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/%BSTRACT

Two laboratory experiments investigdted the utility of ‘evaluating

applicant perxsonality characteristics in the employment interview for

A% .

putposes of predicting relevant job performance criteria. In Study One,
© ’ .

three targe;.applicants were created from personality information drawn

<

from the two poles of an accounting/advertising factor dimension and a

second dimension. Subjects in this experiment judgedlthe’personality.

charécterisfics of the targetAapplicants,'their suitability for.one of

two jobs (accounting/bookke€ping or writing advertising copy), and their

v

probable level of task performance on a number of criterion measures

obtained from tasks used in Study’TWo. In addition, subjects were given

’
-

either a worker-orientedsor ‘a task-oriented job description as a basis

. . l
for making their judgments and atl subjects were assessed on the

Self—Moﬁitoéing Scale, a construct which has reéently.been hypothegized

%

to account for individual differences in the accuracy of judging

« personality in others. It was predicted that jéb applicant targets
9,
congruent with the job characteristics will be judged more suitable for

-

the job than targets who are incon’Fuent with the job. Ratings of

suitability were expected to be greater when the job description is

L

worker oriented as opposed to task oriented. Indivfdual differences in

accuracy of personality judgments were correlated with gslf—monitoring

scores. Results indicated that reliable and accurate.personality

P
judgments of-the three job applicants were made. Self-monitoring was

found to have no utility as an index of -accuracy in person perception,
N .
althoggh another individual difference measure, sensitivity, was highly

useful for measuring accuracy and delineating individual differences in

A
¥

iii

¥
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accuracy. Congruence between applicant personality traits and specific

&

~

* jobs was the critical factor in determining general suitability

-

’judgﬁents (including job satisfaction), and to a lesser extent ratings

of overall work adjustment. However, this congruence had no apparent

r effect on predictiens of future job perfor&ance. Type of job *
//dasofiptigz\ied no cornsistent or interpretable ef{ecp on subjects'
\ judgments. . '

} hd . . \

. “—_ In Study fwo, criterion measures were obtéined on two job related

. tasks {(an accounting/bookkeeping task and an advertising copy writing

 task). Subjects in this’experiment were chosen on the basis of their

’ . . . ’ . I3 4
scores on two factor dimensions of personality and vocational interest

N

variables, One of these dimemsions is bipe;ar and has been dgmonstrated
~to be conceptually and emﬁirically related to jobs involving accounting

and bookkeeping tasks on the one hand and jobs involving advertising

.

' . copy writing tasks on the other. The other ‘dimension is unrelated to

.

d these jobs and tasks and was used for comparison purposes. Performance
0 " - ’ i
measures on both tasks were obtained from all subjects.  Controlling for

differences due ;d/;xperience and intelligence, it was predicted that

subjects with personality characteristics congruent with the specified

jobs will perform better on certain criterion measures associated with
. Y §

-

the job related tasks than subjects with personality characteristics -
. N . - .

incongruent with these jobs. Subjects who are high scorers on the other

factor dimension were eipected to perform more poorly than the former

"subjects on both tasks. Results indicated that congrueﬁce*between

personality traits ‘and the specified jobs was related to job

w

eafisfactiop, but not job performance ‘criteria.

-




"3

Finally,‘judgments of probable job related criteria.for the targegt

applicants in Study One were compared against.agtual average job related
* criteria for subjects in’'Study Two to determine what' criteria may best

be predicted from judgments of personality in the employmént| interview.

The prediction of job satisfaction from interview based impréssions of

-personality in Stﬁdy One was found to have a basis for leidity,qas
" ' ' ’ = :
demonstrated by the significant relationship between job satisfaction

N 1 o

and congruent personality obtaimed in Study Personality traite // o

were not generally used by subjects in Study Qne to discriminate among

3

dpplicaﬂté on job performance criteria, and in Study Two, no

r

relationship was found between these criteria and congruent personality

traits. R@sults are discussed in terms of the potential of the

employment interview for predicting job satisfaction from applicant

personality and the implications of this prediction for pérsonnel J .

selection. , -

-
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CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW -
6\3 N -~
"...it must be concluded that, taken as a whole, there is no
generalizable evidence that personality measures can be o
- recommended as good or practical tools for employee
selection.” (Guion & Gottier, 1965)

"The in-depth assessment interview is an instrument of the

analytic strategy because its purpose is to describe certain

personality variables that lie beneath surface behavior, . “
with the assumption that whether they have been manifested .
overtly before or not,_ they will most certainly become , :
manifest in performing the job in question....efféctive
performance is viewed as the dynamic outcome of the \
transactions that occur among three major causalgvariables:
personality, role, and o?ganizational milieu....
Consequently, an effective program of selecting and
motivating employees must be based upon a dynamic model that
includes careful consideration of each of these variables."
(Lopez, 1975) .

The relationship between personality variables AS meas&red by paper
. .
and pencil éesfs and relevant behavioral criteria has long been a :
contentious topic in psychology {(Mischel, 1968, 1973). Debate has
focused on whether this relationship has or has not been d;monstréted
empiric;lly,'as well as' on theoretical, conceptual,v;nd methoéological

issues that may affect the demonstration of this relationship. The

debate has profound implications for abplied psychology. Industrial

ésychology in particular has had a long history of using personality
méasures in employee selection to predict behavioral criteria related to
job performance (Ghiselli & Barthol, 1953; Ghiselli, 1966; Hedlund,
1965; Spriegel & Dgle, 1953).' However, this practice has beép severely
criticiz;d (Guion & Gottier, 1965) for the apparent lack of criterion

~

validity that personality measures have shown for predicting job ‘




&

performance. At the same time, in the United States the use of all
types of tests in industry has beeh sharply cqurtailed due to stringent

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) guidelines requiring ’

rigorous validation and documentation of results (Sparks, 1980).

In spite of the considerable criticisms of personality measures,
coming from experimental and applied research settings as well as legal

(
channels, they still appear to be a critical factor 'in personnel
selection practices (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970; Wiggins,

L] . , . ‘;\
1973). 1In addition to the continued use of standard personality

i .

measures in employee selection, it appears that one of the primary

. functions of the employment interview is to assess applicant personality
3\ L. ' - *

> T oa .
characteristi€E in terms of the requirements of the job. This function

-

is stated quite explicitlyfﬁy many of tbe practitioners’' guides to the

.

use of the employment interview (e.g., Black, 1970; Fear, 1978; Lopez,
1975; Péskin, 1971). Since the interview has been consistently found to

B hY
J be the most widely used and popular selection device in‘busine§§ and

.

industry (Bellows & Estep, 1954; Landy & Trumbo, 1980; - Latham, Saari,
» ‘

. . .
Pursell, & Campion, 1980; Spriegel & James, 1958; Ulrich & Trumbo,
‘ L
‘ . . .
1965), it appears that personality assessment is still highly regarded,

at least by personnel administrato?s, as.playing-a vital role in

o

personnel selection. P

. It is tempting to conclude from.thié state of affairg that

ﬁéréonnel administrators know something that has somehow evaded.research

- psychologists. Unfortunately, such a simplistic explanation provides ¢
neither a conceptual nor an embirical justificaiiqn for the continued

use of either standard perfonality measures br the interview in

’ v -

. . .
personnel selection. ﬂThe issue of using standard personality measures
wder

am———
s

L .
1) ‘ .
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in personnel selection will be discussed in a sybséquent chapter. Wi‘h
’ _ . e T

’
.~
.

regard to the interview, the personnel administrator faces an-

interesting dilemma._ On the one hand there/are considerable data to

suggest that persénality measures are not related to behavioral eritetia

in general and jop'performance criteria in pargiculér. In addition, the ‘
interview in general has often been found tbtlack accep;éblg levels of

reliability and validity as a selection device {(Dunnette & Bbrman, 1979;

Mayfield, 1964; Schmitt, 1976; Wright, 1969). ‘9n the other hand,

- - - A
hbwever, there is an apparent need to assess appropriate personality

characteristics for many jobs and the interview. has iOng been designaﬁéd,
y ' v
™ as a legitimate method for doing so.

The purpose of the present research is to investigate in an
experimental analogue the function of personality assessment in the
employment interview. Despite the declaratioens from interview

‘practitioners that personality can and should beAevaluated in the
..

v -

interview, they have not offered empirical support for "such practices.

Yet, if these practices are engaged in by emplo&ment interviéwers, and

-

there are.strong indications that they are (Jackson, Pea?ock, § Smith,
1980; Li;tndy, 1976; Lopez, 1975), and if there is:in fact no validity to
these judgments, then tH¥ evaluation of applicant personality
characteristics will be another major source.of error affecting the

‘reliability and validity of the interview (c.f., Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965).

“ + .

The bresent research investigated the theoretical, conceptual, and .

empirical basis for believing that personality assessment in the .

interview may contribute to the valid prediction of certain types of job °

performance. The discussion will begin by critically evaluating the

) . -
.

. arguments that in general personality measures have not demonstrated
1}

v




. selection, and new developments in interview technology that promise to

M 4
’

significant relationships with Eelevant behavioral criter%a. " The»

.

discussion will then turn to the, personnel selection 1lit ure where &

- 3 g
*

similar debate has been taking place, apparently independently from the
3 3 .
experimental literature. BRere too, however, the arquments against using

personality measures tq predict job performance will be critically
: "

assessed, new data brought forth, and methodological and conceptualh

*
issues présented. In addition, the role of personality constructs in ’\

other significant aspects of work life will be discussed to point out
that as personality has been an important consideration in relation to

such issues as job. satisfaction and job analysis, it must therefore also

be considered in the selection process. The rationale for the continued

use of the interview will then be presented from the practitioner's

-

erspective. The issues to be raised here involve the unique sessment -
persp . oo -

function of the gnterview that no other method pioviaes, the legal

considerations that are rapidly confining other methods of personnel

0

s 7
improve the often reported low levels of reliability and vélidify.

.
e
\
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The Reldtionship of Persconality Measures to Behavioral Criteria .,

ES = -
- - r

Recently the predictive vélidity of personality constructs with

s

respect to behavioral criteria a% well as the techniques of personality

\

measurement have been severely criticized. The most vociferous spokesman

’

for the-lack of utility of personalit? measures has been Mischel (1968,
- R

1973), alEhough his position has historical roots in t%b sthdies'of
honesty by Hartshorne and May (1928). More recently Kenrick and

Stringfield (1980) have also criticized traditional views of peréonality

o .

traits, although less severely, in that they argue that consistency
. R ’ L t.

'itéelf‘#s a moderator variable which affects the assessment of
. | - .

consistency in personality traits. The main thrusts of Mischel's

criticisms have been summarized by Wiggins (1973) as (1) traits are

y .

constructs of the observer rather than attributes of the observed, (2) .o

- T -

traits are not congistent or stable across- instruments, situations, or

L]
occasions, and (3) traits are not causal ‘constructs. The implications

of Mischel's criticisms for the present research are obvious. If

o

personality traits of individuals are -not relatively stable and not

reréted to their observable behavior, and if these traits cannot be

’ ‘o

judged accurately by others, then any attempt to assess personality from =« .

.

interview procedures and to predict behavior on the basis ef this

*

aséé;gment‘is bound to be futile. - :

-

A detailéd'discussion‘of the grounds for Mischel's criticisms and

the rebuttals and counter-rebuttals that have appeared would digress

Similafly, an

. substantially from the primary cohce}m.of this pa

.
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. presents (e.g., the .30 "personality coefficient"), thothesize an

~ s . . » - .

. : o ‘ B . 2 ," - - ,,'t ’
. TN e ' '_ » TR .?' >
attempt'Uinyiew the literature to find examples of empixical studies

> -

*

demonstratxng stability in personalﬁty or relationships betwaen
personality‘ ar{@ behavioral criteria would not by ifself be compeliing
B s r . .

. #
evidence. Mischel has been soundly criticized for his restricted review

of the literathrg'(e.g., Epstein, 1979) and others (e.g., Wiggins, 1973)

¢

have also presented their favorite list of research®tudies to support
v - .
the oppd%ite viewpoint.” This type of scoreboard approach is not an

efficient method of scientific -analysis and may’ be considérably distorted

-

’ ) '
by errors in the*sampling of~research studies and the inability to.

\
9 . )
account for unpublished research. )
N = A .
Xn altérnétive strategy for testing the validity of Mischel's

. . C L]
contentions, and one that is more congruent with the scientif# method

(cf;,'Hall & Lindzey, 1970),\is to examirie the data which Mischel

v

]

alternative explanation ta Mischel's, and obtain empirical support foxg

this explanaﬁion_from the pub}iﬁped literature and by explicitly testing

‘the hypothesis in a new empirical investigatio&. S4ch a strategy has

recently been taken by Pgunqnen'and Jackson (1979) and Epstein (1979,
1980) . These investigators have responded directly to Mischel's three

basic criticisms by designing empirical tegts“of hypgtheses posed as

O
-

alternative explanations to those offered by Mischel. The remainder of

the discussion in this .chapter wil}] review the theoretical and empirical

L

backgroundlto the Paunonen and Jackson, and Epstein studies, and

»

summarize their findings. The results from these studies will thus be

. ’
-

used to contest Mischél{g’position on the vélidity of personality

'
“

assessment and to provide a conéeptual’qnd methodological framework for

v
the present research.
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Traits gre constructs of the observer . - -
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Investigations of clinical judgment and the peer assessment
technique have led many researchers to conclude that pecple are poor

.

judges of persgha§ily (e.g., Bourne, 1977; Fiske, 1978; Mische},.l968;
? - i T,

~

>

. ~ )
Schneider, 1973) and/or that personaﬁz’ty judgmentSare simply determi :

by .the semantic associations between words used to make' these judgments
" . " *

(Bandura, 1969; D'Andrade, 1974; Mischel, 1968; Schneider, 1973; Shweder,

. . - -
b 2

- ' . s .
1975, 1977a, b). ‘The clinical judgment research has been reviewed on .

b
»

repeated occasions (Meehl, 1954, 1957, 1965) and each time the . !

a .
z
K ~

¢ Y . . ¥ +
conclusions apg similar. When the same data ‘are used by clinical judges

. « ‘e

3

. ’
and actuarial methods to predict diagnostic classifications’, the actuarial

methods are clearly superior to the clinical.judges in.a majority of cases

Y
» s L3

and are at least comparab to the clinical judges in thé remainder of
at - judg \

-
. -

cases. ‘ PR

Meehl's conclusions on the utility of clinical judgments Kav® been

. -

.

criticized on many grounds. Jackson and Paunonen (1980) have recently

reviewed and summarized these criticisms pointing out that few of the-

studies reviewed by Meehl were conducted under conditions favorable tg

maximizing accuracy in person perception. More specifically, Jackson and

+

Paunonen suggest that many clinical judgment taské‘haye beén. based on

~

cues derived from MMPI profiles, projective test'brotocols: or -

"

biographical data, and that such cues have not demonstrated adequate
validitieg ih predicting Psychodiagndstic criterﬁa, 'Additional

- . ~
-

criticismg of clinical judgment and person perception research offered by'

-

-

Jacgson anq Paunonen include the failure to coﬁsidér the difficulty in

¢

predicting a criterion which is a composite of low base rate behaviors,

the problems-inherent in us}ng gross categorizations such as
' ‘

R i . - N S,



variance. _ o .

a

. the hoék. Tt is incumbent upon the critics of this research to

predicted must reflect a, representative sample of the underlying

L . - N N ) . &
neurotic/psychotic whén judges are expected to make finme discriminations, ’

among individuals, the fact that such gross categorizations lack
consistent psychological meaning, the préblem of using empirically keyed

tests such as the MMPI for recording judgments when such tests have

A .

little substantive relationship with tﬁe‘constructs they.are intended to

- - -

measure, and finally, the téndency to neglect social desirability and

2 -
-

normative endorsement fréqqeﬁcfés as poééible sources of criterion
L fo-
. _These criticisms of clinical judgment and persqn petception research
- o . '.-\ N ’. ui

- . * P

in theﬁEeTVes are not éufiicient to let the clinician or interviewer off

- &

, . < - . 5 ' o _
demonstrate that when the above problems are:el{miéﬁted, accuracy in
iy

- - - P

- v ".u‘ 9 ", ’ )
person perception is” fostered. To this end, Jackson (1982) has

t . . ' . .
explicated six preconditionsg for valid person perception and argues that

the failure to demonstrate accuracy in much previous research is due to -

N o ‘

“the neglect, of these necessary -prior conditiong. The prior conditions °

- ‘

may be stated as follows: the constructs, traits or behavioral

dimensions of interest must be stated éxplicitly; the information to be

judged and the behavior to be ptedicted should bear a Eheoretical,_ag .

well as an empirical relationship; beha&iorqbeing rated and that being .

.

constructs; adequate levels of reliapility in the Behavior to be ‘
4 .

predicted must be established; knowledge of the implicit trait -

-

- '

inferential network must be explicitly used withiﬁ'zhe context of a
L]

: . .7
dimensional framework for personality, since the inferential network has

been demonstrated to be valid; base rates of the behavior to be predicted

as well as its desirability must be considered explicitly both in the




L]

1.

target information and the critérion. Jackson demonstrates that
o ’ . ; )
disregarding any of these prior.conditions will b¢ sufficient to account

- -

for the attenuated accuracy in much of the current persdn perception

research. More importantly, he offers compeliing evidenée for his

. »
propositions by demonstrating that when these prior conditions are taken

into consideration,-accurate judgments of personality are obtained across

.2 number of" different realms of behavior such as normal modal personality

" types (e.g., Lay & Jackson, 1969; Reed & Jéckspn, 1977) , psychopathology

(e.g., €han & Jackson, 1979; Jackson, Chan, & Stricker, 1979; Reed &
’ .
Jacksen, 1975), and gscup tionally related behavior (Jackson, Peacock, &

Smith, 1980; Rothstein & Jackson, 1980). .
The semantic(ggmilarity Nﬁpothesis has never been formally stated in ~

that the term "similarity" has not,been properly defined and the dynamic

. L 4 . t. '
properties of the hypothesis have never bgen'elaborated (Jackson, 1982;

)
’ iy ¢

" Paunoheh & Jackson, 1979). Nevertheless, the hypothesis has been

employed by many (é.g.,.Bandura;“l969; D'Andrade, 1974; Mischel, f968;

Schﬁeider, 1973; Shweder, 1975, 1977a, b) to acéount for the findings

- -

’ - -
that the- judged similarity of the semantic meanings of trait terms used
to obtain ratings of pefsonality can themselves be used to reproduce the
trait ratings of actual target persons. Thus, it is argued that much of .

K]

the research in person perception and trait inference may be accounted

for simply by the semantic similarity of the words used to describe the __

targets'of the perception or inference, and that these words do not

accurately describe the true network of trait covariation in these
13

targets.

Criticisms of the semantic similarity hypothesis have focused on

conceptual as well as empirical issues. Wiggins (1973), for example,

~ .

e
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- "It should be noted, however, that studies of the consistency

A o
I .
- .-

,after a lengthy review of the empirical literature, discussés the

implicit paradox‘iB the semantic similarity position:

of implicative meaning of trait terms can shed no direct light
on this ancient epistemological issue (i.e., whether
persenality'traits are characteristics of the perceived or
merely exist in the construcfs. of the perceiver). If traits
do, in fact, have existence in the "real-world", it is
necessary (but not sufficient) for the terms describing such
traits to have consistent implicative meanings across
observers. Otherwise, 'of course, there would be no guarantee
that observers are describing the "same" traits. On the other
hand, if there were no agreement among observers with respect-
to the implicative meanings of trait terms, it would be
difficult to arque that traits exist either in the real world
or in the minds of observers" (p. 344).

™ .

Jacksgp (1982) discusses two other conceptual problems with the semanti
similarity hypothésis. First, the hypothesis implies that when subjects

are given information about a target, they rate that target with terms

S

that are”éynonymous with the given informationff.This interpretation

cannot account for the type of inferential judgment that, for example,

considers a person who is talkative to Me also seen as dishanest {e.qg.,

.

Walters & Jackson, 1966). In other words, inferences béséd en semantic

similarity cannot réadily account for the richness of the trait
- ] : , @ .

-

inferential netwogk as it has been empiriCallyldemonsﬁrated. ‘Sécpnd, the

hypothesis cannot atcount for inferences invoiving judgments of the

" ——

probability of discrete behaviors given the presence of other discrete

behaviors. For example, Jackson and his colleagues employ this

methodology and then judgéd probabilities of behaviors are summed into

scale (i.e., trait) scores which have previously been shown by
psyéhometric'procedures to have favorable levels of convergent and

»

discriminant validity. Given the rather large number of behavioral

-

exemplars that are judged in the typical Jackson experiment, and the fact

\ -




a . )
that half the items are reflected to gquard against'acquiescence response -
style which wduld'require a subject to infer a negative probability of a

joint occurrence between two items, it is extremely unlikely that-iurely

-

semantic associations could account for inferences of this type. ~

' Empirical tests of the semantic similarity hypothesis have generally

-

. , .
fogused on demonstrating that trait ratings of target persons could be

“reproduced by judgments of the semantic meaning of the trait terms. A
. - .
% more direct test of the hypothesis wgs recently reported by Paunonen and

Jackson (1979). These authors-suggested that if trait inferences were
™~ .

entirely due to the semantic cues of the trait terms used, then' the
elimination of these cues should effectively attenuate the accuracy of
the inferential judgments. To test this possibility, target descriptions

and rating scales using both verbal and nonverbal stimuli were prepared

for two ta . he nonverbal stimuli comprised pictorial

representatiom of exemplary construct-related behaviors and were exactly

parallel to the verbal stimuli. Results indicated that high 'levels of

Q ' .

~  judgmental reliability and criferion validity were obtained for both
N -

’

targets in both verbal and) nonverbal conditions. Thus, Paunonen and

, Jackson conclude~:;;;5explicit semantic cues wére not necessary for
mccurate inferential judgments., °
- : .
Wiggins (1973) has taken another tact in assessing the semantic

similarity hypothesis. On theé basis of his logical énalysis and

\ : ' @ .
: conclusions that tests of the hypothesis cannot solve the basic

epistemological issue of whether, traits exist in the perceived or the

Y
2

perceiver, Wiggins argues that the true test of whether trait ratings

reflect attributes of ratees versus semantic meaning structures must be

made through the generélizabiiit& of such ratings to external criteria‘of
- . 1

~

[ ]
P
.




‘The evidence offered by Mischel for this pfoposition is the "fact" that

N «

social importance. To this ernd, Wigdins then reviews .a considerable
Hi

. : ’
number of research studies which strongly suggest that peer ratings of

personality traits have been found to be valid and useful predictors of a

wide variety of criteria including officer effectiveness (e.g., Haggerty,

© 1953; Hoffman & Rohrer, 1954; Tupes, 1957; 1959; Tupes & Kaplan, 1961;

Williams & Leavitt, 1947), performance in flight training (Doll, 1963{
Flyer, 1963; Fl?er & Bigbee, 1954; Hb%landgr,—1§54b; Willingham, 1958},
leadership (Bartlett, 1959; Kamfer, 1959; Robius, Roy, & de Jung, 1958),
teaéher effectiveness (Isaacson, McKeachie, & Milholland, 1963), military
selecéion*(ﬂ&llander, 1954a): disciplinary prleems (Klieger, de Jung, &
Dﬁbinsson, 1962), selection of supervisors in industry (Weitz, 1958),
performance of Peace Corps volunteers (Boulgerl& Colmen,‘l964; Hare,
1962f’g£e%n, i963), aﬁa;academic performance (A%;ington, 1960; Smith,
196Y; Wiggins, Blackburn, & Haékman, 1969).

Traits are not stable and are not causal constructs

1

The remaining.criticisms of personality measurement voiced by
Mischel (1968) may be discussed jointly since they are based on
essentially the same argument, namely that the measurement of

persanality, whether by self-report, ratings by others, -or objective
- = .

. ' -

behavfor, does not yieid trait attributes that are consistent or stable.

whenever any of .these measures “of personality are intercorrelated or are

correlatgg-ﬁcross situations or occasions, the magnitude of the

correlation coefficient rarely exceeds .30. o .
‘ . ‘ . .

Once again, and for the same reasons discusséd above, the strategy

for contesting Mischel's interpfétatiqp of the .30 "personélity

—
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coefficient” will not be to search the recent literature for examples of

studigé which demoﬁstra£e correlations ghat exceed this level; Such
examples indqed can.be found (e.g., Alker &‘Owen, 1977; Jaccard, 1974;
Kahle; Kulka, & Klingel, 1980). Hoyevef, as was the case with the .
stuaies in accuracy of clinical judgment and peer assessment, what is
needed is a ﬁheoretically based interpretﬁtion of the pe;sonality‘*
coefficient which is capable<of generating hypotheses to predict the
conditions under which mere substantidl correlations will be obtained.
Such an interpretation and the accompanying hypotheses, as well as
considerable empirical support, has recently been presented by Epstein
(1979, 1980).

Epstein begins his analysis by interpreting the .30 personality
coefficient as merely a result of unreliability in either or both
predictor and criterion measures. He tHen hypothesize$ that stability in
behavior will be demonstratea if the behavior is saméled over a

,
sufficient number of occurences, aqd that reliable rxelationships across
methods (e.g., self-ratings, ratings by others, and objective behavior)
will also occur if there is sufficient behavioral sampling. In ; series
of elegant and compelling empirical tésts of these hypotheses, Epstein
clearly demonstrates that by simply aggregating construct-relevant
observations (be they self-reports, ratings by others, or objective

\
behaviors), personality measures become quite stable across instruments,

‘ situations, and occasions and are highly predictive of behavioral

criteriaﬁ In discussing these results, Epsteinr(l979, p. 1116) points

3

*

by

out that "increasing the sample of one set of observations (e.qg.,
criterion behaviors) increases their reliability and broadens their

representativeness to include more variance in common with another set of

Ll
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observations (e.é., test scores) and thus the correlation betweern these | *

~

two sets of observations increases." In addition to increasing the .
¥reliability and generalizabiiity of the measufes in question,

"aggregating observations is fundamentally linked to the law of samﬁling .
distributiong (i.e., level of prediction is a function of sufficient

aggregation of appropritate data) which has always been applied to

-

subjects in psychological resegrch but rarely to stimuli and occasions”"

(Epstein, 1980, p. 795). .

The validity of Epstein's analysis and conclusions does not rest

e ~
.

~

solely on his own empirical investigations. There is a wealth of theory
/ .

»

and research available to support Epstein's formulations. In fact,

w

Jackson (1982) has noted that aggregating items on a test to increase

reliability is one of the cornerstones of classical test theory (Brown,

* .

1910; Spearman, 1910). Classiéal test theory has, in addi;ion, been

guite clear regarding the relationship between reliability and validity. .
Since summing over items ensures gtability_and repnesentativenes§,
assuming items are-sampled from the same universe, éredictive'validity

- -

will increment since true score variance accumulates whereas error v ¢

variance tends to average out over items (Cronbach, Gleser,Nanda, &
Rayaratnam, 1972; Gullkiksen, 1950; Jackson, 1982; Lord & Novick, 1968;
Rushton, Jacksogl & Pdunonen,'1981). In addition, Jaccarxd (1974) has .

pointed'out that psychometric arqguments aside, conceptually personality

’

traits should be more highly related to a multiple act criterion than any

.

spegific sihgle act criterion, since traits are by definition intended to

represent overall indices of behavior. Classical test theory has also
L] 4 . -

bben‘applied to other measurement problems in psychology which indireétly

supports Epstein's conclusions. For exampI%,'Fishbeim and Ajzen (1974)

¢




\/‘ behavioral criteria
-

N

'

e N 4

have presented a theoretical framework for understanding the often
reported low correlations between measures of attitudes and overt

behaviprs. The Fishbein and Ajzen formulations parallel the

personality/behavior debate very closely (c.f., Ajzen, 1982) in that it
- - .
is argued and empirically demonstrated that attitudes do predict

behaviors when multiple-act'criteria are used to ass;ss the behavior in
question. .Thus, multiple-act behavioral criteria are to attitudes what
aggrégated ébservations of behaviorrare to personality traits in that
adequate demonstration of the attitude/bBehavior relationship requires
reliable criteria that‘are representative of the total set of behaviors
related to the atpitude object. ’ ’
The precééing discussion on the relationship of personality measures
to behavioral criteria has presented theoretical, conceptﬁal, and
empirical justification for coﬁtesting—Mischel's (1968) cfiticisms ;f the
utility of personalit{ measures. It was demonstrated that methodological
and conceptual problems in'the clinical judgment and p%fr assessment
literature could accourit for the low leyels of accuracy in personality
judgments. When these problems are eliminated and certain preconditions
are present, valid personality judgments may be obtained. The semantic

similarity hypothesis .was demonstrated to be conceptually inadequate in

accounting for judgmental accuracy in person perception research.

v

‘ Moreover, the hypothesis was not supported in a direct émpirical test of

2

one of its fundamental postulates (i.e., Paunonen & Jackson, 1979).
Finally, recent theoretical analysis andcempiribal verifications have
demonstrated that personality measuregs are quite stable across

instruments, situations, and occasions and are highly predictive of

when observations are adequately and reliably

‘. o

<
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sampled, a condition which has been widely acknowledged and implemented

by test and measurement theorists siﬁce at least 1910.
The impl;:;;Tbns of these findings for research in personality and

person perception should be clear. 1In order to determine if judgments of

personality are accurate, certain preconditions in the experimental

» " . .
paradigm must be established. The validity of these judgments must then
be assessed with regard to some socially relevant criterion.

Further;ore, adequate assessment of the stability of. personality or the

relationship between measures of personality and overt behavior requires
N . ~ . ®

reliable and representative samples of both predictor and criterion

~
-

measures. In the present research an assessment of the

. A
-

personality/behavior relationship as well as judgments of personality are
obtained and the conditions necessary for measuring these variables

appropriately have been primary considerations in the development of the

experimental paradigms.




Chapter Three .

~
’

Personality Measures as Predictors of Job Performance Criteria
\ .

[#3

Mischel's (1968) views on the utility of personality measures has

its counterpart in industrial psychology in Guion and Gottier's (1965)

5

influential paper examining the validity of personality measures in _ ~

_ personnel selection. Guion and Gottier summarized the research
v

literature in this area published from 1952-1963 in two journals: The
Journal of Applied Psychology and Personnel Psychology., On the basis of

this review the authors concluded that personality measures had not

-

demonstrated general usefulness in personnel selection practices. ‘This

paper has been widely cited as evidence that personality is not

predictive of job performance criteria (e.g.’, Campbell et al., 1970;

-

Gough, 1976; Guion, 1976; Korman, 1977; Landy & Trumbo, 1980).
"Close examination Sf thé Guiop and Gottier review reveals
cons%derable limitations to their conclﬁsions. Beéaus; their paper
appears to have been s¢ influential in the p%rsonnel selection
literature, and because their conclusions, if true,-would ﬁaye
implications for the present research, it is "important to discuss

thoroughly the problems and limitations with this paper. This chapter

will begin with such a discussion and then the role of personality in

>

L]

Q

-
-

other job-related issues will be briefly explicated to suggest additiopal |

kS

reasons for considering personality in personnel selection procedures.

b

<

o
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Personality and job performance . ; “

I N

-

. To begin, Guion and Gottier (1965) put rather severe restrittions on’
N L] a -

the studies they would ‘consider in their reyiew. These restrictions

- -

involved the criteria used for choosing studies to'be included and the
limited number of studies that were actually considered. Although the

authors are guite explicit about the scope of their rewiew, this does not

@

seem to have hindered them from making a rather strong concluding

statement regarding the relationship between personality and job
performance. The most restrictive of the criteria used for choosing

‘'studies was that for a personglity test or measure to be included in the

s

review, it must have been used in at least three* research studies, all
reported in the two specified journals. A few exceptions to this'rulg

" were allowed for "homé-made" tests developed by speéific ¢rganizations

a

for specific needs and for some projective measures. The intention of
these restrictions was clearly to ensure a certain level of quality in

the studies to be-assessed. However, such a procedure also puts strict

"

limitations on the generalizability of Guion and Gottier's conclusions.

For example, if a particular personality test or measure was found to-be

.

a valid ptedictor of job performance criteria, but it was only reported
in one published study, it was not included in the review. Guion and
Gottier give ﬁo indication of the number of studies rejected for this
reason, but a review of the more recent'lifetatu;e reveals examples of

such studies that are methodologically sound and highly conclusive (e.g.,

’

Azen; Snibbe, & Montédmery; 1953; Edwards, 1977; Gniselli, 1969; Landy}

1976).’ Furthermore, if a test has been found to be a valid'bredictor in

one situation, journal editors in their concern for unique contributions

.

to the field'and space limitations are not 1ike1y’£o,respond favorébly to

P N [ "



. H . s cy
- ‘\‘ “ -
g cross-validation studies. Guion and Gottier's strategy for choosing

-

. ’ .
studies to review would thus appear to be far too conservative and likely

.

résnltiﬁé’in a substantiagl under-estimation of the effects of personality

P "
. e a

on job behavior. R . -

.

Not only did Guion and Gottier err in their choice of studies to

‘ .

exclude from their review, they apparently also erred in their choice of

studies to include. Of the 134 resdarch articles discussed, only 59 or

-~ 4

. N 44% can truly be considered studies that examine the relationship Between
personality and job performancet, The other 75 studies (56%) involve
tests which either cannot be considered ‘to be tests of personality or are
inéppropriate for use in bersonnel selection. FOY<éxample, 17 of the

- studies employed "tests" that were actually personal hisé!&y data forms.

- Another 42 studies 'made use of vocational: interest tests to predict job

performance,a purpose for which they were never designed or constructed.

-

Vogational interest tests are intended to be used to predict interests

that are in common with various occupational criterion groups. At best

* they have been shown to predict job satisfaction, but there is no

rational or theoretical justification for their use as a predictor of job

.

P A performance. The final 16 studies used such measures as projective tests
(e.g., Rorschach, Sentence Completion) and tests of psychopathology

(e.g., MMPI) which again were never intended for use in prédicting '
. . N

&
-

job-related criteria and in addition have not demonstrated acceptable

' 4

"levels of reliability and validity.

~The'festriction'that studies would only be chosen from two journals -

must also be' questioned. These journals are in general pre-emirent in

;

4 &4 . ‘ .
their field but they are byvno means the only journals to publish studies .

4.

in personnel selection. By selectively reviewing only studies that

.
- - » -

%
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appeared in these two journals, Guion and Gottier undoubtedly missed

.

considerable ;esearch which may hayé significantly altered their

’

B

conclusions. In addition, personnel selection research is often carried
. —
/

out by organizations "in house" and such tesearch is seldom published

(Campbell et al., 1970). A feQ of these research projects which have
SUCceésfully used personality tests as predictors of job performance have

recently come' to this guthor's attention. They include the use of
L} .

personafity measures to predict pPerformance in a wide variety-of state

civil service commission jobs (Cheioha, Colangelo, Landy, Massenberg, &

.

Vance, 1977) and to predict performance as a correctional officer or

counselor (Kane & Chalmer, 1974). Other research projects of this type
.tﬁat are unpublished are.,discussed by Campbell et al. (1970). Guion and
Gottier cannot of course be faulted for overlopking research that woulq“
be inaccessible to them. .Howéver( the fact that such ‘research exists

.

once again limits the generalizability of their conclusions.

0 2

o Finally, Guion and Gottier did not take into account the potential

.

e

L]

contribution made by personality measures to other predictors of job

performance. Studies were chosen which considered personality as the

sole predictor of performance criteria. “Studies which used personality

measures with a battery of other tests were not included in the review.

Such studies would have bqgn extremely important to the discugsion-since

they would have demonstrated the increment in predictive validity

+

provided by personality measures in a selection situation.. Ignoring

S
these 'studies substantially undervalues the true role of perscnality in

prédicting job performance. 1In general.,* then, Guion and Gottier set

‘inappropriate criteria for -choosing studies to be reviewed. On the one

" hand they ignored studiéd that (a) involved tests that were not used in

)

a




o -

at least two other experiments, (b) used tests in a multiple predictor

7

paradigm, or (c) did not appear in the two chosen journals or were

-

unpublished. On the other hand, more than half the studies included in

¥

.

-

s

their review were clearly inappropriate for the purpose

of examining the .

«

relationship between personality and Job performance. All of these

problems must be taken into consideration when evaluating their’
- * - -

conclusions.

.

"Another major difficulty with the Guion and Gottier review concerns

the criterion used to determine the validity of the personality measures.
In 88(65%) of the studies reviewed the crigerion was some form of

»

performance rating. This method of employee performance appraisal is by

far the most popular form of performance measurement used in industry
(Blum & ‘Naylor, 1968; Guion, l965;!andy & Farr, 1980; Landy & Trumbo,

1980) . ‘Unfortunately, it is also the ﬁost unreliable due to its

‘

vulnerability to a number of rating efrrors or biases, most notably
leniency’errors, halo errors, and central tendency errors {(Borman, 1977;

Borman, Hough, & Dunnette, 1976; Landy & Farr, 1980; Landy & Trumbo,

3
P

1980}. Although recently some effective methods have been developed to

minimize these errors (e.g., Borman, 1975; Latham, Wexley, & Pursell,

methods were prhactic
‘
period from which Guion and Gottier selected studies (1952- .

1975), it is extremely 'unlikely that such i the

One

possible effect these errors would have on criterion measurement wolld.be

.

to restrict the range of po'ssible scorés and Ehefeby attenuate any
. N ‘ ‘

correlations with pther (e.g., predictor) measures., However, any source

of systematic error such as these rating errors must make their

statistical relationship with other vardiables questionable. ’Thhs,
’ »

personality measures validated against error-prone performance ratings
. ’ ¢

r




-

1

would not be an accurate assessment of the true nature of the

relationship. The imgprtance of proper criterion assessment for the

purposes of personnel selection will Wi discussed furthexr, below, with

-

reference to appropriate job analysis procedures.

A
.

