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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this investigation was to determine
the relationship between selected interviewer variables
and the interpretation of interview information in terms
of favorability ratings.

The selected variables included the interviewer's
(1) age, (2) educational background (technical or non-
technical), (3) years of interviewing experience, (4)
frequency of participation in iIntervieus, (5) managzerial
position in an organization, as well as his degree of
(6) ascendency, (7) responsibility, (8) cmoticnal sta2bility,
(9) mental alertness, (10) sociability, and (11) dogmatism.

In order %o study the problem, sixty-two male; depart-
ment supervisors and superintendents of a large utility
company, who are responsible for interviewing job appllcants
in their particular departrents, served as subjects in
this study.

The subjects were classified into interviewer variable
cateéories based on information obtained from their personnel
records, and from their performance on the following

instruments: The Gordon Personal Profile, the Thurstone

Test of Mental Alertness, and the Dogmatism Scale developed

by Milton Rolkeach.



An interview information rating form was cornstructed
which consisted of 60 iterms of interview inforrmation about
hypothetical job anplicants. This form was presented to
each subject with instructions to rate indeperdently each
item on a seven-peirnt fevorability scale. The composite
favorability score of e:ch judge was used in determining
the statistical relationsnips between fevorability ratings
and interviewer variables.

on

e

A standardized procedure was used in the adminisztirat:
and scoring cI all materials. The subjects were n-t aware

of the purpose of the study at the tire Ihe mat:s

(6]

rlals were
presented.

In analyzinj; the data, wkich were treated by ricthoeds
of M"t" scores, product mement correlations, raniz order
correlations, analysis of varienca, Schefle's method of post
hoc comparisons, and Chi Square test, the following con-
clusions were reached.

(1) While interviewers zgrez closely on their ratinzs
of some items of applicant information, they differ consider-
ably on their ratings of others.

(2) Unfavorable interview infcrmation elicits more
variability from raters than does favorable information.

(3) The more responsible and the more dogmetic inter-

viewers are judged to be, the less favorably they rate



job apnlicant informaticn.
(4) P:rsonality fucters such as the decree of

responsibility ard dogmt tisnm exhibited, have greater

L )

influence on the favorability of applicant information
ratings than do the izterviewer's age, level of intell-
igence, amovnt of interviewing experience, frequercy of
interview participation, or managerial position in an
orzanizatiocn.

(5) The untested use of applicant infcrmaticn
favorability rati.igs frem ore study to another is un~

warrasted.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE PLOBLZM

After 50 years of research the practical utility of
the employment interview is still unknown. Yet it serves,
almost universally, as an important source of informzivion
on which personnel selection, placement, and transfer
decisions are made.' Its economic importance 1s reflected
by the fact that virtually every company in the United
States, large or small, includes it in their selection
program. A survey of 852 firms, conducted in 1958, showed
that 97% of them interviewed applicants before hiring
(Spriegel and James, 1958)., Thirteen years ago, Bellows
and Estep (1954) estimated that in the United States alone,
150 million selection interviews were conducted annually.

However, the lack cof generalized knowledze from past
research has led recent reviewers of the literature (Ulrich
and Trumbo, 1965 and layfield, 1964) to express rather
negative views of the interview as a basis for naking be-
havioral predictions, and led Dunnette and Bass (1963) to
describe it as: |

a costly; inefficien%, and usually nonvalid

procedure, often used to the exclusion of more
thoroughly researched and validated procedurese.



In their opinion, the interview should be retired from

1ts role as an assessment tool and be retailned only as

a public relations, recruiting, and information dissem-
inating device.

However, since the interview serves as the only means
by which the interviewer can become acquainted with an
applicant as a person, and since applicants have come
to expect the personal treatment accorded by the inter-
view, its retirement as a sclection tool is not likely

(Crissy, 1952, and Dunnette and Hakel, 1966).
I, THE PROBLIM

Backgzround to the problem. For the most part, re-~
search on the employment interview over the past five
decades hés been directed toward assessing its validity
and reliability. This rather narrow approach has shown
that inter-rater agreement and decision validities are
quite low, and that interview decisions add 1little to
predictions bas=d on other techniques (Dunnette, 1966).

Recent reviewers of the literature (Ulrich and Trumbo,
1965, and lMayfield, 19€4) concur that the most promising
recent development in the study of interviewing concerns
the decisioﬁ-making process as 1t occurs in the interview.

They agree that such studies could lead to a better
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understanding of certain problem areas, such as empathy
and interpersonal comvaicaticns, and éould previde sone
informaticn as to vhy different results have been obtained
from different research studies.

Most of itre investigations involving decision raking
in the interview have been carried out under the direcilon
of E. C. Webster at !cGill University (Jebster, 19€hk).

His research and that of his students has focused prinarily
on how interviewers form impressions of interviewees.
Underlying these stuvdies is the notion that:
Until factcrs which play a systexatic rcle in
determining the final decision of ths interviever

are revealed, the 1liiits of reliability and validity

cannot be known (Webster,196k;p.2).

That intervievers are mmore influenced by unfavereble
than by favorable information in the evaluation of job
applicants is one of several important and interesting
findings of the licGill studies. But what is favorable
information? There is evidence from the available
literature that when intervievers cbtain the same infor-
mation, they are likely to interpret it differently
(Wentworth, 1953, Ash, 1946, liayfield and Carlson, 1966).
Little systermatic research has bzen done to isolate the

personal variables that relate to interviewer differences

in the interpretation of employment interview information.



Statement of the problem. This study represeats

an exploratory attenpt to determine the effects of
selected interviever variables such as, age, amount of
interviewing experience, type of educational background,
managerial position in an organization, intellectual
ability, and personality characteristics, on the inteor-
pretation of intervieuw information.

Value of the studv. A major cause of the unreliabilivcy

of the employment interview could stem from the teadercy

on the part of interviewers to assign different welghts to
the same information. The identification of the perscral
variables which effect the interpretation and differential
wveightinzs of informaticn c¢ould contribute markedly to The
problem of interview reliability, and perhaps point to areas

of weaxness in inverview training.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Fifty-two years ago Scott (1915) reported one of the
first studies concerned with the reliability of the employ-
ment interview. In this study six personnel managers inter-
| viewed 36 applicants for jobs and ranked them in terms of
their estimated suitability for the job. The rankings
made by the different managers showed little relationship
to each other. In 78 percent of the cases the managers
. disagreed as‘to whether the applicant should be placed in
the top or bottom half of the group.

A year later, Scott, Bingham and Whipple (Scott,1916)
published an article concerned with the validity of the
selection interview. In this study, the sales ability of
12 salesmen was rated by 13 executives. The relationship
between their ratings and the ratings the salesmen received
in earlier interviews was negligible.

In 1922, Hollingsworth reported a study in which 57
sales applicants were interviewed and ranked by 12 sales
managers in terms of their suitability to sales work. The
results are well-known, interviewers ranked applicants in
markedly different orders. In one case, an applicant who

was rated 1lst by one interviewer was rated 56th by another.



As a result of these early studies, the limitations
of the interview as a basis for judging human behavior
were brought to the attention of psychologists. As a con-
sequence, the various scurces of interview error began to
receive attention in the litesrature.

The term "halo effect" was first used by Therndike
(1920) to describe the observation that trait ratings ten-
ded to intercorrelate higher than one could reasonably
expect, judging by the intercorrelationas among actual
traits rated. Thorndike used the term "halo" because he
felt these correlaticns resulted from an overall general
Impression which the interviewer had of an applicant.

Hollingsworth (1922) described other sourcas of errvor:
(1) the error of central tendency of judgment according
to which high scorers on a test tended to bz under~scstimated
and low scorers over-estimated, (2) the error of "general
standoutishness" or the tendency to judge on the basls ci
one outstanding trait, gnd (3) the indefiniteness and an-
biguity of trait definitions.

Binghanm and Moore (1931) mentioned errors due to a
misunderstanding on the part of an applicant of what the
interviewer wants, faulty preparation for the interview,
and the tendency on the part of interviewers to judge frcm

stereotypes.



Rice (1926-27) showed evidence of the existencs of
stereotypes by demonstrating the ability of subjects to
identify the occupations of individuals whose pthotographs
appeared iIn a Boston newspaper; That attitudes of inter-
viewers affect their interpretation of what intervieuses
say was also demonstrated by Rice (1929). In what is now
considered a classic study, he showed that prohibitionist
and socialist interviewers differed widely in their inter-
pretation of the causes of unemployment.

Hyman (1954), in a surmary of resecarch on opinion
polling, showed that attitudes affected ths interpretation
of interview information, but it has not been determined
which attitudes are nost biasing or the mznner in which
they change interpretations (Meyfield, 1964).

Cronbach (1955-56) has discussed the possibility that
different perceivers or interviewers may differ in their
implicit personality theories, which contribute to errors
in the interpretation of the seme data. He suggests that
perceivers may differ in terms of: (1) the central ten-
dency of their ratings on any trait, (2) the dimensions they
use to differentiats between others, and (3) the inter-
relationsiips of these dimensions.

In regard to perceiver differences, Jones (1954%) con-

ducted a study in which he compared authoritarian and non-



authoritarian subjects on ratings glven of prospsctive
leaders. He found marked differcnces between the two

groups of subjects in the traits associated with various
kinds of leaders, i.e., authoritarians thought of tne
denocratic leader as being more "wishy-washy," "vnambiticas,"
and "undepjsndable," vhile non-authoritarians saw the
democratic leader as nore "non-suspicious," "pcpular,” snd
"modest." Doth groups saw the democrat as "sansitive to
others," "generous," and "warm."

L)

Interviey validity ani reli=apilitv. Zarly investizatiocns

on the employmsnt interview emphasized low inter-rater
agrecment and low validity. These studies were criticized
by leiurry (1947) on a number of counts including lack of
Job specifications, differences amongz interviewers in terxs
of training, experience, and intellect, and the lack cf job
information, as well as a lack of orzanization in the
structure of the experimental interview.

Since the early studies, a number of investigations
concerning the validity and feliability of the interview
have appeared in the literature, but very little sound re-
search has been conducted. £ the 109 articles reviewed by
Wagner (1949) only 25 were based on experiments and 23 of
those were limited to the problem of validity and reliability.

Wagner reported studies which showed reliabilities for



interview-based ratings to range from_.23 to 97, with

a median of only .57. In addition, he found only 22
validity coefficients which involved 16 of 96 traits ratad
in various studies. Th2 coefficients ranged form .09 to
o9, with a median of +19.

Some of the first reports to appear after Wagnsr's
(1949) review were concerned with the pfediction of
success in professional traiﬁing. Kelley and Fisk (1950),
1951) reported a five-yzar study concerned with the pre-
dictién of success iIn the Vetergns Adrinistration training
program in clinical psycholozy. More than 500 students
from nearly 40 psychology departments were given a wide
range of objective, projective and situational testc.
Predictions of success basad on a number of comblnations
of tests, credentials, and intasrview data were validated
against several criteria. It was found that the most
efficient c¢linical predictions were based on information
contained in the credentials filsz and in th2 objective
test profiles. Median validity of predictions from cre-
dentials alone was +24%. The addition of a one-hour inter-
view to the same data increased the median validity to
only .25, With both test scores and credentials available,
validity coefficients ranzed about a madian of .30, and

the addition of a two~hour interview served to increase
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the median value to only .31. Thus the interview appears

to have contributed little to the predictive validity cf
the ancillary data. The authors adranced the following
hypothesis to account for the above findings:

The essence of clinical evaluation and integra-
tion of data involves permitting the clinician to
assign to each item of opinion "beta weizhts,"
which vary from case to case according to the
clinician's perceived patteraninzg of the data. Our
findings suggest that thls technique mey result in
Increasing the ratio of error variance to trus
variance with successive ratings based on increnments
of information. This may l2ad to a subjective feel-
ing of increased knowledge about the assessee without
a parallel awareness of the fact that many of the
additional items of information are not actually
correlated with the criteria, and hence should not
be weighted in arriving at a prediction about the
assessee,

Kelly and Fisk (1951) further conclude that:
Although the unstructured interview is one of

the most widely used tools in personnel selection,

the writers know of no evidence in the literature

to suggest that such interviews have other than

extrenzly lov validity, which hardly justifies the

dezrec of confidence and esteem with which they are

held by users of the interview.

Another study involving the prediction of success in
a professional area was reported by Anderson (1954). Inter-
viewers, using a 30 minute guided interview, interviswed
and then rated 278 applicantis for the doctoral candidacye
The interviews were tape record:d and subsequently played
back for faculty membzsrs who also rated ths candidates

from the recordings alone. The ratings made without the
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face~to-face contact were ccmpored with the ratings of
the interviewers. A level of consistaacy of'.85 was
obtained in this manner. “Whea the interviewer summary
ratings were correlated with combined ratings of two
faculty members vho knew the interviewees well, a validity
of .51 was found for the two sets of ratings. This
validity coefficient, based on a 30 minute Interview, was
from .23 to .37 higher than that achieved from non-
interview data, including test scores, college grades, and
essay examinations.

In a concurreant validity study of personality trait
ratings in the interview, Tupes (1950) adainistered a
number of objective and projective type tests to 128 male
college graduates who had been accepted under the Veterans
Administration training program in c¢linical psycholegy.

