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Preface

The handbook, now in its second edition, fulfills a promise made when the first behavioral
research in organizations began (Munsterberg, 1913) at the outset of the 20th century. It
identifies general principles, validated by science, for managing people, work, and organiz-
ations well. Mastering these principles is the essential focus of high-caliber management
education and effective workplace practice.

This book helps the reader to close the gap between the mass of scientific knowledge on
organizational behavior and the day-to-day decisions made in organizations. Managers typi-
cally make decisions using the knowledge they already possess. Few base their professional
decisions on systematic knowledge of organizations and human behavior. Even managers
with advanced training often possess little knowledge of scientific facts about the work they
do. Further, many management educators do not keep up with the ever-accumulating state
of knowledge in management research (Rousseau, 2006). By helping to close the research—
practice gap, this handbook offers both practitioners and educators the opportunity to bring
their own professional practices up to speed, building on the best available scientific evidence.

Scientific evidence 1s acquired through direct experience, controlled observation, measure-
ment, and experimentation. It is both an epitome of human knowledge and a project involving
many thousands of people. The science in this book stands in contrast to the business hype and
fads pushed by self-appointed gurus, who offer a good story and one-size-fits-all solutions, but
not scientific evidence. Acting on unsubstantiated beliefs and trendy claims ultimately wastes
an organization’s time and money and the efforts of many well-meaning people. Failed efforts
to improve the workplace take a toll on organizational well-being and performance and on the
relationship between an organization’s leaders and its members.

As Thomas Huxley said, “The deepest sin against the human mind is to believe things
without evidence.” Managing by evidence and fact means taking action based on core
principles and fundamental truths developed through science and systematic observation.
Decisions made on this sensible and reliable foundation, in turn, build employee trust that
managers are competent and well informed (Colquitt and Salam, Chapter 21). The hand-
book provides this foundation.

ScieNcE You CaN Usk

The handbook is chock-full of science-based facts about the human-made world of
organizations. Massive amounts of data have been accumulated and integrated to develop
the knowledge base on which each chapter is based. Chapter authors are the field’s leading
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experts, who have pulled together the most important facts regarding each topic in a fash-
ion both educators and practitioners can use. In doing so, the authors present much of
the best replicated and most useful knowledge in organizational behavior. For example,
did you know:

¢ In skilled jobs, top workers produce 15 times as much as the poorest performers.
The single best predictor of this difference in productivity is general mental ability
(intelligence, Schmidt, Chapter 1).

¢ Hiring people who are conscientious and emotionally stable has numerous benefits
for organizations (Barrick and Mount, Chapter 2).

¢ Job satisfaction is an important predictor of life satisfaction — and mental challenge
1s a key factor in job satisfaction (Judge and Klinger, Chapter 6).

¢ Turnover has several different causes. Each requires a different approach by manage-
ment (Eberly, Holtom, Lee, and Mitchell, Chapter 7).

& Setting specific challenging goals for employees is a very effective motivational tech-
nique but only if certain procedures are followed (Latham, Chapter 9).

¢ Money does motivate people, but pay systems have to be designed very carefully to
avoid dysfunctional consequences (Durham and Bartol, Chapter 12).

¢ Effective team leadership does not depend on leader charisma but rather on perform-
ing certain key leadership functions (Hackman and Wageman, Chapter 15; Ancona
and Caldwell, Chapter 16).

¢ Groups become skilled in interpersonal and task processes as they develop subcon-
scious knowledge (often called collective intuition) that helps them cope with new
situations (Okhuysen and Bechky, Chapter 17).

¢ Conflicts within teams can be effectively managed by implementing various coordi-
nation mechanisms (Weingart and Jehn, Chapter 18).

¢ To do their jobs well, managers need to utilize more types of power (e.g. expert
power) than simply the authority that comes with their position ( Yukl, Chapter 19).

¢ Top managers who set a clear vision for their organization and promote and enforce
a rational code of values typically outperform executives who don’t (Kirkpatrick,
Chapter 20).

¢ The optimal organizational structure depends upon a variety of factors including
size, strategy, and degree of specialization (Donaldson, Chapter 22).

¢ A key to effective decision making is broadening the decision framework. Doing so 1s
enabled by using checklists, logic models, and other heuristics (Larrick, Chapter 25).

¢ Negotiation 1s most effective if specific, research-based procedures are followed
(Taylor and Fielbig, Chapter 28).

¢ Swift action and experimentation are critical to entrepreneurial success, but one
does not have to be the first mover to succeed (Baum, Chapter 30).

¢ Work/family balance requires both organizational supports and individual flexibility
(Baltes and Clark, Chapter 31).

New scientific knowledge is discovered every day. Such knowledge is the product of
many thousands of actively thinking individuals. Just consider what was required just to
discover, validate, and apply germ theory in the field of medicine. Though its body of
knowledge is much younger than the core fields of the natural sciences, the same is true
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in the field of organizational behavior. People are complicated, and the complexity
multiplies a million-fold when you put hundreds or thousands of them together in organ-
izations. People think, feel and make choices; genes, particles, atoms, and molecules do
not. Nevertheless, through systematic study it is possible to understand both people and
the organizations they create and belong to. The chapters in this book summarize much
of what’s been discovered about behavior in organizations. This provides both the educa-
tor and the practitioner a foundation to build on in their own work.
Have you ever heard these complaints?

¢ “The collective wisdom from research is being lost.”

¢ “Practitioners do not read academic journals.”

¢ “Academics, not practitioners, are driving the research agenda.”

¢ “The relevance, quality, and applicability of research are questionable.”
¢ “Practice 13 being driven more by fads and fashions than research.”

¢ “Many practices are doing more harm than good.”

These statements might remind you of conversations with faculty in schools of business
or with practicing managers. From a management perspective, all of the statements basic-
ally ring true. Interestingly, however, the above statements were commonly voiced opin-
1ons quoted in a nearly two-decade-old British Journal of Medicine editorial (Smith, 1991)
complaining that the practices of physicians and hospitals were failing to apply evidence
from medical research in the ways they cared for patients. Today, evidence-based medi-
cine is becoming the established mode of practice, with participants from over 90 countries.
Management at the end of the 21st century’s first decade is, on the other hand, in the
same position medicine was 20 or more years ago. A tremendous store of useful evidence
1s available, but it awaits uptake by informed practitioners.

What changed in the field of medicine? A small percentage of physicians recognized
that much more was known about good medical practice than they actually used in day-
to-day patient care. These early adopters of evidence-based medicine led the way. They
changed the health-care environment by creating new practices and routines. Later adop-
ters accepted and employed these new routines once they became the “way it’s done.”
This pattern of early use of evidence-informed practice by a small percentage of pro-
fessionals has been observed repeatedly. It has been true throughout the many professions
that today base their core practices on evidence, ranging from medicine and nursing to
public health and criminology (Proctor, 2004; Rogers, 1995). Turning insights from
research-based evidence into standard operating procedures is now a norm in many fields.
From giving aspirin after a first heart attack in order to reduce the odds of a second, to
criminal justice programs that keep inmates actively involved in their families, these
routines all began with practitioners acting on an accumulation of scientific evidence.

This handbook positions you as an educator and/or practitioner to become an early
adopter of evidence-based organizational and management practices. As an early adop-
ter, you should experiment with ways of implementing this book’s principles, take special
efforts to learn from your experiences, and provide such opportunities to others. Doing so
will further your understanding of how these principles work and how to use them well.
The very fact that you have opened this book suggests a search for more knowledge. You
are likely to believe that improving performance is both important and possible. Acting on



XVIii PREFACE

evidence requires active thinking and reflection, indicators of a certain hunger for under-
standing. It is that hunger and the commitment to learning that can make you an effective
user of evidence (cf. McAuliff and Kovera, 2008).

Not everyone is motivated to use evidence. Some people fail to learn new things
because they don’t want to bother exerting the effort. Others are overly optimistic about
the quality of their own expertise and performance (Ehrlinger et al., 2008). Ironically,
poor performers are the ones most likely to overestimate their expertise, because their
very lack of competence makes it difficult for them to recognize how incompetent they
are. This book was written for those in the remainder of the spectrum: those who are will-
ing and able to expand their knowledge and expertise. It is intended for those who are
prepared to work at deepening their understanding of what makes organizations effective,
particularly in terms of managing people.

The most useful products of evidence-based research in management are principles, that
is, general truths. For example, an important principle discovered in personnel selection is:
unstructured interviews are poor predictors of job performance. Interviewers using their own
idiosyncratic questions have low inter-interviewer agreement on applicants and virtually
no reliable capacity to identify the candidate who is best able to do a job. Recruiters
and personnel interviewers, and the people who manage them, are quite limited as well
as biased in the information they gather about the selection interview’s effectiveness
(Highhouse, 2008). The other side of this principle in personnel selection is: structured inter-
views are good predictors of job performance (Stevens, Chapter 3). This second principle provides
a basis for improving the way personnel decisions are made.

At the same time, there are several reasons why evidence i uself1s not a solution. First,
non-evidence-based practices are the norm — and most people are comfortable with the
status quo. In the case of personnel decisions, most interviewers believe they are good judg-
es of an applicant’s qualifications. Interviewers do not realize how poor their choices really
are because they seldom get systematic feedback on their actual success rates. Second,
there are many institutional forces in place that keep invalid and ineffective practices
like unstructured interviews from being discarded. Colleges spend a lot of money creat-
ing dedicated space for on-campus recruiters to interview students. Thousands of books
give advice on the right way to answer interview questions. Abandoning the unstructured
interview in favor of structured interviews or any other validated selection tool can gener-
ate surprise, resentment, and potential backlash. Finally, it is often not obvious, at least at
first, exactly how to act on an evidence-based principle. Actually developing structured
interviews requires special effort to learn new techniques; design and format structured,
job-related questions; train interviewers in the new processes; and convince managers to
support the change. It often takes several attempts to introduce an effective new selection
system, requiring the political will to sustain the effort. (The results are worth it.)

In response to these challenges, encouraging the use of evidence-based principles
requires that you as an educator or practitioner are aware of, develop, and foster two
kinds of knowledge: declarative and procedural (Anderson, 1976). Principles are scientific
facts or declarative knowledge. Facts include systematic observations (e.g. unstructured inter-
views are unreliable; structured interviews are reliable; it is important to have inter-rater
agreement). Declarative knowledge i1s very flexible. It reflects general facts about the world
and 1s readily adaptable to new environments. For this reason, all chapters in the book
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describe important declarative knowledge with broad applicability to both practitioners
and educators.

The second basic kind of knowledge is procedural knowledge, how to apply the facts science
has discovered. The book offers this type of knowledge too. Procedural knowledge is more
grounded in context. It is discovered by learning what works and what doesn’t in particular
environments and conditions of use. One exemplar of procedural knowledge can be found
in justice research. Over the past three decades, justice research has focused largely on
strategies for promoting fairness in the workplace. Following the early research on equity
theory in the 1960s, a newer generation of research addresses those features of organiz-
ational decision making and policies that influence justice beliefs. It offers action guides
regarding procedural justice that are adaptable to a variety of settings, including acting
consistently, suppressing bias, and providing opportunities for participation (Greenberg,
Chapter 14).

The chapters in this book present a mixture of declarative and procedural knowledge.
Cases in point include the characteristics and processes that make a performance appraisal
system work (Rotundo, Chapter 5), the value and ways of giving workers recognition for
good performance (Luthans and Stajkovic, Chapter 13), and the risks associated with
stress and ways of managing it (Reuter and Schwarzer, Chapter 27). The actual skills
required to apply this knowledge must still be developed through practice. Procedural
knowledge is itself further deepened through action. Acting on the knowledge this book
provides will involve you in the process of implementing, and sometimes inventing, prac-
tices that execute the essence of scientific principles.

We cannot assume others will take even the best evidence on faith. Helping people
understand what works and what doesn’t, and why, requires deepening your own under-
standing of the principles themselves. Having a good appreciation of why a principle works
is important for developing critical judgment about why and when the principle should
be applied and how to do so. This underlying knowledge is important to overcom-
ing objections and resistance, making it easier for you to effectively demonstrate how
a principle applies. The handbook provides a rich level of detail to help you carry on
critical conversations with those whose support you need. In many cases, people react
emotionally to acting on evidence-based principles, often because of their own subcon-
sciously held ideas (Locke, Chapter 8). In the course of your own practice or teaching
of evidence-informed management, you are in a position to help others change the
assumptions underlying their emotions. By cultivating your passion for evidence, you
can become more creative in how you use it (Amabile and Fisher, Chapter 26) and in
the ways you model for others what it means to be an effective practitioner or evidence-
informed educator.

UsING THIS HANDBOOK

A wonderful feature of this book is that you can begin with any chapter of interest and
pick and choose as you go. Every chapter contains references to other chapters, so you can
follow your interests to related chapters if you want to learn more. Indeed, you may find
that, as you come to apply ideas in a chapter, re-reading it can lead you to fresh insights.
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Each chapter is intended to be a reliable and useful companion to your progression
toward mastering key behavioral and organizational principles.

