within the campaa&; Those:
tests that cont1nue to be used for selbction purposes are sklll
tests whlch generally have high face valldlty for the Job.

These tests are given at lower_levels for skllled“and unskilled

e

-jobs, clerical jobs, and hourly workers.

. The e;tent of ;E}aeéufe-givéh to the interview process
‘varies across interviewers, departrients and organizations. In .= -
- our sample, two 1nterv1ewers are seldom requlred to use the sSame’
structure. While great varlablllty exists Eetween 1nterv1ews
for a s1ngle Job var1ab111ty is even greater across JoBs. The
flnance department mlght interview people dlfferently from the

sa;és department. Another general finding in the use o;

-1.108-




interviews is that more interviews are regquired for higher .
level jobs. ‘A p;ofessionai level \appiicant “will \probabiy be
interviewed by many people whereas for lower level positions,
the interview process consists of one interview with someone in
personnei,

N

When we ‘asked companies why they had instituted particular

selection processes, it was found that the motive behind the

selection process was seldom a desire to understand or identify

» - T o
competence for. the job. Usually, the selection procedure had

been 1nst1tuted because of a particular problem, such as turn-
over, or becauSe of équal employment issues. The companies'

su1t that might be brought aga1nst them, as well as wantlng to _

.shoyw affirmative actlon.

One set of .issués of particular interest to us was how

thé=6f§ahiiati6hs identified the Efitefia for their Seiection

:process, and what these cr1ter1a were (i.e., specific knowl-.

)

edge, Skillsr.abilities, or,other characteiistics). We found

'two trends along thls line, the first Belng that, in our sample,

-

rule. Very few companles had actually conducted jOb analyses.
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analysis as appropriate for the development of papef'ahé pencil
tests, but not as an .important step in developing a method to
" evaluate resumes, application-blanks, or as a prerequisite to

the ihtei@ive Since these latter techniques are more often

; ~_
-J/ used than paper and penc1l tests, job ana;y51s is less common.
S The sample was asked ‘how the selectlon process was: orlglnally

— o — —

developed. The practltloners, however, seldom had knowledge of

the process development. Typically the process was descrlbed
as evolv1ng OVETr a 1ong perlod of time or else it was emplrlcal.
not based on a concept of what was 1mportant to the job, but
rather, on finding items which would empirically Predlctrper- o
formance. Organizations with empirically keyed selection tests
'(suéﬁ as scored biog:a?hical data forms) gggt continually reval-
idate them and therefore are more in touch with the development
of the;proceSS; Trait or skill measures are more likely to be"
considered‘;ogically:related to joh?berfor@ahoe and therefore
receive 1e§és§aégfi¢ﬁiag of the rationale for .their use. '
'The.oiéahiiatiohsfﬁehtiohéd three other ways their selection
procedures were developed. By far the most typlcal was using ‘
published tests that already had establlshed rorms as well as

documented re11ab111ty and validity data for 51m11ar Jobs. in-

addition some companles spoke of developlng-thelr own inhouse -

‘.




When organizations were queried about the validity of their
selection process, it was revealed that few organizations had

4

conducted actual validity studies. Those that had done valida-
tion énimariiy examineé the validity of psyéhometric tests,
especially those .used for selection into high-level positions:
Also tests were more likely to be validated by the company if
their relatedness to the job wasn' t 1mmédlately clear. Person-
alit ty ceqts with their low face valldlty frequently fell into
this Eéféééiy. ‘For ‘lower level §6§i516h§, tests in .use were
seldom validated. Instead the organizations relied on' published
validity srétistics. -
Interv1ews were also very seidom valldated. Only a few
companies were concerned- with thé validity of their interviews
because they didn't think of them as selection tests. The only
other selection device which has been examined for validity is
biographical data. These data were usually validated for par-
ticgiar jobs tﬁtoqé% keyéd_éppiication blanks. Other methods,
such as recommendations, signaara non-keyed application blanks -
and resumes, tend 49£ to be validated forms for collecting
biodata. - - :
selection process had wq:ked, they relied gq'anecdotes, face or
content validity, -as eviéence'ihét théir,ongoing selection proc-
ess was Séleéfihé the right people. They did not rely on more
empirically rigqroﬁs methods for demonstrating the utility of

their selection process. Where there was empirical evidence,
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that evidence tended to be gathered for the more complex, Or

. less face v2lid procedures such as biographical data, person-

ality tests, or assessment centers.

A few organlzatlons reported that the problems they had

_encountered 1n the use of various selection processes were that

~an 1nstrument was not seen as be1ng face valld, or that the

. -

usuaaly because of tlme c money constraints.
One large trade organlvatlon for the 1nsurance 1ndustry

t1me, since such data could not be counted on to ma1nta1n thelr
validity over dlfferent years and different appllcant popuia-
tions. This is a problem which is grossly overlooked by organi-

zations using other kinds of selection methods. The biodata's

‘instabiiity over time is a severe problem for that kind of data.

We Found few organlzatﬁpns outside of the insurancé and petro-

leum 1ndust;1es whlch revalidated their selectlon procedures.

Organlzatlons involved in valldlty research stress misuse

of selection procedures as a problem. They found it difficult

selected 1nd1v1duals on the bas1s of an unvalldated pllot

instrument. Cost was.also a hindrance for some sophisticated

procedures such.as assessment centers. Th1s was partlcularly

. true when large cap1tal outlays were necessary, and technlques

’

were unfamiliar or nontraditional.
Our sample reported that data from selection procedures were

ysually maintained in company personnel files. Some companies

“3.112- :
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doing later research. Many organlzatlons.were sceptlcal about
inquiries around the use and maintenance of seléction data

files. We can only assume that this scepticism arose from EEO
concern. Most organlzatlons reported no further ase of selec-
tion data but those that did responded that the data were most

often kept for one of three purposes: for ma1nta1n1ng Compli-

ance records (EEOC. and Afflrmatlve Actlon), for giving feedback
”Eé Ehe éppliéaﬁts, or for validation on the,instrumenr or
Selection techniques.

Orééhizetions were asked what changes they anticipated in
their selection process. Several companies predicted a trend
toward increased Jjob analysis, increased validation efforts (es-
pecially for such devices as the interview), and more behavioral
methods of selection. Additionally, one organization spoke of
an anticipated need to justify selection and ﬁreﬁétiéh decisions
to the applicant. In the past this had not been reQuirea but;
the anticipation seems reasonable. .

When asked whether educational credentlals were-used as
part of the seélection process, those organlzatlons that did use
Aor consider eaucatlonal credentials, did so prlmarlly for hlgn—~
skilled jobs. Orgarizatlons seldom specified either the valid-
ity of the educatlonal‘credentlal as a predictor of job compe-
tence, or the weight given to the information about education

when making a selection decision.
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Analysis of Trends and Practices

The foiiewihg data were noted for éach Qf the 239 jobs, .
éptiinéd'iﬁ Table 11, to §é§§i£ a EyéEéﬁéEié quantitatibe
analysis: the taxonomic job classification (Job funct.on and
level of skill requiréd), the sources of data considered in
making the selection decision, changes in use of each data

;-sourCe_ovér-time (e.g., Qﬁéihei Ehe aagé source increased,
. fémained constant, or decreased in us&), and whether the data

source had been validated with respect to the job by the hiring

organization.

the interviews the generic competéncies required by the job
"“were also recorded. These competencies fell into three broad

'groups: (1) intellectual competencies, including téchﬁicai’

khowiedge’p;obiem soiving, pianniné and organizing, and ab-

‘stract reasoning; (2) interpersonal competencies, including

communication, leadership, counseling, teaching skill and

seif-presentation; and (3) psychomotor competéncies,- includ-
ing manual dexterity, agility, ‘physical strength, eye-hand
cooréination. and speed and accuracy. Each job.was coded by
whether it required one Oi-more of the compeiency‘group rather
athaniwhéthef an employing organization selected for these
compétencies;
. Table 12 presents a summary of the descriptive statistics

regarding the use and validation of eleven sources of selection




TABLE 12 to
ﬁsé and ﬁaiidation _of Séiéction Data

Frequency Validated As percentage of -frequency of use:

Source of Data of use use (Decreased Use / Constant Use / Increased Use)
1. Interview _ 73s! 7% ( - os 97% C 3% )
2. Skill and Ability Test 38  35%  ( . 5% 92% “- )
3. Work History 38% 3 (0% | 100% 0% )
4. Education 313 5% ( 1es T o8 )
5. Biographical Data PR 3 (e 8os ] ® )
6. Recommehdation 21 oo (o . loos o )
"7. Personality Test 18% 69  ( 154 83% 2% )
8. Past Performance 48 6% ( 0% 100% - o )
9. Work sample - 20 % (o e e )
10. License ' 8% ov 0% 100% 0% )
11, simdation s s (s ea e )