In addition, the subjects received both an initial inter=-
view, which lasted one hour, and an intensive interview,
which lasted for two hours. The interviews were conducted
by 390 clinical psychologists. Various types of ratings
were made based on different combinations of.materials;
test results, credentials, and interviewer ratings of
surface t1aits. The ratings were validated against a
final pooled rating of three staff members who used all the

available information on the subjects. The results



showed that when pradictions were made on the basis of
credentials alone and prior to the initial interview,
median validities of .21 and .23 were obtained for pre-
dictions of source traits and criterion ratings. When
the initial interview was added to the same data, median
validity coefficients of .12 and 46 were obtained. 'With
credentials plus psychometric data, but without the inter-
view, validity increased to .49 and .57. Finally, inter-
view predictions correlated on the average, €1 and .€9
with the criteria, when all the previcus data plus the
intensive interview served as the basis for predictioas.
Thus the more ccmprehensive the psychological data avail-
able, the more valid the perscnality trait ratizgs based
on that data. In reviewirg this study Ulrich and Trunbo
(1965) point out hovever, that:
Bach successive increase in the data, which

were the basis of the interview predictions

made the prediction situation that nuch nore

like the criterion sitvatioen, so that, in the

final phase predictions were rmade on ecssentially

the same information as the criterion ratings.

The question arises, tien, as tc whether the

validities for the post interviev condiiion

should be construed as anythirg more than

reliability coefficients.

Rains and Koher (1$55) reported a study in which a
greup of psychiatrists interviewed for 20 minutes each,

a group of 886 hizhly selected officer candidates. On
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the basis of the interview, validities of .30 and .35
were obtained for the psychiatrists' predictions of
Junior Combat Officcr effectiveness when line ofiicer
and peer ratings served as the criteria.

The authors prassnted additicnal data demonstrating that
different psychiatrists tended to see different traits in
the same man, and offered the following hypotaesis to
explain these differcrnces:

The differences observed in dlaznostic judg-

nents of psycitiztrists result frem dilTering

frames of reference vhich are derivei frcm the

transacticnal life experiences of the psychi-

atrists. This results in a greater sersitivity

on the part of the psychiatrists fcr certain

facets of the patieat's personalily structure.

Once perceived, correctly or distortedly, each

iten of information is subjected to the psyehi-~

atrists' value system.

No hypothesis was offered however, to suggest the
specific nature of the differing frames of reference vhich
lead to perceptural differences on the part of the psychi-
atrists.

In a study involving an industrial sample composed of
44 male candidates for supervisory positions, Handyside
and Duncan (195%) report relatively hizh validities for
interviswer predictions. Predictors included managemant
recomnendation forms, two intelligence tests, an interview
in which the interviewer was provided with test data,

biographical data and suvpervisors recommendations, ratings
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based on three group discussions, and a review of all
the evidence by managers and investigators. Only
managers' recormnendaticns failed to predict criterion
ratings better than chance, all other predictors yielded
validities above 0. In studies such as these, it is
difficult to deteruine the relative contributicn of the
interview per se, since interviewers use a large amount
of ancillary data.

Yogue (1956) reported another study involviag an
industrial sample in which 46 employees of a pharnaceu-
tical manufacturing firm were rated on the basis of a
structured interview. Interviewer predictions were cor~
related with a criterion of corposite ratings by four
Judges on both productivity, ard job relztions. The
validity coefficients ranged from .48 to .99 for five
subgroups of a total szmple of 46 subjects. 'hile these
validities are impressively high, they would be much more
meaningful if the interviews had been conducted with job
apvlicants rather than employees.

Shaw (1952) and Bonneau (1957) reported studies
involving predictions of rated success in teaching.
Shaw'!s study compared predictions cf success of 70 junior
level, undergraduate teacher candidates at the University

of Minnesota, based on scholastic aptitude and acadermic
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records with and without an interview. A rating by the

supervising teache

i

on nractice-teaching performance
some two years subsequant to the predictions, served as
the criterion. Shaw found a non-sigrnificant Chi Squeare
when objective data alone were used, but fcund a significant
Chi Square (p<t0l) with au associated coeflicient of
contingency of .42, when the objective data ard the inter-
view were ccmbined. Ile concluded that the interview was
an effective means of contributing to the deterniination of
the fitness for high school science teacher training.

Bonneau's (1957) study was designed to deternine
the efTiciency of the interview for prediecting teacher
ability to establish rappert with students. Pupil ratinsgs
served as a c¢riterion. Bonneau obtained a validity co-
efficient of .65 based on the interview as comnpared to
validities of .42 and .33 respvectively, based on ratinzs
of superintendents and principals, who imew the teachers
well. Ee concluded that the ability to develop rappori
with students could be predicted with a higher probadbility
from the teacher interview than by school administrators!
ratings.

Campbell, Prien, and Brailey (1960) reports a study
in which test scores znd performance ratings vere obtained

for 95 women and men employed by a large‘public utility.
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Using four predictor categories and supervisory ratings
as a crlterion, they found that two scores of the Gordon

Personal Profile (Responsibility, and Emotional stability)

yielded higher validities than the interview or performance
tests.

Holtzman and Sells (1954%) reported a study in which
19 clinical psychologists attenmpted to predict flight
training success from a battery of tests, without benefit
of an interview. The subjects were 100 aviation cadets
of which 50 had becn successful in training and 50 had
bezn eliminatad because of overt personal;ty distursances.,
The e¢linicians' global, pooled, and test~by-test predictions
failed to predict better than chance.

Campbell, Otis, Liske, and Prein (1962) found that
psycholozists were able to make predictions of successful
and unguccessful job performance using a combination of
interview information, objective test data, and clinical
reports of prcjective test data. They report correlations
ranging from -.05 to .50 between eight appraisal dimensions
and ratings made six months later. Froml a correlation
matrix the authors concluded that actuarial predictions
would not be effective in cases where a small number of
people were being selected for a small number of jobs.

In a study desizned to determine the éffectiveness of

ratings based on interview information, as a predictor of
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future job performance in sales and non-sales jobs, Prein
(1962) obtained superviscry ratings for 161 employees cf
variocus companies. Validities for the predicticn of ratinsgs
in sales positions wvere non-significant; Sigrificant
validity coefficients of .22 - .26 were obtained nowever,
for the prediction of over-all effectiveness of ncn-sales
positions. Prein concluded that the interview hes some
validity for the assessment of higher level perscnnel. As
Ulrich and Trumbo (1965) suggest in this regard, perhars
predictive success "may be hishly specific to regquir:zmeznts
of the job."

Another study concerned with the prediction of success
in training wes reported by Trankell (1959). Validities
for predictions based on interviews exceeded those for stat-
istical predictions when pass-fail in pilot training for a
Scandinavian airline, served as the criterion. Trankell con-
cluded that the predictions based on interview information
alone have predictive validity; however, the effeciency cf
predictions can be improved by providing the interviewer
with more extensive information regarding the interviewvee,
such as test data.

Based on a study in which 1,168 ratings by compeny
interviewers and a like number of reciprocal ratings by

college seniors were obtained, Johnson (1958) concludes:
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in the final analysis, parsonnel selection
--=appears to be largsly & matter of harmony
of personal characteristics of the interviewer
and the interviewee,
Althoush brief reviews and comneats have appeared

in the Annua) Bevlew of Psvcholezv (Brom and Giselli,

1952; Dudsk, 1963; Dunnette, 1962; Loaviager, 1959;

Sells, 1964) since Wasner's review, oaly two comprehcnsive
surveys of the literature on the employmert interview

have been presented. One by Hayfisld (196%) ard the other
by Ulrich and Trumbo (1965)., Both revieus included over

80 references (of which soms 25 were in cormon) and stressed
those studies which pointed to lov interview validity znd
reliability.

Mayfield (196%) found that only intelligence had baen
predicted satisfactorily, whils Ulrich ard Trumbo (1965)
suggested that the greatest potentlal pronise of interview
validity lies in predictinz motivation and competence in
personal relations. They refer to thz situdy by Rundquist
(1947) wherein a rare validity coefficient of .37 was
obtained when the interview was limited specifically to the
assessment of "soclability."

In regard to the question of interviev reliability,
Wagner (1949) reported studies which shoued relicbilities

for inlerview based ratings to range from .23 to .97, with
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a median of only .57. In a review of the research from
1949 to 1965, Ulrich and Trumbo (1965) report trait rating
reliabilities ranging fron .15 to «90. They maintain that
"reliability remains a serious source of attenuatioa for
any validity coefficients that might be found." lMayfield
(1964+) draws a similar conclusion based on his review of
the literature,

Test versus interviews. The merits of "actuarial”
versus the "clinical" method of evaluation has lons been
debated (iieechl, 195%). Thorndike (1918) suggested that by
developing test batteries which minimize infter-test cor-
relations, persomnel selection could be improved. This
stafistical or zctuarial method had support from sevsral
inecluding Hull (1925), Cronbach (1949), and Cuilford (1949).
Vitelles (1925) advocated the clinical approach on the
basis that quantitative data alons resulted in an incomplete
use of information.

Based on a review of some 300 articles, layfield (196%)
concluded that in studies utilizin? objective teﬁt information,
predictions based on interview inflerences have rarely bsen
more and usually been less accurate than those based on tests
alone,

The accuracy of interview inTormation. Few studies
have been reported on the accuracy of information obtained

in the interview. One study which showved encourazing



results was reported by Keating, Patterson, and Stone
(1950). These investigators randomly selected cases
from the Miniosota State Smployment Service ofTice for
evaluation of‘the accuracy of job applicant reports cf
past employment with rezard to weelkly wages, duration
of employment, and Jjob dutizs. The authers conclﬁded:
The validity of the worx histeories when
checked by enployers reporis was found to

be suprisingly high - - - in terms of cor-

relation coefricients, the validities may

be generalizad as being from .90 to .¢8.

In a study involving th2 vhysically hendicaprped,
Weiss and Dawis (1950) report that accuracy of inter-
view information veried from 100 percent for sex of the
applicant to 50 percent for wiaether or not the inter-
viewee had received assistance fron the Vocational
Rehabilitation Agency. Consistent with reports orf
social-desirability biases in the survey interview
(Kagcoby and laccoby, 19%%), accuracy seened to be a
function of social desirability, i.e., errors teaded
to be in the direction of the more socially acceptable

responses.

Content asnalysis of the interview. A nucber of

SR~ SR

studies hcve appeared in the literzture which report
various attempts to analyze the content of interviews.
For example, Daniels and Otis (1950) recorded sixty

actual employment interviews at eight different

20
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Fifty-four interviews were subsequently

analyzed Iin terms of the exchange, which the authors

defined as " a question, statement, or other utterance

on the part of the interviewer followed by a reply on

the part of the applicant. ZXach exchange was then

classified into one or more of the following twenty-

six categories:

1.
g.
.
5.

s

9.

10,
11.
12.
13.

1k,

15.
16.

18.
19.
20.

21,
22.
23,
2k,

25.

- Time interviewer spoke

Time applicant spoke

Total time of pauses

Total time of interview

Total number of exchanges

¥ean time per exchange

Number of questions asked by the interviever
Number of "old information guestions; i.c.,
questions concerning information which was
already a matter of record on the anplication
blank

Nunber of "new information" questioas, i.e.,
questions concerning information not on the
application blank

Nuriber of answers by the applicant

Number of "old information" answers

Number of "new information" answers
Volunteered information statements by the
applicant

New information volunteered by the applicant
014 information volunteered by the applicant
Job information given by the interviewer
Company information given by the interviewer
Suggestions or advice to the applicant
Questions asked by the applicant

Exchanges not concerned directly with the
the job, or the company

Interruptions by .the applicant

Interruptions by the interviewer

Applicant's monosyllabic responses
Applicant's responses which were not mono-
syllabic but did not fit into any of the above
classifications

Interviewer's monosyllabic responses
Interviever's responses.which were not monosyll-
abic
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Based on an Intercorrelation matrix of these
categories, the investigators found that the average
interview lasted 10 minutes, of which the interviewer
spoke 5.72 minutes and ths applicant 3.02 minutes.

The authors concluded that the interviewer, more than
the applicant, controlled the length of the interview,
while the applicant had more control ovar the total
number of exchanges; that interviewers did not spend
much time on information already available from other
sources, but talkative interviewers tended to talk
about irrelevant mattersj and that the number of volun-
teered information statements was related to ths
nondirective responses of the Interviewver,

Daniels (1953) in a follow-up study, factor ana-
lyzed 14 of the 26 categories described abovs, Five
factors emerged and were labeled (1) interviever per-
tinency, (2) interviewver dominance, (3) time of the inter-
view, (4) applicant dominance, and (5). interviewver ver-
bosity. Daniels concluded that the interviewer should
stick to the point, listen, not dominate, but control,
be permissive, and give no advice. He also felt that
it was possitle fo conclude the interview in 20 minutes

provided the above suggestions were followed.
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In a study designed to relate the verbal behavior
of employment interview particinants to interview
decisions, Andsrson (1960) analyzed 115 taped interviews
made by six Canadian personnel ofiicers. He measured the
amount of time the applicant spoke, the interviewer spoke,
and vacaat time, or the time that neither spoke. He found
that interviewers talk mere with appllcants they accept
than with applicants they rejesct, that the applicant spends
the same amount of time talizing in accepitable ceses as in
rejection cases, and that regardless of whether an applicant
is accepted or rejected, the length of tie interview is
approximately the same.

