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, Prior to this research the bulk of experiméntal re~ L

A f

- Y 2 0
search dealing with the assessment center followed the .

v
* ’

traditional psychoﬁetric parad}gm, Thé'ceqtral focus was o

upon the concepts of validity and reliéﬁility of the assess-

. ' . w N N PO
ment process and the accuracy of selection decision made,-

~

based upon thisg:ifog tion. While this type of macro- ;4'

ahalytic resear

is criti®elly important in terms of evalu-

.. . > - .
ating assessment effectiveness within a sbeci?ic étituation,

-
- >
T

the results do not lend themselves to genéralities that could
. ' . e ¢
be used in different‘?ft;atiéns., Macroanalytic studies tell

E}

us that a given relationship,can exist but contribufes_little
, .~ . v ]
to the understanding of the nectessary and/or sufficient

LN

~ '

conditions for the existence of such relationships. .8
: SR . i , LS
The principal objective of the present research is

\ Y . .

to dbtermine those factors which affect de¢ision making in ;
a ‘ ' * ’ / ! Qi
an assessment center simulation. Thus, in this research, -

«

" the’ focus shifted from issues related to one very limited

1

situation {(macroanalytic) to issues which bear ypon ‘the es-

sence of the assesstent approach fmicroanalytic). %
. , %

rr
.

Thus, i@vu}ll be the purpbse of this research to °
' C.\ '
study those factors which affect decision making in the .
N ' \ . )
assessment approach. . |
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Research on the Assessment Center

. on measureme%t and pfédictlon and thg primary objectives has-<

~.‘predicted and @étual criterion scbres (Bray and Grant, 1966;

) Dickens and Black, 1965; Gregnwooa aanMcNemare, 1967; Byham,

'1974; Howard, 1974; Cohen, Moéés and Byham, 1974; Mitchell,

o b S bt et a5\ Tt | oo e 4 s

CL  CHAPTER I o | o Qn

THE ASSESSMENT CENTER . Lo

~ ' ) . " _
The spread of the assessment center method to managerial ;

selection ever since the pioneering studies by Douglas Bray L

. - " . ) ‘
{1964) at AT & T has been phenomenal. Development Dimension

11977) reported that since early 1860's, over 200,000 émployées
Have’attended assessment centers and since 1977 more than l,dqo‘
busihess government and non-profit organizations were us;né
the assessment center aéﬁrsacﬁ to preﬁict later job performaﬂceiv

Despite the widespread use of the assessment center, little

S

is known about the psychological process underlying the

L

informatlon processing and decision making.

2t e B A Y o e BRSNS

Most of the earller ‘studies deallng with the assess-

ment center followed the classical valxdity'approach in

»

personnel selection. Almost total emphasis has been placed

been’ to maximize the correlatlon (simple or multlple) between

1970; Dunnette, 1971; Huck, 1973; Bray, Campbell and Grant,

~

e Ao AR A . .-



1975; Schmitt, 1971).

‘-

Rationale For The Present Study

In short, prior to this research, all experimental

studies dealing with assessment procedures followed the

»

,tradltlonal paradlgm in personnel selection, the central focus

was upon the concepts af valpdity and rellablllty of the
o

assessment center and the accuracy of the selection decision.

ﬁowever, littLeigg né qtténtién was given to the stu@y.of the
underlying psyc?oiogical process. .ﬁhilé this traditional type
of wvalidity rgséarch is critically important in terms of
evaluating assessmeﬁt center éﬁfectiveness within a gi&en
specific situatiop, the results.do not lend themselves to
«generalities» of assessment center p?ocedures that could be.
employed in different situatithI The reason for'this eﬁphasis

. ~ - . -
on validity research may be due to the fact that thé assess-

ment center is a selgction device thét uses a'battery of tests.
As a result the canon bf tests and measureménts in‘industrial
psychology was applied to the assessment approgch.

The term ﬁacroanalytiq studies could be used,in this-
context to describe these validi£§ studies which focus upon
the bsychome;ribﬁproperties of this assessment process since
they wére'concerned with the assessment’ approach as a, «single
entity» or within & giyen situation. . L

However, certain problems; or critical issues arise in

the interpretation of these classical macroanalytic research

results. Macroanalytic studies are «analogous to case studies;

: . . |
i.e., bbservations of isolated instances. of the occurrence or

)

. .
)
. w ( A
. N

o e st - e =

{
z
;
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non-occurrence of relationships between certain variables.

Because of the observational, nen-experimental nature of these

investigations and_ the large number of potentially important
N ]

factors, macroanalytic studies add little to our scientific

K ¢

2

. ‘ i
" knowledge. Macroanalytic studies can be used to demonstrate, ’ 1
that a given relationship can exist but ‘contribute little to §
' {

§

the understanding of the necessary and/or sufficient conditions
~for the existeﬂ;e of such relationshigs» (Fair,_lQ?l. p.2).

'so although the macroanalytic or the psychometric focus
in assessmént center research has helped to estimate £he magni-
tude of error, it does not increase our understanding of the
actual process. Thus traditdional macroanalytical reseé}ch has
failed to provide tge explanation and cdntro% of assessment ’
centér‘error. ' ’
' ’The présent microanalytical research'is intended to
~ cover this gap and in general, is devoted to identifying ) \
the factors affecting the psychological process invo;ved in
decision making in the assessment center. Until these micro-
analytical factors are revealed, the limits of reliability ~ - :
and validity cannot be known. Microanalytic }esearch_in this
context is the sepaﬁgtionlof the assessﬁént center into
different parts and .sthdying one or several of those components
while gither,ignoring or holding constant other parts of the
total aséessment‘centei process (Farr, l97l)l ;

Because of the nature.of this approach, the micro~
.analytic-résearch needs to consist of a seéries of «interlock-

ing investigations» if it is to provide a maximum of informa-

tion (Wright, 1969).
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Historical Béckground and Industrial Usage

‘ In general Fefms, an assessmentAceﬁter.is a. multiple
selection method that useé a variety of different techniques,
%pclhding tests, interviews and case stndies to evaluate a )
pétential candidate (Taft, 1959; Kelly, 1980) .

s

While the use of the assessment center in industry is

’ v

described in the AT & T st&é@ led by Bray (1964), the original
usé of assessmént centers on.a systematic basis goes back to
thé mil;tary. In response to_wargﬁime needs, one of the first'
assessment centers was set up ih the U.é. b; thé Office Sf
étrategic Service (0SS) in 1243, similar in many respects

to the War Office Séleétion Boards (WOSB) set up in Great
Britain. As reported in an article titled «A Good Man ié"Hard
to Find», in Fortune Magazine in 1946, and in the «Assessment
\?f Men» (1948), the main purpose of the 0SS assessmeﬁt’cénter
was- to select and train agents and, spies. Interestingly,

the exerci;es used*in OSS‘- étation S - ?ssessment center to
select spies bear a close resemblance to the contemporary
centers used now ‘to sélect managers.

An~ear1y and significant investigation of the assess;
ment center in industry was reported in the Managemént Progreés
Study undertaken by Bray (1964) at AT & T, which established
the validity of the assessment center as a method of ﬁfédicg—
ing fqturé executive performance. Encouraged by the success
at AT & T, the use of the assessment center aé a selection.
procgdure‘épread to étandé}d 0il,of Ohio, IBM, éeneral Electric

and Sears. In Canada, the list of assessment centers' users

includes Steinberg, CN, Bank of Montreal and the

PSS

S AT eSS S
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Federal Government (CAP Program). J

\

" ' The Assessment Cénter Process

. .

a ’

Since theuéssessment anter process 1s important, to

’

the present research, a brief’descr?ption is in' order._ The

assessment process can be described“in five Sequential steps:

1. Identification of job dimensions: This step requires the

identification and trénslation of “the job behavioral

“

. . N LY
\ variables into measurable dimensions relevant to success

I

in the management job.
2. Selection and design of the instruments of measurement:

The second step reqguires the selection and construction

°

of the various instruments needed, such as, the pressure

. interview, the iraté customer, the leaderless group and

)
%

the in-basket exercise.

3. 6bservqtioﬂ and reporting: The assessment center activitgés
may take as little as three hours or as much as Ehreé days.
"In a typiéai center participants are assesged'in groups of

six or twelve after being nominated by their immediate

supervisors. While at the center candidates may play

’

a business game, undergo an extensive interview, participate .

. ' " in group discussions or interview simulations (role
playing), and be exposed to an in-pasket exercise. Dufihg
these exercises, the assessors observe and evaluate the

@ different candidates.

”

4. The evaluation process: After the candidates have returned

1
»

to their original job, assessors meet to review their

)

b o e v . - L
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‘ - “individﬁai,evalu;;ions which they have formulated during

the assessment activities. )
N - P

- 5. Feedback: Following the evaluation process a summary
R ‘ : report is developed on each candidate outlining pdtential

training needs and placement.. Candidates are then

4

informed of the assessment results by the personnel

]

officer in charge of the assessment center in an individual
meeting (Kelly, 1980)-.

v ! [ J »

. Variations on a Theme

»
w5

To conclude this chapter, it must b€ poted as

Erwin Tylor (cited in Finkle, 1970) has suggé§¢ed, that nd

two assessment centers are,alike, but rather there are

: v
«variations on a theme» among assessment centers.

b}
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\ ’ THE RESEARCH PROBLEM :
\DECISION MAKING - A MICROANALYTICAL APPROACH

/ ] R - e e,

b
- . . .
Ever since Webster's pioneering researgh «Decisibn

i

-

maklng in the employment interv1ew»'%l964), a wealth of
findings has been reported (Sprlngbett, 1958; Bo%ster
aﬁd Springbett 1961; Crowell, 1961; Carlson, 1967 and 1969;
Blakeney and McNaughton, 1971 Hakel, Dobmeyer aed Dunnette,

1970; Shaw, 1972b; Rowe, 1967; Wexley, 1972; Sydiaha, 1958;

Johns, 1975; Constantin, 1975; Schmitt, 1976; Petit and Mullins, -

-~

1981).

\ .
In fact, ‘three major research programs utilizing

the m%Froanalytic'approach have been conducted. First}&:: ‘ é
studies conducted at McGill University by Webster (1964) d v
his students demonstrated the feasibility of research on ‘ ‘
the decision making @rocese in persoﬁnel eelection. The major

i
i
findings of the McGill studies, are: C N §~

" (a) Interviewers develop a stereotype of a good
applicant; , A

Sl (b) a Biqg~seems to be established early” in the
interviemf&hich strongly influences nal
‘décisions;’

(c) declslons are influenced more by unfavorable

T

than by favorable informatlon, .
.
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gd% whole versus,pértial~information affects the . '

<
s

rater's decision.

' Second the LIAMA studies of Mayfield- and Carlson (1966)

-

. reported data relevant to the development of 1nformatlona1

1

items Wthh could be, used to study deClslon making process :

in personnel selection.! The pr1n01pal findings of the: LIAMA

* -

s studies are: oo

- —— . . ¢

(a) Unfavorable information receive more ‘weight in

-

the rater's decision; ) ’

2 e

o . _‘ (pl 1nterv1ewers have. spec1f1c as well as common
) e . _ stereotypes of good applicants; o
n . ~ '
© . . . (c) that mosﬁ‘of‘the variance in decisions are
J : éq X ~accounted for by information of known validité. a ‘
. Third, a series of studies were conducted by‘Hekel,
% __x,” . Dunnette and their associates 71970). Among their major ) ‘ g
°findings were that there is a centrast effect between applicénts; J
. .
. ) S and that unfavorable'{nformatiqn carries more weight in decision
; ~ making ghan favorable ones. - ‘j
. e
' 3 These studies were concerned with the decision making v i
\ " ‘process using only one selection technique, the employment B /
» T ‘inteéyiew. However, with the increasing research and applice—

tion of the assessment center approach’ever since the AT & T

- pioneering study, there is an urgent need £Jr a shift in :

) assessment research from macroanalytic to microanalytic, from
- ae . . .' .

. ' ;ye psychometric to. the decision process focus for the
1 v . v )

ollowing reasons:
) ' - f ' -'_ — \ X

y Y
W otk mboc b Abie w e - B - ‘ A . e o
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d@ 1. The Clinical Nature of the Assessment Center. _\\

‘The Assessment of Men (1948), which documents the beginning

of the assessment tenter activities in selection, sought to
contrast «elementalistic» with «organismic» apprdaches to

'predictioﬁj asking «which method has a high predictive validity :

w x '
in personnel selection.» The organismic method of assess-
ment depends for its success upon the abiliiy of the psycho- “
logists to observe the applicant's behavior and his strengths

.
and weaknesges. While the elementalistic approach relies ° !

on objective and statistical meaéurgg, the authors'conclude : ’
that the_agsessment prediction is an’«organismic» type of
predicﬁipn.

There has long been disagreement'as to the merits of

- these two approaches of prediction. Thorndike (1918) advoca-

ted the «actuarial» approacﬁ in prédiction by using test

batteries to minimizeinter—%estcorrelation which was later

supported by Cronback, (1949); Guilford,’' (1954); and McNemar, 1

(1955). On the other hand Viteles (192%) recommendeéd the

" Elinical method of prediction in which‘juagﬁént is used to .- E '

7. predi&t behavior, claiming that actuarial or statistical method é

cannot_prédict all aspects of behavior.

//# o Meéhle (1954) indicates' that ciiniéal prediction in-
volves the use of judgment to weigh the different kind of

‘ . v
- information' regarding- applicant behavior in order to predict

future performance or behavior. So Meehle views the role of

. . 4
the clinician as <«interpreter who makes inferences .about t
applicant from rarely occuring idiosyneratic and other qualita-

" tive information® (Gough, 1962. p.e570). While the actuarial
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 the correlation (simple or multiple) between predicted and

u

approach in prediction uses quantitative measures to maximize

1

actual .criterion behavior.
| In short, the assesément center in&olves typical
ckinical approach procedures in which judgfient is ut;lized N
to weigh énd cé%bine different kinds of information from

which a decision is~made to predict future performance.of a

certain applicant (Thomson, 1970; Moses and Byham, 1977). This

clinical nature of "the assessment prediction, however, goes

-4
to the heart of what might be the greatest weakness of this

approach. Therefore, the focus should be on the factors or
variables affecting thelassessors' exercise of these clinical

functions.

1

2. - The assessment centeg approach uses a variety of

techniques as mentioned earlier, the order in which these .

techniques are presented and the time spent in the assess-

ment center may also have an effect on the decision making

process./”

The Purpose of the Present Study

‘.

This study is intended to investigate those micro-
analytical or clinical factors which affect decision makin?
in éhe assessment center. Thus, in this research,’the emphasis .
is shifted from macroanalytic to microanalytic issues.

Previous research had acknowledged that certain processes do

‘take place in assessment situations that lead assessors to

’

make decisions, but for the most part, these processes had

escaped scientific investigation. Therefore, it is the purpose




o _
A

e S v e e

11

of -.this study to investigate'tﬁe events and factors of the .
decisioﬂ making process that lead to g5‘/ no-gq!assessment

t decisions. Yi .

5 The critical question ;é, what triggers decision- \g

& ~ ' ’ r
making in the assessment center? The research will focus on

these fabtors:

[N

-

(1) The effect of nature and order of information
{ ' on.the decision made by assessors. The extent
! \. to which primacy effect operates. | . O
(2) The tendency of assessors to <«carry» a stereo-
“type 'of an-ideal apglicant.x
(3) ;. The effect of asseséors' characteristics on
their f;pal decision (i.e., pattern of traits,
sex, age and experience). 4
The scope of the present research will be to condﬁct
a simulated experiment to investiéate the degree toqwhich
these variables affect .the decision making process. In addiﬁién

the present %esearch is intended to study the reliability

} 6f VTR simulation of an assessment center. ¥
a .

Research Hypotheses

- Hypothesis 1: An assessor's early commitment will play a

. dominant role in his or her final decision. The confirma-
tioﬁ of this hypothesis would support the explanation that early

impress{ons play a significant role in determining the final

.
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decision. v -

r's)

- - Hypothesis 2: Asséssor's decision is triggered by certain

- .
critical incidents at a certain time. Confirmation of this

e

hypothesis would support the explanation that item favorability

"is an important information characteristic affépting decision

making.

\‘ -

Hypothesis 3: An assgssor will develop a common stereotype B

of a good applicant and will seek to match appllcants and

stereotype. Confirmation of this hypothesis would sbPPQrt

\
e

”
the finding that raters develop a common stereotype of a goed

applicant. r

3
ot

Hypothesis 4: Applicants with personality traitsg similar to

R : assessors are more likely to be accepted than are appli-

? cants (assessees) with personality traits different from

/ those of the‘subjects (§ssessors).Confirmation of this hypo-
thesis would support the finding that attitude similarity

, significantly'influenced rater's decision, and the explanation

. that impressions of others is partly affected by the pefceiverESw

) 4
own traits.

3
%
i
1
!
!
3
g
§

Review 0of Related Research -,

1. Nature and Order.of Information - Early Impregsibn1

. In a series of experimental interview éessions,
W\ . .
Springbett (1958) studied the relation between the inter=-

- viewer's final decision (accept-reject) and the kind and order
r . .

: ,of information presented. Springbett reported that eariy

H
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\
impressions play a significant role in determining the final
decision.: ?hterviewers reached a final decision in an average

of four‘mithes, and initial ratings and final ratings wére

in ggreement in 73% of the cases.
% - : , .

Springbett also studied the influence of negative

or unfavorable information on the interviewer's final -

decision. He found that just one unfavorable rating led to a

reject decision in 90% of the cases. He concluded that un-

favorable information about an applicant had a greater impact

on the rater's final decision than favorable information, and

o

T

: R4
that the interview seems to be pri@arily a” search for negative

information. " .

i

*? In another related study, Bolster and Springbett (1961)‘ '

Sy
ks

~

deSi&hed an experiment in which 16 army personnel rated items

OTIDIp O S S

concerning applicant characteristics varying in favorableness.

This study confirmed earlier findings of interviewer sensitivity

|
x

to negative information, and suggested that as the interviewer

ot %2

PRERON R R T

commits himself to one,pbsition and moves from a non-commital
position, the more radicaliy}he feapts to informaﬁion'which
threatens the validity of his commitment. Furthermore intgﬁ—
viewers were found to react more readily to negative than to
positive evidence, but differences among raters were more
accurately observed in terms ¢f readiness to commit themselves,
both negatively and positively.