L probability underestimated: see text.-

¢
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source of selection information. The figure of 73% is in all

likelihood a low estimate of the number of times both formal

and informal interviews are conducted,to screen employees, giv-

en Scott's (1961) figure of 98% in his study of interviewing

practices and the observation that many of the respondents in
our sample did not volunteer information about use of the cur=
sory personal interview. Data from skill and ability tests and
from work histories, are therefore probably considered less

“than half as often as the interview. Despite the interview's

popularity, or oarhaps because of it, the interview was among.
the least well-validated sources of information used in making

a selection decision. BAmong the sources of selection data

-listed, work history, educational background and recommenda-

tions were also frequently used yet seldom validated. The most
test, due mainly to the fact that most employers relied on
published validation statistics to justify their use. Skill
and ability tests and biographical data were two additional

sources of information.that were frequently used and relative-

1y well validated in the field. The performance simulation,

largely because of its complexity and the expense involved in

despite its infrequent use.
" The remaining data in Table 12 are devoted to trends iﬁ the
use-of the various data sources. Aas a fulé;ntﬁé use of data

sources has remained substantially unchanged for each selection’

-
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system. Nevertheless, conclusions may be drawn from tife pro-
position of instances in which the use of a particulér data
source was increased or decreased over the life of a selection
program. Specirically, the educational ieéﬁiieﬁéhé and the
personality test show trends toward decreasing use, undoubtedly
reflecting recent court decisions striking down educational
requirements as unnecessarily discriminatory and personality
‘testing as not demonstrably relevant to job requirements. 1In
the zbsence of trends toward the increased use of other data
sources, one can conclude (1) that the selection interview, due
to its mere pervasiveness, is being counted upon more and more
heavily in making the final Séléction décision, even tﬁouéh‘it
is among the least reliable and valid of the selection
techniques; and (2) that the use of credentials and personality
i‘test, though viewed as imporéant sources of selection data, is
simply being discontinued for fear of reprisal in the courts.
Somewhat surprisingly, few differences in the use of par-
ticular data sources were found between major job functionms. -

The data in Table 12, therefore, present a largely accurate

picture of the use of data sources for production, maintenance,
. manageriailand boundary jobs. A few differences by job func-
‘tion, however, were obtained at statistical levels of signifi-
cance (p < .01). Skill and ability testing was nearly twice as
.prévaiené among maintenance jobs than among others, and educa-
tion and simulation data were considered twice as often for
managerial jobs than for production, maintenance of boundary .

jobs.




Table 13 illustrates the characteristics of the job sample
in terms. of the cempetencies required by the job according to
‘job function and skill level.* In the analysis of competen-
cies by job function, the majorlty of manager1a1 and adaptlve
jobs in the_sample requlre some spec1f1ed level of 1nte11ectua1
_coﬁpeteﬁéej ‘the majorlty of manager1a1 boundary,-and adaptlve
Jobs were found to requlre Interpersonal competence,tand pro-

duction and maintenance jobs largely require psychomotor com-

petence. The second part of Table 13 shows tne data collapsed
across job functions and examines requlred competency broken
down by the skill level specified by the job requirement. .
The éreat majority of unskilled jobs reqdire psychdmotor'
interperspnal competencies, while jobs designated as sklllea
lean towatd the‘requirement of psychomotor cempetepqies but
are, in the main, more balanced in their requirements of the
three generic competency groups. The professional skill 1§§e1
jobs in the sampie;fequifé a much higher aégreé of intellectual
jcompetenc1es thanllnterpersonax or psychomotor competenc1es,
although these last two competency groups are siénifiéahtiy
represented. Considering all jobs in the sample together, the

* Note that the percentaces listed which are percentages of.

the row tctal exceed 100%, since many jobs are represented
- under more than one competency.

19
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TABLE 13
 Characteristics of Job Sample: Breakdown by
Job Type and Skill Level by Competencies Required by the Cob'
Competency Required by Job
Job Bpnction i Intellectnal > Interpersonal Psychomotor

Production (109) 368 _ - ,. 923
Maintenance "« - (38) o3 243 : S -
Managerial @)~ es 58 ox
Boundary (26) 28t 78%  n
Adaptive (6) i00% . | 83% | 17%

All Jobs (239) as . 39% 59%

LS - Com’petency Requirea by Job
.Skill Level a Intellectual Interpersonal Psychomotor
Unskilled (ee) 10% 26% . : 74%

skilled {107 348 S S " s8a
Professional  (63) 86% e 44%
211 Jebs (239) - 4ls SR 39% 593

- '-;li’erceniageé- are based on proportion of row totals




competency representatlon, although favorlng psychomotor
competenc1es to some degree because of the large number of -

productlon jobs'surveyed, appears reasonably balanced.

With these descriptive

statistics as background, trends in
the use of particular selection data were examined by the level
of skill and the competencies required by each job. Table 14

selection data varies directly with the level of skill required
ir the job. This fiﬁdiﬁg is consistent for the-iuterview, work
history, education, recomﬁehdatiaﬁ, past performance and li=
cense. Skill and ability tests show the‘oh1§ significant
departure from tﬁisvtrend: empioyers who seek professiohal.

method for ascerta1n1ng competency, while s1gn1f1cant numbers’
of employers who are hiri .ng unskllled and skilled employees may

not be able to assume the presence of minimal SklllS or abili-

.

ties in appllcants and therefore flnd skill and ab111ty testlng

to be useful additicns to a selection system. - However, with

all sources of selection data taken together, the med1an number

of data sources. cons1dered across jobs is 1. 3 for unskllled
jobs, 1.8 for skilled jobs, and@ 3.3 for professional jobs, a
‘highly significant linear trend in the use of selection devices
with particular emphasisVin professional-level jobs.

Thé final tables iﬁ tﬁzs sectioh iiiustrate the 1ike1iﬁood

<

ing intellectual, 1nterpersona1 or psychomotor competenc1es As

: . S 1 7“
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TABLE 14

-

Frequency of Selection Data Use Related to

Source of Data -

11.

Interview

Skill and Ability Test
Work History

Education
Biographical Data
Recommendation
Personality Test

Past "';formance

. Work Sample

License

Simalation .

Nﬁmbér of Cases:

Level of Skill Required in Job

LEVEL OF SKILL

Unskilled skilled
65% - 70
36% S0%
224 2%
20% 22%
268 20%

7% P2 ot
i?i o 17s
6% 8%
10% 108
38 6%
4 5%
69 107

Professicnal -

86%

67%

‘49

18%

36%
. 143
35%
19%

5%

63

o

linear

lineaxr

iinear

linear

Significant

_Trend

e <
(p <

(. <

.001).

. .001)

< .001)

.01)

.001)

o -

.001)

.001)
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Ve
the use of sélection devices was shown to be related to skill
level, which was 1tse1f correlated with type of competency re-

quired by the Job (§eé Table 13), the flgures in these tables

~

competéncy requlrements. Table 15 shows the relative degrée”
to which a source of data will be employed as a function of _
whether orrnot a particdiar competency is requireé by the joh;

=

-

are more likely to be considered when 1nte11ectual skllls are
requireé than when they are not; skill and abiiity tests are
when .interpersonal skills are requlred; and sk111 and ability
fests and licenses are more likely to be considered when psycho-
motor Eoﬁﬁetenciés are at issue.

In most cases however, it is likely that more than one

sourcé of selection data will be used, so it is necessary to

‘examine which data sources cend to b& used’ together most often

in selecting for certain competencies. 70 thls end a alscrlm-

inant ana1y51s was performed for each of the 11 sources of data:
for the job, and Table 16 oresents the results. Taken toqether,
education and simulation data are more llkely than chance to be
considered in selecting for intellectual skills while, curious-

ly, skill and ability tests are ignored to a degree greater

-

‘than would be expected by chance. Simulations, persqnallty

interpersonal competencies were requlred by the job, while sk111

112393
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oy T ’TABLEﬁV BLE ls “
: ' - Frequency of Selection Data Use Related
- To Competency Reéquirement of the Jabr
Is Competency Required? _Intellectual Interpersonal PSychemotor
- : No/Yes No/Yes . No/Yes
- —_ e . . . I S ) T ..
1. Interview 71%/77% 76%/71% 73%/73%
2. Skill and ability Test | 4By 20%** T 25%/43%%% - 28%/42%*
3. Work History 30%/53% 37%/40% 39%/38%
-~ . 7 ™ oo .
4. Education - 17874634+ 29%/28% - . 40%/21x%*
/ . .
( N _ o - . o hd o o o oo . .
5. Biographical Data ' 20%/22% ) - 22%/21% O 27%/17% .
€. Recommendation o 17%/29% . ITV/2TA 22%/21%
. 7. Personality Test - . 1737153 13%/22% . 25%/10%**
. T & : B o - o LT
~ 8. Past Performance ; , 12%/20% 12%/18% 17%/13%
-9. work Sample . 1is714r . 13%/10% . 8%/15%
10. License - 8%/10% | 12/3% . 2%/13ae
“11. simulation o 18/108** - 1%/10%%* . low/1ar*
__*p < .05 )
: i*'p < .01° .
Lcorrected for level of skill required ]
o , g
. . -1.1232]34 . o :