Employing essentially the same design in a later,
more detailed study, Anderson (1961) found that the favorable
or uniavorable nature of the interviewer's final decisicn
was related to the amount of tiue he talked, the extent to
which the content of his speech was disconforting for the
applicant, the amount of discomfort expressed by the applicant,
and the lenzth of time the applicant hesitates before
speaking. Anderson suggested that " the results of this
study are compatible with the proposition that the interviewer
uses the interview to confirm an impression of an applicant

that is initially favorable or unfavorable."



In a series of recent reports Sydiaha (1959,1961,
1962) used a different approach to analyze the interview.
In the first report Sydiaha (1959) addressed himself to
the question of acturarial versus clinical predictions.
Eight intervieuers assessed from 14 to 50 Canadian Army
applicants using information obtained frcm biographical
and test data, and Ifrom interview conversation. Fach
applicant was described on a 120 item Q-sory check list.
These data were quantiiied and combined into composite
statistical scores (bilographical and test data) and
clinical scores (Q-sort data). The correlations of
clinical scores and statistical scores with the accept-
rejact decisions of interviewers vere evaluated. It was
predicted that clinical decisions would correspond more
closely to real decisions than statistical predictions,
and that the two methods would not yield identical pre-
dictions. Both predictions were supported.

This study also emphasized the similarity betwsen
different interviewers of what they perceived to be
desirable characteristics of a good soldier. ter-
correlations between different interviewer's Q-sort
descripticns of an ideal recruit ranged betweecn .56 and
«98 with a medién r of .Si. Sydiaha swmmariz:s his

findings as follows:
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The most important facts emerging fron this
investigation are that the decisiors of perscnnel
intervievers are highly correlated with fairly
sirple descriptive stotements of applicunt
characteristics, and that tnese characteristics
are equally correlzted with the decisicns of all
interviewvers. The results are consistent with
the vieu that perscnnel interviewers tend to
attach the same importance to systematic informa-
tion such as biczranrical and test data, and they
tend to supjrort thelr decisions by referring to
the same hypothetical attributes. Using the word
"stereotype” iu a ncn~-ivalvative sense, it weould
appear that there is & sterectyve of a good
soldier, wnich accounts for a greet deal of
decision neking. his stereoiyne is convion to all
interviewers and serves es a standard against
which applicants are natched for sultability to
Arimy service.

With regard to Sydiasha's study cited above, Ulrich
and Truzbo (1965) point out:

Cne finds it difficult to interpret this stuvdy
as Sydisha did, as being a test of the actuaricl
versus the clinical-prediction problem. In the
first place, neither score wes used to predict an
independent criterion of perloriance; instead
both scores were evaluated in terus of their
pover to predict the interviever's decisicns.

In his second study, Sydiaha (1961} applied Bales'
(1950) interaction-process-analysis to the interview.
Sanples of personnel selection interview conversation
were analyzed accerding to Bales!' interaction-process
analysis. Scores obtaired vere correlated with decisions
nade by intervieuers abcut whether applicants were
recomnended for acceptance or rejection. The results

showved that inter-interviewer diiferences in interaction
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process areé confined to interviewer conversaticn only.
This suggest that interviewer decisicns are nore nearly
predicteble from their oun actions than from those of
the applicant.

Sydiahats (1962) last report was concerned with the
inter-interviever consistency in the use cf empathic
models in acceptance-rejection decisicns. His basic
approach involved three principal measures: (1) accuracy
of the clcseness of it between the predictions of =
judge and replies of a candidate, (2) assumed similarity
or the comparison of predictions concerning a cancidate
and the judges' self perception, and (3) similarity or
a corparison oi the averaze replies of a group of candi-
-dates with the judzes! self description. These three
measures based on predicted and actual respeonses to
two tests, served as enpathy dimensicns. Empathy pro-
cesses vwere round to be hizhly specific %o certain
intervieuvers, with correlations between empathy scores
and criterion scores ranging from -.U5 to .@4%. Evidence
of projection of unwarranted characteristics to applicants
by interviewers was cited, as well as evidence that such
projections were used as a basis_fo; acceptance or rejection

decisions. Reviewing all his data, Sydiaha concluded that:
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- - = there is considerable danger in
resorting to empathy as a basis of decision
making in selection. While there may be
some apparent gain in additional cues by
doing so, this gain would appear to be off-
set by the fact that an empathic basis of
decision making may be inconsistent from
one interviewer to another.

The interoretation of interwview information. When

interviewers obtain the same informetion they are likely
to interpret it differently. Wentworth (1953), used a
tape of an actual interview to find that raters differed
greatly as to how each of five items of information
affected their impressions of an applicant. Some items
led to extremsly unfavorable impvressions on the part of
some raters and to extremely favorable impressions on the
part of others, | -
Springbett (1954%) desizned a study to determine how
early in an interview an interviewer reached a hiring '
decision. ZEight senior personns=l interviewers in six
companies interviewed a total of 20 job applicants. 4n
initial appraisal oI each applicant was made so¢lz2ly on
information obtained from an application form. The appli-
cant was then seen for the first time, and after answering
a question or two, was rated again. The interviewer then
started a stop watch which he stopped when he fellt no

further information would change his opinion about the
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applicant. After the irterview had continued for its
normal duration, a final applicant rating was made and
the over-z2ll time recorded. Vhile %he average length
of the interview was 15 minutes, the meazn decision
time was only 4 minutes. _

Inpressed by tke importvance of earliy impressions
in determining the final decision to hire or reject the
applicant, Springbett (1958) sougzht to determine the
relation between interviewers' final decisions and the
kind of information presented, as well as tne crder of
its presentation in the interview. TUsing both civilian
and military personnel interviewers, he varied the order
of presentation of three types of information; a per-
sonal history record, an application form, and the
applicant's personal appearance. Results showed that
first ratings regardless of the type of informaticn on
which they Were based, were significantly related to
final decisions. TFurther, when any change in decisions
occured, it tended to change from accept to reject more
often than from reject to accept.

From these studies Springbett concluded tiat early
impressions play a doninant role ia détermining the final
outcome of the employment interview, and that ﬁhe'inter-

view is primarily a search for negative evidence. Even
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one unfavorable impression was followed by a reject
decision in 90 percent of the cases. Springbett
states:

Al1]1 results indicate that applicant

appraisal is g search for nezative evidencee.

This attitude, or set, on the part of the

interviewer appears to bz created and sus-

tained by the system of rewards and punishe-

ment that mark the relationships of the

employment dspartment to the »nroduction side

of business., Two fects are clear: punishnent

is more certain than reward, and, only one

type of error is punishede. 4s to the first,

the interviewer is criticized because misfits

are hired, praise fer hiring good employess

rarely cccurse.

The difficulty of overconinz early inmpressions
and the effects due to the ordering of information had
been demonstrated earlier by Ash (1946, 1953), Kelly
(1950), and Haire and Grunas (1950). The Ash studies
demonstrated that first words, such as 'cold," "warm,"
"polite," or "blunt," in a 1list of qualities attributed
to a person, dominated the organized descriptions zsiven
of this pzrson by subjects. His results also dsmonstrated
the difficulty subjects experience in chansingz first
impressions when presented with new and conflicting
information about the same individuale

Kelly (1950) zot similar resuts when observers
were requlired to Jjudse a elass instructor after he had
been described by the Ash adjectives. Kelley distributed

two forms of a printed introducticn of a guest speaker to
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his class. ﬁoth forms were identical except the speaker
was described as very warm in one and very cold in the
other. After the speaker had appeared and left the
room, the students were asked to write their impressions
of him. The description of the speaker the students had
received prior to his appearance, affected their impress-
ions of him.

Haire and Grunes (1950), in a study of industrizal
relations, gave subjects lists of adjectives describing
a factory worier, the lists being identicel with the ex-
ception of including the word M"intelligent" for scme of
the subjects described and not for others. The inves-
tigators demonstrated individuel differences among ob-
servers in the way they incorporated new information
into their over-zll impressions based on previous knov-
ledge. Some subjects failed to recognize the existence
of new information, others stated that it was unimportant,
and a few integrated the new kind of knowledge by modify-
ing thelr impressions of the person being described.

Bolster and Springbett (1961) desicned a study to
evaluate the question of recency and primacy, and to
deterniine *“he roles of positive and negative information
in interview decisions. Sixteen Canadian Arry personnel

officers were provided with protocols containing combi-



nations of.statements scaled for favorableness or un-
favorableness. Their resvlts confirrmed earlier findinZs
of interviewer sensitivity to negative evidence, i.e.,
shifts in the directiocn of r:zjection are mcre easily
induced than shifts in the direction of acceptance.
Furthermore, riost ready to commit themselves were also
more ready to change their decisions in the face cf con-
trary evidence. Prinacy eflects, defined in tariis of the
first iten of infcermation that changed tane directicn of
the evidence, rather than the first itewx in the protoccl,
were found to influence decisions. The authors state:

an item of informaticn, or the uvncovering

of some characteristic, tcuard the end of the

interview, walch runs ccunter to the general

trend of evalvation is apt to exert undue in-

fluence - undue in the sz=nse that it will

carry nore weight than il it had besn encount-

ered earlier.

The tendency on the part of interviewers to express
negative evidence in defernse of their decisions was
deronstrated by Crissy and Reagan (1951). 1In their study
a group of 82 apylicants for an executive program were
dichotomized, according to the ultimate dispositicn of
the corpany, into an accented and rejected group. State-
ments in support of identical judge.ent qualifications,

trait by trait for nine traits, were analyzed and ccrpared.

The rejected group received significantly more negative



evidence than did the accepted grcup when the interview
reports were ccnsidered as a vhole. 1
Crowell (1961) ccrnducted three laboratcry experiments
on the sanme group of subjects in ar effort to determine
what effects recording preliminary decisions would rave cn
final decisions. The riajor ain of the studies was the
investigation of decisions reached on the basis of various
apounts of partial informatinn., The final percaptions of
subjects making prelininary decisions based on various
fraznents of infor.:aticn were compared with the percep-
tidﬁs of otzer subjects who had the total anount cf
infor.iation available to them. Crowell found that (1)
decisions basad on partial iaformation differed fro,m these
based on all infornation, (2) decisions about the hyve-
thetical others changed from first to final perceptions as
new informationwas added. The change was usuvally in the
direction of reflecting the most recent information, aad
(3) wide variation in %the final perception of subjects
was found even vhen the subjects were required to attend
to all inforzation. These resulits lad Crowell to sugsest
that " it mey be difficult in a particular situation, to
know what constitutes genuinely uvnfevorable information.
In this connection Roue (1963) reported a study

concerned with interviewer differences as related to



selaction decisions, 3She confirmed earlier findings
which indicated that unfavorable characteristics
carry more weizht in the evaluation of a person than
do favorable statements. Using 30 unfavorable and 30
fzvorable statsments, she coastructed descriptions for
100 hypothetical persons by combining three favorable
and three unfavorable statexzents to describe each
person.

These descriptions were presented to 146 Canadian
Arrmy Personnel COfiicers who were asked to meke an accept
or reject declsion for each of the hynmotaetical perscas.
In a2d.iition, the oflicers were asied to rate each state-
ment on a seven point over-all favorablencss scale.
Results showed that unfavorable characteristics acccunted
for nmore variance than did favorable characteristics in
the decision to accept or reject an applicant, and that
the officers rnade more discriminate use of the favorable
than they did of the unfavorable statements, i.e., there
seemed to be a greater difference of Opinion as to how
good a favorable charactsristic was than to how bad an
unfavorable one was. lloreover, the officers differed in
terms of tre proportion of applican®s they were willing
to accept. Three officers accepted 80 or more of the 100

applicants, sixteen officers accepted between 60 and 70, -



and forty cfficers accepted fewer than 20 applicants..
The more experienced officers tended to accept fewer
candidates.

Perhaps the most important finding, in terms of
the current investigation, was that the lenient and
stringent decision makers perceived the meaning of ths
unfavorable statements differently. The former group
rated the unfavorable statements much more favorably
than did the latter group. Thus Rowe's study showed
that Interviewers' individualized perception of the
meaning of applicant information can affect the pro-
portion of applicants they are willin:z to accept and
that these perceptions can be shown to be related to
interviewer characteristics such as job experience.

Rowets study confirmed an earlier report designed
to evaluate the reliability of interview datz in an
officer candidate selection program. Newman, Bobbitt,
and Cameron (1946) found that perfect agrecrment among
intervievers was most llkely to occur at the level qf
the lowest interview rating, suggesting that unfavorzble
information elicits less variability from raters than
does favorable information. _

In a very recent study, liayfield and Carlson (1966)

constructed over 200 items of information concerning job
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applicants., The items consisted of factual information

that might have be=n obtained from an applicatisn blank

or from an interview, statements which an applicaat mizght
have made during an interview, and items which described

the applicani's mannerisms and appearance. The items were
then presented to over 100 insurance managers to be ratsd
on a seven-point favorebility scale. The investigators
found that while there was a high degree of agrecment among
the menagers on scue itens 6f information, there was extrens
disagresment on the ratings of a large number of items.