Hollman (1972} is critical of the me;hodologicai

shortcomings in Springbett (1958) and Bolster and Springbett's

(1961) research. In a study of rating methodology, Hollmann

. ¢

B . - L L L AP I RIS |
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investigated the intervie&ers' error in pfécessing#positive -
and negatlve informat¥on. He reviewed the p@®ious studies
and c1ted two methedologlcal problems that may have“led to
their findings. fne firsttprob}em was tne assqution that .
each unit of infatmation is perceived as independent or to
Have «equivalént symmetrlcal patterns» of intercorrelat;on.f
The second problem concerned thh the rating scale. He
ifdicated that 1nd1v1duals differ regarding the probability
that a candidate #%ill be successful, 'and also that this prob-
ability is above .50 and therefore above the neutral point .
on the rating scale. Hollman noted that the ésychological
neutral peint is actually on the'positive eide'of the scale
and that each_increment on the negative side is greater than
on the positiye side because of the shifted neutral point.

' A
In~ an attempt to counter these methodological short-

" .+ .comings, Hollmann (1972) asked each of his subjects to indi-

°

' cate: a base rate of success (BRS); the probability an appli-

cant will be successful; and the probability of success, p(s)

for each unit of information presented. Hollmann con¢luded

‘that interviewers accurately weigh negative information, .but

give less weight to positive information.
LN,
Blakeney and MacNaughton (1971) studied the effect

o

of temporal placement of unfavorable information ih the.
decision interview. The subjects (126 Stience students)
evaluated an audio tape of a simulated interview in which'the

location and content of negative 1nf0rmation was systematlcally

varied Blakeney and MacNaughton found that variance due to

-
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information content and order of negative;infgzﬁhtion were .

- v - -

\ , .
. In aisimil r research, Carlson (1967) studied the effect

2

negligible. | B ) P

of the type of info mation'inﬁut (i.e., written description vs.

-applicant photograph]). MCafI%on found that 40% of the décigion

variance was related to written descriptioﬁ information while
& 5% of the vawiance related to photographs. Based on this

> -

result Carlson suggested that factual information about an

§ :
applicant plays an important role in the interviewer's final
decision. 1In a related study, Carlson (1969) confirmed this

result and suggested'that favorable information plays a

Dada. BTl et e -

. . A
dominant -role in thé interviewer's final decision.

In another fesearch, Carlson {1970, 1971) studied

.

the .effect of order of information, favarability of information

. I
and quality Qf the preceding applicant in the interviewer's

final decision. The subjects were 600 life insurance agency

-

managers who were asked to evaluate»éight h%pothetic%l
N . & H

applicants. The data abdu; each épplicant consisted of a

# 4

valid test result, and-eight items of personal history informa-
tion preéented in’a-sérial—cumqlative fashion. So each p
.subject rated each applicant nine times. Personal history
items were Srfanged in four differegi combinatiqns of favor-

able and unfavorabke traits: (FF, FU, UF and UU). There : i

were three differént_levels of test decision; the-applicant

had passed, not taken, or failed the selection‘tesﬁ. The

results indicated that unfavorable items caused a géeater

rating shift follouﬁrg fanFable itéms: Aﬁ%ﬁysis of variance -
. , . o ‘

indicated that information favorability accounted for 12% of

L
H @

. .
- w4 PR N . e
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the variance in rater's evaluation. Carlson suggested that

contrast effect seems to be due to the primacy-recency

effect rather than to the overall degree of information
L)

favorability.
m -

Carlson (1971) suggested also that primacy—recéncy

A

effect is a result of negative information, and that contrast

effect of negative information with any pre-established set
may generate a primacy effect. Carlson also suggested thé£
the primacy and recency effect of neéative information tend
to limit the absolute effect of valid tegt infotmation.
. Hakel, Dobmeyer and Dunnette (1970) Q%proached the |
interview decision as a case of information processing in
" interpersonal percepfion. First; they developed a set ofi
instrument-checklists for describing job applicants for
seven different occupati;nal catego;ies.. The items were
designed to ascertain what the applicant did and said, what
impressions he created, and what‘characteristics he possessed.
The authors reported a moderatiqg effect of the relative
wéight of various categéries of information in the relation-
ship betwéen information favorableness and the favorableness

-

of the interview decision.

Hakel (1971) suggested that the unreliability of

ainterview decisions may be due to a large extent to the
wide differences that‘eiist in f;rst data and first impression,
and that unfavorable information seems to carry out more v
. . \
weight thén favorable information.
Shaw (1972b) asked 132 college recruiters to rate,

’ e
. .

i
!
i
¢
]
1
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hypothetical job applicants for engineering and sé¢ience jobs
"and for management trainee jobs. His idea was to examine
the assumption that the effect of unfavorable information on
the evaluatidn of a.job applicant might be greéter when the
apblicant's iﬁformation is ambiguous rather than unambiguous.
His choice of evaluating science vs.” management students
was‘based on the assumption that evaluation of sciegge”students
regreseﬁk less ambiguous criteria than that of management
training. Shaw'il972b) found that the effect of unfavor-
able information for the two profeésiSnal“categories (scieﬁce
vs. management) aiffered according to the content of inform;tion.

Farr (1873) consiructed eight hypéthetical applicants -
based on Hakel and Dunnette's (1970) items. Based ,on the
attention hypothesis, Farr '(1973) suggested that‘ recency
effects are produced when interviewers make repeated judgment
concerning hypotheﬁical job applicants. Last information
.présented to the ratérrabdui an applicant had a larger effect -
on the final decision than information presented early in
the simulated interview when the rater was asked to evaluate
each applicant several times. Farr {1973) went on to suggest
that when only a single judgméntawas requ}red, the results
were less bonsisteﬁt, although a primacy effect was found for
one ‘type of decision. Thesé regults seem to contradicF
'earlier findings (Springbett, 1958). However; the obtained
recenb¥ effects are consistent‘with data from impression-
formation ?tudieé. ' L.

Farr's (1973) attention hypothesis was supported by

e AT S
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other studies. Peters and Terborg (1975) for example, -

suggested that defining SpelelC job gualification reduces

the negative influence of primacy effect for uéfavorable

applicant information. Farr's (1973) study is also supported

by an earlier study by Anderson (1960} in which,it was found

that a favorable décision was positively related to time span

(the time the interviewer spent talking to an applicant) .

' . ’

Johns (1975) discovered that interviewers who received
lnformation in &a random order processed that information more
competently than interviewers who.chose the order in which
tney evaluated applicant information. Furthermore, Johns (1975)
found that interviewers considereﬁ more information and
could recall more about the applicant when the information is
in a random order than when interviewers control the order

LN
in which information was received.

A similar research was conducted by Crowell (1961).
Crowell studied the effect of the amount'and nature of
information available about an applicant on the interviéwer's
decision. 1In his early research, crowell (1961) compared
the effect of incomplete information in perceptual accuracy
and in dec151on making. His subjects (187 army men) were
shown picture slides which were manipulated to study the effect
of partial information on decision making. Crowell (1961)
found that when ali information about the applicant was

presented immediately or gradually, accuracy of perception

was very high. ' -

)
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. . In a related study Crowell (1961) found that'rater's
decision (about a 'hypothet/‘ical applicant) changed as new
information about the applicant was added. In other wo.rds,the
rater's decision based on complete information was different
from those based on incomplete information.
' To further examine the effect of partial information®
on perception, Crowell (1961) designed a third experiment
in which the subjects were exposed to’varying amounts@of
information (based on two written descriptions containing
favorable and unfavorable information, pl-acing'*t‘he unfavor-,

able ones at the- end of the description, to allow the rater
) .

to form an impression before reading the unfavorable information).
.

Crowell found that decision was more favorable when unfavor-
able . information was preceded by early favorable information
than when made; \i)n isolation. .

Recent z}ese'arch on the effect of information .
favorableness on fnterviewer's decision was provided by
London and ‘Hakel (1974). They found that when the interviewer
’perceives the applicant as of high quality, the weight of un-
favorable information is significantly reduced. |

To further examine the role of positive and negative
information jin selection, Weiner and Schneiderman (1§74) ’ .
examined the effect of objective information in fhe“inte}‘view ’
situation. They found that relevant information accounted for
a large percentage of the decision variance when objective
informatioh about the--job was present than when it was
absent. Wiener and Schneiderman (1974) stated that inter.i

viewers seem to reject more candidates when job information’

~
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is not provided to them. This finding is supported by
Constantin's recent research (1976). He suggested that inter-
viewers rate irrelevant information more extremely than they

rate normative information. This is 4lso consistent with

. previous researbh ieranause and Hansones (1972} who suégested

that unfavorable informatiord attracts more attention from the
rater because it deviates from norms.

Constantin (1976) research £indings also suggest that
the dominant role of unfavorable information in the decision
making process is a function of the information value of such

‘ ‘
data. The same research’, also found that negative information

"that is televant to the job is judged lower than negatiﬁé

information that is irrelevant to the job. ' These findings are.

.consistent with three other previous researches by Peters and

Terborg (1975); Wiener an& Schneidermah (1974) and Hamilton
and Fallot (1974), which indicated that when the interviewer
does ﬂot have enough information about the job, they may. rely

on other factors less relevant, and that detailed job require-

.ments reduce primacy effect for negative information and reduce

" irrelevant information.

Constantin (1976) research also found that the favorable
information led to favorable rating of the applicant regardless

of the relevancy of information.

+2. Stereotyping:

'

Common sense observation, social psychology, '
and the sociology of knowledge emphasize the
| effect of stereotypes, snap judgments, pre-
- conceptions, or sets in reducing the adequacy -
.of observations. (Wyatt and Campbell, 1951. p.496)

Sydiaha (1958; 1959; 1961) tended to confirm that a

)
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strong bias is developed early in the empld}ment interview.
Sydiaha (1958) suggested that the interviewer tends to have |
a stereotype of anh ideal applicant. In his stﬁdy of Canadian
Army recruits; Sydiaha asked four armf personnel officers to
interview 2,565 arm§ recruits énd make a‘decision (accept/
reject). He also asked his subjects to Q-sort 120 critical
impression statements aécoréing to their applicability to
recruits. Then at the-end of his experiment, Sydiaha (1958;'

asked his subjects to sort the statements and form an ideal

type. -Item analysis of theée 120 statements of 90 inter-

"views against accept/reject judgment yielded a scoring key

of 67 items. These were cross validated on a second set of

B9 interviews by the same interviewers and yielded r = .85,

Using the same key with another 77 interviews conducted by

fouf different interviewérs yvielded a correlation of .80.
Sydidha correlated the Q-sort deécription of the ideal recruit
of the different interviewqu and #ound the intercorrelation
raéging from .56 and .98 with a media o? .81,
" Based on the above results, Sydiaha (lQSB) suggested
that the.stereotype of an ideal applicani (recruit) plays a
dOminang role in decision making: ‘According to Sydiaha
(1958) findings, interviewerszfend to supporf their decision
tooaccept or reject a recruit by referring to.the same idea;
type they have formed in their minds. As’ Sydiaha conclided:
The most .important facts emerglng from this investi-
gation .are that the decisions of personnel interview- .
ers are highly correlated with fairly simple
descriptive statements of applicant characteristics

and that these characteristics are egually correlated
with the decision of all interviewers. The results

o y
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are consistent with ¥he view .that per3onnel
'1nterv1ewers tend to attach the same import-

ance *to systematic information such as biographi-
cal and test data and that they tend to support
their decisions by referring to the same hypo-
thetical attributes.

. . - The evidence obtained in these studies arqgues
that individualized selective attention does not . ‘ 3
occur to any sjignificant extent. It would appear -
that the eight officers were comparable in that
they looked for the same things in Army applicants.

(Sydiaha, in Webster, 1964. pp.70-71) .

Sifdiaha (1§58‘) «stereotype» research is based on -

interviews conducted- by only eight personnel army offlcers

..,

and as Hakel and Dunnette (19710) :mdlcated, Sydiaha «stereo-

type» may seen just «common response tendency» from his

subjects. Therefore Hakel and Dupnette (1970) felt t:.hat

future reseafch should incorporate social desirabil:i’ty“ . S TN
To further examine the role of stereotyping in in‘ter;

view decision; Rowe (1960, 1963) extended Sydiaha/McGill

study. In her study, 146 personnel officers in the Canadian

Army were asked to interview hypothetical applicants and to

rate 60 descriptions from Sydiéha's 120 critical impression

R

items (30 favorable and 30 unfavorable). Based on the

subject's agreement ‘on items rating, Rowe 7(1960) supported . -

Sydiaha's ideal 'type. She concluded:

The notion that officers dompared each applicant
against a well-defined class of «good applicant»
may be questioned on the ground that interviewers
. base their decision more on unfavorable than favor-
able information and this whole series of studies
suggests that the well-defined class of «good
applicant is characterized more by a belief that
certain unfavorable characteristics bar a man
from being a good applicant than that certain
favorable characteristics make him a good one.

(Rowe, in Webster, 1964.. p.8q2)

N TR v . . .o e .,
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It is worth noting, that early research by Webster
(1964) ipdicated that interviewers tend to develop a stereo-
type of an ideal candidate and then seem toﬁzatch applicants

“with such a stereoctype. ’

Mayfield and Carlson (1966) support these prévious -
findinés. May\field anc-l/ Carlson identifiéd two types of
stereotypi/n/g:, /(/l')f/a commeon stereotype held by almost all
:lntef?iewers and; (2) a stereotype held by a particular
interviewer. As they concluaed:

.- . .( any one interviewer's overall stereotype
of the ideal applicant will consist of the
«common®» stereotype defining one set of require-

ments plus his own <«specific» stereotype which
adds another set of requirements.

(Mayfield and Carlson, 1966. p.49)

Hakel, Hollman and Dunnette (1970) studied the accuracy ¢
of 'interyiewers to identify ste‘reotypes of the «ideal applicant.»
Twenty-three CPA's and fourteen students and p;é'r‘somxe)l
interviewers were given a for;:ed choice stereofype accuracy
test to determine how these three groups could accurately
identify accountant's interests: \’I‘est results did not show
significant différences among ti’x three groups. However, the '
study identified difference‘s in acrguracy between CPA's and the

other two groups. Hakel, Hollman an

Dunnette (1970) suggested "
that these stereotype differences between interviewers lead
to differences in the accept/reject de%ision.

Additional evidence on the effect of stereotype on

intérview decision was provided by Hakel and Schuh (1971).

An item concerning job applicants which had been rated by

3
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experienced interviewers as described ‘by Hakel and Dunnette
(1970) was se.lected as being— important across occupation if |
the ralter's agreement as to im‘portan‘ce ‘lvas at least 90 percent
in the occupational \groups studied (generél marlxagement,
‘management trainee, general -s%es, engineer, blue collar,
secretary and clerk-typﬁst). Subjects idem;ified‘22 descrip-
tive items 6f job applicant attributes —;nhich were judged most
important by interviewers across seven occupational groups.

This study sugge,'sts‘a common stereotype%%f important attributes.

London and Hakel '(19'74) demonstrated thét stereotypes

- |

of an ideal job applicant could bé»induced by presenting in-
formation to interviewers. They examined the concepts of
-~ «ideal aipplicapt» apd «‘expect'ed typical appiicant.» The two
\fresearchers felt that the «expected tyéical applicant» could
serve as an anc'hor for £he applicant evaluations in a%;nost

the same way the «base rate of success» would serve as the

o

neutral point in Holmann's study. The <«expected typical» and

i o b € i

«ideal appli'cgnts» were induced by giving descriptions of each
to the subjects. | London and Hakel reporte.d that unfavorable
information have a gre;ter effect than favorable information;
hqwever,- the effect of unfavorable incident; is modified by

both concepts —-- ideal and expected typical applicant.

. 3 4 . .

, It is worth noting that Shaw (1972a) tried to test
_ o

' Webst%r's’ (1964) finding about interviewer's similarity in

-

v ¥
relation to commonality of stereotype of an ideal applicant.

.He found that analysis of interrater agreements indicated




o

25

little support for Webster's finding and analysis of_ variance
in intefviewers rafing§ with similar 13 semantic differential
items indicated signiingfF differences for the item «a good
management consultant.» Comparison of ‘the response profiles
of 5 categories indicated sdme significant differences between
the\«good» and ;mediocre» cagegories but not between «goodr
and «typical» categories. Shaw suggested that while there

are differences in interviewers experience, it does not nec-
essarily follow that the categories of «good applicant» exist
as a distinctive common stereotype among interviewers with

common business experience,

3. Raters Differences in the Decision Process

and Situational Variables:

Cronback's (1958) factor analytic study suggested.
that prediction of intérviewer's decision could be improved
and inter-rater differences could be identified.

Rowe (1960; 1963; using Sydiaha, 1958 descriptive
statement of critical attributes) asked a sample of 146
personnel officérs from the Canadian Army to make (accept/
reject) decisions for 100 hypofhetical applicants and to
rate Sydiaha 60 favorabl; and unfavorable items on a seven
poiné scale. She found significant differences among inter-
rater's‘accept/reject de;isions. fhese aifferen;es were

mainly a result of rater 's pattern of trait rating and experi-

ence. Rowe (1960, 1963) suggested that the interview decision
. .

, variahce could be predicted using a rater's pattern of trait

ratings and experience as independent variables. Rowe

]

concluded her study of individual differensﬁs in decision making

N - Che ¢ ey
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with the following: )

This section, dealing with the application

of the findings’of the present investigations

to problems in the employment interview, has
tended to emphasize the role of the interviewer.
That is to say, the characteristics of the inter-
viewer has emerged as more important in the final
decision than have the characteristics of the
applicant. This suggests that further investi-
-gations should be directed more to the personality,
motivational and attitudinal attributes of the
interviewer himself.

(Rowe, in Webster, 1964. p.84)

-

Using resumés, Hakel, Hollman and Dunnette (19;0)
found a higher intra-class correlation (.68) for{interviewers
than for students (.48) examining thé same material. CArlson
(1967) found no differences in either intra or inter-rater
agreement in written descriptions. Langale and Weitz (1973)
using a limited sample éontradicted the post Qég hypothesis,
riyealing somewhat less reliability among veteran interviewers.

Schuh (1973) fownd that in dealing with novice raters,
the content of the interview summary:evaluation form can affect
the interviewer's impressions and decis%on about an appiicaﬂt.
On the other han@, experienced raters made the same decisioq

regardless of the content of the rating forms. However,

novice interviewers with a rating form coﬁposed of highly

~ .

important items made the same decision as experienced ¢
interviewers. Also, interviewers using a rating form coéposed
of*highly important job characteristjcs made the same selection
decision regardless of the number of highly important items

or exper&ence level. Dobmeyer (1970) found that individual

\
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recruiters differ widely in cue utilization practices. -

He found that an important kind of information for one‘campus

r’ecruiter could be completely icjndred by another recruiter. .
Dobmever (1970) also reported_ ‘data on configural

cue used by 35 campus recruiters. Again, Dobmeyer (1970)

found substantial individual differences in e;‘ife‘ctive cue

welghts.