This handbook’s usefulness to you depends on your efforts as a self-improving educator
or manager. For readers to be evidence-based practitioners or effective evidence-informed
educators, they need to design ways for themselves and others to act on the scien-
tific facts provided here. Evidence-based practice means obtaining and using the best
available evidence to inform decisions. It requires “decision awareness,” that is, being
aware of the many decisions and choices a practitioner might make each day, including
those where the choice might be to take no action at all. There is more reflection and
judgment to being an evidence-based manager than is the case for a shoot-from-the-hip
counterpart.

This is not a cookbook. Evidence doesn’t make decisions or solve specific problems.
People do. This 1s done by critical reasoning, reflection on a principle’s conditions of use,
and learning by doing. Acting on this book’s principles requires a mindful approach. In
her eminently useful book on mindful learning, Langer (1997) illustrates the principles of
mindfulness. Students learning physics (or management, psychology, or medicine) are bet-
ter able to use principles to solve problems when they learn such principles conditionally.
There is a world of difference between learning “X follows Y and “X oflen_follows 1 but only
under specific conditions.” A mindful approach where practitioners think conditionally creates
openness to new information. Let’s take a case in point. Latham (Chapter 9) presents a host
of evidence-based principles that are predicated on a fundamental fact: challenging goals
motivate higher performance than do general goals. If we apply this principle mindfully,
we say “higher performance (X) often follows from setting challenging goals (Y).” Actively
framing this principle in a mindful way prompts a set of questions. What else is going on
in the situation which might make high performance occur (or not)? If high performance
didn’t occur, what might account for that? Did the individuals involved accept the goal? Did
they have the ability or knowledge to achieve the goal? As you can see, a mindful approach to
each principle fosters an implicit awareness of other possibilities and relevant facts in the
situation. Avoiding overconfidence in any single answer encourages more attention to all
of the possible answers. Entertaining greater possibilities ultimately means that more infor-
mation relevant to the problem is considered in trying to solve it.

Overthinking or analysis paralysis is a less common dysfunction than some might
think. Non-reflective action — acting mindlessly out of habit or impulse — is far more
common. Once again, we can learn from the pursuit of evidence-based practice in medi-
cine. Physicians understand the pressure to make a diagnosis quickly. Doctors in training
learn to assess a patient’s status in a deliberate fashion to avoid committing to a particular
judgment prematurely (Groopman, 2007). They learn routines for questioning their own
assumptions and re-reviewing information to avoid overlooking possible diagnoses. Using
evidence-based practice, the physician strikes a balance between the extremes of over-
thinking and impulsiveness. In becoming a more mindful practitioner, you will learn to
keep your mind open to possibilities as you develop deeper skill in diagnosing situations
and applying evidence in flexible ways. As an educator, by emphasizing mindful learning
you will help students use principles more effectively to solve problems and appreciate the
myriad ways in which they might apply to various situations.

Mindful learning increases with practice over time. The more you apply the hand-
book’s principles, the more effective you will be at knowing how and when to use them
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and how they connect to one another. Applying the same principle across different situ-
ations will create more flexible categories for interpreting your observations and deepen
the base of knowledge on which you can draw. Let’s look at how one might mindfully use
one of the classic principles in change management: people characteristically resist change in
organizations (Beer, Chapter 29). The dynamics of resistance are closely tied to the degree
of attachment human beings usually have to the status quo. Appreciating this underlying
dynamic of change resistance can generate a host of considerations to guide the actions of
a would-be change manager. In particular, a mindful change manager, reading Beer’s
chapter, can discover that he or she typically has an array of alternative interventions
that can be used to implement change. Changes undermining the status quo are, other
things being equal, more likely to generate resistance than changes keeping the status
quo basically intact. Similarly, an add-on to circumstances people already accept is a lot
less threatening than wholesale change. Thus, for instance, it typically is easier to add
profit sharing on top of a salary system than it is to completely replace salaries with profit
sharing.

One important factor in designing a change strategy is to identify how necess-
ary it is to disrupt the status quo. Categorizing change interventions in terms of the
degree to which they challenge the status quo can give the change manager a variety
of choices. Profit sharing could be installed as an add-on to an existing system, period.
Alternatively, there can be a gradual phase-in of profit sharing and a revamping or
elimination of the salary system over time. Further, by reflecting on why people might
resist or accept change at various times, a practitioner who appreciates why a principle
works can identify more effective ways of acting on it in light of the circumstances he or
she faces. Some people might actually dislike the present status quo or prefer the benefits
a change offers. Those people are likely to be early supporters, rather than resistors of
change.

GETTING READY FOR THE JOURNEY

Developing your professional evidence-based practice is a life-long journey. Handbook
editor Ed Locke makes a compelling case that the principles presented herein give practi-
tioners new ways to think and to organize their world. It is important that you incorporate
the essential gist of this handbook’s principles into your habits of mind. Doing so means
working with these principles on a day-to-day basis. This can be done one principle at a
time, as circumstances warrant. In time, you will develop powerful ways of acting effec-
tively and modeling to others what it means to be a competent, trustworthy manager.
Thoughtful use of this book moves you along the path to becoming an informed user
of evidence. Beware of any claim you encounter based on a single study (or none at all).
Know that evidence comes from a body of research, as assembled in this handbook. The
chapters herein reflect findings accumulated from many and varied studies. The critical
reader should scrutinize each chapter for information that aids in applying its principles.
Two kinds of information are particularly helpful to watch for: supports and counter-indicating
Jactors. Supports are co-occurring conditions not part of the phenomenon itself that influ-
ence its occurrence or consequences. Knowledge about effective workforce training — which
involves many critical subprinciples and often modern technology — has made huge strides
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in recent years. Training builds self-efficacy (Bandura, Chapter 10). Training and efficacy
foster successful empowerment (Conger and Pearce, Chapter 11; Salas and Stagl, Chapter
4). Information technology can support new ways of organizing and learning (Alavi and
Yoo, Chapter 32). Participation and quality communication foster indispensible knowledge
exchange (Cai and Fink, Chapter 23; Wagner, Chapter 24). Counter-indicating conditions
can also exist that make principles inapplicable or difficult to apply (e.g. for participation
to work there must be knowledge to exchange). In particular, Erez (Chapter 33) provides a
basis for reflecting on how cross-cultural forces can influence the application of principles.
She notes that directive leadership produces more positive responses in countries valuing
authority than in more egalitarian nations. Although each situation will have differing sup-
ports and counter-indicating factors present, the research on which this book’s principles
are based demonstrates considerable generalizability across circumstances, when mind-
fully applied.

The environments we participate in can help or hinder learning, Shaping your environ-
ment in ways that promote learning begins with sharing your insights from this book and
engaging others in the process of learning to act on evidence-based principles. This book’s
principles offer considerable guidance in learning-to-learn — particularly when you use
several principles in combination. Here are some basic combinations of principles that
can aid you in learning-to-learn. Seek feedback regarding the outcomes of your decisions,
and set goals for improving these outcomes (Latham, Chapter 8; Larrick, Chapter 25). Choose
your initial applications of this book’s principles for the observability of their results, so
you get feedback you can learn from — and so you can demonstrate the benefits from act-
ing on evidence to others (Beer, Chapter 29). Using after-action reviews can help evaluate
what works and what needs improvement. Doing so regularly allows you to model effec-
tive use of evidence to the people you work with, and makes it easier to recognize them
for their contributions to that effort (Luthans and Stajkovic, Chapter 13). Colleagues and
employees who are later adopters of evidence will find it easier to apply evidence them-
selves if evidence-based routines, guidelines, and checklists are developed to help them
(see Larrick, Chapter 25, for decision supports to improve decision processes; and Beer,
Chapter 29, for ways of promoting organizational and behavioral change).

You — the reflective practitioner or the educator developing that competency in others
— can use the principles in this book in a host of ways. Experiment. Seek feedback on the
mmpact of your interventions or teaching. Redesign your management practice or teach-
ing based on this feedback. Update your knowledge as new scientific evidence continues
to emerge. In doing so, you are on your way to mastering evidence-based management.

Denise M. Rousseau
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Editor’s Introduction’

This handbook 1s about management principles, each chapter written by an expert in the
field — but why do we need principles?
To quote Ayn Rand (1982, p. 6):

... abstract ideas are conceptual integrations which subsume an incalculable number
of concretes — and without abstract ideas you would not be able to deal with concrete,
particular, real-life problems. You would be in the position of a newborn infant, to
whom every object is a unique, unprecedented phenomenon. The difference between
his mental state and yours lies in the number of conceptual integrations your mind has
performed.

You have no choice about the necessity to integrate your observations, your experiences,
your knowledge into abstract principles.

What, then, is a principle? A “principle” is a general truth on which other truths
depend. Every science and every field of thought involves the discovery and application of
principles . . . a principle may be described as a fundamental reach by induction (Peikoff,
1991, p. 218).

Examples of principles that we use (or should use) in everyday life are:

“Be honest” (a moral principle);

“Eat plenty of fruits and vegetables” (nutrition);

“Exercise regularly” (health);

“Save for the future” (personal finance);

“Do a conscientious job” (work and career); and

“Do not drive under the influence of alcohol” (personal safety).

It would be literally impossible to survive for long if one did not think in terms of
principles, at least implicitly. In terms of concrete details, every situation is different from
every other. Suppose, for example, that a child were told, “Do not run across that part of
this street today.” What is the child to do on other days? On other streets? On other parts
of the same street? Such a dictum would be useless to the child after the day had passed
or if he were in another location. Properly, the child would be taught a principle such as

"This introduction is adapted from Locke (2002). I thank Jean Binswanger, Paul Tesluk,
Cathy Durham, and James Bailey for their helpful comments on the original article.
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“Never cross any street without first looking twice in each direction.” This could guide the
child’s actions for life and in every location in the world.

How are principles formulated? By integrating conceptual knowledge (for more on
concept formation see Locke, 2002, and Peikoff, 1991). Principles, in turn, are integrated
into theories, again by induction (Locke, 2007).

TEACHING

The use of principles is critical to both the teaching and practice of management. Let’s
begin with teaching. Most instructors would agree that management is a difficult sub-
ject to teach. First, it is very broad in scope. It entails scores if not hundreds of differ-
ent aspects. The more one studies the field, the more complex and bewildering it seems
to become. Second, there are no concrete rules or formulas to teach as in the case of
accounting, finance, or management science. Management is as much an art as a sci-
ence. Third, although there are theories pertaining to different aspects of management
(e.g leadership), many find these theories to be less than satisfactory (to put it tactfully),
because they are too narrow, trivial, or esoteric and/or lack firm evidential support. Often
they are based on deduction rather than induction (Locke, 2007). The potentially useful
theories are mixed in with those that are not.

Traditionally, teaching has been done with either textbooks and/or the case method.
Both methods contain the same epistemological limitation. Textbooks, because they try to be
comprehensive, pile up detail after detail, but the details, even of subtopics, are very difficult
to mtegrate. As noted above, any theories that are presented often have severe limitations.
The result is that students routinely suffer from massive cognitive overload and a sense of
mental chaos; thus little of the material is retained (once the final exam is over). This makes it
unlikely that what was memorized will be applied to the students’ jobs and career.

With regard to case studies, these allow for the possibility of induction but shockingly,
it has been reported that some business schools openly profubit connecting the cases to
each other. This is very unfortunate. Each case is a unique, concrete instance. Suppose,
for example, a business student concluded from analysis of a particular case study that a
certain high technology firm in New Hampshire should replace the CEO, develop a top
management team, and change to a matrix structure. What could the student take away
from such an analysis that would help him be a better manager? Nothing at all, if the
analysis were left in the above form. The case would only be useful if the student could
formulate some general principles from studying a variety of cases. The best way to do
this is by induction from a series of cases (see Locke, 2002, for a detailed example), though
even this could be limited depending on the choice of cases. Faculty whom I knew who
used cases have admitted to me that they have to use theoretical materials (e.g. principles)
for the students to be able to even analyze the cases in the first place.

The value of this book for teaching, therefore, is two-fold. First, it is an alternative to a
traditional textbook. The material in this book is essentialized. Only what the expert chapter
writers consider important is included; thus there is far less to remember than in a text. This
means the material can be more easily retained and more readily applied to the real world
of work. Further, the principles are evidence based and thus tied firmly to reality.
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Second, this book can be used as an adjunct to a course which uses cases. Here both
deduction and induction can be used. The book’s principles can help students to analyze
the cases, yet new principles (or qualifications to principles) could be developed through
induction from the cases used.

(There are other problems with the case method that I can only note briefly here, for
example the emphasis on verbal glibness; the fact that all the information needed is already
in the case; the fact that the case is taken out of a wider organizational context; the fact
that real action is not possible; and the lack of face-to-face contact with actual employees.
Primarily, these problems are inherent in the attempt to teach a practical skill in a classroom
and so have no perfect solution, though student mini-projects within real businesses help.)