For example, a bimcdal distribution of ratings was found for
such items as "the applicant feels ne's gotten nowaers for
the last 5 years and it's change jobs now or never" and tine
"applicant is presently active in eight ocutside groups."
Items such as these wevre rated by some managers as extirenely
favorable wnile other nanagers rated them so unfavorables
that they would no longer consider for employment, the
applicant to whon they applied. Since neither coﬁpany
differences nor low intrarater agreenent could account for
the wide differences in ratings, the authors concluded that
"the diségreement must come from other sources." _

Decision making in the employment intervisy. Under the

direction of &. C. WUebster (1964), a series of investigations

-

have been conducted at MeGill University in an effort to

determine the effects of several variables on the nature of



decision making in thez enplcyrient interview. lNany of
these studies have cited eariier (Anderson, 1960, 1961,
Crowell, 1961, Rowe, 1963, Spriagbett, 1954, 1958,
Sydisha, 1959, 1961, 1562). '

In contrast to many of the research studies on the
interview, the licGill svudies have focused on the inter-
view process rather than on the validity or reiiability
of the interview.

In Vebster's summary of tne licGill studies, saveral
recurring Ifindings are put forward. They are:

1) Interviewers develop a stereotype ol a

(
didate and seex vo match men and stereotypes.

can

(2) A bias is established early in the interview
and this teuds to ve f{ollowed by a favorable cr vy
an unfavorable descisicn.

(3) 1Interviewers are more influznced by unfavor-
able than by favorable information.

(4) Intervievers seek information to suppert or

36

refute hypothesis and when satisfied, tney tura their

attention elsavhere.

(5) Empathy relationships are specific to
individual interviewers.

(6) TFe:ding information piece by piece to the
interviewer affects the decision.

(7) Experienced interviewers rank epplicants in

the same order althouzh they differ in the proporticn

they are willing to accept.
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Surmarvye. An exanmination of the rescarch on the
employment interview reveals numerous shortcomingse
First, few experimental investigations providing quan-
titative evidence have becn conducted. Second, becauss
of differences in the desigr, purpose, samples, and
interviewsr sikill and treaining, few Inter-study compar-
isons can be made. Firally, few studies havs isolated
the contributions of the interview per se to behavicral
predictions

Despite these and other shortccniings of the research
]

—t
0
=
1¢]

the follovin:; tentative avpear to be justified:

(1) The relisbility and velidi’y of intsrview based
inferernces ars generally belou thz level regarded as
necessary for irdividual assessment and prediction.

(2) Predictions tased on interview inferences are
rarely more accurete than predictions based on *a2sts or
other selection tools,

(3) Validation of interview bazsed trait ratings are
consi stﬁntl Lirher for "intelli_ence" than other trait
ratinzse,

() Structured irterviews provide hi:sher reliability

and validiiy results than non-struztured intervizvse.
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(5) When interviewers receive the same information,
they are likely to interpret it differentlye.
(6) Interviewers tend to meke their decisicns of

acceptance or rejection early in the interview.



CHAPTER III
LETHCDS AlD PROCIZIIURES

Research designed to determine the differential
effects of intervieuer variables on the evaluation of
applicant information and to meet statistical test
requirements, required a sufficient number of compar-
able interviewers and applicant information aboutb
vhich the interviewers would differ.

Subjects. Since no one company in ths greater
Houston area could possibly supply a sufificient nunber
of employment interviewers, 62 male supervisors with a
large utility compeny served as judges in the current
investigation. As a matter of company policy, final
accept cor reject decisions, with respact to hiring new
employces, are made by departmental supervisors follow-
ing a personal interview with each applicant reconmended
by the personnzl department. As a consequerice all the
subjects had varying degrces of actual interview exper-
ience.

The subjects ranged in age fror 23 years to 62
years, with a mean age of 43,76 yecrs and a standard

deviation of 10.71 years. All were college graduates
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with three holding advenced degrees, one in engineering

and two in lav.

The classificatior ol subjects. Biogranhical data

on each subject were obtained through a brief personal

interview conducted by the author, and through an in-

spection of the comnanies! personnel records. Based on
D D

these data the subjects were placed in the following

categories:
(1) Age
&e. 20 - 35 years b. 36 - 50 years

(2)

(3)

()

(5)

¢. 51 years or older

Educational background

a. Technical b. Non-technical
Years of intervieving experience

a. less than 5 years b. more than 5 years
but less than 10 years c¢. more then 10 years
Frecuency of interviews conducted

a. Fever than 5 per month b. more than 5
but fewer than 15 per month c¢. more than 19
per month

Position in the organization

de HMiddle managenent lile

b. Middle managerment staff

¢, First-line supervisor

d. First-line staff supervisor
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II. DIFINITICIS COF T=RXINCLCGY

Dogratism. For the purpose of this study, dogmatism
is defined as a tendency on the part of an individual, as
measured by the Dogmatism Scele, to; evaluate others accerd-
ing to their acreement with his own belief system; receive,
evaluate and act on relevant information frcom the outside
based on irrelevent factors arising from within himself or
from the outsidej view the world he lives in and the sit-
uation in which he finds himself at a particﬁlar tire es
threatening, and believe that authority is absolute and
that people are to be accepted or rejected according to
their agreement or disagreement with authority (Rokeach,
1959).

Line &rd Staff positions. While there is some dis-

agreement among management theorist as to what line and
staff are, the most widely held definition is that "line
functions are those which have direct responsibility for
acconmplishing the objectives of the enterprise™ and that
staff "refers to those elements of the organization that
help the line to work most effectively in accomplishing
the primary objectives of the enterprise" (inootz and
0'Connell, 1959). In this study, positions in the produc-
tion and sales organizations are considered "line® while

positions in personnel, purchasing, accounting, ¢nd
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finance orgenizations are considered staff.

Middle lanagerent Line position. A position in the

production or sales organizations of a particular company
in which there are two levels of management above and two
levels of management below that position.

Middle lanarerment Staff position. A position in the
personnel, finarce, purchasing, or accounting organizations
of a particular company in vhich there are two levels of
managenient above and two levels of management below that
position.

First-line supervisory position. A position in the
sales or production organizations of a particular company

below which no maragerial levels exists.

First-line Staff suvervisory position. A position in

the personnel, finance, purchasing, or accounting organ-
izations of a particular ccmpany below which no managerial
levels exists.

Technical and lon-technical educational background.

Subjects who had earned a college degree in the applied
sciences, chemistry, physics, mathematics, or engineering
were considered to have a technical educational background,
while subjects who had earned a college degree in accounting,
marketing, personnel, management, or finance were considered

to have a non-technical educational background.



MATERIALS USED

The Thurstone Test of Mental flertrness. This test
is designed to measure problem-solving abilities. It
contains 126 itens of four general types; same-opposite
word meanings, word definition, arithmetic reasoning,
and number series. It has a 20 minute time limit, and
yields linguistic,.quantitative, and total scores.

The Cordon Persoral Prcfile, This instrument is a

self-adninistering, factorally desicned, forced-choice
personality inventory consisting of 18 sets of four
descriptive phrases, called tetrads. It is desizned to
measure four aspects ol pesrsonality: ascendency,
responsibility, emotional stability, and sociability;
These four aspacts Bf personality-are defined by Gordon
(1963), in terms of hizh and low scores on esch of the
scales, as follovs:

Ascendoncye Those individuals who are
verbally asc:sndant, who adopt an ective role
in the group, who are self-zssured and assertive
in relationships with others, and who tend to
make independent decisions, score high on this
scale. Those wiho play a passive role in the
group, vho listen rather than talk, who lack
self-ccnfidence, wiho let others taks the lead,
and who tend to be overly dependent on others
for cdvice, normally make low scores.

&3



Resnonsibility. Individuals vho are able
to stick to any job assigned thea, who are
persevering and deternined, and wno can be
relied on, scors nich on this Scale.
Indiv1duals wno are unable to stick to tasks
that do not interest them, and who tend to
be flighty or irresnensible, usually make
low scores.

Fnotional Stability. High scores on this
Scale are gener:zlly nade by individuals who
are well-balanced, emotionally stable, and
relatively free from anxieties and hervous
tension. Low scores are associated witn
excessive anxiety, hypersensitivity, nervous-
ness, and low ¢ru5urat10n tolerance. Generally,
a very low score reflects poor emoticnal
balance.

Scciahility. Hish scores ars made bj
individuals wno like to be vuith and worx with
peonle, &nd who arc zrezarious and sociable.
Low scores reflect a lack of gregariousness,

2 general rcstriction in social contacts, and,
in the extreme, an actual avoidance of social
relationships.

The Dozmatisn Scale. The primary purpose oi the

Dognetism Scale is to measure individual differznces in

the openness or closzdness of bslief systems. Because

of the way dogmatism is delined, the scale purports also

to measure general authoritarianism and genefal irtolerance.
The scale consist of 4O dogratic items or statements to
which subjects are asked to rate on a six-point scale,
ranging from ccriplete disagreement (-3) to coniplete
agreement (+3). A total dogmatism score is obtaired by

the algebraic addition of the 40 item ratings.
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The aovlicant information form. An applicant

information férm consisting of 60 items of infornmation
about hypothetical job applicants, such as, "the applicant
is divorced," or the applicant "zraduated in the top ten
percent of his college graduating class,'" was constructed
in the folloving manne=.

The first 30 items of information were selected
from a similar form ccntaining over 200 items developed
by ayfield and Carlscen (1966) in a previous study. The
items were selscted on the basis of their average favor-
ability rating as judged by over 100 life insurance
managers. The 30 itens selected for the current study
included 5 items each with a mean rating of 6 or greater,
5 items with a rmean rating of 5 or greater, 5 items with
a mean rating of 4 or greater, 5 items with a mean rating
of 3 or greater, 95 items with a nmean rating of 2 or greater,
and 5 items vith a mean rating of 1 or greater. All 30
items chosen had a standard deviation of 1.00 or greater.

The last 30 items were selected on the basis of their
influence on accept-reject employrent interview decisions of
utility cowmpany supervisors collected over a one year périod
i.2., information about applicants whicin served to influence
greatly the supervisors' decisions during this period were
used as itens of information to be rated on the applicant

information form.

~
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Methods of administering raterials. The subjects

were first presented with the Gordon Personal Profile
and the Dogratism Scale. They were asked to corpleate
both instruments independently following exactly the
instructions provided by the authors. Next, each subject
was provided with the applicant information form with
the instructicns to rate independently each item of in-
formation as if it was the only thing he knew about the
applicant. Ratings were made on a seven-point.scale
ranging from "extremely-favorable" to "exirenmely un-
favorable." 1In addition, a separate catezory was rrovided
whereby the subject could indicate that the item was so
unfavorable he weculd "no'longer'consider the applicant”
for empleyment.

Since the Thurstone Test of Mental Alertness has a
20 minute tire limit, it was administered on an individual
or small group basis. The testing took place at a specially
designated room in the employment office of the company
where timing equipment was available. In each case, the
instructions were read directly from the test booklet prior
to beginning the test period.

A cofe number was assigned tc each instriment in
order to identify the subjects. The subjects were not

avare of the purpose of the study et tie tire the materials



were presented. They were enccuraged to respond to all
materials with honesty, and were assured of complete anormynity.
A standardized procedure was used in the administration of

all materials. The same individual presented all the
instrunents using an identical approach and instructions.

Scoring of the data. All the instruments wers scored

by the same individual, and the data wvere rechecked for
accuracy. The scoring cf the Gordon Personal Profile and
The Thurstone Test of llental Alertrness followed exactly
that method of scoring described in their respective test
manuals (Gordon, 1963, Thurstcne and Thurstone, 1952)

The scoring ¢ the Dogmaiism Scale followed exactly
the scoring precccdure suggested by Rolkeach (1959). BRach
subject rated the L0 staterenls contained in the 3Scale
from -3, indicating strong disagrecment with the statement,
to +3, indicating strong agreenent with the statermest. 4
total "DY" score wes obtained for each subiect by the
algebraic addition of the %0 ratings. Tne higher the "D"
score, the more dozmatic the individual was ‘judged to be.

Upon receiving the c&mpleted interview inforration
forrs from the subjects, a value of zerc was ascizned to the
cale zory indicating that the information was "so unfavorabla"

the subject would "no longer consider the applicant.®
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The category "extromely unfavorable" received a valuve of
one, and each rating catecory thereafter received an
increment value of one, resulting in a value of seven
being assigned to the final catezory "extremely favorsble.™
The sumnation of the individual item scores yielded a
composite score which was used in the statistical analysis

of the data.



CHAPTER IV
PRISZINTATIOCN OF RISULTS

In order to treat the results of the various tests
and the interviewer's independent ratings of applicant
inforration statistiecally, it was necessary to compile
the data into master charts (Appendix A and Appendix B).
The data ccntained in Apvendix A reflect the variable
classifications and variable scores for each subject,
This made the variables under study readily avallable
for both inspecticn and statistical application.

Appendix B centains a surmmary charit reflecting
individual interviewer ratings on the 60 items c¢f inter-
view irformation. A composite rating score for each
subject was obtained by summing the rows in the chart.
This provided an over-all rating score fcr each subject
which was used in the statistical analysis of the data.