!

Valenzi and Andrews (1 73)/e4xamﬂ.ned individual
dif ferences in the decision process of employment interviews.

Four females interviewed 243 secretarial job applicants

based on five types of information cues. They found that

an important source of inter-rater disagredment.was the
failure of raters to process cues consistent with their
estimate of perceived relative importanée.

In short, the evidence points to systematic relation-

" ships between variables representing properties of applicant's

information, interviewer's ch'araci;..eris‘t.ics and conditions of
interview and favorableness of interview decision. The
evidence also sugcj\ests that interviewers tend to judge
applicants against stereotype f ideal attributes.

The above reviewed research has provided much basic
knowledge regarding the determinants of decision making in
personnel select.ion. Major findings inéicate‘ that:

(a) a bias seems to be established early in the 'nt}erview
whic "‘J::;lfluencesf‘inal decisi-on; |
{(b) inte.r'vi'é"Wers dévelop a common stereot\ype of a éood /

.applicant; ' :

/\\ .-
B - |
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(c) whole versus partial information a

decision:

{d) item favorability seems to be an impoft§nt ix;xforma:cion '

»

characteristic affecting rater's decision;\‘

4.

<

G4

s
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ffects the-rater's

(&) experience level appears to promote more accurate.

(f) evidenice points to a systematic relationship betweéri .

decision, and;

[

&%

IS

raters' characteristics and favorableness of interview

characteristics.

These studies have shcwn the value of the micro-
~ o +

ahalytic approach to the studyf personnel selecty.n.

»/
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' ,RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

I. Simula Experiment. T \

With%n.the context of the simulated assessment center,‘

the objective of the_present reSearch will be to conduct’ an

s

experiment utilizing VTR to investigate the degree to which the
v T ‘
- ¢ microanalytical.or clinical variables affect the decision

13 ' .

maklﬂﬁ and ‘evaluation process.

Frankin and Streufert (c1ted in Dunnette, 1976) define

[ S
‘experimental smmulatlonﬂas «a research ne@thod where- ‘

.
“ I

1) partic1pants are placed into a complex environment in 2

- : whlch they are, at.least partly free to behave as they lﬁkeh
" o2y partlcipants attempt through actions to cope with enﬁlroh—
‘ﬂr - ‘ a 1

a L

. ' mental characterlstlcs (1 e., change); |, : l < v“
3) all:events (over time) are predetermined, and;'

4) the number of independent variables are strictly limited».’

3

. (p. 425)." o ,

Ii." Sample. .

‘ The sample 1s composed of 20 under—graduat
P oo

students

w_“ﬁ_’-

P ‘ in the Montreal area who are routinely lnvolved in. the hlrln

e, process. + The sample consists of male as well as f%male .asselssors.

L - . e P TR ORI N -

l

3




\
.The Leaderlgés Group Exercise

Q - )

L —

30

(&}

Assessors' characteristics were obtained via a

by

personal data questionnaire included with the research'
material. Their ages rangéd from 20 to 45 with a median of
.28;°'éducational level ranged from high school diploma to
MBA 'with a median of a B.A.; experience level ranged from
no experience to highly specialized personnel'officers with

a median of three years experience. Some representative job‘,

titles of the experienced group were personnel manager, personnel

. "0fficer, personnel assistant, director of personnel and director

of administration. Assessors were.divided on the basis of

preliminary anaiysis, into two groups: a) experienced;

b) inexperienced. ,

Assessors were randomly a%signed td the four experi-

mental conditions. Participation was voluntary.

o

Py

III. Preparation of Stimulus Materials.

»

Building the Instrument /
j

N /
A videotape of an assessment center §imu1ation was

constructed consisting of male as well as female job appli-

cants, applying for a <«sales manager» job in a 'large retail j/
firm.. Each of these hypothetical applicants was exposeg to E
L

different exercises, commonly used in assessment.centers,

b

. : '
as follows: ) N ;

<
. The hypothetical applicant participated in a leaderless

-
#

group exercise. This is a competitive group problem; designed
. . g

b

o oy ntne ok e i
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to evaluate interpersonal skills, in which all applicants
/ “

arrive at a mutual decision (Bray,  1970). In this research,

the case describes a layout department of five people of an

advertising agency. Recently, the manager had had to cut back

the department budget by two people, one to be let go, and
the other'to be absorbed by other departments.‘ Within a month
the two people were back to work %ecause they were found to
be‘indispensable. _

Applicants were given all the documents pertaining to
the case and were asked to as;;ss; firsﬁ the original decision

made by the manager and then to reach a group consensus in

regard to which two employeées they should let go.

Interview Simulations (Role Pléying)

L )

These role playing exercises presgnt management pro-
blems to the\individual applicant. Applicants wére praged in
the target role and were instructed to deal with the problem
as the; would in the real situation (Moses and Byham, 1977;
Bray, 1970).

In this research, two role playing exercises were

introduced, the stress interview and the irate customer:

The Stress Inverview

, In the stress interview, each of the hypothetical

applicants was asked to assume the réle of Mr. (Ms.) Ladislaw,

the manager of the Garbeck Drug Company. As the manager, the

'

applicant was asked to defend his company's action of hiring o

awa§ a Mr. McCawber (a vital researcher for the Barbour

[ O

Y
H
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Company, a competitor) which ocgurrg@ while the manager was

on haliday.

Tﬁe manager was suﬁmoned by the Ethics Committee of
the Federal Food and Drug Adm;nisﬁration for a preliﬁiﬁar§' s
investigation into the matter due to a complaint lodged by Q:

the Barbour Company (See Appeﬁdix a).

The Irate Customer

The irate customer exerc}se is commonly used by-AT & T
and other organizations appiying the assessment center approach.
In.this simulated exercise, each hypothetical applicant was
asked“to assume the role of a ;etail store manager‘yho is
being confronted by an «irate» customer doncerniﬁg a watch
which had been purchased. Each applicant was given the store's

pollcy and procedure manual concernlng the warranty Qn refunds

and repalrs (See Appendlx a),

The Background Interview . .

~Fhis exercise is commonly used in assessment centers,

and is designed to elicit information concerning the

:interests and career exﬁectaﬁions (Bray, 1970). 'In £his

simulated exercise, each applicant was asked to fill a back-

ground biographical questionnaire. Based on thege biographi-
cal questionnaires, an interview was conducted/with each |

applicant. The interviews roved fregiy over &any areas of

the applicant's past and current life.

[ )

et
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Decision Time Code

After recording the assessment center simulation on
videotape, a time code was constructed in all the assessment
center exercises, using a special device. The purpose of the

time code is to allow assessors .to write down the decision

. time while viewing the VTR.

Editing and Manipulation :

The original videotape was edited and different ver-

sions of the master videotapes were constructed to manipulate

research variables (i.e. order of information).

why‘VTR Simulation?

In the pilot study of this research, VTR was found to
be very useful in manipulating research variables (i.e.,
)
information order, recency and primacy effect, and mainly

" decision time). -

Concerning the loss in fidelity from the real situa-

' tion, at least two studies suggest that videotape viewing of

a person and face-to-face viewing produce substantially the

same ratings. (Lewin, Dubno and Akula, 1975; Moore and Lee, 1974).

Tullar, Mullins and Caldwell (12979) noted that at
least two measures of decision time are poséigle,using VTR.
«If an overt behavior (such as checking a sheet when the
decision is made) is required, then the expe;imenter can
covertly time the interval betwegn the start of the tape‘

and the behavior. Or alternatively, subjects could beée asked

to give a stream of consciousness report of their impressions

-
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indicapiﬁg‘the critical point at which the decision Qas,made. ]

.This second measure,’ hereinafter called «talk through time»,
is perhaps more obtrusive than the first, but both of these
measures appear to be less'obtrusive\thas Springbett's (1954)

stopwatch pressing measure.» (p. 670}

IV. Building the Evaluation Booklet

e

o Based on the above materials,‘a test booklet was

i e s it et

constgucted containing a set of detailed instructions whlch .

assessors were asked to use (See Appendix A).

J
The Assessors Evaluatioﬁ Booklet
The booklet consisted of three parts and was designed ‘
to evaluate the decision making process. ‘ y
Contents and Description: ‘V
Part I - Background Biographical Questionnaire:’ v

u )
This part was mainly designed tp correlate aiéessors . :
background information, such as; sex, experience level, age
and personality traits with their judgments.

Part’ II - Job Descrlptlon and Instructions

This part was designed to give assessors baékground

information about the job. This part also contains instruc+
tions which sssessors were asked  to read before viewing the
VIR, _ K

Part III - Evaluation Forms -

forms: . . e

v e g © e
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1. Talk Through Time ‘Decision (TTTD): in which assessors

were asked to make a judgment.while viewing the exercise .

°on the VTR.

2. A Summary Rating Form (Complete Information Decision, CID):

-in which assessors were asked to make a second judgment

€ ~

at.the-end of eéch exercise.
[ 4

V. Procedure

Assessors were asked to view the assessment simulation

on the VIR and evaluate the hypothetical applicants using the

@

Asseséors Evaluation Booklet. Asséssors were instructed to

read the booklet instructions carefully before the experiment

o

begins. Assessors were then asked to make two types of

judgment on each hyﬁoﬁhetical applicant: one while viewing

each exercise and a second judgment at tHe end of each

exercise. In the first type, Talk Through Time Decision (TTTD),

assessors were instfucted to 'write down the decision time
using the VTR time code. Judgments were made on the appropri-
ate forﬁg attached in the assessor'; booklet. This type of-
decision measures the nature and.order of information input.
Assessors were also asked to make a second type of‘judgment

at the end of each'exercise baéed on complete information
about all applicants (Complete Information Decision - CID).
This type of deeiéidn measures the effect of compiete informa-

tion (specialiy as assessors go along from the' first exercise

to the last one).

’
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VI. . Research Véniableé
\ .
Independent Variables.

hJ

In
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order to test the reseaxrch T

hypotheses of the present study, three independent variables

»

were utilized.

-

1. Nature-and order of information: Early Commitment.

The original videotapes were edited and four different

versions of the master tapes“‘were nggtxudtedeith diff~

erant sequence as shown below.

4 - SEQUENCE OF ASSESSMENT CENTER INFORMATION
“PRESENTED IN THE FOUR EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS ks
GROUP N SEQUENCE OF INFORMATION PRESENTED

BG, IC, pI, LG

1 15 LG, PI, IC, BG :

2 15 - PI, BG, LG, IC .

3 15 IC, LG, BG, PI

4 15 (

(LG: leaderless group, PI: pressure interview, IC:

irate customer,

BG: background interview).

— e —

2. Decision Time.

A time code was constructed on the bottom of the master

Qideotape and subéé&ﬁently in the edited versions, and
a portion of the Evaluation Booklet was also constructed

to allow subjects to write down the dec;sion time code

P
.

while v1ewing the VTR as shown in Table l

- e e ume meen » [ & I ¢
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.
. . TABLE 1. .
Decision Time Code
in TTTD
& Decision Time Code Reason(s) /
o |
“» AJR 001220

B
N
” - 1
\ - . f
.

.-
A script of the assessment centey simulation was

\

developed word by word in a wiitten format from the -

- original master tape. ,

A time analysis sheet was prepared of critical

incidents and impression statements.

3. Stereotype. - T S

i

An 18 personality items, from Crowell (1961)' semantic
\ ' ‘differential scales, were constructed as part of the
Asseésors Evaluation Bookletj and assessors were asked

to rate each applicant while viewing the VTR (See Figure'

, 1. ~

' -

3
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Figure 1:

. active
friendly
insensitive
weak
unselfish

" soft
excitable
optimistic-
shy
prohibitive
aimless
cautious
sociable
aggressive
deliberate
immature
deep
tolerant
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4. Assessor's Chardcteristics.

38

The Semantic Differential Scales

passive N
unfriendly
sensitive

.
strong . B

selfish y
hard a—
calm
pessimistic
forward
permissive
motivated _
rash
unsociable
passive ’
impulsive
mature
shallow
intolerant

it

. o=
v

Assessor's characteristics were obtained via a personal

-< data questionnaire, included with the research material.

Assessors were also asked to rate themselves on the 18

personality items of the semantic differential scale,

shown in Figqure 1.

Dependent Var}éble ~-. Judgments

1

Two types of judément about each applicant in the .

four different tests were obtained. In the first type,

assessors were asked to make an accept (A) / reject (R) e

decision while viewing the VTR. (Talk Through fime Decision -

TTTD). In the second type (end of each test), assessors

}

-

were asked to make a final decxéion accept/reject and

to rank applicants from one to six (High/Low). (Complete

Information Decision - CID).

e e A et s -
¢ "
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' \ c) decision ‘times were analyzed statistically
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Data Analysis

1. Reliability of the instrument: To test the

relﬂability of VTR assessment centér siﬁulation of the pilot
‘stﬁay, a test/re~test was administered with a 90 day
intérva%i Different statistical methods were utilized:
Binomial test for tests stability, McNemar test for test/
re-test, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed for test/re-test ranks
and Spearman rank order correlation.i Coefficient alpha was
also computed to establish a rank order for ihersix applicants
(Guion, 1965; Conover, 1971; Nunnully, 1978). '

.2. To test the garly commitment hypothesis,
contingency‘tables were utilized. The chi—sgua;e dnd the
contingency coefficieﬁt statistics were computed (Kerlingexr,
1973; Blalock, 1972; Costner, 1965).

3. 'To test the critical incidenfs—time hypothésis,
the following steps were taken: . .

P a) a time analysis sheet was constructed;

b) a word-by-word script was developed

including behavioral gestures;

using frequencies table. (Blalock, 1972)
d) critical incident's tables were. then
| constructgd for favorable (accept) as
well as unfavorable (reject) inc;ﬁents.

e) graphic forms of the statisticﬁl analysis

were then constructed
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“ 4; To test the common stereotype hypothesis,
different statistical methods were utilized:
- a) a T-Test (Two-tailed probability test)

was conducted along with graphic repre-

7 b | sentations. (Blalock, 1972;/Hayé, 1963;

Nunnully, 1978).
b) the Semantic.Differential data was factor
analyzed (Harman,; 1967).
c) Discriminant analysis - Canonical discrimi-
nant analyéis was then utilized using
the step-wise procedure (Wilk's Lambda) to
.select variablgs that separate accepf «gbod»
from reject «bad» applica%ts (Tatsuoka, 1971;
' Nunnully, 1978).
5; To test traits similarity, analysis of variance
was conducted along with a bosteriori contrast test
(Multiple Range ‘- LSD tesf ) (SPSS, 1975; Kerlinger, 1953;

Nunnully, 1978). « ’ . .

Pilot Study

To check the adequacy of the videotapes and to

-

develop suitable instrumentation for measuring observer per-

-ceptions and the decision making process, a pilot study was

conductéa and conditions were alternated. Discussion e
afterwards revealed that ‘'students ‘and executives‘thought
théy were viewing videotapes sf actual assessment c¢enter,
exercises, not simulations. .F%e different tests used in

the assessment process are a replication of the ones

inin ¥ A
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}eported by AT & T, Steinberg Ltd., and IBM with reportea
validity of over .70. To test for the reliability of the
instrument used (the VTR assessment simulation), and to |
establish a rgnk order of applicants, the fgllowing steps
were taken. .
N 1. A pilot study sample was selected, composed'

of 20 ﬁndergraduate students, 20 MBA stude t; %nd 20
personnel officers. The sample coné}sted f mgle as well

- 32

as female assessors.
2. Assessors were randomly assigned to| four

1

different experimental conditions, each representing one

. ‘ \ of the four different tests used in the assessment simula-

» e

tion.
3. Assessors were asked to make the following
judgments based on watching the six applic;bts on the VTR

4

simulation. \ x
a - Accept (A) / Reject (R) decisioﬂ\
b - Rank the six candidates (1 high / 6 low)
4. Assessors were agked to write don decisioh time‘
on the evaluation booklet provided to them. |
| 5. Test / Re-test: ‘A test /*re—test\was administered

to the pilot sample with 90 days interval.

Statistical Analysis of the Pilot Study

N

To test the stability of the differenj ®ests and
to establish a rank order, the following tgst were

administered: ‘
#

' .
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"> b) McNemar. Test -~ Re-Test

. experimental designs, to detect any significant changes in

. ar

+
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a) Binomial test for sfability'

A binomial test was computed separﬁ%ely ﬁ@éPtest

and re-test. Binomi@l test is recommended when data are

‘dichotomous (2 valued - i.e., accept/reject). The test

comﬁutes whether or not a significant difference exists
\between thé'expecﬁed number in each category and the number

actually observed. If the number of cases expected in

each category is rot thes;me, a test proportion may be

specified (Conover, 1971; #Hollander and Wolfe, 1956).

Table 2 indicates the total number of cases (360),
numpefs of cases iﬁ each category (Reject/Accept), the te;t
proportion, and the probability level. A small probability
level indicates that the group proportipﬂé aiffer from |

the expected proportign\iii:ed against, which indicates that

[N
different tests in the VIR™simulation are very stablea

(P < .001).

o

'y
v

McNemar test is most useful in test < r&-test

Y «

N )

proportions of subjedts from one cdtegory to another. The

»

test. is recommended when data are dichotomous kaccept /

reject), with two related samples (Gonover, lQ?l;.Hoilander‘

I

and Wolfe, 1956; Siegel, 1956). °,

As shown in Table 3, a 2 X 2 contingency table of -

’ " g

response (for test Ind re-test was formed). From these cases

that acutally changéd valG;} a‘chi—square statistic was’

e LI
ey
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TABLE 2, \ °
1 .
<

Binomial Test-Stability of Original Test and Re-Test:

Indicating Total Number of:éases, The Accept Cases,

-

the Reject Cases and the Probability“Level

¢

2

. "‘/
Stability of Origina}\Test .

~
o

S e g o AR WY Ttk W okl W,

' . N . 2-Tailed ’
Cases Reject ACCepF Test Proportl?n Probability | - . .
" 360 238 122 .5000 .0000
. Stability of Re-Test
-//" - : [}
o . 2-Tailed
ﬁCases) Reject Accept Test Proportion Probability
360 240 120 .5000 .0000 ' .
1 ~]‘
«h ? b ®
N = 360 » '
P < .001 .
v ) ) .
. ) . -
o ‘ .
N\
A .
\
1}
. ¢ 14 ’
!