-~



TABLE 16
- Selection Data Considered as a Funckion of Ccmpetency G
Required by the- Job )
. Competency ~ -+ Data Sources Most . . 1°  Data Sources Least. £
. Required - Likely to Be Used' -E .+ Likely to Be Used =
Intellectual . Education . .27** Skill and Ability Test ~:23%
simulation T . '
Interpersonal simulaticn T Lo Skill and Ability 'Test =-.20%**
. Perscnality Test JA1 License - ) -.12
- - . ’ .
, - Reéommendation 254
Psychomotor License T l19% - Simulation - —.23%
Skill and Ability Test .14* Petsonality Test = =.20%%
Work Sample .11 Education -.21**

3

" leorrelations are with requirement “of skill (0 = not reguired by job/ 1 = required by job),

*p < .05 R
iip <'..0i . .' : . \' i : ) : ) A R
i 125 .
I S ) ‘/-/‘ -
- , P
; Cae1.124
2 ¢ . ) / o




and ability tests and licenses were considered less often.
?iﬁaiiy, when p5ycﬁomotof COmpetghcies are requiréd, iicehséé,
skill and ability t;sts.and\work Saﬁbies tend to be used indi-
vidually or in combination iﬁlmakiné a selection decision, while
simulations, personality tests and educational background are
the least likely sources of data to be considered. It is in-
teresting to note that many of the data sources whiéh are like-
iy to bée used in seiécting for intellectual and interpersonai
competencies are the least likely to be used in selecting for
psychomotor competencies, while those sources of aat; used in
selecting for psychomotor compéeténcies are correspondingly less
likely to be used in selecting for either intellectual or inter-

personal competencies.

Implications for Educators and Employers

It seems reasonable to expect that the selection deviqeé
some way the job competencies required of the applicant. In
practice, the degree to which this is true depends on how broad-
ly the job competencies are defined. If one is concerned with
selecting for specific skills, abilities or performer charac-
teristics such as manugi.déktérity, negotiating skill, the
ability to delegate tasks, knowledge of the iétest health care
technology, or planning ékifl, the gtéfe'df the practice in
seiectioﬁ‘is woefully ihaéequate;:-The_primary réason for

-
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.categories;‘ With face 6a1idity'5éin§ a pféféquisite for the

'tenc1es at the gener1c level wh1ch are related to job

this is not the often low reliability or validity of individual

' selection devices, but rather the general absen~e of job an-

alyses on the basis of which selection devices could be devel-
oped;’{Selecticn procedures are chosen without much evidence .
that they tap a relevant domain of job-related skills. - With
Ehe exception of Eraining programs with practitioner-teachers
(for example, in the health care professions), there is very
iittie contact between the world of education and the wérid of
students for llfe out51de the classroon.

In reality the selection procedures used by most emplciiné
organizations provide little insight into the specific know-
ledges, skills, abilities and characteristics required for

work. Without job analyses to inform selection systems, it B -

' 1s surprising that any va11d1ty at all can be obtained by most

selectlon procedures currently in use. If measures of compe-
tency are undertaken at a more general level for selection,

however, some reassurlng observatlons can be made. The present

. empirical analy51s of . the state of. the pract1ce was focused

at generlc competenc1es--1ntellec+ual, interpersonal and

_Péychaﬁatcrr-theﬁ specific COﬁpetenC1éS*w1th1n each of these

from the data collected through the use of these technlques,

current selectlon Ppractices are more llkeiy to detect compe--

-
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requirements. For example; most jobs classified as bounééry

and the selection interview, a dev1ce which is sensitive to

general 1nterpersonal Sklll, is uéed in the majority of employ-

ment situations requ1r1ng 1nterpersonal skill (dlsregardlng for w

the moment that the ubiquitous 1nterv1ew technlque is ‘used to
select_for nearly all jobs). Therefore, applicants for jobs
which serve a boundary function have a high chance of being

ésséssea on at least one relevant job dimension (interpersonal

“Tskill) glven current selectlon practices, even in the absence
of a thorough jOb analy51s. Table 17 illustrates specific com-
§ééehaies.§raa§éa By éenéiic competency category and measured
by the sources of data considered in the previous sections of
this chapter. |

ﬁowévef, simply because _a"selection device is particularly
sensitive to certain generié competency dimensions, that does
not necessarlly 1mply that 1nformat1on related to relevant
dimensions will be extkacted by the employer in making a final

»

selection decision. One can only estlmate the maxlmum availa-
blllty of relevant selectlon data by comparlng gener1c compe-
tencies requlrea for a Job and the use of a partlcular selec-
competenc1es." The data collected on the 239 Jobs allowed such ’

a comparison to be made. The qenerlc competency mMeasured by

each selection device (See Table 17) wesvcompared with the

-




~ Interview Sociab;lzty
gence Interactions with i
~ othezs
, Communication
c .o ability
Skill and Ability Tests Verbal Eéﬁﬁié— Manual dexterity
- hension- Visual acuity
Verbal abzlzty Auditory acuity
Numerical compre- Finger dexerity
~_ hension - . & speed
Numerical ability
‘General reasoning
Creativity and '
. Jjudgment
'Spatzal realtions -
Personality Tests Tntellectual Sociability
o _ dysfunction Dominance
. Sensitivity
Independence:
Extraversion
Cooperativeness

7
d

Generic Competency: |

Dati Source:

Biographical Data _

-Expgriengera

ra

TABLE 17

Employee Selectzon Data Sources

~

B

Generic c1asszf1catlon of Typzcal Competenczes Obtained Th:ough

-~

Varxabies,fanpedgxnlﬂach Generic Competency Area

Intellectual

General intelli<-

Educational level
Degree status
Grades (GPA)
Intérests

' Job proficiency

‘Area of speciaii=.

zation
Years of study
Grades ]
Academic honors

;ntg;ggrsonai.

Social network

Jeb proficiency

Job proficiency




(Table 17, continued)

' Generic Competency:

. _ﬁaﬁa.éouice:

Recommendation

Past Performance
. Work Samples/Simulations

M
[ ]

w.

variables in Each Generic Competency Area

Intellectual

L.

Content mastery
Recognition of
_ principles
Application of
knowledge to’

iiéﬁiéﬁ solving

Job proficiency

Job proficiency

' Planning and -

organizing .
Decision making
Creativity
Initiative
Judgment
Thoroughness
Ability to learn

Analytical skills.

-

= §ggessed through resume -
= accessed through application

Interpersonal

. Responsibility

Cooperation -
Independence
Sociability

Psychomotor

‘Ability o mani- -

Job proficiency

pulate ‘equipment
for accomplish~
ment of task-

Job proficiency

Communication
Leadership
Delegation -
Listening skill
Teamwork .
Buman relations

Job proficiency-

Coordination
Strength C
Steadiness
Positioning

Al
4
‘;/.:’,’ B o 4 - - - hd .
P e - - - . -
. — Y~ - - /\'/
—_—— .
-
N _
. 1 p .
0 - g
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requ1red gener1c competencies of each Job to der1ve an 1nd1-
cation of how llkelyrselectlon systems were tO\produce data on
requlred 1ntellectual, interpersonal or psychomotor compe-
tenc1es (whether or not these data’ were ult1mately used in
maklpg a selectxen decision). For 95% of the cases in which
either iateiléeiaai'q; interpersonal skills are required by the
job; selection procedures were used which were appropriate |
sources of data on these competencies. In only 80% of the

cases where psychomotor skills were required, however, did the

selection procédures used have the pdtentiai to pro&ide‘dseable
_data ih this competency area, due prlmarlly to the fact that
the 1nterv1ew, an 1dappropr1ate source of" data on psychomotor
;cdmpetenczesh is used in many of these jobs 1n_preferencerto
- more direct measures of psychomotor skills. o
This finding raises the issue of using selection devices
qhich have a high;probabiiity of yielding datz that are inap- -
piapiiate €6 the féquifemeﬁts of the job. In referéence to the

'prev1ous example 1nvolv1ng selection for psychomotor competen-
cies,‘it is clear that reliance on the interview as the sole
source of selection information may tempt an emplo§er to base a
selection for a job requiring psychomotds skills on information
related to intellectual or interpersonal competencies which -
‘have eithef a taﬁgentiai-or a non-existént ;eiatienshib to the
job requirements. Indeeds in over 70%.of the cases in which
p5ycﬁ6ﬁotor skills were not required by the job, selection de-

vices were used which had at ieaet,the potential of providing




_information on such skills. Similarly, in 90% of the cases .
where intellectual competencies and interpersonal competencies
were not required, selection devices were employed which pro-
vide daﬁa on these. competencies. These percentaééé are probably
inflated as representations of the actual use of inappropriate

)

data in making a ééleéfiah_aééigfaﬁ, but nevertheless they
illustraté present dangers of such dééﬁéioh-ﬁékihé,§fééééééé.
As it is seldom clear even to employers what competencies are
‘required by a job, further errors introduced by the applic¢ation
<i—ofimappropriate selection criteria make it difficult to pre-
dict whether an othérwise competent individual will pass the

selection hurdle.
In summary, the ﬁaSbf findings of the present empirical
" .study of data sources considered in making a'selection-deci-

sion are as follows: ’

[ e —— =

_ (1) With the exception of éﬁé personality test, the major-
ity of selection devices and data sources have not been widely

validated by employing organizations that usefthem; The
selection interview in particular, though it is used by over

valid selection devices in existence but is also among the
least validated of ‘data sources within-employing 6fgéﬁiié£i6ﬁé..
. .