The basic statistical methods used in this study
were ithe calculation of the product rioment correlation
coefficient, the "t" tést,-the Chl Square, the analysis
of variance, and Scheffe's method (Hay§, 1963) of post

hoc comparisons.
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The basic objective of this study as defined in
Chapter I, was to determine the relationship, if any,
between selected interviewer variables and the inter-
pretation of interview information.

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to
a presentation in tabular form of the data obtained in
this study, along with a brief description of each table

with a summary of results.



TABIE I

\

FEANS AUD STAID.ZD DIVIATICHS OF TDIVIDUAL ITHM RATINGS

Iten Hean 8D
(1) Says he likes regular hours for work %.13 1.31
(2) Has ccllected unemployment twice in - )

his life 3.00 &0
(3) 1Is presently spending a little nore

than he is maxing 2.71 o7
() Says he likes to spend his spare

time with his children 6.00 Bb
(9) Says he never has colds or rinor

illnesses during the year 5.71 .79
(6) Has been on his presert job for Tive _

years 5.€9 .69
(7) Says he hss difficulty getting

acquainted with stranzers 3.00 92
(8) sSays after he has done the big and

difficult parts of a job, he hates

to finish up the odds and ends 2,36 1l.12
(9) Says he dislikes working on couplex

and difficult problems 2.06 1.09
(10) 3ays he often craves exciterent 3.45 1.18
(11) Sazys he can correct others without

giving offense 5.73 .86
(12) says he likes energetic people 552 .89



(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)

(21)
(22)

(23)
(24)
(25)

(26)

(27)

TABIZ I (continued)
Is single and says he dates a lot
during the week

Says he never attends regular
religious services

Says he enjoyed the regimentation
the armed scrvices required of him

Seys his minimum expenses per month
will be 3€50

Eas 100 acquzintances in the
cormunity

Says he likes to take the lezd in
group activities

Has held four jobs in the last four
years

Says he wculd rather not take chances
or run risk

Seys he tends to act on hunches

First actively considered naking a
change in jobs a week ago

Says he likes to spend money

Has a net worth of 60,000

Says he is leaving his present job
because he can't get along with the
people he has to work with

Says his feelings are scmetimes
easlily hurt

Says he supervises three people on
his present job and dosen't care for
the responsibility

3.36
2.87
3.47
2.87
k.60
5.66

1.€0

3.37
2.29

3.48

3.58
1,2

1.86.

2.53

2.11

<O

:93

1.28

1.38

.80
1.25

1.0%
1.Ck

1.C6

52



(28)

(29)
(30)

(31)
(32)
(33)

(34)
(35)
(36)

(37)
(38)

(39)
(%:0)
(41)

(42)
(43)
(4k)

T4ABLE I (continued)
Says he often acts on the spur of
the noment
Never swears when conversing

Says he can meet emergencies quickly
and effectively

Is divorced
Has a peptic ulcer

Ranked in the lower one-third of his
college graduating class

Is narried
Is a diabetic

Has a I-0-A draft classification
(conscientious objector)

Lives with his uncle

Admits that he soretimes drinks to
excess

Earned 5% of his colleze expenses
Is buying his home

Has a IY draft classification
(history of asthma)

Says he dislikes detail work

Says at times he gets "quite nervous"
Says he was active in extra-
curriculezr activities while in

collezge and as a consequence failed
to make good grades

2.42
5.08

5.80

3.55
2.80

2.20
%.37
5.37

3.40
2.70
2.37

2.8Y4

ol
.87

1.c8
o7l
.32

.98

<73

1.05

1.27
A8

1.33
1.07
.82

.38
77
.92

.98



(4+5)

(%6)
(47)

(48)

(49)
(50)

(51)
(52)
(53)

(5%)

(55)

(56)
(57)

(58)
(59)

(60)

TABILE I (continued)
Was arrested when he was twenty years
0ld for driving while intoxicated
Is serarated from his wife

Participated very little in extra
curricular activities while in college

Describes his parents as "not very
religious”

Says he has five really close fricnds

Feels that security is the most
important aspect of a job

Lost 15 days from his last job the
past year due to 1llness

ReTers to his father as '"my old man®
Says as a teenager he was nore
interested in members of the opposite
sex than others his age

Received a zeneral dischzrge from
the army (unable to adjust to
military life)

Eventually expects to earn at least
©1,500 per month

Admits to having domestic difficulties

Ranked in the upper one-fourth of his
college graduating class

"Grew up" in a farming community

Describes his parents as "ery
religious"

Fas lived in the community two years

2,60
3613

347

3.65
)+03\+

3.66
3.03
3.03

4,00

1.80

5.02
3.02

5485
L.61

4,81
1y 7

1.10
92

.50

72
.76

1.39
«96

«90

79

Sy

68
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Table I reflects the means and standard deviations
of supervisory ratings for-each of the sixty items of
applicant information. It can be seen that there are
substantial differences between the mean ratings of the
various items, ranging frem 1.06 for item #19 to 6.CO
for item #%. Substantial differences between the stand-
ard deviations can also be observed. The range being
from 48 for item #37, to 1.39 for item #50. This in-
dicates that while raters closely agree on their ratinzs
of some iteﬁs of information abcut applicants, fhey disagree

on their ratings-of others.
T4LBLE IT

THE DIFFERENCE IN VARIAUCE BETWEZIN "FAVORABLE" AND
. "UNFAVORABLE"ITEN RATINGS

Category . Frequency X2
Above median mean, above redian SD 10

b 1edi : edi *
Above median mean, below nedian SD 21 11.46
Below median mean, above median SD 22

Below median mean, below median SD 7

*Significant at the .01 level of confidence
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The items of information contained in Table I were
partitioned into a "lavorable" and an "unfavorable"
category according to the distribution of mean ratings
for all items. Those items above the median mean of
3.33 wer:s considerad to be "favorable," while tnose itaas
with a rean rating of 3.38 or lower were considered to be
"unfavorable." The standard deviations of 1ten ratings
were also partitioned into two categories, those above the
median SD, and those belcw the median SD. These lour
categories wsre then arranged to form ‘the 2 x 2 Cai Square
table shouwn in Table II. The Chi Square test was applied
to deternine the significance of the difference between
the variance ascociated with "favorable" item ratinzs,
and that associated with "unfavcorable" iten ratinss.

As can be seen in Table II, a Chi Square of 11.46 was
found to be statistically significant at the .01 level of

his indicates that unfavorable 1nt¢*v1ew

-3
.

confidence.
information elicits more variability frox raters tnan does

favorable information.
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TABLE III

RANGES, MEANS &00D STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF .
INRTERVIEUER VARIABLES

Variable Range Mean SD

Age 39 43.76 10.71
Sociability 30 22,00 6.1.6
Emotional Stability 23 . 25450 5.28
Ascendency 23 23.41 4,91
ReSponsibilitf 20 25.00 L 437
Dogmatisn 110 12.53 19.92
Mental Alertness 55 7542 14,21

Table III shows the range, mean and standard deviation
for the age variable, the mental alertness scores, and the
personality trait scores of the subjects undar study. Tables
IV and V show how these statistics compare to appropriate

nornative data.
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TABLZ IV
MELIS AID STANDARD DIVIATICIS Or GORDAIT PERSONAL

PROFILZ SCALE SCORLS AND A COMPARISON
WITH DCRIATIVE DATA

Group A R E S

I (r=132%) llean 21.61 27.92 26.22 21.0
SD 5.82 4,10 5.31 5.90

IT (¥=62) Mean 2311 25.00 25.52 22.01
SD 4,90 4.32 524 6.11

Table IV shows a comparison of Gordon Perscnal Prcfiie
Scale score means and standard deviations with normative
data supplied by the test autaor (Gordon, 1963). 1In this
table, group I refers to 1.384 lowest level supervisors of
a large public utility, while group II refers to the 62
subjects in the current investigation. The letters 4, R,
E, and S, represent Ascendency, Responsibility, Dmeticnal
Stability, and Sociability respectively. It can ba noted
that there is a high degree of consistency with respect to
both the means and standard deviations of the two groups on

all four traits measured.



TABIE V

A COLIPFRISON OF TilZ GRIUP IIZNTAL ALERTIUESS HEDIAN
SCCRZ ITH 1IORNMATIVE DATA

Group N ‘edian
I Supervisors in
present study 62 73
II Sales supervisors 278 61
III Business executives €0 05

The median mental alertness score for the groun
under study was 73.00. It can be noted in Table V taat
this score, when compared with nornative data supplied
by the test authors (Thurstone and Thurstone, 1952), is
sonewhat lower than the median score achieved by sixty
business executives and slightly higher than the nedian
score of 278 sales supervisors.

A 'realistic compariscn of dozmatism scores cannot
be made since normative data on an industrial group are

not available.



TABLE VI

60

INTI2CORRELATIONS OF ILTSRVINIZR VARIABLE SCCRIS

Variable

(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (6) (7)
(1) Age x 09 -28% 13 7% -6 .ol
(2) Dograticem x -.15 =.1C 08 .11 .01
(3) Mental Alertnass % .06 06 .13 .18
(%) Ascendency x .C9  -.12 .31
(5) Resvonsibility x .25* =10

(6) Dmotional Stability

(7) Sociability

¥ Significant at the .05 leveiuaf confidence

-
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The intercorrelations between seven of the selected
interviewer variables can be observed in Table VI. It
can be noted that there is neither a significant positive
or negative relaticnship between the age of the subjects
and scores on dogmatisn, ascerdency, emotional stability,
or sociability. However, a significant negative correlat-
ion of ~.28 was found between age and scores on the
Thurstone Test of lental Alertness, i.c., older subjects
in the experimental group tended to malie lcwer scores
than the younger subjects.

A significant positive correlaticn of .37 was found
between the age of the subjects and scores on the respon-
sibility scale of the Gordon Perscnal Profile, suggesving
that older membzsrs of the group tended to nerceive theme
selves as being more "responsible" than the younger
subjects perceived themselves as being.

o significant relationships, either negative or
positive, were found between dogmatism scores and the cther
veriable scores included in Table VI. It.is interesting
to note, however, that the negative correlaticn of -.195
between dogmatism scores and mental alertness sceores is
reasonably consistent with the findirgs of Rokeach (1%959),
who reports a correlaticn of only .02 between dogmatism
and intelligence (as measured by tle American Council on

Educaticn Test)e.
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While a significant positive correlation of .31 was
found between ascendency and sociability scores, reflect-
ing the tendency for those individuals who perceived them-
selves as being rather highly ascendent to also perceive
themselves as being highly sociable, ascendency scores
failed to relate significantly to the other variable
scores considered in Table VI. '

A positive correlaticn of .25 between responsibility
scores and emotional stability scores was found to be
significant at the .C5 level of confidence. Agairn, it
appears that those subjects who perceived themselves as
being highly responsible also tended to perceive tihemszlves
as being hizhly stable emotionally.

None of the other intercorrelations were found to be

statistically significent at the .05 level of confidence.
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TABLZ VII -

MEANS ANL "t" VAILIUSES OF INTERVIEWZR VARIABLES FOR THE
TECHNICAL ArXD NON-TECIZNICAL CAILGORIES OF EDUCATICNAL
BACKGROULID (ii=62)

Variable Technical (Ii=22) Non-technical (X=k0) "t"
Mean SD Mean SD
Mental Alertness 79.C0 11.53 73.95 12.28 1.56
Ascendency 23454 L. .18 23,60 3.78 .06
Responsibility 27.60 5.19 26.80 6.20 .59
Emotional Stability 26.18 .35 25.10 6.2k 67
Sociability . 20,77 3.70 22.72 6.08 1.35
Dogmatism | -2.22 15.%58 -1 .42 2%.75 .89

None of the "t" values are significznt at the .05 level of
confidence.

Tab;e VII shows the reans and "t" values of six inter-
viewer varilable scores when only the educationzl backzround
(technical or non-technical) of the subjects is considered.
As can be noted, none of the "t" values approcach statiétical

significance at the .05 level of confidence, suggesting



little difference between the two samples in terms of
mental alertness, ascendoncy, respcnsibility, eumotional

stability, sociability or dogmatism.

TABL=Z VIII

PEARSOIT PRODUCT CIEHT CORKRESLATICH COZFIICIZIYS BIOTWERZN SIX

LITERVISESR VARIABLES AWD ILDIVIDUAL INTERVISWER
COl:PC3IT. ATIIGS O 60 ITZIIS OF JOB
APPLICATT IVFO~IATION

Variable by
Mental Alertness 012
Ascendency : -.C7
Responsibility -2~
Dogmatisn - 505
Sociability -l
Emotional Stability -.07

* Statisticelly signiicant at tane .ob level ol ccniidence
Table VIII reflects the correlation cocei’ficisnts

between the subject's scores on six interviewer variables

and individual composite ratings of 60 iters of job applican

t



information. According to the correlations noted, there

is 1little, if any, relatibnship batwesn mental alertress,
asceudency, or enotional stability scores and the ccmposite
item ratings. However, sigrificant negative correlations
of =42 and -.59 were found between responsibility and

iten ratings ard dogmatism and item ratings respectively.

a corrglation coefricient of -.21 found between scciability
scores and conposite intesrview item ratings approaches
'significance at the .05 level cf confidance (2 .25C). These

findings will be discussed in detail in the followi:g chepter.
TABRLL IX

13Z4AN8, STAUD.3D DIVIATICIS, 5D "g" SCORT
0% IV o3 CF TUTLOLTIC R40TUGS BY
TICHIIICLL 17D NICIT-TECHIICAL”
IToRVIS.ERS (1=62)

Variable Group frgn
Technical (I'=22) llon-techaieal (1=4Q)

Yean SD s.ean 3D

Composite ratinzs

of 60 items of o
applicant infor- 21£.95 14,50 220.20 20.75 25"
mation

* ot significant «t the .05 levsl of confidence
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From Table IX it can be ncted that there is no
significant differcnce batwsen the nmean iten ratings
within the two grcups tested. Apperently the educational
background of the subjects, as defined in this study,
has 1little influence on the favorability with which

apvlicant information ratinzs are made.