A’ final problem with Guion and Gottier's conclusions concerns the
validation strategies employed in the studies th&y review. A méjority of
these studies (77,- or 57%) used concurrent validation procedures which
Guion and Gottier rightly criticize as being unacceptable in personnel
selection. Concurrent validation strategies likely underestimate the
relationship between predictor and criterion measures because the sample
of employees will not usually include people who are either less
effective (and thus were not hireﬁ or have been fired) or more effective
{and thus have been gromoted). The result of such range restriction will
at£enuate the correlation with ahy predictor measures. Even if a
significant validity coefficient is obtained, the interpretation is
equivocal since test responses may just as likely be the res;it of

current joB behavior as they are the cause of them. However, the

- »

inappropriateness of concurrent validation as a research methodology
* : “

cannot be used as evidence to reject the hypothesis that personality is

- N

related to job performance. Clearly the only conclusion that can be
drawn from this situation is that the hypothesis has not been properly
. , \~
tested.
The preceding discussion has argued that a substantial number of
problems severely limit theé Guion and Gottier analysis of the validity of
personality measures in personnel selection. The strategy for chocsing

studies to review likely overlooked a considerable number of relevant

articles but included a large number that were irrelevant to the issue

»

~
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under. investigation. The criterion upon which personality measures were
. /

-

validated was in many cases faulty and the validation procedure itself A

inappropriéte. “Thus, Guion and Gottier's conclusions cannot be accepted /
« »

as evidence that personality measures have no ‘Fility for personz71

‘selection. Moreover, citing their review paper as grounds for dismissing
*

the relationship between personality and job‘performance would dppear to

’ /
be unwarranted. ! .

Criterion assessment and job analysis

Two of the most important and fundamental concerns in implementing a
useful and valid emplgyee sélection program are devéloping an accurate
job.descripgion through appropriate job analysis techniques, and
concurrently, determining relevant performance criteria with which to
validate the selection procedures {Dunnette, 1977; Fleishman, 1975; ’ .
Freyd, 1923; Landy & Trumbo, 1980; McCormick, 1976; McCormick, DeN}s%, § -
Shaw, 1979; Pearlﬁan/ 1980; Prien, 1977). The history'of dev?lopingl

s

valid measures for personnel selection has been quite similar to that of
test construction stratbgiés in g;neral (cf., Jackson, 1971) in that
reliance on €mpirical procedures has been strongly criticized in favor of
more rational and theoretically-based strategies (Freyd, 1923; McCormick
et.al., 1979). Critics of the empirical approach have argued that the
choice of selection measures must be made on the basis of their
conceétual and theoretical links to the job description and performance
criteria (Fleishman, 1975). The effectiveness of such strategies will
obvioﬁsly depend upon the comprehensiveness of the job description and
performance criteria and the accu?acy'of the job analysis procedures.

»

Clearly, attempting to validate personnel selection practices strictly by
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empirical‘procedures'will be costly, inefficient, amd in many cases wil} .
lead to cbncegépally'ambiguous results. In addition, what is most Ct
- - . L
problematig from the standpoint of researchers is’ that such procedures
. - . .

will lead to many blind alleys and inappropriate conclusions and

generalizations régarding the utility of the class of prediction measures

B

" “under consideration.

\ ° -

The problems with empirical persoi%iigggggption practices apply
directly to a substantial number of stud*¢s in which personality measures
B , r .
were used in an attempt to predict job pekformagce. Guion and Gottier

“,

- .

(1965) note in their review that "custom built" measures fared
. . )
considerably better than standard inventories in terms,of their validity

for personnel selection. Guion and Gottier suggest that this may be due

to the "broadside" research approach used by those employing standard
« E
inventories whereas those using custom built measures showed greater

+ M PEEE N Yo
deliberation i®*determining what would predict relevant performance

criteria. Implicit in this suggestion is the similarity between
broadside research and blind empiricism. Apparently, the reason a ;

standard inventory was chosen as a selection device was the hope that one

.

-
«
.

of the scales may turn out to be predictive.. In contrast, those

-

researchers who developed custom built measures apparently did sco with a

specific job description or set of performance criteria in mind.
o . ) ‘ _ )
However, since custom built personality measures were used in a small

.

minority of the studies reviewed by Guion and Gottier, their -overall .

. -
conclusions were based primarily on the results from empirical or
broadside research. = Thus, the 'failure of empirical selection procedures

to find valid relationships between personality and job performance .

cannot be accepted as conclusive or generalizdble beyond the measures in
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questiQn. What is called for is a test of these relationships based on

a prio?i hypotheses\generated by careful iob analyses and consideration

of relevant performance criteria.

~
)

' Job analysis research is based eon-the assumption that jobs can be
» ;
described objectively and the results used to infer .important personal )

attributes for the job (Dunnette & Borman, 1979). Although a potential

v groblem exists in inferring personal attributes fbr jobs, no methodology,

statistical technique, or objective measurement has been found to
replace rational judgment for this purpose (Dunnette, 1977). Moreover, %
;Efse judgments have been shown to be highly reliable (Dunnette & Borman,

1979; McCormick, 1976;. Theologus, Romashko, & Fleishman, 1970). Quite a . ‘

few jobcanéIYS}s'methods exist fanging from administering questionnaires ¥

MY ¢ r
and checklists, through various kinds of interviéws and opservational g
. ' . a
techniques, to actually participating in the.work (Blum & Naylor, 1968). ﬁ

- %

However, all of these methods appear to have about equal utility for

personnel selection (Levine, Ash, & Bennett, 1980} Prien, 1977).

\
g

Whichever job analysis precedure is used, two basic orientations or

approaches may be followed and are often used simultaneously. The first

+
2 L]

is the job or task-oriented approach which yields a list of the actual

behaviors and task requirements necessary for carrying out a job. This

'

. .

method is most useful for developing a work sample such as a performance
test, job knowledge test, or job simulation. The second approach is
worker-oriented and 'is based on an inferential judgment of the knowledge,

skills, abilities, and personal attributes required by people in the job.

N .
This approach yields a job description that is most useful for suagesting “\
- P .

which tests and measures should be used for predicting fﬁturé job so.

‘pe}formancg. Responses 'to these tests and measures are regarded as

.
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" "siyws" (cf., Wernimont & Campbell, 1968) or indicators that an

'

,: . o individwal probably will show the behaviors and task prbficienEies
required in a job. The worker-orienged approach emphasizing human
attribute requirements has been regarded as the most useful form of job
descripthm11McCormick, 1976; Pearlman, 1980}, perhaps because a

a
- comprehensive list of specific behaviors and tasks is difficult to

« generate for so many jobs. It should be obvious from this discussion

‘ . that whatever method of job aﬁaly§is is undertaken, within the context of

. .

the worker-oriented approach to developing a job description, personality

characteristics could logically be inferfed as necessary for a given job.
~ : A ~ ] .
Measurement of these charact?ristics would be regarded as "signs" of

probable'job performance just as measurement of any other human
attributes are regarded. Thus, a formal and broédly accepted methodology
£ . -

exists for hypothesizing which personality characteristics would be

important for a given job. The fact that such hypothesizing has not

often occurred, or has-not been incorporated into the choice of

’

appropriate selection measures, cannot be construed as evidence that

personality has no utility for personnel selection or is not relevant to

.- 'y
. job performance. '

» -~

Related to the need for a thofough job description with which- to
) choose appfopriate selection meésures is the necessity of va}idating
" these measures against relevant performance criteria. Thenissué of
‘relevance here.cannot bé'understated. Even if performance criteria. are
psychometricaliy sound and reliable, an? this requirement 'is essential .
N

for all forms of c;iterion measures (cf., Epstein, 1979, 1980; Fishbein &

Ajzen, 1974; Landy &.Frumbo, 1980), they must also reflect the key

elements of a job and bear some logical relationship to the selection

&




measures. Criterion measures that are determined without due

consideration of these factors will result in validation procedures- that

"

are futile and validity cqefficients that are meaningless.

The issue of criterion relevance is extremely important to the

discussion, of the validity of personality measures for personnel

selection. One must seriously question the appropriateness of ‘measures

*

of psychopathology for predicting critical aspects of job performance

(cf., Hedlund, 1965). Many of the studies reviewed by Guion and Gottier
. ' - /

similarly attempted to validate inappropriate tests with traditional

f
«

criteria such as performance ratings. Guion and Gottier were cognizant

of this problem and emphasized the need for a priori hypotheses regarding

the relationshipabetween predictor and criterion measures. They further

i
-

argued that since personality measures are motivational, relevant

performance criteria should be measures of approach or avoidance behavior

(O - M

>
such as turnover and absenteeism. However, in addition to the issue of

relevance here is thesgeed to recognize that almost all jobs involve

multidimensional performance criterfa éi%eishman, 1975; Ghiselli, 1956;

Wernimont & Campbell, 1968). To choose one particular criterion that is’

- - '

perhaps not even the mbst relevant to a job and/or bears no theoreticalﬁ

relationship to the pred¥ktor ﬂéasures will result .in a very poor

Y

validation study. Such was the fate of many of the studies reviewed by

Guion and Gottier. | . .
' .
Performance criteria have been defined broadly and include such

- : ‘B ] .
variables as job attitudes, turnover, absenteeism, accidents, as well as

actual behavior on the job‘(Brayfield & Crockeﬁt,’1955; Herzbergqg,

’

Mausner, Peterseon, & Chapwell, 1957). Furthermore, job a;ﬁitudes and job

performance, may he dimenisionalized into many components, some more

-

Y
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critical than others in term$ of overall effectiveness of an employee.
N » .

It may be that for some jobs some personality measures are best for \

predicting criteria such as absenteeism and turnovér (Gui9n & Gottier,

. B

-

1965). However, there is no a priori reason why these particular
criteria would be the only ones relevant to personality. Clearly, the

concern must be for choosing selection measures that are theoretically or Y

[
.

rationally appropr}ate for predicting all relevant performance criteria.
z

’

Such a concern was fundamental to the design of the present, research.

Job satisfaction and job performance

A final word must be said on the role of job'gsatisfaction as a

performance criterion. Job satisfaction has long been a variable of

interest to industrial psychologists (Herzberg et al., 1957; Locke, 1976;

-
. -

Vroom, 1964). For many years it was assumed that workers who were

satisfied in their jobs would be motivated to perform at maximal levels - - ,

(Herzberg et al., 1957). More recently, this view has been rejected
(Locke, 1976), and the opposite relationship (i.e., successful

performance causes satisfaetion) has been suggested (Locke, 1970; Porter

& Lawler, 1968). Although the nature of.the relationship between job ' -
performance and job satisfacfion is still somewhat in doubt, a more
reliable relationship has Deen found between job satisfaction and

criteria of absenteeism and turnover (Mobley, Horner, & Hollingsworth,

]
-

¢ [N
1978; Porter & Steers, 1973; Steers & Rhodes, 1978). Thus, whether job

satisfaction is considered as a performance criterion by itself or as a °

o

moderator of other criteria (e.g., absenteeism and turnover), it must be .

.an important concern for personnel administrators and researchers. 1If:

job satisfaction could be predicted in the selection process, this would



significantly correlated with satisfaction. Abdel-Halim (1980) and

at least have favorable consequences in terms of absenteeism and

-

turnover, if not for actual job perforqpnce. Hackman and Lawler (1971)
I
have come to a similar ¢onclusion in their discussion of employee

reactions to job redesign projects. These authors note that job redesign

has not generally proven effective in improving satisfaction and

performanée. Hackman and Lawler argue that to the extent that job

redesign is not possible, the problem shifts to that of selection. In

their own research they found that employees with higher order needs

-

~ e
“responded better to job redeshgn and were more likely to improve in job

satisfaction and performance. ‘Altefnatively, they point ‘out that if-

- » o

o ) .
- . ' .. 9, . 3 N . .
higher order needs, or any, other individual difference measure, is

% <
g e > &

related to some relévant performance criteria, this information should be

v K
.

incorporated into the selection process.

ReCentIQ significant relétiohsﬁips have been found betwgeh job
satisfaction and measures of° personality. Rohan (1970) reported that
certain personality charaéteristics in a sample of managers were highly
related to ﬁheir«job satisfactién. James and Jones (1980) found that
needs for mental challengé, self-determination, ~and recognifion were
Cawsey, Reed, and Reddon (1982) have also'r;ported'significant
relationships betweenﬁmeasures of personality and job satisfaction.

Job satisfaction appears therefore to be an important consideratioh
in ghé overall effectiveness of employees. The predictio; of job
satisfaction in the selection process would thus be advantageoa\k(cf., |
Hackman & Lawler, 1971). Recent research suggests that personality
measurés may have some utilit®yin the prediction of job satisfaction

{(e.g., Abdel~Halim, 1980; Cawsey et al., 1982; J!mes & Jones, 1980;
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Ronan, 1970). Consequently, in thé present research job satisfaction
@

was considered a relevant performance criterion and its relationship with

measures of personality was assessed. -

In sum, it must be concluded thaﬁvGuion and,Gottier's (1965) review
of the iiterature on the validity of personality measures in personnel
selection is severely limited and their conclusions ha;e very litt1®
generalizability: The discussion has indicated a con;iderable number of

problems with the design and methodology of studies investigating this

. ¥

1
issue. The implications for future research should be clear. In order

to test the hypothesis that personality is related to some aspect of job™
performance, a job analysis must be used to determine essential
« performance criteria and to infer appropriate selection measures, some

'

F ﬂé theoretical or rational procedure must be used to choose selection
measures that are appropriate for the performance criteria, and the
performance criteria must be multidimensional and.relevant with respect

4 to the kéy elements of the job.

»
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Chapfer~Four

Personality Assessment in the Employment Intervifw

The discussion thus far has indicated that measures of persconality

are potentially capable of predicting behavioral criteria and that

judgments of personality can be reliable and accurate given cettain
L]

- r -

preconditions. It has also been argued that there is no generalizable
evidence to sugges§ that personality measures are not predictive of job
performance criteria and, on the contrary, on the basis of job analysis
and criterion assessment procedures, there may be theoretical, rgtional,
or practical reasons for assessing person;lity in the pérsonnel seleétion
process. The focus of the presegt research is on tﬁé assessment of
abplicant personality characteristics in the employment interview, There
are several reasons for taking this particular perspective. First, the
use of standard inventories may present considerable difficulties to the
researcher investigating the relationship between personality and job
performance. The;e are a limited number of inventories avéilable‘that
have acceptable levels of reliability ana validity ané‘are not confounded
with response biases (Wiggins, 1973). This in turn limjits the number of
personality constructs that may be utilized for selecpion purposes and-
thus the probability must Sg lTow that these constructs will meet the

varied requirements specified by job analysis and criterion assessment

for an infinite number of jqbs. On the other hand, any number of

personality constructs may be stipulated by a job descriptibn for
assessment in an interview, assuming of course that they#are well

defined, they have some psychological meaning, and they have some

A -
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behavioral representations (i.e., they should -not be "constructs” such as

nice guy, good worker, etc.). This is not to say that standard

o~ - -

inventories should be abandoned altogether in.pérsonnel selection. if a
job analysis clearly suggests the imééréance of "a specific construct that
is.available from an éxisting well constructed instrument, éhen by ali v
accounts this instrument should be employed. However, if the construct
is not available from a good existing inventory the interview should be
. considered ag an alternative method of assessment. .‘ 4
Other reasons for focusing on personality assessment in the
employment interview are reiated to (1) the need to understand the
reliability and validity of interview:based judgments of personality
since the use ofnthesé judgmehts is explicitly advocated'by interview
practitioners, even though they-;ffer'no empirical support for su;h a
practice, (2) the need for many organizationé to develop\alternative
personnel selection péocedures in'the light of continuing criticisms of
and legal restrictions on tests used.for this purpose, and (3) the fact
that despite broad criticism of the interview as a selection device, some
recent research has suggested that it may show considerable utiliéy for
the assessment of applicant personality characteristics, but this
potential requires further in;estigation. These three issues are "7
essential to the rationale for the present research and thus are

discussed in more detail below.

The purpose of the employment interview: The practitioners' perspective

As previously mentioned, the interview is the most widely used
yan

method of personnel selection (Bellows &‘Estep[ 1954; Landy & Trumbo,

.1980; Latham et al,., 1980; Spriegel & James, 1958; Ulrich .& Trumbo,



’guidb§iguggeéting quite-explicitly the types of questions ‘to ask an

-
®

1965) . Howedér,_it has also been-the tardet of consistent and continuous

<
-

criticism for failing to degonstrate adequate levels of reliability and

LI

validity and for being susceptible to a variety of judgmental errors and

>

biases (Dunnette & Bogman, 1979; Mayfield, 1964; Schmitt, 1976; Ulrich &

3

‘ Trumbo, 1965; Webster, 1964, 1982; Wright, 1969). .1t is not unreasonable

r s

then, to wonder what it is about the interview that is so appealing to
personnel administrators. A review of the literatwre relevant to

interview practitioners and personnel administrators reveals that from

the perspective of these individuals the important function of the

3

employment intervieweis that it provides information about an applicant .

that cannot be obtained from other selection procedures. Arvey and

x ~
¢ . N .
recent interview research. .

Campion (1982) reached this same COj;}usion based on a review of the

It should be noted at the*outset of this discussion that no mystical .
properties are attributed to the interview by professional empioymént \
- i . 2 ' \
interviéwets. The.interview is not regarded as some magical process by ~\\

which the best appllcant for the job is somehow revealed. Nor is the
4

interview considered teo be so mysterious that it oannot be understood or ‘3.

.

“

evaluategd. n the contrary, the interview is seen quite clearly as

-
. 4 ' 4

merely a meaéuring tool, and as such, its utility is evaluated by its . -
ability to meet a simple test -~ it must predict future job behavior

§
(Lopez, 1975). To do this there are numerous manuals and pfactitioners’
applicant in order to elicit respénses relevant to ,the prediction of
their future job performance (e.g., Black, 1970; Fear, 1978; Peskin,

1971). Problems with the reliability and validity of interview judgments

are regarded by these manuals as due to inéxperienced or unqualified




34

« .
interviewers (Lopez, 1975), although this interpretation has not been

~

.

empirically verified (Bernstein, Hakel, & Harlan, 1975). However, there

may be a more barsim?nious explanation for the problems w;th interviews
that have been demonstrated by experimental research. Careful review of
this research indicates thgt excepéifg;jgome recent exploratory studies
(i.e., Jackson, Peacock, & Smith, 1980; Rothstein & Jackson, 1980), the
primary‘function of the interview as stated by interview practitioners

and personnel administrators has never beé€n examined. Thus, although the

>

Qariety of judgmeptal errors and biases uncovered by experimental
research are un@oubtedly prevalent in employmeht interviews, the
applicant infofmation being evaluated in almost all of this research‘!s
not whdat is recommended by those who are actively engaged in
interviewing. In addition, Peskin (1971) has argued that efforts to

validate interview judgments are misleading because employment

x

interviewers are often refjuired to make suboptimal decisions due to a
-~ ’
variety ®f pressures to fill job vacancies such as manpdwer shortages, )

-

noncompetitive salary scales, poor company image, accelerated expansion
ad
F - N . - °

and growth, and high turnover rates. While these issues may be

troublesome to field research on the interview, the same problems would

A
-

not affect laboratory research. What is clearly required, therefore, is
»
a well controlled laboratory simulation that directly asesses the primary - :

.

function of ‘the interview as proposed by practitioners and those working
. in the personnel field. "
What then is the main purpose of the -employment interview?

yPractitioners argue that tests and other methods of assessment determine
. S

.what a person can do, but not what the person will do (Fear, 1978;

Peskin, 1971). .- Most methods of employee selection attempt to predict the

-




.probability of effective job performance with some measure of relevant
- L]

ability, aptitude, and experience. 'Howéver, these variables are not the
B Nt -

only things that predict successful job performance (Lopez, 1975). There

is general agreement among interview pfactitioners that there are certain

job demands which, .to be dealt with effectively, require specific traits

of personality, motivation, and character {(Black, 1970; Fear, 1978; ¢

*

Lopez, 1975; Peskin, 1971). These éraits are regarded as being
inaccessible to measurement by any means other than the employment

interview. While this latter point is not necessarily true (i.e., a job

description may speeify traits that may be accessible to measurement by

. . .
an existing standard inventory), there is no question that interviewers

3

believe that it is true and moreover, they behave as if it were true.

It is important to note here as well, that interviewers are not
A °

using the term "traits" to refer to global socjally desirable

characteristics that might be judged as preferable for any job. While
such judgments might be made in an’interview, the primary concern is the

. .

differential evaluation of traits that are deemed impdrtan§ and even

” .

necessary for Qifferent job requireménts. Lobez (1975), fo; exampl;,.is
quite clear in thi; regard when he states that "no matter how socially
desirablerér undesirable a.perscnal trqit may be, it is of no

significance unless it affects job performance” (p. 131). Peskin (1971)‘_
also refers to specific job-relevant personality traits that are
predictive of performance criteria.~ He gives as an examﬁle "the
applicant who strongly:resents carelessness, Qho insists on perfection in
himself an& others, and who isAmethqdical’and meticulous in attention to

detail (who) may be excellent at record keeping, report work, meeting

deadlines, and maintaining dbcumeptatian“ {(p. 236). Many-other examples .

»

v
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of this type are given in the interview practitioner literature. It

- -

seems clear from this literature that interviewers regard personality
traits in much the same way as psychologists. Whereas psychologiéts
generally Yegard traits as some type of predisposition.which contributes
to determiging the probability of occurrénce of a certain class of

behaviors, interviewers are concerned with traits that predict the

-

probabilié; of a very specific class of behaviors, those that are
relevant to jbb perforﬁance. .In addition, interviewers are aware of the
concep£ of trait covariation. Although they may use such terms as trait
constellations (Rear, 1978) or the incidence of certain traits in certain

types of applicants (Peskin, 1971), interviewers are nonetheless implying

L3

the.concept of trait covariation. This becomes, apparent in their

discussions of the intérreiationships among traits within people and how'

o

the presence of a number sof related traits may be inferred from the

-

observation of a single act of behavior or a statement made during the

course ¢f the interview (see Fear, pp. 142-157). This inference process

-
. -

is very functional for interviewers who, in a short period of time, must

-

assess the éhéracteﬁﬁsticsnof an applicant and judge their relevance for.
the job., Thus, it is not surprising that interviewers have developed
their own impiicit theories of personality to aid in the prediction of

effective job performance. What ig_sufprising is that these theories of

- B

trait inference, the assumed relationships between traits,and job

>
.

performance criteria, and the reliability and validity of interview-based

judgments of personality have never been !ubjected to empirical test!

.

The need for the employment interview: Legal issues

4 .

Within the lagt ten years a "war" has been declared against the
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testing industry by civil rights grpups[ labor unions, consumer rights

advocates, and other concérneg individuals. The so called

"truth-in-testing" movement has resulted in state and national

i

legislatures in the United States passing laws which require testing

agencies of all kinds, including employers, to provide examinees,éhpon
4

request, with a copy of the test items, the correct answers or scoring

key, and the examinees' original answers (Sparks, 1980; Wicklund, 1980) .

These laws also stipulate stringent validity requirements for all tests in
* the

RN N
o P

a selection situation/ ih.ggfifi?n to the requirement that they sﬁoulgh
have no adverse impact on disadvantaged mi;ority groups (Lerner, 1980).
In Canada, the laws have been far less specific but the effect of the
legi{lation on the use of tesgs has been similar since many organizations.
cannot afford the bad publitity of é legal challénge even if they use
tests with demonstrated validity. . . «
Personnel selection practices, which since the First World War had
become increasingly éepg;dent on tests of va;ious kinds to assist in
choosing qualified job applicants, were especially hard hit by these new
legal requisites. Organizations were suddenly faced with the pfospect of
developiné new tests or validating their cufféht ones for each individpal
job posit%on. At.the éghe time, however, th@ utilé}y of their efforts to
’ [ 4

develop valid selection measures Waslseverely jeopardized by the necessity

of aliowing"job applicants to have ac;ess to the selection measures and
scoriné keys. Although someqarganizations have been able to skirt the
latter requirement by arguiné s;ccessfully to the courts that only
qual}fied psychologisés shoulé h;ve access to scoripg keys and validation

procedures, this has created-additional problems. The courts accepted the

‘argument that Q}ofessional psychologists could be entrusted, in accotrdance

o~
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with their own ethical standards, to act as unbiased mediators between )

;,
. . i

individuals and organizations. In’ this way psychologists could assure /
A

T

individuals that the seleétion tests wgﬁs fair and valid without

N

jeopardizing the furtﬁer use of the tests by revealin&\phe scoring
- h e .

procedure. However, it appears that psycﬁologist§, in their zeal fgr
maintaining proféss%onal ethics, are rigidly enforcing the confidentiality

of test results to ‘the point where even managers in an organization are

being refused access to them. (Roskind, 1980)! ‘ , '

What is mos; paradoxical about the truth-in-testing movemert is that

k) L
0 s » . ’
~decisions that were once made on the basis of test scores are now being
a3 g . "
made oh the basis of other assessment procedures which f"many cases have

even lesser degrees of reliability and vélidity and are probably less fair

as well. This has resulted because although the Supreme Court has

4 -
.

required stringent criterion validity for decision makiﬁq based on test

scores, it‘haé approved face vélidity alofe for. decisions about the vgry
same matters made on the'basis,of‘nontest assessment procedﬁres (Lerner,
1980). Obviously, only the very largest organizations have the physical

and financial resources to continually develop and validate tests' for

selection purposes. Most other organizatiopsvhéve responded to this

Situation in the only way open to them. By 1975 the Wall Street Journal

)

reported that a major proportion of companies had phased out téstiﬁg

proce@hres and were now relying solely on the interview for making hiring

) . T,

decisions (Lancaster, 1975). Researchers havelalso,reponted increased
emphasis on the interview beb;use, quite simply, organiz;tions are not
willing to risk the possibility of being investigated by a governmént
agency with the resultant publicity -(Dunnette & Borman, }979; Latham et

ah., 1980). Thus, with the growing use of the interview a;\é\felection '
. - ) L

» « v '

3}




device, there is an increasing need to develop reliable and valid ‘decision
4 Y

making procedures for hiring personnel by this method. Since the ’ .
evaluation of applicant personality traits has been exp%icitly advocated 3
’ . v

by interview practitioners, this must be an important focus of study for

2 . »
interview research.

"

rd

" The utility of .the employment interview: The pbtentiai for personality

r assessment ' : : ¢

< -

. Although the interview .in general has not demonstrated adequate

. levels of reliability and validity as a selection device, there are «a

«

i number of factors to which these research results may be_ attributed and
< 4 »

L]

some adgitional considerations that suggest some degree of optimism for -

J# the potential of the interview in employee selection. Two of the factgrs
L 4
L]
M v .
contributing to the poor results of interview research have previously . ‘ "
* -
‘ -

« been mentioned. These factors are, the focusing of much interview
. 2

~

. research on evaluating applicant characteristics which are not re¥ommended

! for assessment by this method by interview practitioners, and the
pressures éut on employment interviewers to fill job vacancies~wﬁich may
< - p
require suboptimal decisions. Other problems with interview researgh may
“ o : be abtt%buted to tge confo?nding of the predictive validity of the ‘ .

' . ~ L] s
ainterview with the predictive validity of the overall selection decision
- 4
- s [
3 . which is based on a~variety of information such as test scorgs,
o - I v ’ .

°
L)

piographical data, 1étters of reference, and application bian}s, as well .

-~

as an interview. 1In addition, difficulties that have plagued field

< .
- - 4 . - . s
t - . research on the 'interview have been intervieweys' possible unfamiliarity "
' with job-related activities, use of idiosyngr tic qugﬂéntal standards, , ° ..

¢ . ) o v
' fallible triterjon measures, and the undependability of estimates of .
M - + .
! L. ) . a - ¢

L Al -
- Iy .
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validity when criterion measures cannot be obtained on all applicants

\

-

(Rothstein & Jackson, 1980). , .

All of these problems with investigating the interview have’ led many

researchers -to recomhend that further work in this area emphasize the

experimental analyses of the interview decision making process. It has
.~ 2 .

IS

Y

been sufgested, for example, that constructs be derived conceptually from

job performance criteria and studied systematically in relation ta

constructs which can be either observed directly or reliably inferred from
the interview (Dunnette, 1963; Guion, 1965, 1976). More recently,
Dunnette and Borman (1979) recommended that experimental analyses“of the -

interview would profit from attention to person perception literature in

understanding how interviewers develop accurate.perceptions of applicanfs. .

—

.The experimental analysis of the interview has Had considerable success in
idénpifying critical issues in the deéision making process (Rothstein &
Jackson, 1980). Moreover, since experimental subjects appear to make
judgments similar to those obtained from professibnal inﬁerviewers in
terms of variability in judgments, interrater reliabilitie;, and maih
effecti due to independent variables (Bgrnstein_et al., ,1975; Dunnette &

Borman, 1979), the substantial amount of data generated from experimé&tal

studies of the intérview has enabled researchers to make concrete

,prqgtical suggestions for personhnel interviewers (e.g., Schmitt, 1976).

In addition, some recent examples of new developments in- interview

technology have resudlted in selection decisions with very good levels of

reliability and validity (Landy, 1976; Latham et.al., 1980)n
Since interviewers have expressed a need to evaluate applicant

°personalitx traits in the employment .interview and since-this function of . .

the interview is apparently becoming more important to personnel selection -

v
™.
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as EEQC guidelines restrict the use of tests, it would appear that this

type of assessment is a prime subject for experimental study. Laboratory

P N & .

studies of personality ‘assessment in a simulated employment interview may
o, !

help to determine the parameters which affect the reliability and validity

» .

of judgments of this type. Moreover, such research benefits from the
wealth of data accummulated from studies in person perception (cf.,
- Dunnette & Borman, 1979). Recently,.Roﬁhstein and Jackson (1980)

undertook a study of this type and the results suggested considerable :
- ‘..' .

potential utility of the employment interwiew for the accurate assessment ™

of applicént pegébnality characteristics. o

'ﬁothstein and Jackson used the inferential accuracy model of social

perception (Jackson, 1972) in a simulated employment interview .to
: ®’ .
investigate how interviewers may perceive and evaluate the personality
"

characteristics of job applicants for two specific jobs. Inferential

-

accuracy is defined in terms of a person'!s (e.g., interviewer's) ability,
given }imited'informaﬁion about a target person (e.g., job applicant), to
jﬁdge other pertinént characteristics about that person correctly and to

identify behavioral exemplars as paft of a pattern of behavioral

.

consistencies. The motlel postulates that twg, distinct processes underlie

N o
conceptions of behavioral covariation, and that individuals vary with

>

respect to these processes. The first process, sénsitivitx, refers to

individual differences in terms: of. awareness of the shared implicit
A !

.

network of behavioral consistencies. The second process,:threshold,
»refers‘fo individual QFfferences in terms of readiness- to attribute
behaviors to others based on tﬁe implicative rela£ions among behaviors.
Sensitivity is estimated by tge correlation between an individual's
‘iudéments of the inferential relations between,behaviofs,with regard to a

[ -

'
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target and some criterion that also assesses the target's characteristics.

- .
.

The criterion most often employed, if the target's self—réported oo

“characte;istiés are unavailable; is the group consensus regarding éhe_
6rderu€f behaviors within the target person, since the consensus of a
large number of judges has 5een shown to relate to actual behavior
covariation (Jackson, Chan, & Stricker, 1979; Lay, Burron, & Jackson,
1973; Lay & Ja;kson, 19é9; Reed & Jackson, 1975). Thus, in‘%fg@re 1 thé .

. 'judééd average scale scores for a given targef are: Scale A - 1.0, Scale

B - 3.0, Scale C - 5.0, Scale D - 7.0, dnd Scale E - 9.0. Judge 1 has

rated the target in this example with scale scores of 1.0, 3.0, 5.0, 7.0,
and 9.0 and Judge 2 has givén ratings of 3.0 for each scale. Since Judge

. 1 mirrors the group consensus exactly, this judge would be highly

-
&

k(ﬁ ', sensitive to the consensus regarding the behavior covariation in the
target. Judge 2, however, appears to pattern the ratings independently of

the group consensus, thus providing evidence of lack of sensitivity.

Threshold is estimated by the average rating given targets by each

judge. Because a low mean rating indicates a reluctance to attribute
4 ‘ b .
. behaviors, however, the mean value must be reflected around the-midpoint

¢ ‘ of the 9-point scale uéed to make the ratings so that the magnitude of fhe

. . »
resulting threshold estimate will be consistent with the definition of

-

threshold. Thus in the example'given above, Judde 1 is more willing to

attribute behaviors teo the target on Scales C, D, and E than Judge 2, and

therefore Judge 1 has a lower threshold for attributing behaviors related
" Te

to these scales. Similarly both judges have an equal threshold for

i

behaviors related to Scale B, and Judge 1 has a higher threshold for .

) .

behaviors related to Scale A.
‘ 9

4
v
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Figure 1. Inferential judgments of two hypothetical judges.differing

-
L]

in sensjitivity on five traits, A-E.
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In the Rothstein and Jackson experiment subjects were asked to role
play an employment'interviewer’seeking to hire either an engineer or an

accountant. The job deiiiizfion given to subjects was either the job

.
label (engineer or accountant) or the job label plus a short description
of the type of person stated to be well suited for that job.. These
descriptions were based oﬁ the definitions of the personality traits used
to create the target applicants (described below). Subjects were asked to
listen to-.excerpts from a (simulated)‘employment interview and tﬁen to
make several decisions about the suitability of the applicant for the job
for which he was oséensibly being interviewed. In addition, subjects were
instructed to estimate, on the basis of what they had learned ébout the
applicant they had heard beiné interviéwed on the audiotape, éhe
likelihood that the applicant would respond "true" to a number of
.self-referent personality statements taken froﬁ a modified form of the
Personality Rgsearch Form (Jackson, 1974): These judgments were ﬁsed to
ogtain sensitivity and threshold levels for each subject and to determine
the reliability and accuracy of the subjeéts' perceptions of‘the
applicants' personality characteristics. .

The épplicant characteristics used as the object of the subjects'
"social perceptions were a number of self-referent sFatements made during
the course of the interview. These statements were created from tﬁé

. definitions of specified scales of the Personality Research Boym (PRF)ﬁand
Qere chosen on the basis of an earlier empirical study (Siess & Jackson,
1970). Siess and Jackson factor analyzed the PRF and the Strong

o

Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) and identified seven bipolar dimensions,

A

-

* -~

representing common vatiance underlying vocational interests-and

personality. Two of these dimensions (illustrated in Figure 2) were

s
-

”




Figure 2.

Factor plot of dimensions derived from a multi-method

factor analysis of the PRF and SVIB (Siess’ and Jackson, -

1970). Factor I - Technically Oriented Achievement and

Factor I1II - Impulse Control versus Expression.




Y
o . A B
0 1. ) "
' ® ENDURANCE" .
60 o ,
50 .
' ® ENGINEER L .o
—2% T @ACHIEVEMENT,
UNDERSTANDING .
. . ® 3 .
® AUTONOMY T )
‘ , ® MPULSIVITY 20 L .
) COGNITIVE
' ‘ ‘ * w0 L STRUCTURE
. _ © CHANGE : ACCOUNTA!:T A
' .70 .60 -50‘ .40 -30 ‘0 -10 , .ORDER
] 1 | i 1 | | 1 g |- | 1 )
> 1 T T { r 1 ] T T | ¥ 1
. ’ - 10 20 "3 40 S0 60 70
- 1 10 )
’ —_'20 -
SUCCORANCE
~4-30 @@ SOCIAL RECOGNITION
4 -.--40
»
) ’ ;50 l v )
50 A .




'

characterized by the occupational interest scales for engineer and

accountant. The PRF scales which also loaded highly on these dimensions
5 \ ’

were used to create the two tafget applicants that were evaluated in the

s

interview. While it was recognized that this personality informatioh may
T O : -

lack criterion validity for the occupations of engineer and accountant,
this was not problematic for>phe main purposes of the Rothstein and

Jackson experimeht.' The stated purpose of that study was to investigate

'

th pﬁpcess by which interviewers form an impression of a jéb applicant

/ W

and thus the empirical validity of the particular personality traits for

predicting job performance‘was not an issue at this time. In sum,

.

Rothstein and Jackson systematicaily varied the job applicant target
(i.e., the personality traits congruent with the occupational interest

scales for engineer and accountant), the job for which the applicant was

presumedly applying (engineer vs. accountant), and the amount of job
information given to subjects. The purpose of the experimenf was to

investhigate the potential of the interview for evaluating accurately the

.

s Vpersonality characteristics of job applicants.‘

“

E3

The results of this exéeriment stroﬁgly stiggested considerable

&

. , . Eotehtiallutility for reliable and accurate assessment of- applicant

-

personality characteristics in the employment interview. To determine
” oL "A" ' \ . ) . ‘
the religbility of-the personality judgments, subjects generated a
. y ~ : ; .

profile of judged scale scores for the particular applicant target that
o ' sthey were evaluating. Sﬁbjebts wexne réndom;y split into two groups for
each applicant target and judgmental profiles for each group were

N o intercorrelated. Table 1 indicates that the split-half interrater

o

. ' reliability coefficients were ,99 for both targets. In order to .,

P determine~whether these extrémely-high reliabjilities for judgments of

' ~

' L Bt
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Table 1

‘.

49

s

Correlations among Judgmental Profiles and Desirability Scale Scores

0y

o«

Py

v

Desira-
! Engineer Engineer Accountant “Agcountant bility
) Target«  Target » Target, Target Scale
Group 1  Group 2 Group 1 Group 2° Scores
Engineer Target !
Group 1 .99 .44 .45 Lo .24
Engineer Target i LN
- Group 2 .48 .49 .27
&
- Accountant Target o
Group 1 .99 .25
Accountant Target ¢
Group 2 ‘ .28
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personality were perhaps confounded with some type of global desirability
“judgment , the judgmgntal pré%iles for each g;pué were also cd}related with

a vector of desirability scale scores for each scale of the PRF

7

(Jackson; 1974, p. 12) and the results are alsd shown in Table 1. The

.

desfrability stereotype interpretation was clearly rot substantiated.