(2) Differences in the use of selection devices do not

vary with job functions themselves, but vary with the type of

competency required by the job and with the level of skill

i
i




sis on the use of different selection data sources, as a gen-
‘eral rule, increases with the level of skill required in the
job, independent of the types of compétencies required.

¢3) General trends in the decreasing use of education and
personality testing for employment selections, reflecting court
decisions on cases involvinglémpiofhent practices and problems
afiéiﬁé'fféﬁ attempts to comply with EEOC guidelines are not
balanced eithér by trends in‘selééﬁioﬁ-5§5£éﬁ validation or the
increasing ise of otﬁei.séiection devices. This squéSts;boih
an increasing reliance on othé:, perhaps fess reliable or valid
information sources. and a»leéséhgé'émphésis on entry selections
in general. .

4 Though in many instances the techniques which are used -
to select for particular competencies are appropriate to the
task, there are signiéicant-ngmbers of inétances_ih'whiCh
ihé§§i6§£iéﬁé sources of data are nsed to select for certain
competencies while other, moré appropriate measures are ig-
nored. This appears to be due to both ‘a génerai lack of good
job 3&31Ysis améﬁg the jobs we survéyea and the overuse of data

" services which are interpreted beyond their limitations.
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"IV. CONCLUSIONS

Discrepancy Between Ideal and Actual Practice

Throughout the precedlng pages we have aescr15ea aﬁaiyieé,'
and criticized both the research and the practice in competence
assessment for selection. The practice of selection has been
and by comparison with more éénéraliiea prescriptions for im-
proving employment selection. Research on a variety of methods
has likewise been compared favorably with the. ultimate goals of
near-perfect reliabilify and high validity. While the individ-
val criticisms and comparisons throughout the text stand on
their own, this is an appropriate'point to attempt to‘tie ‘hem

ideal selectlon through systematlc competence assessment, and
the reality of Seleotion'practioes in functioning organizations.

As early as 1913, Munsterberg was stﬁéying Street.car
motormen and prescrlbIng methods for 1mprov1ng selection for
that job. At about that same, time’ Otls was doing the basic
research on paper and pencxl selectlon tests wh1ch-he later
turned over -to the Army for the aevelopment of the famous

y

"Alpha" and 'Beta" tests used to select World War I soldiers.

0bv1ously, selectlon-testxng 1s not someth1ng new. For more

v e
. =

than 65 years employers been try1ng to develop ﬂev1ces o
1dent1fy people who w1ll be competent workers in the organlz-L

ation.c Slnce the very early days of selection testlng,




N
certain practices have bz2en prescribed for-optimizing tﬁg

. . - N,
N\

validify and utility of selection techniqueés. It is both '

heartening (in terms of foresight) and distressing to notice ' '
how appropriate those prescriptions are to this day. < .

In 1923 Freyd published a series of three journal articles
in which he outlined in detail the principles and practices i .\\\
of "Measurement in Vocational Selection." He argued that an

greatest savings could be realized from improved selection.

. The ‘actual design of a selection instrument should then follow
10 steps. .
1. Do a job ahéiysis to identify what lééds to success or
failure on the job.
2. Identify a single measure of the criterion of success.
3. Select a sample. Inexperienced applicants are pre-
férréé to incumbents. Identify and study age or sex
differences. o
4. begeiop an exhaustive list of;abiliéies required for
| ﬁﬁé~j65 aﬁa'tecdhmend-procedprés for evaluating each
one.
5. Find or devise appropriate measuring iﬁéffﬁﬁéhfé
(not restricted to tests).
6. Administer the tests and measures under carefully
controlled conditions. |
7. Statistically compare Ees?ing results with the .

™~

criterion.

8. <Combine muitipie measures for maximum correlation.
: o I 3 = B . . ’
R — __;_________vAF‘,i:_.134-1‘D e e e e T e e e
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9. 'Justlfy ‘the measurlng 1nstruments by comparlng ehelr pre~
dictive accuracy with selectlon methods already in use.
10. Only if the gomparlson 1é favorablevshould the new
measures be iﬁstaiiea, being sire- they are~pfopeiiy
used. Continuously monitor their predictive accuracy and
adjust them-to the type of applicant and changes in
ihdﬁSEriai demands. (Freyd (1923) as cited in Guion,
1965.) /
- - BAs noted by Guion (1976) these "tenets of orthodoxy" are
remarkably contemporary. Throughout this chapter we have made
the exact same recommendations. We have‘crieicized many cur-
rent methods of selection because they don't speciéiéaiiy iden:
tify and tap job skills derived from job analyses (1). The
\\ " criterion for employee selection is_offeh unclear (2). Where
| \\ . criterion reiafed validation is attempted;"it is often of the
v ééﬁé&%ieﬁt vafiéfy, i.e., incumbents are measured against their
current performance (3)., Selection technlques often tap 0nlyﬁone
\\skzll or a small subsample of the skills needed for the Job
o (4 5).. Selection procedures .such as the interview are not con-
51stently applied ﬁé all candidates (6).- SE&Eigfiéél valida--
‘tion is avoided in favor of conceptual content validation (7).
bécisidns are made on:the basis of a'sihgie piece of eeiectioﬁ B
data such as one 1nterv1ew or an aptltude test (8). Cost bene-
fit analyses are foregone (9) ‘and.new methods are/guzckky’ﬁi:‘

plemented (101; Freyd § caveats have gone unheeded to a large

extent. -
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While not all selectlon 1nstruments have ‘been as rigorously

valldatea in research as Freyd would hope, ‘academic research ‘in -

-

- . ' - - " - - " o "- . o STt - Ty — - — '.i.-*
this area exceeds operational research in voiume and quality.
"Job aﬁalygis, rigorous test design and criterion related vali-

-~

This discrepancy between the practice and,the research is
discouraging. The methodoiogy for doing all three of these
Ehings is well documented. All that is really needed is time

and money to implement metﬁoas_a}fééay~§f6véﬁ:5yfféséaich, The

1npact of new~research on selection practices would be marginal:
' compared with that of the employment practrce catch1ng up with

(%

the current state of the art.
In his 1976 review of-Selection practices for the Hahabéak§
of Inédstriai/érganizationai Psychoiogy.(éd. Dunnette), Guion_,

contends that the aforementioned tenets of orthodoxy are still

>

contemporary as guides to good selectlon:practrce but that
they are often overlooked.. He concludes that the 1970 EEOC //

guidelines and court rdlinés.in support of validation would:
bring more companies back to the ri§oroﬁs seiection pfaceicés
prescribed in 1923 and,today., While this seems tO/E/ye been a

©

< * logical” pr ediction, and clearly the 1n+ent of the EEOC and:

Congress, our current data do not bear witness Eo~sEGh a trend.