MANAGEMENT

This book can also help managers and executives be more effective. However, reading
a book of evidence-based principles does not magically turn one into a good manager.
Principles cannot be mastered overnight and cannot be applied mechanically. Regardless
of the level of abstraction at which they are formulated, they are still abstractions, not
concrete rules such as “turn off the lights when you leave the room.” Principles, however,
are used to guide specific actions in specific contexts.

Consider the principle: “Motivate performance through goal setting” (Chapter 9 of
this book). This principle does not tell one what to set goals for (a very critical issue); who
1s to set them; what the time span will be; what strategy to use to reach them; how per-
formance will be measured; how flexible the goals will be; or how performance will be
rewarded. To some extent formulating subprinciples can be a help, because these would
give some idea of how to implement the principles. For example, subprinciples for goals
(given in Chapter 9) would include (a) make the goals clear and challenging; (b) give
feedback showing progress in relation to the goals; (c) get commitment through build-
ing confidence; (d) insure that people have the needed knowledge; (e) provide needed
resources and so forth. But these subprinciples do not tell one everything. There will
always be judgment calls to be made, because one cannot teach every possible context
factor that a future manager might face.

Furthermore, principles cannot be applied in a vacuum, or one at a time in some arbi-
trary order. Many — maybe dozens or possibly hundreds — of principles must be used to
run a successful business. (The problem of cognitive overload is mitigated over time by
gradually automatizing the principles in the subconscious.) Furthermore, the principles
must be orchestrated so that they function in concert rather than working at cross-purposes.
It is not known how effectively one can teach such orchestration, although one can make
the student aware of the issue and give some examples. For example, the goal system must
be integrated with the performance appraisal system and the reward system.

It is worth observing here how principles are used in the real world of management.
I will use Jack Welch as an example in that he is considered among the greatest CEOs in
history, the creator of $300-400 billion in stockholder wealth at General Electric (e.g. see
Slater, 1999; Tichy and Sherman, 1993). Some principles that Welch used as his personal
guides to action are as follows:
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¢ Reality. Face reality as it really is, not as you want it to be. (I believe that the failure
to practice this principle is a major cause of business failures, for example Enron.
Such failures may involve flagrant dishonesty, but they also may involve simple
evasion — the refusal to look at pertinent facts — or putting emotions ahead of facts.)

¢ Control your own destiny or someone else will.

¢ Change before you have to.

¢ Compete to win.

Welch also helped develop a code of values or guiding principles for GE as a whole:

Show integrity.

Hate bureaucracy.

Be open to new ideas regardless of their source.
Pursue high quality, low cost, and speed.

Have self-confidence.

Have a clear, reality-based vision.

Possess energy and energize others.

Use stretch goals and (differential) rewards.
View change as an opportunity, not as a threat.
Have a global focus.
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Obviously, Welch was able not only to formulate but also to apply and orchestrate prin-
ciples in a way that no one else had. It helped that he had ambition and energy, a brilliant
business mind, an insatiable curiosity, the capacity to judge talent, and an uncanny ability
to figure out what businesses GE should and should not be in.

It is interesting that Jacques Nasser was a great admirer of Welch and tried to emulate
his principles at Ford but was unable to do so and ultimately lost his job. It is clear that
there is a long road between knowing good principles and being able to implement them
successfully in the context of a given organization.

Management principles need to be organized and integrated hierarchically so that the
leader will know what to do first, second, and so forth. Except for facing reality as it is (not
evading), which should be the primary axiom of every manager, the hierarchy may not be
the same from business to business or in the same business at different times. Nor will they
all be OB principles. For example, in one context the most critical factor may be to decide,
as Welch did, what business or businesses a corporation should be in. This is an aspect of
vision and strategic management. There is no point in trying to manage the wrong busi-
ness or working hard to do the wrong thing. But in another context, the critical issue may
be cash flow, for example how to avoid bankruptcy in the next six months (a finance issue).
In a different context, the core problem might be getting the right people in the right jobs
or revamping the incentive system (HR issues).

What factors would determine the hierarchy? Three are critical: (1) Context. What are
the most important facts regarding the present situation of this company? Context means
seeing the whole and the relationship of the parts to the whole. (2) Urgency. What has to be
fixed right away if the company is to survive? (3) Fundamentality. What is the cause of most
of the different problems the organization is faced with or what must be fixed before any
other fixes will work (e.g. get good people in key jobs)?



EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION XXIX

The hierarchy can change over time. For example, when Welch took over at GE, he
focused first on changing the business mix (selling and buying businesses) and cutting costs
(increasing productivity) and layers of management. Later, he focused on better utiliz-
ing people (empowerment), and still later on improving quality (quality goals). Reversing
the sequence would not have worked, because empowerment and quality would not help
businesses that were not viable and would not “take” in a ponderous bureaucracy.

The foregoing is to make an important point for the second time: business s an art as
much as a science. Having correct principles will not work unless the leader knows how and
when to use them. Great leaders are rare because not many of them can effectively per-
form all the tasks that leadership requires (Locke, 2003).

The way to manage complexity is not to complexify it, as academics love to do. After
reading some six books about and one book by Jack Welch, I was struck by how frequently
he stressed the importance of simplicity. He said:

Simplicity is a quality sneered at today in cultures that like their business concepts the
way they like their wine, full of nuance, subtlety, complexity, hints of this and that. . .
cultures like that will produce sophisticated decisions loaded with nuance and complexity
that arrive at the station long after the train has gone . . . you can’t believe how hard it
is for people to be simple, how much they fear being simple. They worry that if they’re
simple, people will think they are simpleminded. In reality; of course, it’s just the reverse.
Clear, tough-minded people are the most simple. (Quoted in Lowe, 1998, p. 155)

I am reminded of a recent conversation with a consultant who works as a coach to top
executives. He told me that one question he always asks in the first meeting is “By the way,
how do you make money?” The ones who answered by wallowing in complexity usually
did not make any. The ones who gave succinct, clear answers usually did.

For a business leader, achieving simplicity, as opposed to simplemindedness, is much
harder than achieving complexity. To achieve simplicity one must look through the morass
of complexity one is seemingly faced with, integrate the key observations, and come up
with the essential ideas that will make one’s business succeed. That is, one must bring order
out of chaos. The way to do this is to think inductively and integrate one’s observations
into principles.

NoTes REGARDING THE SECOND EDITION

The second edition of this book includes the following changes: (1) there are four new
chapters, a new introduction, a preface, and new authors for some of the original chap-
ters; (2) all the chapters have been updated with respect to the latest research and nearly
all present new cases examples; typically, however, the original principles have remained
the same (or been slightly reformulated); (3) all the chapters now have exercises at the end
to help students better understand the principles. Although authors were asked to title their
chapters in terms of a single principle, a few have two or three related principles.

This last relates to the issue of what the appropriate level of abstraction should be
for management principles. If they are formulated too broadly (e.g. “be rational”), it can
be hard to connect them to specific actions without very extensive elaboration. On the
other hand, if they are too narrow (“turn out the light when leaving the room”), they are
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not broadly applicable and one would need thousands of them — too many to retain — to
cover the waterfront. Thus I encouraged mid-range principles and the authors thankfully
complied.

In closing, I should note that the principles in this book do not include all possible man-
agement principles (e.g. none of the chapters discussed strategic management principles —
that would be another book). I chose topics from 1/0O psychology, human resource
management, and organizational behavior (fields which all overlap) that I thought would
be of most interest and use to present and future managers. I hope these hopefully time-
less principles will contribute to your success at work.
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Select on Intelligence

FraNk L. ScaMIDT

Other things equal, higher intelligence leads to better job performance on all jobs. Intelli-
gence is the major determinant of job performance, and therefore hiring people based on
intelligence leads to marked improvements in job performance — improvements that have
high economic value to the firm. This principle is the subject of this chapter.

This principle is very broad: it applies to all types of jobs at all job levels. Until a couple
of decades ago, most people believed that general principles of this sort were impossible
in personnel selection and other social science areas. It was believed that each organization,
work setting, and job was unique and that it was not possible to know which selection
methods would work on any job without conducting a validation study on that job in that
organization. This belief, called the theory of situational specificity, was based on the fact
that different validity studies of the same selection procedure(s) in different jobs in the same
organization and/or different organizations appeared to give different results. However, we
now know that these “conflicting findings” were mostly due to statistical and measurement
artifacts and that some selection procedures have high validity for predicting performance
on all jobs (e.g. intelligence) and others do a poor job of predicting performance on any job
(e.g. graphology) (Schmidt and Hunter, 1981, 1998). This discovery was made possible by
new methods, called meta-analysis or validity generalization methods, that allow researchers
to statistically combine results across many studies.

Meta-analysis has also made possible the development of general principles in many other
areas beyond personnel selection (Hunter and Schmidt, 2004; Schmidt, 1992). For example,
it has been used to calibrate the relationships between job satisfaction and job performance
with precision (Judge, Thoresen, Bono, and Patton, 2001) and between organizational
commitment and work-related outcomes including job performance (Cooper-Hakim and
Viswesvaran, 2005).

WHAT 18 INTELLIGENCE?

Intelligence is not the ability to adapt to one’s environment; insects, mosses, and bacteria
are well adapted to their environments, but they are not intelligent. There are many ways
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in which organisms can adapt well to their environments; use of intelligence is only one
possible way. Intelligence is the ability to grasp and reason correctly with abstractions (con-
cepts) and solve problems. However, perhaps a more useful definition is that intelligence is
the ability to learn. Higher intelligence leads to more rapid learning, and the more com-
plex the material to be learned, the more this is true. Intelligence is often referred to as
general mental ability (GMA) and general cognitive ability, and we use all these terms inter-
changeably in this chapter.

Intelligence is the broadest of all human mental abilities. Narrower abilities include
verbal ability, quantitative ability, and spatial ability. These narrower abilities are often
referred to as special aptitudes. These special aptitudes do predict job performance
(although less well than GMA), but only because special aptitude tests measure general
intelligence as well as specific aptitudes (Brown, Le, and Schmidt, 2006; Schmidt, Ones,
and Hunter, 1992). It is the GMA component in these specific aptitude tests that predicts
job performance. For example, when a test of verbal ability predicts job or training per-
formance, it 1s the GMA part of that test — not the specifically verbal part — that does the
predicting (Brown et al., 2006).

Intelligence predicts many important life outcomes in addition to job performance: per-
formance in school, amount of education obtained, rate of promotion on the job, ulti-
mate job level attained, income, and many other things (Brody, 1992; Herrnstein and
Murray, 1994; Gottfredson, 1996; Jensen, 1998). It is even involved in everyday activities
such as shopping, driving, and paying bills (Gottfredson, 1996). No other trait — not even
conscientiousness — predicts so many important real world outcomes so well. In this sense,
intelligence 1s the most important trait or construct in all of psychology, and the most
“successful” trait in applied psychology.

The thousands of studies showing the link between intelligence (GMA) and job perform-
ance have been combined into many different meta-analyses. Ree and co-workers have shown
this for military jobs (Olea and Ree, 1994; Ree and Earles, 1991, 1992; Ree, Earles, and
Teachout, 1994), as have McHenry, Hough, Toquam, Hanson, and Ashworth (1990) in the
famous Project A military study. (With a budget of 24 million dollars, Project A 1s the larg-
est test validity study ever conducted.) Hunter and Hunter (1984) have shown this link for a
wide variety of civilian jobs, using the US Employment Service database of studies. Schmidt,
Hunter, and Pearlman (1980) have shown it for both civilian and military jobs. Other large
meta-analytic studies are described in Hunter and Schmidt (1996), Schmidt (2002), and
Schmidt and Hunter (2004). Salgado and his colleagues (Salgado, Anderson, Moscoso,
Bertua, and de Fruyt, 2003a, 2003b) demonstrated the link between GMA and job perform-
ance across settings in the European countries. The amount of empirical evidence supporting
this principle is today so massive that it 1s hard to find anyone who questions the principle.

There has been an important development since the first edition of this book appeared
in 2000: a new and more accurate method for correcting for the biases created by range
restriction has been developed and applied (Hunter, Schmidt, and Le, 2006; Schmidt, Oh,
and Le, 2006; Schmidt, Shaffer, and Oh, 2008). (Range restriction is the condition in which
variability of the predictor (here intelligence) in one’s sample of people (job incumbents) is
artificially lower than in the population of people (job applicants) one wants to get esti-
mates for.) Application of this procedure to existing data shows that previous estimates of
the validity of GMA — including those in the 2000 version of this chapter — were under-
estimated by 25% to 30%. In this chapter, I present the updated, more accurate validity
estimates. When performance i1s measured objectively using carefully constructed work
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sample tests (samples of actual job tasks), the correlation (validity) with intelligence measures
1s about .84-84% as large as the maximum possible value of 1.00, which represents perfect
prediction. When performance is measured using ratings of job performance by super-
visors, the correlation with intelligence measures is .66 for medium complexity jobs (over
60% of all jobs). For more complex jobs, this value is larger (e.g. .74 for professional and
managerial jobs), and for simpler jobs this value is not as high (e.g. .56 for semi-skilled jobs).
Another performance measure that is important is amount learned in job training pro-
grams (Hunter et al., 2006). Regardless of job level, intelligence measures predict amount
learned in training with validity of about .74 (Schmidt, Shaffer, and Oh, 2008).