L3

. ¢ The two proﬁi}es generated- for each target were relatively uncorrelated

compared to the intratarget correlations, indicating that the two

Y

profiles were perceived as substantively unigue -and not based on global

dedirability judgments. In addition, neither profile correlated to any

P3
~

great aegree yith the desirability séale scores. In fact, whén

desirability was partialed out of the reliability coefficients, Ehey both
° . L}

1. . ) ’
’ remained at .99. -

@
s

Another index of the reliability of the personality judgments in
~ JJ\
this experimeht may be illustrated with the analysis of sensitivity >

- i
N @

scores. - Figure 3 illustrates the frequency distributions of sensitivity
! ) scores for the four conditions in which subjects were exposed‘to a common
target and common instructions. The large number of subje®™s with high

sensitivity scores indicates that a majority were highly aware of and

’ -1 ’

able to use in their jud:gents the consensus'regarding the covariation of

1

' behav}ors relevant to théSe target applicants, although the presence of

dome low scores indicates that there were a few individuals who m;de
" quite different judgments from those of the group consensus.
In addition to the reliability of the personality judgments in the .
Rothstein and Jackson e§periment, the accuracy of the judgments was an
. impor£an€ question. Accuracy th determined by the analysis of threshold
scores which were calculated for each subject by averaging their rating on

-
.

. . ' : {
, ‘ : items for each scale of the PRF. Averaged over subjects the mean




&

Figure 3. Frequency distributions of sensitivity for each condition,

<

as estimated by the correlation between group consensus

.

judgments and an individual's judgments of the likelihood

that targets would manifest certain behaviors.~
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' were able to make use of, their impligit conceptions of.behavioral. j

« in the analysis of the subjects’ judgments of-the suitability of the\’

’

- } B . L N (‘ﬂ T ] : 5‘3
. B

» " o
‘ .

threshold levels for each target-are shown in Table 2. These avergge

thresholds reflect the dedree to which behaviors underlying each scale

S

were ‘attributed to targets. The analysis clearly indicated. that subjegps

. ! - . A *

differentially attributed behaviors to the two “target applicants. For ‘
I 3 .y .

each of the marker scales from‘which information was extracted to create 2

¢
- B ¢ .

a térget, subjectsiéttributed significantly different behaviors to the
appropriate targé@. Moreover, the pattern of these attributions

accufately reflected the  information givén in the audiotape of the
. .

simudated interview. Another veny important aspect 6f‘these

a . ,

attributigns, which Yeveals the extengiveness of the subjects' knowledge

-

of the ,implicative relations among behaviors in the targets, is also

i¥ustrated in Table 2. The direction of the differences between the

original "PRF factor loadings.obtained by Siess and Jackson (1970) for the b
. ; .

two dimensians highlighted by the Engineer and Accountant scales of the .‘l

ASVLB is identical to the direction of the differences between ghe mean

threshold levels obtained by subjects for the two targets. This is the

-

case forfall of the PRF scales in which the mean threshold levels were

significant1§ differenf, even though five of these scales wgfé not marker

.

scéles for either target. Thus, subjects not only accurately judged the

salient personality characteristics of the.applicants, but in®addition

*

-

‘!4, - \

.covariation to attribute a further pattern of characteristics present in

the applicarits which accurately matched the empiric¢al covariation of

L .. .
these characteristics found by Siess and Jackign.‘
B further indication of the potential utility of the employment .

¥

.

- »

interview for assessing applicant personality'bharacteristics—was fiznd

s -~

) I bt QTK/‘ ' ' . N



. Comparison of Mean Threshold lLevels Obtained in

oy <
Social Perception Task with Factor Loadings
&

Table 2

-

AN B Obtained Empiriéally by Siess and Jackson
Signifiéance Siess and Jackson.
B Mean Thresholad ofat-tests Factor Loadings ]
‘ Levels between mean Technicatly-  Impulse’
_Epgine%; Accountant = threshold oriented controlavs:
Target Target levels achievement expression
Agasement ) 3.89 | 4.23 n.s. .05 -.16 ‘
Achievementl 7.35 6.47 . .QOOl .39 .06
*Affiliation. .98 - 4.47 :03 = =.13 14
Aggression 5.13 - , 4.79 n.s. .00 .03
zAutonomyz 5,45 4.38 .0001 “,28 -.40
Change? 6.15 3.15 Moo .08 .38
Cognitive . 2 .
Structuke 5.89 7.44° " .o00t .08 .62
Defendence 5115 5.38 n.s. =.16 '—.09
Dominance 5.93 4.80 .0001 .03 . -.04
Endurance ™ 6.98 6.33, -  .004 .65 .10
Exhibition 4.96 N -.19 .32
Harmavoidance "01.68 6.95 .0001 -.18 .12
“Impulsivify® 3.30 2,51 . 001, * .22 -.46
- Nurtu;ance 3.73‘ :4.39 .001 .04 .07
Order 6.69 7.63 .0001 ° .05 .50
Play 3.68" 3.26 . n.s .0l .04
séntience 4.38 . 4.63 n.s. -.04 ~.02
Social , . . . )
- Recognition 3.01 5.62 .0001 ~-.30
Succorance’ *  3.05 4.90 .0001 -.30
Understanding> - 6.73 5.27 .0001 .32
Engigger * - v - ;“ - .45
- - - .b7

Agcountanf

1 Marker scales for Engineer Target .

.

2 Marker sgales for Accountant Target "




— ~ | -

o " .

- N . .
applicant for the job for which he was being interviewed. A multivariate

v

24 analysis of variance of these suitability judgmeﬁts resulted in’a

51gh1f1cantxmult1var1ate F only for the Applicang Target X Job Category,
i F (4,99) ﬁ 11.38, p < .00001, and the Applicant Targef x Job Category x ;

Amount of Job Information, F (4, 99) = 3.69,.p < .Ol, interactions.

Subsequent univariate F tests on these interactions for each dependent
. [ ‘ t

< measure are summarized, in Table 3.

Y

. Figure 4 illpstrd%es the mean differences betweén conditions in the

o

Applicant Target x Job Category interaction on the three significant -
N L

"

dependent measures. This figure indicates that when subjécts were

4

instructed to evaluate the applicant they had heard on the interview tape

for a job as an engineer (or accountant) and the target applicant

3. - ’ ~ .
digplayed personality characteristics' that, on the basis of earljer

. . o ] " 1 .
v _factor analytic findings, were expected to be congruent with the 4
occupation, they rated the targét as more suitable, more likely to be

o ' satisfied with his work, ang more likely to be hired than when the taréet
- -
) - ' R 3 ' o
' disélayed'pgrsonality characteristics expecteg to be incongruent with the

5

occupation. Thes€ mean differences were all significant at the .05 level

or better. ‘
¢ - . ‘ , » s

The pattern of mean differences for the Applicant Target x Job

%

. Category x Amount of Job Informationnintgraction is illustrated in Figufé'
Q - g -
) 5. This flgure demonstrates that subjects rated the target whose {

’ .o, . . .- >

personallty £haracteristics wewe expectéd to be congruent wjth the !
) ! . S s

occupation highey on all'thr?e dependent measures when they were
. < A % N

© B

/ _given more detailed cfiterion.inﬁOrmation~regarding a suitable

tr

o . ' L " &, ,
applicant. T?ese results are consistent with other interview research

B { . which has reportgd signifigant’increases in the reliability of .
. ' ( . '” f‘ ) ) [ . » » . , /‘J L
s , - h - - / '
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' : - Table 3
¢
*
Analyses of Variance of Suitability Decisions .
‘ !" . W . i)
’ ’ ' Applicant Target x
r. Applicant *Target x Job Category x Amount,
. Job Category of Job Information Total
Dependent . .
. . Measure . 0 F p w? F - p w? w?
-3 a - -
, Suitabjility 25.70 .001 .37 7.65 .01 .20 .57
B 4
’ Hiring decision 17.77 -.001 .31  6.40 .01  .2Q .51
‘ \ B S
g * Certainty of Decision n.s. n.s.
L
) Satisfaction of
. e - applicant . 41.85 .001 .48 7.10¢ .01 .14 .62
. ’ Note: In all cases the degrees-of freedom equai L and,BO.a All other -
- . main effects and interactiens were nonsignificant. ; .
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Figure 5. Mean selection decisions in the Applicant Target x Job -
- Category x Amount of Job Information interaction.
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interviewers' judgments about an applicant ‘as more %eievant job

information is made avaiﬁable (e.g., ‘Langdale & Weitz, 1973; Peters &

>

Terborg, 1975;'Weiner,& Schneiderman, 1974).'
aIn sum, Rothstein and Jackson (1986) demohstrStgf in a simulated

) interview that judgments with regard tojthe pefseﬁggityJchazecteristics

“of two target job applicants were highly reliable} were'not based on a

globai desirabiiity stereotype(‘ang we;e substentiVely uhique to each \l

target. A majority of subjects were highly aware of %nd able~to use in

& °

their judgments the consensus regarding: the covgriatioﬁ of behaviors

relevant to'the two applicants, although some subjecggf*ere clearly
. 1(4» < 1
identified as being less aware'of this censensus %ubjects attributed a

pattern of perceiwgs and 1nferred personality characterlsticsvto the
‘applicants which accurately reflected thefbrief information subjects could
distilx)from the audio recording of ths.interV1ew and closely matched the

. o g . -
empirjcal covariation of these traits found by Siess &nd Jackson (1970).

61

‘ Finally,<subjects were cleafly ablesto accurately judge the suitability of

a job applicant for the job in question, especially when the job.

description was "worker oriented" jcf., Landy & Trumbo,,K 1980) and included
k] .

o ¥

Eersonality‘traits iegarded as dmportant for the job.

Thes resultslhave important.implications for hoth'theoretical and
applied issues in psychology. ?Theoretically, they\pro&ide additional .
_empirical confirmation for- Jackson's (1982) contention that when certain

necessary preconditions are present, accuracy in person perception will be

demonstrated. The data also suggest that the employment interview may

.
’

indeed have potential fq‘ the assessment of applicant pers ality

characterjistics, as has been persistently stated by profegsional

interviewers, and-personnel managers. However, there are/several




iimitations to the Rothstein and Jackson (1980)‘Ftudy which require
B, 37 . -
* further investigation before this potential may be fully. realized. The ~

. . ce ) . . ) . o
most important issue requiring further research is the criterion validity

v

of the interviewers' judgments of applicant personality. It is not

o . >
enough to denionstrate that interviewers may, under certain conditions,

accurately perceive the characteristics of job applicants. The importdnt
."\ " N “

assumption made by interviewers, that Epey can predict relevant aspects

El
L3 B

of »job performance from these judgments of persdhality, has yet to be
ER .

demonstrated. - A second important issue to be resolved is the role of the
¥ R

‘

job description’in the selection process. Rothstein and Jackson used a
, Q '% . i .
workgg—o:ien!%d job description to assist subjects in determining which
B # 2 o )

éhaféq%eristics to look for in applicants. As Figure 5 c¢learly

ER . v

: n«iﬁdicated, this description was a major determinant of subjects'
!_v EY o

C, ol Atsuitabiliﬁy judgments. However, desirable per;onality characteristics

’ -

are rarely included in standard job descriptions (Latham et al., 1980), .

and in fact this is undoubtedly a major factor behind intervieweré'G

idiosyncratic notions about what-is desjrable in an applicant for a_

particular job. If relevart personality characteristics were considergd
. : » . 4 . . ‘

-

q -
in standard job analysis procedures and included in the resulting, job

description, interviewers' judgments of these characteristics could be
standardized. However, at present, décisions about the relevancy of

personality traits are generall§ made on the basis of evaluating thes

. ' v
available job description which may be either task- or worker-oriented,

or both, but the latter would only invélve characteristics such as age, .

I.9., experience, etc. Thus, interviewers must infer relevant ‘

” ~
.

personality traits for the job on the basis of a job déscription‘that was

TS

certainly not intended for such a purpose. This process must be the

-

.,
U
. '.“,.-




¢ " source of many errors. For example, in a recent review Arvey and Campion
(£982) i;dicated that_link%qg job analysis and interview content can
improve interviewer feliability and validity. " An important question £gr
further research therefore, is the role of a task-oriented versus a

worker~oriented (including personality) job descriptjon in the subsequent

appraisal of job candidates. A third-issue worthy of further o’

)

investigation is to attempt to identify an individual difference variable

2

which may correlate with the measures of sensitivity and. threshbld and
- -

thus be useful in helping to understand why individuils differ in their

ability to judge the covariation of behaviors iﬂ others and Eheir
A willingness to attribute behaviors po‘oth;qs. ;uch knowledge wouldfhave
g Jreat utility for selecting ands training employment interviewers. The
further investigation of all of these issues would prov{@e additional
vital information.regafding the potential of the interview for assessing
. applicant personality characteristics and would contribute considerably to

: +

the understanding of the relationships between personality traits and

-

behavioral criteria as well as the perception of these relationships.. -
‘ These concerns are at the present time the focus of interest of both

¢  experimental and applied researchers. Furthermore, the fagt that

interview practitioners may benefit from the results of this research

underscores the potential utility of resolving these issues.
. ) »
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Chapter Five

Research Problem, Desigﬁ, and-Hy 5

Three major questions are addressed in the present research. First,
what is the basis for validity of predicting job-related task performance

from interview based judgments of applicant personality characteristics?

Second, what effect does job description information have on

"interviewers' judgments of applicant characteristics and in particular,

on,judgments of the suitability.of these characteristics for the demands
of the job tasks? Third, given that measures of sensitivity and
threshold have been found to be useful in identifying individuals who are
relatively more accurate in peréeiving and inferring the perscnality

traits of others (Rothstein & Jackson, 1980), how do these individual

difference measures compare with other potential measures of accuracy in

~

person perception?’

The first question was investigated by examining intermediate

criterion data from job related performance tasks given to subjects
chosen on the basis of their position on a specific dimension of modal

personality characteristics. This criterion data was then compared to

-

judgments made on the same criteria obtained from an interview
simulation. The second and third questions were addressed in an

eﬁployment interview Simulation. In this study, judgments of applicant

@

personality traits and predictions of their future\jdb-related task

. performance’were obtained from subjects who had been assessed with respect

\ ~

" to an individual difference measure (self-monitoring) which has recently

. -

been theoretically linked to accuracy in person perception (Snydef.&

Cantor, 1980). The applicant personality traits were specified

’ )

'
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i

¢ . -
J ~

by the dimension of modal personality characteristics obtained"

I «

v

empirically in study two .and used to select individuals. for purposes of
7 obtaining measures of criterion performance. Thus, the judgments-of‘

future task performance made on the basis of evaluating the applichnt’s

personality traits may be compared with the actual criterion performance

of individuals w1th these same personallty traits :F\Srder to estimate

the potential- valldlty of th;s practice.
3 ¥ ’ . "\d

o Y
.

Study one: The prediction of job-relédted task performance from interview

.

based judgments of personality ' )

. - . (___,4
*The primary purpose of this study was to determine how accurately

subjects, .acting in the role of an emplojﬁent interviewe" could predict

v ‘e
- the job—relaged task performance of applicants in a simulated interview on

L]

the basis of their peiéeived personality characteristics. Of secondary

.
r

interest was the role of’the job descript®en, in assisting interviewers to
. i . (R ) .
judge the suitability of an applicant fbr a /jparticular job. A third

purpose was to examine individual differendes in accuracy in judging the
. e . : - s
persovnality characteristics of specified targets. =

The rationale for studying-the prediétion of job-related task
—_— , . R .

ce from impressions of personality"is striightforward and has

ssed thoroughly in Chapter Four. Essentially, personnel

and professional 1nterv1ewers have long ardued thqt such

v

prediction i§ a vital component of the employment 1nterv1ew, even tﬁBu@h

they'heve offdred no empirical support for the validity of this practice.

Fl

With increasing practical and-legal limitations on the use of tests, the

purposes of the interview require close examination. Finally, a recent
’ '

’

o
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A

. experiment by Rothstein and Jacksoq/(1980) has éug@ested that personality

. ¥

- characteristics may be judged accurately in an employménﬁ interview but

the validity of these judgments for predicting relevant job perform;hce

criteria is the critical issue and is the focps of the present research.
. . * .

-

\

The currént, studylexamiﬁgd the validity question in the context of a

. .

toqtrolled~1aboratoﬁ. experiment. The reasons for this are directly

' }eléted to ‘the dbnsiderable number of:nethodological problems with field:
research on the employment interview which were discussed in Chapter
Four. Thus, whiie.fhe particular selection and performance‘ériteria used

'in the pre¥ent study may not necessari%y have criterion validitY'gpr

specific jobs, the investigation of these issues in a controlled

- ! -

laboratorz setting allow ?or more confidence in the results and a much-
- more thorough testing of the majpr hypotheses.

TQS need to understand better how a job aescription aids

interviewers in judging the sujtability of an applicant's characteristics

for the demands of a particular job is suggésted by the results oﬁ'the

earlier ihvestigatibn by ‘Rothstein and Jacksdn’ (1980). 1In that
N . P 4
experiment a worker-oriented .job description focusing on personality

characteristics stated to be well suited‘for the job was a major

de;ermin;pt of subjects’ suitéﬁility judgments. Howevgf;-it has bé!;

vnotgd (e.g., Latham et al., 1980);£hat persodélity chégacteristics are

” . A .

5> “ C » e
o Iraregy«inclhded in standard job descriptions. If this is generally the.
“ o A ’ . B . P L
case, then clearly iﬁf?rviewérs must rely on their idiosynératic beliefs

. " M “

regarding which persohality chaigstetistias Would be suited for'the job.
.The source of thege-beliefs, which are explicitly stated ES'beihg of

N,
g 2 v

ol ° a N J« hi .
major importance. in making intervi!. decisions (e.g., Black, 1970; Fear,

// ’ - i .- .
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»

1978{ bopez, 1975; Péskin, 1971), must derive to a great extent out of -

inferences made from the available job description. Such an inference

»

process is undoubtedly the source of many judgmental errors and

unreliﬁbilit& in the oyment interview. In the-present experiment
0 the gmioym ! . !

‘subjects are given either -a worker—orienfed:job description (involviig

il
’

personality characteristics stated to be suited for the job) or a task-
P . »
oriented job deécript{on Which is a standard description of job activities
i » ‘
, - ~
taken from #he Dictionary of Occupatignal Titles (U.S., Department of

- " Labor, 1977). Thus, the accuracy of subjects' juagments of applicant .

N . . i .

- suitability mé§ be compared when these judgments are made on the basis of

?

a worker*oriented<versus a t;év—qriénged job description. Since task- ’)r‘”‘

. ’ , oriented job descriptions are the norm in persodrnel gﬁlection, it will be -
. v ) v P .

L i v
of interest to determine their utility in an interview centext when the

" «

X 2% evaluatidn of applicant‘personalitxvpﬁaracteristiés is of major N

%

s importance. Presumedly, however, a worker-oriented job"description would

. . : : v N
be more useful to an ings;v1ewer since a direct comparison between traits

N *
5

in‘the job description and traits observed in an applicant should be —
N - L] -
easier and more ;Ecurate tﬁan'having to infer the requisite traits from a
a B ‘. [ N ) . /_' LN
task-oriented job‘?éscription. ‘ !
- . " ) . i
. ' _A third issue. to be’investigated in the present.research is whether « -

- .

-

a recently formulgted individual difference variable, ‘self-monitoring
) (Snyder, 1974), may be helpful for pndgisténdimg why some i;dividdals‘are T
r more accuraéé in judging the éersonaiity traits of others. Individual’
differeﬁéeé in éccuracy-;f jﬂdqiné ﬁegéénali;y has long Beep a focus of .
: . ' : 7
study in psygﬁology,and‘revie;; ‘of this :ese;rch (e.g., Schneider, )

'Hastorf, & Ellsworth, 1979; Taft, 1955) and recent igpvestigations (e.q.,

N . Borman, 1979) have consistently failed .to find support for the existence
' - . . A ¢




“of a general ability to perceive athers accurately. However, recently

. . . Q .
o . Snyder and Cantor (1980) suggested that high ‘self-monjtors are more
e, khgwlédgéag‘_;of other people, have richer and more acoessible images of:
uprototyplc 1nd1v1duals, and are better able “to report txalts Pperceived “in

¢

& '
-~ others. It is worthwhllettherefore, in the coq;gisjéf research examining

individual differences  in. accuracy of person perception, to further
: @ . v * : ’ - " v . .
.ﬁ investigate the utility of self-monitoring for identifying individuals :

ald : . -2 .
who may be more accurate in their judgments of trait covariation in .

- L

others.” As described in Chapter Four, measures of sensitivity and .

.

threshold are derived from.subjects' judgments of a target's personality
item endorsepent. These measdrestare useful for identifying individual

differences in awareness of the covariation of bBhaviors in a target. ‘
n - R i - s 8 -
Howeverj;boeﬁ*measures'are derived empirically and do not provide aw
. gubétantively based the5reticaluinterpretation of why some subjects are
£ - . cot » - .

. more accurate‘than others. .Such an- interpretation would be very
v . -

beneficial,‘not only for the advancement  of scientific knowledge, but ° .

L3

i 4 aI%o for'practlcal purposes oﬁ 4dent1fy1ng and trainin better mployment e

- v
v o * x.

1qterv1ewers. Thus, since self-monltorlng is a theoretl " derived g8
3 -

4 . ' . . :
Y . v , b '
« ’personality variable as-well as a purported index of accuracy in person

«

s perceptron, an nce the search for other“varlables that would correlate

o d-‘ R

w1th accuracy has so far been unsucaessful thé examlnatlon of K

3 & . ”

self-monitoriﬁg in the present study was thought to be a useful endeavor.

: e . ’ . ’ )
,Self-mogitoring is defined as a conce?ﬂ“with the processes by which
'ipdiyidpals'actively plan, enact, and guide their behayioral choices in
R ) R I T o .
social situétions (Snyder; 1979). ﬁAccordingly,'individuals differ- in the

L I L

‘extent to ‘which they rely on situationai information (hlgh self-mOnito;s) - .

or.infdrmation about inner etatesq dispositions, and attitudes (low




J

* 2
H .

self-monitors) to guide their actions in social contexts (Snyder, 1974).

The empirical literature on self-monitoring suggests that there may be a

saee

relationship between self-monitoring an® knowledge of other peoplea

(Snyder & Cantor, 1980) . For example, high;self-monitors have been shown ’
- to l)e more attentive to ‘cues in }eociala.situ"ations (Snyder,. 19;4) . mo;e
¢ likely to notice ‘and accnratef’y fememl?el' information about a pers;n
‘ (Ber‘schei)d,:vGraziar:oﬁMc')n:sﬁo,n: & Dermer, l§76) , and more- skilled at '
intéz:preting_the nonverbal eﬂxpressi've behavigr of othea: individuals and

o inferring correctly their affective experience and emotional states 2y

‘. R

‘ (Geizer, Rarick, & Sol._;)towg,ﬂ 1977; K‘raussl,‘ Geller, & Olson, 1976). Most -
- recey'ntly, high self“i‘éors&were shown to };ave'riclier and more |
‘ ‘ % accessible’ images of the types of indivi'du‘als who are p;:ototypic examplesd
-of a wide variety of trait domains (Snyder & Qanto_r, 1:980) .~ Thus,” ﬂif 4
: ' hiéhc self-monitors are generally more kno;vledgeablecof other people

. . > N
because of their disposition to rely more' on situational and social

¢ information, it may be that they would be more aware of the patterns of

Le

;' . trait 'covariat‘lon in-other people as well. If so, they would be more

accurate qudges of the personahty characterlstlcs of targets and for an
L g : ) L )
. : employment intervievfer, thls would be, a valuable asset. In the present
. , research, subjecte were given the’Self-Monitoring Scale’(Snyder,- 1973)

‘ " ‘ i ' ' ) : . ¥
and their, scores were correlated with the measures of sensitivity and

thr'eshold to detex:mine if self—mouitoring ma}? be an explanatory construct

for accuracy J.n’ mferrmg patterns of. trait cdvariation in other people.

.

. 'I’he basic deean of study one the’efore, \gas a é:omplea:ely randomlzed
3x 2 x .2 factonal 'I'he majo‘r independent van.ables were (a) Job
, applicant target (the t’argetvc}f the ’subjects' social perceptions and

T . " inferential’ judgments), (b) job description, and (&) job category (the

, r 5 Ve ' . : ’ ' ,
¢ * L o
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job for which the“aﬂbl}cant was applying). The job category was either ‘,f

-~

an accounting/bookkeeping. job or .an advertising copy writer job. The job

" descgiption was either worker ‘oriented or task oriented. The job

|
applicant target was either an accounting type, an advertising type, or a

third "sciehtist" type drawn from another dimension of personarity

¢p traits. The derivation and rationale for using those particular

-

independent variables are described in Chapter 6. The completely

>

randomized design with different subjects in each cell ensured that there

14
was no confound due to cdntrast effects.

The specific hypotheses examined in the present study were as

follows: ’ .

¢1) ,Job applicant types should be rated more suitable for the congruent

. jgb category than the incongruent job category, and the unrelated”

, . " .
type should be rated somewhere in between.

[ * 1

, : ®»
Ratings of suitability should be more accurate in terms of the

o
-

congruence between the applicant anpd the joB category when the job
description is worker oriented as opposéd~to task oriented, since
the worker oriented jdb description is more eas11y and directly a

comparable with the observed applicant traits wher€a§\the task
—b o’ ~
oriented job description first requires an intérmediate inference.

L L 2

:Ratings of the quality of future JOb performance should be greater-.

,’r‘ - “

) when the applicant type and job category is congruent, espgc1311y

L4

se

when the job descripti@n is worker oriented.' The potential for®

»
[ N - ’

validity of these ratings w1b1 be assgssed by their congruence'w1th

the berformhqce criteria obtained in study two.' -.

P
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.-

(4) High selfumoni;ors should be more accurate ip their pefsonality

judgments of the applicants than low self-monitors. .

—
- . -

Study two: The relationsﬁip between personality and work sample task
2 - - e

performance . ’ . .

The most reliable and thorough method of investigating the

N

relationship between personality and job performance is by means of a

well controlled laboratory é&periment. Although such a method may
. - .

somewhat limit the generalizability of the results, they will probably be

no more ;imited tﬂan they wbuld be if they were ogtained from a Eése
study of a barticular organiz;tion ;r‘occupagion. 'Jn addition, severe
methodological‘problems preclude a random selection of oréanizations and
jobg for purposes of.studying this reiationship. In ordef,to obtain a
samp%e large enough for reliabié statistical analysis, subjects would

have to be chosen from a number of organizations and it would be very

’

difficult to control for differences in their*actual job tasks. Subjects

» » B : .
may also be at various stages of their career development, even though .
they are in the same job category.' This Would resslt in some subjects

being assessed who had just entered the. job ‘and, may hot have had time to

- ‘ .
reach ‘their maximum level of performance or they may not be suited for

L Y [ . C
4rfhe job and would soon leave. Subjects may also be in the jéb for

reasons other than the selection critéria (e.g., being transferred from
. ’ - /
another department due to a manpower shortage, being promoted there on
-the basis of Eaat performance -which may not necessarily be predictive of
4 14 o . . ‘o

penforméncé‘in the current position, etc.). Nonstandard‘iob analyéis'
5. ‘o :

- ’ A v - i
procedures may stiggest. different suitable perscnality traits for the same

. - ’ ‘ *“.
job in different organizations. Different organizations may. also use

P
{ M . S e ) . -

» »
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"different performance criteria and the measurement of these criteria has
historically, been plagued with difficulties (e.g., Landy & Farr, ‘980).’

All of these problems clearly indicate that.the investigation of the

. . -relationship between personality and job performance may be carried out

« - .

. most efficiently by obtaining performance measures on job related tasks

in a controlled 1aboratory'expefimgnt.
The choice of which personality characteristics to examine in
relation to performance on some job related tasks was'problematic but was

- determined by conceptual .as well as empirical considerations. Recall ;

’
.

Zthat,one of the dimensions derived from Siess™and Jackson's (1970) factor J%i o
analysis of the SVIE and the PRF was labeled Impqlée Control versus

Expression and was chdracterized by the personality traits of cognitive

-

structure and order versus autonomy, change, and impulsivity. This . .
cluster of interrelated personality €haracteristics has been reliably‘
obtained in two other*empiricql studies (e.q., Bradfielq, Jhckson, &

- ‘Rothstein, 1986; Roghstéin & Rush, 1980). In addition, results from the
Rothstein and Jackson (1980) expér‘hent clearly indicated that subjects

w .

reliably inferred the ‘covariation of these particular personality, traits.

’ Thus, it appears fh;E this cluster of traits ig a‘relatiVely stable «~ .
! * dim;nsion of human behavior ‘ghd may be reli;bly used in further
exPerimentalAinveétigations.‘ )
’ ! In thé Sie;s and Jackson (1970{ study, the svf%~§§%les léading most
®° f , ﬁighly an the Posi;ive pole of the Impﬁlse Control veﬁggs Expressioﬁ' .
factor (with ofder qnd éognitive s;ructuyej‘Qere faccoantant" and “office
. worker" and the SVIB scales logding‘ﬁOSt highly on the ﬁegative‘Fole {(with
’ 4 o ‘ ' g )

autonomy, change, and impulsivity) were “advertising man" and

. . "Buthor—jonrnalist-m .simila%&y} Bradfield, Jackson, and Rothstein {1980)
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A

and Rothstein and Rush (1980) factored the Jackson Vocational Interest

F . A}

) . s
; Survey (JVIS) and the PRF and identified two other JVIS scales
characterizihg the ‘otherwise familiar dimension, "planfulness" on the
positive -pole and "performing arts" on the negative pole (there is no

"advertising" scale on the JVIS). The empirical covariation of these
. )

ogcupational interests and personality traits is further substantiated by

it -
7 .

. conceptual analysis. Individuals with'strong needs for'being'neap and -

,oo . .
organized, who are precise and exacting in their work methods, who prefer ®
- ‘ to deal with information that is not ambiguous or uncertain, and who®

favor work environments in which activities are expected, are quite

-

likely to be attracted to and sati&fied with jobs in&olbing office work,
. bookkeeping, and aécountiﬁg tasks.' It may also be expected that these

individuals will be motivated to do better on selected ‘pecformance

“
o .

. ! N ) <‘ »
criteria than individuals with ot?er patterns of needs and interests.

%

Th assumption has been made quite explicitly by employment interviewers

- -t

{e.qg., Péskin,‘l§7l).‘ Similarly, individuals with strong needs for

. _working autonomously, who prefer new and different experiences and

E S " : , . - , , .- e
dislike and avoid routine, who give -vent npeadily to feelings and -

»

o . though;é, and who have an interest in creatiwe and original writing

»
-

especially for tgeAappreciatibn of an-audience, are Quite‘likely to be

- .

attra ted to and satisfied with the work of an advertising copy writer. .

- ~ -

» N N . .
///I This type of individual may be expected tp perform better at this job as

well. Weilbacher (1979) has described the successful adve}t;sing copy .

R writer' as a person who is adept at verbal ‘expression and creative
» . '

3
AP

’ . . ) [ .
-writing, be;h for effect and for entertainment vdlue. Such a person is
i .

"
.

’ “..‘/ ' ) M T . -
also ”uylnhibited’ amd works impulsively, seeing new rélationships between _
. .A ' - ’ ) ) ’
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-

persons,’events, and things that have not been prev;ously°anticipéted“

(pp. 208-212.

v N

On the ba51s of the emplrlcal findings and conceptual analysis

* described above, Bradfield, Jackson, and Rothstein (1980) undertook a
L

pilot study to_ examine the relationship between the personality

. o

characteristics defining the Impulse Control versus Expreésion dimension

and performance on two job related acth1t1es,,an accountlng task and

P

writing advertising copy. The ratlonale underlying the methodologlcal
paradigm for this study (and the present study as well) is based on the

role of typologies in psychological research and the role of work samples

. ~

in personnel selection. Although the Impulse Control versus Expression-
d’
factor is not a. true bypology (i.e., it is ‘a blpolar dlmen51on in whlch

1nd1v1duals may be represented as polnts anywhere along it), 1ndlv1dJ;15

L 4
who fall at the extremes of this dimension may be regarded as types for

L

several practical reasons. Experimental personality research frequently

»

reguires a representation of an idealized individual ¢an ideai'type) who

0 ¢

may be indicative of a broadér class of people sharing common attributes

(Jackson, 1978). A common set of predfctions may then be .made for tkis

‘class of individudls or type, and ifferential predictions regarding~

L . I .
behavioral criteria or the operation of psychological laws may be made

éCfO$S different types (Jackson, 1978; Lorr,, 1966). Althoug? an

individnal may not be a perfect‘representation of a single type and may

be related to someféegree to 'several, nevertheless one type is likely to-
SN . ' .
" be most slmilar tomtha 1nd1v1dua1'% observed profile and-wr‘} be most

descrlptive of him or her. The goal of deVeloplng thede typologles is

'to reduce the apparently chaotic dzvers1ty of 1ndLV1dua1 proflles to a

a

manageable system ;nvolvxng relatzvely few modal profiles" (Jackson,
. , . . - ,‘__4,‘ _____‘/



-

- 1978, p. 87).. Thus, in the present research, individuals varying.along
the Impulse Control versus Expression diménsion may be regarded as

representative of two types (for descripfive purposes they may be labeled

e

-

an. "accounting type" and an “advertisigé type"), and the question to be

o

investigited is whether membership ie/iheSe types is diffefentially

. /
predictive of behavioral criteria f7iated to job performance. .
: . ’

N : =}

L) / R .
Work samples have pldyed an important role in personnel selection

N Kl

Yor maﬁy years (Asher & Sciarri?%, 1974) with the most famous use ef +this

procedure occurring during thée /Second World War when the Office of 4

Strategic Services (0SS) relied heavily on this method for selecting

.
s

esplonage, sabotage, and other subversive

» .

individuals for purposes ‘o

activities (0SS Assessme Staff 1948). However, it was not until

J

Wernimont and Campbell A1968) distinguished between signs and samples as

“predictors of job performance criteria that the work sampling procedure

becatie conceptually clarified. The concept of a’ work sample is ve}yf
e )
: . . * e '
simple. In order to predict futwre job pexformance, a careful job .

-

analysis is done to identify. gritical components af the job tasks which
are then siﬁulated and used as part of the selection procedure. Work "

samples haQe sho excellent validities for selection purposee (Asher &
Sciarrino, 1974;_Campion;’1972; Mefer, 19703 Meunt, Muchinsky, & Hanser,
t .
1977) and have become a vital eomponent of the assessment center meéhod .
. . e
of personnel selection which ﬁashalso ﬁad an excellent track record for
- L Y B
predicting future job perfofmance, especially for hanagerial positions’

IBfay & Campbell, 1968; Fredériksen, Jensen, & Beaton, r%yz- Hinrichs, /

1969; Moses & Byham,, 1977 Schmltt -¥977; WOllowick & McNamara, 1969).

.-
K

Thus, work samples may be regarded as jptermediate performance criteria - .

and in the present research these criteria are used to determine their
. . ,
. . !




-called back into the laboratory and given an aécountfng task and an

>

ks

predictability from measures and perceptions of personality
/ .
characteristics. ’

. ° [

Briefly, Bradfield et al. administered the qVIS and PRF to a sample

of first year psychology students and obtained the previously described
Ld

' @
- dimension by factoring subjects' scale scores. Subjects with factor

scores'greater than +1.00 and less than -1.00 on this*dimension were then
. ! ¥

*

advertisind® copy writing task. They were also given a short vocabulary
- . ] .
test as an estimate of intedligence and were asked abopt their previous

srperience with these kinds of tasks. These latter measures were used as '

covariates in order to determine the amount.of variance in the job .
related performance tasks that could be attributed solely to the effects

of the personality variaples. Multiple criteria were evaluated for both @

-

performance tasks as has been recommended by Ghiselli (1956).

R%sulés of this pi!ot study were very suggestive, although by no

. Q h
means ¢ lusive. Five dependent variables plus an overall score were
v :
. - . A
evaluated\ for the accounting task. On three of these variables as well

as the overall score, after removing the effqgts of the covariates, the

accounting \types did significantly better than'tpe advertising types. Of

the remaining variables, the means were in the right direction but failed
; : * -

s .
N L]
to reach significance. Six dependent variables plus an overall score

’ . . ’
were evaluated:for the advertising task. On two of these variables,

aftér removing the effects of the covariétes, the advertising types did

gignificantly better than the accounting types. ,Once égain,,;he means of
’ 5 . ¢ . -

» . '
the remaining var%gbles were in the right direction but failed to reach

significance. .
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A considerable number of methodological problems with this pilot

study may have rendered the data quite unreliable. A small sample (N=54)

“

was used since only those,subjectsawith extreme scores on the factor of

interest were eligiblé. The two job related tasks employed in the study
. . + -

and their scorind keys were developed by the senior,author, primarily on
< . - ; ¢
the basis of her intuitive .understanding of the'type of "tasks required.
The estimate of intelligence uséd as one 6f the covariates was :a

. / ¢

vocabulary test and’thus was primarily measurihg verbal intelligence.
. 4 R » .

" The other covariate was determined by two:items with a yes/no response

H

format in which sqbfe;ts were asked to indicape°whether tﬁey ever had

L] -
7 s

" experience with either type of .task. The data from such one iﬁemybinary

L

respaonses may not have been hiqﬁly‘reliable and thus its utility as a

co?griate'is duestionable. ‘Despite all of ,these méthodoloéical -

t I

difficﬁit}es,_tbe results of this pilot study were.certainly suggestive

eﬁdugh-to'warfant,furthef investigation. Wifhvimptoved methodology, the
’ o ‘. " ’ \ . )
nature of the relationship between the acceounting and advertising

\

@ . -

.

personality types and the Felevant aéb related tasks may be discernible.

N ) » hd
In the present research a larger sample was pretested witH the JVIS

2 s ’

agd PRF so that enough subjects of ;ﬁe'relevant‘typbs were available for

-*>

reliable statistical- analysis. A.new accéunting job task was obtained

which is an instrument currently *used ﬁpr training accounting skills and
. ) i ) ;

has a standardized scoring progedure. The advertiéingﬂtask was developed

from a job analysis of cdpy writers in a major Canadian-advertising '
.- - ,4 »

company. The scoring key ‘for relevant performance criteria was developea

by expert job "incumbents and hag been substéntigted bf Weilbacher (1979).