TABLE 3 ¢

n

¢ McNemaEfTest - Re-Test:

ER »
Indicating Total Number of Cases, Accept and Reject
Cases In Original Test And Re-Test, Chi-Square and

Probability Level. —

£
. ey
Original -
Tes ACCEPT | ~¥REJECT TOTAL
Re-Test ’
Reject 13 225 | - 238
b -
Accept 107 1 122
Total : 120 240 360 (N)
N'= 360 [

Chi-Square: ‘.036

2-Tailed Probability: .850
. \

Column Total: Re-Test (A or R)

\
Row Total: Original Test (A or R) -

) .

44
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comphted along with 2-tailed probebility. A large pro-
bability as shewn in the Table (.850) indicates no signifi-

cant change when the test was repeated, which suggests that

the instrument (VTR-simulation) is highly stable.

>

c) Spearman Rank Order Correlation :

7
Spearman Correlation coefficient was computed to

correlate the ranking in the original test and the ranking

in the re-test. Table 4 indicates the correlation coefficieht,

L |
number of cases upon which correlatio

was calculated, and

the levél of statistical s;?nlflc nce. As shown in the

table,'the correlation ce€fficients is extremely high (. 9417),

which indicates a high agreement in the ranking order.

\

d) The Wilcoxon Matched—-Pairs Signed—Ranks Test:

This test was conducted to test the dlfferencei
between the original test and the re-test samples (paired
variables). The Wilcoxoq matched-pairs signed rank test
combines some of ‘the features of both the T-test and the
sign-test with respect to power efficiency (Blalock, 1960;
Siegel, 1956). Table 5 1n§1cates the number of cases, num-
ber of positive dlfferences and their mean; number of
negatlve differences; 'z' and its 2-tailed probability.

As shown in the table, the probability is quite large (.964)
which suggests a high agreement (nd significant chaﬁge) in

rank order between the original test and the re-test.
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2 TABLE 4

a . - s

Spéarman Rank Order Correlation Coefficient Between
Ranking In Original Test And Re-Test .

., v

* Correlation coefficient 9417
\\ . ’ ‘ ! ' 1
- ) ' Number of Cases . 360
' . . *
Significance .001
! 2
/ . .
X ‘ ]
. r o - .
i .
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N /
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A
S TABLE 5

» ) s 2 '

Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test
Between Ranking In Original Test -
And Re-Test :
t
Cases Ties 29 - Ranks 27 + Ranks z 2-Tailed
Mean Mean Probability
360 304 27.71 © 29,35 -.045 .964
\ . ¢ ,
\ .
3
- ]
\ 3 *
L4 ’

. /

L ~ -~ -
..‘ ' * )
\ ) ‘
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KR-20 (Kuder-Richarason—ZO). Table 6 indicates the rank
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‘e) Reliability Coefficients - Applicants Rank Oxder

To establish a rank order for the six applicants,
a coefficient alpha was computed. }Reliability coefficient
indicates the extent to which the fesults obtained from
a measurement method are repéatable. Nunnully (1978)
recommends cogfficient alpha as an index of the effective-
ness of the instrument if thé data are in dichotomous

form. AlpHa is equivalent to the reliability coefficient

" order of the six applicants and the reliability coeff;éient.

As shown in the table, Alpha is extremely high (.94699),

which indicates the effectiveness of the instrument.
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| TABLE 6 , / '
’ AT 1;
Reliability Coefficient of the Rank NS P
b
Order of the Six Applicants ,
. /
1. Fred /
2. Diane ’
' 3.  Ethel ' o
4: Colin
5., ZLouis
: . 6., Einar —, R i
Réliability Coefficient ‘ . -
, Number of Cases = 60 '
. Alpha = .94699 ' R P
" Number of Items = 6
‘E
" VL
w w e ~ b iie Wandiin,l, 3 28
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

onthesis'(l) Assessors early commitment will play a domi-

nant role in the final assessment decision. However, experi-

enced assessors will tend to modify their éarly commitment
when moré information is int;oduced in the ESSessment pro-
cess. B

The type of statistical analysis chosen depended upon
the ‘characteristics of the variable, their level of\measure— o 'Vf
ment, as well as upon the ‘research desiéna Since tﬁé\\
dependent variable is dichotomous (accept/réject), contiﬁgency
analysis w;ékutilizéd. The display of the distribution of

cases by their position on two or more variables is the chief .

component of contingency analysis, and indeed, the most

commonly used analytic method in the social sciénces. {Rer-
. linger, i973; Blalock, 1972). Different forms of contingency
"tables were used (2x2, 2x3, and 2x4).

To analyze for statistical significance, the chi- -

square (x?) test was computed to determine whether or not

the variables are statistically independent. The contingency
-~ coefficient was also utilized as é measure of association

which describes the degree to which the values of one variable

predict or vary with those of another (Kerlinger, 1973;

Blalock, 1972). . . : ’

D e Pid R SRR 3 e BTN B 5y kP
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To test the major statement that early commitment
will play a dominant role in assessmenf final decision, a
'2x2 contingency table was developed to explore if assessors
changed their initial decision (early commitment) when more
information was introduced along the assessment process.
Table 7 indicates that 269 cases (75%) did.not'change their
early decision (commitment}), while 91 case.s -(25%) did modi-
.fy their early commitment; which suggests a strong relat-:'..'on—
ship between early commitment and final decision.

ToV test for statistical éignificance, chi-square
was computed whic‘h indicates that a systematic relation
between early decision ,}commitment) and final decision does

exist (x2=99.52543, 3d.f., and P<.001). To test the

magnitude Of/ strength of association, the contingency co-

efficient was computed, which indicated astrong relationship

between early commitment and final decision.
To examine the relation in depth, the following vari-

\

ables were manipulated:

) 1. Oxrder of presentation: As mentioned earlier

in the methodology part of this research, to investigate the
effect of the order of the four different tests of the assess-
" ment process on early commitment, assessors were randomly
.‘assignegi to four different cells reflecting différent orders
of presentation: BG, 1C, Pl, LG (Background interview,

irate customer, pressure interview, and leaderless group.).

Visual inspection of the contingency analysis of

[ N T R - N N [

i
?
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TABLE 7

Relation of Early Commitment to Final Decision:
Indicating Number and Percentage of Assessors
Who Did Not Change Their Early Commitment and
Those Who Did Change Their Decision Throughout

The Assessment Process
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Change in Decision Late Early . Row .
(Early Commitment)] Change | Change Total .
W
. 269 0 269 Cases
No Change 74.7% 0 4.7 %
59 32.0 91 Cases
Change 16.4% 8.9% 25.3%
- 360 Cases
. 100.0 %
Xa
N = 360 -

. §

Corrected Chi-Square = 99.52543 with 1 degree of freedom

significance = .0000

Raw Chi Square = 103.82203 with 1 degree of

‘freedom significance = 00

Contingency Coefficient = .47312

+
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Tablg 8 indicates no significant difference betweeE’Ehosed
}who did not,chgﬁge thelr eariy commitment in the four d4dif-
ferent cells (cell(l) 17.8%, cell(2) 17.8%, cell (3) 19.4%,
and cell (4) 15.7%). As shown in- Tabl:\B, the chi-square
\\\ implies. statistical independénce or absence of relationship
between the order presentation of the four differen? tests

of the assessment process and early commitment (chi-square=

2.51481, }d.f., P <.4736). ‘

2. Exggriencé level: As shown in Table 9, the .

-/

personnel modified their early commitment when more informa- ™

contingency analysis indicates that 43% of the experienced

LR

tion was introduced along the #&ssessment process. While

only 1§% of the oniceyassessors did in fact modifyltheir
commitment.‘ Chi—squarg coméuted implies that a systema-

tic relationsgip between experience level agg change of ) -

early commitment (decision) does exist (x?=38.68415, 2d:f.,

P <.QOl). The contingency coefficient computed indicate

- a mbderatf Felationship. -

o

\ v
! 3. Age: Assessor?‘agesvmre manipulated (young}old),

and a T-test (2-tailed probability) was conducted. Results

as shown in Table 10 imply that.a systematic relationship .
, ' between age and early commitment does exist (P < .001).
The resuits_indicate that those who modified their early
commitment were significantly older. This again reflects

} - the fact that experienced raters were represented in the

[ CRTUSTER R N e P . e
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‘ TABLE 11 \
. . ! lReia‘\‘;ion of Assessor Sex to Earl}; Commitment: .
Indication Sex Group and Corresponding Decision,
Y g N - !
\x
° &
. Change in Decision °
o0 : (Early Commitment)—" Female Male Row Total .
‘ . "
Sex -
[
. - ’
No change’ | 86 183 268 Cases . ‘
‘ . 23.97 50.87 . 74.7% }
- i 34 57 91 Cases +
| ) Change 9.4% 15.87 25.3%
- ) .. 360 Cases "
: Total , 100.0%
i %
i ) ¢ -~ . - . b
'l . N = 360 .
z ) > L
§ “
Corrected Chi Square = .66363 with 1 degree of freedom :
. . ’ significance = ,4153 —
. 3 . S . —/\
) Raw Chi Square :: = .88974 with 1 degree of freedom
; i oot . significance = ‘Y4455
: c Contingency Coefficient = .4965
A < =| - - . }
3 . ) e
‘ L4 ‘ o - |
t - ) , 4
” o

. . .
] L. : .
. . v d—————— = o
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TABLE 12

3

LY

Relation of Education Level to Early Commitment:

Indicating Education Levels and Corresponding Decision

58

" N = 360

J Change in Decision ) .
(Early Commitmen High Bachelors ° Row Total |
Educational School ‘
Level College ‘ Plus
’ llé 135 269 Cases
No Change 37.2% 37.5% 74.77
- 34 57 91 Cases
Change 19,47 15.87 25.3%
: . . 360 Cases
Total 100.0%

Corrected Chi Square = 3,75022 with 1 degree of freedom

"

Raw Chi Square

e

Isignificaﬁce = .0528

= 4.23573 with 1 degree of freedom

significance = .0396

Contiqgencf Coefficient

= ,10784

Ly

Fal




sample by relatively older subjects than novige~Taters who

were almost all undergraduate studénts.\\m N

4. Sex and Education: Other variables, sex and

education were also manipulated. Visual inspection of Tables
11, and 12 suggest no relationship between early commitment

and sex of applicants (male/female), or between educational

\ .
-level. Chi-square computed indicates the absence of a re-

lationship between sex and early commitment (x*=.66363, 1ld.f.,

P < .3455), and between educational level and early commit-

-

ment (x?=3.75022, 1d4.f., P < .0528).

Hypothesis (2) Assessors decisions are triggeréd by certain
critical incidents (favorable or unfavorable) at a certain
time.

A frequencygdistribution table was developed in-
dicating time code (decision time, absolute frequenéies, re-
lative frequencies, adjusted frequencies and cumulative
frequencies). Fre&uencies\tables were constructed on the
basis of two categories: Accept decision time anq_Reject
decision time for each of the different tables. Table 13
presents a summary of critical decision time (accept-favorable,
ané reject-unfavorable), and Table 14 presents examples of
critical incidents; decision time, number of assessors
making the deciéion at that particular time and percentaée-
to-total category. Appendix’B illusﬂfates examples of criti-

e

cal incident decision time for the six different applicants

| .

/ ‘ "
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in graphic form. Results suggest the following:
' 4

5

Assessors afe\clearly triggered by cerfain impres-
sion statements or incidents a; a certain time. For
.example, gn the case o? applicant F;ed, aé shown‘in Table 14,
one critical incident-time code (19.20 m.s.) accounted for
23 (77%) reject decisions 'of the 30 reject decisions made by
assessors. The script matching the time-code, indica@ed
.the applicant saying, «I haven't really had that mﬁch...uh..,
busingss...feal...experience.»

A different example could be cited here in the case
of applicant Louis where a behavioral incident (time code
39.05 m.s.) éccounted for 41 (76%) rejection out of the 54
reject decisions made by assessors. The script matching ;hewﬁn_*
time che indicated the applicant pausind for a few seconds
with no answer to the interviewer's guestion except a nega-
tive facial expression and «uh...uh...uh.»

It is interesting to note that assessors' reasons
given in the .evaluation booklet matched the assessmeﬁf script
in 89.8% of the cases, i.e., subjects gave reasons,gimilar
to the critical igcidents; ) C

However, when the resulté of the decision time were
examined in relation to early cémmitmenp, it was found that
in 75% of the cases, assessors during the assessment pro-
éess'weré mereiy in search for a critical incident (favor-

- able or unfavorable) to support their early commitment.

Another related result, is concerning early commit-
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TABLE '15

Means and Standard Deviatioms

of Early Commitment Time
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PRV SR

Decision * N Mean(min)- Standard Deviation
Accept ‘
Decision 60 4,29 1.10 (minutes)
Rejett
Decision 60 2.01 .50
N initiar .
Decision 60 3.04 1.02
(A or R)
\
! —t
r .
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A

ment decision time. The decision-time-analysis indicates as |

’

shown in Table 15, that assessorsgreached a decision in .an

average of three minutes. However, assessors seem to spend

-

more time to make an accept decision, than to make a :gject
decision. Assessors made an initial reject decision in an
average of two minutes, while they reached a decision to
accept an applicant in an average of four and a half minutes

(more than-twice the time to reject).

- ]
B 'j N
JHypothesis (3) Assessors develop a common stereotype of a

__good applicant and will seek to match applicants and stereo-

-

type. )

) -
To test this hypothesis, a T-test (two-tailed proba-

b;liﬁy test) was conducted and th® means for accept and
reject ratings were gomputed for eighteen semantic differ-
ential items. The T-test provides @he‘facf&;ty to test
the significance of the difference in the means of a vari- '
able in two independent subgroups of the sample (Blalock,
1972). As shown in Table 16, the result§ indicate a stati—.
stically significant difference (P < .001) between the mean
of the accept group and the rfean of the reject group. -
Comparison of the means of the two groups, (the accept
aﬁd'the rejec;) indicates that assessors have a common notion
or stereotype of a «good»“appl;cantland seek to match appli-

cants and stereotype.

Figure 2 illustrates a profile for a «good applidhntﬁ
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as seen by the assessors while Figure 3 illustrates a pro-

file for «bad applicant». Figure 4 illustrates «good» and

«bad» profiles together in graphic form based on the statis-

tical analysis.

» *

Canonical Discriminant Analysis

L3
[

- Discriminant analysis was also utilized-/to classify

applicants in «good» or <bad» categories.‘ The mathematical
objective of discriminant aﬁalysis is to weight and linearly
combine the discriminating variables in some fashion so

that the groups are)fOrced to be as statisti;ally distinct

as pos§ible: The digcriﬁinating variable in this instance
were the éighteen semantic differential items. Stepwise
discriminant analysis was used to eliminate the less useful
variables before preforming the actual énalysis. Wilk's
Lambda was used as the stepwise'criterion. The stepwise
procedure beéins by selecting the single, best-discriminating

variable. The second and subsequent-.variables are similarly

selected according to their ability to contribute to further

‘discrimination. Eventually, either all variables will have

been Selected‘or iL.will be found that the remaining vari-

ables are no longer able to\contribute.to further, discrimina-

"tion. The stepwise procedures are summarized in Table 17.

Only 6 of the original 18 variables were selected. -qﬂése
6 variables produced a very high degree;of separation as in-

dicated by the final Wilk's Lambda (.48l) and a canonical

>

I .
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Discriminant Analysis Indicating a Summary of the Step-

x

TABLE 17

on e b reweeree

wise Method (Wilk's Lambda) to Select the Variables that

Separate the Two Groups Most - The Max imum Dif ference

Py

}
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STEP|{ ACTION - ENTERED REMOVED VAR. IN| WILKS LAMBDA SIG.,
1 | VAR.17 Deep—Shallow 1 .506916 . 0000
2 | VAR.11 Aimless-Motivated 2 ©.493300 .0000
3 VAR.13 Sociable-Unsociable 3 487989 .Q000
4 VAR.1§ Tolerant-Intolerant 4 .486008 .0000
5 \VAR 5 Selfish-Unselfish 5 .483815 .0000
6 VAR.12 Cautious—-Rash 6 .480767 .0000
TABLE 18

¥

Discriminant Analysis, Indicating the Canonical Discriminant

Function Based on the Stepwise Procedure (Wilk's Lambda) To

Select the Variables That Separate the Two Groups Most -

Maximum Difference

Func~ Eigen Zage of Cumulative Canonical Wilks Chi-
tion Value.Variance Percentage Correlation Lambda

1 1.080

100.00 100.00

.72

DF

Square

.481 259.260 6

Sig

+
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correlation of (.72) for the first (and only) l;iiscrimina—
ting function. As shown in Table 18, the eigen values and
~— their associated canonical corrglations denote the rela-
tive ability of the function to separate the two groups.
The right side of Table 18 shows Wilk's Lambda and their
associated chi-square test of statisticai significance.
"

This indicates that considerable discriminating power éxists

in time variables being used (the larger Lambda is, the less

dlsmnatlng power is present). _ :

Only one discriminating function is possible as
mentioned earlier. The standardized coefficients for this
function are repohrted in Table 19, along with. ghé variables
contributing to the function.

Furthe{ evidence about the group dlfferences can be
derived from the group cen‘trOJ.ds and a plot of the cases.
The group centroids. are repcrted in Table 20. 'I‘hese are the
mean discriminant scores for each group on the function.
- These are more"easily visuali/zed\ after ploté{.ng them on a
graph defined by the discriminant function. 'As shown in
\\ Figure 5, the asterisks represent the group centroids and
the number represents éases from the group with thé corres-
ponding numbers. " \
Discriminant analysis is also a powerful techni-
que in computing discriminant scores and classificatlon pro-

babilities for the cases. The purpose of classifying these

cases is to show how effec?\:ive the discriminating variables

O .
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TABLE 19

A

R - '
 Discriminant Analysis Indicating Standardized Canonical Digscriminant

77

Function Coefficient for «Good» and (Bad» Applicants Based on The

Semantic Differential Items

at

YARIABLE - FUNCTION
Variable 5 Unselfish — Selfish - 24759
Variable 11 Ajmless - Motivated .- .38031
Variable 12 " Cautious - ‘Rash . 26086
Variable 13 Sociable - Unsociable '~ .57101
Variable 17 Deep - Shallow ’ - .80467
Viyj.\able 18 Tolera:xt - Intolerant - .31693

0

TABLE 20

Canonical Discriminant Functdon:
Evaluation of Group Means,

tGroup Centroids»

GROUP FUNCTION

Rejected (Bad) - .55494

Accepted (Good) ‘ 1.93534
j . -

"7/ . e e e
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et e o e a
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are. If a large-mis-classification occurs, then the vari-

‘ables selected are poor. As shown in Table 21, the classi-
s RS
fication routine correctly identified 86.91% of these cases

as members of the group to which they actually belong thus ' r 4

indicating that the two groupé are clearly separate. ; 3

Factor Analysis

t
|

The 18 semantic differential items were also fac-

tors analyzed. The factorial solutions yielded three clearly
distinguishable factors with eigenvalues greater than one,
accounting for 100% of the total routine variance for

each group (accepted and rejected). The varimax rotated

A
.

factor analysis matrices, the variances of the factor

. et

loadings of the rotated factors and the cémmonalities of
!
the assessment variables are presented in Appendix C.