Wny DOES INTELLIGENCE PREDICT JOB PERFORMANCE?

It is one thing to have overwhelming empirical evidence showing a principle is true and
quite another to explain why the principle is true. Why does GMA predict job perform-
ance? The primary reason is that people who are more intelligent learn more job knowl-
edge and learn it faster. The major direct determinant of job performance is not GMA
but job knowledge. People who do not know how to do a job cannot perform that job well.
Research has shown that considerable job knowledge is required to perform even jobs
most college students would think of as “simple jobs,” such as truck driver or machine
operator. More complex jobs require even more job knowledge. The simplest model of
job performance is this: GMA causes job knowledge, which in turn causes job perform-
ance. But this model is a little too simple: there is also a causal path directly from GMA
to job performance, independent of job knowledge. That 1s, even when workers have
equal job knowledge, the more intelligent workers have higher job performance. This is
because there are problems that come up on the job that are not covered by previous job
knowledge, and GMA is used directly on the job to solve these problems. Many studies
have tested and supported this causal model (Hunter, 1986; Ree, Earles, and Teachout,
1994; Schmidt, Hunter, and Outerbridge, 1986). This research is reviewed by Schmidt
and Hunter (1992), Hunter and Schmidt (1996), and Schmidt and Hunter (2004). It has
also been shown that over their careers people gradually move into jobs that are consistent
with their level of GMA (Wilk, Desmariais, and Sackett, 1995; Wilk and Sackett, 1996).
That is, a process that sorts people on GMA takes place gradually over time in everyday
life. People whose GMA exceeds their job level tend to move up to more complex jobs;
and people whose GMA is below their job level tend to move down.

There 1s a broader theory that explains these research results: the traditional psycho-
logical theory of human learning (Hunter and Schmidt, 1996; Schmidt and Hunter, 2004).
This theory correctly predicted that the effect of GMA would be on the learning of job
knowledge. The false theory of situational specificity became widely accepted during the
first eight decades of the 20th century in considerable part because personnel psychol-
ogists mistakenly ignored the research on human learning.

Many lay people find it hard to believe that GMA is the dominant determinant of job
performance. Often they have known people who were very intelligent but who were dis-
mal failures on the job because of “bad behaviors” such as repeated absences from work,
carelessness at work, hostility toward the supervisor, unwillingness to work overtime to
meet a deadline, or stealing from the company. These are examples of so-called “counter-
productive work behaviors” (CWBs). Integrity tests predict CWBs with a validity of about
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.35 (Ones, Viswesvaran and Schmidt, 1993). People with lower scores on integrity tests
show more CWBs. The personality trait of conscientiousness also predicts CWBs (again,
negatively). However, a recent large-scale study (N > 800) found that GMA predicted
CWBs with a validity of .47; when the more accurate correction for range restriction is
applied, this figure becomes .57. So it is possible that the best predictor of CWBs is GMA.
People who are more intelligent show fewer GWBs.

There 1s also a facet of job performance called “contextual performance” (CP). CP
is just good citizenship behaviors, while CWB 1is bad citizenship behaviors as discussed
above. CP behaviors include willingness to help train new employees, willingness to work
late in an emergency or on a holiday, supporting the community relations and reputation
of the company, and many other such behaviors. CP behaviors and CWBs are differ-
ent from core job performance but are often confused with core job performance by lay
observers. CP and CWB behaviors are predicted by measures of the personality traits of
conscientiousness and to a lesser extent agreeableness (Dalal, 2005). We do not yet know
whether GMA predicts CP behaviors; these studies have yet to be done. Low ability leads
to an inability to perform well; low conscientiousness and low agreeableness lead, not pri-
marily to low performance on core job tasks but to lack of CP and/or more displays of
organizationally disruptive behaviors (CWBs). These disruptive behaviors are more visible
to lay observers (and to many supervisors) than differences between employees in core job
performance, probably because they appear so willful. On the other hand, a low ability
employee has difficulty learning how to perform the job, but if he/she has a “good atti-
tude,” this employee often seems like less of a problem than one showing CWBs. This
makes it difficult for some to clearly see the GMA—performance link in the real world
(Hunter and Schmidt, 1996).

Of course, low conscientiousness can lead to less effective performance if it results in
reduced effort (see Chapter 2, this volume). For objective measures of job performance,
empirical evidence indicates that on typical jobs this effect 1s limited, probably because
most jobs are fairly structured, reducing the scope for individual differences in effort to
operate (Hunter, Schmidt, Rauschenberger and Jayne, 2000; Hunter and Schmudt,
1996). However, it i1s important to remember that when supervisors rate job perform-
ance, they incorporate into their ratings both CP behaviors and CWBs, in addition to
core job performance (Orr, Sackett, and Mercer, 1989; Rotundo and Sackett, 2002).
Hence supervisory ratings reflect a combination of core job performance and citizen-
ship behaviors, both good and bad. In the case of ratings, low conscientiousness and low
agreeableness lead to poorer citizenship behaviors, which lead to lower ratings of overall
performance. For the typical job, the weight on conscientiousness in predicting objectively
measured core job performance is only 20% as large as the weight on GMA. In predict-
ing supervisory ratings of job performance, it is 40% as large (Schmidt, Shaffer, and

Oh, 2008).

WHAT 1s REQUIRED TO MAKE THIs PRINCIPLE WORK?

There are three conditions that are required to make this principle work. That is, there
are three conditions that are required for companies to improve job performance levels by
using GMA in hiring and to reap the resulting economic benefits.
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Selectivity

First, the company must be able to be selective in who it hires. For example, if the labor
market is so tight that all who apply for jobs must be hired, then there can be no selection
and hence no gain. The gain in job performance per person hired is greatest with low
selection ratios. For example, if one company can afford to hire only the top scoring 10%,
while another must hire the top scoring 90% of all applicants, then with other things
equal the first company will have a much larger gain in job performance.

There is another way to look at this: companies must provide conditions of employ-
ment that are good enough to attract more applicants than they have jobs to fill. It is
even better when they can go beyond that and attract not only a lot of applicants, but
the higher ability ones that are in that applicant pool. In addition, to realize maximum
value from GMA-based selection, employers must be able to retain the high performing
employees they hire.

Measuring general mental ability

Second, the company must have some way of measuring GMA. The usual and best
procedure is a standardized employment test of general intelligence, such as the
Wonderlic Personnel Test. Such tests are readily available at modest cost. Less valid are
proxy measures such as grade point average (GPA) or class rank. Such proxy measures
are partial measures of intelligence. Also, intelligence can be assessed to some extent
during the employment interview (Huffcutt, Roth, and McDaniel, 1996), although this
is a much less valid measure of GMA than a standardized written test.

Variability in job performance

Third, the variability in job performance must be greater than zero. That is, if all appli-
cants after being hired would have the same level of job performance anyway, then noth-
ing can be gained by hiring “the best.” This condition is always met. That is, on all jobs
studied there have been large differences between different workers in quality and quan-
tity of output. Hunter, Schmidt, and Judiesch (1990) meta-analyzed all available studies
and found large differences between employees. In unskilled and semi-skilled jobs, they
found workers in the top 1% of performance produced over three times as much output
as those in the bottom 1%. In skilled jobs, top workers produced 15 times as much as bot-
tom workers. In professional and managerial jobs, the differences were even larger. These
are very large differences, and they are the reason it pays off so handsomely to hire the
best workers.

There is another advantage to hiring the best workers: the pool of talent available for
future promotion is greatly increased. This is of great value to employers, because it helps
ensure high performance all the way up through the ranks of managers. When the right
people are promoted, their value to the firm in their new jobs is even greater than in their
original jobs. Thus selection of high ability people has implications not only for the job
they are hired onto, but for other jobs in the organization, too.
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ARE THERE ExcrErTiONS TO THIS PRINCIPLE?

As long as the three conditions described above are met, there are no known exceptions to
this principle. That is, there are no known cases or situations in which it is inadvisable
to select employees for general intelligence.

However, there are some people, particularly labor leaders, who believe there is an
exception. These people believe that companies should not select on mental ability if they
can select on job experience instead. That is, they believe that job experience is a bet-
ter predictor of job performance than general intelligence. What does research show?
For applicants with job experience of between none and five years, experience s a good
predictor of job performance. But in the range of higher levels of experience, say from
five to 30 years of job experience, job experience does not predict performance very well
(Schmidt, Hunter, Outerbridge, and Goff, 1988; Hunter and Schmidt, 1996). On most
jobs, once people have about five years of experience, further experience does not contrib-
ute much to higher performance. This is probably because experience beyond five years
does not lead to further increases in job knowledge. This, in turn, may be due to the fact
that after five years of on-the-job learning, people in the typical job are forgetting job
knowledge about as fast as they are learning new job knowledge.

Another important fact is this: even for new hires in the one to five year range of job experi-
ence, where experience is a valid predictor of job performance, the validity declines over time.
That is, experience predicts performance quite well for the first three years or so on the job and
then starts to decline. By 12 years on the job, experience has low validity. But GMA continues
to predict job performance quite well even after people have been on the job 12 years or more.

What this means is that job experience is not a substitute for GMA. In the long run,
hiring on intelligence pays off much more than hiring on job experience (Hunter and
Schmidt, 1996). So if you had to choose, you should choose GMA. However, typically,
you do not have to choose; more than one procedure can be used. It may be desirable to
use both experience and GMA in hiring; as discussed later, it is usually best to use multiple
hiring methods. But in this case, the weighting given to GMA should be higher than the
weighting given to job experience.

Issuks IN IMPLEMENTING AN ABILITY-BASED HIRING SYSTEM

Can intelligence be too high?

One issue 1s whether an applicant can have too much intelligence for a job. Recently,
an applicant was rejected for a job as a police officer in a New Jersey city on grounds that
his intelligence test score was too high! This city believed something that many people
believe: that intelligence leads to better job performance but only up to a pomnt. After that, more
mntelligence leads to lower job performance. Hundreds of studies have shown that this is
false. Higher intelligence leads to better job performance up to the highest levels of intel-
ligence (Coward and Sackett, 1990). There is a straight line (linear) relationship between intelli-
gence and job performance. Why do so many people believe otherwise? Probably because
they imagine a university professor or a medical doctor working as a janitor, and they think
“This person would be so bored with this job that he would do a poor job.” They forget
that the university professor or doctor would never apply for the janitor’s job to begin with.
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Among people who actually apply to get real jobs, there is a straight line relationship between
intelligence and performance; the higher the intelligence, the better the job performance.
Hence, we do not have to worry about hiring people who are too intelligent for the job.

Does only intelligence matter in jobs?

A second issue is the one alluded to earlier: Although intelligence is the best predictor
of job performance, it does not follow that use of intelligence alone in hiring is the best
way to select people. In fact, it is well known that other predictors can be used along with
intelligence to produce better predictions of job performance than intelligence alone. For
example, for most jobs an intelligence test combined with an integrity test (a composite
personality of conscientiousness, emotional stability, and agreeableness) is 20% more valid
than an intelligence test alone. Adding a structured employment interview to an intelli-
gence test increases validity by 14% (Oh, Schmidt, and Shaffer, 2008). It is almost always
possible to add supplementary measures that increase validity. Some of these measures
are discussed in other chapters in this book (e.g. Barrick and Mount’s chapter on selection
of conscientiousness and emotional stability).

Are there legal risks in selecting for intelligence?

A third issue 1s the potential for legal risks. Members of some minority groups, particularly
blacks and Hispanics, typically have lower average scores on GMA tests, leading to lower
hiring rates. Government agencies such as the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
refer to these lower hiring rates as “adverse impact.” The term adverse impact is deceptive,
because it implies that the GMA tests create the difference in test scores, when in fact the
tests only measure real pre-existing differences in mental skills. This is shown by the fact
that minorities and non-minorities with the same test scores have the same level of later
job performance. That 1s, the test scores predict equally accurately for all groups; they are
predictively fair or unbiased (Schmidt, 1988; Wigdor and Garner, 1982).

Despite this fact, a lower hiring rate for minorities does sometimes lead to lawsuits.
Employers can win these suits by demonstrating that the tests are valid predictors of job
performance. Today, such demonstrations rely increasingly on summaries of the kinds
of research findings discussed in this chapter, rather than on studies conducted by the
employer. (This is part of the move away from the theory of situational specificity, dis-
cussed earlier.) Since around the mid 1980s, employers have been winning more and more
such suits, and today they prevail in 80% or more of such suits. Research shows that the
value of the increases in job performance from good selection overshadows any potential
legal costs stemming from defending against such suits. But a key fact is that today there
are far fewer such suits to begin with. Currently, less than 1% of employment-related law-
suits are challenges to selection tests or other hiring procedures. This is almost certainly
due to the greatly reduced chances of winning such suits.