Thus, both tasks were nbw.more'likely to approximate job related

-

" activities in accounting and advertising copy writing. The estimagé of

», ]
‘ L]



’

norms. Finally, a more substantial questionnﬁi' Wwas given to subjects

. v . ] ) . . ‘f :,.“. K . .
which would more reliably determine thelrxpggpﬂpdg experience with these
‘ ‘.. :‘A’ s
tasks, as well as obtain other relevantimeaSures such as their interest

: ¥ L
in and satisfaction with the tasks aﬁﬁxestimates of their own

o

-

Av
»

performaﬁce. The purpose of thiﬁaii¥5y of course remains the same, i.e.,

L)

T

to determine the relationship b ééenithe personality characteristics
defining the accounting and ‘advertising types‘and perfofmance, interest .
in, and satisfaction with two job related tasks, controlling fdr‘
differences due to general intelligence and éxperience. Subjects drawn
{nom a number of other factor dimensions of personality traits wiil aLéo »

be tested with these measures to serve for comparison' purposes.

~



] ‘/)\ Chapter- 6 )

. r

Method: Study One

N Subjects ) -

-

. Subjects were 144 (72 male and 72 female) undergraduates recruited:
A . M s
from introdudctoty psychology classes. Subjects received a credit toward

v |

their course for participation in the experiments Three males and three

.

females were randomly* assigned to each experimental condition. The data

were collected in a single session lasting approximately one hour.

-

3

Experimental Design ' L}
’The design was'a completely randomized 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial. The
N ig?ependent variables were (a) job épplicant target (i.e., the target of
g&bjects' perceptions and 5udgments), (b) type of job description {(worker
oriented or task oriented), (c[ job category (the job for which the "
applicant was“ostensibly applying)’, and (d) order of resbonaing (to twa
sets of dependent variables).! Sex was includ;d as a fifth factor in the
analysis. Three job applicant targeté were used, an "accounting tyée,"
an "advertising type," and a "scientist type". 'Applicants were applying
for either an accgunting job or an advertising job. Subjects Qere askeq”‘

either to make inferential personality judgments about the applicant

first, or to make a variety of job suitability, satisfaction, and
) [ ] + o a8

expeétednperformance jwdgments about the appliéant firét.,
Three méasures were also obtained on all subjects (experience with
either job, self-monitoring, and intelligence) to be USea as covariates

in analyses of covariance,.and as independent variables in regression T )

. analyses. The measure of experience was derived from the sum of two item

.
=}

; 79




M . e 0
LB . responsés: To what degree have you persanally had ‘previous experience
- working at the job that the applicant in ﬁ&e interview was appf&ing for?

L] ° s

w“

-~jfi:fsjj0b that the applicant in t‘e'interview was applying for? Both

£

items were follpwed by 9-éoint scales labelled from "none at all" to
' Y

)

“very much". The measure of self-monitoring was obtained from the ~ .
4 . .
Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974). The measure of intelligence was

-

obtained from the wbngerlic Personnel Test (Form A), a paper and pencil
¢ ‘ test of general intelligence which has been used extensively in industry

for personnel éelection-(Lquy & Trumbo, 1980).
. . . - . 4
. . i ' »

Interview Materials : - - ‘ . o

“The job applicaht‘target_types were derived empirically from results
reported by Siess and Jacksoh $1970); who factor'ana%yzed the Personality
Research Form (PRF) and the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB). ,Two

"of the orthogonal dimensions identified by Siess and Jackson, which

!
—
; SV N : N s
represented common variance underlying vocational interksts and

3

¢::E;;= personality, were designateaulmpuLﬁe Control vs. Expression and ’
A ) .
Technically-Oriented Achievement. The first dimension was chéfg&terized

s

at one pole by the occupation of accounting and the PRF scales of
S L]

Cognitive‘Sﬁructu{s\:nd Order, and at the 6pposite pole. by the occupation"

" - of advertising.and the PRF scales of Autonomy, Change, and Impulsivity.
\ ’ ' . . N '

The Technically-Oriented ‘Achievement dimension was characterized by the
- . - eyl L] - N

oécupations of engineet, chemist, and physicist, and the PRF scales of

Achievement, Endurance, and Undersﬁanding versus Social Recoghition and

Succorance. . ' {

To what degree have you personally had any formal instruction or training

)



(¥

Y

-~

g\Understanding, and negative Social Recognition and Succorance. The

»

N Three 3cripts were wrltten,fgqghfor each Job applicant target In

N
~

. , .
On the basis of<¢these dimensions of vocational intetests and

~ * -
personalitxA'three job applicants were created (an accounting tyﬂe, an .

PENY v .
* s ' B . .

. . .
advertising type, and.a scientist type). Each job applicant was based on.
[ L4 .

™~
1

R 3 . ! .
a cluster of personality traits that had been shown by Siess and Jackson

i : B “ “

to covary with(interests similar to'those of inctumbents in a particular

occuqatlon. The appllcapts were created by extractzng 1nformat10n from
the deflnltlons for each of tBe PRF scales that covarled with an

occupation. This information- was embedded'in seLf—refetent statements

L

made” by the applicants during the interview' Thus, the accodnting’type
{ - ~e ®
appllcant.target would descnbe himself in terms of. behaviors relateq to

o h
. Y

PRF scales of Cognltlve Structure and Order, and negatlve Autonomy, -
- { - . €

Change, and Impulsivity, whereas the adViFtlSlpg applxcant would describe -
< - ‘ s
himself in terms of behaviors> related to PRF scales that were the

n A

converse of the acgounting type. The scientist-applicant would describe

-~ a
. -
~

-/ ) . T . ’ ~ - X e -
himself in terms of PRF *:ales;of Achiuevemen‘t, Endurance, and \ ro.

-

- . 4

-
.. . -
"

sc1entlst target was 1dent1cal ‘to the englneer target used by Rothsteln {{\ .
) P

and Jackson (1980), but was renamed to capture more thoroughlx all
o‘ . " . ! + \ -
aspects of thefTechnlcalf;;OrLented Achlevement d1men51on. The scientist

» , ' , o, . . .
applicant was essentially a "control" applicant in that the persgpallty

.

traits of the target were not expected to be percelved by’ subjects as
. ‘ C( ‘ [ ¥
relevantvto e1ther Job . . ‘ . . e .
. L L2 SO
\ “& .

.
.
. M - h ‘ ’ '

each scrlpt an 1nterv1ewer asked.gevegaa standard questxons,—such as why

-

the’ app%lcant wanted to leavé his ﬂ’esent ]Ob what aspects of a job are

o

;mportant to him and give hlm,satisfactlon, and so fortH The applzcant
\' : a- " 'A . .t g-

responded to thege guestions with self—referent statebeﬂts that were *
| T . C ,L e L.

Y

-~

B
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~

- related to the relevant PRF scales.for that personality.typeyi These

scripts were4recorded on audio tape with the same two males playing the
roles of applicant and interviewer in q}l three interviews. The person

filling the latter role was an experienced rinterviewer. The three

S

- scripts are reproduced in Appendix I.

-

‘The.type of “job description given subjects to read, before they '
heard the aud}o tape of an apﬁlioaht who was ostensibly applying for that
job, was either.worker'oriented or task or%ented. Two .job desgripéions
were therefore created:for each job category. The ggsk-o;ient;d job

descriptions were taken directly from the Dictionary of Occupational

Titles (U.S. Department of Labor, 1977) for\Fhe relevant jobs. The

worker-oriented job descriptions were also develéped from the scale
descriptions of the PRF scales associated with the relevant
occupational/personality éimensi;ns obtained by Siess aﬁd Jackson (1970).
These desﬁriptions did not duplicate spe;ific infgrmation that subjects
would later hear in the self-refegent statements made hy the applicants

.

on the audio tape, since the PRF scale de&criptions contain extensive

trait adjectives and synonyms to work with. The worker- and task-oriented

"job descriptions for the accoufiting and advertising jobs are reproduced in

<

Appendix II. ’
- -
Procedure

The experiment téok pfhée in a large iaborato}y ro;m with audio
equipment located at the front. Subjects were randomly assigned to hear
one of the interviews with a fargét applicant when they signed up for the
ex.per’snt.‘ AS subjécts arrived at the experiment," they ‘were handed a

A N . . : :
prepare® booklet of instructions and answer sheets in which they were

further randomly assigned teo the other experimental conditions.




Sub::ae'ts were told that the ekperiment was intended to study how

-

+ personnel managers perceive job applicants and make selection decisions .
during an ‘Pployment interview. Brief instructions on-how to role play - .
were given subjects, and they were asked to imagine themselves as ’

“

v employment interviewers faced with evaluating the applicant on the audio

tape for a specific job. Before proceédingﬂ they were given the
intelligence test (called a general aptitude test) and the .
Selg-Monitoring Scale (called a social opinion survey) on the pretext
that the experiment was also studying the relationship of aptitudes and
opinions on interview jﬁdgments. Subjects then read one of'the four job
descriptions for one of tﬁe two jobs. /// . B
After reading these mategials, subjects were instructed to listen
carefully to an audio tape on which was recorded short excerptévfrom an
\_ employment interview. After‘hgaring one of the three iﬁterviews.
subjects either made their suitability judgments first‘orftheir

personality jﬁaqments first. /

* Dependent Variables - -

Personality judgments were made according to the inferential

» .

accuracy procedure described earlier with reference to the Rothstein and

Jackson {1980) study. Subjects were instructed to estimate, on the basis o
of what they heard the applicant saying in the interview,'the‘likelihoog

»
that the applicant would respond "true" to 176 personality test items

.

taken from a modified form of the PRF. This form is a shorter version® of

.
. .
- 4

the published Form E and is often used for research purposes. * The

\ shorter version uses B8-item scales (four true-keyed and four false;keyed)

which have psychometric properties comparable to the complete Form E.




>
.

Subjécts: responses were made on 9-poi$t scales, ranging from 1

(extremely unlikely) to 9 (extremely likely).

.
-~

\

Suitability_ju&qménts{were made in two parts. 1In the first™part

subjects judged the general suitability of *the applicant they heard beisigy’
interviewed for one of thg:jobs.*.Thése judgments included predictions of-

P

job satisfaction, motivation, getting along with' coworkers, and so forth.
. co ’

The general'suitébility judgments are reproduced’in Appendix III. The

- second part ©of the interview judgments consisted of predictions of

4
. Y

expected job performange. ‘Items in this §ection-reférred to actual job

perfo;mqyce criteria, whigh were identical to the criteria psed to score

the aécqunting and advgrtisigg work samples.in Study:Two. PThei

development of these pe;formance c;ite;ia'will be discussed in Chapter

Eight.) Subjects made 5udgmeﬁfs on the job performance'c;iterion items
. . . PR .

that Qere relevan;;%o ghe job category cogﬁition‘they were assjgned tii

These ikems.a:e'reprodpced,in Appendix IV for the accountihg job and

Appendix V for the advertising job. Reéponses to all items in Appendices

L]

III1, IV, and V were on49-pointq§calgs.




Chapter Seven

Study One Results and Discussion: The Interview Simulation

The experimental paradiqm*ehp{oyed in Study One was essentially

similar to that used by Rothstein and Jackson (1980), and the °

presentation of -the results will paialiel the format uéed in that.study.// ’

The basis upon which interview decisions were made were the perSOnélity~’

- ', ow

fudgments; and thg réliability of ﬁhese judgments will be examined first.
. [ . P € N - N

This will be followed by the results ffom the sensifivity,and threshold

N t

analyses, the analyses of the various judgments of suitability .for the

given jobs, and finally, an examination of individual-differences in

personality and suitability judgments.

Reliability of fersonality’Judgments

A profile Pf,fﬁégéd écalé scores for ghe‘applicant,target being
evaluated Qas geﬁerated ffom each judge. Judges wére divided r;ndomly
into two groups (n = 24 eachf for each applicant target. Jué&mental
profiles genérated from the two rand;ﬁly djvided groups for e;ch target
were correlatedp reéulting in split—half‘interrater reliability
coefficiénts for eagch target'(Tdble 4). The reliability coefficients
(co?rected by £he Spearman-Brownqurﬁula £o estimate the reliabilit&
ba;ed on'tﬁé‘total set of ju&bes) wer§'.987 for the scienti;% target;,
.988 fqr the advertiﬁing target, ;;d .995 for the accountant targeg.

N

| Table 4 also indicates the reliability of one rater for each targeg as
: ‘ »* . A ', . .
estimated by the Spearman-Brown formula. These extremef;"Digh interrater

reliabi%iéies replicate those obtained by Rothstein and Jackson (1980)

1

\

.
. : ‘ v
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. ) r) [ . ° "
"and again indicatg the-high level of agreement among judges appraising

the personality profiles of target job applicants in’th%s type of

experimental paradigm. )

-

The possibil&ty that these ﬁigh interrater reliabilities resulted
from judgments made on the basis of a social desirability stereotype J®

rather than on item content was investigated by correlating the

s

judgmental ‘profiles of the three targets with a vector of desirabjlity

scale scores for .each scale of &he’PRF (Jack§on) 1974, p. 12). Table 5

[
v - ' .. '

shows the resd;tiqq correlations as well-as the effect on the corrected’
split-half reliability coefficients when desirability was partialed out. )

None of the profilés correlate to any gféat degree with social

3

. desirability and when desirability is partialed out of the reliabiljty -

coefficients they remain virtually unchawged. Thus, the desirability

v

.stereotype interpreﬁatioQ cannot be substantiated (as in Rothstein &
e . . .

Jackson, 1980) . } .

1
. .
~F 4 o > st
3 . )

P, . -
Sensitivity Analysis -

.

. L . c o
Sensitivity scores were calculated by correlating each individual's

-

s .

judgments of "the 20 PRF personality scales aéd the group tonsensus (mean

» judgments of the 20 scales). Group consensus was determined by those

)

judges exposed to a common applicant target (three groups with n = 48

each). Figure 6 illustrates the frequepcy distributions of sensitivity

for each group of®judges. A majority of judges had high sensitivities (

-

a . N El ' . ! - L
igdipating that there-was a general consensus regawrding the covariation

of behaviors relevanmt to the three targets. There were also a few judges
wifh low and moderate senéitivity scoreé which suggests that these

’

individﬁals were not aware of the group consensus regarding the judged - ‘

2




’ 88
®: ’ -
’ ‘.. L]
' |
' Table 5 o
\ o .
Split-Half Reliability Correlations of Judgmental T ‘
- . - L] .
Profiles with Desirability Scale Scores
L]
. = - - .
P ’ Corrected .
' Corrected Correlation Split-Half with -
Target -Split-Half with Desirability Dy Partialed Out
| Seientist . | . .987 . .281 .986

“‘Ruugizisfng ' .988 -.155 , .988 T

. Accountant ‘ .995 .248 ‘ 994 - 7,

- -
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“

covariation of the ﬁiggets“ behavior and were making their judgments on";

. o 9
some other basis. s
%d

L)

Rothstein and Jackson (1980) found that sensitivity -scores were

. »

affected by ‘the congruence between gsrceived épglicant éharacteristics
. *

and the job under consideération. Meansisensitivity scores: were higher

*
L]

. .
when applicant characteristics weére congruent with the job. This finding

- N N

was not rep}icated in the current study. An analysis of Variance of

sensitivity scores revealed a matn effect for Target F (2,96) = 4.27,

Ls

’

P < .05, but no othery main effects or interactions were significant.. The
mean sensitivity scores for the Target main effect indicgte that judges
evaluating the accounting-tibe\parqgt obtained the highes*t ‘mean

sensitivities (.875) follbwed b&djudges evaluating“the advertising-type
. . ' 3

. ~

target (.833) and,the scientist-type target (.793). The: fact that a main e

effect for Target was not found by Rothstein and Jackson (1980) but that

N

an Applicant by Job interaction was obtained by them, whereas the -

opposite-occurred in the present study, suggests that the effect of these

experimental manipulations on sensitivity scores is somewhat unreliable..
Further investigations of the factors which might impact on sensitivity
' : -

are therefore necessary. , - ,

"One reliable finding with regard to sensitivity scores,. which

emerged from both Rothstein and Jackson (1980) and the present study, was

that when a more complete'descriptioﬁ of a‘suitable job applﬁcant was
given to judges (i.e., the "description"” 1evel of the job,/category factor
1n Rothsteln and Jackson, and the "worker-orlynted" level of the job !
description factor in the present study), thegé was not a szgnlficant
increase in mean sehsitivity levels, compared with conditions in which

,///there was only a job label or a task-oriented job description given to

. -




judges. This supports thévsﬁggestion that varying either quantity or

type of job description information does not help or bias judges in
-~ N Y *

making .behavioral inferenceslabout the targets. Judyes in both these

€

experiments seemed quite capable of making these inferences wi?h a high

-

degree of réliability and without the assistance of cues about what to

-

look fb{.'

vThreshold Analysis

» PR - .
Threshold scores for each~judgé weré obtained by taking thg avera;e

of their ratings for items ghét.comprised ea?h scale of the PRF. Table 6

iliustrates the meaﬁ'threshold levels for judges,;aking éatings on each

target. ‘Recall that mean threshold levels-reflect the degree to which

particuiar peréaﬁ;lity character;stiés were attributed to target;. Table-

- . <
6,alsb illustrates the results of“a séries of one-way Anovq'é‘aéross the

L]

" mean threshold levels for each PRF scale. Jfdges clearly attributed '

personality characteristics differentially to the three targets for 17 of

‘the 20 PRF scales. {he pattern of these attributions is*sShdwn more . .

L3

diétinctly in Table 7. This table illustrates the'resul;s of a priori t

tests between pairs of mean ‘thresholds.for each combination’pf two

'

éargets. Of 25 a p{}ori t tests, 24 were statistically significant with
the mean differences in thresholds in the predicted direction. This
indicates that for each of the marker scales from which information was
- e;tracted to create a taréet, judges att;ibuted a signigicantly different

degree of the appropriate personality characteristic to the proper v

-

-

target. For example, the scientist target was seen as being higher in

Achievement, Endurance, and Understanding, and lower in Social

Recdgnition and Succorance, compared with the other two targets. The.

.
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Table 6

Mean Threshold Levels of the PRF- for each Target

PRF Scale

~
»

.
~

Scientist Advertising Accountant

Abasement
Achievementl
Affimliatiaq~
Aggressdion

’

3
Autonomy

3,6 .

* Change ‘
Cognitive Structure
Defendence ﬂ/
Dominance . ‘

. Endﬁraﬂcél
Exhibition
'Hazmavoidance
inipulsi.vity3"6

Nurturance’ °

Order,'5

Play

Sentienge

Social Recognition2

© 2
Succorance

Underétandingl

1

4,5

4
Targét_ .- . Target., - _Targét ° p Values.

L

3.77 4.09 . 3.98 1 NS
-7.58 5.04 6.96 .00001
7 4.12 6.09 °  4.25 /ﬁ?'.00001

5.13, 5.59 © 5,01 005

637 © 6.46 4.87 .00001

5.27 7.21 3.30 .00001

6/36 2,90 . 7.76 .00001

.

5.38 5.17 N~  5.63 - N§_
5.74 5.46 . °  5.60 NS
7.34 4.Q7 .6.71, 00001
&2 6.76 a.15 .00001
4.75 3.32 . €.77 _ .00001
"3.31° 6.95 -+ - 2.18 ©.00001
3.8 44 T | 4.18 .02
6.96 2.56 " 8.14 °  .00001
3.62 6.66 314 .00001_
4.46 4.96° - 4,37 .02
3.27 ' 4.32 5.29 ,00001

2.86 3.84 4.85 .00001
5.92 . 4.30 5.21 - .00001

.

-

'"(Conginued'on néxt page)
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Table'7 U oo .

- ‘

Comparison of Mean Threshold Levels by T Tests Between

)

Pairs of Targ$b§

. ‘0
N B Lo
PRg Scale pl ‘ p2 } p3
.
.+ Achievement o .0001* .001* . L0001
Affiliatjon R 0001 NS . .0001
, Aggpession ) . .02 NS \;‘ .Q01 - '
‘ Autonomy NS**. .0001* .0001*
Change ' L0001+ .0001* .0001*
. ;‘ Cognitive;siructufe'“ . 0001** .0001* , 0001 *
7 . Endurance - T .0001% - .001* .0001
) . . Exhibition  ~. ~ .0001 .004 .0001
' Harmavoidance L0001 - .0001 .0001
' Impulsivity . :0001*3‘ ~ ,.0001% .0001*
Nurturance o : .004 . NS ¥ NS
Order . o .0001* .0001* .0p01*
Play .0001 ¢ .03 .0001
’ " Sentience . .01 : NS ¢, .02
. Social Recognitiéq .0001* _ 0001~ .0001
Succorance e  .0001* .o001* .0001
Understanding .0001* .001* - .0001

Of t tests between mean threshold levels for the scientist and
advertising targets. > -

© 2 Of t tests between mean threshold levels for the scientist and
accountant targets. .

Joft tests between mean threshold levels for the advertising and
accountant targets.

<

. * Hypothesized a priori and confirmed by t test.

- *‘.Hyposhesized a priori but not confirmed by t test.
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.
-

accountant target waé seen as being higﬁer in Cognitive Séructure and
Order, and lower in Autonomy, - Change, andJImpulsiviﬁy, compared with the
otﬁer two targets. The advertising target showed the exact opposite
pattern to the accountan£ tA?get except that the advertising'target was
not seen as being higher in Autonomy than the scientiét targe£. fhus,
judges in this experiment replicated the results obtained by Rothstein
and Jackson (1980} and extended their findings by demonstrating that
judges could discern distinct personaliéy characteristics among three
target job abplicants which accqrately reflected the information ggven
about these applicants in an audiogapé,of a siéhlated interview. In
order to do this, judgés'ﬁad to recognize the types of behavigrs revealed
in.the interview, be aware of the impliqative reiations among these
behaviors, and identify and infer the appropriate pattern of other
behaviors which could be aétributed to the target apblicants.

The degree to which judges engaged in these tasks related to the
perception of a target applicant is further illuétrated in Table 8.
Recall that Rothstein and 5ackson (1980) demonstrateé that the direction
of qhé differences between the factor loadings on the two relevant
dimensions obtained by Siess and Jackson (1970) (i.e.c'thé two dimension§
used to create ghe target job applicants in the Rothstein and Jackson
study), ;nd the direction of the differences between fhe mean threshold
levels obtained from subjects' judgments of the two targets, were

. \
-
identical. This was true for all of the marker scales for the two

.

targets as well as for five other PRF scales which were not marker scales
but were shown empirically to covary with the marker scales to some

s

extent by Siess and Jackson (1970). Table 8 indicates the factor

loadings (from the 17 PRF scales for which threshold levels were




Factor Loadings Ob#ained Empi

Y

and*with Subjgcts in St

)

Table 8_
rically by Siess and Jackson (1970)
udy Two of this Investigation ’

"and Jackson

‘ Siess Study Two Subjgcts
Impulsé Technically- Impulse Technically-
Control Oriented Control Oriented
) vs. Achieve- vVs. ) Achieve-
PRF Scale Expression ment Expression ment
Achievémentl .06 -39 .19 ;54‘.
Affiliation .14 -.13 =12 -.33
Aggression .03 .60 -.16 -.12 -
Autonomy” ' -.40 .28 -.43 .40
Change™ ' ‘ T .08 -.4% . .14
Cognitive Structureﬁ; .6;m9 .08, .55 .10 ‘
Endurancel .10 .65 .19 .59 |
Exhibition =32 -.19 -.29 -.21
Harmavoidance .12 -.18 .54 -.25.
Impulsivity™’ -.46 .22 -.56 -.3‘1_- \
Nurturance .07 .04‘ .08 -.07
Order4’5 .50 ;bs .58 Io -
Play .64 .01 -.52 -.33
Sentience -.02 .04 X -.39 .00
Social Recognition’ .16 -.30 .27 .40
Succorancs2 .14 -;30 .24 -.53 ..
Undefstanding -.17 .32 ~.13 .55 Y%
1 Marker scale (positive pole of technically-oriented achiévem%nt) for

sciwntist target.

Marker scale {negative pole
scientist target.

of,

'Marker scale {negative pole of

advertising target.

Marker scale (positive pole of

advertising target.

Marker scald (positive pole of

accountant target.
Marker scale (negative pole of
,accountant target.

technically-oriented achievement) for

impulse control vs. expﬁfssion) for

impulse control vs. expressiofi) for

impulse control vs. expression) for

impulse control vs. expression) for.

-




significantly different) obtained empirically by Siess and Jackson (1970}
»
and from a similar factor analysis of PRF and JVIS scores from Subjects

in Study Two of this report. With respect to the 10 marker scales used

to create the three target applicants in the present study, the direction

of the differences between the factor loadings from both Siess and

i

Jackson (1970) and Study Two subjects mirrors the differences between. the

1

mean threshold levels obtained\ from judgments'of the three targets (Table

6). Thus, when a mean threshold level for a PRF scale is highest for the

e

scientist target- (e.g., Achievement), the corresponding factor loading

-

-

from the Technically—O{iented Achiévement dimension is high and positive
L
(relative to the loading for the same scale on the Impulse Control vs.
a4t : B
Expression dimension). Simildrly, a high mean threshold leéél for, the
advertising target (e.g., Autonomy) corresponds to a high negativeifactor

"loading on ‘Impulse Contrel vs. Expressiop (compared with

Technicallyébriented Achievement), and a high mean threshold level for

the accountant target {e.g., Cognitive Structure) corresponds-to a high

positive factor loading on Impulse Control vs. Expré;sion (compared with

Techni¢ally~Oriented Achievehent). In addit;on, of the remaining seven
" PRF scales with signifigantly,different threshold 'levels, six of these

scales showed identical patterns of differénpes in the independently and

_empirically derived factor loadings from the two dimensions used to
create the target job applicants. These findings further replicate the

: L}
results'obtaineq by Rothstein and Jackson (1980) and suggest very

strongly that judges can not only accurately identify appficant

-
-

personality characteristics in this type of experimental parédigm, but
( ,

that they are capable of inferring a broader pattern of characteristics

1




P

that belong "to these applicants which accurately matches the covariation

¢

of these characteristics as shown by independent empirical analyses. .

‘The pattern of inferential judgments made for the three targets is
illustrated in Figures 7, 8, and 9. Threshold levels were cdnverted to
-~

T-scores- (Table 9) so that the three mean judged profiles of the targets

1

could be illustrated in the manner of a common psycholoéical test
profile. These three figures graphically illustrate the similarities and

. -
differences in judgments that were made for each PRF scale.

<

A common measure of profile similarity is the product-moment P
. . K
correlation between pairs of judgments on each PRF scale. Table 10

illustrates the correlations among the judged profiies. This measure of -

profigé similarity reflects the comparability in shape amorg the three o

profiles, but is insensitive to the other two compoﬁents'of test

.

éxofiles, elevation and scatter (Nunnally, 1978; Wiggins, 1973). :
However, -the analysis of mean differences in threshold levels
demonstrated that significantly different judgments were made for’l7 out
Bf Zowpersonality traits\in thg/three targéts. ‘Thus, the correlational

analysis -indicates further that the accountant and advertising targets

v ' .

i * . . R
{ére perceived as opposite personality types. This is not surprising
. . .
since the experimental manipulation intended to convey this information

and since there is evidence that thesé personality types are indeed

{

opposite (Siess & Jackson,. 1970). 1In addit%on, it is worth noting that

the scientist and accountant targets were perceived as having somewhat )

similar high and low points in their profiles, althougl differences in

elevation on individual scales (i.e., differences in threshold levelsy

were sométi@es congiderable. This relative similarity in the judged

personality traits of the scientist and accountant targets will be an
+ “ . -

’\ » K [ ’ ‘
{ . ‘ . b




Figure 7. Judged Profileé of the Accountant Target - on 20 PRF .Scales
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Figure 8. Judged Profile of the e,Advert—;issing Target onh 20 PRF Scales
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. ; o ‘ . _
. Table 9 -« .
. T-scores on 20 PRF Scales for the Three Judged Profiles
. ‘Scientﬁﬁt ‘ Advértisfﬁg Accountant
. . » . Target Target Target
. Abasement ) 43.17 44,90 ' 44,94
Achievement © 63.50 50.18 | 58.08
Affiliation ; 45.04 56.01 46.13
_ Aggression 50.43 53.24 ‘: Y 49,48
) Autonomy . ) 57.04 58.07 - © 48,87
' Change , . 51.17 - 62.24 41.94
—— Cognitive Structu;é - 55.99 38.28 61.61
’ Defendence : 51,76 50.90 52.22
| Dominance : " 53.63 52.51 52.09
. Endurance 62.22 44.79 - 156.98
' Exhibition ‘ 49,31 59.74" 45.69
)Harmévoidance ' 48’40 . 40.62 57.2ﬁ
. Impulsivity . 40,72 - » 60.79 37.01
‘ Nurturance ¢ 43.81 46.84 45,82
Order . 5 60.15 _ Y 36.39 © 63.28
¢ play 42.37 59.18 a1.24 -~
' Sentience ) : 46,85 49.73 47.54 '
SOéial Recognition 40.50 46.18 . 50.72
p Succoranc;_ 35.31. 43,51 48.78 ) \
Understanding * , 54.64 .. 46,06 50,37
- i ) . * ~——'—,—v-" ’ N
. ' . B
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Table 10* ' .

Correlations among Judgmental Profiles

Scientist * Advertising Accountant
‘Target Target Target -
. B ’ a,
Scientist, Target 1.00 -.187 . .678
- Advertising farget -~ 1,00 ‘ -.766
Accountant Target ) N 1.00 «
* With desirability partialed out. ‘
= )
* ) St
ﬁ .
' -
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-

important considergtion in the following discussion of the judgments of

sui;aBility and predicted performance levels for the targets. . |

o
.,
L4 v
. , 1

Analyses of Suitability and Predicted Performance‘Judgmeﬁts

* , »

In additioeﬂto judgments of applicant personality characteristics,
W
a o , co
*» ° subjects predicted how suitable an applicantrwould be for one of the ol

specified jobs and how well the appliéant would likely perform on'q range

o

of job performance ¢riteria, Also included in these predictiorns were é‘

. number of items pertaining to whether or not the applicant would be:". ¥

®

satisfied working at the job,‘motivated to learn the job®and perform

 well, and a number of other measures tapping general adﬁustﬁent'to the.

job.. The relatively large number of dependent variables were used in

-
- LY

X » . - ) -
this study for three reasggs. First} Rothstein and Jackson (1980) used

only jhdgments of general applicant suitability as dependent measures and
n - R . . . " ¢
.these probably did not capture,all the possible dimensions of .beliavior

that purportedly are prediéted from the emPloyment interview {Black; -

1970; Fear, 1978; Peskin, 1971). Secondly, it has long been ardued that

)

. job pérformance criteria are multidimensiona;_(e.g., Ghiselli, 1956f and

Al

therefore any attempt to investigate which of these criteria may ibe,

predicted from an interview should include as many possiblé potential

o . .

.

variables that can be conceptually or empirically-linked to performance

o of the job. Thirdly; by including a large number of dependent variables

and thereby attempting to sample thé multidimensional nature of “the job )

performance criteria, it was possible to factor these measures to. )

. - L .

determine tlie underlying dimensions of the predicted criteria. These ’

A1

-
. -

'underlying factors were then used to generate- factor scores for all . .: .

subjects on the composite dimensions, The factor scores were used as’ v ‘

L4

o " “
‘ . . .
. , P oo
) v

“

- R
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dependent variables.iﬁ subsequg?t analyses to maximize the reliability of
the éredicted berformance ratings'(c.f. Epstéin, 1979, 1980).

v Three separate factor analyses of the dependent va?iableswin this
study'were necessary. This was due to £he nature of. the variables used
‘and the design of the study. Recall that five independent v;riables were

manipulated or included in the analysis {job applicant target, type of

" Job description, type of job, order of responding to the two types of

. , .

dependent variables, and sex). The factor "Job Type" referred to the job

*}hat the épplicant was applying for in the interview simulation {either
an accounting job or an advertising job). A subset of the total number
of dependent variables used focussed on specific performance criteria for
each of these jobs and were included in order to determine if subjects
could make diéferential predictions for these specific criteria for the

"

;hree different appiicants. Thus, although most dependent variables were
common for ;ll subjects in the stuay, a few performance-specific items
were included for eachvof the two job typeg. Since these performance
related items were specific to each job type, they,could not ge'included
in the ovefall factor'analysis of dependent variables or subsequent ’
analyses of variance or, covariance. However, by dropping the "Job Type"
factor from the éesign the perforﬂance—spécific items céuid then be
analyzed separately in two four-factor designs, one for the accounting

job,performance items ind one fog Lthe adver?isi;g job performance items.
Three sets of analyses will therefiié be reported in this secti;n. The
first set will deal with the majority of the dependent measures in the
originai'five—factor design. The ‘factor structure of these variables

will be'feported followed by the results of multivariate'and univariate

analyses of variance and analysis of covariance. The second and third
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sets of analyses parallel the first set except that they will deal withe .
the performance-specific dependent variables for the accounting job and
for the advertising job in two four-factor designs.

it should be noted that in order to illustrate the relationships

s

o
between the performance-specific items and judgments on the other

-~ dependent variables, all variables were initially entered into the factor

analyses in the two separate four-factor designs. However, the results

of these factor andlyses clea;ly indicated that judgments on the
performance-specific items were orthogonaf to the other types of
judgments made by subjects. Since these other judgments will 5e anal&zed
by ANOVA procedures in the full five-factor design, only the results from
the analysis of variance of performance-specific items (or rather the

»

factor scores for these items) will be reported in the separate analyses

-

for the accounting job and the advertising job.

. The first series of analyses concentrated on the largest sét of
dependent variables in the original five-factor design. The dependent
measures were factored by the method of principal components. Four

- " interpretable factors were identified by the scree-test (Cattell,il965y

and rotated to a varimax criterion. The rotated factors and the amount

of variance each accounted for, dre illustrated in Table 11. The four

extracted factors accounted for 80.9é% of the total variance. The factor

structure suggests that there were four underlying dimensions to the

subjects' jaudgments of the applicants, although the primary dimension

e , .
appeared to be judgments based on general predicted adjustmént to the
target job.. It is interesting that judgments on these items,. whigh were

relatively more focused and specific, were orthogonal to judgments on the
L4

three general suitability items, which were the items used by Rothstein .

.
-
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e _
- . Table 11, X
o Factor Struékhre of Jog-Belated Judgments: Full Désign
r Y] 8
‘ ‘ . ' -
_ Confidence " Working
‘ . . Work of Hiring General _ with

Adjustment Decision  Suitability Others

.
. . .

O ) :
Suitability for the Job . .88
Hiring Decision ; .85
Confidence of Decision - .98
- . * . :
Job Satisfaction ' .89 ‘
- . . ~ . . «
Interest in Learning Job ‘ E ~
Tasks - .74
Task Satisfaction . .
Predicted Performance ‘ .77 ) ;
Ability for Job Task$ .73
Performance Satisfaction .74 B
. Long Térm Interest in Job , .68
Getting Along with Coworkers ° T . i .93
Likelihood of Wanting a ’ . ‘ .
Different Job -.65 . . - .
B ’ - '
L 4 . _
Variance Accounted For 58.33% ,8.70% *7.52% . 6.43%

“

=




and Jackson (1980). On the basis of this factor structure, factor scores

were derived for all subjects for use in the subsequent analyses.

’

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) on the four composite

factor score variables resulted in six significant multivariate F tests.

The significant multivariate effects are illustrated in Table 12.

)

Univariate analyses of variance were subsequently performed on the
dependen€ varitbles for each of these effects and the results are

summarized in Table 13. The blank spaces in the table indicate.that the

¥

F tests were not significant for these effects.and -dependent variables.
] .

The results of univariate ANOVA tests on the first composite
P ,
dependent variable, a general work adjustment factor, revealed two -

unpredicted main effects for Applicant Target and Job Category, and a
v

predicted Applicant Target x Job Category interaction. The means for
these effects are illustfated in Table 14 and the interaction is further
illustrated in Figure 10. Pogt hoc analyses of the main effects by
Tukey's HSD and Newman-Keuls tests indicated that both Phe scientist and

accounting targets obtained higher mean ratinds on this variable than the
, . .‘ # : - S
advertising target (HSD = .493, p < .01 and HSD = ,437, p < .01,

«

réspectively),wand that targets were'generally rated higher 6; the
advertising job than the accounting job (HSD = ,271, p <.05). Planned
comparisons on the Applicant Target x Job Category iqteraction revealed
that some, but not all, of the a priori -predictions were upheld. For
example, for the accounting job, the accounting target received‘higher

mean ratings than either the advertising (t = 6.33, p < .001) or the

2,138

scientist (t 2.372, p < .0l) targets, and the scientist target'

2,138

received a higher mean rating than the advertising target (t2 138 =

. 3
93,958, p < .001). However, thesé results did not hold up for the

N




©

¥

Table 12

o

° B .
- N i " . $
vf‘“ Significant, Multivariate Analysis df Variance Effects
; T - -
Effect . F daf p
Applicant Target 8.431 8,186 .00001 .
Job Category ' 4,047 4,93 }?l
Applicant Taréet x Job Des?:ription 2.747 2, 186 .01
- t
, Applicant Target x Job..Category 23.668 8,186 . .00001:
Applicant Target x*Job Description x 4,495 8,186 .060005
Job Category )
: 9 .
“~Applicant Target x Job Description x 2.137 8,186 .03
. Order - . : , - ;
\ A 3
- F . ¥ ’
»
& o) &
- .
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* Target and Job Category Main Effects and the Applicaht

¥

Mean Scores on the Work Adjustbenﬁ variable for the Applicant K

Table 14 N e ) - :

Target x Job Catégory Imteraction T T
- Accounting Advertising - Mean Across
) - Job Job 5 Job Types
- - . ) N °
Scientist Target : -.Q3¢4 - .502 o 238 -
Advertising Target -.980 N -.183 - -.581 -
Accounting Target .533 .162 ".347
. 2 * ki - - L
Mean Across Targets ' -.160 . .160 '
4 ..
. ) .
- Y
' . » )
. -
- » ‘ ‘
% ~




. Pigure 10. Mean ‘R'a‘t;.:i.ngs on the Work Adjustment Variable in the
Applicant Target x Job Category Interaction
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advertising job. For this job, the difflerence between mean ratings on
the work adjustment variable for the accounting*and advertising targets

failed to reach Eignjficance (t = 1.444, p < .10). Similarly, there

- 2,138
was no difference between the accounting and scientist tatgets (t2 138 =
° ’
1.423, p < .10). The scientist tatget, however, received a significantly

d

higher Mlean rating than the advertising target (t = 2.866,

2,138

p < .005). Looking at the ratings -given to .a specific target for two
different jobs, once again not all results é@re in accordance with

predictions. -The advertising target was given a higher mean rating for

the advertising job than the accounting job (t = 3.335, p < .001),

2,138

-

but although the accounting target received a higher mean rating for the

accounting job than the advertising job, the difference failed to reach,
N

significance (t = 1.552, p < .10). The scientist target was also

2,138

given a higher mean rating for the advertising job than the accounting

job (t = 2.243, p < .0l). .