The three factors were defined in terms of the
assessment variables loading highest on each. The criteria
for inclusion of an assessment variable in the factor
definition was~QFat'it load -60'or greater on one factor’
in either group (accept or reject) and no greater than ;40

of any of the other factors.

\
[

\ Factor 1 céntributed 54é ¢f the rating variance .
for:the acéept {(good) applicants and 69% of the variance for
the ratings of reject (bad) applic&ntl The variables which
load on Fgcfor 1 (accept group), reflect an individual who

is effective in interpersonal situations. A «goqd»:apﬁii-

caﬁt is friendly, hard-working, calm, optimistic, forward,
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-

. v ' * TABLE-21

Classification Results of Canonical Disqriminant Analysis Indi-

cating Percentage of Group Cases Correctly Classified : (

™~

ACTUAL GROUP f;A(s)gs PREDICTED GROUP MEMBERSHIP
) REJECTED ACCEPTED
«Bad» Applicants | Rejected 279 T 233 . 46
: T 83.52 16.5%
«Good» Applicants| Accepted 80 1 79
P 1.21 98.7% i
' Percent of Grouped Cases Correctly Ciassified 86.91%

b

Total Number of Cases 360 !

'
° . N,
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permissive, sociable, deliberate and tolerant. Factor 1 wag

labeled intérpersonal effectiveness.

Factor 2 accounted for 38.8% of the rating vari:ance for

«good» applicant, and 22.7% of the variance for <bad» appl\‘.tc\ants.

A «good» applicant is actiwve, strong, upselfish, aggressive,

mature and deep. Factor 2 was labeled social maturity.

Factor 3 accounted for 7% of the variance for «good»
applicants, and 7.8% of the variance for «bad» applicants.

A «good» applicant is an individual who is aware of the

needs of others (sensitive). Facfor 3 was labeled sensitivity.

In short, the results of the. statistical analysis
suggest that assessors have a common stereotype of a good

applicant and seek to match applicants ‘and stereotype.

N

Hypothesis (4) Applicants rsonallty traits similar

ely to be accepted than are

bplicants with personality traits different from those of

Y

. . “ rd
assessors. ‘

Assessors were asked in the Background Biographical
Questionnaire of ApplicahAt Evaluation Booklet (AEB) to rate _
/ 1)

themselves on the semantic differential scale (SD). Tkkey

were also asked on the evaluation part of the AEB to evalu-

ate ‘the different applicants using the same semantic differ-

en‘gial scale. . . . )

A one-way analysis.-of variance was cenducted; Table

22 presents a summary of the analygis of variance. The

A ” '
et

N
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TABLE 22° .
Summary of Analysis of Variance of Traits
Similarity Between Accept, Reject and .
A%sessors Self Evaluation
VARIABLE SOURCE OF VARIANCE F RATIO | F PROB.
AN

1. Ac’tive-Pas’sive Accept, Reject & Self Eva. {196,152 | -.0000 ) “
"2, Friendly-Unfriendly | Accept, Reject & Self Eva. | 47.524 .0000 ‘ Y

3. Ingemsitive-Sensitive |Ac¥ept, Reject & Self Eva. | 14.863 . 0000

4, Weak-Strong . Accept, Reject & Self Eva. |180.104 | .0000

5. Unselfish-Selfish Accept, Reject & Self Eva. {104.174 | .0000

6, Soft-Hard Accept, k’eject & Self Eva. | 69.257 | .0000 \

7I. Exci.table-Calm . | Accept, Reject & Self Eva. | 12.553 | .0000

8. Optimistic-Pessimistic | Accept, Reject & Self Eva. | 24.301 | .0000

9. Shy-Forward Accept, Reject & Self Eva. | 69.283 | .0000
10. Prohibitive-Permissive | Accept, Reject & Self Eva. | 41,105 | .0000
11. Ainmless-Motivated _ | Accept, Reject & Self Eva. |273.411| .0000
12, Cautious-Rash Accept, Reject & ‘Sellf Eva. {199.610 | .0000
13, Sociable-Unsociable Accept, Reject & Self Eva. | 47.823| .0000
14, Aggressive'—Passive Accept, Reject & Self Eva. 170.216 | .0000
15. Deliberate~-Impulsive Accept, Reject & Self Eva. |101.599 | .0000
16. Immature-Mature Accépt, Reject & Self Eva. |256.140 [ .0000
17. Deep-Shallow .Acc;pt, ‘Reject & Self Eva. 2(84.794.\ .0000 .
18, Tolerant~Intolerant 'Aq'cept., Reject & Self Eva. | 108.028 .000g

Y :

P < 001




PR R - e e e e ——t e AR P A Bl Y S O PRRT,

82

L]
v

rases were dividgd into groups on the basis of their values
- " on the independen’t’valriable. Group (1) in the table in-
dicates the mean of the rejecf: cases b}} the subjects on
the SD. Group (2) indicates the mean of the accept cases
by the subject on the; sb. Group (3) inflicates the mean of
the assessors self-rating on the scale.
Results as shown in Table 22, indicate a statisti-
cally significant difference between the three groups
" (P< .00l). However, the results do not indicate where the
difference lies betwéen the threre groups. Therefore, a
poesteriori contrast test was conducted‘), using Multiple Range-
, Least Significant Difference (LSD} test as shown in Table
23. A posteriori contrast test is a systematic procledure
for comparing all pbssible pairs of group mean. The gro\;tps
are divided:into homo:;eneous subsets, where -the difference
in the means of any two groups in a subk;t is not signi-

ficant at the prescribed level (P <.05).

The multiple range test results indicate that Accept-
to M -“

ed (group 2) and Self-rating (group 3) are similar or
(homogeneQus subset) , ‘)hile Reject (group 3) are ‘signi~
ficantly different.  For example, in vax;iable 1l in Table 22,
the analysis of variance indicates statistically significant
difference between the‘means of the three groups (P < .00l).
. ‘To know where th'e difference lies andi%o test for homo- °
gq&';y, thelmultiple range\test compares possible pairs of
group means (accept and'reject, accept and self-evaluation,
r&ject and self-evaluation) . As shown in Table 23, the re-

s ' i
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sult indicate; that Accepted and 'Sélf-eva;uaﬁion are h_bmé‘-
geneous (subset-l), sinlce the -mean of the Accepted group
(1.1235), and for;@elf-evaluatlon (1.1500) do not differ
by more than the ‘shortest signlficant ringe* for a subset
of that size (P<.05). On the other hand, the Rejected
group mean (3.4987) _is significantly different-and ,tﬁe're-‘
fore is placed in a different subset (subset-2).

. Results suggest that applicants with personality

* ? ‘

éraits similar tmassqsso/n’: , are more likely to be ac—
/ 3 -

cepted” than are applicants with personality traits differs

N (

ent from those of assessoOxs.

’
»®
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CHAPTER V.

DISCUSﬁION AND CONCLUSION / ‘ '

q v

Rellablllty of VTR Assessment Simulation fl N N

- ¢

search suggest ‘the high ré&lablllty as well as face vali-

dity of VTR in measuring research variables.

{

-

The results of the pilot study of the present re-

implies the tremendous potential of VTR in research and

\

‘training.;

The present research finding is consistent with

x\réported results by Lewin, Dubno, and Akula (1975), Moozxe

and Lee (1974), and“by Tullar, Mullin's ' and Caldwell,

[

who noted that VTR viewing and live presentation produce

substégtially the.same ratings.

ported

v

Schuh

(1973)[ also re-

51mllar results and indicted that point blserlal

correlatlon between trained or not-trained and test score

for the VTR training group;was

compared to .883 for the ﬂiveflecture trained group.
’ ] -
It has also been.noted in this research,

4

could be utilized as a Irtghly effective research instrument

.805 and was significant

that VTR

. .
in manipulating research\variables (order of information,.

~

. . \
, decision time, yoice -vs- ‘picture).

effective in standardizMg the stimulus materialgs (the as-
sessment: center tests) to be presented to different asses-

sors at different times -in this research.

~

of
Sy b WA

VTR was also highly

Indeed; these

Bt L A R L T R TN S Y

This finding.

(1979),



E'J

) J
~ . N - - ) .
advantages\cannézybé insured , by live presentation. * Fac-

LA

] \ § , i ‘ . . . .
tors, such as awkward pauses, picking up behavioral cues,
L 4

B

4nd asking assessors to give a stream of consciousness re-

. port of their impression indicati;§»the criﬁical point at

- - ~
~

which the deciéion was'mA@e could have only been'sﬁydied‘
i . . ' e 2 N

.by utilizing VTR as a major regearch instrument in this re-»

search. Besides, VTR demonstrated a major advantage over
P . \

live '‘presentation, in being available for demonstration on
demand. " These findings are supported by Schuh (1973),

who reported similar results and indicated that sténda;di‘

. N
[N

zing the stimulus materials (interviews and tests) and the
availability of the instrument on demand can only be insured -

by utilizing VTR as a major research iristrument.

y

Tuiiar, Mullins, and Caldwell (1979) noted similar
- .

- finding and indicated the‘tremeqﬁoﬁs potential -of utilizing
VTR in measuring different types of decision time in

personnel selection, which at least appear to be less ob-

trusive than Springbett's (1954)‘stop-watch ﬁresging‘time.

t . N -
\

’

Early 'Impression (Commitment) fo

.

The results of this‘inyestigation'sdggesf that

early impression (initial decisien) pléys a significant

role in determining final decision. Initial ratings and .

final ratings were in agreement in 75% of .the cases. - \
This finding suggesté that'a bias appears

to be

established early in the assessment prodgés which

s

‘\\} ' ) . ‘ /\\

strongly

e 4 Sda P A R R TS

~N
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“ .
—_wWeen“initial and final ratings. The finding is also sup-

) fwho raeparted '
similar results within the context of employment interviewsh '

' - * el .
-~ * - . \“\\
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influeqpe& final decision. (@h&s finding was originally re- .
{ Sy . f i

. < R | » : N
- poxrted by Springbett (1958), who repqrted 73% agreement bet-

hS

T Cow e
ported by Sydiaha -(1961) and Anderson (196

-

The pfesent research finding tends- to suggest that

certain perceptual processes do take place in interpersoral

judgment.” The ex post facto explanation goes like this: i

- 1

-
»

. During the first tedt of thq‘assessment process,

) - “ . _'" v
each assessor tends to categprize Qifferent candidates to

~

reduce ambiguity. Cateéorizatioﬁ may be based on similar.

personality traits, a common notion of a good épplicant or )

S ias o N . :
any ather positive or negative ‘information. Assessors ~

0
3

- then quickly form an impression (initial decisjon) . These

early commitments remain relqtiv%iy stable during’ the as-

“

sessment process and the finai'judgment will reflect the

% ¢ ¢

goodness of this early cbmmitment} that is, once the subject

commits himself to one bosition,\thé assessment pxocess a
h CoNS o
will be more or less a search, for information (positive or
- ' ]

negative) to confirm and support his early decision.

It was noted from the data analysis of early de-

.

cision-and the critical decision time analysis that the asses-
sment process in the second,'ﬁhird, and fourth test was

merely ?ﬁconfirmatioh check, subjects were looking either

for favorablq information, to support an early commitment *to

arure atd
.

e S A
B
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) atcept the. ‘applicént, or for negative information .to-sup-
‘ . . , . ¢ :
" port and confirm an ‘early reject commitmient. .

: . This ad hoc

TR N

« intthe model, shown

ihterpMetation could ‘be illustrated

in Figure 6.

- v \ i . - \ - ,
L AN - ) ¢ o R - :
0 N . - e -
< - , \- ’ *
_ 0 , .
The Assessment ) *' ) T,
. . Process” . \ Chaas . ——zSimilar Traits
’” * “ . : 14 ' : 'y
, . \ Reduce’ Stereotyping
\ . Ambiguity s :
*Test 1 . ) N Early information
- + ’
S . .
1 \ -
| .
. )
Accept
* ' , -
. ®
, :
(o]
o . Test 2, S "
34,000 . "ol ’ & |
» 7 Search for Search
. . ' favorable, for unfavorable-
: information information to
N to support support ani <
and confirm °l confirm ‘hi.? '
) . . his position position |
- .

©

® »
)
v
-8
~
. -
. PR
o Al v
v
N\
’ ‘
!/ )
~ ., \
LN N .
S
- »

FIGURE 6: An Infbmatién.Processing Modglﬁ
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This findlng is perva51ve not only in personnel . .

) J—

’—J
selectlon llteratqre ‘but has dﬁso.been demonstrated in 4 L.

thé area of lmpressionvformgtlon and interpersonal judg—

ment (Kanouse and Hansén, 1972)& In ‘fact,  the ad hoc"

1

Enterpretatlon suggested earller supporﬁ Brunerg; (1957L@

b

= \\;heir earlier commitment. It

pexceptual categorizaticn model, in which_he reported that

. \ ‘; . -
decision making processes can be explained as ﬁg&;owg:
&

’
*

1. Prlmltlve categorlzatlon, perceptual isclation of
b

_ v
an environ$enta1 event. i
. . ! ] ~
. 2. Cue search: o answer such questions as «What N
is the thing,» 1In our situation, subjécts were Iookihg&for S =
; i ) s
favorable or unfavorable information.
3. Confirmation check. oo ] ° X
. Col . "
4. Confirmation completion. e e
P . e “ ‘

Central to this model and to our &iscussion is the

- concept of «gatiqg; in the decision-making precess. The

decreased receptabilityfor information or narrowing of the

cue search represent the ygating process.

Critical Decision Time : o ,

‘Another finding related to the earl& impression )
. L]
results is concerning decision time. . Results suggest that

L
' assessors were looking for critical incidents to suppoit
N d

las noted that if a certain

assessor accepted a certain gfplicant earlier in the assegwm~




“fayorable information and less w

..

+
]

‘ 4

ment process, .more weight will bg given to positive or -

ight would be given to

information that threatens his position.  The same thing j

Bappens if the applicant was rejected éar;yi the.assessor

L]

Wlll give more weight to negative (unfavorable) information

than to favoraﬁle 1nformation.

o

This finding ?mplies that assessors may develop a

<4 N .

favorable or unfavorable attitudinal ‘tet toward an’ appli-

cant on the ba51s of. incomplete information and proceed

o

L]

thereafter to seek confirmation of their early impreSSion.

Q N

(.

of impression formation and interpersonal judgment.u

LY
T

(Brumer, 1957; Kanouse and Hanson, 1972)

) - Yy

This finding is "consYstent with the 1iterature in the'area

Another related research findlnq is concerning early

commitment=decdision time. The results 1ndicate that:  asses-.-

o4 - - .

sors reached their initial decision (éarlyicommitment),in

-

an average of three minutes which support earlier findings

of the r?le of primacy effect TKEs is also~Consistent

’

g e fee

LB T

with Springbett (1958) who noted that raters reached a final

— - “

—

’//deClSlon in an average of four minuxes after the interview .

§oehdusa L

L]

began. This finding may also imply that the lnleldualR\%

I'd

raters have a limited capacity to process information, which

PPN

S¥pport Simon's (1357) «bounded rationality» concept.
 J .

«

’ z .
to accept candidates while they -were quick to '‘reject them.

N . aty, s 2 .

.
.
- .
. ’ . - - .
o BRI N o P T By e - - P e s YA s Wn R s PR L oy .

However, it was found that assessors .spend fore time

(-



+

s

" Assessors made a reject decision in an average of two minutes

* <
’ : . \
v . . .

R S R I . ~ LI T T e e e e e s LA CR

N -

and more than tw:.ce thls tlmé to reach an accept decision

L4 (4 30 min. obn average) . This finding implies that raters
N ST $ .

with Pdpp‘er‘s (1959) «falsification» concept, that, in the

seem to be in search of negative information, and may also

suggest that negative behavior is viéwed as more genuine' = .

'

or sincere than positive information. This is consistent

‘/scientific process we ‘set out to collect negative informa-

3 1

<.  .tion 0 challenge a hypothesis. The assessment situa-

.

tion is more «falsification than verification» in pro-
- '

\ .

:cess.  Thig finding is also supported by other studies .

"..in the context of impression formation, that raters give

L * « h —/'
greater weight to negative information than to positive #&n-

e

formation (Hamilton and Huf fman, 1971; Hamilton and Zanna,

'1972- and. Kanouse and, Hanson, l9°72) . However,- it has been

noted as mentioned earlier that once the assessordcommits

himself to one pos:.tion and moves from a non—commn.tal pOSi-

tion, the whole assessment process afterwards ‘is a search. R

for cues (positive or negative) to support his'decision.

Thus the present research finding predicts that in- .

-

¢ s

have a greater effect upon final decision than information

< . presented later.

\ Experience Level
. -

However,

.

S

@

(24
k.

BTSSR S

1

‘ . formation présénte'd early in the assessment process woulds .

L] “.

e T

it is interestihg tomat- experience
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'level when manipulated in this research was found to have.

. the assessment process, assessors develop a stereotype of '
' ] . . .

-

. N
0 [ R . Yoo ey .
: . B
) - . - 1
s : " .
- LIRS . f

i . . . 92

a noticeable effect .on avoiding this perceptual error of -

»

early impression. Experienced personnel officers tended.to

AN
3

change their early im‘pfessi_on when additional information-

[N

was, preSeﬁteq. This finding implies the effect of experi- , B

ence on the accuracy of assessment decision and suggests

that raters or assessors can be trained using VIR simulation

-

to avoid early impressions during the assessment process. ‘

This finding may also suggest that uriike the *
, x

i{} ‘s
employment interview, a certain level of experience is needed

\

to process information about applicants in different assess-

ment tests more competently.

Stereotype of a Good Candidate

Another finding of the present research is that in

L

a-good applicant and "seek to match‘appliéants and stereo-

type. ‘ -
Though this is not a new concept, it is iﬁteresting

to note that a common stereotype across assessors was found -
even when of rather diverse age, exﬁerien‘ce and sex, and

thét the stereo'ty‘pe tended to be of the good\ candidate. (
A wealth of researeh in decision making in the er&—

-~

playment interview context "Supports this finding.-°

As early as 1954, Springbett, in his study which

later éhaped' mich of the McGill work, repc;rted the idea of
- v

1 . .
P B R e e b R

[

i D s 2

L




%

a «good» applicant as one of . his major finpdings. Sydiaha

(in Webster, 1964) also reportedy the existence of stereo-

- type. Crowell and Rowe (in Webster, l964)areported similar

-pretatioﬁ of tests tend to arise from the judge's 'implicit

‘personality theory.