Political risks

However, this does not mean that all employers are willing to use intelligence tests in hir-
ing. Although the percentage of employers using GMA tests has been increasing, some
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firms view even the possibility of a lawsuit as a public relations disaster. They feel that
even 1f they win, they still lose on the public relations front. And they believe that public
relations problems can reduce sales and profits. These firms — mostly larger companies
that sell directly to consumers — are willing to tolerate lower levels of job performance
to avoid even the possibility of such a problem. Unfortunately for such firms, not using
GMA tests does not remove the possibility of lawsuits. Other selection procedures also
produce “adverse impact.” Employers have tried to reduce adverse impact by introducing
various forms of minority preferences in hiring, but courts have recently begun to strike
down many forms of minority preferences. For example, under the 1991 Civil Rights Act,
it 1s illegal to adjust test scores or other scores to equalize minority and non-minority hir-
ing rates. This issue is one that will probably remain unsettled for some time.

Many firms that rarely use written GMA tests build oral GMA tests into the interview
process. For example, in many employment interviews at Microsoft, job applicants are asked
to solve complex mental puzzles that require high GMA to answer correctly. In fact, even
ordinary job interviews have been found to be correlated with GMA scores (Huffcutt et al.,
1996). And, as would be expected from this fact, it has recently been found that even ordi-
nary job interviews show larger minority—majority differences (and thus “adverse impact”)
than was previously believed to be the case (Roth, Bobko, Switzer, and Dean, 2001).

The effect of testing for intelligence on employee attitudes

A fifth issue is whether the use of mental ability tests turns off applicants. Some have
argued that applicants do not like to take ability tests. However, surveys of applicant
attitudes reveal that they view mental ability and GMA tests as generally relevant to job
performance (more so than they do personality, bio-data, and integrity tests, for example),
and that they do not have a negative attitude toward such tests (Hausknecht, Day, and
Thomas, 2004). It also appears to be the case that when GMA or other ability tests are
used, applicants view the selection requirements as being higher and this increases the
status of the job and hence its attractiveness. That is, something that is harder to attain is
viewed as being more valuable.

T he economic value of hiring on intelligence

A final issue is whether the economic value of the job performance gains from GMA-
based hiring is cancelled out by higher wages and salaries. The argument is that if a firm
hires more intelligent people, they will have to pay them more and this will cancel out the
gains from the increased job performance. However, in most cases it appears that there is
no increase in compensation costs, at least initially. This is especially likely to be the case
when few of the firm’s competitors use GMA measures in their hiring. Typically, there is a
pool of available applicants in the area for a particular type of job, and the higher GMA
applicants have no immediate effective way to command higher initial wages.

However, after some time on the job, when higher GMA employees have developed
high levels of performance, the employer can afford to share some of these gains with such
employees in the form of higher wages or salaries. In some cases, this might be necessary
to retain high performing employees. In any event, the payoff to the employer in terms of
enhanced job performance is much greater than any increase in compensation cost.
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Although most employers, for most jobs, do not pay different people in the same job at
different rates, they do typically promote the top workers to higher level jobs, and this does
result in higher pay. But at promotion the value of the worker’s performance to the firm
increases much more than the worker’s pay, creating another large net benefit to the firm of
good selection. On the other hand, employers that hire only mediocre or poor workers at
entry level find that their higher level jobs also become filled with mediocre or poor per-
formers. Again, as noted earlier, selection based on GMA improves performance not only
in the job in question, but also later in higher level jobs in the firm.

CASE ExXAMPLES

We will first look at two negative examples and then examine two positive examples of
real world applications of GMA-based hiring,

US Steel plant at Fairless Hull, PA

Up untl 1978, the US Steel plant at Fairless Hills, PA, selected applicants into their skilled
trades apprentice programs based on the applicants’ total scores of a battery of ability
tests. These total scores were a good measure of GMA, and selection was from the top
down. The plant maintained apprentice programs in the wide variety of skilled trades
needed to run a steel mill: machinists, tool and die makers, electricians, sheet metal workers,
etc. The local unit of the United Steelworkers Union, however, did not like this selection
method. In negotiations with the union, the company agreed to modify the selection sys-
tem. In the new system, all applicants who scored above a low cut-off on each test, set at
about the 7th grade level, were considered equally qualified and eligible for hire. Only a
few applicants were screened out by this procedure. Applicants in the passing group were
selected based on plant seniority only. Hence, this plant went from a GMA-based hiring
system to one in which GMA played only a very minor role.

The apprentice training center at Fairless Hills was a well-run facility that kept excel-
lent records of apprentice performance from both before and after the change in the
selection system. These records showed that after the new selection system was intro-
duced, performance plummeted. Scores on the mastery tests of amount learned in train-
ing declined markedly. The flunk-out and drop-out rates increased dramatically. The
training time and training costs of those who did make it through the program increased
substantially — because many apprentices had to retake multiple units in the training. And
finally, the ratings of later performance on the job out in the plant declined.

This was a well-controlled natural quasi-experiment. The only change made was the
lowering of mental ability standards in selection. The training program and the tests
given in the program remained the same. The decline in performance was clearly due to
the lower intelligence of the new apprentices.

The Washington, DC police force

Up until the mid 1980s the Washington, DC police force was one of the best in the USA.
Applicants were selected for Police Academy training based on a general intelligence test
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constructed for the District of Columbia by the US Office of Personnel Management
(OPM), as required by then existing Congressional regulations. This test had been chal-
lenged legally and the case had gone all the way to the US Supreme Court, where it had
been upheld. A background investigation was also part of the selection process. The mayor
of Washington, Marion Barry, repeatedly voiced opposition to both the test and the back-
ground check on grounds that the failure rate on both was higher for blacks. In 1987, when
Congress relinquished control over the selection process to the Mayor’s office, Barry took
responsibility for the selection process out of OPM’s hands. He then eliminated both the
GMA test and the background test. The replacement selection process was somewhat
unclear, but reputedly involved fairly perfunctory interviews.

The first consequence was that the flunk-out rate in the Police Academy soared, with
over 80% of the new hires being incapable of completing the required training. Failure
rates that high were viewed as unacceptable, and so the content of academy training was
“dumbed down.” When this reduced the failure rate only slightly, the content was further
dumbed down, and then dumbed down again. This process of successive adjustments ulti-
mately “solved” the flunk-out problem.

However, the police officers being produced were incompetent. Large numbers of mur-
der indictments had to be dismissed because the reports written by the officers on the scene
were unintelligible, due to the low literacy levels. The solution rate for murder cases, for-
merly one of the highest in the USA, declined precipitously to one of the lowest. Firearms
accidents soared because officers did not know how to use their sidearms properly.
Complaints of police abuse and incompetence from citizens soared. In addition, crime on
the police force became quite common. For example, a group of police officers was found
to be selling handguns previously confiscated from criminals back to criminals! These changes
and others are described by Carlson (1993a, 1993b).

In this example, unlike the US Steel example, fwo things are happening. First, people
low in intelligence are being hired, resulting in plummeting job performance. Second,
criminals are being hired because there was no background investigation to ensure that
they were not, and the result was crime on the police force.

Employment in the federal government

We now turn to a more positive example — or at least a less negative one. For many jobs in
the federal government, people can either be hired from the outside using a GMA test or
they can be promoted from within. When they are promoted from within, GMA tests are
usually not used — although they sometimes are. Instead, people are evaluated based on
records of their education and training and on appraisals by their supervisors of their
performance in their present jobs. These procedures do have some validity but would not
be expected to be as valid as GMA-based hiring;

So we can ask the following question. After people have been on the job some time,
is the job performance higher for those initially selected using a GMA test? Government
researchers at OPM addressed this question in a detailed study of three representative mid-
level government jobs: IRS auditor, social security claims examiner, and customs inspector.
In each of these jobs, people hired both ways had been on the job from five to eight years.
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The measure of job performance was unusually good: it was the sum of a hands-on work
sample test, a job knowledge test, and supervisory ratings of job performance.

In all three jobs, those selected years earlier using GMA tests had higher job perform-
ance. The average job performance of the non-GMA-selected employees was at the 50th
percentile, while that of the GMA-selected employees was at the 70th percentile. This is a
large difference. If this difference is projected over the federal workforce as a whole, it
amounts to bullions of dollars per year in increased output (Schmidt, Hunter, Outerbridge,
and Trattner, 1986). We can also look at this another way. Americans expect their federal
government to perform a wide variety of socially important tasks (e.g. administer the
social security program, protect homeland security, run the federal tax system fairly and
accurately, catch people who commit federal crimes, etc.). To the extent that the federal
government hires less competent people, these jobs are done less well. As shown in this
research, failure to select on GMA results in the hiring of less competent people and
produces lower job performance.

This study was a reasonably controlled quasi-experiment. During the study, the researchers
did not know which employees had mitially been selected using a GMA measure and which
had not. The only relevant difference between the two groups of workers was the method by
which they had been hired. This study provides strong evidence that GMA-based hiring pays
off in higher job performance.

The Phalyp Morris plant in Cabarrus County, North Carolina

The US Employment Service began a new nationwide program of employment testing,
operated through state employment offices, in the early 1980s. Like its earlier program,
it was based on the General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB). One of the three abilities
measured in that program was GMA (the other two were general perceptual ability and
general psychomotor ability). This new program was based on the methods of meta-analysis
or validity generalization that were mentioned at the beginning of this chapter.

The large Philip Morris plant in Cabarrus County, North Carolina, was one of the first
employers to subscribe to this testing program. They signed an agreement under which
the state employment service tested and referred the higher scoring applicants to Philip
Morris for possible hire. For the jobs at Philip Morris, most of the weight was placed on
GMA in determining who was hired.

The human resources department at Philip Morris decided to conduct a study to com-
pare the performance of GATB-GMA-selected workers and workers hired without use
of the test. They found that the GMA-selected workers were superior across a variety of
performance measures. For example, there was a 35% gain in output. The GMA-selected
workers learned 8% more skills during job training, had 25% fewer operator failures and
58% fewer disciplinary actions. The incidence of unsafe job behaviors was 35% less and the
reduction in work days lost to accidents was 82%.

These are large differences. The Philip Morris personnel researchers, Dennis Warmke
and William Van Arnam, noted the employment interview used might have contributed
somewhat to the performance superiority of these workers. However, they stated that
because it was the GMA test that screened out most of the applicants who were not hired,
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the GMA test was the dominant influence producing the performance improvements.
This research is described in McKinney (1984).

CONCLUSION

Higher intelligence leads to better job performance on all jobs, and the increases
in job performance resulting from hiring on GMA have high economic value for
organizations. Higher intelligence causes higher job performance primarily because
it causes people to learn job knowledge faster and to learn more of it. However, intel-
ligence 1s also used directly on the job to solve performance-related problems, inde-
pendent of prior job knowledge. The primary requirement that an organization must
meet to make GMA-based hiring work well 1s the ability to attract job applicants and
to retain them once they are hired. Despite beliefs to the contrary, hiring on job experi-
ence 1s inferior to hiring on GMA. Although GMA is the most important determinant
of job performance, it is not the only determinant. Therefore, firms should use other
valid procedures along with GMA. Finally, we have seen four concrete, graphic, real

world examples of the impact of GMA on job performance.
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EXERCISES

Hiring office workers

You are the human resources director at a large firm and you are faced with designing a
system for hiring office workers. An office manager comes to you and says the firm should
not use written GMA tests because of the danger of law suits. He says he knows GMA is
important to job performance but maintains that you can use “GMA-loaded” interviews
to measure GMA and thus get the benefit of using GMA without leaving a “paper trail”
of test scores that could stimulate a law suit. Respond to this manager based on what
you learned from this chapter. What would you tell him? What is the foundation for your
response?

Educating the CEO

You are the human resources director in your organization. The CEO calls you to her
office for a meeting and tells that she knows from 35 years of experience in dealing with
people that the key determinant of high job performance is personal values and sense
of responsibility. She says she would like to have all hiring in the company done using
measures of values and sense of responsibility. Based on what you learned in this chap-
ter, what would you tell her? What is the basis for the position you are taking?
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Chapter 1 of this volume showed that selecting people with higher intelligence leads to
better job performance. However, job performance is not only a function of an individual’s
ability (i.e. what he or she can do); it is also a function of their motivation (i.e. what they
will do). The two personality traits that best predict individuals’ long-term, dispositional
motivation levels and subsequent work behaviors are conscientiousness and emotional
stability. The universal principle that we advocate in this chapter is that organizations
should always select on the personality dimensions of conscientiousness and emotional sta-
bility. A subprinciple of the chapter is that organizations should also select on other person-
ality dimensions, but such practices should be dictated by the specific requirements of the
job or the particular criterion.