2,138

Three significant interactions resulted from the univaraite ANOVA

tests on the composité dependent variable labeled General Suitability.
One of these interactions, Applicant Target x Job Description, was not

predigted and therefore a posteriori multiple comparisoﬁ procedures were

i

used to examine diffédrencel among the means {(Table. 15). Comparisons

among all possible pairs of means did not result in one significant:test,
» .

even though the overall F ratioc was sdignificant. This situation

indicates that the comparison that is significant involves some linear

ombination of the means in the interaction (Kirk, 1968, p. 87). Since . s

there was no theorefical‘or conceptual reason for expecting that some
» ) - ' .
linear combination of means would be significantly different than some
. , . hd -
opher linear combination, and since such an effect could not be

AT
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' Mean Scores on the General Suitability Variable in the

Applicant Target x Job Description Interaction

& Worker-Oriented . Task-CUriented

Job Description Job Description
r‘ '
* Scientist Target. -.189 .093
Advertising Target .147 -.094
Accounting Target -.1%6 .239
L]
L7 -
. ,-.
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mea;ingfully interp;gted, no furthgr post hoc analyses of this ; e
. interaction were~d6ne. However,.the means are illustrated in Figure {l,
and it can be seen that the scientist and accounting targets received
higher suitability ratings when the job descrﬁption was task-orienteds’
whereas the advertisiné target received highef suifability ratings when
the job description was worker-oriented. Since the targets were.bg;ng
judged_ for two different jobs within & given job description conditipn,
however, the mean across jobs is not particularly‘heaningful. A glearer
understanding of the relationships among these variables will bembrought
3 o forward in the discussion of the ééplicanf Target x Job Description x Job
Category interaction. '
The second s%gnificant effect from the: analysis of General
‘ . Suitability scores was a predicted Applicant Target X Job Category
| interaction (Table 16). Figure 12 illustrates the cell meags in tpis
- ' interactiog, wﬁichvrgplicated a similar paﬁtern of suitability judgmgnts
obtaingd by Rothstein and Jackson (1980). a priori mu;tiple gomparisons
6% the cell means confirmed the statistical significance of the
" differences illustrated in FPiqure 12. The aécounting target was seen as
being significantly more suitable for the accounting job than eiéher the .

scientist target (t = 5.390, p < .001) .or the advertisifig iarqet

2,138

£

(t2 138 =-9,349, p < .001), and the advertising target was rated ,
[2, , : ' |

significantly lower-than the scientist target (t2 138
A - r

Similarly, the advertising target obtained significantly hiqher

= 3,959, p < .001).

’

suitability ratings for the advertising job than either the scientist

target (t2 138 = 4.733, p < .001) or the accountingi target (t
' .

2,138

9.400, p < .00i)}, and the accounting target was rated significantly lower
- . ‘ - ’

’

than the scientist target (t

= 4,667 < .001). Within target
‘ 2,138 + P Farg:
. +

%
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MEAN RATING ON THE GENERAL SUITABILITY VARIABLE
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. ‘ ' Table 16 ‘

. Mean Scores on the General Suitability Variable in the

Applicant Target x Job Category Interaction

-\

A

. Accounting Advertising
Job Job
Scientist Target -.172 .075
. * ' 3
Advertising Target -.944 - . 998

[ ]

Accounting Target ' .879 * -.835

n . ¢

»
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Figure 12, Mean Ratings on the General Suitability Variable in the
Applicant Target x Job Category Interaction -
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.description was task-oriented versus worker-oriented. A-priori multiple.

126

’

comparisons also revealed the expected results. The accounting target

e »-

was rated as significantly more suitable for the accounting job than the

advertising jbb (t = 8.790, p < .00l1) whereas the opposite was true

2,138

for the édvertising target (t = 9,959, p < .00l1). There was no

2,138

difference between the ratings received by the scientist target for the

*
-

two jobs.
Further clarification of the two way interactions discussed above’
will come about from a consideration of the significant Applicant Target

x Job Description x Job Category interaction. As indicated by Table 17

¢

.and Figure 13,.the ratings &f suitability for the three . targets follow

" tHe pattern found in the Applicant Target x Job Category interaction, '

w ¢ . T e

efcep; that the mean differences are slightly sméller when the job

e «

Fy

comp;ri;ons'be;ween the cell means in this three way,interaction
replicated the results of the Applicant Target x Job Category interaction
just discu;sed, for the worker-oriented job description conditions but
not entirely'for the task—orierted job description conditions. In the

latter conditions, applicants were rated on suitability as predicted for

" the accounting job, but for the advertising job there was not a

r

significant’ difference between the advertising and scientist targets.
Other suitability ratings undq; the task-oriented job

\. Y
description/advertising job conditions were as predicted. Figure 13

illustrates the total pattern of cell means in this interaction and it

can be seen‘that despite the failure of one éomparison to reach

statlstlcal significance, th‘neans are all in the predicted direction.
In general, then, appllcants were rated hlgher on general sultabllxty for

congruent jobs than 1ncongruent jobs, and this finding appeared to hold
q o T . ¢
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Tablé 17

127

Mean Scores on the General Suitability Variable in the Applicant

Target x Job Desc¢ription x Job Category Interaction

. L ]

Worker-Oriented
Job Description

Tésk—Orien;ed
Job Description

Accounting Advertising Accounting Advertising
Job - Job Job ‘ "Job
Ve 7
+ Scientist
Target -.283 -.096 ~-.061 .246
Advertising
Target -1.103 1.398 -.785 .597
Accounting
Target .939 -1.331 .818 -.340




Figure 13. Mean Ratings on the General Suitability Variable in the
Applicant™Target x Job Description x Job Category Interaction
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across .types of_job description. However, the effect of job description

\ in this interaction must be examined by'comparing suitability ratings for

-
s

similar apblicants and jobs, but different job descriptions. These
gomparisons indicated partial support for the predictions. For example, -
t as predicted, te accounting target was rated less suitable for the

advertising job when the job description was worker-oriented versus

task-oriented ¢t = 3.591, p< .001). There were no differences in

2,132

ratings., however, for the accounting job across the two types of job .

descriptions for this target. Similarly, the advertising target was

rated more suitable for the adver;isingflob when the job desctiption was

‘worker-oriented, ( = 2,902, p<« .005), as predicted, but there were

t2,132

;9 differences in ratings for the accounting job between types of job

descriptibns. There were no significant differences among suitability

. .

ratings for the scientist target eithes across job category or type of .

job description. ‘ \ ) . s
A\ .
\ ’ .
The dependent~variable "Confidence oﬁ\Hiring Decision" referred ‘
R .
specifically to an item’'that loaded on the ‘\General Suitability factor
/ " . .

J
-1

which requiredysubjects to judge whether or)not the applicant should be
.hired for the job in qﬁestion. Rothstein and Jackson (1980) found no
differences in confidence i; their study, which was predicted since the
two jobs and two appliéants were quite clearly either congruent or - )
incongruent. In ;he pré%eﬁt study, the presence éf a third "control"”
* applicant and different types of criteria information (i.e., job

descript%ons) led to the expectation that subjects would j? more

i - 9,
confident of their hiring decisions when judging the accounting or

advertising targets and when they were using a worker-oriented job
. 4

-

description. These predictions were partially supported. A main effect

¥ -
2.*
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> 2" -
for Applicant Target did occur yhich indicated that both the accountihg

i

> (x = .115) and advertising (x .186) targets obtained higher confidence

-.301) target (t T = 2,133, p < .03

ratings than the scientist (x 2,141

and t = 2.497, p < .01, respectively). A main effect for Job

Q2,141
Description, however, did not occur. Rather, an Applicant Target x Job

[ r

Description interaction occurred, the means of which are illustrated in

N

Table 18 and Figure 14. Figure 14 indicates that judges were more

- (4
¢

confident of their hiring decision for the accounting and advertising
targets versus the scientist target when the job desc¢ription was
worker-oriented. These differencif were confirmed with a posteriori
tests, both significant at the .01 level (HSD = .930 and HSD = .8?9, ~
respectively) . Comparisbns across type of job description indicated that
only for the accounting target were subjects more confident of their
rating when given a worker-oriented job descrip&ion (HSD = ,755, ~

.

>

p < .05).

o

ANOVA tests on the last dependent variable, Working with Others,

resulted in three unpredicteé effects. -A main effect for Applicaht

Target indicated that both the accountant (x = .099) and advertising (x

.341) applicants were judged as being mote likely than the fcientist (x

-.440) applicant to get along well with their coworkers (HSD =-.504,
- - Q? "
p < .01 and HSD = .570, p < .01, respectively). The main effect for Job

Category iﬁdicated that applicants applying for the accounting job (x =

.16) were generally rated more likely to get along well with their

©

coworkers than applicants applying for the advertising job (x:= -.16),.

HSD = .313, p < .05. The"wpplicant Target x Job Degcription x Order
] ’
interaction is illustrated.in Table 19 and Figure 15. A posteriori

‘multiple comparisons between the means indicated that the interaction was

- »
o
P
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G , > /
o Table 18

N
Mean Scores on Confidence of Hiring Decision Variable in

the Applicant Target x Job Descriptien Interaction

132

' . ~

Worker-Oriented, Task~Orierted
Job Description Job Description

Scientist Target ~.545 . .-.058
, Advertising Target -~ - L3717 -.005
Accounting Target o ’ .. -530 - ~.,299
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. ‘ Figure 14. Mean Ratings on Confidence of Hiring Decision Variable
’ the Applicant Target x Job Description Interaction
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© Table 19

/

Target x Job Description x Order Interaction

N

Mean Scores on'Working with Others Variable in tﬁ§ Applicant

Worker-Orianted
Job Description

k4

Task-Oriented
,Job Descypiption .

Suitability .

Target -

Personality =~ ,Suitability Personality
Judgments Judgments - Judgments Judgments
. First - First =~ W First First :
Scientist .
Target- -.286 -.535 -.947 .010
Advertising 7
Target T.208 . 802 .374 -.021-
N @ - = -
Accounting N
. 240 .029 .281 ~.156 ‘ N
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ccounted for by only three significant comparisons. These comparisons

“ were as fo?%ows: (1) with a worker-oriented job description and when

Ean ) : 4
suitability judgments were made before personality judgments, the

]

advertising taréet was judged higher on Working with Others than the .
w3 ¢

scientist target (HSD =-1.259, p < .05), (2) with a worker-oriented job

Y
1'descriptic*n and when suitability judgments were made-before personality

judgments, the’advertising target was judge#l higher on Working with

Others than the scientist target when the latter target was being judged

with a task-poriented job description and -when personality judgments were

5madé béfore suiﬁ%bility.judgments, (HSD = 1.464, p < ,01), and (3) with a
[H ’ ( "

+ task-oriented job description and when personality judgments were made,

beforé'suitability judgments, the advertising target was judged higher on
. .

2 Workihg with Others than the scientist target (HSD = 1.259, p < .05).

\The next step in the arfalyses was to determine if differences in R\
o’ . -
- subjects' intelligence or 'experience with either of the two jobs affected

”

their ,judgments of applicant suitability for the jobs. To examine this -
] .

possibility, the measures of intelligence and experience were used as’
@ ‘ ’ ; ’ )
covariates in a series of analyses of covaridhce of the four composite

dependent variables. The e€ffects of the vovariates were examined
iﬁdividually and together. Althogh ANACOVA procedures assume eqyality of

- within and between group reéression lines, which may be a~tenuous(
assumpéion in multififfgffﬁf_ffgft}mgntal designs, Overall ‘and Woodward
{1977a, 1977b).haVe demonstrated that even if this assumption is violated
there is no effect on the ANACOVA results. Table 20 summarizes the

significant F ratios after the effects of intelligence and éxperience

weig removed. A comparison of this table with Tahle 13 indicates that

all of the significant F tests resulting from th lyses of variance

.
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[N

v

were repeated after the analyses of covariance, with the ekception of a
main effect for Job Cat%ﬁory with the dependent variable "Working with

Others," which failed to reach significance after the covariates were

removed. Furthermore, no other F tests became significant after the

analyses of covariance.t;The fact that the two.covarigtes had so little

effect on subjects' judgments is further indicated by the F tests on

]

these variables. F ratios were obtained for each covariate and for their
combined effécts on each of the four dependent variables. Only one of
these F tests was significant, and that was for the effect of

intelligence on ratings of Work Adjustment (Fl 94 = 4.72, p< .05). The

adjusted means on’this dependent variable for the Applicant Target and
Job Category main effects and the Applicant Target x .Job Catégory

interaction are illustrated in Table 21. A comparison of this table wth

Table 14 (i.e., the means before they were adjusted for the effect of

intelligence) indicates an identical pattern of mean differences. 1In
. » '

P

fact, multiple comparison tests supported all of thé findings reported ®
for this variable previously except for one. The ekception was a

significantly higher mean rating on Work Adjustment for the accounting

~

taréet applying for the accounting job versus the advertising job (t2

r

138 = 1.675, p < .05), which previously failed to reach significance.

{

" »
Since no other significant effects were obtained for the covariates,

there were no other changes in the results :eported from the analyses of

L

-

variance. 1t seems, therefore, that intelligence and experience had very
: —

little effect on subjects' judgments. + »
The final stage of‘the'ﬁnalyses of subjegts' judgments of the target
» - ,'L.‘

applicants was the separate analysis of the performance-specific items

for subjects evaluating applicants for the accounting job aﬁd_then for

S

.
-
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Table 21

Adjusted Means on the Work Adjustment Variable®for the Applicant

Target and Job Category Main Effects and the Apﬁlicant

Target x Job Category Interaction

* ’ V

¢
Fl

_Accounting Advertising Mean Across

Job « Job ' Job Types
Scientist -Target . .011 .462 .237%
v
Advertising Target -1.036 - -.172 -.604
Accounting Target - .565 - : .170 .368

Mean Across Targets -.153 .230
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subjects evaluating applicants for the advertising job. Turning to the
accounting job conditions first,.- five performance-specific items were
factor analyzed with the other dependent variables for the subjects in

these conditions. The method P principal components was used and three

interpretable factors, identified by the scree-test, were rotated to a
varimax criterion. Table 22 illustrates the rotated factors and ﬁhe
amount of variance each accounted for. A ﬁ tal of 75.71% of the variance
was accounted for by the three extracted factors. The factor'structﬁre
of these items differs from.that shown in Table 11 in that when
performance-specific items were included in the analysis, they tended to

constitute an independent dimension and most of the other items fell into?

t

a general suitability, satisfaction, and adjustment factor. Two items

were exceptions to this pattern. A rating of how neat an applicant's

work would Iikely be was split between the first general facéor and the

second performance factor, A rating of general ability for job tasks,

which previously was included in the Work Adjustment factor, now was more
closely related to the performance factor. In general, however, the

performance related judgments seemed to make up an independent‘dimension
of subjects' ratings.
' 4

4

As in the previous set of analyses, factor scores were derived for
use as dependent variables in subsequent analyses. A multivariate

analysis of variance (MANOVA) of the three composite factor score

variables resulted in two significant multivariate F tests, a main effect -

.

for Applicant Target (F

6 92'5 34.562,-p < .0001) and an Applicant Target
[ N

x Job Description interaction (F = 2.395, p < .05). Since the

6,92

~ '

General Suitability, Work Adjustmen€, and Confidence of Hiring Decision

variables were analyzed in detail in the original five factor désign, and
. . O ) -




1

&

Table 22

.

Factor Structure of Job-Related Judgments: "Accounting Job" Conditions

g

N

Suitability, Ability = Confidenge
Satisfaction and of Hirifig
& Adjustment Performance Decision

ot
o .

*

Suitability for the Job .83 . o
Hiring Decision .86 !
Confidence of Decision ' ~.84
Job Satisfaction .87 ) .
Record Transaction$ Correeti& ! j
(Understanding) ‘ » .83 |
Labeling fransactiohé
(Communications) .73 R
Showing Calculations .73
Do Calculations Correbfly . > .77 4
Neatnessj .69 . .59 ¢
Intefest in Learniﬂg Job Taskgl . .60 '
Task Satisfacti&h .89' ' '
Predicted Performance " .63 '
Abilgfy for Job Tasks :56 .
Perfé}mance Satisfaction .89
Long Term Interest inGi;b .90
Getting Along with Coworkersa . . ~.58
Likelihood of Wantiﬁg . 7 .
Different Job - *-.86

Variagce Accounted fqr'

59.74% 9.13% 6.84%
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since the Manova results indicated the” same pattern of results obtained
. % . .
in the five factor design, univariate analyses of variance on the

variables derived from factors one and three of the present analysis -
. .-

would be redundant with the previous ana{yses. Focusing on the Ability

N - .

and Performance composite variable then, ANOVA results indicated that

only a main effect.for Applicant Target was significant (F2 98 =
B 1

10.552, p < .001) for this variable. A posteriori comparisons between
the means indicated -that both the scientist (x = .394) and accounting
. Y

‘

(§,= .270) targets were rated higher on the expected performance

variables than the qdvertising (x = -.663) target (HSD = .761, p < .0l and

s

"HSD = .669, p '<.01, respectively). When the effects of intelligence and

experience are removed from subjects' judgments, the main effect for Appli-

cant.Target remained significant (F = 11.68, p < .001), and no other

2,46

significant effects were obtained, including F tests of'the covariates.
Nine performance-specific items were rated by subjects  in the

advertising jéb conditions. Once qgaidﬁ these items were factored with,

the other item; by the method oﬁ,priqcipal componénts. _?ive‘ -

interpretable factors were identified by the scree test and rotated to a -

' varimax criterion. The factor -structure is illustrated in Table 23 along

- -

. . S ) , o
with the variance accounted for by each fagtor. All factors together’

»

accounted for 74.30% of the total variance. 'Téble 23" indicates that

there were two ability or.performance dimensions relevant to the

advertising job. As with the accounting job, the performance dimensions

<

were independent from the other general suita%ility and édjusgpent
2 - . - .

factors. , ] ) ‘ \
. - M N *

A Mandva of the five composite factor score variablés derived from
A *y : 4

-

ratings in the advertising job conditions resulted in the same
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R Table 23 : \
Factor St:ucturé of Job-~Related Judgments: "Advertising }ob" Conditions )
- General  Market- Confidence Work
Suita- ing Creative of Hiring Adjust-
- bility Ability Ability Decision ment
Suitability for the ‘Job .89
Hiring Decision .89 R
Confidence of Decision -.91
Job Satisfaction . . .95:)
Intrusiveness . ‘ —;76 ) -
Creative Production - -.80
?  Cleverness (?se of Gimics) ' -.80 .
. Entertainment Value ' . -.79
e Consumer Relevance . .73 ’
, Tfhthful;esé . ' ) .77
Distinctiveness (Of Produég) . .82
Persuading . . -.57
Focus on Target Group o .74 ,
Interest in Learnihg Job’ i ) ,
. Tasks . 5t -.62
i -Task Satisfaction : ' ~.67
Prediéted Pe;formance . . -.70 ,
< . T Ability for Job Tasks ’ .67 : ) '
;L Performance Satisfaction : -.80
Long Term Interest in Job 7 ’ -.65
) . Getting Along with Coworkefs .40 .
” 'j ’ Likelihood of Wanting a ‘- ‘
- " Differept Job T . .56
~ ) ’ | )
variance Accounted For '~ 46.21% 11.35% 6.29% 5.33% 5.12%
.
2 . f R
.
X e T
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significant effects obtained in the accounting 7job conditions, a main

@ v, N

. effect for Applicant Target (F = 9,291, p < .001) and an Applicant

o

10,88

Job Description interaction (F = 4.834, p <:5001). Once

10,88

T

%0 avoid redundancy in analyses and results, univariate analyses

- [y

of variance will focus on the performance related items. With respect to

L o }
" the Marketing Ability dependent variable, ANOVA results indicated that

+
3

s only.a main effect for Applicant Target was- significant (F2 48 = 3.439,
. b : !
p ¢ 05). A posteriori comparisons between the means indicated that both
thé scientist (x =" .143) target and t?e accounting (x = .247) target

received higher ratings on expected performance than the advertising (x =
. _ -.390) target (HSD = .521, p < .05 and HSD = .626, p < .05,

respectively). Remov%pg the effects of intelligence and experience from

these® judgments had 'no effect on the ANOVA results, as was the case with

the accounting job performance tatings. With respect to the Creative
Lo o . : /
Ability dependent measure, ANOVA results indicated once again that only a

R ] .
main effect for Appl%pant Target was significant (F = 4,882,

2,48

p < .01}, This time, however, only the accountihg (x = :404) target

was rated significantly higher than the advertising (x = -.451) target

(HSD = .832, p < .0l1l), and the scienfist target was rated in between (;
. . ¢
. = .047). Again, the analysis of covariance had no effect on these results.,

.

- -

Individual Differences in Accuracy of Judgments -

Thus far the effects of the experiments#l independent variables on

. o

the general suitability and expected performance judgments have been

-

examined. The question of whether or not the experimental manipulations

-

afifected the personality judgments may be’ ariswered quickly. éesults from .

A MANOVA-using the personality judgments as dependent vdriables indicated a

-y
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- ' . o
main effectofor Applicant Target (F20 222 = 42,681, p < .0001) and an

- Applicgnt Target x Job Category interaction (F = 1.809, p < .03).

20,222

7

AT
e \//

replicated the resllts of the threshold analysis discussed earlier. That

* 3
The univariate ANdVA results for the Applicant Tgrget main effect:

is, both sets of analyses demonstrated that differential judgments of

4 v

applicant personality characteristics were made and that theé judgments

.

accurately reflected the characteristics of the applicants. The

Applicant Target x Job Category interaction occurred with only two of the
personality variables, Change and Social Recognition. Results from

univariate analyses with these two variables indicated &hat in both- cases

-
I

there were slight differences in mean judgments for the targets from one - o

job to the other, but the overall main effects for Applicant Target

>

remained unfhanged. ’
VN - ' . .
The other issue of considerable importance in this experiment was

' the examination of individual differences in the various judgments that

’ -t g : . .
were made. There were four individual difference measures obtained in
, .

this study, a general measure of intelligence, a measure of subject '

~
'

experience with either of the two jobs, a measure of self-monitoring = .

(Snyder, 1974), and sensitivity. Ideally, it would be desirable to I

examine the differeritial effects Sf all the individual difference

‘

measures on the various judgments. _Since these measures are cbntiﬁuous, ,

it would be most appropriate to use them as independent variables in a q ’ .

regression anal&sis with the various judgments as dependent variables. -

This was not possible, however, fdr the suitability or expected ’ -
, . . ,

sperformance judgments, because it would have required separate regression

analyses within cells of the factorial desjgn in ordér to avoid the

confounding effects of the experimental manipulations. This would have
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reéuired 48 separate regression equations for each dependent variable,

each using a sample of three subjects. Even if sex was disregarded as a

Y

factor, there would still have been 24 separate regression equations for )
éach dependent variable with only six subjects 4n each. Both of these
situations would have greatly increased the likelihood of Type I errors .

and produced unreliable ordering of the predictoré. An attempt was made

s ’

to dichotomize all the individual difference measures and use them as

independent variables in an ANOVA design. However, this resulted in R

]

muitiple empty cells such that the analyses could not be-done. Thus, the

- -

most reasonable method of determining the effects of the individual -

P2l

difference variables .on the judgments. of applicant suitability and

.

- - expected performance was with analysis of covariance. Intelligence and

experience had already been shown to have little effect on these .
-8 o

e - > o

judgments and therefore sensitivity and self—monitoring'wére also used as
covariates in a similar analysis. Again, no effects on the previously

- ~N

discussed ANOVA results were obtained. Thus, none of the inditviduad

. difference measures employed in this study appeared to significantly

!

affedt subjects' judgments of an applicant's general suitability or

-~ ~
~

expected performancé. .

»

-

T

L]

. : .
The final issue of interest is the effect of the individual

.

o

difference measures on judgmeptsvpf applicant personality
L : P

characteristics;' These judgments were not significantly’affec§ed by the’

experimentgl ﬁanipqlations and were highly accurate, as shown by’ the

anq}ysis'qﬁ{;hrefhold scores. It Qas'ghefefoie possible’im this

’

[ 4 L)
situation to use regression procedures to examine the variance accounted

‘for in-the pérsonaiity judgments by each of gpe four individual .

4

’ ~

‘\\L, ‘difference variables., In this way it.was also possible to test Snyder

. 4




w

and Cantor's (1980) contention that self-monitoring was relq;éd to
’ . . .- ! . - - ’
accuracy in person p%fception, and to compare the preéictability of this

. ~

. variable relative to the other thr@e individual difference measures for

'

each personglity judgment. _ . : . -

Regression analyses were done separately for ég%h of the three

»

. -

applicant targets. Only the perscnality judgments qﬁ the five mdffg?) !

scales for each target were used as dependent’ var@ables.' This was done

.
L3

-

to avoid greatly increasing'thﬁdlikelihood of Type I errorSfanq_aIsp

- L]
.

"because the primary interest in these analysés was to test the assertion,
M PR ° ) :
that self-monitbring predicted accuraéy in person perception. That is,

-

it was not predicted that self-monitorihg would be related to accuracy in’
“ ‘ )
inferential personality judgments. At th€ same time the three other
» ’ 1

individual difference variables could be examined for their contribution

) Y

to an accurate personality judgment. Thus, for each target appficant,

the four individual differéhce measures were -used as independent .
. R X P

variables -to predict each of five dependent variables which were

s#judgments of personality on the five marker scales for each target.

Since the individu¥l difference measurBs were uncorié;ated (see Table

»

»
24), their interpretation as-independent variables in a regression

equation was simplified. Stepwise regression analyses wifg/nsed in all
[ . ‘

N - -

- . - -

“tases and the independent variables were allowed to enter the equation
. . € M

according to the amount of variance each accounted for in the dependent .

variable. .- k*// . . . S
2

- ' 4 !
’

‘Results from the reg}ession analyses are summarized in Tables 25,

26, and 27. Inspection of theseytables indicates that self-monitoring
was not at all related to ,accurac h persoy perception.’ In'only one- "

regreqplon analysis was self-monitoring significantly related to the - -

- I
'

4
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Tablg 24

EY
.

. Correlations among the Four ‘Individual Variables

L.

\

’ o~

Self;Monitoring'

Experience

T

N

Senpsitivity

Intelligenée
' v

Self~Monitoring

3 .

L
Experience

%

"

.6193

-.024
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RN dependent variable %i.e:, the judgment of Change in the advertising
»
» applicant, Table 26). However, the simple correlation between these two

variables-was negative which was opposite to what would be predicted by

.

Snyd¥e ‘and Cantor. (1980).

Overall, the best predictor of accuracy in person perception was

' . ‘
sensitivity.> In 11 out of 15 regression analyses, sensitivity accounted

-
L3

1" for the largest propertion of variance in the personality judgment.

\ . -

Moreover, evidence that these results support the measure of sensitivity

as a predictor of accuracy tomes from the gsimple correlations between

. ‘e L °
sensitivity and the personality variglgles. For example, the personality

i - -

/ . .
variables are either positive or negative marker scales for each of the

applicant targets (as noted in Tables 25-27). An accurate judgment of

- -

these personality traits would thereforé be a high score on a positive
marker scale and a low score on a negative marker scale. The simple
correlations between the personality judgments and gensitivity indicated,

with only one exception, 'that when the. personality variable was a

. S 3
positive marker scale the correlation with sensitivity wag positive and

5 . T . ! % .

when the personality variable was a negative marker‘écéle_th? correlation

with sensitivity was negative. The exception was a correlation between

- ° B . . - R

the judgment of Autonomy and sensitivity in the accounting applicant .

\ . . ’ 3 hd ' kS
(Table 27) which was nonsignificant and slightly positive .(,05) .rather o

tﬁan the expectgd negative. Thﬁs, for the most part, subjegts high in
sensitivity acc;rately identified both the positive” and negati&e @érker
'traits‘of applicant targets. .
None of the other individual différence measures obtained on

subjects in this study was as consistent an index of accuracy in person

perception as was sensitivity, Nor did any of the other measures account

L}




A
for ‘as much of the variance in the personality judgments as did

|
'

sensitivity. As previouély mentioned, sélf-monitoring was a significant
contributor té the pfedictiPn of one personality scale, but ;he direction
of the relatibnship.was opposite to what would be predicted from
self-monitoring theory. General intelligence was aléo a significant
predictor of only one personality scale (Cognitive Structure in the
accounting applicant, Table 27). The correlation between these two
variables indicated that it was §u53ects of lower intelligence who made
the acgqurate judgments. The final inqividual difference variable, a .
méasure of subjects' experience with eithér of the"target jobs, was a

v

significant predictor of five of the personality judgments. One of these

N "

judgments was of the personality variable Order in the accounting

;. .
applicant {(Table 27). The simple correlation between Order and

texperience was positive, apd taking into account that Order was a

t?‘ . . -

positive marker scale, this indicates that subjects with more experience
made more accurate judgments. The other four personality judgments

significantly predicted by experience were marker scales for the

¢ 5

scientist applicant. Inspection of the simple correlations between these

¢

four judgments and experience indicate that for this appldcant ~it was

« -

subjects with less experience (with accounting and advertising jébs) who

. ' made more accurate personality judgments. Thus, although experience
- . ' .
. - played a rple in predicting accuracy. of subjects' personality judgments,

. clearly sensitivity accounted for more of the variance inf judgments and
I ’ . . v N {
was more cpnsfstently related to accuracy across target applicants and

i » - ‘ i & N
. personality variables. ’

Discussion of Study One Besults’ : . v
‘Results from the study lend considerable support to the ‘findings

. . B .

. ~ " LS
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reported by Rothstein_and Jackson (1980) and Jackson, geacock, and Smith
(1580), and provide additional insight inﬁo the factors affecting .
decision making in the eﬁployment inter;iew. ?he inferential accuracy
model of social perception was again found to be a useful tool for

studying the judgment of personality characteristics, and one of the

.

parameters of the model was found to be a useful index of accuracy in

these judgments.

:ﬁhe personality judgments for ;he three target job applicants were 7

highly reliable (the mean reliability for the three targets being .99).

Clearly, when subjects were given a small amount of relevgnt, consistent

persbnalitylinformation, their judgments and inferences across a broad

pattern of personality characteristics were in considegablevagreement. -
. - ! ’

It was also shown that this agreement was nbt based on global

desirability stereotypes, but rather yas a function of substantive
»

pérsonality information. In addition, the large majority of judges with

high sensitivity scores indicated the degree of consensus regarding the

-

aware of the consens apding the covariation of behaviors relev‘t to

the three target applicantg. Although some judges wereé lower in

.

. 4
sensitivity, the frequency of low and moderate sensitivity scores
- ) ’ :

’appeared to be even loger than found by Rothstein and Jackson. »

There wds some evidente that the consensus was not equal across all

targets. That is, an AEPVA of sensitivity scores indicated that mean

sensitivities were greater for the accounting and advertising targets

-

:compared to the scigntist target. %his may suégest that the awareness of *

2




the covariatidn of trdit behaviors may Vvary not only across individuals,

but also across personality types. The latter variaBility may be due to
. N 4

differential exposure té the differxrent personality types or perhaps
y ,

because the personal!%y types have different frequencies of'occurrencé-in

the general pop'dlation.j Both of these possibilities would be of inxerest‘ .

« if Eonfirmed-by further research. However, since Rothstein and Jackson 4

-r(1980) found nd‘differenqes:in sensitivity acrosé targets, the - -

.

. » 4 +
reliability of the finmding must also be questioned.
. ’ ¢ . ) . ;
5 Another interesting result from the ANOVA of sengitivity scores was

» .

o

B . Qo “ v - .
the lack of differenﬁ%ﬁ’betwgqn the worker-oriented and task-oriented job

o ipd 2 . . ‘
description conditijons. Consistent'with Rothstein and Jackson's (1980)
Nt . . . + .
. . - 4 . - .
~ finding that an inc¢crease in the quantity of job description informaticn

Y

did not a?fect‘the level of awareness of trFit.coVariation, apparently.
. .- .

type ofjob.description information does not affect sensitivity levels

either.w'Resﬁlts fiqmsbotﬁ experimentsiétrongly suggest that subjectsrdo
not need cues about Qhat to lock for in'makinq personality judgménts |
. ¥
about the targets. Rather, their percepticns of the tafget's ;
characteristics and the related infereptial netwo;k_of:trait covariation
’
“seem to determine these personality judgments.. There is one other

interpretation, however, for the consistency anaf??liability of these
‘ * ;

n .
. , judgments, which- i% also related to the issue of cues which subjects wngy

a
@

use to assist them in making judgments.

The interpretation to bg;considered~concerns the type of cues that

-

subjects may bring into the experiment with them, as opposed to the typer

N

) . * e - '
» - that may be given them thrbugh an experimental manipulation. One such .
— 7%

set of cues may be the semantic associations to the words used to

describe the targets, which according to the "semantic similarity ’
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» 0
ha » - o ? o
3 .

hypothesis" (e.@», D'Andrade,, 1974; Shwedeg, 197%,-1977a, b) ;ould ;‘
5, v - . R4
_account for the judgments of. trait cqyariatlon. Az,discussed previpusly, .,
P . y € . . .
"however, the semantic similarity hypbthesis is confounded by conceptual

problems and has not been supported by emp1r1ca1 tests (Block Weiss, &

B

“Thorne, 1979 Gara & Rosenberg, 1981 Jackson, 1982; PaunoneF & Jackson,

1979; W1gg1ns, 1973) . - . - oL ,
Anothe; set of cues which subjects might carry i;to Ehe experiment

N 3 > . "‘ PR

could be social or occupational stereotype$. Assuyming that such

=

3 . . .
stereotypes were related to the targets used ip this experiment, thaF

- -

subjects were aware of these stereotypes, and that they used them as a 2
basis of their personality judgments (perhaps by matcning each judgment

against thelr cognitive stereotype), then th1§ could, be an alternative

.}
- +

1nterpretat10n for the consistency, reliability, aﬁd accuracy of the
personality judgments which would not be congruent with the

l

interpretation glven by the 1nferentlal &c%uragy model of social

'perceptlon. For example, the Thferentmal accuracy model postulates that

o I} '
subjects observe a specific behadéor and from this observation infer a °

4

pattern of other related behaviors according toytnzf§ 1ikelihecd of |
cooccurrence with the observed behavior. Thée stereofype interpretation,

however, would imply that’subjects match each observed behavior and each

subsequent judgment of other cooccurring behaviors against a list of

behaviors in their cognitive stereotype.‘ To determine the validity of
" b

-
5

one or the other of these interpretations would require additional

experiméhtation that would go beyond the’scope of jthe current ‘

?

investigation. For example, it would reéuire determining the exact
nature of the cognitive' stereotypes‘before.subjects were exposed to any

perceptual targets.- Knowledge of the relationships between behavio{s

\
:
..
. .
/ﬁ“*g . N
W




160

that are perceived and judged, and behaviors that make up the stereotypes

-

would alsp be necessary to determine qgether a judgment of the 'likelihood

of a behavior occurring in a target was based on a matching or an

inferential process. Preéumably the strength or sharpness of a

stereqtybe would affec; the accuracy of the métching process but not the

infereqtial process. Stereotypic versus nonstereotypic targets could

therefore be manipulated which would have nro effect on the accuracy of

&

the judgments if the sinferential process was being used, but would. lead

to differential accuracy if thé matching process was used. Such

.

) -‘ b . prl - ) » .
experiments would lead to more definitive answers to questions‘regarding
' . .

I N »
A

.the "process" of stereotyping in the present investigation. However, the - \

question of whether or not the judged applicant profiles represent

-
ae

stereotypes is more easily answered.
o v

The first issue that requires clarification is. the definition of

"ster'eotype". The "classic" ®efinition of a stereotype developed from
.
the writing of Lippmann (1922) and the early empirical studies of Katz

: ) s .
and Braly (1933), and r%mained pretty much intact throughout the classic
stereotype research studieg (e.g., Gilbert, 1951; Karlins, Coffman, &

4 R ) . ¥

Walters, 1969) and reviews (e.g., Brigham, 1971; Inskso & Schopler,

1972). According to this definition,’stereotypes have at least onet of

the following characté’isfics; they are overly simplistic, inaccurate, \_

and. are negat%vely va;enced. A more recent definition of stereotypes has
been offered 5y McCau;ey and Stitt (1?78, 1980). These authors proposed
that stereotypeé were really proﬁabilistic(predictioﬁs that distinguishe@w
one group from another. A stereotype p;ediction, accorgipg to McCauley

and Stitt, was probabilistic rather than all-or-none and consisted of

beliefs that a person from a specific group was more likely than people
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L]
o

‘ . in general to have a certain characteristic. These researchers
N ) , .
o demonstrated that subjects used Bayesian rules in their stereotype

judgments and that in terms of éeneralizations about classes of people, -«

o

their stereotypes were relativély accurate and seldom exaggerated.

.

McCauley and Stitt (1980) also point out that Kahneman and Tvefsky's
. b4

(1973) observation, that humans do not use'Bayesian'rdles in their ' \

judgments of representativeness, refers only te the integration of the -

i

conditioﬁél'probability térmsfgreSC{ibea by the Bayesian rules. The
.actual ability to judge the'conditional probabilities is not denieé by
- Kahneman 3nd‘TVerSky, and it is this ability which is used in stefeqtype
judgments'according to Mcé;uley and Stitt. | ’
6 . McCauley and Stitt (1980) acknowledge thag stereotype juggments maye
be misused such as by depending on tﬁe"scereotype when‘more iﬁformation
ig available or by allowing memory or perception to be biased by the
stergotype. However, their research clearly inaicates that such
v ﬁudgments are ﬂot necessarily misused and"may infact be highly, accurate.
THus, a distinction is made between the content of a stereotype and how é
stereotype is usgd. In the pfesent experiment the personallty'judgments
of thg target applicants were highly -accurate. This was demgnstréteq4by
. the analyéis of threshold scores which indicated that subjécgé correctly
qttriﬁuted to the targets the abprqpriate personality characéeristics,-'
both in terms .of tﬁéir accurate perceptions of the stimulus infqtmation

- .