-

£indings.

Going further, the LIMA study, Mayfield and Carl-
3

son (1966) indicated that subjects seem to have a mental

picture of the stereotype. ,

[

.
1

Thus when these resuigs are evaluated in total, the

v
f]

only conclusion that can be drawn is that, there appears

"to be some notion of a «good>; stereotype in the assessment

N ',r."‘" .
simulation decision, common among assessors and not a specific
stereotype. T

Traits Similarity

Another research finding is that assessors .tend to
accept candidates who ha‘ve tl-'xe same personality traits.
In fact, this finding suggests t}{at the whol;-: essence qf
this research could b7e based \on personality evéiuation.

With this in mind, it would seem logical to assume

as did Bruner and Tagiuri, (1954) that errors in inter- .

-

This research finding seems to indicate 'that asses-
sors possess some notion or idea concerr;ing .personality
characteristics which he utilizes to reduce and org~anig.e
the cues obtained in the early assessment process.

In fact, this research finding suggests that im-

1
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pressions of others is partly affected by the perceiver's

own' traits, .-and suggests that people tend to ascribe their

-

own attributes wher.% they describe others.

ThlS is conSLStent w:Lth other research studies re-
. - e
ported by Dornbusch, Hast’orf, Richardson, Muzzy and Vree- '

land (1965); and bylLeary (1957‘)“ Rowe (1960, 1963) also

suggested that rater's dec1s:.on variance’ could be predlcted
\ 5
using a rater's pattern of trait ratings.

Dunnette apd Borman, (1979) imPtheir latest review '

of personnel selectfon, reported the effects of trait simi-

5

larity between the épplicant. and the assessor continue to

receive attention and noted that «an attitude similarity

_effect is said to exist when applicants with attitudes simi-

lar to the interviewer‘a're Mmore likely to receive favorable
ratings than are ap"plicants with attitudes different from
those of the interviewer.» (p 507) .

Dunnette and Borman (1979), cited three :different
studles in support o{i attitude s‘imilarity. Peters .anc:l Ter-;
'borg, (1975)'\) reportedlresults similar tQ the present study.
A‘:titude similarity significantly influenced personnel .

decisions even when subjects were provided with more informa-

+ tion about the job.

\

Similar findings to the present research wvere re-
ported by Rand and Wexley (1975) and Wexley and Nemeroff
(1974), and by Glen Baskett (1973) who reported that similar-

ity tended to influence rater's judgments. ~ , -~

s




CONCLUSION '
P
" Certain limita%ions of the present study must be

b

stated?’before any conclusion may be drawn. _

Altkough available data from the pilot study and
later from the actual research, gave support| to the inter-
nal validity and reliability of g%e VTR simulation and to
the notion that jséessors were serious about their ratings,,
a simulated takk is 5ﬁst that and not the real, world.

~ As F omkin and Streufert(cited in Du netEe, i976)
indicated, egxpeximental research strétegies‘ o not prescribe -
a specific ?rganizational sett{ng. It is unliikely that
any single jexperiment will resemble a large number of organt-
zations be ausé there is as mgch variation from one real-
lifé situation to anotbe& 1ife situation as occurs between
the labordtory and real-life. Realism then, like 'generality',

in the identification

anﬁ ardjfjciality, may be reduced tr’a'matter of judgment.

L

Thé basis| for such judgment resides

of critic 1 similarities and differences between specific

(

Sireufert

experimental setting and a particular organizational setting
Iampbeli and Stanley, 1963; éidman, 1960; Fromkin and
1976) . h

In short, experimental rgsearch stratégieé may vary
in the Qua tity and kind of organizationél properties which
can be preégnted in any singlé experimenﬁ. In addition, or-
ganizatjional phenomena and corresponding laboratory

strategies c%n be¢ selected based on their relevance to a parti-

R
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o o




-

[

o

iy

,cu*ar theoretical or organization phenomenon of interest

Vil

_ ‘ - ) - o
. V/ ) . Y- § S

%

to the researcher. 'ro@kin and Streufert (1975) suggested

!

that «1aboratory setting merely imp&ges identifiable limi-
tations.upon the rang{ of cgiterion ¥ituations to which a -’
particular set of labqfatory findings may be practically
applied,» (p. 442),. ﬂfhe potential user of the reseérch
data can use his 5udgmeﬂt and experience to decide if the
laboratory features of a\specific experhﬁent are critical
for h;s organization and the criterion beQﬁVior under consi-
deration. . f L

With these::aution§ stated, one may coézlude,on the .
basis of the results of the present investigation that:
. 1. ?he preée?t research finding reinforces other
reported studies by Tﬁilaf, Mullins and Caldweil (1979),
Schuh (1973), Lewin, bgbno, §nd Akula (1975), Moore and
Lee (1974), that video-tape simulation of assessment situa-
tion is a highly reliable technique for the investigation
of the decision making process. This research also suggests
the tremendous potential in ukilizing VIR fér research and
training pﬁrposes. Many advantages of utilizing VTR have
been noted in this research, including: _.the ability to méni—
puiate(research variables; standardizétion of the'étimulué
materials; the agilitf to study behavioral cues and‘awkﬁamd
pauses; as well as availability, time and cost savih‘s. In
additign, this research has introduced a built-in—timé'code
in th% VTR that allows the rdsearcher to study critical deci-

/1’ . | ) . &‘

/ . \

o




" investigate the dec_n.s:.on,—makmg process in personnel asses- ks
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"ic;ion. time in a le¥s 'obtrusive way than Springbett's (1954]

stop,—watch pressing measux:e. It therefore is recommended

that VTR be utlllzed in future research, spec1f1ca11y to

sment.

[
“

2. Initial. decision or early impression plays a domi-

Al

" nant role in assessors' final judgments. The present

research suggests that information presented early in the
+assessment process would have a greater effect upon the
final decision than information presen{ed later. However,

this is not the 'case with experlenced assessors. Experienced

|

'assessors seem to be)able to avoid such perceptual error. g
This suggests the effect of experience on the accuracy of

decision made by assessors. .

Along with the explicit assumption that personnel :

assessment is an acquired skill, is the implicit assumption

»

that trainimj may improve the accuracy of decision nade by .
' N4

assessors.

It is recommended that a training course could be

-

presented to potential assessors via video—tape assessment

#imulation. It is hoped that the VIR and assessment materi- p

-

L

als developed for this research would be used to good ad-
vantage, in this way. |

3. Anotfler related finding is concerning’ d‘ec'ision
time. Research finding sggéests that assessors may develo\

a favorable or unfavorable attitudinal set toward applicants

/
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on the basis 6f3inéomplepe information and proceed thereafter

to seek confirmation on their éafly impression. An ex Eost‘

e

facto model.éoncerning the interaction between early com-

. mitment and critical incidents, was offered to account for

‘the observed results.
4. Assessors develop a ‘stereotype of -a good appL}—
cant and geek to match applicants and stereo%ype54\\gglis

worth noting that a common stereotype was found across

assg€88ors with different backgréhnds. -

5. Applicants with attitudes similar to

" assessors are more likely to receive favorable ratings than

are applicants with attitudes different from those of °

assessqQrs.
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¢« 2. Assessors Background Information
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Instructions : . '

Please read the following instructions carefully,

.

The .video-tape* you are about to watch now is an assessment
center series of tests to select a candidate for a manager
job in the retail business.

‘ ’ \ - .
This booklet contains a series of evaluation forms which

we would like you to use to evaluate six job applicants

while viewing the videotape.

»

Proceed as follows: —

1. AsseSsor Background Information sheet: Before we start
we would likerto get some information about you. Please
fill the attached background information sheets. i

2. Job Description: Read now the‘attached job description.

+Remember, you are supposed to- select an applicamt for
this job.

3. Now you are ready to start the evaluation process. Howe
before viewing each exerc15e, read carefully the instruc
‘ provided. . .
5\
4. You will find two types of evaluation forms ‘that you are
supposed to.use in rating the six different applicants.
The first type you are supposed to use while viewing
the videotape. The second type is a rating summary shee
which you should use at the end of the test.
- ; |
You will be allowed a time pause to fill this last type-

of form and to read the instructions for the followxng
test. ¢

4

* The . VIR was a group a551gnment by the N.B.A. students

<~} attending Dr. Joe Kelly OB course.

[}
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ASSESSORS BACKGROUND IN%ORMATION

Name:
. Surname . First Name
¢ ) ;o
\ \
. Address:
Telephone Date of Birth:

Sex: M F Birth Place:

4

. City, Prov., Country

Canadian CGitizen: Marital Status: o
i ? ,
) Health: ‘ , Heighg: ' Weight:
’F\\ . N
Languages:
Speak Read Write ¥
English -
_French &
N s |
Other
(specify)
v Note degree of ability in each box:
Fluent (F) -
Working Knowledge (WK) .
Limited Usage (LU)
Education: (Most recent férst)

School . Datgg Attended

Degree, Level
Major Subjects
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Work Experience:' (Most recent first; include summer jobs)

.- Company Dates- Position Dutiewe~ Salary

Describe iyourself briefly. .
) N ' ,
™~
- AN

What are your major strengths, weaknesses?

0f what achievements are you mosﬂiproud? Why?

-—

Do you describe yourself as introvert or extrovert?

!
3 A ~

Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think describes
you most. The direction toward which you check, of course,
depends upon which of the two ends of the scale seem most
characteristic of yourself. If you consider yourself to be

neutral on the scale, or if the scale is completely irrelevant,

then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

Example active . . P : X : s : passive’
" friendly - : : : : : unfriendly
insensitive . : : : : : sensitive
~ weak : : . : : strong
unselfish T : : K selfésh
soft : : : : : hard’. ‘
excitable .3 : : : : clam
optimistic X : : : : pe551mlstic
shy : : : s : forward
prohibitive : : : ___: _» : permissive
aimless oy : : : : motivated
cautious : : : : : rash | W
sociable : : : : : unsociable .
aggressive : : N : : passive
«deliberate : : : : :  impulsive
immature : : : : : mature
deep : : 3 : shallow
tolerant : : : : " intolerant

P
S T
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MANAGING SUPERVISOR
RN

i RETAIL s’rORE . , _
‘ . : w - s
(Department Manager, Store Manager)

‘Qualification: M.B.A. Graduate'with 1 to 2 years experience.

Duties:
VA

! Plans, organizes, directs and controls the operatlons

of a retail- -trade establishment or unlt of ‘an establ;shment

conqerned with buying goeods and reselllng them to the public
. N .

on owner's hehalf, and supervises and co-ordinates activities

of sales personnel.

Estimates consumer demands, and determines or recommends

v

types and quantities of merchandise to’be.sold, and price. and

- “

credit poiiciés to be implemented. Defines operating‘procedurés.

: 1

Plans budget, prepares or supervises preparation of purchase
orders for stock and supplies, and authorizes or obtains 5

authorization for expenditures. Establishes layout of

premises. Determlnes staff functlons and numbers,and ‘hires

or arranges hiring of staff. Assigné dutles,/gets salaries,

and initiates persohnél action such as‘promotlons and dis-

charges. - Supervises and trains workers, or oversees super-
vision and training. Coordinates activities of workers'to

ensure efficient operations. Counts and deposits money

s ~

received,‘or supervises handling of'money, takes or verifieg‘_
' 4

inventories, and keep accounts and other. récords. - Ensures

* that safety, health and security'regulations_are followed.

Promotes the sale of establishment godﬁs or services, and
approves advertising andrgkiflay work . Receiyes and acts on’
customer compla;nts.4’Confena'with workers 6T tHedir

»
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problems.

sold in retail store or'departhent, for example.

Personal Characteristics

L ’ v

1 representatives to resolve grievances and other employee
- | < i

4

A}
.

May be designated according to type of merchandise

4 ’

Professional Skills : ".

demonstrated leadership skills . ‘ '

-~

»strong interpersonal skills

aggressive, self-motivated with strong goal and success ,
orientation L oL

proven problem=-solving abilities

decisiveness and judgment > . .. -1

creativity and resourcefulness

‘strohg oral and written. communication skills ,

) 7
maturity and ability to cope with a high pressure situation
Cw

-
1

4

marketing

problem-solving abilities L
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Instructions - Leaderless Group

a

>
¢

This exercise involves all the six applicants. " The case

describes’ a layout department of five pgople of an adver-
tising agency. Recently, the manager had had to cut back
‘the depérbment budget by two people, one to be let go and
‘the other to be absorbed by other departments. Within a
month the two people, Mona and Jim, were back to work be-
cause thaxg were found indispensable. el

decision made by the manager Mr; Beat, and then .reach
a'group consensus on which two thef’should let go.

Now before you watch the leaderless’ group exercise study
thé chart below to know who is who in the group exercise.

WHO IS WHO
[
Diane - . Einer Louis
Pred \ .
Ethel ]
Colin b
*» /9-
f @,

.

~ BB b Ul SRR BYNRAEANSY FIT sy e
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Exercise: Leaderless Group

Based on the Videotap?:

s ’

Part I

(1) Make a decisiqﬁ to accept (A) or r®ject (R) each applicant.. b
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

(2) Put precisely the time you madé your decision in the
¢column labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code :
shown at the bottom of the tape. ' , >

: < Y ‘ .

0 ~ (3) Rank applicants from 1 to 6 (l1-high, 6—1ow), in the column

’ labelled (Rank) below; - )

(4) 1Indicate the reason(s) ‘' for your decision in the column : . i
labelled (Basis of Decision). Write down any information
that triggéred your action.

Decision | Time of Rank 4

Applicant A or R Decision | 1-6 Basis of your Decision

— Diane

Elnar x F : '

Louis

Fred _ ' ) i

Ethel .

colin , .

1
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- Part II y
. SN e S
. Answer the following questions: ; .
4 .
) 1. What i:riggeré'd your decision? : '
. , 2. . What information in the video influenced your dJdecision? .
| |

- " | . [ . . J. s‘l

. . = H
[

3. Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?

'
- 1
If yes, why? .
1
4. What is you}: view of an ideal applicant?
R X
’ ]
L4 ! ’ /
v
el ]
L
{ 1
|
i O
. |
’ \\ r ]
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THE STRESS INTERVIEW

In this exercise, the candidates are asked to assume the
role - of Mr. (Ms.) Ladislaw, the president' of the Garbeck™

Ly »

» .

,

A i g™

As the president, the candidate is asked to defend hié
company's action of hiring away a Mr. McCawber (a vital
researcher for the Barbour Company, a competitor) which

occurred while the president was away on holiday.

[4

-

The pres}:derrbhas been summoned by the Ethics.Committee

. complaint lodged by the Barbour Company.

e

W Semte o wewrres

N

et s LAD. e B35 Ta

sep s ey Jo T

of the Federal Food and Drug Administration to Washington

for a preliminary investigation into the matter due to a

The incident you will see involves the initial meeting

' l ‘e
of the Ethics Committee with the President.

»
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- Ethics Committee ‘
Drug Industry Association
Washington, D.C.

. y  June 20, 1981 -

v []

Mr. William Ladislaw : : .
The Garbeck Drug Company - ‘ S
567 Harrelsor Street, C o - CoT
East Orange, New Jetrsey

Dear Mr. Ladislaw: ) f -

* <You are heré'by summoned to appear before this
Committee on June 30, 1981 at 10:30 a.m. at the Asso-
ciation's Head Office, with ﬁegards to a complaint
.registered by The Barbour Company alleging that unethical

hiring practices have been committed by your company. '

The hearing will be a preliminary investigation
only, designed to verify the facts submitted by the .
.Barbour Company and establish' if further -action. by this
*Committee will be required.
: »

)

"Yours sincerely,

’

-~ RS
T

John. Q. Senior, Jr. :
\ . President,
L. Ethics Committee -

v
h

’GG‘ ‘



Exercise Interview-Stress Applicant Einar
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Part I - Based on the videotape:

1-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject/(R) the applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column

labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape.

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason). .

\

»

Decision , ..
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason(s)

Q

Part II - Answer the following Questions: .

1 - What triggers your decision?

2 - What information in the videcﬂc;pe influenced your decision
most?

*3 -

“Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes, why?

~

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your decision? -
Yes No ‘

5 - Did the order of information in the video inf],uence your
decision? Yes No

6 - In your own words, describe the applicant.

7 - What are the applieant's major s};rengths (if any)?

<
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8 - What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

8 * Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?
10 - What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?
11 - What negative information (if 'any) about t(ﬁ/e applicant
influenced your decision? _
‘//7 - - ! '

12 - Place a check mark in the

cribes the applicant most.

e.g. active : : X

-

appropriate column you think des-
The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the

scale seem most characteristic of the person you are Jjudging.

If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if
.. the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,

then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

friendly . : :

insensitive : :

weak . : :

unselfish

soft - :

excitable

optimistic

ve ae we

shy

prohibitive v :

aimless :

RN

cautious

sociable

|

aggressive

deliberate

« ev we
as ee e

immature

deep

e se

tolerant

68 98 08 99U 80 80 SU €% S48+ es AE %8 e DS 4 84 64

13 - Would,you describe the exercise

Effective
Ine_ffective '

.-

"Put an X

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for

-

e o9 ee s

*e as as

..

passive {
unfriendly

sensitive-

strong

selfish

hard

calm

pessimistic

forwargd

permissive

motivated

rash

unsociable

passive

impulsive

mature

shallow ,
intolerant -

you are watching as:

mark

&

the job as you see it.
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Exercise Interview-Stress © Applicant Colin

Part I - Based on the,videotabe:

1-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the applicant.
Put A or R in tpe column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decisiomi. Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape. W

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labqlled (Readon) . ~ : )

Decision

(& or R Time of Decision . Reason({(s)

-

o
1

Part II - Answer the following Questions:

1 - What triggers your decision?

! I A
2 - What information in the videotape influenced vour decision
most? ) ,

3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yves, why?

hJ A

“ .

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your degision?
Yes 7 No

.5 - Did the order of inform#€ion in the video influence your
\ decision? Yes No

v

In your own words, describe the applicant.

~J
]

What are thé apﬁlicant's major strengths (if any)?

- [
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8 - What are the applicant's major we'akness.es.'(if any)?

, -
9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

e

-~

~———

10 - What favorable information‘ (if any) influencéd your decision?

1l - What negative information (if any) about the applicant
influenced your decision?