-t
A3

X

MEANS alD "t" SCORE CF TZ2 FR2CUZICY OF MIOULD

10 LCHGER CCIN3IDTRM RATINGS TO ITES CF INToR-

VIE.J INFCRILTICH BY DLGLTIC JID LCH-20GLATIC
INTSRVILNZERS (17=62)

TA3

E

Varizble Group ngn
Dognatic nwon-dosnatic
llean S earn oD
- (N=31) {(I"=31)
Respcnse to item scale '
alternative- "wzlld no 2.20 2.62 .60 2.C9 2.5C:
longer co..sider the
applicant®

* Significznt at the .05 level of coniidence

The means, standard deviaticns aad "i" score of ths
frequency with which dogmatic end non-dogn tlc interviewers
cnecksd the rating alternative M"would no longer cciisider the
ap:licant," based on 60 items of iaterview information, are

reflected in Table X. The mean frequency rating of the
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dogmatic group was 230 with a standard deviation of
2.62, while the mean frequency of the non-dogmatic
group was .80 with a standard deviation of 2.09. A
ngn ratio of 2,50 was found to be significant at the
«05 level of confidence, indicating a significant
difference between the mean rating frequency of the
two samples, l.e., dogmatic interviewers checked this
rating alternative more frequently than did non-decgmatic
intervievers to a statistically significant degree.

The significant difference in the frequency of zero
ratings found between these two samples led to an inspec-
tion of those items receiving such a rating in an effort
to determine whether or not these items could be used to
discriminate between dogmatic and non-dogmatic interviewers,

A review of the applicant inforration item ratings
revealed that of the 85 zero values assigned by all inter-
viewers, nine items accounted for approximately 78 percent
of the total, while the remaining 22 percent of the zero
ratings were distributed over 19 different items, none of
vhich accounted for more than two percent of the total
ratingse. | .

Those items of applicant information accounting for

over three-~fourths of the total zero retings were:
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#19. Has held four jobs in the last four years.

?

#54%, Received a general discharge from the service
(una»le to adjust to military life).

#25. Says he is leaving his presant job because he
can't get along with the people he has to work
with.

#36., Has a I-0-A draft classification (con501entlous
objector).

#38. Adrmits that he sometimes drinks to excess.

34

#45, tas arrested when he was 20 years old for
driving while intoxicated.

# 9, Says he dislikes working on conplex and difficuls
problens.

#27. 8Says he supervises three people on his presant job
and dosen't care for the responsibility.

#16. Says his ninimun expenses will be 650 dollars per
menthe.

These items, which seen to relflect oﬁ the applicanits
lack of emotional adaptability, and lack of conformity to
social and industrial values, fail to differentiate between
dogratic and non-dogmatic interviewers. Thney account for
approximately 79 perceant ol the tofal zero values assigned
by the dogmatic interviewers, and account for approximately
70 percent of the zero values assigned to items by non-

dognatic interviewers.
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As was indicated earlier in Table VIII, a significaat

nezative correlati:n of -.42 was found belween respensibility
scores of interviewers and the favorability of ajplicant
information iten ratiizs. For this reason a similar analysis
of za2ro ratings was made for hich and low responsibility
samples of interviewers. It was found that the same nine
itens listed above accounted for approximately 70 percent

of the total zero ratings by the hignh respoasibility sanple
(11=31), =nd approuimately CO percent cf the zero ratings

nade by the low responsibility sa-ple of intervievers. 1In
terms of the z2ro ratings assigned by the iaterviewers, the
content of itens failed to discriminate betwesn high and lou
responsibility samples, hizh or low dogratism samples, or
between hizh or low resnonsibility or high or low doguatic
samplesxof intervizwers.

Since the first thirty items of a»sxplicant information
contained ian Table I were talten from a study by layTield and
Carlson (1966), it was possible to compare the average item
ratinzs of the 100 insurance manzngers used ia their study
to the averase item ratiazs of the 62 utility compea.ly super-
visors wio participated in the present study. A corparison
of ratings was made as follows: Four both groups,'the averaze
rating for each of the thiriy itens of amplicent infcrmation

was ranlzed from most favorable to least favorable. A rank
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order correlation coefficient was determined from the tgo
sets of ranked data. A non-significant Rho of .22 was-
obtained, suggesting very little inter-rater agreement
among the two groups of judges. This finding lends support
to the observation nadle by Crowell (1961) to the effect
that "it may be difficult in a particular situation to’
know what constitutes generally unfavorable information.™

Tables XI through X{VIII (Appendix E) reveal the
analysis of variance results of the subjects' scores cn

ional stability,

[

mental alertness, respensibility, eno

[
3

ascendency, sociability, and dogmatism in terms of the
following catezories: Three catégories of interviewing
experience, three catezories of interviewing freguency, ad
four categories of managerial positions within an organ-
ization. It can be ncted that oaly one ¥ ratio is statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidsnce, namely that
involving the nmental alertness scores for three categories
of interviewing experience. In view of this over-all
significance of difference, a post hoc comparison of the
means was made using Scheffe's method (Eays, 1963). This
resulted in a 99 percent confidence intervalyg -9.31 =Yz
£yg +9.31, and identified the mear. of the "zsrc to five
years" interviewing experience category as the one con-

tributing to the over-all significance of F. This finding



is probably a result of the interviewer classification
procedure rather than itrue diflerences in interviewing
experience per se, i.e., younger subjects in this cate-
gory would ncrmally have less interviewing experience,
and evidence has alrcady been prescnted which indicates
that younser p2ople zenerally make higher scores on
intellizence tests where time limits are imnosed (Ana-
stasia, 19%8).

Tables XXVIV throuzn XXX{II (Appendix F) show the
analysis of variance results of composite interviewer
ratings on the favorability of applicant inforration
for: three categories of age, three categories of inter-
viewing experience, and four categories of managerial
positions in an organization. Non-significant F ratios
suggest that the several means of each variable catezory
could have been drawn from the same populaticn of scores.
Apparentily these interviewer variables, as defined in

the present investigation, have little influence on the

favorability ratings of the 62 judges who participated in

this study.

71
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TABLE XXXIII

THE DIFFERENCE IN VARIANCE OF FAVORABILITY RATINGS
ON ITEI{S OF INTERVIEW INFORMATION MADE BY DOGMATIC
AND NOLK-DCGIATIC JUDGE3S (1i=62)

Category Frequency X2

Dogmatic, above median SD 18

Dogmatic, below median 3D 13 *
1.C3

Non-dozmatic, above median SD 14

Non-dogmatic, below median SD 17

* Not significant at the .05 level of siznificance

Table XXXIII above, shows the Chi Square arrangement
used to determins whether or not dogmatic and non-dcgmatic
intervievers differed significantly with respect to the
variability shown in.applicant information ratings. This
table was arranged by Elassifying as dormatic all subjects
who scored above the group medizn score on the Dogmatism
Scale, and as non-dogmatic all those who scored below the
group median score; deterrnining the standard deviation cf
favorability ratings on 1tems of applicant information for

each subject, and then partitioning the SD's into above
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the median SD and below the median SD categories. The

Chi Square test was apnlied to determine the significance
of difference betwecen the variance in ratings made by the
two samples. A resulting Chi Square value of 1.03 was
found not to be significant at the .05 level of confidence,
indicating no real differeance in the rating variability

of dogmatic znd non-dogmatic interviewers.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSIOIT OF RESTJLTS

It is clear fromn the data presented in the previous

ct

cnapter that interviswers differ in terms of how they in-
terpret the sane interview information. The data showm
in Table I support the findings of lMayfield and Carlson
(1966) wnich indicate that while interviewsrs agrec closely
on their ratings of soms itens of information, they differ
considerably on their ratings ol others. There is little
suppert for the findings of Rove (1963) which sugzest that
greatzsr inter-rater agreement is associated with ratings of
favorable informatvion then with ratings of unfavorable in-
formation (see Table II).

Perhaps the most striking result of this stuvdy is that
certain interviewer variables secem to influence the favor-
ability ratings o applicant information more than otiers.

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to a discuss~

ion of the intervieswer variables under study, their relation-

ship to each other and to the over-all faverability ratings
of applicant information.

Age. The significant negative relationship found be-
tween the age of the subjects and mental alertness scores

reported in Table VI, indicate that older subjects tended
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to make lower scores. This 1s consistent with the research
findings whicn have consistently shown that older persons
are generally handiccpsed on tests that emphasize speed
(Anastasi, 1953, p. 245). 1t can be noted also that older
subjects in the experimental group tended to perceive thenm-
selves as being more rosponsible than did the younger sub-
jects, as evidsncad by the significant positive relation-
ship found betwsen age ani responsibility scores. Perhaps
since c¢lder subjects have had rmore opportunity to observe
the revards of tenacity and perserverance throush past
learning expe iences, they tend to perceive this trait es
being nore socially acceptable.

Since the aze of the subjects was not found te be
significantly related to the corposite favorabilitry ratinzs
of interview information, the observed rafing differences
rmust come from othsr scurces.

Dozmatism. A major source of varisbility in the inter-~

view item ratings appears to stem from the degree cf dog-
matism exnibited by the subjects, as indicated by the
significast negative correlation coefficient of =-.59 found
between @ogmatism scores and favorability ratings of inter-
view infor.iation, i.e., composite item ratings of annlicant
information by interviewers clsssified as dognatic were

found to be significantly less favorable than ratings of the
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judges classified as non-dogmatice A possible expla-
nation of this finding 1s offered as follows:

In designing this study the concépt of dogmatism
appeared to be especially relevant to the evaluation
process and a logical dimension on which to categorize
intervievwers since, according to Rokeach (1959):

The more closed a person'!s belief system, the
more he should evaluate others according to their
agreemert with his own system, also the more dif-
ficult it would be to discriminate between and
separately evaluate a belief and the person hold-
ing that belief., Conversely, the more open the
belief system the less should beliefs held in
cormon be a criterion for evaluating others and
the more others would be positively valusd, regard-
less of their beliefs.

The openness of a pefson's belief system is further
characterized by Rokeach as:

the extent to which a person can receive,
evaluate and act on relevant information received
from the outside on its own intrinsic merits,
unencumbered by irrelevgnt factors arising fronm
within the person or from the outside.

By irrelevant external pressure, Rokeach had in mind
most particularly the pressures of reward and punishment
arising from external authority, for example, that exerted
by parents, other authority figures, or institutional norms.

In addition, the closed-minded (dogmatic) individual
"views the world and the situation in which he finds him-

self at a particular moment as threatening," while the
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open-minded individual generally views the world and the
situation in which he finds himself as "friendly."

Finally, the dogmatic individual's beliefs about
authority is to the effect that authority is "absolute
and that people are to be accepted or rejected according
to their agreement or disagreement with authority."

Keeping in mind the characteristicé of the dogmatic
individual outlined above and assuming that Springbett!s
hypothesis concerning the system of rewards and punishments
stemming from the relationship between the personnel and
production departments of a company is valid, it seems
reasonable to assume that the same kind of relationship
would exist between supervisors and their superiors as far
as selection decisions are concerned, i.e., punishment is
fairly certain on hiring an incompetent individual, while
revard for hiring a good employee is seldom forthcominge.
Springbett suggests that this type of relationship produces
a sense of cautiousness on the part of interviewers. This
being the case, dogmatic interviewers, because of their view
of the world in whilch they live and the situaticn in which
they find themselves as "thréatening," may develop a great-
er sense cf caution in judging interview information than
would non-dogmatic or open-minded igterviewers. This
cautiousness may then manifest itself in terms of low favor-

ability ratings of applicant information and also in terms



of the rejection of a greater number of job applicants.
With respect to tie latter hypothesis it has been
shovn that dogmatic iitervievers found a significantly
greater nunber ¢f itens ol interview iaformation so un-
favorable they weuld no longer consider the applicant,
than did the non-doznmztic sarple of interviewers (sze
Table X). From this result it seems plausible that
doznatic interviewers would also tend to reject more
aprlicants thaz would non-dognatic intervigwers.
Cauticusness c. the part of intervicuers ﬁay also
be expectsd to exupress itself in terms of a tendeacy to
show lesgc varigbility in their ratings of applicant in-
formation, i.e., the safest ratiig vculd be the mean or
nezr the mean fer each iteris If this was the case one

may expect dognatic more than non-dogmatic interviewers

to snow less veriasbility in their ratings. However, the

non-significant Chi Square obtained and reported in Table

XXXIIT indicates that no real differerce exists between

rating variability of the two sanples of iaterviewers.
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Responsibilitr. The significant positive correlation

coefficient fcound betwezsn respcnsibility scores of the

sibjects and the age of the subjects has already been

discussed. ©o cther significant relationships were found

between this dirension and the other interviewer variables
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included in this investigation. A significant negative
correlztion coefficient of ~.42 was found between respon-
sibility scores of the subjects and individual composite
ratings of interview information, indicating that the
more resnensible the subjects perceived themselves to be,
the nore unfavorable they rated the items of applicant
information. It is not entirely clear why such a relation-
ship wes fecund. Perieaps rore responsible subjects tak
rating tasks nore seriously or perhaps they tended to
perceive the items of information as rellectin; irresson-
sibility on the part of the hypothetical applicants they
described.