~ ’ - ] » . . ‘ ’
and their inferences which mirrored the covariation of these traits

derived e;npiri;ally (Siess & Jackson, 1970). The per;sonalj“ judgments

were also multidimensional and highly differentiated, and were not
AN . i
negatively valenced. The§e judgments therefore clearly are not

¢

consistent with- tke classic definition of a stereotype. Rather, fhey are

- -
- . s . B - .




v ]
. gquite similar to the matching strategy describéd above.,' Regardless of

.- judgments in the present study (i.e., the personality profiles of the

. associations, implicit schemata, biases, semantic simila;ity) prior

7

much more consistent with the McC#uley and Stitt (1978, 1980) definition, .

- . . ' . I
both in terms of content and methed of derivation. That is, the

» K r

. : ' : . .
judgments were derived from pkobayilistic predictiohs of the likelihood
. 3 ° o

* / : N '
of cooccurrence of behaviors. The judged profiles may also'be considered
as prdbaﬁilistic predictionéithap the target applicants'are likely to
. ' - Py

& " ' 1 '.
have certain characteristics. Thus, the personality judgmerts in the >

" present experiment may be considered stereotypic in the McCauley and

« <
v

§§&tt'seﬂse, but should not be confused with the overly simplistic,
’ | . b Y .

inaccurate, and negatiVbly va}gnced stereotypes which *have been the focus

.
o

of much research in psychelogy for thegﬁaét 50 Qears. The Erocéss‘of

‘ - ‘e

stereotyping, however;tis still not clearly understood and the degree to’

which 'stereotypic judgﬁents depend on an inferential versug a maEdhing
- ) 7

-

strategy should still be the focus of futufe research such as that °

’

proposed earlier. A recent sfudy (Sackett, 1982) has indicated that real

§ : .

employment interviewers\doﬂhot use confirmatory hypothesis_ testing

<
r .

strategies while questioning an applicant, and such strategies may Qe
q

the resﬁlts of research ih this area, however, the oytcome of the
X . . i 1] » ’
three target job appllcanif) was highly’rellable and accurate, and cannot

be associated with the traditional conceptibn of a siereotype. ; -

~

a ‘ . \M,,,

The above discussion does not imply that personality judgmenfs are
3 , . 3 Ak , ),

not at all gffected by charactéristics of the judges. Consijderable . -

F -

research has demonstrated that subject characteristics (e.q., learned

“
: o Co . . oo

expectations, etc.) may to some extent-determine\;hg judgments of the .

7 .

target person be&nq obgserved (e.g., -Chapman & Chapman, 1567; D'Andrades

v




-

*

~

.sufficient tovreject.;he hypothesis that tht judgments were merely

“-

1965; Hakel 1974; Norman & Goldberg, 1966; Passini & Norman, 1966; »

P s " )

Vernon, }964), HoweVer, as Wiggins (1973) has pointed out, and others

have demonstrated (e.g., Lay & Jaékson, 146%), a felationship established
. s N o . .
between perébnality ratings and relevVant criteria strongly suggests

‘
» . - -

7 accuracy in peypception and judgments, father’than'some type of bias in the

P

raters which is totally independent of thé characteristics of the target

v

being judged. In other words, subject characteristics brought into a

social perception experim%nt may” include infereq;ial networks learned from
. .(‘ > \ . ‘o
experience.as well. as pergeptual or judgmental biases, but the

. T . ‘
demonstration of accuracy with respect- to some external criterion is*

-

N

deteiminéd by rater biases. “In the present experiment there was strong\

evidende that subjects' judgmentsGWere accurate (as demonstrated by the

~ 9
-

relationship of threshold scores gbathe stimulus materials) and not merely

Y

the rgiglg of their own attributes or bjases as has been shown in other -

research.’

~ e VT
.

It should be ‘made clear that the term accuracy usded herg,refersa

¢ .

qugiflcally to' the average rated gzofiles which‘aCCUrately reflected the

tralt 1nformat10n given in the 1nterv1ews as well as/the emplrlcally
depermined profi?es of the;e ;raits; These ;ve;age trait ratings (i.e.,
.the mean judged profile fo% é_éiv;n targgﬁ) constitﬁte the mean threshold
‘ievéls of the Eraits for‘that‘;h;g;ti Recall that sensitivify is ,
calculated by correlating an individual’ sub]ect*s tralt rdt;ngs and the

PN -,
gf!ﬁp me?p Judged proflle (i. e., the mean threshgld levels) Thus,
< -
subjécts ‘With low sensitivity levels (i.e., a low correlation hetween
. ’ T t ’ e ‘
thei% trait ratings &Rd'the group: mean or mean threshold) were less
" . .- ¢ . R - ’ . (. [y

'agcurate in tbeir-personality‘judgmepts than the group préfile'or

]
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-

‘\gthe results. For example, assuming for a moment that the traits in ¢ ®

'

» B -
- ‘ + 16 [ -
B N - i .

-

»

thresholds, and subjects with high sensitivity levels were more accurate. ©

v

Accuracy here,, however, should not be confused with validity. Validit§ rsj

' ' a ’
- determined by demonstrating a relationship between the personality ratings - .

and relevarit lndependent crlterla, and by the generallzabillty of the- *
L4 . g M
personality ratings to other (e.g., real life) interView slirations. The
v ,
“ \ -

relationship to relevant criteria is the subject of Study Two, but the

-

- -

’generallzablllty questlon must be deferred until further research .is

i .t - ~

carried dut. Some factors clear&y could. threaten the generallzabillty of

¢ (
question have criterﬂgn validity, in a real interview applicants' traits

[
. LN~
can be expected to vary greatly from the desired personality traits for a

« . . N ‘

job. Applicants will'also be attempting to‘disg&ay only desirable
) . L . o
characteristics which may lead to the impression of inconsistencies.
& L 2 . ‘. ¥
Other problems that could occur may involve the d1fferent1a1 eqree that

traits are e11c1ted by different 1nterv1ewers or different questions,’ and .,
, whether or not applicants choose the~cerrect examples of behavior to Q -
- - o . -
‘ S

self-disclose to the interviewer. Hhll of.thése factors cou potentially ,

decrease the accurac& of personalfty‘judgméhte ih the interview and ‘(;heau
e ., - a" .
4 . ’
extent of their effects should be the focus of further research. It is, "
s , . ¢
1mportant to note, however, that these same factors that threaten the v - .

.

a

generalizability of the results.are the very reasone for conducting a well

-
v

controlled laboratory experiment so- that the.primary questions of interesgt
. . > > .

2 PR L ]
e i

.in this study could be examined.without confoﬁnding‘eﬁfects.

. ) ‘ ¢ | . .

-The judged profiles of the three applicant targets were found to. U’
distinctly and sfbnificantly differentao Although the shape of these’

profiles (i.e., the relative high and low po;nts) generallx Verlfled these

! - - - -

. .
., distinct dlfferences, the accounting and sc1entist Judgad profiles weré
. n . . ‘
- o« ‘\ - rﬂ -
- 3 I . B . a“
. ” R - e 7 "b
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modefately correlated. This shédesfs‘that these two targets were
3 - & M v

percezved as somevhat 51m11ar along some dimen51ons of personality, even

.0

~

,second“knterpretation would suggest‘that:subjects may have made an |,

Q' "

th6ugh mean Judgments on the d1menszons resulted in 51gn1f1cant

\

L

scientist targets m acsount for some of the similarities in judded
) 4 ° . <

sbiteﬁiiity ahd expected perfoimance ratings obtained for the ‘two targegs.

. - .
For example, both tar?@tq were judged significantly higher than the

- . 1‘ ¢ .. [
L I -

. advertising target on work adjustment, focounting ability, amd marketing

|

ability, across all experimental conditions. These main effects were
¥ M . ’

‘Inpredicted and had not been obtained in previous research (e.g., Jacksqn,
Bre <9

R S - . .
Peacock, & Smith,.1980; Rothstein & Jackson, 1980), so it is‘tenuous to

attribute~ghe results solely to ‘perceived similarities in personality. A

.

intermediate attribution in which the écepuntinq and scientist targets
R . 4*‘ .
- . 4 -
were judged as being generally more competent and capable peeple. The

[y »

fact that the three prthogonal dependent measures which the targets were
", . . : v 7 .

s F ! v
judged highly on represented diverse job criteria (i.e., a general work

adjustment factor and two ‘extremely different performance criteria)
9 " . " . . .

r : .

support such . an 1nterpretation. Also, it has been shown that‘the more

. l\_":) - .u ’ v
determined an applicant i /;é:ved as being, the more llkely he/she may

"
- L]

' obtain & positlge'evaluatlon (Oliﬁhaﬂ% & Aiexander, 1982). Possibly the

. N ™

- d;fferences in levels. The Judged 51m11ar11’ between the: aécéuntlng and

personality trait§.of the scientist and accounting applicantsnwere '

' \ »
[ 4 -

perceived 3s an index of determinatsness by subjects in this study. It

*y e
- 2

may 'be necessdry in further research 'to determine iffsUbjecte'de;ﬁake'

” . L@
.

iptermédiate.attributions abaut khe~tarqets of their pérceptions‘dr if

‘they m?ke a direct inference from the personality trait to :eﬁitabglity

> v ¢

Judgment.. If the former is true, this could pptentially c foupd‘any
; . '

(Y
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s . % 2 N . v
other subsequent judgments. However, 'in the present study, the highly

M L]
differentiated judgments that were made with respect to the genéral

suitability dépendent measure indicate that even if such a confound was

"

present, it did not decrease the accuracy of the judgﬁéﬁts on this
variabie.\\, - - .

Although the results of the'analyses of suitability and performancé
. g ) \

judgments- did not support all wof the predictions, the results obtained by

< ;

%othstein and Jacksonh(1980)_wére replicated and some useful additional
_ N - .

o

knowledge is now available concerning the types of judgments that are made

.in an employment iriterview based on perceptions of personality

characteristics. The use of factor scores’ds dependent variables in these

N analyses prevented inflating the Type I error rate through repeated A

analyses of multiplé single item variables, Factor scores are also ’
. o . ’ ) N ) . .

prefd%red‘because they éapture the underlying dimensions of subjects’ -

s d . 0 ™ .
judgments.and because tggy act as composité scores which are more reliable .

than single’item judgments. The factor structure obtained indicated that
- - .
: : * ¥
subjects' jddgments Compr;sed four ?eneral factgig and three specific

berformance related factors, one far the accounting job and two for the

édvertising job. The general factors included‘an overall work adjusﬁhent
4
factor which accounted f;r the larges; ;roportlon of variance. and was . -
. °
comprised of items t;pping motivatin, commitment to the job, specific
satisfaction with job taské,-ané géneral ability and performaﬁée; The :;.

» + "]

general suitabllity factor 1nc1uded 1tems tapplng general job satisfaction
and whethar or gbt the applicant should be. nlred. The,lgem assessing the

confidence of thé hiring decigion comprised a séparate factar as did the

s’ - «

item @ssé!;ing how the appllcant would get along with other similar f oo

i [y
"

-COwoxkers. The performance factors cons1sted of items tapping SpéCiflc
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performance related criteria in the two jobs. Thus, these independent,
fectors were the underlying dimensions upon wh%eh subjeCts' judgments were
based; and as such they repfesent the types dgfcategories of‘behevior that -
were predicted from perceptions of personaiity in the interview.,

The general suitability judgmeh;s: which replicated the results

obtained by Rothstein and Jackson (1980), came the closest of all the

e °

. < }
types of judgments to supporting the original predictions. Applicant

targets were clearly rated more suitable for congruent jobs than
incongruent jobs and the neutral scientist target was rated, as predicted,

in between the other tyo targets who were matchfd with congfuent jobs. -

The hypothesis regarding the effect of a worker-oriented versus °

*

task-oriented job descriptien, however, was only partially suppogted. For
a . - ’ :

example, when a worker-oriented job description was given, the advertising

’ ¥
" target was judged more suitable for the congruent job, and the accountigg

¥

‘target°was judged more unsuitable for the incongfuent job. However, the
-4 ' B 2

s

-

’ [y
worker-oriented job descriptidn had no effect on suitabi}ity ratings* when

the accounting target epplied for the congruent job, when the advertising

target aﬁblied for the incongruent job, or when the scientist target

applied for either job. )

It is difficult to interpret the effects of tyﬁe of job description

-~ ¥
L

with the current data’. There was no consistent pattern of results wi

’

the general suitabilitY'ratings, The hypothesized effects did not, depend

- *

on,type of target appllcant typelof job or the congruency between levels

-
.

'of these factors. Ih addition, there weré no other main ofr interaction

. . o
« 1

effects involving typé of Job descrlptiog with any of the other dependent,

.

variables eiaept for confxdence of the' hlrlng decxsion. Thls latter ,. .

effect was restricted to the accounf;nq applicant ‘and Lndicated tﬁat

-
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subjects were more confident of the hiring decision that should be.made -

with this applicant when a worker-oriented job description was'given. It
. - i

seems, .therefore, that the preséncé of a worker-oriented job description

-

did not generally iqcrease.the accuracy of the interview judgments.,

.Previous research had indicated tpat relevant, job ipformatioﬁ
significantly imcreased the reliability of interviewers' judgmgnts (e,@.,"

Langdale & Weitz, 1973; Peters & Terborg, 1975; Weiner & Schneiderman,

R Lot

1974). The present resulkts suggest -however, that the éccuraqy of the
judgments do not necessarily,increaée, at least not when they are based on

the evaluation of personality characteristics. The results further

- I 4

suggest that subjects were able to-infer the requisite personality traits

from the taskﬁprieﬂted job description,kaf least with respect to gederal
‘ >
\ soe ) : ‘

suitability judgments. Thus, the practice of not®including relevant

personality traits in standard job descriptions (e.g., Latham et al.,

E
+

1980) may not -necessarily be problematic to interviewers when judgments of

this type are made, -
8 . . ° .
Other than general suf&ability and work adjustment, analyses of the -
» - .
rest of the interview judgments dolnot show any consistent interpretable

~

N “. * » ) Q v - .
pattern. Clearly, dubjects were unable or unwilling to make differential

ability or peffotmance predictions about the applicants 'on the basis’of-

Y ?

. [ ] .
their personality,ﬁfaits.’ Main eff:éti.with these variableg, however, did

indicate that subjects perceived the accounting and scientist applicants -~

as beiﬁg generally more competent or capable than the advertising targegy

- ! ,. . [
on the performance dimensions. The accounting and scientist targets were

also perceived as being ‘generally more capable than the advertising target

, oo . . \
to adjust to the various work conditions. . Subjects were more lonfident
Vo . "’ T
overall of their hiring dqcisiohs*with respect to the accounting and .
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i

advertié&ng targets versus the scientist target, although this effect was

only significant with the worker-oriented job description. Thus, even

4

tﬁough the scien;;st~target was ju&ged as being more capable in some
respects, sﬁbiec;s were less sure about the hiring decisions made about
him. The'accou;tiné and" advwertising applicants were also seen as more
likely to get along well with similar coworkers compared to the scientist

target, and it is interesting to speculate whether or ‘not this perception

of the scientist target was related to the high competence 5udgmeﬁz that

-

He also received. Ratings on the'work adjustment factor ‘were only

partially supportive of the hypotheses. For example, the accounting

o -

target was jdhged higher on work'adjuqtment for §he accounting job
4

-~
»

relative to the other two targets, and he was judged ﬁigher for the
accounting job than the advertising job. The advertising'targeﬁ, however,

received the lowest raping'of all applicants on ;hi; variable for the

congruent job, aithough he was rated hidher for the congruent jbb than the

)
‘

incongruent job. ' -

L ~

In general, the analyses of the various suita@ility and performance
judgments strongly suggest that Ehé’oriqinal findinys of Rothstéin and

3

Jackson (1980) and Jackson, Peacock, and Smith (1980) are highly reliable.

Subjects seem,quzze capable of making global suitability judgments

(including generai job satisfaction) on the basis 6f perceived applicant

personality traits. ?pesé judgments- do not seem to depénd on a

. J K] L3 ? 1] - 1] 3 (] ‘ *
worker-oriented job descg&ptlon whlch'expllcxtly outlines the rgqulslte

traits, and they are quite accurate with reépéct to the hypqthesized
i - & »

coﬁbruency between certaim personality traits and specific jobs. However,®

results from the present study alsc indicate that moye specific judgments
. .

concerning work adjustment factors and ability and performance dimensions

)
\ ~ S '
P " ) - ' . N . - \
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‘are not highly differentiated and do not follow the pattern.of the general

suitability judgments. Obviously, subjects are less able or less yillirg

or less sure of making such specific judgments on the basis of\&pplicant

a

personality traits alone. Although the pattern of these judgménts ‘does

"not- ea511y lend itself to 1nterpretatlon, it will be equally 1mportant to

—— i
i

compare them to the criterion measures in Study Two as it will be to
’

compare the more accuraté.suitability judgments with actual job criteria. -
That is, even though the more spécific work‘ﬁdjustment and expected
performance 5udgﬁénts did not clearly differentiate among the three

applicants for the two jobs, as did the more global sui;abiliﬁy judgments,

N
» .

it remains to be seen in Study Two which type of jﬁdgments'have a basis

-— o o ——
1

for validity. .

-
[ 4

Due to the nature of-the experimental design, the-individual-,
[y « Y

dlf%erences analyses were d1v1ded into those concerhed with personallty
judgments and those concerned w1th 3udgments'of ij su1tab111ty Since

the experimental manipulations had no effect on the personality judgments,

-

it was possible (and desirable) to collapse oyér'cells in the -experimental .

.
‘

“design and use regression procedures te determine the amount of variance

»

that each indgvidua} difference measgfe can acqouht for in'the personality

judgments. Obviously this procedure was impossiblé for the suitgbflity'

judgmenés.since the experimental manipulations_were designed épecificaliy

to have differential effects eon these jué&ments. In 4ddition, the

individual_cell n's were too small to do a series'of ‘within cell ,

\ . . 1

. . r ', . » , ’ 4 ’
regression mnalyses, and when the individual difference measures were X
+ - .

-

dichotomized for use with ANOVA procedures, multiple eimpty delLs'reéulted.;'
Thus, analysis of covariance waslhsed to partial out the effdcts of'each

. L
» . »

ﬁﬁf the individudl différente:variables fiom the dependent.variables. .None

- . .
LI - L) - - . )
» - - -
- ' -
‘. P “4
. : . »

. : . . o

.l
3
L ]




7suitability. However, it -may not

-judging personality, apparently had no effect on the judgments of

»

of the covariates were significant and the results 6f the ANOVA of

+

suitability judgments were not altered. It seems therefore, that
variations in the suitability judgments were determined solely by the

experimental manipulations. Even sensitivity, ‘an index of the accuraty of

k1

— o

° v

be accurate to conclude that there is no

-

reLationéhip bet een'these two types of judgments. In the.performance

LY
’

appraisal literatur for e?ample, it has been shown that accuracy in
behavioral observation ]is related to accuracy in perforpancé rating
(Murphy, Garcia, Kerkag, Martin, & Balzar, 1982). 1Indeed it would be very

difficult to imagine kthe utility of the employmenf interview for assessing

applicant personaljfy traits if the accurate perception of these traits

k] -~

o
had no bearing on subseguent suitabil‘%y decisions. In the present study

L - - .
the experimental manipulations were powerful and the design was not

optimél for examining individual differences in suffability judgments.

Future research should take a more direct indiyidﬁa& difference approach

and focus more specifically on investigating~the:relétioﬁship between the

-

'Q accuracy, of judging personality and t?g aCCurécy of judging job - F

suitability. The current experiment démonstrated that both types of

)accuracy are potentially ‘possible in an employment interview,, but due to-

) - . . 1] I3 ‘ ‘- 3
the methodology chosen for the study it was not possible to thoroughly
': " ) . ° o .
investigate the relationship between them. Opviously, this relationship

-

w

must be clearly shown in future research in order to support personnel

interviewers" ‘claims that the suitability of personality traits for a
given 'jéb ‘cdn.be assessed in an employment interview.
> , .

Finally, on the basis of an earlier study by Snyder and Cantor
N e . :

(1980), it had been predicted that high self-monitors would be more

. .

B «
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)
accurate in their personality judgments than low self-monitors. This

ﬁypothesis was quite cleariy rejected in the present study. -
.Self-monitoring was not related to accuracy in any of the judgments of

personality. Nor was it related to any of. the other individual difference

measures, of which sensitivity was found to be a very good predictoi.of
' . 4
accuracy. In fact, of all the individual difference variables,
* ., ’ ‘ .
sensitivity was consistently the best predictor of ratings of applicant .

. personality and accounted for siqnificant portions of the variance in ¢

these ratings. Experiedce with either of tﬁ; two jobs accounted for an

additional but limited portion of the variance with several of the

. - ' N .
personality ratings, but neither intelligence nor self-monitoring.

e N

contributed’ to the varianrce -in the ratings: These individual difference
feasures may have been more highly related to accﬁxaey than was

demonstrated with the regression analyses. That %s; the high levels of

- - F o

.reliability in'theipersonality ratings squesf that these variables had
* . ‘ -
réstricted fanges which may have attenuated the correlations. Despitéf'

» /

' this potential'proﬁleht however, sensitivity was clearly shown to be the

most useful index of accurdcy in person perception in th%s experiment.
- The potential "implications of using this index in the employment interview

could be very important. Accurate interviewers could be identified by

1]
14

their sensitivity scores on a selection fest much like ‘the task psed in

this study. If more accurate interviewers also make more valid selection

. v

decisions, organizations could benefit greatly from using a measure of-

¥ .

sensitivity to select their personnel iﬁte7ﬁiewers. Of course, the
c . . . : LY

potential use of sensitivity scores described _here depends on the

. generalizégilfty of the findings in the present experiment relating

sensitivity tb,éccuracy of personality judgments. A éisqusaed earlier-

L t
«

» Y - ",

-

+
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there are some factors. that could limit the generalizability of the
. 1y

results. These factors must ther&fore be thoroughly'investigated,in order

» .
+ o

to more clearly determine the implications of using sensitivity’ scores to

”» N N - »
) select accurate egployment interviewers. ’
’ w
L

The failure of Snydgr’s~(l974) self-monitoring scale to predict

’

y
accuracy in personality judgments may be related to both theoretical and

s
v

methodological issues. The hypothesis that high self-mdﬁitors should ‘have ;

o . -
i .

Ween more accurate judges in this experimént was derived ftém Snyder's. ‘},,
4 ' - . d

. ce
'3 . ,

theoretical formulations and previous research by him and his colleagues.

High 'self-monitors apparently closely monitor situational and

interpersonal clues to determine the social appfopriéteness-of their

behavior (Snydgr & Cantor, 1980). The behavior of high self—&ohitors,'
- ¢

relative to 1éw self-monitors, is'situationally‘guided. This was

»
9

g z . ,
demonstrated by the across situation discriminativeness in the social
. behhvior of high self-wmonitors (Snyder & Monson, 1975), and by the fact
that high self-morditors are more attentive to cues in social situqtions
Snyder, 1974). !k has_also beern shown that when given the opportunity to
( y 974) @ 7//,4} o a ng PP _.g ‘ t(
observe a person with whom high self-monitors anticipate social .

interaction, they notice and more accurately remember information. about

that person compared “with low self-monitors‘,Berscheid et al., 1976). On .

’ . - .
the basis of these research results, Snyder and Cantor (1980) h&pothésizai!?

that high self-monitors' situational orientation and attention to other

-

LR

. ‘people may lead to an increased store of knowledge of the behavior of -
v . T A ‘e . . T .
others. Furthermore, this stqre of knowledge may be used to organize . .\
[ N A - e .
behavior into constructs with which to identify ideal types in subsequent _

. 4" ’ -
social interactions. " However, attentiveness to social clues and.even

’

fiemory of inférmation about

others does‘pot necessarily lead to the *
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conclusion that high self-monitors are more able to identify personality

4

"types in social interactions. An equally tenable hypothesis would be that

. persondlity traits teken from Anderson (1968) and were asked to list °

1

, bégavxo:s and satuatxons related to each of the original 20 tralts than &

" on these lists are organized into substantive personalﬁty constructs or

* that these constructs are in any way related to actual personality types.

‘quantity of words generated, or even vividness, do not support the
e . -

-

the increased attentiveness to social clues and memory of others in high
] [ ", -

self-monitors may be related to their high need for affiliation, skill at

% -
social adroitness, and/or higher levels of iptelligence. Thus, Snyder and

€antor's hypothesis that high selmednitots are‘betté} able to organize

fhgir perceptions of -others ,into constructs and thereby are better able to
(’ » * " - -
use these constructs to identify perseonality typei, does noet necessarily

v

follow from previous theory,and research in self-monitoring. The results

«
. - . ’ -
- s

* from" the bresent experiment indicating that self-moﬁiéoring is not at all

’ .

related to accuracy in perceiving peréonality traits in others, suggests

.

furfher that,Snyder and Cantor's hypothe;is cannot be ‘subgtantiated.
K 4
° “The results reported by Snyder and Cantor (1980) to suppert their
~
hypothe51s are also.problematlc din that they do not in fact demonstrate

.
’

that high self-monitors organlze their perceptlons of others into

cénstYuets.or that high self-monitors éccurately identify personality

»

‘traits in others. ﬂEssentially, Snyder and Cantor's subjects were given 20

t
.

H R g .
* f . .

trait-related behaviors and trait-relevant situations with respect to

these 20 traits. Results indicated that hlgh self-mon ors listed .more

did low'selffmonitors. The lists geqitated by the high self-monitors were '

._' @ ‘¢
also rated as being more vivid descriptions. However, clearly sheer

T °, . . . R . I

original hypethesis. There is no evgﬁence given that the words generated
1 N B ‘ B o
-

.
|- ' ) ’
S ‘ . - s




pe rceptitm.-c - .

‘rInféﬂm the present experiment re-affirmed the utility of the
,‘,-.,, oy '. <

inféxéntlal accuracy model of social perception for studying the process
£’

L
interview, Reliable and accurate personallty judgments were obtained in a

a

ﬁibk Judglng appllcant personality charactérlstlcs in an\gffrmeent

i

‘simulated interview, and the model parameters of sen51t1v1ty and threshold

were highly useful for measuring accuracy and delineating individual

¢ - . ’ . .
differences in accuracy. Self-monitoring'has found to have no -utility as

an index of accuracy in person perception. Predictions concerning
LY * . - '

job-related criteria indicated that the congruence between applicant
- ‘ . .
personality traits and specific jobs was the critical factor in

» determining general suitability judgments and to a lesser extent also

*

* \ « »
affected overall wdrk adjustment ratings but not predictions of future

perfo}mance. The type of job description given to subjects did not have a
* —" - " - / h

consistent or interpretable effect on their judgments. In the following

b Kk
experiment, performance measures obtained on personality types sim}lar to

[ . —_

the job appl}cants in the f{rst study'will be ;xamined to determine which

type of judgments made in the simulation study may in fact have 2 basis,

for validity. - , _5?3‘




Chapter 8 ‘ : .
. : Method: Study Two

’ ‘ : ? .
Subjects M ' L
— b

\J:’

Subjects were_152 introducfbry psychclogy~students'chosen

<

specifically for this study on the basis of their persorality “and .
vocational interest profiles. Initially, a groﬁp of_379 students

volunteered to take personality and vocational interest’ tésts as part™®f

. ~ - 2 .
their course credit. Scores from these tests, the PRF and the Jackson

- +

Vocational Interest Survey (JVIS), were factor analyzea by the method of
- £

prin'ci_pal compoﬁents. Principal’ axes factor loadings were rot;ated to an,
orthogonal Procrustes crite;ioa in order to m;xi;ize subject loadings
alongithe fa;:tor dimen§ior;s of interestAImpu,'lse C5ntro£ Vs. Expression
and TechnicéllY—Oriented Aochieve;nent) . Th; f‘\inal’ group of 152 subjects

-

were chosen on the basis of their factor scores on these two dimensions.
’ ) » &

' Three personality types and an undifferentiated~cont;\i~2£oup were <S:s;;’

N

selected. Subjects were designated a personality type'.if their factor

. ‘ . -,
‘scores were dgreater than one standard deviation from the mean on the
relevant pole of one of the dimensions. Thus, an accounting type (N=32)

and an advertising type (N=33) were chosen from the Impulse Control vs.
[ 33 ’ , “ * '
Expression dimension, and a scientist type (N=26) was chosen from the
. ) M . * e

Technically-Oriented Achievement dimension. The control group (N=61) was

.
-

randomly selected from the remaining pool of subjects.

Subjects chosen for the experiment were c_;on‘actet':l by télephone and
\ ' , X 3
offered six dollars to part;i.cipate in the study. They had no knowledge

of their PRF or JVIS test scores until the end of the experiment” o
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. .t’ o : - - N e
Procedure . <7 - : 1\3 >

Subjectskwere tested in groups of approximately 10 to 20~ in number.

A-pAckage of printed materials was handed to subjects as th8y entered the
. &

laboratory. These materials contained a generalllntroduction to the

3 . ’ .

. " a

purposes of the #tudy, the two work samples ggd related dépendgnt. B
) 2. : ' N ’;. : y . . .
variables, two items to assess subjects' prior experience and/or training ~

witq jobs similar 'to either of the work samples, and the Wonderlic v

‘ <
-
¢ » 4

. Personnel Test to asseééqgengrai intelligence. Shbjects*were randomly

L]
a

'assagned to do éither the accounting or advertising work sample first, in

. order to countgr:&alance'any potential order effects. All data were
. - [%) -

collected in a single ﬁéssion.lagting approximately two hours.
. . . -« ‘ »

On entering the laboratory, subjects were,told that they were

[ ' 3
participating in the evaluation of newly developed aptitude tests to be

used in'peréonnel selection; They would first be qivén a sE9paayd

e L , ﬂ -
.aptitude tegt (the~Wonderlic Personnel Test) followed by the two newly

) L

1developed tests. Th;y were further instruqtéd that tﬁe usefulness) of the-
twb’hew,tests w0ul§ be evaluated by éomparihg their scores Qith scores on s
the standa;d. Subjects wexre éigéﬁ 30 mi;utes_to complete gacé’wo£k
sample task. The ;iming of the tasks did not Begin until all subjects
indiciﬁed'they fuliy unéerstoqé the iné;ructibns."After,eéch work sample .
. . .y Ce

‘was completed, subjeéts,résponded to-a number of items assessinq integest

. . , , . ’ -
in the task, .job satisfaction, preference fordsuch a job in-the future, v,
and so forth, as well as the items assessing previous experience with a ’
job similar to the work sample. - \ © . .- Ca
{ “ ” . ! '.‘"’j - .

e
L . v e .
.
] P "l
- - ’ .

" Work Sample®Materials and Dependent Variables

¢
S
LR

1

The ‘accounting work sample was an aptitudé test developéd‘by
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’ instructors of an introdyctory accounting course «in the §chool of *

~
R e

L4

9 ] < B -
\ Business Administration at The University of uWestséx Oftario. The ‘test

3y

. ’

is usually given at the beginning of the’acco;untinq course to assess
o] . . . . J
student knowledge of accoux\fslnq pr1nc1ples prior to, rece1v1ng fo 1 o~

° RN

instruction. Successful performance’é?r?he tesct does not depend pn @, -

]
-

A

i

) o
B . - ‘e i - LIPS e ,' ?’
» previous training or experlence in accou.QEing. Essentially, thé ta“sk s '5‘
" . ral - o "
. . . ‘ - A
J consists of ‘documentiné a number bf financial transactions of 4§ smal‘]\‘ ‘ -’fb :
. - ¢ - .
l . ’ - . . . .
e retail business in a 1o'gi<:a11 and coherent £i /ncial 'statem'e’ntzg Debif:s .

-

- redlts, expendltures, profits, and cher details must be 1llustrated for )
a r o, :
the time tper,bd in questlon. The work. sample.. %s given tp the sub:fects‘;
. . P

-
g . - -

is fully rep,roduced in Appendix vI.& ) LT " -

v, Ld

2
The scoring: procedure for the:accounting work sample conslsted of
ot - r . " ~-' “ "‘.

i . two parts. In One part standard “scorlng procedures were used to" evaluat
N a 4 r— R - s ? . o hd
. - ! L3

S : su‘bj_ects "work on qﬁalltatlve performance crlterid.-WiThese cri‘terla .we’re1
- 5 3. Lo -

' concefned with how well subjecrts understood acc?unting concepts, how \:relﬁll_:'

' i o, - . ) . . 2y 1“ . ‘ 14 » \ ‘ " -

. they ‘communicated the financial i.n’formagion‘uon ’the' fimal balance Sheg}i

-~ . . L

° ", - 2/

. . .
the éorrectness of their calculations, and hoy cieatly;"t’hey showed how.

"‘» . ™Sy .
their calculations were done. Thg secohd part of the sconng procedum

- N M

4
was concerned with the sty\lisnc component of..subjects' 'performance,
R Y

. . A ‘* . .:l ) ]
. " namely the neatness of thei¥ work. An overall neatnes°5 score wag . .r° "1
- . IR M Lo,

. o?tﬁi-néd from two raée;:s' mean judgments of f1ve dlmensmns of né’atness. .
$ -~ T ‘ (2
-« .,

. fl\u’dmenslons and their :.nten‘ater L}hablllty coefflcxefnts O
\ , . - . k Ey

. 7
. ‘ (correc\ted by. Speaman-Brown) were: keepmq.‘rows and columns neat (. 73),

/ *,Q

» + ! g

fpxmtmg (.80), neatness wof makmg corre,ctlons to mistakes ( 84), keep-mq'

ta ) 2 N N -~ ’

‘-

+ .  entries w:.thm appropnate borders (.83), aﬂd qe'(xéral appeIrance (;79)'.,: .w -
: ' : ok
- ' After subjects completed the task, they respohdéd ‘to a mm‘ber of, xéem . 2V e,
. . » - o )
e Tl ‘ e e

. 4 -

. < .
. ,, * . tapping )Ob sat:.?%’cnon, interést, nd so forth. '!,'he performénce e Tes

-
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e
- . : ’

. criteri;.and poét-test questionrhire items wd!e identical to those which ‘

: A sdgjects Jjudged witﬁ-respegt to a.paﬁficular.pe;sonality type ;n Study . ?
- . R -

- _ Oﬁe}g The scoring procedure and péstl\gst questionnaire iteths are

-iliﬁ;trated in Appendix VII,

r

= ¢ '
The advertising work sample was developed on the basis of & job
‘ s » : .
analysis of an advertising copy writer. Four employees of a major
. , .

Canadian advertising company (the President, the Creative ‘!Eector, the

‘ Media Director, and an Account Executive) were interviewed as the method

. . - . it
of job -analysis. This method has been shown to be particularly useful

for the purpose of developing simulations (Pederson,'1982). Nine
\ ' dimen§i6n§ of an advertisiﬁg copy writer's job were identified. These

dimensions closely matched those discussed by Weilbacher (1979). The :

work sampleJﬁés designed to Sbtain a measure of each of these nine

. . o, ‘ )
dimensions. Essentially, the task consists of a short description of a

. ‘ ..
product, identificatien of the consumer group for which the advertisement

is intended, add the vehicle for the advértisément (a-magazine).
Subjects are instrﬁgt;d to write an adverti;ément which will have a PR
nuﬁberﬁof quélities\(i.e., the‘nine criteria of a "good" advértisegent)t
. 'The ;ork §émpig,vaé éiven to subjectf, is fully fgproduced in Appendix -
. VIIL. . | .

The scoring proceduré for the advertising work sample consisted of

-
. ~

) ~
two raters; mean judgments of subjects' written advertisements along the

nine criterior dimensiong of a’good‘ggpertisement.' Although this
' o L \ R . . . . . - .
- ) *  procedure was subjective, this is exactly th‘eQ:Ltena for evaluating

- ,

actual advertisements (Weilbacher, 1979). Moreover, the professional

copy writers who assisted in developing this task indicated that there is

almost always a consensus on these ratings. This opinion was .

a

s .
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)
Lo

A

substah‘tia;;ed by the interrater reLiapilitieé obtt{nefi for the nine
performance‘cfiferia.' These reliabilities (corrected by Speafﬁ?hiBro§p)
were: intrus;veness ﬁ.98),.§roduction (.98), creativity (.92),'=
-entéffaiﬁmeﬁt (.89), céhsumer relevéﬁcé (.59), truthfulness (.92),
di;t;ncgiveness (.98)} persuaéiveneés {(.97), and ta;get gréup (.98).

As witL\the accounting wo¥k ‘sample, af%er subjects completed the
advertising work sampleﬂ the§ again‘responded tq,ftems‘tapping 20b
satisfaction, interest, and so forth. These items and the adve;tising y
task perfofmance criteria were also identical to those whiqh subjects

judged with respect to a particu}ar personality type in Study One. The

scoring criteria and post-test questionnaire items for the adveftising

4

“

work sample are illustrated in Appendix IX.

RN ~ ~




Chapter 9

.

.