What behaviors do employers perceive that employees need in order to succeed in the
21st century? A collaborative study of over 400 employers across the USA conducted by
The Conference Board, Partnership for 21st Century Skills, Corporate Voices for Working
Families, and the Society for Human Resource Management (2006) examined the readi-
ness of new entrants to the workforce. Although both basic and applied skills are important,
survey responses revealed, when results were combined across education levels, that the two
most important applied skills were professionalism/work ethic and teamwork/ collaboration.
These skills are influenced by “will do” factors and were viewed as more important than
those skills associated with the “Three Rs.” Similar findings were reported in a large study
conducted in a Midwestern state that asked employers which employee behaviors were
most important for workplace success (Michigan Employability Study, 1990). The seven top
ranked items were: be free from substance abuse; demonstrate honesty and integrity; pay
attention to the person speaking; follow directions given verbally; show respect for others;
show pride; and be punctual in attendance. Employers clearly value “will do” characteristics
in applicants. Many of these essential workplace behaviors that employers desire are largely
influenced by an individual’s motivation and are influenced less by general mental ability.
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In this chapter we discuss the benefits that accrue to organizations when they select employ-
ees on the personality traits of conscientiousness and emotional stability.

WHAT BEHAVIORS DO CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND
EmMoTIONAL STABILITY PREDICT?

Personality can be defined as an individual’s relatively stable and enduring pattern of
thoughts, feelings and actions. Although more than 15,000 trait terms in the English
language can be used to describe personality, most researchers agree that the structure of
personality consists of five broad dimensions, often called the Big Five or the Five Factor
Model (FFM) of personality: conscientiousness (i.e. dependable, industrious, efficient and
achievement oriented), emotional stability (1.e. calm, steady, self-confident, and secure),
extraversion (i.e. gregarious, sociable, ambitious, and active), agreeableness (i.e. courteous,
helpful, trusting, cooperative, and considerate), and openness to experience (1.e. cultured, intel-
lectual, imaginative, and analytical).

Performance

Of the five major personality dimensions, conscientiousness and emotional stability are the
most valid predictors of performance outcomes (such as those listed above) across different
occupations. Other things being equal, individuals high on conscientiousness and emotional
stability perform better on the job and this improved job performance has a substantial
economic impact on the firm. Conscientious individuals are achievement oriented, hard
working, dependable, persistent, responsible, organized, careful, and reliable. Such traits are
fundamentally related to motivation at work because they lead to increased effort and fol-
lowing rules. Similarly, neurotic individuals (emotional stability is often referred to by the low
end traits) are nervous, highly strung, stress prone, moody, lack self-esteem, and are insecure.
Not surprisingly, such traits tend to inhibit positive motivational tendencies at work. That s,
individuals who spend time worrying about their performance, doubt their abilities, require
assurance from others, are depressed and stress prone are unable to develop adequate coping
strategies and cannot focus attention on the tasks at hand. In short, traits associated with the
low end of emotional stability (neuroticism) lead to poor performance.

The general principles that we advocate in this chapter have a strong foundation in
research. They are derived from the results of several large-scale, meta-analytic studies that
have demonstrated the relationship between personality traits and job performance (e.g
Barrick and Mount, 1991; Barrick, Mount, and Judge, 2001; Hough, 1992; Hurtz and
Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1997, 1998). For example, Barrick et al. (2001) reviewed eight
meta-analyses conducted since 1990 involving hundreds of studies and thousands of employ-
ees and reported that both conscientiousness and emotional stability predicted overall job
performance across a wide variety of jobs. Furthermore, because conscientiousness and emo-
tional stability are only moderately correlated with each other and have small correlations
with imtelligence, each can add unique information to the prediction of job performance.
Thus, hiring applicants with higher conscientiousness, emotional stability and intelligence will
result in an increase in the number of employees who perform assigned job tasks effectively,
which in turn will have substantial economic benefits to organizations.
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A major reason to select employees on conscientiousness and emotional stability is the
remarkable breadth of work behaviors they predict. Importantly, many of these work behav-
iors relate to overall organizational effectiveness yet are not typically included in measures of
overall job performance; moreover, they are not predicted as well by intelligence. In order
to understand the behaviors that conscientiousness and emotional stability predict, it is use-
ful to distinguish among the three major components of job performance: task behaviors,
citizenship behaviors and counterproductive behaviors (Rotundo and Sackett, 2002). Task
performance refers to the core behaviors of a job and includes those that (directly or indi-
rectly) contribute to the production of a good or the provision of a service. These behaviors
are usually captured by overall performance ratings or by objective measures of performance
such as total sales during the quarter or number of new accounts opened. Organizational
citizenship performance, also called contextual performance (Borman, Penner, Allen, and
Motowidlo, 2001), refers to behavior that contributes to the goals of the organization by
contributing to its social and psychological environment (such as providing assistance to
co-workers who need help). Counterproductive work performance consists of a broad array
of voluntary behaviors that harm the well-being of the organization or its employees and
includes behaviors such as violence on the job, racial slurs, theft, unsafe behavior, and misuse
of information, time, or resources (Berry, Ones, and Sackett, 2007).

The studies discussed above clearly demonstrate that conscientiousness and emotional
stability predict overall job performance and the results are quite robust and generalize to
nearly all jobs. In fact, Hurtz and Donovan (2000) reported that of the Big Five personal-
ity traits, conscientiousness and emotional stability have the highest relationship with task
performance. Thus, whether predicting overall job performance or a narrower definition
of task performance, conscientiousness and emotional stability emerge as the two critical
personality traits that determine the employees’ technical proficiency and performance
completing specific job duties.

Citizenship and (non-) counterproductive work behaviors

In addition to predicting the task performance component of jobs, conscientiousness and
emotional stability also predict citizenship and counterproductive work behaviors. This
represents a difference between intelligence on the one hand and conscientiousness and
emotional stability on the other, as there is little evidence that intelligence predicts citizen-
ship and counterproductive work behaviors. Citizenship behaviors include the willingness
to pitch in and help during emergency or overload situations, to take on tasks no one else is
willing to do, and to go beyond prescribed role requirements to get the job done. Borman
et al. (2001) showed that conscientiousness (especially dependability) and to a lesser extent
emotional stability predict citizenship behaviors and these correlations are higher than
those typically reported for task behaviors. In another meta-analysis, Hurtz and Donovan
(2000) found these same two traits relate to citizenship behavior through dedication to the
job and interpersonal facilitation. Job dedication includes measures of persistence, reli-
ability, and commitment to goals, while interpersonal facilitation refers to interpersonal
relationships at work (e.g. in work teams), cooperation, being courteous and a team player.
Thus conscientiousness and emotional stability influence citizenship behaviors at work
through their relationship to job dedication and interpersonal facilitation.
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There is considerable evidence that conscientiousness and emotional stability are also
related to organizational citizenship behaviors through the broad set of helping behav-
lors associated with teamwork and customer service. For example, Mount, Barrick, and
Stewart (1998) found conscientiousness and emotional stability were consistently related to
being a team player across 11 different studies. Selecting on conscientiousness and emo-
tional stability is also important to optimize team performance. Based on responses of
employees in 51 work teams, Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, and Mount (1998) found that
teams higher in conscientiousness and emotional stability (as well as general mental abil-
ity and extraversion) received higher supervisor ratings of team performance. Two recent
meta-analyses (Bell, 2007; Peeters, Van Tujil, Rutte, and Reymen, 2006) of the relationship
between Big Five traits and team performance found that higher team scores on conscien-
tiousness and agreeableness were associated with high team performance. If the analyses
were restricted to actual work settings, Peeters et al. (2006) also showed teams with higher
mean levels of emotional stability obtained higher team performance. Furthermore, Frei
and McDaniel (1998) reported that customer service measures are strong predictors of
supervisory ratings of performance, and other research has shown that the two strongest
personality correlates of customer service orientation are emotional stability and conscien-
tiousness (Ones and Viswesvaran, 1996). These findings are noteworthy as they correspond to
the survey results described earlier in the chapter that showed one of the two most important
workplace skills that employers desire 1s teamwork/collaboration.

Another important reason to select on conscientiousness and emotional stability 1s they
are centrally (and negatively) related to intentional harmful behaviors at work, 1.e. counter-
productive work behaviors. Evidence was presented at the beginning of the chapter that
employers are very interested in hiring employees who are honest, demonstrate integrity, and
follow workplace rules. Research demonstrates that personality-based integrity tests are valid
predictors of such counterproductive behaviors (Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt, 1993)
as “badmouthing” the organization, being belligerent with customers or fellow co-workers,
sabotaging equipment or products, stealing goods or money, and even engaging in excessive
alcohol or drug abuse, as well as being able also to predict supervisory ratings of overall job
performance. As noted above, integrity tests are related primarily to conscientiousness and
emotional stability (along with agreeableness). Results of a study by Berry et al. (2007) clari-
fied how emotional stability and conscientiousness predict counterproductive behavior: emo-
tional stability predicts both interpersonal deviance and organizational deviance, whereas
conscientiousness predicts organizational deviance. Consequently, the more conscientious and
emotionally stable a firm’s employees are, the less likely they are to engage in counterproduc-
tive behaviors at work.

Low turnover and absenteeism

In addition to positive “citizenship” behaviors, individuals high on conscientiousness and
emotional stability are more likely to stay with the organization. Turnover is a major cost
to employers; consequently, many employers strive to hire employees who not only per-
form well but also stay on the job for a long period of time, particularly in tight labor
markets. Conscientiousness and emotional stability have been found to consistently (nega-
tively) predict an individual’s propensity to withdraw at work. For example, Barrick and
Mount (1996) showed that voluntary turnover was predicted by both personality traits.
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A recent meta-analysis conducted by Zimmerman (2008) showed that personality traits
impact individuals’ intentions to withdraw from work, as emotional stability best predicted
(negatively) employees’ intentions to quit, whereas conscientiousness (and agreeableness)
best predicted (negatively) actual turnover decisions. Similarly, a meta-analysis by Ones,
Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (2003) showed that personality-based integrity tests predicted
voluntary absenteeism and the validity generalized across various predictor scales, organ-
izations, and jobs. Ones (1993) examined more than 100 studies reporting correlations
between integrity tests and personality measures and found that integrity tests were related
primarily to conscientiousness and emotional stability (along with agreeableness). Thus
selecting on conscientiousness and emotional stability will reduce workforce instability due
to excessive absenteeism, tardiness, even turnover.

Leadership and entrepreneurshyp

In addition to predicting task, citizenship, and counterproductive behaviors, emotional sta-
bility and conscientiousness also predict many other important work outcomes that cannot
be neatly categorized into one of these three performance categories. For example, Judge,
Bono, Ilies, and Gerhardt (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of the relationship between the
personality traits and leadership (using a criterion that consisted of both leader emergence
and leader effectiveness). Their results showed that both conscientiousness and emotional
stability were generalizable predictors of leadership (as were extraversion and openness
to experience). Further, both conscientiousness and emotional stability have been shown to
predict entrepreneurial status (Zhao and Seibert, 2005). Although entrepreneurial activity
involves leadership, it is “unique” as the context differs by involving a start-up or rapidly
growing firm.

Expatriate success

These two traits are also related to other aspects of work performance that affect organ-
izational productivity and profits. For example, organizations spend hundreds of thousands of
dollars preparing and transferring employees overseas for work assignments. Research shows
that individuals who are higher on both conscientiousness and emotional stability perform
better as expatriates (Mol, Orn, Willemsen, and Van Der Moler, 2005). Moreover, organiza-
tions spend billions of dollars each year on training-related activities. One trend is to select
employees to participate in training programs who are likely to benefit most from the train-
ing. Research has shown that individuals who are higher on conscientiousness are not only
more motivated to learn (Major, Turner, and Fletcher, 2006), but also perform better in the
training program, although other traits like openness to experience, extraversion, and proac-
tive personality also predict training performance (e.g. Barrick et al., 2001; Salgado, 1997).

LEarnings

Higher conscientiousness and emotional stability is also rewarded in the labor market. Using
a large Dutch sample, Nyhus and Pons (2005) showed that emotional stability was positively
associated with wages among both men and women and conscientiousness is most highly
rewarded at the beginning of the employment relationship. Mueller and Plug (2006) found



24 MURRAY R. BARRICK AND MICHAEL K. MOUNT

that among a large group of high school graduates in 1957 all of the Big Five traits signifi-
cantly predicted earnings and collectively their effects are comparable to those reported for
GMA. Further, Roberts, Caspi, and Moffitt (2003) found that people who were more consci-
entious in terms of being more controlled and industrious at the age of 18 tended to be on
higher status work paths at 26 years of age, to feel more mnvolved in their work, and to feel
more financially secure.