Sociabilitve It might bs expected on an a priori

basis that hizhly sociable individuals would be more

lenient in their ratings of infor:ation concerning others
and therefore rate itens of infecrmation generally more
favorably than less sociable judges. The results howvever,
indicate that judges who perceive therselves as being highly
sociable are no less severe in their ratings than those
Judges who perceive themselves as being less sociable. As

a matter of fact, the hizl:1y sociable raters in the present -
investigation tended to rate applicant information genercally
less favorable then the low sociability sample, as evidenced

by the -.21 correlaticn coefficient fcund betwezn sociability
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scores and applicant information item ratings. A value
which approaches statistical significance at the «C5
level of confidence. Apparently ths perception of oneself
as being gregarious has little influence on the severity
of applicant information ratingse

Educational backeround of subjects. It was found that

there were no significant differences between the technically
and non-technically educated samples on any of the other
interviewer variables measured (see Table VII). Here,

the nature of the subject's educational background did not
seem to have a great deal of influence on the general quality
of their responses to the various instruments used 1in this
investigation., Similarly, no significant differences were
obtained between these two samples with respect to inter-
information item ratings (Table IX). Generally, the
educational background of the subjects, as defined in this
study, had little influence on the favorability with which
ltems of information were rated. Perhaps different results
would have been obtained had the categories been more narrowly
defined, and more rigid controls imposed to eliminate thé
effects of such variables as differences in human relations
or supsrvisory training received suYsequent to graduation

from college.
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Intervieuinz exnerience and the freouencvy of intsr-

vieuvs conducted. In examnining the differcnces between

the subjects' intellectual and perscnality inveantory scores,
in terms of three levels of interviewing experience and t
three levels of interviewiang frequency, it is apparent that
these differences are small (Table XI through XXII). Ilione

of the F ratios approached statisticel significance at the
«05 level of confidence. In like marner, no significant
differences in favcrability ratings of interview infor-
mation were obtained (Tables XXX through XXXI). As wes

the case when only the educational backgreund of the subjects
was considered, these two variables scemed to have little

effect on the favcrability of interview inforrmaticn ratings.

|t
e

en in an orzazization. It night be

lraneserial nosit

expected tnat members of higher level nanagement in an
organization would rate applicant i:formation differently
than would nembers of lbwer level managerment. However, this
conjectiure vas not bcrne out siatistically. The differences
between favorability ratings of applicant information be-~
tween four levels of ranagement were not found to be stat-
istically significant at the .C5 level of sigﬁificance.
(Table XXXZI). Appvarently when fac:d with the task of ratiag
the favorability of applicant inforrmation, the level of

managerial responsibility as defined in this investigation,
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has little influence on such ratings. Yo significant
differences vere found bectueen the four managerial levels
and tne other intarvieuer variobles included in this stuly.

Compariscn with a relsoted study. The obtained rank-

order correlation cocefficient of .22 between the ratings

of 100 insurance rianacers and the ratings of the 62 suner-
visors in the present study on the same items of infor-
mation, reflscts little inter-rater agreerent. While'
conpzny and regional differences, as well as differences

in stereotyres of a "“suitable" applicant may account for
rmuch Iinter-rater discgreement, the negative reletionship
between dosmatit and respoasibility scores ard item ratincs,
discucsed earlier, suzgest that the perceived dezree

of the favorability of applicant inforination is at lecst
partially dependext cn the differc:tial strengths of
perscnality characteristics of interviewers. Unless these
characteristics can be ideatilied and their reletionshin to
rating tendencies of interviewers zade known, the untested
use of applicaant iﬁformation from study to study is hazarad-

ous.



CHAPTER VI
SUISARY ATID COIICLUSICKS

This study has dealt with the problem of determiring
the relationship betwasn selected interviewer variables
and the intefpretation ¢f interview information in ternms
of favorability ratings.

The selected variables includgd the interwviewer's
(1) age, (2) educational background (tecnnlcal or non-
technical), (3) years of interviewing e:perience, (k)
frequency of participation in interviews, (5) rmanagerial
position in an organization, as well as his dezree of
(6) ascendency, (7) responsibility, (8) emotional stability,
(9) meatal alertress, (10) scciability, and (11) dogmatism.

ixty~two male, departmental supervisors and super-

intendents of a larze utility company, who are respcnsible
for interviswinz job applicants for their pariicular scctions,
served &s subjects in this study.

The subjects were classified into interviewer variable
catezories based on information obtained from their per-
sonnel records, and from their performance cn the following

instriments: The Gordon Perscnasl Profile, The Thurstone

Iest of llental Aleriness, and the Dosmatism Scale developed

by Milton Nckeach.

An intarview information rating form was constructed
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which consisted of 60 items of interview infcrmation about
hypothetical job applicints. This form was presented to
each subject with instructions to rate independently each
item on a seven-point favorability scale. The composite
favorability score of each judge vas used in determining
the statistical relationships betwéen favorability ratincs
and interviewer variables.

A standardizad precedure was used in the adminisiration
and scoring of all materials. The subjects were not aware
of the purpose of the study at the time the rnaterials were
presented.

In analyzing the data, waich were treated by rethsds
of "t" scores, rrcduct mcment correlations, rank order
correlations, analysis of variance, Schefle's nmethod cf post
hoc comparisons, and the Chi Square test, the lfollowing
conclusicns vere reached.

(1) vhile intervievers azree closely on their ratings
of sone iltems of applicant infermation, they differ coansider-
ably on their ratings of others.

(2) TUnfavorable interview infor=zation elicits more
variability from raters than does favorable information.

(3) The more responsible and the nore dognatic inter-

vievers are judged to be, the less favorably they rate
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job applicant information.

() Personality characteristics of interviewers, such
as, responsibility and dogmatism, have a greater influence
on the favorability ratings of applicant information than
do other interviewer variables such as, age, intellectual
level, amount of interviewing experience, frequency of inter-
view participation, or manzgerial positipn in an organizatione.

(5) The untested use of applicant information favor-
ability ratings from one study to another is unwarranted.

In closing, it should be stated that the investigator
recognizes the artificiality of the ratin; situation under
which this experiment was conducted. As a consequence,
generalizations to the rating behavior of interviewers in
actual interviev situations is hazardous. Further research
1s needed to determine the effects of the variables included
in the present study, as well as other important variables
such as, the interviever'!s sensitivity to individual differ-
ences and the particular stereotype of a "good applicant”
held by different intervieuers, on interviewer favorability
ratings in face-to~-face situations.

With réspect to the question of differences in the
stereotypns held by interviewers, 7t should be noted that
the items of information used in this study were judged on
a favorability basis without rezard to occupational designa~

tion .
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It would appear that an item of information which suggested
2 high cCerree of ag-ressivaness on the part of an applicant
nay well be rated nore favorably by a sales supervisor than
would the sane informaticn when rated by an accounting section
manazor. '

rinally, crcss validaticn studies on independent samples

are needad to determine whether or net the present findings

are unicu2 %o the group studied.
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APPEIDIX A

INTZRVIEIER VARIASLE CLASSIFICATICES
AND VARIALBLE SCORES



oo = YU 0O W W

ol o B S

i

W O =

(B T 7 S = - B o)

IEGEND

Subject

Aze: 20-35 years

Aze: 36-50 years

Ase: 51 years or older

Technical Iducation

Jon~-technical Ziucation

Interviewing Dxzerisnce: Less than 5 years

Interviecwing Bxpericnce: liore than 5 years- less thon 10
Interviewing Zxpe.ience: llore than 10 yecars

Frecuerncy of intervievs: Less than 5 per menth
Frequency of interviews: Here than 5 per nonth-less than

Frequercy of interviews: YNore than 15 per wonth

‘ea
-

Fesition in an Organization: ! e llanagerment Line

d
Positicn in gn Crganization: fid.le lianagenent Sturl
[~ -~

1t

Positicn in an Crganlzation: Line Supervisor
Positicn in an Crganization: Staffl Supervisor
lental Alertness Score

Gerdon Persc.al Profile A Score

Gordon Personcl Profile R Score

Gordon Personal Profile X Score
Gordon Persoral Profile S Score

Dogmatism Scale Score



Subject

(1
@
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(1)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)

(21)

Title

Supervisor
Supervisor

Supervisor

Supervisor

Supervisor
Supervisor

Supervisor

Superintendent

Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervispr
Supervisor
Manager

Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor

Supervisor

Department

Commercial

Customer Service

Accounting

Personnel
Sales Research
Commercial
Commercial
Engineering
Personnel

Data Processing
Commercial
Accounting
Accounting
Adve rtis'in.g
Commercial
Accounting
Personnel
Comme réial
Commercial
Commercial

Advertising
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(22)
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)
(27)
(28)
(29)
(30)
(31)
(32)
(33)
(34)
(35)
(36)
(37)
(38)
(39)
(40)
(41)

(42)

Superintendent

Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor

Supervisor

Superintendent

Supervisor
Supervisor
Manager

Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor

Supervisor

Superintendent

Superintendent

EFngineering
Customer Service
Credit

Cuvstomer Service
Accounting
Commercial
Treasury

Data Processing
Credit

Data Processing
Customer Service
Purchasing

Right of Way
Engineering
Engineering
Engineering

Rate and Research
Commercial
Customer Service
Engineering

Accounting
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(43)
(44)
(45)
(46)
k47)
(48)
(49)
(50)
(51)
(52)
(53)
(54)
(55)
(56)
(57)
(58)
(59)
(60)
(61)

(62)

Superintendent
Superintendent
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Manager
Manager
Superintendent
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Superintendent
Supervisor
Superintendent
Supefhﬂendent
Superhﬂenden%
Supervisor

Supervisor

Treasury

Treasury

Comme rcial
Commercial
Commerical
Commercial
Commercial

Power

Data Processing

Data Processing

Commercial
E'ngineering
Engineering
Engineering
Engineering
Fngineering
Engineering
Engineering

Commercial

Data Processing
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_APPENDIX B

INDIVIDUAL I ITERVIZVUER RATINGS ON
ITE!'S OF INTERVIINT INFCILIATIOCH



SUBJECTS

(1) -

(2)
(3)
(4)
5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
{20)

(21)
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(42{

(43)
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(45)
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(47)

(48)

(49)
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(52)
(53)
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(55)
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(57)
(58)
(59)
(60)

(61)

(62} -

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10} (11) (2) (13) (14) (I5) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)

4 3
4 4
6 2
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6 5
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SURJECTS

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(12)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)

(21)

(21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36) (37).(38) (39) (40)
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APPENDIX C

THE DOGIIATISHM SCALE



The following is a study of what the general public
thinks and feels about a number of important social and
personal questions. The best answer to each statement below
is your personal opinion. We have tried to cover many dif-
ferent and opposing points of view; you may find yourself
agreeing strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing
just as strongly with others, and perhaps uncertain about
others; whether you agree or disagree with any statement,
you can be sure that many people feel the same as you do.

Mark each statement in the left margin according to
how much you agree or disagree with it. Please mark every
one,

Write +1, +2, 43 or -1, -2, -3, depending on how yocu
feel in each case.

+l: I AGREE A LITTLE -1l: I DISAGREE A LITTLE
+2: I AGREE ON THE WIOLE -2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH -3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH
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lo0.

11.

12.

13.

14.

111
The United States and Russia have just about nothing in
common.

The hichest form of government is a democracy and the
highest form of democracy is a government run by those
who are most intelligent.

Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worth-
while goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict
the freedom of certain political groups.

It is only natural that a person would have a much
better acquaintance with ideas he believes in than with
ideas he opposes.

Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome
place.

Most people just don't give a "damn" for others.

I'd like it if I could find someone who would -tell me
how to solve my personal problems.

It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of
the future.

There is so much to be done and so little time to do it
in.

Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't
stop.

In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat
myself several times to make sure I am being understood.

In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed
in what I am going to say that I forget to listen to

what others are saying.

It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward.



15,

le.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

112
While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my
secret ambition is to become a great man like Einstein,
Beethoven, or Shakespeare.

The main thing in life is for a person to want to do
something important.

If given the chance I would do something of great bene-
fit to the world.

In the history of mankind there have probably been just
a handful of really great thinkers.

There are a number of people I have come to hate because
of the things they stand for.

A man who does not believe in some great cause has not
really lived. )

It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or
cause that life becomes meaningful. )

Of all the different philosophies which exist in this
world there is probably only one which is correct.

A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is
likely to be a pretty "wishy-washy" sort of person.

To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous
because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

When it comes to differences of opinion in religion we
must be careful not to compromise with these who belleve
differently from the way we do.

In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if
he considers primarily his own happiness.

The worst crime a person could commit is to attack pub-

licly the people who believe in the same thing he does.