étudvawo Results and'Discd!!ion:‘ The Criterion Study

: %’ . . : | . »’ | T
The results of the second study will be presented in'the:following .0

s

format. First, the factor structure of the dependent,variableé used in
-y ‘ e ) -
Study Two will be illustrated. Subjects in this study éave self-report

ratings and-obtained performance scores oh the identical dependent

. . ‘ : -, M ‘ -
variables used in the first study as predictions for a given job

»

applicant. As in Study One, these variables were used to capture the

multidmensionality of the job performance criteiia, and were factor '
& ) ' T
analyzed to identify the underlying dimensions of the criteria and to .
4 - .
generate factor scores which would be more reliable when used in

v

subsequég;/éﬁalyses. Factor scores derivéd’from the dependént measures
were thus used in multivariate and univariate analyses of variance to
investigate tﬁe effects 6f personality on joH’performahce and
satisfaction. These results will be described followed by thg_results of

analysis of covariance procedures which examined the relationship between
. o . ( ' ’
personality and job performance/satisfaction after removing the effects

-

of intelligence and experience. Finally, the results will be described
from a series of regression,analyseS'deéigned to illustrate more clearly

the gontribution of each of the individual difference variables used in"

| .
' N |

this study (persqpality, intelligence; and experience) p the prediction

'
\
\

of the various job criteria. ¢

I

Factor Structure of the Dependent Variables

| Two separate factor analyses of the dependent variables were

necessary to be consistent and compaféble with the results from the first

.ot -




B

study. Recall that subjects in Study One evaluated applicants on job

Y

crlterla for either an.accounting or an adverilslng JOb Since judgments

' -
# » on these crlterla were made 1ndependently for the.two jobs and were

- thefef?re factored indegendently, the dependent measures for°the two jobs

-

in Study Two were also factqre& independently. ‘Thus, the dimensiqns

obtained from the judgmental data in the first study w111 be dlrectly

comparablé with the dlmen51ons obtained from the actual crlterlon data in :
v ' <o ” ¢

the second study. F@® subsequent analyses, of course, thé two set$ of

v

criterion factor scores will not be treated as independent, and
correlations betweenfthe two sets of scores will be illustrated.

The method of principal components was used in both' factor analyses.
N

» ) .
In the analysis of accounting task dependent variables, five
interpretable féctofs were identified by the scree-test (Cattéll, J1965)

and rotated to a varimax criterion. The rotated factors with the

percentage of variance each accounted for are illustrated in Table 28.

ty

The five factors accounted for 72.19% of thé total variance. The factor
structure suggests ;hat there dére five undérlying dimensions’ to the job-

related criteria assessed for the accounting task. Two of the

'

dimensions, a general job satisfaction factor and a self-assessment of |,

performance factor, were derived £rom subﬁects' self-reports on post task

rating scales. The three other dimensions reflect actual task '

performance derived from,the‘scoring and rating procedures described in

" Chapter Eight. ' - . Vo
I : , ‘
In the analysis of advertising, task dependent vafiables, s$ix
interpretable f§ctors were identified and rotated to a varimax criterion.

’

Table 29 illustrates the rotated factors and the percentage of varianée

each accounts for. The total variance accounted for by the six factors

~

-

L.

/
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' Table 28 T I
Fagtor Structure -of Agcquntipg Task Dependent Vgriabies
I ¥ - hs - ) .
¢ ;é T Job o Self- : .
- Satigfaéi&Neat- Assessd Perfor- Orderli-
‘ . ot tion ness ment mance = ness -
Izggrgst in Lea;ning Job Tasks ° ..77
Task Satisfaction .73 - )
" Prédicted Performance . B - -.68 )
Ability,for Job Tasks - . -.74 .
Performance Satisfaction 'i . . -.76
Long.Term Interest in Job. B .9Q: . ’ .
Getfing Along witH“doworkers . ,Sb
Likei%hooé of Wantihg a B ﬂ
Different Job o -.78
Number pf'Bates Recorded - . Lo - .88
Number‘ of. ®itles Becorded - - : , . .64 )
Number of Correct Entries t‘ ‘ .85
* Number of Correct Calculations _ .60 e
Number of 'RUnning}Ba'iances ‘ . .72
Raw. & Column Neatness ‘ | -f81 - )
'Neatness of Printing ' -.86 .
Neatness of Correct#éns T _’ . -.86 '
Work Within ﬁorders ; ) -.51
General Appearance °. ' ] -.91" .
Variance Accounted for 29,.38% 19.09% 10.92% ‘ 7.26% 5.54%
. i i ’
r




Table 29

Factor Structure, of Advertising Task Dependent Variables

[ -

' . Job ‘ .Dis-f ’
R Satis- Pro- tinc- 'Self- Truth-
' fac- duc- tive- Assess- ful~ , Crea-
tion tion ness ment ness tivity
—_ j ’ ) ) '
Interest in Learning Job ¥ . ‘ . A
Tasks . ~ .84 t )
Task Satisfaction. .88 ,
Predicted Pérformance . .69 -
Ability foy Job Tasks o .87
Perfdrmance Satisfaction > ‘ .61
Long |Térm Interest in Job .88 o i .
Getting Along with .
‘ Caoworkers .81 - A
Likelihood of Wanting a ° B '
;o Different Job .o =.78,
Intrusiveness ' . ) .74 . . .
Production o =*.80 ’ - l Iy
Consumer Relevance ‘ -.85 ¢ -
Persuhsiveness . . .62
-7 " Focus| on Target Group Lo .83 L .
~ A - . B +
Truthfulness . : . ’ -.86" .
Distiﬁctiveness N -.75
Creativity : . . -.87
Entertainment . « ’ . -.87
- Variance Accounted For 28.68% 18.22% 2.65% 7.22% ° 6.62%° 5.23%
’ S ‘ . -

s




_ assessed for the advertising task also include a geperal job satisfaction

"in, Table 30.  There are two medest, but significant correletions; One of

Satisfaction and the aceounting'performance dimension of Orderliness, is

 two sets of facth scores are non51gn1f1cant whlch is perhaps not at all

was 75.62 percent. 'The underlying dimensions to the job related critetia

factor and a .self-assessment of pefformance factor derived from subjeets'

L

self-reports. There are four other dimensions reflecting actual

advertising task performance as scored by ‘the rating procedures described

]
.

previo@sl&.

L . 1
. Correlations between the two sets of factor scores are illustrated

o

these, the correlation between the advertising perﬁermance dimension of .

-

" ) .‘ g - ‘ 2 » b . g 3
Distinctivenéss and the accounﬁgng task performance’ dimension, is:* .
! k:

negative as might be expected .since the two tasks seemingly require euch
1 . P v ‘

divergent skills. The other correlation, between advertising Job

- ¢

not conceptually meeningful In general the cprrelatlons between the

'

surprising given thaihen computing these correiatlons, the entire sample
of subgects was‘::gd; ‘The sample ccn51sﬂed of two control groups in

- - ‘ )
addition to the two opposing persoqality types, and thus the negative

correlations that would have been expected between the two divergent
tasks may have been obscured by scores from control group eubjeqts.

- . ' . .‘ “ V"
Analysis of variance and regression procedures would therefore be ‘more

apprepriate,for investigating the rel%tionships among’theee variables.
' . : A e
. R . ¥

Analygis of variance Procedures

L]

Analysis of variance procedﬁres were used/to ‘determine the effects

of personallty type on the eleven job related criteria (converted to - ~

. Pl

factor qcores) 'Four levels of personality type as described fplly in ‘

.
q 1
-
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““Table 30 _—

‘. =
0

Correlations among Accounting and Advertising Task Dependent Variables

Advertising Task

“

Accounting Task

Job

. Self-
¥ satis-

Assess- Perfor-
ment mance

faction Neatness

»
-

N ¥

Order-
liness
N

’

Job-Satisfaction -.07 -.06

[ﬁzz, -.12 .15%
.10 -.13 .10 .04

o Productioi‘” .02

.02 +.07 .07 -.10-

. Distinctiveness - -.17*

-.05 -.01

-

Self-Assessment -.03 -.01

Truthfulness - .07 =11 -.01 .07+

N Creativity ‘ : .06  -.09 -.01  -.09 :

*p <.05 ' - .
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-adveftising task, demonstrated significant ‘differences aéross the four

asﬁwell as the‘other 10 variables-are illustrated in Table 3%. The meene
" for advertisiﬂg job satisfaction clearly indicate that the advertising

,persohaiity type scored significantly higher on this variable than the

éexample, the accountlng personallty types ‘had the highest mean score on,

‘advertising personglity

| : - 187

Chapter Eight“were inclgded in all analyses; an.accouhting tﬁpe, an
advertising type, a technically-oriented gchievement type similar to the

scientist type used as a target job applicant in Study One, and a group
. : L

r

of control subjects whose personality traits varied widely, T
A’ multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) on the eleven factor :

?core dependent, variables resulted in a significant multivariate F test =~

a ]

for personality.tyee.(F = 1.46, p< .04). Univariate analyses of

42,401

variance tests were therefore performed on each of the eleven "dependent

%

measures. Surpmisingly, only one variable, job satisfaction on the

personality types (F = 5.45, p < .001). The means for this variable

3,148

.
-

aceounting personality type or either of the two control groups. The
means on ‘the other varlables, however, besides being statlstlcally

™~ .
non91gn1f1cant show a mlxed pattern of differences 1n d1rect10n. For

’

three of the accounting job crlteria (job satisfaction, self-assessment

of performance, aﬁd'ptderfiness) but were clearly,below two other subject
. ~

groups .on the two aqiountlng performance criteria. Wlth respect -to the

1a, other than lob-satlsfact1on on which the

T
pes scored 51gn1f1cantly h]gher, there are also
’ ! 4 -
mixed results. The advertis;ng personality types recelved the highest

mean score of all _subject groups on the productlon varldble and obtaxned

-

a hlgher.score than the'accountlng personality types on the f
. . . N ' .

self-assessment of performance and creativity Jariables. "However, the '

; i ’ ' e

Ld - A
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*

4 - " ' . . ’ e
. accounting personality types actually received the highest mean score on
. 3 ‘ ..
the two remaining advertising job criteria, distinctiveness and *

*

4y
~

truthfulness.,

Although no cop§istent pattern emerges from the’ébove aralyses
: , N

examining the relationships between personality and'jbb criteria, the .

Vo o . !
relationships may have been obscured by the effects of other individual

.~

difference variables. BAnalysis of covariance procedures were therefore

used to remove the effects of two of these potential rvariables,

.

R ‘intelligence and experience. Results from the analyses of covariance *

" replicated the univariate analyses of variance results in every case

i
’

extept one. Whereas{previously_there had been no effect of pe}sonality

- -
-

: on accounting job séﬁisfaction, when the effects of intelligence and

2
.

experience were removed the F test reached significance (F = 2.53,

»

3,146

t'p < ,05). Theladjusted means from the analyses of covariance aré
. millustrated in Téble 32, The adjusted' means for accounting job
satisfaction indicaté that‘the accounting personal{ty types were
signifiéantly higher on this varjiable when intelligenbe and txpeéience
were held'constant.' . )

L]

A comparison of Tables 31 and 32 reveals that, other than accounting
/ . :

job satisfaction, the pattern of means was not substantially altered

after removing the effects of the covaridfes.' It appears therefore, that

the only significant effect of personality on the job related-criteria
assessed in tﬂis stud§ was with respect to general job satisfaction.
More specificaf!&, the accounting personality types were more satisfied

N N -

with the congruent job than the advertising job, and the -advertising
personali%y types demonstrated the converse effect. . , .

) .
‘ - v . . q/ ’ -

-
.
x
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Regression Analyses ‘ 9

2 - ’ ’ L ]
At is often use(gi in personnel selection research to determine the

-
t . .

proportion of variance that each predictor variable accounts for in a

cziterion. Intelligence and'experience are tyo variables that are often

»

#used in personnel selection. In addition, the present e%periment;waé P -

’

designéd to examine the utility of personality traits as personnel -

‘predictor variables for two specific jobs. _Regression procedures will

s

.

N 4 ' ~ '
therefore be used next to illustrate the role of pach of the potential

predictor variables used in this study in accounting for the job réiated,
3 A 4 :
- . .
criteria of the two work samples. Regressiom analyses were done’ -

- ’ ~

separateiy fbr.each job related criterion for both work samples., The

independeni variables were ®he self-report measares of previous

. a N
R .

experience,of training with jobs similar to the work sampleﬁ, a general

measure of intelligence, factdllscores on the personality aimensiqn

l ]

‘;Pgulsé‘tonﬁrolvvs. Expression (i:e., accounting personality’type vs.

advertising personality type}, and factor scores on ;he‘personality

/dimension Technically-Orienﬁéd Achievement (i.e., scientist personality ‘ED . ’
type) . Hierarchical regression procedures were used with the independent
- . . ' d . - .
variables entered in;o the equation in the ordef, they are described

above.” The hierarchical method was used .in order to more clearly. .. s -

illustrate the.increment in predictability of the job related criteria

’ -

attributable to personality traits (if any) over -and above the -

contribution of the more,traditional.predic;brs of experience and . - .

AN

intelligence. This may be assessed by_examinihg the incremegt in the

f

. multiplé R and R square for- the peréénality variébles, and by whether or
- L B

not this increment is statistically significant. ..

. L4
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-

Results from the regression analyses are summarized in Table 33 far

-

the aécoﬁntiné work sample and in Table 34 for the aﬂvertising’ggrk

sample. Examination of these results indicate that the overall level of
- - -
is not high. However, of the
- B o ’

. -
- -

. prediction of the dependent variables
Lindepeﬁdent variabies that qéntribute siénificantly to ﬁrediction,
.previous experienceua;d the pérsonflity traits from the Impulse €ontrol

vg. Expfession dime:sféh é;é relatively more impo;tant predictors. 1In

‘the accounting task, expefieﬁcé cérrelated signifieagtiy wisth jbﬁ; .

satisfaction (.38), selffésséésment of performance (-.18), and actual
. i L

[}
-,

performance (.29). The acébuntind bersonality traits Ci.e., the negative

»

pole of the Impulée Control vs. Expression dimeqsioﬁ)aincreasqd slightly, .-

a
A
.

but significantly the multiple correlation with job sétisfactioh and

self-assessment of performancé. ~These traits also added_to the
'predic;iéh of neétnesg, althougﬁ the “increment in the mulj:iplea ’ .
correlaticon diélnot quite réach the oonve;tiqnal level of significance;:
. . - <
_Intelligence and the personality traits from the Techhically;arien;ed

. b . W
Achievem?n; dimension cofreiatedﬁsignificantly with dnly one variable,
écéounﬁing pe;ﬁormance; In the.aévert%siﬁg‘ta;k, only job sati;fact;on

.and self;asééQsment of performance had signifiqan¢ correlations with anf
_of-the‘independent vériables. Experience;correlated significanfly with .
. ' L .
‘job’saézsfaction, and the advertising persohality traits (i.e.; the
pdsiiive-pqle of the Iﬁpulse Control ws. Ei%;ession dimepsion) added

' ) » v - .
significantly to the multiple correlation with this criterion.

L

- Self-assessment of advertisihé ﬁerformance was significantly correlated

»
- - ‘ L4

with intfelligence. * ’

In general, . the results from the reéression analyses support the ’

findinQS'fxpm the analysis of variance procedures Qith regard to

>
I -
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demonstratlng the . relatlonshlp between personallty and jOb satlsfactlon,

-

However, the regression procedures also poini out that previous

experience has a somewhat stronger relationship with job satisfaction,

' v [ 1

a

and in addition, correlates siénificantly with the performance measure in .
the accounting work samplb. Thus, although experlence woyld appear to be
the tost valuable predlctor w1th these ]ob related crlterla, personallty

characteristics also account for .a small but unique portion of the

. . A
variance in job satisfaction.
; h

DlSCUSSlon gf Study Two Results

The ree;TEEJ%rom thlS study provide a relatively con51stent picture

*-of the relaplonshlp between personallty and job-related criteria as
. ‘estimated from performance on two work samples. The factor structure of

these criteria for both tasks indicate that job performance criteria are -
~ ‘ - : <
. ~ . N X - .
- generally independent from job satisfaction criterial an observation that

has often been made in real job settinés‘(Brayfie;d & Crockett, 1955;

Herzberg et.al., 1957; Ronan, 1970; Schwab & Cummings, 1970). Separate -
and independent dimensions of job performance were obtained from both .
work samples. The dimension of jeb satisfaction, however, was more

f . .~

' general and included subjects' specific interest in and satisfaction with

the task, longer term job satisfaction, anticipated relationship with
/

~

coworkers, and long term interest in staying with that type of job. This

general dimensien of job satisfaction was obtained with both work

samples.

Analysis of the job-related criteria indicated that personality was

related to the dimension of general job satisfaction in both work : .

" samples, but was not related to the predicted job pefformance dimensions




\ P

in either work sample. More spetificaiiy, the analysis oi:iizi;ianﬂﬁ\;\;\ CoL
procedures revealed that, hold%nq{prior experience and intelligehce ’ PO
constarit, the accounting perscnality types (i.e., those subjects’whgse'~

Iy B L T

-' ¢ P I

personalityAtraits were hypothesized to be congruent with an accqgﬁgihg
-job) were more highly satisfied with the accounting work sample, than the

advertising work sample, whereas the.converse was true for the -

. ‘\ ",'

advertising personality types (i.e., those subjects whose pérsénglity.
traits were hypothesized to Be congruent with an advertising job).

Regression analyses furthér clarified the nature of these relationships

by illustrating,the.Variance in the job-rel%teg criteria attributable to
» ’ ' .

personality, experjence, and intelligence. Results from these analyses N

3 el
demonstrated that prior experiénce was
L4

ry .

R -
satisfaction with both work samples, as well ag the self-assessmént of

4

actually the best predicfbr of job

performance and an actual performance dimension of the accounting work

sample. Intelligence also contributed significantly té'thé,predictién of

- N . &
accounting job performance, as well as correlating with”the < .
[ f )
- 4
self-assessment of performance.dimension from the advertising work

3

sample. The only personality traits to predict a performande dimension 'y

were the traits associated with Technically-Oriented Achievement, which
correlateq,significantly—with accounting job performance, contrarj'to

- .

predictions. However, the predicted personality traits associated with

»

the aoeountingtﬁnd advértising personality types did account for a
significant portion of the variance in job satisfaction in addition to

the contribution made by experience. Thus, the congruency between

s

. . : - <
personality types and job was a significant factor in determining general

« ]
job satisfaction in both the accounting and advertising work samples.

.
o *

he L]
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" The failure to demonstrate a substantial relationship between
f R oy » ¢ " ' .
. personality am_y job performance criteria (other than job satisfaction) in

-

this study sugdgests a number of implications for further research of this

natdfe. Bs this article is written, research reports continue* to be

published demongtratihg that specific personality traits are related to

-
. e

certain performance criteria in real Yife jobs (e.g., Bartram & Dale,

1982; Brenner, 1982; -Johnson & Hogan, 1981; Spector, 1982; Tubiana &

’

Ben-Shakhar, 1982). It seems therefore, that the methahgi?gy of the

+

present study must be examined for-clues as to why the results turned out

as they did.
"’. L.
The primary- consideratiéns in ‘designing this study were that (1)

performance criteria -should be based oﬁ'job.analysis information, j2)
» ‘l' ©

selectioaneésures should be chosen on the basis 'of rational or T

theoretical considerations and should be appropriate for the performance . -

criteria;; (3) performance criteria should be multidmensional with respect

L]

to the key elements of the‘job;“ahd (4) selection measures and

§

a

performanee criteria should be reliable. These considerations were

. ’

* .employed in‘response to criticisms of previous research of this type

v

. {elg, Guion & Gothier, 1965; Mischel, 1968) and to ensure that the

appfoyriate,reséardh methodology developedmby pré&iéus researchers was
utilized'fe.g;, Epstein, 1979, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974; Fleishman,

1975; Gh;selli,fl956; Wernimont & Campbell,Ll968). Job analysis
. X . . . . . . f ’» n'
procedures were used to devglop multidimensional perfbrmance'criteria, )

- 4 .

and bq%h predictors and criteria were highly reliable. The personality

+ traits used as predictors were selected rationally, .on thé basis of their ‘,
. logical link with the performénce dimepsions of the gccounting and’ :
' ¢ - ’.' 1~ . )

‘édvgrtising jobs, and also theoretically, on the ba a previous - -

-

‘ . 1 L]
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empirical invéstigation linking thesg personality traijts to indices of

.y 2

vocational «¢heige (Siess & Jackson, 1970). Perhaps'some other predictor
i » °“ R . - .‘.- ,
. RO { : - - : .
measure sych as an aptitude test would have been more apprdpriate to the
N - o k! N “‘\ o
specific performance Sgitéria.used for the two work samples. However,

thelreIationship between aptitude test scores and jolp performance is well
accepted @nd is nbt the fogus of this ihvestigation. Aptitﬁde.test
scores’may indeed have accounted for a good portion of the'missing

variance in tﬁé wérk sampile pgxformance-
4 - . - b

criteria. . The purpose of the
' . X
present study, however, was to examihe the utility wﬂbpersonality for °

’ : Co8 . C e . . -
ing job performance. . Thus, given- that the design of the study was

-

appropriate méthddoldgically;.and'given that there ¥»s considerapie-
[ P e

evidence for a fqlatioﬁéhipgbetWeen personality and job perfOrménce in
4 ! A -

real jobs, other considérations must’ account for the failure to
' ' -~

- . 1
.demonstrate such a relationship in the simulation. .

L]

One such consideration may have been that although multidimensional
. . —
performance, criteria were utilized, these are not tys'same as multiple

3 .

act or multiple method criteria. The latter type of criteria thvolve

ratings or measurements from different sources or on different occasions .

(c.f. Epstein, 1979, 1980f Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974), and it is this type
of criteria that are recommended for maximizing the correlation with

personality measures. However, to obtain multiple act criterjia in the
3 “ .

»
.

pfesenf study would hav& required different but equated forms of the work

-

sampleé, different sets of raters or differént scoring procedures, and/or

&«

multiplé téstiﬁg occasiens. Tﬁese procedures would have Been éxtremely

P

difficult to achieve in tbis:study and i} was hoped that the use of

‘muitiple and multidimensional criteria would have been.a close

- ‘ ) . ' et .
approximation. It is pogsible, however, that the failure -to démonstrate
. . ' .- .

”,
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a relationship’ between personality and work sample performance may have

3

P
L .

been due to'the use of multidimensional criteria rather than multiple'éct

eériteria. P . , : - ,
. .

¢ -~
The primary factors which distinguished the present simulation study

from a real job'setEing,'and which ;ay have confounded thé'potenpgal

) - !59, N
relationship betwegn personality and job performance, were the procedural

differences Setwgeq work samples and real 3obs. Althoudh yofk samples .
Ny . : '
"have 'demonstrated ‘considerable utility for persomnel selection. le.g.,

.

Asher & éciarriqo, 1974; Campion, 1972; Hinrichs, 1969; Mountjet al.,

h - : . . L e
1977; siegel, 1983), there are some fundamental differences between them
and actual jobs; which in the present study may have gbscured the

« correlation§ between the variables of interest. For,example, the work
A : ;

' samples from this study were completed by squeq;s in a short time .

period, they were discrete sithations_which.once experienced werd over,

< - “1
they were experienced alone and did not involve .interaction with others,

’

and they did not provide performance feedback or the opportunity to alter

‘behavior as a result of‘such feedback. All of these factots would bg_

’
-

fundamentally different in a real accountiné“or gdvertiéing job‘énd would

-

therefore be éxpected to impact on job éa%formancé an§ satisfactipn.

.

Quite possibiy, work sample performance could be’priﬁhrily“defermined by

aptitude and’éxperiénce, whereas more longer term performance in an

actual job, which woul@ injplﬁe the factors desér%peé Above,.would be

J
0 . . .

. . .
more likely to interact with a person’'s stabBle personality needs. For
example, McClelland and Boyatzis (1982) have récently demonstrated that

M I

personality traits are sighificantly éorrelated witﬁ long term'

v

performance as a manager. (Thus, the failure to demonstrate a
. ! Y ]

L ! ‘ o
.relationship between personality and job performande in the present study

f
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may be attributable to some basic problems with the type of performance
criteria and work samples used. Future résearch therefore, may need to

employ multiple act performance criteria and design more realistic

procgdureé and scenarios to go with the'qctﬁar tasks uéed'in work samples

-
- v -

in order to investigate the personality-job performance relationship more

. . * - v
thoroughly. , o & . - N
, A e . .

In addition, future research would: profit from more explicit

: ] _/" ‘ " T
formulatiens Qf‘gﬁe.hypothesi;ed link between  personality .-and job

4 ~ - - )

M ’ o L * e

performapce,csiteria. In ;ﬁe present study a conceptual link was

propoéed'between the personality traits. in question and sgpecific’

: E ] - . -

performance criteria, ‘but-the Tlise of work‘sémples‘ra@hex than real jobs
. . ',’.'.*,. $

and the type of perfoxmance“cifter%a used may have obscured any possible

relatioﬁshibs. Work samples may not be'dppropriate for all types of
N . . +

(Y w

0

criterion assessment, altﬁough they aré-advantageous for experimental

1

investigations. Theariés of personality have traditionally been

investigated by hypothesizing differential oufbomeé, measured by

»

behavioral criteria, for aifferent,personality types. Such hypothegis

* [

testing procedures should be applied to job performance behavioral

s
»

criteria when the personality construct under’ consideration can be

directly linked‘by theoretical considerations to a specific‘criteriod.v‘
» T "‘ ’
The factors described above, which may have obsgured the.
. - . ¢ : 4 )
correlations between personality and job performance criteria, may,also

have reduced the potential correlation between per%olékity and job

4
- - Y S
satisfactioq. Nevertheless, significant correlatiorns betWween personality,

.

types and satisfaction with conéruent jobs were obtained in this "study,
and the relationship between these varialijles has also received wide

support in the research literature (e.g., \Cawsey et al., 1982; King,
o '

/
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Murray, & Atkinson, 1982; Landy & Trumbd, 1980; Ronan, 1970; Schaffer,

1953). The implications of thjis relationship.are potentially very

s L)
important. For example, it is often found that low job satisfaction is #
highly related to absenteeism and turnover rates in industry (Ford, 1969;

-

Huiiﬁ} 1968; Landy & Trumbo, 1980; Ronan, 1970; Vroom, 1964). Increases

in job satisfactiqn have also been linked theoretically and empirically

to iﬁcreases.inhproductiqity ackman & Lawler, 1971; Hackman & Suttle,

.

1977). - . . )

-J .
Given these demonstrated -relationships, it is clearly in an
organization's best interests to try and maximize employee job

satisfaction. Most of this activit§ has centered on job redesign and jcb

A

enrichment programs to increase jbb satisfaction (e.g., Hackman & Lawler,

q. ' 1971)% Sihce personality and job satisfaction are related, howéver, an

\
alternative proposal might be to assess potential employees for reilevant

s

0

personality traits in order to maximize subsequent job satisfaction and
minimize the potgnﬁial fommbsenteeism and turnover. Pulakos and Schmitt

(1983) recentiy demonstrated that job satisfaction could be predicted

prior to employment from expectations of work outcomes such as growth

-

needs. These authors also recommend that an assessment of such needs and
: « - > .

b -

other variables should be included in the selection of employees in order

-+ to predjct future job satisfaction and thereby decrease later absenteeism

and turnbver rates. 1n addition, although the relationship between job

satisfaction and joB performance has historically been very difficult to

’ )

“establish (Ronan, 1970), this patte#n has recently begun to change with

i

‘the discovery that certain individual difference variables and

organizational‘cqnditions moderated the relationship between job N




satisfaction and performance (Abdel-Halim,  1980; Bﬁagat, 1882; Lopez,
1982).
There is some evidence, therefore, that specific personality traits

are predictive of some types of job performance criteria as well as

indices of job satisfaction. 1In addition, personality ‘may indirectly

' affect job performance and productivity through the job satisfaction-job

performance relationship. Thus, if future research cah focus more

clearly on the interrelationships between personality, job satisfaction,

and job performante, and seek to validate specific personalitx\fraits as

o - . >
selectiof®measures for specific jobs, there are many indications that the

4

addition of these measures to the selection process would significantly

increase subsequent productivity and performance. The utility of such
) . A ‘
research would unquestionably be worthwhile as Schmidt and Hunter (1981)

have recently demonstrated that relatively modest increments to validity

. * » )

coefficients for selection purposes may result in millions of dollars in
\ . - .

increased productivity. - ..

.
Iy

Iﬁ sum, this experiment demonstrated that pgrsonélity traits were
relateé to job satisfaction; b&g'not 5gb‘peréormance, in two work.’~
samples. The failure‘to obtain a relationship befween'personality and
job perfofmance griterié may have been related to proce@gral‘difference; .

between work samples and actual jobs,'rather than methodclogical- problems

or conceptual discontinuity. Further .research should clarify this issue.
The relationship between personélity and joq satisfaction found in this‘

study is supported by considerable other research. It was proposéd

therefore, that given prbper validation research in specific .

" organizations, the inclusion of personality assessment jn personpnel




‘ . I ) 205q

selection procedures may potentially add to the overall validity ™3
L3
selection as well as increase job satisfaction and productivity.
. . ' .
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simulated interview must be demonstrated by research, with employment -
® |

interviews. The poféntial threats to generalizability of the results are

- - “

many (e.g.,- real applicant traits can be expected to vary from the modal

. type used in Study One, interviewer questions and applicant responses are

uncontrolled in a real interview). But these problems would also exist as .

.q y I3 I3 ] » 0 1
confounds to research with real interviews. 1In addition, 2s discussed in

N . . t

Chapter Five, there are considerablé methodological pmoﬁlems associated
with studying the criterion validity of personality assessed in an
interview in reallorganizational settings. One possible compromise to
thig impass would be to simulate the variability of reai applicant
persohality trait§“by creating farget applicants in a labcoratory study
which correlaté.to different degrees with the modal type, sand then

examining the effect of this manipulation on judgmental accuracy. For

- example, it would be important in future research to determine how well

interviewers can idené!fy relative differences among members of a similar
4

modal type, rather than differences between modal types. Similarly, if -

criterion validation was not immediately an issue, field studies could be

20 . .

attempted by structuring the interview to control for the types of
questions asked and the scoring of résponses. The evidence from the ¢
present research and Rothstein and Jackson 11980)) as well as the beliefs

of interview pfactitioners (e.g., Fear, 1978; Peskin, 1971), strongly

1

suggest that personality characteristics may be accurately assessed in an

¥

employment interview. Continued research in this area, such as that

.

proposed above, would contribute to an understanding of the conditions

which affect the accuracy of these judgments. ‘

- Before discussing the basis for validity of the suitability judgments

>

made by subjects in Study One on the basis of their perceptions of




4

.,
@

4\* L
applicant personality traits, it is worthwhile to compare ,the factor

structures of these variables across the judgmental data and the actual

criterion data. The factor structure of the, judgmental dependent

A

variables for the accounting job conditions indicated that subjects made

. R 1] .,

‘their judgments primarily on two basic dimensions, '‘a general suitability,
B

satisfaction, and adjustment factor, and a general ability and performance

factor (Table 22). The factor structure of the actual criterion data from

- : -

the accounting work sample indicated that the general dimensions obtained °

with judgmental data were split'inéo more specific job satisfaction,
self-appraisal, and three performance dimensions (Table 28). This same

pattern of.moving from general dimengiops in the judgmental data té more .
specific dimensions in the criterion data occurred witﬁ the advertising,,’

job conditions in Study Oné and the advertising work sampl; in Study Two

(Table 23 vs. Table 29): It seems theréfore, that subjééts making e o
judgments in an interviéw context commit an ;error of genéralization,“
~which may perhaps be analogous to the halo effect in performance aﬁbraisal
ratings (Landy & Farr, 1980). What is of greater interest, howe;er, is
that in bbth studiés there was a sebaration’betyeen job satisfaction
issues;and»job performance issues. Thus, subjec£§ in the igdgmental study
~ recognized the different dimensions in job related criteria. These

P »

judgmén;al dgmensions were not as highly diffe;enfiated as

a 1

the actual

criterion dimensions, but nevertheless the data indicates that subjects

. -
.

" role playing an interviewer in Study One structured their judgments .and

. R A
predictions in a way that matched guite well the actual covariation of

criterion behaviors. Thus, regardless of the vélidity of theée judgments,

.

they were appropriate-to the task at hand and were‘logically consiétent,

)

both across applicant ‘targets and with the actpal‘ériterion data.

a2

-

=




issues concerning the prediction of job related criteria from interview
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* The interview judgments from Study One gannot, strictly speaking,'be
validated from the data in Study Two since inaividual predictions for tpe
subjects in the second study were not made. However, the present research
was i:t designed to ogfain a specific validity coefficient for specific
personality traits“or specific jobs. Highly céntrolled laboratory §tudies®

: <
were used to avoid the methodological problems and confounds inherent with

-
«

field research in this area, and "to focus more on the general theoretical ,

based.impressions of applicant personality traits. Therefore, the results
from thesé two experiments‘ao not provide ﬁalidity data per se, but
rather, provide a basis for estimating the potential validity of
péysonality traits éor predicting job related critgria.

Comparing results from the two studies then, the data suggests that

there is a basis for validity in some of the judgments made 'in the

interview simulation, but not all, énd‘that a subset of the: judgments 1
whicﬁ héd ; bagis for validity were not predicted. Thi stronggst evidence ’n
for validity comes from the prediction‘and‘criterion assessment of job
satisfaction. In Study One, subjects made highly differentiated

judgménts of general suitability {(which included job satisfaction), and
slightly less differegtiated.jhdgments of general wor& adjustment, for the
different jbb applicant personality types. In Study Two, the accounting

and advertising personalit& types were each more.saéisfied with their
gongruent work sample tasks, results th;t were consistent.with judgments"

¢

made by subjects in Study One. Although the individual items tha?

A

comprised the job satisfaction factors in both studies varied to some

extent, it seems clear that the element of job satisfaction is central to

the corresponding factor dimensions derived from judgmental and criterion

’
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data. These results support the conclu;ion that 3redictions of job
satisfactioh from ar assessment of applicanf personality traité'in ah
employment int;;ﬁtew do have a basis fér validity. 'Of co;rse, Epé‘results-
from these two experiments~pertain to the measurement of task satisfacfion

in a work sample, and the relationship of this measure to actual job

satisfaction must be ascertained in future research. However, the general
' - L 4

utility of work samples in employee selection suggests that if a work

.

sample i%>realistic, the assessment of task satisfactioq would be a close
L 3 M . .

approximation to actual job satisfaction.

- v

"y . ¢
Judgments .of performance related‘criteria in Study One were not

- -

-

highly differentiated with respect to matching the accounting and

advertising personality types with theycongruent jobs. Results from the
criterion study indicated thaf in fact there was no relationship between
the personality traits of the accounting and advertising types gnd the

congruent job performance criéeria, Thus, the fact tba} subjects did not

differentially predict greater performance when target appliqfnts were
. 3

congruent with jobs agaih indicated that subjects' judgments had a basis

for validity. However, this was not true unde‘ all conditions.. The )

accoﬁnting and scientist targets were judged,as likely to do better on the

»

accounting and marketing ability performance dimensions. This did not

turn out to be true for the-aqcounting personality types'in Study‘Two, or e

. for the scientist personalitfﬂtypes with respect to the marketing ability

» .

dimension. In termgs of the accounting performance dimensiéon, however, -

v

-

there was some evidence from the fegréssioh analyses that the persocnality

traits defining the sciéntist'type~pontributed significantly to the

4

prediction of this performance criterion.
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In qenerai, the ‘evidence from the two studies together provide

LY

guarded support for the view put forth by interview and pérsonnel'

practitioners that personality may be assessed in an employment interview
/ &

and used to predict applicantjguita%ility for a job. Subjects in the

interview study judged personaiitY-to be relevant to future job

satisfaction but:not generaliz tolfutureAjob pgrfprménce (i.e., althoﬁgh

two targets were judged higher on three performance criteria, these -
judgments were main effecfs, the‘ériteria were not conceptyally reiated,

and the results may have been due to intermediate attfibutions as

discussed iﬁ Chapter Seven). Sﬁbjécts in the criter%?n study demonstrated
that in fact their personality traits were related to job satisfaction but
not generally to job performance. The magnitude of the‘corrélations in

the criterion study was not large, but this is not a critical issue in the

present context. The correlations may have been obscured by procedural

’

differences between work samples and real jobs. 1In addition, Nunnally )
i A
(1978) has cautioned against expecting more than modest correlations

between predictors and performance criteria, given the immense complexity '

LY * .
" of . people and dimensions of performance. E

)

Clearly, job performance may be predicted
4

»

from many potential sources
(e.qg., aptitude tests, biodata, assessment centers, work samﬁies, etc.),

and there is not much benefit to be derived from trying to determine the

one best predietor. Applied and experimental researxchers alike are more

'] !
interested in maximizing the prediction of job pé}formance ériteria and)
understanding the relationships between all types of preﬂictoré and ’
criteria. Results from Study Two an&,from considerable_other research

-

* suggest that pes.bnalify variables may potentiallylincréhent the

prediction of job performance criteria, either directly or through




.

increases in job satisfaction. It is not difficult to see, therefore, how

N
[
-

personnel interviewers would believe that per%onality assessment should -be

p ) considered in selecting job applicants. Even naive subjects in the

.
®

interview study accurately predicted job satisfaction criteria from

impressions of applicant peréonality traits. o

o . -

Results from the present research suggest that personality variables

.

may increment the prediction of certain job-related criteria,- and that the .
assessment of personality in the employment interview is accurate and may

. - _potentially be a valid method fo? making some types‘of suitability
judgments. This data certainly'does not support the strongest stq}ements
made by personnel interviewers regarding the utility of -the employment

. ¥ T

. . interview for assessing appliéant personality traits and predicting job

performance criteria. The results do suggest, however, that the claims

made by personnel interviewers have a basis of support. Further research

into the,relafionships.between personality, job performance, and job

]
T

satisfaction, and the role of the employmenﬁ interview for asse$sing and
predicting these relationships, may potentially improve the selection

process, maximize the fit between people and their jobs, and increase

productivity and job satisfaction,

. Conclusions
. — o R ' \

(1) Highly reliable and accufate judgmenps of applicant peréouality .

14
]

traits were made in a simulated employment interview. . The judgments

also,showed.a high degree of congruence with independent empirical

data. : S . ' o .

-
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h

{2) Self-monitoriné had no-utility as an index of dccuracy in judging

. . personality. Sensitivity, on the other hand, was highly predictive
. of accurate percéptidhs_of applicanﬁ personality traits.