12 - Place a check mark in the appropriate column you tiiink des~
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
- check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral.on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the ‘concept,
" then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

e.g. active : HED O : : passive

friendly : : : : : unfriendly
insensitive : : : : : sensitive o
weak : : : : : strong
unselfish 3 : : : : selfish
soft : : : : : hard .
excitable : : K : 2 calm '
optimistic : : : : : pessimistic
shy : : : : : : forward .
prohibitive : : : : : ‘permissive
aimless : : : : . motivated

! cautious : : : rash

' sociable : : : : : unsociable
aggressive : : : H .t passive
deliberate P : s : impulsive
immature : : : : " : mature
deep : o s : : shallow S A
tolerant - : s : : : intolerant. . o

-

13 - Would vou describe the exercise you are watching as: -

Effective

Ineffective Put an X mark

{

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

PR
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Exercise Interview-Stress ‘Applicant Diane

Part T' - Based on the videotape: /

1-- Make a decisiofx to accept (R) or reject (R} the applicant.
Put 2 or R in the column labelled (Decision) below. '

2\~ Put precisely the time you mgde your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape. )

3 ~ Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason). ~

Decision . ‘ o
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason(s)

.
T

o~

"part II - Answer the following Questions:

1 - What triggers your decision?

A

What information in the videqgtape influenced your decision

[ o8]
]

‘'most?

—

W N -

3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes, why?

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your decision?
Yes - No

et

.

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your
decision? Yes No a

642 In your own words, describe the applicant. £,

7.- What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?

Y !




S,

5

B

What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

10 - what favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?

11

What negative information (if any) about the applicant
influenced your decision?

12 '-,,‘ Place a check mark in the aQir_qp’f;ate column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. hé direction toward which you -
check, of course, depends upon which of ;the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if

the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept, '

then you should place your check mark. in the middle space.

e.g. active : : X : : pdssive
friendly ™ : : : : : unfriendly
insensitive : : : : : sensitive
weak : : : : strong
unselfish : : : : : 'selfish . ‘
soft : : : hard \
excitable : : : calm
optimistic : : : : pessimistic
shy : : : : forward R
prohibitive : : : : + permissive ‘
aimless : s 7t : : motivated
cautious : : : : rash
sociable : : : : unsociable
aggressive : : : : : passive

- deliberate : : : : impul sive
immature : : : : mature
deep : : : : : shallow.. )
tolerant : : : : : intolerant

13 - Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective

; Put X rk-
Ineffective an ma

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

b e e Rt Rl I A3 Sl 0
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Exercise Interview-Stress Applicant Fred

Part I - Based on the wvideotape: -

-

1-- Make a decision to acceggr (A) or reject (R) the applicant.

Put A or R in the

2 - Put precisély the
Tlabelled (Time of
the bottom of the

’

column labelled (Decision) be\iow. '
- “
time you made your decision in the column

Decision). Use the time code shown at
tape. '

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column

labelled {(Reason).

Decision

(A or R) Tlmg of Dec_:lslon. Reason(s) ¢ .

N

-~

%

-

Part II -+Answer the'following Questions: .

1

What triggers your decision?

-

2 - What information in the videotape influenced your decision

most?

[
’

7

)

-

3 - Did you change your decision about a certain appiicanlt?

If yes, why? ]
i ’ .

4 - D;A the previous applicant influence your de'éision?
/ .
Ces No .

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence yobure
decision? Yes No

6 - In your own words, describe the applica“rlt.
What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?

-3
|

>

R ]

A d
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)

8. - What aré the applicantﬁs major weaknesses (if any)?

AN -

. - , > » “Q . 2 & [
9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert  or extrovert? -
P .o =
'

10 Q;fhat fayorable infotmation (if any) influenced ygur decision?

t negative-informatidn (if any) about the applicant -
enced your decision?

e

12 - Place a check: mark in the appropriate column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of cdurse, depends ypon which of the -two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if

) - the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,

# then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

. e.g. active : v X o : passive. .
fri%ndly e : K : : unfriendly )
insensitive I : sensitive

. weak : : : X 1 strong

. unselfish S : ! ™ selfish
soft . : g : : t. hard ' ’
exc¢itable : . : : : calm ¢
optimistic : : : : : pessimistic

. shy . : : : : : forward'
prohibitive A : : : permissive
aimless . : : : : : mptivated
cautious : : H : rash s

. gociable : : : : ': unsociable .
aggressive : : : ¢ passive
deliberate S : : : impulsive
g immature I : 1 mature
' deep : : : : : shallow
"« tolerant : : : : : intolerant \ v

"
«

13 - Would you describe the exercise you are’'watching as:’
Effective . )
Ineffective ?ut an X mark )

e

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

.
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'Aﬁplicant Ethel

“ .
Part I - Based on the videotape:

l-- Make a decision'to accept (A) or reject (R) the applicant.

Put A or

R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

v

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column

labelled

(Time of becision). Use the time code shown at

the bottom of the tape.

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column

labelled (Reason).
Decision . .
(A or R) Tl@e of Decision Reason(s)

i

~Part II - Answer the following Questions:

1l - What triggers.your decision?

L

[ EXS

(2]

[

2

- What information in the videotape influenced your decision

most?

-~ Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes, why? /
£ N
- , , 7
- Did the previous applicant influence your decision? v

Yes

No

—————

- Did the order of information in the video.influence your

decision? Yes No

N ' I
~ In your own words, describe the applicant.
<

- What are

the applicant's major strengths (if any)?

\

S
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What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if'any)?

b3
o ~

L

8 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

Il \

What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision? ¢

S R S,

11 - What negative information (if any) about the applicant '
influenced your decision? ' )

/
12 - Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your check mark in the middle, space.
e.qg. active : : L X passive

friendly : : : : unfriendly b
insensitive : : : : sensitive
weak $ e : : ¢ strong
unselfish N : : : selfish
soft : : : : : hard

' excitable : : T :calm
optimistic : : : : ¢ pessimistic-h
shy . : : : : : forward =
prohibitive : : : : ! permissive
aimless : : : : : motivated .
cautious : : : : : rash
sociable : : : : unsociable '
aggressive : : : : : passive
deliberate : : : : : impulsive ,
immature t : : K ! mature

(\ deep b : : : : : shallow
tolerant : : : Cot : intolerant

13 - Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective

Ineffective Put an X mark

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

. i

P

[ S

—
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Exercis;ﬁf\lnterv1ew-8tress

_-Applicant Louis

Part I - Based on the videotape:

R I st s P A 8

1-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R} the applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape. )

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason).

Decisiocon

(A or R) Time of Decision | Reason(s) -

i -
S .

Part II - answer the following Questions:

P RO

l - What triggers your decision? \

DR 3]

t

2 - What information in the videotape influenced yéur decision
most?

L}

3 - Did ,you change your decision about a certain applicant?
1f yes, why?

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your deg{sion?
Yes No ‘

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your )
decision?  Yes No ’ i

‘6 - In your own words, describe the applicant.

o~

7 - What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?

»
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[o]
{

What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any) ?-

9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

[}

10 What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?

11

What negative information (if any) about the applicant -
influenced your decision?

12 - Piace 2 check mark in the appropriate column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The directicn toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person-you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if
the ‘'scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your gheck mark in the middle space.

e.g. active : : X : : passive
friendly : T : : unfriendly
insensitive : : : : ; sensitive
weak : : : : : strong
unselfish : : : - : selfish
soft s P : : : hard
excitable : P : : calm
optimistic : I : : pessimistic
shy : : : : : forward C -
prohibitive : : : : : permissive
aimless : : : : : motivated -
cautious : : : L : rash
sociable : : : : : unsociable
aggressive : : : t : passive

' deliberate : : : : : impulsive
immature : : : : : mature
-deep : : : : : shallow
tolerant : : : : : intolerant

“+13 - Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective

. Ineffective Put an X mark

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.
- 4
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Rating Summa:y'ShEet

Exercise '

-

1

(1) Make a decision ‘to accept (A) or reject (R)ﬂeach applicaﬁt.
© Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

(2) Rank applicants from 1 to 6 (l-high, 6~low), in the column
labelleé TRank) below. :

(3) Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Basis of.Decision). Write down any informa-
tion that triggered your action. If you changed your
decision indicate the reason.

/

I ¥

,
] .
Applicants . Decision Rank Basis of Decision
(A or R) 1-6

“~

Diane

Elnar

Louis

Fred

Ethel . ) . -

Colin

. . . - e PR v s,
o . e :
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IRATE. CUSTOMER® EXERCISE

In the exercise, the candidates are asked to assume the role

of a retail store manager who is.being confronted by an <«irate»
. ' . - .
customer concerning a watch she bought.

The only guidelines that the candidates are given is the

\

store's policy concernipg the warranty on refunds and repairs.

‘As~follows§‘

Full Refunds:

Watch Repairs:

i. . «

-

WATCHES

‘Within. two weeks after sale only if accompanied:
by the customer's sales receipt.

*

Performed free of charge by the store's watch
repair shop within one year from date of pur-

chase, only if accompanied by sales receipt.

After one year, the store 1s not responsible

for any repairs.

. ' .
- N . Y
L . .

- a . .
e PP U T v e it T L e S
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Exercise The Irate Customer . Applicant Ethel

\ .
Part I - Based on the videotape:

1- - Make a decision to accept- {(A) or reject (R) the applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column )
,labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code .shown at b
the bottom of the tape. -

. . ]

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in fthe column §
labelled .(Reason). .« y

A |

|

Decision . .. ) N
(A or R) Time of Dec151op4.L Reason(s)

R

[

Part II.— Answer the followind Questions:

1 - What triggers your decision?

T

* 2 - What information in the videotape influenced your decision
most? \
) o« e

¢
PREEFINE | Pl

3 - Did you change your decision about’a certain applicant?
If yes, why? .

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your decision?
‘Yes No

-
B

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your
decision? Yes No

6 - In your own words, describe the applicant.

!

7 - What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)? ' )
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14
1

- What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

- Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

- What favorable information (if any} influenced your decision?

/

- What negative information {if any) about the applicant
influenced your decision?

- Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutrgl on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,

“then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

active : s X

passive
friendly : : : : : unfriendly
insensitive : : : 1 sensitive
weak : : : : : strong
unselfish : : : : : selfish
soft : : : : . ¢ hard
excitable : : : : : calm
optimistic : : : pessimistic
shy : : : : forward
prohibitive : : : : permissive
aimless - : : : motivated.
cautious : : : rash - f
sociable : : : unsociable
Aggressive : : : passive
deliberate : : : : : impulsive
immature : : : : ": mature ”
deep : : : : : shallow
tolerant : : : : : intolerant

[y
E}

- Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective

Ineffective Put an X mark

1

- Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

N e s O

.
1
t
3
%
1
i
+
3
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Exercise The Irate Customer ' 'Applicant Colin

o Part I - Based on the videotape:
1- - Make a decision to,accépt {d) or reject (R) the applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape. " '

3 - Indicate the’reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason).

.

Decision \ .
(A or R) Time of Decision . Reason (s)

0

Part II - Answer the following Questions:

. 1 - What triggers your decision?

2

-
.

2' - What information in the videotape influenced your decision

v most?

K 3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
) If yes, why? )

4 - Did the previous applicant influence youf decision?
Yes No '

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your
decision?  Yes No ‘

6 - In your own words, describe the applicant.

7 - What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?

A

T R At B i 1 S
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8 - What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

. . ) .
9 ~ Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

+

| 10 - What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?

“ ]
11 - What«negative information (if any) about the applicant

~

influenced your decision? . e

12 - Place a check mark in the appropriate ¢olumn you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelévant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

e.g. active : : X : : passive
friendly . : : : : : unfriendly
insensitive : : : : : sensitive
weak : : : : { strong
unselfish : . : : : t« 5elfish
soft : : : : : hard
excitable : : : : : calm
optimistic : : : : ¢ pessimistic
shy : : N : forward
prohibitivé : : : : : permissive
aimless : : : : : motivated

‘ cautious : : : : : rash
sociable’ : : : : unsociable .
aggressive : : : : '+ passive

. deliberate : : : : : impulsive

“ immature : : : : : mature
deep : : : : : shallow
tolerant R : : : : intolerant

13 -~ Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective
. ﬁ_—_—_____Ineffeqtive Put an X mark

N

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

&

v
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Exercise The Irate Customer . Bpplicant Louis

Part I - Based on the videotape:

1-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely .the time you made your decision in the column

} labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape.

Iy 8y
3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason). -

Decision L .
(A or R). Time of Decision Reason(s)

)
Part II - Answer the following Questions: ¢

1 -'What triggers your decision?

2 - What information in the videotape influenced your decision
most?

v .
3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?

If‘yes, why?

4 -'Did the previous applicant influence your decision?
Yes No

5 - Did the order of information in the video influenge your
decision?  Yes ~ No )

6 - In your own words, describé the applicant.

7 — What are the appligapt's ﬂpjor strengths (if any)?

4
s

b e men

i s ol i e O o

Bt e e b

O R L

ot g

%
L
s‘-




-

—x T P SO TR AVAR I RIS | 1Y

‘ : , ‘ 138

8 - What are.the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

.

10 What favorable information (if gny)} influenced your decision?

e

11

What negative information (if any) about the applicant

influenced your decision?

12 - Place-a check mark in th; apprtbria te column you think des- |
cribes the applicant most. Th direction toward which you ;

- ’.Wwww

13 - Would you describe the exercise yo

Effective
Ineffective

14 - Describe an.ideal applicant for the| job as you see it.

|

Put aﬁ X mark

..

are watching as:

B e Lo

LRI

check, of course, depends upon|which of the two ends of the. %
scale seem most cnaracterlstlciof the person youssre judging. !
) If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if 3
// the scale is completely 1rreleyant, unrelated to the concept, ki
\ then you should place your check mark in the middle space. ]
e.g. active : : X : pagsive 3
N friendly P : : .\ unfriendly gt
insensitive : : : : sensitive
' weak : : strong
unselfish : : : : : selfish
soft : : : s : hard
- excitable : : : : : calm
optimistic : : : : : pessimistic
shy : : : : i forward
prohibitive : : : : : permissive }
ailmless : : : : ‘: motivated :
cautious : : : : : rash .
sociable : : : : unsociable :
aggressive : : : : passive )
deliberate : : : : : impulsive !
immature : : : : mature .
deep : : : shallow ;
. tolerant : t : intolerant !

AR BT Sy
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Exercise The Irate Customer ‘Applicant Fred

Part I - Based on the videotape: v .

1-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) iﬂ! applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

.2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape. '

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision"in the column
labelled (Reason). ‘

Y
J Decision . . . .
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason(s)
P ) J -
g A4
Y -

Part I1 - Answer- the following Questions:

| B

1 What triggers your decision?.

—~ -

. N
2 - What information in the videotape influenced yourddecision

o

most?

L

3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
, :

If yes, why? :
. . ]
4 - Dbid thﬁ,previous applicant.influenéé your decision?

‘Yes ) No d ‘

' . . s
5 - Did the order of information” in the video influence your
" decision? Yes , No

6~ ~ In your own words, describe the’applicant. -

rd

"

v
7 - What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?

R .

L L R e I A e ——

hake



140

o .
8 - What are the‘applicant‘s major weaknesses (if any)?

/. . °

N

A

N
A BRSNS L e

[P

C——

ne

9 - Do.you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?
—
N {l Y N
,&9 - What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?
L
[N o - v 4
11 - wWhat negative information (ii/ﬁny) about. the applicant
influenced your decision? '\
.12 - Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think. des-
' cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place vour check mark in the middle space.
e.g. active : : X * 1 passive
friendly : : : : unfriendly
insensitive : : : : sensitive
weak : : : : strong
unselfish : : : : " ~7: selfish «
soft : : : : : hard
: excitable : : : : : calm
optimistic : : : : pessimistic
., shy : : : : forward
prohibitive : : : : permissive
+ aimless : : : : : motivated
cautious : : H H : rash
sociable : : : : : unsociable
: aggressive : g : : : passive
deliberate : : : : : impulsive
immature : : 7 : : mature
deep : : : shallow
toleran} H : : intolerant

a

13 °- Would you describe the exercise

o

Effective
Ineffective

Put an X

14 -~ Describe ‘an ideal applicant for

§ [N . g
you are watching as:

mark

¢

/

the job as‘you see it.

S .
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Exercise Tﬁe Irate Customer

i

A\
.Applicant Einar

Part I - Based on the videotape:

1- -

Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the applicant.

Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

Put precisely the time you made your decisien in the column

labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape.

. k]
Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason). i

i

cision

or R) Time of Decision Regson(s)

4

Part II - Answer the following Questibns:

1

B N R AR

What triggers your decision?

What information in the videotape influenced your decision

,most?

:

pid ybu change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes, why?

Did the previous applicant influence your decision?
b i
Yes ‘No

Did the order of information in the video influence your
decision? Yes ‘No

In your own words, describe the applicant.

b

What are the applicaﬁt's major strengths (if any)?

K et 4N

v damdBlensom g

comp ey K St ™

PR T AR

&
i

._



10 -

12 -

™ o

What negative information (if any)

about the applicant

lnfluenced/§our decision?

17

Place a check mark in the appropriate column you thlnk des-

cribes the applicant most.

check,

. active

of course, depends upon whj
scale seem most characteristic ¢
If you consider the person to

the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place %g

The direc n toward which you

of the two ends of the
e neutral on the scale, or if

check mark in the middle space.

X : : passive |
friendly : : : unfriendly
insensitive - +: sensitive
weak : strong
unselfish ;" selfish
soft : hard
excitable : : : calm
optimistic . : 2 : pessim¥tic
shy : : : forward
prohibitive : : : permissive
aimless : motivated '
cautious rash -
sociable : : unsociable
aggressive : : passive
deliberate : : : impulsive

- immaturef : : mature
deep : shallow
. tolerant : intolerant

Effective
Ineffective

‘Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

" Put an ¥ mark

-

Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

the person you are judging.

»
- What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?
Do you describe the applicant as- introvert or extrovert?
What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision? %

4

[N N

o Rt s T
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i

Applicant Diane

+

Exercise The Irate Customel

Part I - Based on the videotape:

1-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use th€é time code shown at
the bottom of the tape. '

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your deci'sion in the column

labelled {(Reason). ~

Decision ' . . ,
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason (s)

\\

Part II - Anfwer the following Questions: ] -
1

What triggers your decision?

2 - What information in the videotape influenced your decision
. most? ' )

\
"

N
3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes, why?

a

4 - Did the previous applicant»influence your decision?
Yes No

5 - Did the order of information in the video influenceayouf

decision? Yes Nq‘

6 - Inbyour own words, describé the applicant.

: 2
\ \ .
7 - What ar'e the applicant's Kﬁjéf strengths (if anyl?

s Rt W

:
A
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11

12

13

"14

Q
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What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

»

, 5
Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision? *

<

What negative information (if any) about the applicant

influenced your decision?
[4

Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person yoy are judging.