.Factors Underlying the Discrepancy

s Considering the.ever;qrowing body of research in employee
 selection technology, why has there been so little progress in

&

"~
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the, state of the practice?. Though typical applicationd of.the

selection procedures discussed yield poor reliability and.vali-
dity. carefully managed studies involving jq5\an;1ys§s and per-
fofmance criterion validation have shown that many of thesée pro-
' cedures could be of high utility in employee selection. From a
- Competency based perspective, ‘predictive validation’is the key
to improéeé selecéion processes; that is, the data obtained

. through-a selection procedure should be related in ‘some way to

7;;;:~“Ehe—ébﬁ§éfénc;es required for. performance of the job. A demon-

strated criterion relationship is important for choosing a se-
lection process that has utility in prediction (over chance
levels of accuracy) and is cost-effective! Why, then, are
there so few validation studies undertaken to demonstrate these

relationships? . ,
The use .of selection procedures satisfies an organization's

need to make a "careful decision". 1In their own eyes selection

data must first have a face-valid relationship with performer

qualities that seem to be)important on thé job. In most cases,
‘this satisfies -the organization; studies are seldom undertaken
‘to test the criterion-related validity of face-valid teéts that
_ reflect employers' assumtions about job-related .character-

--istics. In addition, the.ﬁniféfﬁ guidelines, despite their

- N

infeption'to_éépiy_féir and consistent'stahdardslfo; the

evaluation and use of selectidn_devices,.ﬁavg made selection
testing less appealing to.employers who feel that data used
_in making a hiriﬁg decision can be used against ther in a
discrimination suif. Also affecting the choice of whether or

o
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not to validate is that most employlng organlzatlons are simply ~
tco small 1n terms of jObS and people to make test valldatlon

feas1b1e. Elther the costs of such a process are proh1b1t1ve

. or there are £00‘few people in a ‘given job £o- make any valid-
ation statistics meanihgfuiﬁ' Since many dréahiiatiOhs either
ignore the state of the art and remain sat1sf1ed w1th face

validity, see the EEOC gulde’lnes as a threat, or are slmply

too small to afford validation, it is a wonder that validity

studles are carrled out ac all,.

.

notion that good, Valld selection should 1ead tO‘greater-orgah-
izational performance and proéuctivity. Why organizations find

&~

d\\\* " the trade-offs too great 1n pursulng th1s goal seems a mys-~
) terya Theirs 1s, in essence, a reactlve mode whlch suggests-

why the staté.éf thelptactice has ﬁot improved over the past 50
yeais. Desplte these factors, a number of erganizatlens 1n our
sample have per51s+ed in attemptlng to val;aate their selectlon

4pfecedures; Data on those organlzatlons suggest a model for'rl

¢ < .
thewselves which, intcomblnation with 1nternal and_external

pressutes on the organization, iargéiy determine whether or not:
validation of selection procedufes will be pursued. Likewise,
it will be proposed here that the lifecycle of” an oréaﬁiiatieh
has a stroﬁg impact on the state of the seieétieh and valid-
ation strategles used in that organlzation..

Wright (1969), Rothschlld (1976) , and others have related

business planning to certaln stag s‘of organlzatlon

L-13
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maturity and strategy.' These stages largely characterlze the

“behavior of an organlzatlon with respect to the role of manage-
ment, strategic planning, policies, procedures, and information
and measurement systems. Organizations may be characterized by .
four stages of maturity: | | |

1. The embryonic organization is characterized by small size

and initial rapid growth, technological change, and pursuit of
customers for its product; and servicés.  Léadéréﬁip in such an
organization tends £o take an éhEréﬁtéhéﬁiiél,‘éééE;éf-Ehe-
pants approach, and Sucﬂ an organization is therefore_highiy.

dependent on the environment for its continued support.

2. A growth organizatior is éfiil‘éréwin§~fé§idl§ but tends to
be larger, better known and established and in a préducﬁ or
service area where new entry by other organizations is more
aiffiéﬁlf. Management, iike~£hé,or§aﬁiiaﬁiéf, remains market-
oriented and is often torn between»fuifiii;ng boundary ard
managerial roles. . .

3. A mature organization is still growing albeit at a less

rapid rate; holding and defénding the products and services it
has e%tabiished is a primary concern. ﬁgré the managerial role
béééﬁég ﬁéié administrative and the organization adopts a goall
of stability and maintenanCé of market, share.

4. An aqing organzation is faced with a lessening of demand,

competition, and diversity of products and services. Manage-
ment becomes opportunistic and relatively short-sighted. The
goals of the orgaﬁiiatioﬁ are eitﬁgi to harvest the @roéuCt for

all it is worth, or to divest.
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use of employee selection instruments is bound together with
the emerging organizationai charaéter defined b§ its level of

1nvolves sophlstlcatlon about testing and selection dthroughout
the corporatlon and in the person of the personnel admlnls-
trators who cﬁqué and use selection methods. Sophlstlcatzon
in the'use and deésign of select}on instruments is llkely to
iﬁcrease'as an organization;paSSes from the embryonic to the
§£6wfﬁ and then to the mature stage. By SOPhisticatioﬁ'Qewmean

Hcessfui selection attempts, as well as féfﬁéi'khéwleage of tﬁe

77777 ~

dlfflcultles 1nvolved in deflnlng selection cr1ter1a, con-~
structing predlctors, analyzing predictions, and reflnlng the
use of ‘the selectlon dev1ce for maklng equitable job- related
employment decisions. Since the personnel funétibﬁ evolves and
is elaborated over time as an organization grows (Katz & Kahn,
(1978) ,sophistication in use of selection §f66eéﬁfeévéﬁédld-
grow as the personnel function grows and the personﬂel staff
becomes more: specialized.

if you consider for a minute the orientations 6f 6i§éhii4
tlons have an 1ncrea51ng potential over time to help an o:gan;_
iiafiéﬁ maintain a stable, effective work force as the or-

ganization approaches ngher levels of maturity. When an
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-organization is aging, however, the personnel function may
atrophy because there is & decreased need for having, and no
of less competition or decreased market share: Nonetheless,
regardless of the stage an organization has reacheé in its
lifecycle, more sophisticated corporate decision makers and

in their efforts at:.design and evaluation of selection
procedures. | ) /

Féétbf§ outside the'Orgahizatién also ééﬁe into play in
determining what strategy will be u;ed for Seiection. One

factor that stands out as an important determinant of the
ultimate’ selection strategy is whether or not an organization
is monitored by the Federal government or the courts with re-
gard to its past and préseng selection practices. Monitoring
may ééﬁé\ébéﬁﬁ through past violations of Title VII which have
égrfacéd in the courts, or by virtue of the organization's
‘being heavily regulated by goyeéhﬁeﬁt agericies. i

-....the organization's maturity and selection and testing

sophistication, if the organization is vulnerable to being
. ~\ .

,,,,,, Y

 monitored, the strategy it will adopt Is to document its

selection practices rather than to validaEé\its procedures or
N

to continue with undocumented past practices.x\if one accepts
N
that the first goal of an organization is éﬁtéiééi\éga the

. second goal is growth, then it is unlikely that public scrutiny



éf the organization's selection and hiring Practices will be

, countered by amassxng volumlnous StatlsthS documentlng _that no

"
.

iadverse impact occurs (i. e., h1r1ng to r'onform to the 4/5 rule .
of the 1978 unlform guldellnes on selections), but whlch do not
néééééarily dOAument the validity of the.selectlon crlterla.
ThlS tra11 of paoer is essentlally a protectlve measure. Even
if valldatlon is to be undertaken ult1mately,\documentatlon of
present'practlce, appllcant flow, and impact .is a necessary
protective first step. |

Pigure 1 shows the logical relationships between stages of
organ12at1on maturlty, external factors, selectlon and testlng.

sophlstiéatlon, and the ultlmate selectlon strategy adopted by

the bréaniiatibn. e TR e
In light of our éaﬁﬁle-éﬁrvey and of the factors we have
identified above, this figure presents (in the form of Venn
diagtams) our basic-hypotheses about (1) why and when an -
ofgaﬁizétion devotes to a selection (hiring) process is a
_ function of three sets of variables: |
1. ‘Stage 6f'or§aniiati6nai development (the life cycie5§
-2.-Visibiiity,of~the~br§aniiati6njt6 @réviodéiy"exciuded S
groups, COnadmers, monitoring agencies; and
‘3. Personnel and corporate éopHiStication_about teating ana
selection.
At a very general level of analysis which will allow us to
compare corperate resources of Gariédé typé§ on one scale, we

have identified four different levels of resource allocation to

~
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Figure 1’

- Combinations of Factors Determlnlng )
s Resources Devoted to Organlzatlona¢ Selectlon Practicés

The ;nteractlon of CIrcular areas deplctlng stage and the other factors represents
the resources devoted to selectlon. .

When an organlzatlon 1s neither visible nor sgghlstlcated in selec*ion
practices there is no- xntersectlon and no extraordlnary resources are
devoted to salection.

SELECTION Is AD HOC.

When an organlzatlon 1s v151b1e but not sophlstlcated in selectlon practlces.
resources will be put into the short range protectlve stategy of record
keeping.

- A SELECTION IS8 DOCUMENTED

When an organlzatlon 1s sophlstlcated in selectlon practlces, but not v151b1e,

" resources will be put xnto efforts to improve the accuracy of predlctlons of .

methods.
" SELECTION IS VALIDATED.