Safety

A meta-analysis by Clarke and Robertson (2005) showed that low conscientiousness and low
agreeableness were valid and generalizable predictors of accident involvement. Two other
traits, openness to experience and emotional stability, were also found to be (negatively)
correlated to accidents, though there was more variance in these estimates across studies.
Given the high costs associated with accidents and the potential harm to human lives, this
shows another way selecting employees on conscientiousness and emotional stability can
benefit organizations. Taken together, all of these results convincingly reveal that employees
with higher levels of these two traits are likely to be successful in a myriad of ways at work,
including by being a higher performer, a better citizen, a more effective team player or leader,
with greater integrity and a propensity to be committed to and stay with the firm.

Compliance

Another benefit to organizations when employees are selected on conscientiousness and
emotional stability is compliance with existing laws and legal precedents. A key question all
employers face in their hiring practice is whether a predictor unintentionally discriminates
by screening out a disproportionate number of minorities and women. To the extent
this happens, the predictor has adverse impact, which may trigger legal action. Research
consistently demonstrates a large mean difference of approximately one standard deviation
(d-values of 1) between African Americans and whites on intelligence (Ployhart and Holtz,
2008). In contrast, there are relatively small subgroup differences on conscientiousness
and emotional stability. For example, recent meta-analyses (Hough, 1995; Toldes, Duehr, and
Ones, 2008; Ployhart and Holtz, 2008) report that differences between African American,
Asian, and Hispanic subgroups versus white subgroups are quite small (d-values around
zero). Similar non-significant differences have also been found for gender (Feingold, 1994;
Ployhart and Holtz, 2008). Thus, from a legal perspective, selecting on conscientiousness
and emotional stability (and other contextually valid personality dimensions) is advantageous
because it does not appear to result in adverse impact.

Healthy behaviors and longevity

Conscientiousness and emotional stability also predict a number of important life outcomes.
Certainly, one of the most consequential outcomes in life i1s how long a person lives.
Simply stated — conscientious and emotionally stable people live longer (Friedman, Tucker,
Tomlinson-Keasey, Schwartz, Wingard, and Criqui, 1993; Ozer and Benet-Martinez, 2006).
For example, Roberts, Walton, and Bogg (2003) cite evidence that people tend to live longer
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if; as eight-year-olds, they were rated as more conscientious by parents and teachers. To put
this finding in context, the impact of conscientiousness on longevity has been shown to be
equivalent to the effect (inversely) of cardiovascular disease on longevity (Bogg and Roberts,
2004). Although the evidence is not as compelling, emotional stability is also associated
with longevity. For example, in a study of 285 centenarians, Martin, da Rosa, and Siegler
(2006) found that higher levels of emotional stability, high competence (conscientiousness)
and high extraversion were associated with longevity. It makes sense that emotional stability
should matter for longevity as well, because high levels of neuroticism have been associated
with increased probability of illness and behavior leading to more illness (Ozer and Benet-
Martinez, 2006). Smith and MacKenzie (2006) showed that neuroticism is associated with
physical health problems, such as cardiovascular disease, which in turn results in less longevity.
Furthermore, neurotic individuals have been shown to have lower resistance to stress and
spend more time ruminating about illnesses (Ozer and Benet-Martinez, 2006). In essence,
those with lower levels of emotional stability experience higher rates of actual illness and
are more vulnerable to illness due to how the trait shapes the person’s reaction to illness.
Goodwin and Friedman (2006) extended these findings by reporting both conscientiousness
and emotional stability are related to significant reductions in the likelihood of a wide range
of mental and physical disorders among adults in the general population.

Terracciano, Lockenhoff, Crum, Bienvenu, and Costa (2008) examined the relationship
between the Big Five and drug use in a large community sample. Compared to a sample
of “never” smokers, current cigarette smokers were lower on conscientiousness and higher
on neuroticism; similar but more extreme results were obtained for cocaine/heroin users.
In addition, marijuana users scored low on conscientiousness. Bogg and Roberts (2004)
conducted a meta-analysis of conscientiousness-related traits and the leading behavioral
contributors to mortality in the USA including tobacco use, diet and activity patterns,
excessive alcohol use, violence, risky sexual behavior, risky driving, suicide, and drug use.
Based on 194 studies, results showed that conscientiousness-related traits were negatively
related to all risky health-related behaviors and positively related to all beneficial health-related
behaviors. Conscientious people avoid potentially harmful/risky behaviors such as fighting
or other violent activities, as well as tobacco and drug consumption; instead, they engage in
activities that promote good health (e.g. exercise regularly, eat healthy diets, schedule regular
medical check-ups), and mvest in work, family, and community in ways that are known to
contribute to longevity.

Collectively, these results demonstrate that conscientiousness and emotional stability
play important roles in a person’s physical condition, even how long they live, by predicting
social environmental factors and health behaviors that have meaningful effects on longevity.
Although these behaviors are not directly related to work performance, how one feels
and how long one lives will have important indirect effects. By leading healthy lifestyles,
people high on conscientiousness and emotional stability, collectively, save organizations
billions of dollars because of increased productivity associated with lower absenteeism
rates due to fewer sick days and being healthier when they are at work. People high on
conscientiousness and emotional stability also have substantially lower health care costs due
to fewer visits to the doctor and fewer and shorter hospital stays. Given the emphasis in
most organizations on reducing health care costs, one relatively inexpensive practice that
will help accomplish this is to select employees high on conscientiousness and emotional
stability.
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MebpiaTors: How Do CONSCIENTIOUSNESS AND EMOTIONAL
STABILITY PREDICT PERFORMANCE?

Motwation

Clearly, there are numerous advantages to organizations when they select applicants based on
conscientiousness and emotional stability. Another way to view their impact is to consider the
likely negative consequences to organizations that do not select employees based on consci-
entiousness and emotional stability — but all of their competitors do. Many of the applicants
that remain in the applicant pool have already been screened on these two traits and have
been found undesirable. That is, the remaining applicants are more likely to describe
themselves as lazy, irresponsible, undependable, careless, moody, lacking confidence, stress-
prone, anxious, and depressed. Clearly, this is no way to build a productive workforce.

But fwow do conscientiousness and emotional stability affect performance? Earlier we
made the distinction that personality traits influence what people will do whereas intelligence
influences what they can do. Research clearly demonstrates that motivational or will-do factors
play a central role in predicting job performance (e.g. Mitchell and Daniels, 2003). Although
there are many ways to conceptualize motivation, the three most commonly studied
approaches are goal-setting theory, expectancy theory, and self-efficacy theory. According
to goal-setting theory, the process of setting goals leads to greater performance because
it directs effort and attention, increases time on task, leads to greater persistence, and pro-
vides feedback about one’s performance. It also helps people devise strategies for attaining
the goals; and once the goals are achieved, people feel more satisfied due to a greater
sense of accomplishment. Thousands of laboratory and field studies conducted in a wide
variety of settings using many different tasks demonstrate that the effects of goal setting
on performance are positive, potent, and robust (Locke and Latham, 2005; see Chapter 9,
this volume). With respect to expectancy theory, higher performance will result when
people believe that their effort leads to better performance and when they believe higher
performance leads to rewards they value. Self-efficacy theory posits that individuals who see
themselves as competent, worthy, and confident interpret their environment in positive ways
that influence work performance. These positive perceptions influence a person’s beliefs that
he or she can successfully cope with work’s (and life’s) exigencies.

Judge and Ilies (2002) conducted a meta-analysis to investigate the relationships among the
Big Five personality dimensions and these three central theories of motivation. They found
that the two strongest and most consistent correlates of performance motivation across the
three motivation approaches were emotional stability and conscientiousness (extraversion was
also a consistent predictor but the relationships were weaker). These results are important
because they show that conscientiousness and emotional stability predict performance by
increasing individuals’ motivation levels. These findings are consistent with what we would
expect from findings pertaining to the validity of the two traits in predicting performance.
Conscientiousness and emotional stability are the best predictors of performance and because
motivation is a major determinant of performance, it would be expected that these two traits
are also the best predictors of motivation. Thus conscientiousness and emotional stability
affect performance directly and indirectly through their effects on motivation processes.

Results from other studies support these findings. For example, meta-analytic research
conducted by Mount and Barrick (1995) showed that conscientiousness correlates highly
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with the amount of effort exerted. Although the amount of effort expended is related to high
levels of motivation, they are not identical concepts. Effort is multifaceted and includes both
the amount of time as well as the intensity of the time spent on the task, i.e. the cognitive
effort expended to focus and concentrate on the task at hand. Conscientious people spend
more time on task, which leads to greater quantity of output and higher performance
(Barrick, Mount, and Strauss, 1993). Greater time on task also provides more opportunities to
practice and provides more exposure to a wider variety of problems. Both of these increase
job knowledge, which in turn increases performance because, as discussed in the previous
chapter, job knowledge is highly correlated with job performance.

Conscientious people are also more dependable and this leads to higher perform-
ance. They plan and organize their work and are careful, thorough, and detail oriented.
Conscientious individuals are more likely to perform tasks correctly the first time and are
more likely to spot problems and errors in processes and output. This leads to fewer errors
and enables highly conscientious employees to produce better quality work (Mount and
Barrick, 1995). These findings are especially relevant as they are consistent with the survey
findings of 400 employers discussed earlier, which showed one of the two most important
workplace skills that employers desire is work ethic/professionalism.

Generally speaking, similar motivational mechanisms apply to emotional stability. Viewed
from the negative pole, neurotic people are not able to control their emotions and moods;
consequently, they cannot maintain focus and concentration on the task at hand especially
under stress or in crisis situations (e.g. Kanfer and Heggestad, 1997). This lack of attention
can lead to less productivity, more errors, and hence lower performance. Those prone
to greater anxiety and insecurity (low on emotional stability) tend to be fearful of novel
situations, be more concerned about failure, and are more susceptible to feelings of
dependence and helplessness (Judge and Ilies, 2002). Those who experience greater and
more frequent negative emotions may choose to withhold effort rather than risk the potential
affective consequences of failure. Researchers label this phenomenon the “self-handicapping”
paradox (Rhodewalt, 1994). In addition, the tendency of people to behave in this way,
particularly within the context of achievement (i.e. job) settings, is fundamental to the learned
helplessness theory of depression (Seligman, 1978). Taken together, these findings suggest that
the inability of neurotics to cope with fear of failure substantively impacts job performance
through the inhibitory effects on motivational levels. In contrast, employees scoring high on
emotional stability are likely to be steady, calm, and predictable, which helps them obtain
more commendations and recognition at work. In turn, commendations along with fewer
disciplinary actions and reprimands have been linked to higher performance ratings (Borman,
White, Pulakos, and Oppler, 1991).

_Jjob satisfaction

Motivation is only part of the explanation as to why these two traits lead to more successful
behavior at work. Another reason to select on conscientiousness and emotional stability
is that they are related to work-related attitudes, which in turn have been shown to affect
performance. For example, conscientiousness and emotional stability are positively related
to job and career satisfaction (Judge, Heller, and Mount, 2002; Ng, Eby, Sorensen, and
Feldman, 2005). Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, and Barrick (1999) found that conscientiousness
and emotional stability assessed at an early age (12—14) were strong predictors of overall job
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satisfaction in late adulthood, even after controlling for clinicians’ ratings of extraversion,
openness to experience, and agreeableness. Furthermore, Judge et al. (2002) conducted a
meta-analysis of the relationship of traits from the FFM model of personality to overall
job satisfaction. The two personality traits that correlated highest with job satisfaction were
neuroticism (negatively) and conscientiousness. In turn, job satisfaction has been shown to
be positively related to job performance, which shows that another way these two traits
relate to performance is through their relationship to job satisfaction.

Commutment

Another attitudinal variable that is closely related to job satisfaction is organizational
commitment, which is of interest to organizations because it predicts who is likely to leave
the organization rather than help the organization reach its objectives. Organizational
commitment refers to a person’s involvement with the organization, feelings of obligation
toward the organization and perceived costs associated with leaving the organization. One
meta-analysis of the influence of affect on job attitudes reports results between organizational
commitment and only two personality traits, extraversion and emotional stability (Thoresen,
Kaplan, Barsley, Warren, and De Chermont, 2003). This study shows neurotic individuals
are less satisfied, less committed to the organization, and have higher turnover intentions.
Erdheim, Wang, and Zichar (2006) found that conscientiousness is also related to one
component of organizational commitment, continuance commitment. They reasoned that
conscientiousness relates to continuance commitment because it represents a general work-
involvement tendency that provides increased opportunity for an employee to obtain formal
(e.g pay, promotion) and informal work rewards (e.g. recognition, respect). Conscientious
employees earn more of these rewards, which leads to heightened levels of continuance
commitment because of the costs of leaving an organization. Zimmerman (2008) supports
this conclusion by showing that these two traits are the best predictors of intent to quit.