*  (3) The prediction of job related criteria in an interview simulation and
. the measurement of similar criteria from work samples were factor

analyzed independently, and the factor structures of both sets of

¢ data indicated a separation of job satisfactiond and job performance-

’ ' criteria. Although the judgmental factors were less differentiated
Y . thar the work sample factors, pubjects in the interview study

. 4 . .
_demonstrated that their judgménts were génerally consistent with the

y 7 ™ . . .
{(4) The presence'of a worker-oriented job description had no consistent -

.- . actual covariation of work sample performance griterii' .

or general effect on the prediction of job related criteria. A
task-oriented‘job description was apparently sufficient for subjects _

"o :’ 'to infer the' personality traits that would be congrdenf with an
v » .

accounting or advertising job. -

f
.

(5) The prediction of job satisfaction from interview based impressions

“

of personality was found to have a basis for validity. Personality

traits were not generally used by subjects in the interview study to
discriminate among applicants on performance related criteria, and
with two exceptions, these judgments were also ¥Yound to have a basis

for validity. The{emgloyﬁent interview does therefore seem to have

potential utility for evaluating the suitability of applicant

t . ‘ - »
. - I3 -
1personality traits for a jdb, as professional interviewers have -
. . - . ' .
. ‘claimed for some time. - ' / ‘

. “ el

-
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Interviewer:

Applicant:

Interviewer:

Applicant:

Interviewer:

N Applicant: '

- efficiently when' I have a system. Besides this,...well,

APPENDIX I

L]
v

——
-

Script for accounting applicant job interview

...0kay, now 1 know why you want to'work for our company. .
But tell me, why do you want to leave the job you have now?
Well, I think there are several main reasons. The company

I'm working for now . is very poorly organized...thé office

*

is glways in a state of total confusion and clutter.

NoBody works very systematically and...uh...I guess ] find

¢ ’

this type of an atmosphere very hard to work in...it's kind

'

of disorienting. v
’ * .

I see...and what kind of atmosphere do you prefer to work

in then?

1

I guess I like a more structured, clearly definedlsituation

...I\find that the more organized a company is, the easier
it is to get my job done..'Pefsdﬁally, if I have toﬁmake a
decision about something, I like to have all the possible

information.I can...I don't like to have to guess because

some important jnformatjon is unavailéble or nobody knows .
where it is.

, ...PAUSE... .

okay, néb tell me a bit more about your personal work e
habits...likes, dislikes,‘idiésyncracies, and so on.
Well, as I've told you already, I like my work to be fairly

-

well organized and mneat...I just seem to work a lot more -«

4 .

. .
* ’ 4
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Interviewer:

Applicant:

~ | 230

I'm riot the kind of person who, when qopfronted with a
question or problem at work, blurts out the first thing >
that comes into my mind. I tend to be more cautiouscthan
most peoplé in this regard...I prefer to think over a
problem pretty:carefully before éoming up with a solution.

I think hasty decisions often lead to problems later on

for a company...so,” I like to deliberate a bit...consider

.all the possible factors and consequences, before I make

a decision.

LS

...PAUSE. ..
Whap are some other things that qfé important for you
about a job?- What is it about a job that gives you
satisfaétign? .

Well, my philosophy is that if I'm happy with my job, I'm "’

‘ satisfiéd to work consistently and regularly at it...I'm

-

not particularly'interested in changing my work just for

thé sake of change. Actually,...I rather enjoy the

"obligations of avjob;..I don't really see them as res&raints

v

as some people might. I think the feeling of being

)

attached to a job that is fairly constant and predﬁgtable

is something that is important to me.

>
»
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Interviewer:

Applicant:

Interviewer:

-

Applicant:

3

Interviewer:

”

Applicant:

>
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Script for advertising applicant job interview ' )

2 - .
...o0kay, now I know why you want to work for our company.

-
— !

But tell me, why do you want to leave the job you have

now?

Well, I think there are several main reasons.. The company.

)

I'm working for now is so formdlly organized...every

activity is systematically planned and scheduled months ie~
advance. Some%imes I‘think thak people spend fhore éime
keeping‘the office-neat‘ané tidy than they §o WOrking.
I...uh...guess I find this type of an atmosphere very

hard to work in...it's just not very;stimulating.‘

-~

I see...and what kind of atmosphere do you prefer to work

in then?" ‘ '
% . : \ *
I guess I like.a more loosely structured, more spontaneous

environment...I find that the more innovative and flexible

L

a .company ig, the easier it is to get my job done. And I
e’ I ‘ 4

don't really mind a little clutter and confusion...this’

doesn't affect my work at all...in fa¥t, I think I work

-
»

. better under these conditions. . o ‘.

.-.PAUSE...
.;.oqu, now'tgll me a bit more about your persénal work ,
habits..;likés, dislikes, idiosynctécies, and so on.
Well; I‘actuaily like a little ambiguity or indefiniteness

orr the job...I guess I find it challenging to have to make

e

a decision about something when all the information I need

isn't just laid out in front of me. I suppose...I tend to

€ .




. proceés, the better my work turns out.

Interviewer:

3

Applicant:
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l

]

*

. J o«
work impulsively when I'm problem solving or I'm confronted
with a question...I don't like to deliberate too much...I

‘guess initially I prefer to.let my feelings and thoughts

flow. I find that the more unrestrain;a\I_am during this

..

...PAUSE...

4 &

What are some other things that are important for you,
y S R
about & job? What is it about a job that gives you,

satisfaction? Lo ) «®
i . R

Well, I really don't like to do the same job over and over
again...I prefer a. little variety in my work - even if the

joﬁ is unpredictablé...I tend to adapt guite well to

changes and I think this aspect of a job is important to - -

me. Also,.I value my indépendence‘a lot...I mean, when
. .

it comes 'to my work, I'm pretty self-reliant. 1In fact, if

"I feel too constrained or restricted by a job, I'll be

’

pretty unsatisfied...I guess that's one of the main reasons

I want to leave the job I have now.




-

Script for scientist applicant job interview
-~ 2 . . 5:

+ v +

Interviewer: ...okay, now I know why you want to work for,our company.
) -
But tell me, why do you want to lgave the job you have

e

now? ’

Applic¢ant: Well, I think there are several main reasons. The company .

I'm working for now doesn't have very high standards and

it's not very productive. No one will work a minute past

-

their regular hours...I'm surprized that anything gets

. '’ -
accomplished, there. And I think that many of the people
woring there are ‘more interested in making a good

4 .

a . . 4
* ‘impression on each othet than they are in putting a little

s s,

extra effort into their work and improving the com;hny...
1

-
L]

- everybody is so concerned with what ether people think of

themf I... Uh... guess I find this type of atmosphere

very hard to work in...it's very frustrating. ‘
[} ' . &
<
Interviewer: I see...and what kind of atmosphere do you prefer to work
. ‘e
in then? :

‘ppplicant: I would prefer to work-in a more industrious, energetic '
] . : :
: - ¢
envirqpment...a more competitive environment..JtI think

o @ .

. this type of atmosphere is more productive.. .&t least, I

1y o ., - - *
“know 1 do my best work under these conditions. 1In fact,

I can enjoy being facded with a tofgh problem-in an

. - environment like this.,.I tend fo dig'inqand persevete X

v, -

. \until I solve it. And I don't w ry about %ofking longer
than ‘my xregular hours... .especiallyaif I"'m..really v
8 C .
accomplishiﬁg something.

)
- . d '
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Applicant:
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Applicant:
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Interviewer:

- . ..PAUSE. ..

. « sOkay, noﬁ tell e a bit more about your

234

personal work’

\

‘habits .;.likes, dislikes, idiosyncragies, and so on.

wWell, as I mentioned earlier, I don't like to waste’

valuable time Qorfying about ﬁhét\ﬁéoﬁle at work think

about me...I mean,
LY -

I don't think that the quality of my
L ] -

work should be judged by how much people like me. I guess

I’ ‘m just not the type of person who is overly dependent

on other people' I don't know,...maybe I .am more secure

or resoﬁrcéfui_than others. 'For example,...uh...I would
usually prefer to keep working on a problem until T

Bl
.

else.

e

Al

solved it rather than seek the advice and help of someone .

+ . ..PAUSE...

What are soﬁe\othez things that are rimportant for you

about a job?

s

satisfaction? . - e

Well, I have a lot of curiosity...I guesg I'm the
N N €

2 '

person tgat.likes to bhderstand-aﬁ many‘things as’

So 'in my job, I d lxke to have the opportunlty to

e -

and 1nvest1gate new prdblems and concerns for the

Being logical and rationa! is pretty lmportant to

‘whlchfallowed'meitq

and I know 1 would really do well and_be‘happy at

afd then try to v

What ig it about”a job thiat gives you '

kind of
I can.

exﬁlo;e
company .

me. ..

a job.

alyZé.problgms,,propose solutions,

. - . ’ -
ify that my soclutions real®y worked.
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Worker Oriented Job Description-Accounting Job

- v

The* successful applicant should be .the %ype‘of person who is a
perfectionist. uThat'is, the applicant should be precise, ekacting, and
tidy ih\eis/her work' habits and should be capable of planning his/her

[ a o
work activities carefully and perfogﬁ};g his/her duties in a methodical, .
. I ¢ n
& ! y
but prompt fashion. Theeideal applicant should prefer working with

>
2 [N <

certainties rather than probabiljties; The applicant ‘should also prefer

a certain degree of constancy and routine in his/her work, rather than
continuélly seeking out new and diffefent aétiviﬁiesf - In addition, the

applicant should not be the type’qf pQISOn'who is Jimpulsive or tends to

act on the spur of the moment. A more patiﬁnt and careful approach to -

!

. ‘o <.
one's work is required for this job, especially with-regard to day to day" |
decisions. Finally, since the job may be somewhat cdpfining or

restricting to some individuals, the preferred applicant should not be

»
° < -

Eoo self-determined or individualistic.

.
*. " .

.o .

Task Oriented Job.Descxiption -‘Accounting Job

i

The.successfu% appliéant ﬁust be capable of keépinq a complete set °

of records of financial transactions for a business establishment. The

appiican; must verify and enter details of transactions as they occur or

-

in chronological order in account and cash journals from items, such as

. a2 M
sales slips, invoices, chegue stubs, inventory records, and requisitions.

)
3 i

Details must be summarized on separate ledgers, using an adding or

o 235 |
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P . v . ®

calculating machine, and then transferred to a'general ledger. Books

a

must be balanced and reports compiled*to show statistics such-‘as cash .

rgcéipts and expenditures, accounts payable and receivable, profit‘and

- -

loss, and other items pertinent to the operation of a business. ' Employee

wages must be calculated from the éogpany's records or timecards and

cheques must be prepared for éayment of wages. There may also be some

computing, typing, and mailing of monthly statements to cusbﬂﬂegsw

N
Worker Oriented Job Description - Advertising Job
P ' o ‘ N
. y '
The successful applicaﬂk should be the type of person who i5~éuick
' thinking, free speaking, and uninhibited. That is, the applicant should
K\ﬁ " .be capable of-solving_problems and making decisjon: on the spur of the
moment and without hesitation. The ideal applicaht should thrive-on the'
prospect of encountering on a regular basis new and different experiences
on th&job. The lack of routine in this position requires that an
applicant be capable of working with 'uncertainties and coping with a
’ - o

certain amount of unprqdictableness in the job. In addition, the—

applicant should not be too much of a perfectionist. The demands of the

job do not facilitate the careful planning of work activities, so that

careful, methodical performance and Eidy work habits would not be

o

necessary for this podition. Finally, since the lack of. formalities in

this company may not suit all individuals, the preferred appiicagt should

be somewhat self-deétermined and individualistic.

i
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Task Oriented Job Description - Advertising Job

r

/The successful applicant must have an interest and aptitude for
L

-

interpreting ideas and facts in written form. The applicant must be
primarily responsible for researching'aqd originating’written material,
usipg a variety of literary techniques, in order ﬁo persuade the genéral
public to favor certain goods Sr services., This wri£ten material is used

by publication or broadcast media to promote the sale of the goods and

~ .

services. The copy write{ must consult with sales, media, and marketing

a4
-

. , 3T . . , . .
representatives to obtain¥information on products or’services, and to .

" ‘
RS VE -
» PA

discuss style and length of the required advertising copy. The applicant

must also otain additional background and current development

information through research Fnd interviews, and ‘review advertising
trends and consumer surveys regarding the market;q? of specific and
related googds aﬁd services in order to formulate an approach tétthe

“t . presentation'of the product. A preliminary draft of copy must then be
written, corrected,.andAreviséa as necessary. A copy writer may also

~  write aftiqles, bulletins, sales letters, speecheg, and other related

informative and promotional material.

.
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' APPENDIX III

INTERVIEW JUDGMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
9 ' ,

How suitable do you think the applicant would be for the job?

As a personnel manager, what would be your decision about hiring

-

this applicant?

How confident are you of your decision made in quéstiqn 27

How satisfied would the applicant be with his work if he were to be

. hiredz

The likelihood that the applicant would be interested in learning

how to perform these specific job duties.

The likelihood that the applicant would enjoy working on these
specific job duties.

The likelihood that the applicant would perform well on these

specific job duties,‘compared with people in general.

The likelihood that the applicant’s performance on these specific

-

job auties would reflect his general ability for tasks of this ‘type.

The likelihood that the applicant would be. satisfied-with performing

*
v ‘ .

these specific job duties.

The likelihood that the applicant would like to Work at a job in the

future that involved duties similar to the specific job duties

described above, - - . ) .

-

The likelihood that the applicant would get along well and enjoy

- ) ) -
working with coworkers who were working on tasks similar to the

\

. .
specific job dutjes described above. .. \
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12, The likelihood that the applicant, if hired for the job, would be

motivated to try and find another Jjob in a completely different line

of work.
. L




APPENDIX IV

) .

Items Evaluating Expected Job Performance in the Accounting Job

.

The séecific jobathat the.applicant is applying for is an
accounting/bookkeeping clerk for a pharmacy.’ His specific job duties
would include the following: |
{a) Keeping a running record of all assets, liabilities, expenses, and

N ' revenues for the pharmacy.

(b) At the end of every month, completing a balance sheet and income

statement for all the‘financial transactions of the pharmacy. .

{(c) Completing the balance sheets and'income statements as clearly as
possible so that other'people (e.g., tax officials, accountants,
etc.) may understand them fuIl?. :

On the basis of what you have learned about the applicant from the

. - djob interview and considering the specific job duties described above,
what would be your best prediction regarding the likelihood that the

applicant would perform well on the following dimensions of job

- S r

“performance? '
(a) Tke likelihood that the applicant would understand the concepts
ijzzzbééﬁ;ith !be'specific job and record the financial transactions
correctly. .

(b) The likelihood,that the applicant would be able to clearly

communicate the financial picture’of the pharmacy to others by -

dating and labeling all transactions. - . — L.

240




{(c) 'The likelihood that the applicant would be able to cleardy

communicate the financial picture of the pharmacy to others by

éhowing,how°all his figures were calculated and where they came

_from. *

{d) The likelihood that the-applicant would be able to do all the
]

necessary calculations correctly.

(e) The likelihood that the applicant would keep his records ne=at and

t. l.éz. ¢ ) : J . - x

o
Sy

b
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¥
P N ‘ .
* Items évéluating Expected Job Performance in the Adveértising Job
o : ’ . . .
‘. The specific job that the applicant is applying for is an
advertising copy'writer foria medium sizeé advertising company. His
specific job duties would inq}hde the foilowing: Y,
(a) designing and writing qdvértisements suitable;fér magazines which-
) woﬁid conQince specific consumer groups to bu§.éerta£n proéucts
(b) writing advertisements which i(l) d?ab the attention of.a reader.
land are memorable, perhaps
because they have some
. ’ "di;tiéctive feature.such as a
clever gimic; T .
3. | (2) Ahavé some entertainmeht value
. and are énjo&able an
. 5 »
- . in?eresting to read;
. . C . o (3) érotra; a-producttin°such a way
. ) - 7 ; o that its usefulness or valug to
o, .
’ - ! Gfi L . a potential consumer is clearly
: o - . i
- communicated;
"« {4) are truthful and believable and
s, | : N ) ‘ ‘ _rare not éverexéggerated;
{5) . point oyt what is differert
’;. o . . and/or better abqut this prodqu
. - ' 3,,‘: ] compared to others; |
. (6), .are effective i@ persuading
- ‘ | ~ people to buy the pr;dﬁct.

k)

o o242 7 -
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7

On the basis of what you have learned about the applicant from the
- o

job interview and considering the specific job*duties described above,

tl

what would be your best prediction regarding the likeli?ood that the

applicant would perform well on the following dimensions of job-
. - 2

performance: :
s . . 0 ’
“ » . = ~

The 1likelihood that the applicant would be-ablebto write advertisements

+

A - 2 "~
-

which,
(a) grab a reader's attention and are memorable

(b) include creative use of photbgraphy or art work

.
~

(c) use clever gimics

“
4

(d) are eﬂjoyable, entertaining, or interesting to read
a . ’ : -

{e) portréy products in a way that consumers will clearly perceive their

meaningfulness or relevance to them < N

-~

(f) are cr,edible' and believable’ in*t thew offer and do not

- : L]
overexaggerate .

(g) point out what is different or better about a product compared to

-

’ others
‘ ; 3 ¢

(h) are effective in Eersuéding people to buy a product . -

(i) -clearly focus on a specific consumer group that a -product was

Py

- -

intended fdr,‘

€q
¥
i
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APPENDIX VI 9

v
>

. The Accounting Work Sample

M

Test of Basic Acecounting/Bookkeeping Aptitude
N ”

R Instructions

=g
1

.
PO

This is a test of your basic aptitude for jobs involving general

-

accounting and bookkeeping tasks. No experience or previous, knowledge is

)

necessary to complete this test. All you need to know is contained in

® N

the following instructions. .

£s

” ° - (
4 .

[}

. Your goal in this tegt is to complete a balance sheet and income
7 . .

. statement for a month's financial transactions of Jones' Pharmacy. The

?

‘ ‘ : -
record of these transactions is listed on the page titled Jcones'

Pharmacy. 1In order to complete the balance sheet and income statement

_prope;}yq yot must first;}paxn a few simple definitions and rules in

'basic accounting. The definitions of the important concepts in

Lol

. accounting which you must know are on the following page. You do not

need to memorize these definitions since you may flip back and read them

at any time during the Eest.' However, please read these definitions

carefully, until you are quite familiar with them, then go on to the next

14

page.

- 244
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. TN
* ‘ ) Definitions .
APPLICATIONS ' ) . SOURCES
\ ‘ .
“places where a business has -places from which a business
committed its economic resources ' has obtained its economic
resources .
. ’ BALANCE SHEET .
ASSETS . LIABILITIES -

\

-anything which é!l'Le regarded as an -anything which_ can be considered’
“economic resource owned by a business, a debt to a business, which'is

and which can be expetcted to benefit usually repaid in cash in
future operations of the business accordance with an agreement
;-

-includes cash or value of goods or -liabilities are a future source
services which are paid for in - of economic resources because
advance and therefore benefit the they are used to run a business
business in the future s currently and in the-future, and

-t because they are debts which .

-thus, assets are future applications must-be repaid in the future
of economic resources or future uses .
of these resources because they have .

future potential for these purposes

INCOME STATEMENT )
. w
) EXPENSES o . REVENUES :
-anything which can be regarded as a -money received by a business for
cost to a business (e.g., goods, goods sold or services rendered
services, or cash layouts) and which ’ .
is used up in the process of obtain- . -since money for goods or services
ing revenues - , is earned through sales, which

, . have occurred in a given time
-may also be used up assets or part of period, "revenues are a past.,
the original cost.of an asset which source of economic resources for
* has been used up in earning revenues a business’

’
L]

-sinte expenses are used up in the ’
process of earning revenues, they are .
past applications of economic

] s

resources or past uses of these s
resources )

. s . - *
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Below you will find a list of rules and principles which you must,
follow to do this task properly. Plgase read these over very carefully.
o ) ’ . R -
N There are four categories in which the transactions of the pharmacy
. - . -
‘ may be recorded (Assets, Liabilities, Expenses, and Revenues).
N .

Assets and Expenses are considered Applications, while Liabilities

and Revenues are considerqg_Sources. :

-
N
. s

2. The total sum in the.column of Applications (i.e., Assets plus.
s . Expenses) must always equal the total sum in the column of éources

(i.e., Liabilities plus Revenues). Thus, as each transaction is
\

[}

i . recorded in the appropriate category, there must be an accompanying.

rec'o.’of the transaction either in the other category in the same

a

column,-or in one of the tategories in the oppositescolumn., After
- recording each transaction, and before you go on to the next, you

A should make sure th'ati,total Applications  equal total Sources. .

’
‘ ’
3. When you are deciding where a particular transaction or event, should

6 "

° - be recorded, you‘ﬁust‘consider whether the. event is past or future

' ' ‘-

- oriented. The categories.that make up the balance sheet (Assets and
i N

- ©
Liabilities) ;}F used for recording events that are future oriented,

,that is, events that have some future potential or'obligaﬂ.bns for

;hé busiﬁess. The bd€egories that make up the incéme statement .
- . B L)

L

(Expenses and Revenues) are used for.recording events that are past

. oriented,)that is, events that haye had some meaning for the ;#//
. : . - . '

business in a given time period. Thus, for example, when a business
- purchases goods or services, you must determine whether these goods

‘

or services will remain as assets to the business or they are ufe

‘ up in the process of running the business. ° 4

» .
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L

a -

>

4. - Remember that the goal of keeping track &f the financial

. ' » T . £ . M . y
transactions of a business is to communicate a record of these

¥

» . <y
transactions to other people who need to know this information .

., .. ) ) .
te.g., tax officials, accountants, etc.).. You therefore must ‘

complete the halance'sheet and income statement as clearly as

- 3 - '
: -

possible so that others may understanq it fully. Show all of your

. & v
eqtries and the changes that are made to these entries as each
v . . . -~ I'd

o - )

transaction is recorded.

) s

¥y

,You now have’ all the instructions you need to complete this task.

’ .

-

~financial trahsactions for Jones'

find a work sheet on which you will record these transactions.

can see, the first one is done for you.

On the following page yoﬁ will find the record of the first month's

Pharmacy.

B

On the next page you will

Ry vou

.

Jones obtained a $10:000.09 bank

lgan which must be recorded in two categorles.

Jones now has $10,000.00

-

* cash in his assets, but he also has a $10 000.00 11ab111ty, a debt which

he must repay. Note that both entires are future oriented, the cash will

#

be used to get the business going and the debt will be paid in the

’

. futire. Also note that total applications equals total sources ' . . ) )
« . - B -

transaction. When you are told to begin, finish \

. - .

- ,&,,
($10,000.00) after th
N recording the rest of the transactions and complete the balance sheet and
. income statement for Jones' Pharmdty for the month of June. Turn ﬁg;k to
: ' ’

the ldst"of '‘rules and definitions as often as you need to help you,decide ™

I

which categories ghould be useé to record each transaction,

finished, calculate the total assets, liabilities, expenses, and revenues

-

£

Y

sources. .P{nally, calculate the net profit of Jones'’

.

remaiqihg as of‘J g%$3olh Also calculate the total appllcatlons and total

‘Pharmacy for the

- .

When you .are

'
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jones"RharmACQ

rd

¥,

s . )

e ' ’ ° N ;
- Record of Transactions for the First Month of Operation

-
7 - 1

Philipljones.is a newly graduated éharmacist who gas oééned his own
pharmacy. At phé e;;"of the first month of operaiions he called on hp
Chailes Debity, a local accountant, to help him assess his financial
. ¢ -
position by d}awfng-up a balance gheet and incopézstétement: 4BeiOW'iS a
list of evehts and finagcial traﬁsaciions from the f%Fst month of

. : a ’ - .
operations. o \g - §
: ’. " "o '~
- L P o E - j

: .2 - E .
’ o .t
(1) June 1 =~ Jones obtaims a $10,000.00 bank #loan to start a pharmacy
: o . . . B
. - ' business. < : . h

5 s

‘ (2) June 2 ~ Jones uses $500.00 from his bank loan to pay one‘mogth’s

" . " rent in advance forla store. e ‘.f’
. : ' ’ A
;Q(E%‘ Juﬂg 3‘ - Jon&s'phrchaﬁesAgé,OOO.?O worth of store fixtures on
; . crg@it with no down.payment'aﬁa rio inter§st, the entire ;
) . Vﬁsum'becéming an account éayaﬁle. | . : .

. P ) . [ 4 5

o

(4) bune’ﬁ‘ - Jones pufchasés,$3O,OOQ.OOAwprth Qf‘invéntoryp(pharmacy"

T e " goods) which he will eventually sell in his store. He

-~

N ‘ payg-ss;odo.oo immediately and promises t¢ pay anothef

-

, $20,000i00‘5€ the end of the>m0nth and the rgmaining’
§4,060.09 after two Q;Athf.j:Thus;f$2§,000.00 becoﬁes L
- ‘ ;nothe;-aécoﬁnt payabie. . (
’ &
(5) Jbne 4 *ﬁ oneg¢ pays $150.0Q to advertigé the opening of his .

N ' - 4
. . pharmacy. ' -
/ ’ ‘ ‘ '“ . ’ ‘ i ‘, ~ " - o - l
4(6)_.Jﬁne 30 - $300.00 is’paid to 2 clerk for the first month's wages.” . .

. , )
- . \ . & .

e
v




(7)

®),

» - B
$150.00 is paid to a part time delivery boy for the first

) -

@

month's wages. o ‘

$5,900.00 cash is received from the sale of goods during
the first month of business.

L4 .
- Jones takes $1,000.00 out of the business for his own

"first mpnth's wages.

$100.00 is paid from the cash on ‘hand toward the account
payable:for the fixtures; ) ’ e
- $80.00 is paid from the cash on hand for the cost of

s .

utilities (e.g., electricity,. water, telephone) for the

o

first month of operation. .-
- Jones counted his inventory on hand and de}ermihed that

$3,000.00 worth (of the original cost) had been_used up.

.

. Thfs figure represents_ﬁﬁe cost of goods sold.

- Jones estimates that the fixtures in his pharmacy have a

10 year useful life. ‘He therefore estimates that after

L T4 L

one month of use.he should be able to write off $50.00 of

their original cost-as depreciation. ,
' * - < =
#

- In order™to p;i\the aécount bayable for the inventory

3 -

. . 4 N
" which partially*ia%}s due at the. end of the month, Jones

L3

obtains a $15,000.00 bank loan -’
& Lo '
~ §$20,000.00 of the inventory account payable was paid.
- _' - . k] N hd
p‘ ‘s
L - y I
u \"“\ y ) ’ L]
. A
A 19 2 ’
. 3l ?
. . . .
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Work Sheet - Please Show all Entires and Changes after Transactions
» APPLICATIONS ' ) SOURCES
o
’ ‘ M
- ) BALANCE SHEET
1] ' *
N . . . Y -
f B
- B ¢ 4
ASSETS - ‘ » * LIABILITIES
’
¥ . s
L June 1  Cash $10,000.00 June 1  Bank Loan $10-,000.00
- . &
% ° .
)
] " -
= = ] , ;
INCOME STATEMENT
- . * -
' EXPENSES .. REVENUES )
lv. _ .’ -
>y " *
N -
[} 2]
’
1 ) »
L] \|‘ - ' .
'Total- Applications = . - Total Sources = 5.
N - . . } . ‘“ .
. % , \ ' i :_ . .




$pPENDIX VII

~
. .. ':\ *
. ‘,*‘

L)

Scoriﬁg Procedure for the Accounting/Bookkeeping Task

1.

. ) (a) Understanding -

(b) Communication -

(c)  Calculations -

Depeﬁaené variables related to performance: . )

. o}

. v . .

~
~

4
.

v L%

14 transactions must be récordéd in two

categories each. Subjects received a score

.

between 0 and 28 on this’variablé.which

¢ - e, ‘
indicated the degree they were able‘to

~ £

understand the concepts involved.
each transaction must be dated and labeled .

appropriately to communicate the financial,
. . ’
picture of the pharamc¢y. Subject received a

)

score between 0 and 28 on this variable which
indicated the degrée they were able to ;1ear1y
communicate’ the vital 1nformatioﬁ.~i

the totals in each categqry, the sum in ‘the
applications and sources columng, %nd.£he:;
pharmacy's net profit must be calculated.
Subjects recetived 4 poinfs for-éacﬁ correct

L]

solution. Part marks were given.

the above calculations were also scoréd as to
’ ' N .
how clearly subjects-showed their work. .

Subjects received 4 points for showing how each

' calculation was done.

- B - v

3

«
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(e) Neatness - the final balance sheet and income statement

were rated on five dimensions of neatness:

. .
(keeping rows and columns neat, printing,

neatness of making corrections to mistakes,

-

Al . . . v .
! keeping entries within appropriate borders, and
general appearance), which were summed for an
' overdll neatness score. ‘
2., Dependent variables related to task satisfaction:
¢ N »
- these measures were obtained from the Post-Test Questionnaire.
i . ’
. W .
° 2
t ! !
, 7 .
. @
. L3
! j * Al
- )
' - " +
N 0 " : i . ,‘
r 4+ 4 ’
LI 1
LY ] "
. . ' ’ °
- LY -
L4 .
N
% ) T ' +.
- ' B [ 4 . !
- ‘. * > v
¢ '
' T N - ]
T . y .
. b4 :
. * i.'
n‘ .._ b A
v . - ‘
“ \".J . P
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SCORING KEY - B

APPLICATIONS- . . SOURCES

BALANCE SHEET

ASSETS LIABILITIES
June 1  Cash $10,000.00 June 1  Bahk Loan $10,000.00
2 Rent -500.00 June 4 Fixtures Acc.
- 9,500,p0 " payable  $6,000,
4 - Inventory -6.000.00 " 30 Payment -100. : -
‘ 7 73,500.00 < - 5,500. 5,900.00
4 | Adv. -150.00 4 Inventory Acc. -Payable
o 3,350.00 - 24,000,
30 Wages ~1,450,00 30 Prayment -20,000, .
1,900.00 ‘ . 4,000. 4,000.00
" 30 Cash Sales +5,900.00 ° 30 BANK LOAN 15,000.00
©7,800.00 o / (TOTAL) 34,900, 00
. 30 Fixtores -100.00 ’ : '
s . " 7,709.00
30. vUtilities -80.00 ° ,
. 7,620.00 ‘ SR N
Bank loan +15,000.00 '
22,620,00 .
»Inventary -20,000.00 , ) o LY
2,620.00 CASH :
Rent. - £00.00 : )
Fixtures (6000-50) ° 3 : . -
5,950.00 ' )
" Inventory- (30,000-3,000)
-27,000.00
36,070.00 TOTAL

o ' INCOME STATEMENT ‘ /J
EXPPNSES o REVENUES i

*June 4 Advertising = . 150.00 June 30 Cash sales ©5,900.00
30 Wages (Clerk) 300.00 : : L ; .
30 Wages (Del.Boy) 150:00 .
‘ 30 Wages (Jones) 1000. 09 . . »
. . 30 Utilities - _ ' 80.00
: : 30 Cost of Goods Scld 3000.00 . 'kl
30 Depreciation on .
Fixtures 50.00 " ‘ L : s
~ ' (rOoraL) - 4,730.00 - . '

Total Applications = $40,800.00 . Total Sources = $40,860.90

Pl

NET PROFIT = 5,900-4,730 = $1,170.00

e et

. . - ¢
. ., -
. -
) . - . )
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Post-Test Questionnaire

LY

¢ >

- Please answer each question on the appropriate 9 point scale by

4

circling the number on the scale which best represents your answer.
v ’ . — ’ ‘v 2 R
. A . -

a
»

1. To what degree have you had previoué experienpe.working at a job in

«

which general accounting or bookkeeping -skills were required? .
. , ) A . ‘.' v

2. To what degree havé you had any formal instruction Qr‘trafning in"

¥
>

general accountlng or bookkeeplng skllls° - "" e
3. To what extent were you 1nterested in’ ‘learning h@w to do thls task?
' - 4‘ D, -
4, To what extenttdid you enjoy working‘on this t@sk? P -

5. ?Compared with people in -gerneral, how qell'db &ou believe you

perigrmed on thls task? . ‘ co .
. ®
6. To what extent did your performance on thls"task reflect your

-

: general ability_for tasks of thls type?
7. . How satisfied are you with your performance on this task?

8. How much would you like to work at a job sometime in the future

[y - * .
which to some extent involved tasks which were similar to the one .

vy, '

you just completed? . -

9. To what extent do you beliewe that you would get axahg well and

.

enjoy working wit? your eoworkers at a job that involved tasks
simila;;to the_bne YOu just completed? .

10. If you eomeﬁoﬁ éot a job in the future which involved wdﬁi similar
to the task you just‘comp}eted, to what e;tentsyouid‘you be

motivated to try and find another job in a completely different line

,of work?. ' | k . ;
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Test of Aptitude for Writing Advertising Copy

gt

AN Y .

Instructions -

R
N

- .
B « £ . <

» ’ -
This is a test of your aptitude for creating and writing an
-2, : B R &

adv;rtisement.:.No experience or previous knowledge is necessary to--

. 5 .
quple;e this test. All you need to know is contained in the following .
.’ ro . .(S“% l i '
instructions. .

2

Tﬂe Natlonal Appllance Company: will socon be ‘introducing.a new
Do
X PR
product that is both an alarmlclock and a coffee maker. Such a product

bﬁabwilr allow a person to'set the alarm to wake up at a chosen‘fime and when

~

the person shuts the alarm off a cup of coffee is poured automaticaliy. N

The controls can be set to make a max1mum of twa cups of coffee to the ’ S

e o K b

‘taste of the owner (1.e., cream andyor suqar or black). The company»hgs. o

determined through market‘researth that single males between the‘ages.of
N ° o . . f -
20 and 40 would be the group most.likely to purchase such & product. The
& - *
. ' ‘ ' | .
.company has therefore decided to take out a full page advertisement in

. @

several popular maga;ines wﬁich are known to be read by males of tbis‘age '

k1

‘e o f
- =

group.

)

Your goal in this test is to design and write an advertlsement whlch .
is sultable for a magazine and will conv1nce the specified target group
~(single males aged 20 to 40) to purchase this new products -You may want

to suggest a photograph or other art work whlch will appear in the

13

advertisement. However, do not spend very much tipe on thls aspect of

the advertisement and do not bother to‘draw your éuggestiohs. in a

A ) F o, ' . ’ .

., '
Al
o
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. -

separate sentence, very briefl¥‘hention what you may want to include in

the advertisememt in the way of a photograph-or art work. The aépliance‘_f
is aboutvthe size of a small automatic coffee maker and is meant to sit

on top of a bedside table: Then spend the majority of your éime writ;ng

the actual advertising copy which people will read in the magazine.

- , > 1

Before you begin to write, read over the suggestions below which

* >

should Hélp you understand the objectives of a good advertisement.: Use

these suggestions as guidelines in writing your advertidément.

1. An advertisement should grab the attention of a reader and’have some

.
a 4

distinctive feature such as a clever gimig that is memorable.
2.¥ An advertisement should have Some entertainment value so that it is

enjoyable or interesting to read.

-

a

3. An advertisement should portray a product in such a way that its

v

’ usefulness or value to a potential consumer is clearly communicated.
o A

. ’ - ﬁ
4. An advertisement should be truthful and believable, and not

overexaggerated. .

5. An advertisement should point out the distinctive features of a

*  product, i.e., what is different and/or better about this product

. compared to others. ’ ’

6. An advertisement should be effective in ﬁérsuading the target group

. . &
toc buy the product.

T g

! When you are told to begin, turn the page and write your ’ s,

advertisement. Keep the guidelines in mind as you work. You may use the

-
.

-
.~ back of the instruction sheets for rough work. You have 30 minutes to

*

. pomplefe this task. .When the 30 minutes is up, please complete the

’

?dst-TESt'Questionnaire.

r
»

&
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APPENDIX IX

— ~
- »
s
@

Scoring Procedure and Dependent Variables for

- ‘.

the Advertising Copy Writing Task

Dependent variables related to sétisfaction, interest, etc. wiéh the
task were obéained from the Post—Te;t Queéstionnaire.

Dependent variables relateé*to performance on thg‘task were obtained
from ratings of the'writfen advertisements on the folio@iné
dimensions:

(a) Intrusiveness ;the dégree to which the advertisement is

' ittention grabbing.and memoréble.

(b) Pnoductiqn ' -ihclusioh of creative photography or art work.

(c) Creativity -use of clever gimics,. mnemonics, etc.

(d) Entertainment -the degree to which the advertisement is

. ¢njoyable, entertaining, or interesting to feaa
(e) Consumer ~the degree to which the product is portrayed in ,
relevance ) :
- a way that consumers will clearly perceive its
meaningfulnes§ oxr relevance to them
(f) Truthfulness -the degree to which the advertisement is-

credible, believable in what it offers, Apd

>

does not overexaggerate

‘ 4+ @ A ’ » ’
(g) Distinctiveness-the degree to which the advertisement points
) ' * .

out what is different or better about this

product compared to-others

\

(h) Pefsuqsiveness -the degfcq to which the advertisgment attempts

»

to persuade the consumer to buy the product

’

2
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* (i) Target group -the degree to which the advertisement focpses

-

on the target group that the product is

. rt -

. ‘ intended for

. ¥

’ Post-Test Questioﬁnaire

s .
»

»

Please answer each guestion on the"apprqpriate 9 point scale by

f 4+
circling the number on the scale which best represents your answer.

-
&

. ~

To what degree have you had previous experience working at a job in

which writing advertising copy was required? -

To what dégree have you:had.formal‘iﬁstruction or training in

] -

- . . > -
writing advertisements? , . ,

- . v
L

To what gxtent were you interested in learning how to do this task?
¢

. - . [ . .
To whai:kxtent did you enjoy working on this task? .

’ \ ” a ) -
Compared\wath people in general, how well do you believe you
performed on this‘task? . L

. ) -

To what extent did your performance on this task reflect your

general ability for tagks of this type?

How satiéfied'are you with your performance on this task?

-

How much\quld you likeé to work at a job sometime in the future

5

which to some extent involbed tasks which were similar to the one

>

s

you just completed? . " . ) .

To what extent do you believe that you would get along well and

enjoy working with your coworkers at a job that involved tasks

. .

'similar to the one you just completed?
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¥

If‘you'somehow got a job in the future which involved work similar-

3: to the task.you just completed, to what extent would you be

v N .
motivatéd to try'énd find another job in a cqmpletély different line

. ~ 3

- i
of work? - ., s .
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