CASE 4:

When an organizaion is both visible and Sophisticated it will be under short
- .term preéssure to protect itself and long term pressure to improve selection
practices.
SELECTION IS DOCUMENTED AND VRLIDATED.V
Some resource expendltures will beneflt both efforts but overall resourTes
. requ;red will lncrease.




selectlon practices. They include: (a) Ad hoc selection which
_requlres no extraordlnary resources to functlon, (b). Documen-
tation which requlres time, money and- manpower to record and

maintain demographlc data on appllcant flow, (c) Valldatlon

de*elopment commltment, (d) Documentatlon and Valldat191 wh1ch

-

requires a gteater resource” pool “to accomplxsh both Flgure l

suggests wh1ch level ‘'of resource allocatlon w1ll follow from a .

glven comblnation of .the three sets of factors we have

,_‘/

1dent1f1ed
what level of fesource expendlture can be- expected in a given"
flrm, we can hypothe51ze how v1s1b111ty and soph1st1catlon will
be d1str1buted aaraéé staées of. development. G1ven that d1s-
trlbutlon we can also predlct durlng which- stages<the goal of
valldatlng.selectlon measures of competence is likely to be~
attained. Tﬁﬁs; on the Eaéis of what we;ohserved in our sample-
survey we propose.“‘

l. V1sab111ty is . low for new,"young, embryonlc oroanlz-
atlons which have yet to estab11sh themselves in the publlc

eye or grow to proportlons quallfylng them for mon1ton1ng. _

Otherw1se, v1s1b111ty 1s constant with a sllght decllne posSi-

ble among aging firms that have survived prévious monitoring.

2. Sophistication increases as an organization develops

(see Katz & Kahn, 1964), evolving a personrel function and

—
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expanding its influence. This function and its forces atrophy_
in aging organizations with’decreased hiring and iess active
competition. | . S i

3. Validation (or the'documentation/vaiidation combfnation)

by growth oféaniiationél and is 1e§s£ likely.in early or late
étaéee of an organization's life cycle.

Figure 2 reflects the~reiative'iike1ihoods of these con-
ditions. The axes on the probab¥lity distributions are not
scaled because at this point the graphs are only-suggestive.
These predictioné-refieet findings from the present staté of the
praCtlce survey. In éénéiéi, induétfiéé on the decline, (for

example, supermarkets and railroads companies)--reduce their use

‘of formal assessment procédurés, while organizations which are

both on the 1ncrease and have a vested 1nterest 1n ma1nta1n1ng
future StabllltY (for example 011 and other energy-related
1ndustr1es, and insurance companles) show an increase in selec-

tion reszearch. But even when an organlzatlon is mature, grow-

'iné, and éeeking stab111ty, it still must be relatlvely free of

range manpower strategy to support a validation effort. 'Other-
wise the tendency will be either to document past practices or
to continue selecting on an ad hoc basis.

This model raises interesting iﬁﬁiiéationé for a prescrip-
tion to change the state of the practice‘innempioyee selection.

i
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FIuURE 2

and Factors Related tc- Selectlop Valldatﬁon

Visibility of
Ofganization'
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'As was originally envisioned, tHe EEOC guidelines were intended
to have a facilitating effect on ensuring validation of seléc-

tion procedures while maintaining fairness in hiring. Recent
court decisions, however, have resulted in employers reducing
their reliance on objective testing for selection, turning
instead to iess,rigorous’SOGiéés-of.éata such as the iﬁﬁefview ‘

and retyping to content validity as their accepted standard for

selection practices. The model suggests that no amount of
Federal policv regarding selection practice will encourage val-
idation programs within an organization unless the organiza-
tion is at a stage of maturity sufficient to foster a sophis-
ticated undersﬁanaing,of the potential of valid tests for %on-
tributing to a 16ﬁ§-faﬁgé'ﬁah§éwéf strategy. Organizations are
.indeed looking for good-seléction‘procedufés-that'satisfy'their
needs for face validity, predictive validity, and fairness, and
would adopt such techniques if they were generally availabte.

A major block toward adopting éuch devices is Ehé perceived
péeé"to validate thém in each user's organizatiéﬁs in order
5£ﬁat they are job-related. Little incentive exists for
organization to assimilate the latest and ﬁasﬁ_eaiia selection

practices. Recent-advances in selection, documented in aca-

demic journals, do rot fit the need of osrganizations which must

still take the extra step to insure that a new selection pro-
cedure or device will be both valid and fair in its intended
application. The relative costs of valdation for an

organization are high in terms of both time and resources,




- a
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presenting a further obstacle to widespread validation within
organizations.

Future pollcy regardlng ralld nond1scr1m1natory selection
practice should therefore encourage research by creatlng in-

centives for developing new procedures and tecﬁnlquesrln con-

ment. Cooperatlve validation progects could be supported ‘in

experts to develop rellable, valld and fair measures of compe-

tencies. requlred for successful job performance. indéed much-

1ndustr1es, funded by a number of separate companles and in-

gatlon. "The incentives, for partlclpatlng organlzatlons would

be m1n1mal assessment development costs, and later unrestricted

" use of the most workable procedures. The beneflts to the fund—_

oL - — —

. practices to a larger set of organzzatlons and more movement

toward usifg job related standards for fair and equal treat-

ment ‘of éualified job appiiéanfs. |

Implications for Educators, Employers, and Policymakers

Implications for Educators

On the basis of the literature on different selectlon tech-

'niques, a comparlson of,technlques, and our survey of selection

o —

practices in the f1eld, we can draw certain 1mpl.c,.tlons for
1Z9
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education. For éiéﬁﬁie, employers have grown skeptical of the
utility of paper and pencil tests ﬁog;identifying'cpmpetent job
spplicants. While test reliability may be ‘strong, éﬁé only
.ﬁddefaéé ééfi&iéy of tests, the test anxiety of applicants,
-SEeﬁfiéiéﬁ;ébéut face validity, and cofporate anxiety over the

need to validate tests have led to a down turn in their use

- since 1972. The result is that student job applicants are less

likely to take a selection test than they are to go through an
ihterView_o; other selection process which they haven't éipéf;"
ienced in school. Two of the most common selection techniques
are the interview and the appiiéation biank,'nei;he; of which
taps job-related skills by tékiﬁg;ahy Heasuremsnts. Both me-
thods are essentially self-report indicators of skills. Zn
applicant may say he or she knows how to operate a drill press
but only a-~job é;mbié,.;kiii test or.cneck*with a formér em-
ployer can-verify that report. An interviewer can assess

LY

‘intelligence and interpersonal skills in the employment inter-

view (with or without using rating scales to indicate his or

her judgments), and can also obtain a crude reading on liter-

““acy, ability to follow directions, and neatness “from the appli-

cation blank. Seldom, however, are these skills the focus of
student preparation for a career.

that the skills which play a critical role in surviving the
selection process are largely unlike the skills needed to do
the job, nor are they skills in which most students have had

any significant preparation. An implication for educators,

, ~1.149- o
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therefore, is that students need to prepare for the speeial
démands of the selectlon plocess. The ijob appllcant wnho 1is-
one who is more skillful in responding to the questlons of an
interviewer. As we have seen, even those Jobs;requlrlng only
psyéhoﬁotor 'skills (contrasted with intellectual or inter-

personal~skllls) 1nvar1ably requlre ‘an 1nterv1ew, a technlque

" which is strongest in 1den+1fy1ng 1nterpersonal skllls. Ednt

cational institutioﬁs would do-well to make their students '
aware of, or better, to educate their students in, the skills;
reqdfrea to -survive the job searén._:?drtﬁer, as each selection .
method has the potential to-provide someluniqﬁe'lnformation:-
about Ehe-appliéant,.educators should also prepare students to
take advantage oF - each method as a way to convey information

)7 - B .
about themselves. For example, a neat application blank, a

'well ‘organized and confident resume, and & relaxed but atten—-

t1ve manner in an interview all convey somethlng extra beyond

What else can empio§ers eeli-eaaééeofs that will help them

better prepare students for the world of work? For one thing,

. educators could avail,themselves,of analyses of,joﬁs that

4

students are likely to enter upon graduation. However, we

should be aware that task analyses, the most common form of

job analysis, can suppiy only a very limited account of com-

petence. This is to say that the skills required to perform
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. two-e'ged syord for employers.' We have found that relativelyf

El

. job tasks satisfactorily are often quite different from the

competencies that enable one o perform the whole job well. A

nurse, - for example, needs to acquire many task-sﬁecific

the'competenc1es.that supervisors and patzents value, such as

personal ‘warmth, keQ‘igg cool under Rressure, and’being ablé to

: handle a number of ‘tasks 51mu1taneously and eff1c1ently, are

not likely to emerge from a task analysis. The example of the

nurse is not different from most other complex jobs in that,

-although task analyses can be worded to derive readily the

e — . — e — ,77,,,7,{5-:,’,. L Ll i P ,,,,,j,,
.minimal competencies (competencies needed for survival), task

anal§ses-do not lend themselves well to identifying® optimal

ncompeteneles (competeneies related to exeellence). Viewed in

‘this light, task analyses may not serve the educator well, and

schools which teach only to tasks to .be performed in jobs
tr1v1alize the notion of competence.