If you consider the persan to be neutral on the scale, or.if.

the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

active : D : ___: pgssive
friendly : : : : : unfriendly
in'sensitive : : : : ____: sensitive
weak : : : : strong -
unselfish : : : : selfish
soft = : : : : : hard ’
excitable : : ;" : : calm
optimistic : : : : : pessimistic
shy : : : :  : forward
prohibitive : : : : : permissi(le
aimless : H : : ;: motivated
cautious : : : : : rash
sociable : : : : : unsociable ’
aggressive : : : : passive ‘
deliberate : : : : impulsive
immature : : : ¢ mature -
- deep : : : : : shallow
tolerant : : : : : intolerant

Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective

Ineffective Put an X mark

Describe an ideal appiicant for the job as you see it.

!
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Rating Summary Sheet

Exercise
L ) . .'

{1) Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) each applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

(2) Rank applicants from 1 to 6 (l-high, 6-low), in the coipmn
labelled (Rank) below. . . -

(3) Indicate the reaéon(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Basis O0f Decision). Write down any informa-
tion that triggered your action. If you changed your
decision indicate the reason.

Applicants Decision Rank Basis of Decision

(A or R) 1-6 - .

Diane

Elnar

Louis

Fred

i
Ethel ° ,
Colin

e
> o

g e~

LocoaaR
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Exercise Interview-Background Applicant Dijiane

Part I - Based on the videotape: .7

1- - Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the aPplicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape.

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason).

Decision . . ’
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason (s)

Part II - Answer the following Questions:

1 - What triggers your decision?

2 - What information in the videotape influenced your decision
most?

3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes, why?

4

- Did the previous applicant'influence your decision?
Yes ' No

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your
decision? Yes No

6 - In your own words, describe the applicant.

7 - What are the applicant's major strengths (if ény)?

A AT

—"*

P

J oo oo o e

Rl

i
DY
4
:
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8 - What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)? !

-

9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

10 - What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?
:
11 - What negative information (if any) about the applicant [
influenced your decision? '
12 -

Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think des- :
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you !
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the

scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.

If you consider the person to be neutrdl on the scale, or if

the scale is caompletely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,

i
then you should place your check mark in the middle space. %
e.g. active : Xt ___: passive i -
© friendly | : : ¢, ¢ unfriendly i
insensitive : : ¢ sensitive ]
weak : : ¢ strong i
unselfish : : selfish
soft - : : : __: hard
excitable . : : : calm i
- optimistic - : : : : @ pessimistic H
shy ) : : : s forward ;
prohibitive : : : : __: permissive 5
aimless : : : : __: motivated '
cautious : : : : ___ ¢ rash & .
" sociable : : : : : unsociable. :
aggressive : : : : ___: passive .
deliberate : : : : : impulsive §
immature : : : : ___: mature i
deep : : : : .t shallow 4
tolerant : : : : : intolerant . S ' 3
13 - Would you describe the exercise you are watching as: o
y Effective Put an X mark ’ - %

Ineffective

14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the joby as you‘see it.
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Exercise Interview-Background

Part I - Based on the videotape:

~- 148

Applicant EtHel . :

1- - Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) thé.applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decisicn) bkelow.

f

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column

labelled (Time of Decision).

the bottom of the tape.

Use the time code shown at

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column

labelled (Reason).

Decision . .
(A or R) Time- of Decision

Reason (s)

’

~

. N

Ny

Part IT - Answer the following Questions:

7

1 - What triggers your decision?

most?

- What,information in the videptape influenced

your decision

]

\

If yes, why?

- Did'you ‘change your decision about a certain applicant?

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your de,ci’sion?

Yes No

i

*5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your

decision? Yes No

& - In your own words, describe the applicant.

7' - What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?_

A

5
£
}
%
‘.3:
[ 4
3
&
W

;
s
@
“r’

1
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8 - What are the applicant’'s major weaknesses (if any)?

»

9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert? \

10 - What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?

11 - What ﬁégétive information (if any) about the applicant
influenced your decision?

t

12" - Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
‘scale seem most characteristic of the person you are 3judging..

. If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

e.g. active ( : : X : : passive
friendly : : : : : unfriendly
insensitive : : : : : sensitive .

- weak : : : : : strong ” S
unselfish : : : : : selfish . ]
soft : : : : hardc ’
excitable : : : : : calm
optimistic : : : : : pessimistic ‘
shy : : : ¢ forward - 3
prohibitive : : : : permissive ) 1,
aimless : : : : : motivated , ;
cautious : : : : rash : R
sociable : : : : : unsociable i
aggressive : : : : : passive ‘ ]
deliberate - : : : : impulsive
immature : : : : : mature
deep : : : + shallow
tolerant : .t : : intolerant , -,

13 - Would you describe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective '
Ineffective Put an X mark

l4 - Describe an ideal épplicant for the job as you see it.

-
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Exercise Interview-Background Appliéant Louis )

Part I - Based .on the videotape:

1-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the'applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made’your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). 'Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape. .

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason). = '

Deécision , . .
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason {s)

Part II - Answer the following Questions:

3 s

1 - What triggers your decision?

-

<~ 4
2 - What information in the.videotape influenced.your decision,

most?

3 - Did you changé your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes»\yhy?

4 - Did the previgus applicant influence your decision?
© Yes No - - -

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your

decision? Yes No

6 - In .your own words, describe the applicant.

Q

7 - Whtat are the applicént's major strengths (if any)?

A

P Y
-

I

[T
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8 - What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

) ) ~ ~ o
9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

[

10 - What favorable -information (if,any)\\influehced your decision?

11 - What negative information "(if any) about the applicant
influenced your decision?

-

12 - Place a check mark in the appropriate ‘column you think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to .be neutral on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your check mark in the middle space.’

e.g. active : o X : : passive

friendly - : : N : unfriendlyd
imnsensitive - : -1 s : sensitive

: : : : : strong
1fish : : : : : selfish
: : : : : hard
excitable : : : : : calm
optimistic : : : : : pesgimistic
shy ) : e : : : forward
prohibitive : : : : permissive
aimless : : : : motivated
cautious : : : : rash
_ sociable, : : : : : unsociable
. aggressive : : P : passive
" deliberate : : : : : impulsive
AN immature . : : : : mature .
deep : A : : shallow '
tolerant : : : : : intolerant:

v

13 - Would you describe the exercise J(ou are watching.as:

Effective P

: n ar
Ineffective Put an X mark

' 14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you see it.

. N e .y B . Ean
L ) - at

it
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"Exercise  Interview-Background Applicant Colin

k
’
L)

Part I - Based on the videotape:

1l- - Make a decision to 'acc.ept (A) or reject (R) the applicaﬁt.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

? - pPut precisely the time you made your decision in the column

labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
T the bottom of the tape. '
3 - Indicate the reason(s) for youjr decision in the column

" labelled (Reason).

.
.

Decision . .
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason (s)

?

Part ITI - Answer the following Questions:

1 - what triggers your d?cision?

_—y

r

YT MO TPV RSTIS. Towmn oo Ie L

\
2 -~ What information in the videotape influencé@ your decision
most?
¢ : 1
‘ 3 =~ Did you change your decision about a certain applicant? -
: ) .

If yes, why?

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your decision? - i
Yes . YNo

5 ~ Did the order of information in the video influence your

1
¥4
f

decision? Yes . No

6 - In your ownwords, describe the applicant.

7 - What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?




8 - What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

7

9 - Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert?

.

T e

10 - what favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?’

o

-

11 - what negati\;z information (if any) about the app-lican:c\.

inf luenced ur decision?

* .
4

T e e S

12 - Place a check mark in the appropriate column ))0\13 think des-
cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you
( check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the

scale seem most characteristic of the .person you are judging.

If you consider the person to be neutral on the. scale, or if

the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the conecept,
'then you should place your check mark in the middle space. .

o i ok A

-e.g. active : R : : passive
friendly - R : : : ': unfriendly 9
insensitive : : : : sensitive
weak . : : : : ¢+ strong
unselfish : : : : : selfish
soft . : w: : : : hard 'y
. excitable : : : : ¢ calm ,
optimistic : : : : : pessimistic 3,
shy- : : : : : forward ° H
prohibitive : : : : : permissive .
aimless H H : : : motivated .
‘cautious : : : : : rash P .
sociable - : £ : H : unsociable . ‘ :
aggressive s 7 s : : : passive - ;
deliberate : : : : : impulsive o '
immature : : : : : mature ;
~deep : : : shallow § ,
tolerant- : : : : intolerant ! ) ‘
13 - Would you describe the exercise you are“watching as: L e 3
Effective » ' : 1
: Put an X mark .
Ineffective .
: . - v s
14 - Describe an ideal applicant for the job as you-see it. ' »
Lo = —— d
,3' o

e
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Exercise Interview-Background Applicant Einar

Part I - Bas¢d bn the videotape: ,'

1-- Make a-decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the,applicaﬁt.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time coge shown at
the bottom of the tape.

3 - Indicate the reason(s) forﬁyour decision in the column
labelled (Reason). = '

Decision . . .. N
(A.or R Time of Decision Reason (s)

Part iI - Answer the following Questions:

1

What triggers your decision? <

»

»

2 - What information in the videotape influenced your decision
most?

L
L4

3 - Did you change your decision abouj a certain applicant?
- If yes, why? .

'y

B

e

4 - Did the previous applicaifiinfiuence your decision?
_ Yes - No ’ \

5 - Did the order of inforMetion in the video influence your

"

decision? - Yes No

6 - In your own words, describe the applicant.

3

X N N TV
- ©7 . What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?

B

2

®

B A

it N s M

R .

e

Gt
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10 -

11 -

13 -~

14 -

T

What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

G g o, R

,155 ' :

9

Do you describe the applicant as introvert or extrovert? '

What favorable information (if any) influenced your decision?

- dO———

A | N . .
What negative information (if any) about the applicant o

influenced your decision?

Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think des-

cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you

R TR L ey WPRT

check,- of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the
scale seem most| characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if

the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your check mark in the middle space.'

active
friendly
insensitive
weak
unselfish
soft
excitable
optimistic
shy
prohibitive
aimless
cautious
sociable
aggressive
deliberate
immature
deép
tolerant -

.
I

>

X

passive 4

unfriendly

sensitive

: : strong

selfish

hard

calm

e b M ¢ = E L

pessimistic

; ; forward L

: : permissive

: : motivated

rash

unsociable

passive

: : impulsive

- . mature

: : shallow . ’

: : intolerant

Would you desgcribe the exercise you are watching as:

Effective
Ineffective

L ]
Describe an ideal applicant -for the job as you see it.

N

Put an ¥ mark ;

o1 Aty e - o
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Exercise .Interview-Background Applicant Fred

Part I ~ Based on the videotape: .

¢

l-- Make a decision to accept (A) or reject (R) the applicant.
Put A or R in the column labelled (Decision) below.

2 - Put precisely the time you made your decision in the column
labelled (Time of Decision). Use the time code shown at
the bottom of the tape.

3 - Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
labelled (Reason). = '

L W

b

Decision . .. ;
(A or R) Time of Decision Reason (s)

Part II - Answer the following Questions:

1 - What triggers your decision?

{
2 - What information in the videotapé influenced your decision
most?

3 - Did you change your decision about a certain applicant?
If yes, why?

4

4 - Did the previous applicant influence your deg¢ision?
Yes No . B

bR e e € SN

e

5 - Did the order of information in the video influence your ’

decision? | Yes No

6 - In your own words, describe the applicant.
/

|

7 - What are the applicant's major strengths (if any)?
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oo
1

o What are the applicant's major weaknesses (if any)?

9 - Do you describe the applicaint as introwert or extrovert?
- . el

10

What favorable information (if any} influenced your decision?

11 - What negative information (if any) about the applicant

influenced your decision?

12 - Place a check mark in the appropriate column you think des- !

' cribes the applicant most. The direction toward which you 3
check, of course, depends upon which of the two ends of the :
scale seem most characteristic of the person you are judging.
If you consider the person to be neutral on the scale, or if
the scale is completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept,
then you should place your check mark in the middle space.

e.g. active : : X s : : passive ' , ©d
’ friendly : : : : : unfriendly - *
. insensitive : : : : % sensitive S
weak : : : : : strong .
unselfish : : : : : selfish
soft ’ : : : : : hard
excitable : : : : : calm ;
, optimistic : : : : : pessimistic
shy : : : : : forward
¢ prohibitive : : : : : permissive |
aimless : : : : : motivated
cautious H : : K : rash !
sociable : : : : unsociable [
aggressive : : : - : passive
deliberate : : : : © impulsive
immature : : : : : mature
deep : : shallow
tolerant : intolerant

[T 2 A

‘ 13 - Would you describe‘the exercise you are watching as:

Effective

1
Ineffective Put an X mark

- : 1

l4 -/ Describe an ideal applicant . for the job as you see it.

[ TRl s e L
et Eresiat s s taa it eh iy SAAMINRCIY Y oo By P14
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Rating Summary Sheet

» Exercise . : ‘ '

! °

(1) Make a decision to accepk (A) or reject (R) each applicant.
Put A2 or R in the column labelled (Decision}) below.

(2) Rank applicanté from 1 to 6 (l-high, 6-low), in the column
labelled (Rank) below. ”

(3) 1Indicate the reason(s) for your decision in the column
‘labelled (Basis of Decision). Write down any informa-
tion that triggered your action. If you changed your
decision indicate the reason.

Applicants Decision .Rank Basis of Decision
(A or R} | 1-6

Diane

Elnar

Louis

Fred . ) :

Ethel

Colin

[a3
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APPENDIX B

Examples of Critical Incidents Decision Time

. of the Six Applicants in Graphic Form
) -
» .
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FIGURE 7 Critical Incidents Decision Time for Applicant Colin in Pressure
Interview Test Showing Assessors Triggered at Time 41,58 (M.S.)
By a Certain Critical Incident. o -
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FIGURE 8: Critical Incident Decision Time for Applicant Ethel in Pressure
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Interview Test Showing Assessors Triggered at Time 34.08 (M./S.)

By a Certain Critical Incident.
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FIGURE 9: Critical Incident Decision Time for Appllcant Fred in Leaderless

.Group Test Showing Assessors Triggered at Tme 13.12 (M. /5.) by
‘A Certain Critical Incident. . , 6\3" ¥
.o . ™~

+ e i




|
i
i
|
|

T PR T RS

ot A
S

§

SR e e 4

163 3

— rm— . e a Al o e e - - v i Tow swemdey,

~
40 4
L
30 A
el
Q
z -
2
) 20 -
u v
/
10 1 -
‘.»
R
r ~ 5\
'. —‘—, v 1 N P L) 7
37.00 38.00 39.00 40.00
Decision Time '
FIGURE 10: Critical Incident Decision Time for Applicant Louis in P;ressure Inter-
view Test Showing Assessors Triggered at Time 39.05.(M./S.).by a Y
Certain Critical Incident. o ) )
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FIGURE 11: Critical Incident Decision Time for Applicant Einar in Background
Interview Test Showing Assessors Triggered at Time 42.50 (M./S.)
By a Certain Critical Incident.
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APPENDIX C
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Factorial Analysis of Variance of the Semantic

Differential Data
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TABLE 24.
Factor Analysis
) Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Acadg;ed
” ) Group ¢Good» Applicants Based on the
. ' Semantic Differential Items 8 '
VARIABLES ) FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 C°"ﬁ";?al ity
1. Active-Passive .04215 .88865  -.07737 .79746
2. Friendly-Unfriendly .84017 -.01282  -.00025 .70605
3. Insensitive-Sensitive .29162° ~-.16763 .83887 .81684
4. Weak-Strong -.15173 -.87700 .03175 .7931& ,
5. Unselfish-Selfish . .06704 .95254 -.13608 .93035
6. Soft-Hard , --.95527 -.06134  -.12523 .93199
7. Excitable-Calm i -.86585 :09745 -.02825 <. 76000
8. Opt%mistic-Pessimistic .935644 .17177 .0277Q\r .90570
‘9. Shy-Forward * -.93057 =.17776 -.27965 .97576
10, Prohibitive~Permissive -.98089 -.05244 .09327 .97360
11. AimlesssMotivated -.04422 -.76811 .53150  W87444
12. Cautious-Rash -.04062  .58924  -.58244 \\yGSBUO{
13. Sociable-Unsociable .96094 .11443 .19328 197386
. 14, Aggressive-Passive , .06704 .95254 ~~,13608 .93035 '
15. Deliberate-Impulsive .95013 .12828 -.05139 .92184
16. Immature-Mature -.10294 -.96057 .00476 ' .93332 - T
17. Deep-Shallow ' 10294 .96057  -.00476 .93332
18, Tolerant-Intolerant .96061 .15288 .21940 .99428
VARIANCE 8.58797 6,15125 1.10117 !
VARIANCE IN PERCEN'I;AGE ) 54.2 38.8 7.0
1. Interpersogél Effeétiveness
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. - TABLE 25 -
i Factor Anal}erﬂsis
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Rejected Q;"
Group «Bad» Applicants Based on the
Semantic Differential Scale Items
 VARTABLES FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 COMMUNALITY
1. Active-Passive .85836  .12402  .39939  .91768
2. Friendly-Unfriendly 12172 . .72113  .41611  .70800
3. 'Insensitive-Sensitive .20239  -.64327 -.17888 .48675
4. Weak-Strong -.89747 .03252 -.40490 97045
5. Undelfish-Selfish 23313 .76845  .29661  .73284
6. Soft-Hard -.90552  -.09484 -.24824  .89059
7. Excitable-Calm -.05013  -.89301 -.11019  .81212 .,
8. Optimistic-Pessimistic .67263  .63207 ~-.08987 . .86002
9. Shy-Forward - . -.90488 -.08051 ~-.26853  .89740
10. Prohibitive-~Pgrmissive =-.05651 -.86156\‘ -.30706 84046 .
11. Aimless-Motivated ~.46837  -.32532  -.74925  .B8658
.12. Cautious-Rash .39728 21169  .79863 .84045 !
13. Sociable-Unsociable .21364  .90897  .22014  .92034 -
14. Aggressive-Passive .85906  .05206 . .43589  .9p70 -
15. Deliberate-Impulsive  .39413 : 41737  .69253 - .80914
_16. Imature-Mature -.31826  -,38008 -.77416  .84508
17. Deep-Shallow ~.38105 .35482 .77939 .87855
18. Tolerant-I‘ntolerant . 24740 59411 57855 .74889
VARIANCE 10.37884  3.40109 1.19010
| VARIANCE IN PERCENTAGE 69.3 1 2.7 ) 7.9 '
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