In times like these it is often necessary to be more on
guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one's
camp than by those in the opposing camp.



29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

: 113
A group which tolerates too much differences of opinion

among its own members cannot exist for long.

There are two kinds of people in this world: Those who
are for the truth and those who are against the truth.

My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to
admit he's wrong.

A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is
beneath contempt.

Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't
worth the paper they are printed on.

In this complicated world of ours the only way we can
know what's going on is to rely on leaders or expcrts
who can be trusted.

It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what's
going on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions
of those one respects.

In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends
and associates whose tastes and beliefs are the same
as one's own.

The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It
is only the future that counts.

If a man is to accomplish his mission in left it is
sometimes necessary to gamble "all or nothing at all".

Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have
discussed important social and moral problems don't really
understand what's going on.

Most people just don't know what's good for them.



APPENDIX D

ITHS OF INTERVIZY INFOR-ATION
RATING FORM
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INSTRUCTIONS

You have been asked to participate in a study designed to determine how
different interviewers rate interview information,

This form contains a number of statements about job applicants, For each
statement decide how favorable or unfavorable it would be if it was the only
information you had about an applicant,

Please keep in mind that there are no " right or wrong" answers., We are

interested in your personal opirion, Record your choice by making a check (i/)

in the proper space on the answer sheet, where in your judgement, the statement
belongs.
If you change your mind about an item, be sure to erase the first mark

completely,



9.

10,
11.
i2,
13,

14.

17.

18,

19, -

20,

PAGE 1
115

Says he likes regular hours for wozrk

Has collected uvnemploynent twice in his life

Is presently spending a little more than he is making

Says he likes to spend his spare time with his children
Says he never has colds or minor illnesses during the year
Has been on his present job five years

Says he has difficulty getting acquainted with strangers

Says after he has done the big and difficult parts of a job, he hates
to finish up the odds and ends

Says he dislikes working on comwplex and difficult problems
Says he often craves excitement

Says he can correct others without giving offense

Says he likes energetic people

Is single and says he dates a lot during the week

Says he never attends regular religious services

Says he enjoyad the regimentation the armed services required of him
Says his minimum expenses per month will be $ 650

Has 100 acquaintances in the community

Says he likes té take the lead in group activities

Has held four jobs in the last four years

Says he would rather not take chances or run risks
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Quite Extrerely

somewhat

ANSWER SHEET
FAGE 1

Someciwhat
favorable favorable favorable Neutral Unfaverable unfavorable unfavorable considerx

Extrencly Quite
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21, Says he tends to act on hunches

22, First actively considered making a change in jobs a week ago
23, Says he likes spending money

24, Has a net worth of $60,000

25, Says he is leaving his present job because he can't get along with the
people he has to work with

26, Says his feclings are sometimes easily hurt

27. Says he supervises threa people on present job and dosen't care for the
responsibility ‘

28, Says he often acts on the spur of the monent

29, Never swears when conversing

30, Says he can mee£ emergrncies quickly and effectively

31. Is divorced

32, Has a peptic ulcer

33. Ranked in the lower one-third of his college graduating class
34, 1Is married

35, Is a diabetic

36, Has a 1-0-A draft classification ( conscientiosus objector )
37. Lives with his uncle

'38. Admits that he sometimes drinks to excess

39, Earned 5 % of college expenses

40, Is buying his home
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41, Has a 1-Y draft clas-ification ( history of asthma )}
42, Says he dislikes detail work
43, Says that at times he gets "quite nervous"

44, Says he was active in extra-curricular activities while iIn cnllege and
as a consequence failed to make good grades

45, Was arrested when he was thnty years old for driving while intoxicated
46, 1s seperated from his wife

47. Participated very little in extra-curricular activities while in college
48, Describes his parents as " not very religious "

49, Says he has five really close friends

50. Feels that sccurity is the most important aspect of a job

51, Lost 15 days from his job the past year due to illness

52, Refers to his father as " my old man "

53, Says as a tecnager he was more interested in members of the opposite
sex than others his age

54, Recieved a general discharge from the Army ( unable to adjust to
military life )

55, Eventually expects to earn at least $ 1,500 per month

56, Admits to having domestic difficulties

57. Ranked in the upper one fourth of his college graduatiﬁg class
53, " Grew up " in a farming community,

59, Describes ais parents as " very religious "

60, Has lived in the community two years
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APPENDIX E

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RzESULTS OF INTSLLIGENCE AND
PERSONALITY TRAIT SCORZ5 FOR THR=ZE LEVSLS OF
INTERVIGWING EXPCRISNCE, THRIS LEVELS OF
INTZRVIEJING FREQUENCY, AND FOUR LEVZLS
OF IANAGERIAL POSITICLS



TABLE XI

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SOCIABILIT

CATEGCORIES OF INT :VI”\Itn FXPFRIENRCEH
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Y 3CORFS FOR THREE

Source of varisnce sum of squares df liean Sguzre F
Betwveen grours 137 2 69
. 2.935
titrhin grcups 2030 £9 34
.Totsal 2157 6l
TABLT XII
ANLAIMSIS OF VeRIsNCE OF FXOTIOMAL STABRILITY 2CJE™S TR
TEPTE CATERORIES OF INTERVIFING TXPLRTENCE
Source of variance sum ¢ sguares ar Eesan Scuare F
Between zrours 100 2 T EQ .
' ' 1.79
Vithkin greoups 15388 59 23
Total 1663 61
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TABLE XIII .

ANAIYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DOGMATISY SCORES FOH THREE
CATEGORIES OF INTFRVIETING IXPFRIENCE

.

Source of varlance Sunn of squares  &f Xean Sguare 'F

Betwecn group 2849 -2 142¢ -
2,34
tithin group 35812 59 606
Total ' .. 38661 61 A
TABLE XIV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ASCTNDENCY SCORES FOR TEREE
CATEZORIZS OF INTFRVIE"ING EXPIRIELCE

*
.

Source* 22 variance Sum of sq uares ¢f  lieen Sguere F
Batreern group o 23 . 2 .12 )

: . 4lh
Yithin group " 1568 59 27 :

Totzl 1551 61
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TABLF XV .

NALYSIS OF VARIANCF OF RESPONSIBILITY SCURES FOR THREE
CATEGOZIYS OF INTFRVIE¥ ING EXPIXIERNCE —

Source of variance Sum of squares df ° lean Square F
_Between group 13 2 6.0

. S0
Vithin group _ 750 €9 . 13.00 )

Total . 763 e

-

TABLE XVI

* ANALYSIS OF VIRIANCE, OF MENTAL ALIRTISS SCORES FOR TIRrE

0
(¥
CATEGORITS CF INTERVIRMING EXPIERIFNCE

Source of veriance  Sur of squsres df  Mean Squere F

Between group 1323 2 664 Iy
S3.69
vithin group _ 10623 59 120

Total 113831 51

¥ Signiricant at the V& level of conildence
]

[\
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TABLE XVII ‘
- ¢ l ' - -
AVALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MENT/I ALFRTNES3 SCURFS FOX THERLE
CATEGORIFS OF INTFRVIFVING FREQUENCY

°8
‘Source of variance Sunm of squareé ¢f Mean Square F
Between group . 8 2 4
] ) .03
. ®¥ithin group 2947 - 59 €0
Total 2985 o)

TABLY. XVIII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ASCTUTINCY SCOURES ?DE TUREE. CATESJRILS
OF INT:RVIR®ING FRTQUZNCY ’

Source of varlance Sum cf squsares df  Xeen Square 'y
Between group 16 2 :. 8

' . . . 053
_¥ithin group ) 874 ’ 59 . 15

Total _ ' 890 . 61




TABLE

ANALYSIS CF VI RIANCE OF
CATEGORIZS of

Xv

RZ

vy Pty
TIRVIZV

s
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v :

~ Ty
[ S

SPOXNST ITY SCORES FOR TMREZ

ING FREDUENTY

Source of variance Sum of squares daf Mean Squuze T
Betwean group 22 2 11
.78
Within grou el 59 14
+Total 853 61 .
TABLE ¥X
LY .
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF EMOTIONAL STAJILITY SCORNS FOR T'RSE
CATEGORIES OF IMIERVIEWING FREZUCNC :

Sun of s

guares

"

Batx2en group
Within graup

.ou'l M
59

51
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ANALYSL1S OF VARIANCE " F §

TABLE XXI

SOCIABILITY SCORY¥S FO¢ THARFRE

CATEGOKIES Cﬁ IuTVFVI'“I‘P FRIGU¥NCY

126

-

Sux of squares

Source of varlance df  Mezn square F
Betveen greup 86 2 © 43
1.10
¥ithin group 2263 5¢ 39
Total' 2379 61
TABLE XXII
A¥ALY3IS OF V& IFI F OF DOGUATISY SCURYS FIR THRFE
ATEGOHIES CF INTRRVI:TINC Fz7 JUZNCY

Sum of sgusres

Meen square

Source of varisnce aft P
Betwesn group 637 2 518

«52
Vithin group . 35811 59 803
Totsl ] 36248 ‘51
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TABLE XXIII -

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MENTAL ALERTHESS SCORFS FOR
FOUR CATEGORIES OF LANAGFRIAL POSITIONS

Source of verlance Sum of squares ~@df  Mean squere F -

-~

- Betveen group 99 - 3 33 _
¥ithin group 5307 58 87 -
.Tots) ' 3405 81

TABLE XXIV.

. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ASCIXDENCY SCORTS FOR
FOUR CATEGORIFS OF LANAGERIAL POSITIONS

Source of variance Sum of scguz2res ¢f Xesn square F

" . Betwesn group ‘ 25 3 :!
: L .33
- Fithin grou: 399 68 T, 24
Total | 1424, el

1 * [ 4




TABLF XXV

ANALYSIS OF VARIAICF OF RESPONSIBILITY SCURES FOR

- FOUR CATEGORIES OF MANASFRIAL POSITIONMS

128

Source of variance Sun of squares ar Mean sguare F |
- Betveen group . 62 . 3 20.66
. ) s 1.51
¥ithin group 792 58 13, 65 '
Total " 84 . &l
TAELF YXVI
ASAIYSIS COF VARTIANCT OF FYOTIONAL STASILITY SCOR™S
FOR FOUR CATEGOXI®S OF LAMNAGTRIAL PO3ITIONS
Sburce of vafisnce Suz ¢f sgusres af Fean square F
Between group ) 74 ) 25.7
. * a 1007
“ithin group 133¢ . 83 . 23.0
Total . _ 1413 61
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- TABLE XXVII
- ’ ‘ . :
-ANALYSIS OF VARIAYCE OF SOCIABILITY SCOR¥S FOR
FOUR CATEZORIFS OF NAY :“.GE‘RIAI: POSITIONS
‘Source of variance Surt of squareé art V.ean scusre F
. Betvesn grour - 69 3 20.0
. . .o - - . 1.36
* ¥ithin grour 846 58 l4.6
‘Totzl 06 R
TABLE XXVIII S

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DOSNATISY SCORTS FOR
FOUR CATEGCRIFS OF ¥ATAGFRIAL POSITIONS

-~

Source zf variznce Suxz of sguares ¢  Mean square ¥

. Betveen group - 2979 S - 993
1.90

"%itkin group 30262 £8 522

Totzal 33248 61




APPENDIX F

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS OF INTERVIEWER

RATINGS FOR THRZS CATIGORISS OF AGZ, THREZ

CATEGORIES OF INTZRVIZJING EXPERIENCI 2 AND
FOUR IEVSIS OF MAWAGERIAL POSITIOCIIS
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g TAELF. XXVIV 3

ANATYLIS OF VARIANCY CF 004 POSITE INTFRVIFNIR ITHL
RATINMGS FOR THRFE TIvF EPT.)T AGE- CLASSIFICATION

-

Source of varisnce Sum of squares af ¥esn squsre ¥

Between group ) ¢ 162 2 81 |
_ ; 37
~¥ithin group .12z &9 218

Totsl 13043 &1

TABLE XXX

-

ANALYSIS C¥ V.RIANCE OF COUFCSITE li.TT""";‘ =2 ITHL
RATINGS FOR TERIZ LIFFIFRLST Cn.E-u #ITS Or IHNTER-
VIEYER *XPERITLCT

P

Source .¢f variance Sum of scusres 4rf Mean square P

o
0
©
o,

A ch ,fe“'l L_"Ou,; " 19

¥ithin zroup 21781 59 369 .

Total ' 21973 51
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TABLE XXXXI

AVAEYSIS 0F VLRIANCE OF COMNPOSITE INTFTRVIFVEIR ITEM :
RATINGS FOR TrRFL DIFFERFNT CATECORIES OF
INTERVIEY ING FRECUENCY

.

< R

Source of veorlsance Suit o sgueares ér ¥ezn scuere F

Betveen group 494 2 247 i
N1

Vitkin group 22479 59 381

Totsal . 22973 61

= . TABLE XXXII

-

ANALYSIS OF VARILNCE CF CO¥PCSITE INTFRVIIVER ITII
RATINCS FOR FOUR CATEGIRIFS OF HANAGIRIAL POSITICNS

Source of vauriance Sun of squares ét Yesn scuare P

148

" Bstween group 444 z
. - . * S . .40
¥ithin group ' 21462 55 364

Totsl 21906 61