— - X,

Competency 1dent1f1cation through task analv51s is also a

-

few organizations have conducted adequate job—anaiyses on the™

bas1s of which selection strategies are chosen, even though the
courts have ruled against selection practices that have ‘not

been suggested by such analyses.; But 1t seems that emplOYers .
have comé to an intuitive reaiization that job anaiysis, and

task analysis in particular, does not provide ev1dence for the

qualities they would like to see in/épplicants such as integ-

rity, interpersonal skill, intelligence, and initiative, to _

name just a few ill-defined characteristics. All evidence.

.
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shows that employers, through the use of a variety of eeleé§i6h7"
devices and their own aééiéiéﬁ-ﬁekiﬁg process, are trying to

/" select for optimal competencies as well as minimal ones.
_Unfortunately, organizations do not think in terms of compe-
tencies: '?ﬁéy are seldom able to articulate just what‘theée
important performer characteristics are so gﬁatre&ucators can
teach -them. And; as we have seen, employers afé mediocre, at-
best, in maklng selectlon dec151ons based on these elu51ve=
competenc1es. In the general absence of 1nformatlcn, all that
- educational institutions can do, at present, is guess at many

of the competéncies that are imblied'By job analyses.

The rellanceqon employers for ;uldance in currlculum

de51gn, however, can be earrled to an unde51rable extreme.

The goals of a llberal edacetlon must not be confused w1th the

goals of empleyment. Impartlng JOb related skills is dlf‘

ferent from enabling an 1nd1v1dual to be a more constructlve

patt1c1pant 'in spc1ety; Currene practices of eﬁployee selec-
":{ “tion are nevertheless driving educational iqstitutlons to
proviéeﬁtréininé more closely releted to the:demands'of ﬁhe
job, even though there is no assurance that the qualities on
the basis of which one is selected into an orgarization are ‘at
all redeeming in terms of iehg-term jqb or career effectiver
ness.' Although edueatéré could leérhﬂfréﬁ avaiiabié job analy-

ses, they would ‘do Better to focus on generic ieveis of* compe-

tency which subsume—job-relééeavééééifiéé; if more direct




carried out, the result would be a technical school approach
to education which, although a worthy~aiterna§ive for some
purposes, would do little to forward the goal of creating a
greater éwéféhééé of one's environment and development of
skills that help one £o adag} to changing siﬁuaﬁiohs;'

It is our conclusioen thatMN\with the exception of

{ -

ﬁféféésional:and vocationa hools, employers are denerally
better p;epafe& to im;art_specific job-related skiiis; énd
educational institutions are better prepared £o address
themselves to generic competencies. indeéd; employers, recog-
nizing the igmitaticﬁs of entry selection practices, are
beginning to commit more feSéﬁréés.Eo training and develop-
ment of people already on the job .than to seiectingfpeopig in
not realistically expect new employees to come to them fully
prepared in terms of the skills reqpiréd for: their first 3@53.
Within many organiz;ﬁions_thefe exisﬁs a current trend away
way of acquiring individuals who §OSSe$$ the iﬁﬁdfféﬁifébﬁﬁe-
tencies for carrying out the work of the organization, This
is certainly a costly method of gaining individuals ﬁifﬁ‘fﬁé
approériate mix of skills, knowledges and abiiifieé, but it may
be more efficient in the long run than expecting those combi-
ﬁéfiaﬁé of Competencies tovbe available in a job applicant
regardless of previous educational experience. - Therefore,

it appears that educational institutioﬁs will be ask@d'more
and iiioi’é to emphasize -Eﬁé aévélaﬁﬁéﬁf of _ééi'iéfié, optimal -

ERne I



t
competencies. Although educators should be aware of the
requlrements of the world of work, they would do themselves
. ‘and thelr suudents an ultlmate dlsservzce by looklng to selec-

tion criteria as the only ¢ :andards against which student

q* 4
- ' e

Implications for-Employers

Curfent trends in the use of selection téchniques, the type
of data that these Eééﬁﬁiiuéé are likeiy to }iel&, the reticence
of organizétions to carry out prediétiué validation studies and
1mp11cat10ns for employlng organlzatlonSa Employers clearly
need to begin'undeftaﬁiné job analyses before lﬁpléﬁeﬁtihg.any
selection screening process. They should begin sYéiéﬁéEié}
empirical documentation of what it takes to do jobs well,
rathervthaﬁJthe prevélénE‘éfﬁéhéir;iﬁéoiéiio approach to job
analysis. Then, éocuﬁeﬁtea or undocumented, employers should

'aThls is a first step tolascertalnlng whether hiring deo151ons
made Eﬁféugﬁ tﬁé use oﬁ\a given Seleoiion program are related
to performance in critical job functions.

7 ﬁmﬁloyers also need éo'béooﬁé more aware of Eﬁé systematic
R » |
biases that are introduced into the decision making process by
u§iﬁg S%lection devices tﬁat measure factors that are inapprop-
_ S :

rlate and unrelated to job requirements. Employers as a tule




‘tend to-overselect for intérpersonal skills and géneral intel-

ligence, characteristics which have great face validity but may
qot have any positive relationship to job performance. General
intelligence, specifically, has been called into question S§
McClelland (1973), who: noted that this construct appears not to
correlate with job performance within career areas, including
those professipns that appear to demand a hiéh degree of intel-
lectual competence. Syéﬁéﬁaﬁié job analyses will not, in thefi-
selves, insure that these biases will be ovéréome and given the
residual unreliability of even the best selection devices admin-
istered under controlled conditions, it isldﬁlikély that these
biases will be completely éfééiéaiéé. |
Empioyeré shoui&\aiso recognize that new employees will
have many opportunities to train the workers for specific pos-
itions once they are on the job. The task of selection, then,
becomes more cne of identifying needed competencies that are
unlikely to be developed on the job iaﬁﬁéf éﬁgﬁ;éiyiﬁg to
account for all édﬁﬁetéhéiés needed to aé the job at entry. A
possible Outééme of this strategy is providing greater access
to jobs by nontraditional applicants, including women and ‘
minorities. Under the state of thne practice, §te6i6§é exper-
ié;Cé in similar jobs is a powerful factor that determines
whether a person will be hired; to cite an exaﬁpié, sales is
one area where Previous experience weighs in favor of the
aﬁbiicanéi regardless of the competence demonstrated by the

applicant in previous employment experience. Some of the



minimal competencies required (e.g., product knowledge and
knowledge of sales procedures) can be learned ideally on the
job. while some of the more critical optimal competencies
{e.g., échiévement crientation and influence skills) are hardet
to aéVéiép. Eﬁpiéyéié under most current selection sys#eﬁé

others who have been denied ‘equal access to such jobs in the
past.

In theory, there is less likeiihood that previously
-excluded applicant populatiomns §6§§éés ﬁéhy optimal compe-
tencies to a lesser extent than do the. currently favored popu-
lation. Supporting evidence comes from the experience of the
first author in implementing a competency-based sales selection
system in a Fortune 500° company. ﬁné;: the new :y$tem, which
focused exclusively on selecting for optimal competencies,
more women and fewer people with prior sales.experience were
accepted thaﬁ wés.thé case<unde;:thé 0ld system; nevertheless
the sales generated by the new applicant group were signfi-
cantly greater compared to previous groups,.with less than half
the éﬁpibyéé turnover rate. Not only has‘thg compétency-?aséd-

but it has also recognized the distinction between competencies
that are developed on the job and.those that are needed at en-

try, while providing greater opportunities for members of appli-

cant subgroups that have been denied access to jobs in the past.



" A clear recommendation is that employers and vocational

_ -organizations seek to identify the competencies required for
the performance of job tasks and then to choose or develop
appropriate selection technigues. The competency identifi-
cation process 'is not the same as a job analysis. A job yields
a listing of general tasks to be performed but does not, in |
itself, reveal.anything about the kﬁowiéages; abilities, or
other characteristics of the person who performs the tasks
well. Rather than to repeat the mistakes of the majority of
employers who take only a face validity-based approach to the

1nference of skllls from the job tasks, the most logical

approach is to 1dent1fy, first, those results ‘that a are taken

— e . — m— _

‘then to discover the competenc1es that are possessed”to a-

greater éegree*by‘the satisfactory or outstanding perfermer

_than by the less-than-catisfactory job incumbent. Cobmetency

"models" of the good performer in.the job would suppla nt job
deSCription as the driving force in emPIOYment selegtion;rWSpec- .
ifying the most critical job tasks that are performed, and the
ooﬁpéténéiés needed to perform the whole job well, would go a

_long way toward improving the utility and validity of selection
sQStéﬁs‘ Aééitionaiiy, this information would be of enormous

ot |
(W)
)
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‘peiféfﬁ their jobs aéeqﬁateiy. iroperiy aesigneé, sueh selec-

addition to applicants’ suitability'for hire. A key short-

es of data rely heav11y on things the person has reported do1ng“
in the past. By contrast, the direct measurement of key compe-
tencies tells the employer in a straightforward way if the

appl;cant d1sp1ays the characteristics assoc1at9d w1th success

and where the skill gaps are that can be developed./ Thereforer

- — — -

this new approach to selection is more 11ke1y to 1na1cate

p

~— -~ training needs rather than fixed characteristics.

Implications for Policymakers

Tﬁe"pubiic endorsemént of equai empioyment opoortunit§ has

j—"*-ﬂm-publichoiicyhgoals:-“The;first“and—mOSt"commonﬁxnterpreatiens~m§e_m

of this endorsement is to see public policy as encouraging and
ehfaiéihé employment parity, or éﬁpléyiﬁg:equai or proportional
numbers of majority ana.ﬁikéfit§ group members. The second
interpretation of EEC policy is to see it as encouraging pro-
ductivity by selecting employees with job-related skills regard-
less of workers' group séétus; Both of these policy positions
are 1mp11ed by the often conflicting messages of the courts and

enforcement agenc1es. Which is the intended polxcy’ Once the

~1.158-
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. - 1s to encourage employment parity is not congruent with what
Justice Burger identified as the intent of Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act. When he wrote the landmark Griggs decision, |

(Willie S. Griggs; et al, v. Duke Power Co. Supreme Court Case

124, October term, 1970. Opinion 6 livered March 8. 1971), he
_said:

"Nothing in the Act precludes the use of testing or
measuring procedures; obv1ously they are useful. What
Congress has_ forbidden is giving these devices and mechan-
isms controlling force unless they are demonstrably a
reasonable measure of job performance. -Congress has not

commanded that the less qualified be preferred over the

better qualified simply because of minority origins. Far
from disparaging job qualifications as such, Congress has
made such qualifications the controlling factor, so that
‘race, religion, nationality, and sex become irrelevant.

What Congress has commanded is that any tests used must

abstract.®
ﬁnfortunateiyy and not surprisingly, the pubiic;:inciuding

RANY emﬁloyers, have come to think of equal! employmerit oppor-

tunlty in terms of rlgld afflrmatlve actlon goals, consent
decrees with minoricy gquotas, and the four-fifths (4/5) rule
for identifying job discrimination (as described in the 1978
Uniform Guidelines). Employers suspect that compliance offic-
er: are vigilantes eager to punish businesses that don't “have

their numbers up.” They therefore protect themselves by




in
o

could as easily be accomplished by an unbiased lottery! If

fiable on the basis of race, creed, color, sex, natlonal ori-

gin, agde, ﬁanéicep, nazitai status). This has often iesﬁitea
in resentment by employers who feel that they have been pres-
sured to hire individuals on the bases unrelated to job B
skills. In essence, this trend results in selection that is
not performance based. Resources are Gevoted to documenting
demographics of the ﬁoik force. Thus the current practlce of
using federal compl;ance officers for monitoring of organiza- :
tions does not contribute to improved job-related selection (as
identified by Burger), but rather to employment parity .which
s1mp11stlc employment parlty is the government's policy goal,
then current mechanlsms should contlnue to operate unchanged.

is to encourage job-teiateé and unbiased selecvion, then the

policy goal really is one of productivity. Job-related seles-

tion is. related to productivity in the sense that improved
performance-based selection can upgrade skills of -a work force,

reduce needed training resources, decrease attrition by workers -

‘who don't fit the jub, and reduce the expense of replacing

inéoﬁpeten* workers. ﬁreScreening'for conpetenée to do é-joﬁ

1ater, on11ne expenses. These kinds of 1mprovements or pro-
ductivity galns are obV1onsly of value to all employers and

thus ultimately to the nation. The Commmerce Department,

-1.160- ' . .



Government Accounting Office, andba cabinet level committee
have all éevoted time and resources to the isSﬁ; of pro-
ductivity.  In a 1979 report to the President by the Céﬁhéii
of Eccnomic Advisors, the productivity iséue arose as an
- important cencern for government and policy. As described
above, fair eﬁblo?ﬁéﬁﬁ practice laws and validation of com-
ﬁétency measures for selection have great potenti;i to.contri-
bute to a poiicy of ehcouiagiﬁg'pioductiviﬁy, but as cqrréntiy
understood, enforced éﬁa practiced, they are vresently not
contributing much. Current enforcement has had the effect of
organizations resorting fo employment parity strategies, those
organizations that have éhoééa~fd implement criterion-related -
validation being in the-distinct minority. Clearly new strét-
egies need to be adopted if public policy is to encourage
§i6aﬁétiﬁif§-thféﬁéh.féif employment practices .and selection
validation. )
One inexpensive procedure for improving p:oductivity.is
to élﬁéiaéfé the Péiiéy of Vé}iaéfiﬁg competence measures by
-§re§a£ih§ and distributing an informational pamphlet to
employers. The return on investment for éutting dollars into
Vali’aéfiéh afﬁééiééﬁiah measures 1is real. Eﬁéﬁifbléé éitJ:_St:_ of
organizations greatly reducing turnovor costs with valid
seiéctioh strategies. For thos€ organizations which are
£00 small in Size of unwilling to dévote resources needed,
cooperative studies and validity generalization sfudies are
low-cost éptioﬁs; While the potentiai impact of this
information sharing is unknown, more émployers might be
-1.161= .
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encouraged to validate selection procedures if validation were

pﬁiased not in terms of public policy and social justice, but
rather in terms of the employers self-interest with regard to
productivity, return on investment, and the bottom line.

More active efforts could exist to encourage validation of

competency ﬁéaéﬁfes to use for selection. For example, it is
not unceasonable to think of job competency test validation as
an investment for which the Internal Revenue Service could give
credit. Currently; all personnel system efforts are business
expenses, but documentatlon of app11cant flow is not 11ke1y to
improve ap organleatlon s product1v1ty. While efforts to meet
the four-fifths (4/5) rule are not ihéééﬁﬁéﬁﬁﬁ, money and man=
power resources put_into design and validation of a §é1§6€i66
measure Gf job competence is an investment in improving the
business's productivity. Perhaps some éyétem_of‘aiiewing
investment tax credits for rigorous design and validation of

.seleCtlon strategxes could be an incentive for increasing

validation (and ultimately productivity).
Small companies without sufficient manpowe:, expertise or

resources for the level of validation effort necessary to earn

. an investmentvtai credit could be encouraged to take advantage

of other optzons. For example, 6t§éhiii£iéﬁ§ with liﬁiﬁéé

resources might be able to quallfy for smaller credits pro-

_v1aed they invest in and cooperate in a stuay of 51m11ar jobs

-
e e w —

within one industry, across cqmpanles- Coopetatlve studies
for validity generalization is the trend of the future.’
Organizations with small numbers of jobs can band together witk

-
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used for selecting eompeEenEVappliéanEs. Small businesses who
participate in such cooperative efforts might be enabled to do
sQ w1th the assistance of low-lnterest SBA loans. This is
another possible incentiye which could persuade organizations
to invest in validation, |

As already suggested, using federal compiianée cEficers to
nonitor organizations with high visibility (o government, pub-
lic or consumer) is not sufficient to bring about validation of
selection systems. Information, appeals to the "bottom line”
logic of managers, and financial inéeneiveé may facilitate more
validation. Another possibility would involve efforts to up-
grade the expertise of corporate personnel staff in the area
‘of test design and validation. As one study revealed, the
level of corporate expertise in these areas seems to be re-
lated 3iiectiy to the amount of effort orgdanizations put into

validation. While 6f§aﬁiiaﬁéoﬁs without personnel séieetioﬁ or

mzasurement expertise may hire external cousultants -and finance

qelection research and development, one way to 1ncrease the
rumker or organlzatzons valzdatlng mlgﬁt be to build their own
staffs. For—example, the Federal government cou;a mandate or

- finance - fellowsh1p programs to provxoe personnel managers or

corporate dec151cn makers w1th an opprortuntty to develop some

-1.163-
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selection measurgs. On the basis of that knowledge, they could
then direct their own organizations’in these areas or make a
mére informed choice to employ qualified external consultants.

" When considering policy opticns and the wisdom of valld-

ating; it is important to remember that an organlzat1om which
selectlon, is also ch0051ng methods WhiCh can be used to detect
and eliminate adverse 1mpact, as 1nd1cated by the earlier di-

- - — —-

scussion of dlffetentxal valldlty and test bias. Orééhiiéﬁiéh§
of previously disadvantaged groups might: best serve that geal
by vigorous design and validation of competency measures for
selection. At the same time they will increase the probability

of hiring a competent, productive work force.

L
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