Life satisfaction

Conscientiousness and emotional stability are also among the strongest personality-based
predictors of subjective well-being or life satisfaction (DeNeve and Cooper, 1998; Steel,
Schmidt, and Schulz, 2008). It has been argued that conscientiousness plays a major role
in both job and life satisfaction because conscientious behavior is instrumental in attaining
outcomes such as career success that achievement-oriented people value (McCrae and Costa,
1991). Schmutte and Ryff' (1997) concluded that those high in conscientiousness are more
satisfied because they achieve a heightened sense of control and competence through their
diligent and responsible behavior. Thus conscientiousness is instrumental in attaining desired
outcomes and fostering control, which leads to greater life satisfaction.

The effects of emotional stability on satisfaction are complex and are best viewed
from the negative pole (i.e. neuroticism). People who suffer from low emotional stability
experience greater distress and reduced job and life satisfaction because they experience
more adverse events, and react negatively and more strongly when such problems occur.
Neurotic individuals are unable to effectively cope with stress due to their reliance on emotion-
and avoidance-oriented coping styles. Higher levels of emotional stability result in greater
satisfaction because stable people have more confidence to approach stressful work, have a
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more positive view of themselves, others, and the world around them, and do not let nega-
tive emotions and dysfunctional thought processes distract them from the task at hand.
Opverall, these results show that conscientiousness and emotional stability are fundamentally
important to success at work, but are also important to satisfaction and commitment at work
as well as one’s overall satisfaction in life. It is not an exaggeration to say that conscientious-
ness and emotional stability are fundamentally important to overall life success.

EXcEPTIONS TO THE PRINCIPLE

The general principle in this chapter is that individuals should be selected on their level of
conscientiousness and emotional stability. However, this does not mean that these are the
only valid personality dimensions that predict performance. A subprinciple of this chapter is
that individuals should be selected on other personality dimensions according to the specific
requirements of the job and/or the nature of the criterion. Research has shown that the
other three personality dimensions in the FFM model (agreeableness, extraversion, and
openness to experience) are relevant in some jobs or for some specific types of criteria. To
clearly identify when these relationships are likely to be non-zero, practitioners need to focus
more on job requirements, demands, or what now are labeled competencies. This does not
imply an extensive, time-consuming, content-specific job analysis. Rather, it suggests that
the relevance of these personality traits depends on the requirements and competencies
generally demanded by the job to achieve successful job performance. For example, if the
job requires extensive interpersonal interaction of a cooperative nature, agreeableness
would be expected to be an important predictor. In fact, recent research demonstrates that
agreeableness is the single best predictor of teamwork and is also related to service
orientation (Bell, 2007; Mount et al., 1998; Peeters et al., 2006). Those employees who are
more cooperative, caring, tolerant, flexible, and trusting (i.e. high in agreeableness) are likely
to be more successful in teams.

In contrast, in jobs where the nature of the interpersonal interaction is competitive or
requires persuasion or negotiation, being assertive, ambitious, energetic, and gregarious
(i.e. highly extraverted) is expected to be a highly relevant set of personality traits. Thus,
extraversion has been found to be a valid predictor of success in sales and management
jobs (Barrick et al., 2001). Hogan and Holland (2003) reported extraversion (measured using
ambition) was an important predictor for criteria where “getting ahead” of others was an
important outcome in the job. Finally, it would be expected that companies who are seeking
employees who are flexible and highly adaptive to the rapid changes frequently encountered
at work would select on openness to experience. There is some limited evidence to support
this. For example, Pulakos, Schmitt, Dorsey, Arand, Hedge, and Borman (2002) and LePine,
Colquitt, and Erez (2000) found that openness to experience is positively correlated with
adaptive performance. Further, as one would expect, employees higher on openness to
experience tend to have higher training performance than those low in openness (Barrick
et al., 2001; Salgado, 1997). Thus, being imaginative, innovative, curious, intellectual, with
broad interests (i.e. high on openness to experience) appears to make one “training ready,”
which is relevant for training success. It should also be noted that trainees scoring higher on
extraversion have been found to be more successful during training. This has been attributed
to extraverts’ increased and more active participation during training,
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Although we advocate that organizations should always select employees on conscientious-
ness and emotional stability, there are some circumstances where this general principle
oversimplifies the relationships between these two personality traits and job performance. In
reality, our behavior is influenced by a constellation of personality traits represented by the
Big Five traits and these traits (and other attributes of individuals) may interact to predict
performance. For example, in four different samples Witt and Ferris (2003) found that the
relationship between conscientiousness and interpersonal job performance depended on
workers’ social skills. The relationship was stronger among workers who are higher rather than
lower in social skill. Further, Witt, Burke, Barrick, and Mount (2002) found that in jobs with
frequent, cooperative interpersonal interactions, the relationship between conscientiousness
and job performance depended on the level of agreeableness. The relationship was stronger
for persons high in agreeableness than for those low in agreeableness. Similarly, Barrick,
Parks, and Mount (2005) found that among high self-monitors (i.e. individuals who monitor,
adjust, and control their behavior to make a favorable impression on others), the relationships
between emotional stability and supervisory ratings of interpersonal performance decreased,
and these effects were replicated using peer ratings of interpersonal performance. Collectively,
these results illustrate that the relationship of personality traits to performance can be
influenced by other attributes of the individual. Thus, although conscientiousness and
emotional stability predict job performance across jobs, the magnitude of the relationship
may vary depending on other personality traits as well as the specific component of job
performance being predicted. Accounting for interactions between personality variables
may further enhance prediction from these personality variables.

IMPLEMENTING THE PRINCIPLE

The general principle that we have discussed is that employers should select applicants
who are hardworking, dependable, achievement striving (i.e. conscientious) as well as calm,
tolerant of stress, able to handle anxiety, and avoid excessively worrying or ruminating (i.e.
emotionally stable). This is not a particularly surprising statement; however, a necessary first
step before a principle can be implemented is that it must be well understood. In this vein,
much progress has been made in the past decade in understanding how conscientiousness
and emotional stability relate to job performance. Equally important to the implementation
of these principles has been the contribution of industrial-organizational psychologists to the
development of reliable and valid measures of these constructs.

The use of personality assessment to select applicants requires collecting “personal”
data. To make sure that accurate data are collected in a fair manner, attention must be given
to the relevance of various personality traits and some consideration of the “demands” of
the applicant setting. Implementation requires that the organization accurately identifies
and measures applicant qualifications relative to job requirements. Thus, before assessing
personality traits, a job analysis should be conducted to identify critical competencies and
job requirements. By understanding the critical requirements of the job, one will recognize
which personality traits are relevant predictors, in addition to conscientiousness and emotional
stability. However, some consideration must be given to the “job” itself. Today, organizations
are moving away from the use of narrow, well-defined jobs and towards broader, less well-
defined, more amorphous jobs, with constantly changing content. The changing structure of
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jobs implies there will be greater emphasis on those traits and qualities that are valid for
all jobs (intelligence, conscientiousness, and emotional stability). Nevertheless, it will be
desirable to select on the other three personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, and
openness to experience) when those traits are valid predictors of requirements for critical
tasks likely to be encountered by people being hired.

Once it is known which specific traits will be assessed, consideration must also be given to
the best means for assessing personality. Research illustrates that co-workers, customers, and
supervisors at work can rate a person’s personality, and those assessments have been found
to predict job performance better than self-reports of personality. For example, Mount,
Barrick, and Strauss (1994) found that the validity of co-worker and customer ratings of
conscientiousness were nearly twice as large as self-ratings when predicting supervisor ratings
of performance. These predictive validities have since been replicated by others (Small and
Diefendorff, 2006; McCarthy and Goffin, 2001; Taylor, Pajo, Cheung, and Stringfield,
2004). Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, and Stone (2001) report that interviewers often assess
basic personality during the employment interview and found interviewer ratings of traits,
including conscientiousness and emotional stability, are meaningfully related to later job
performance. Thus, observer ratings of personality, even after a relatively short interview,
predict later job performance and are larger than those we have historically found with self-
reports. The magnitude of these relationships approaches the predictive validity of general
intelligence. Zimmerman, Triana, and Barrick (2007) found that when candidates are asked
to nominate up to three referents during the application process, these observer ratings of
conscientiousness and emotional stability significantly predict job performance and team
performance. Hence, there is even evidence that observer ratings from referents can be used
for hiring.

Nevertheless, the most common means of assessing personality is through self-report per-
sonality tests. There are several construct valid measures of the Big Five traits. For example,
the Personal Characteristics Inventory (PCI by Mount, Barrick, Laffitte, and Callans, 1999)
is a self-report measure of the Big Five that asks applicants to report their agreement or dis-
agreement with 150 sentences. The measure takes about 30 minutes to complete and has
a 5th- to 6th-grade reading level. Another commonly used measure of the Big Five is the
Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI by Hogan and Hogan, 1995). Responses to the HPI can
be scored to yield measures of occupational success as well as employee reliability and service
orientation. A third alternative is the NEO Personality Inventory, which is also based on the
Big Five typology (Costa and McCrae, 1992). There are several versions of the NEO and it
has been translated into multiple languages.

An implementation concern in the use of personality inventories is that job applicants may
inflate their personality scores, due to the “demands” of the applicant setting. This concern
becomes apparent when one considers the nature of some personality items. For example,
few applicants would agree with the statement that “others would describe me as lazy or
irresponsible at work,” if they desperately wanted the job. Given the near impossibility of
verifying responses to some of these questions, the possibility that impression management
influences responses is quite real. In fact, research suggests applicants do manage impressions,
as scores are higher by one-half standard deviation between applicants versus non-applicant
settings. Given that a job is on the line when applicants complete a personality test, the
tendency to enhance their impression is undeniable. Nevertheless, research clearly shows
(Barrick and Mount, 1996; Ellingson, Sackett, and Connelly, 2007; Hogan, Barrett, and
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Hogan, 2007; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, and Judge, 2007; Schmitt and Oswald, 2006)
that impression management does not significantly detract from the predictive validity of
the tests in actual applicant settings. However, both criterion-related validity and construct
validity are affected in those studies where participants (mostly students) are mstructed to fake
good. These findings create a paradox. With respect to employment decisions, the biggest
problem is that the rank order of applicants on personality traits such as conscientiousness
and emotional stability may change due to differences in faking; at the same time, faking
does not substantially change the validity of the traits in predicting performance. Thus, even
though it has yet to be shown that faking undermines the predictive validity of personality
tests in selection, there continues to be considerable debate about this issue in the literature.
One important implication from these findings 1s that practitioners should not rely on norms
based on incumbent samples, as they will tend to be one-half standard deviation lower than
norms derived from incumbent samples.

In sum, significant progress has been made in understanding the magnitude of the
relationship between conscientiousness and emotional stability to job performance and
the processes by which these constructs affect performance. Successful implementation
of the principles we advocate requires reliable and valid measure of both conscientiousness
and emotional stability. Over the past decade several construct valid measures of the five
factor taxonomy of personality have been developed. Nonetheless, additional research
is needed to further develop and refine these measures to overcome potential problems
associated with impression management and socially desirable responding.

CASE EXAMPLES

Relationship of conscientiousness and emotional
stability to career success

A recent study (Judge et al., 1999) investigated the relationship between traits from the
Big Five model of personality to success in careers spanning over 50 years. The ability to
predict success 50 years after assessing personality provides a rigorous test of the utility of
selecting applicants using conscientiousness and emotional stability. The data for this study
were obtained from the Intergenerational Studies, administered by the Institute of Human
Development, University of California at Berkeley. The sample was derived from children
born in Berkeley, California, in 1928 and 1929. Many measurements were collected from
participants over the 60-year course of the study. For example, there were two studies
during later childhood (11-13 and again 16-18), as well as three major follow-up studies
conducted when participants were in early adulthood (30-38), middle age (41-50), and in
late adulthood (53-62). In addition to collecting personality and intelligence test data, the
subject’s job satisfaction, income, and occupational status were collected during each of
these studies. Thus, the records were rich with personality and career data, and comparisons
were made across data collected at five different points in time (ranging from childhood to
late adulthood).

Both childhood and early adulthood assessments of personality revealed enduring rela-
tionships between personality traits and later career success. For example, childhood assess-
ments of conscientiousness and emotional stability predicted job satisfaction, income, and
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occupational status, even in late adulthood. These results show that conscientiousness and
emotional stability measured early in life were effective predictors of satisfaction and suc-
cess in one’s later career, even over a 50-year time span. Results also demonstrated that
these two personality traits explained significant incremental variance in these measures
of career success, even after controlling for the influence of intelligence. Taken together,
these results show that highly conscientious and emotionally stable children earned higher
salaries, were more satisfied with their work, and attained higher positions in the social
hierarchy later in life. Obviously, organizations will be better off selecting individuals who
are conscientious and emotionally adjusted, as they will be rewarded by those decisions
with higher performance and more committed employees for years to come.

The generalizability of conscientiousness and
emotional stability as predictors

The Army conducted a large-scale study spanning seven years (the Selection and Classifi-
cation Project or Project A) to investigate how the contributions of selection could maximize
performance within the constraints of one of the largest operational personnel systems in
the world. The Army personnel system includes over 276 jobs and hires, almost exclusively,
inexperienced and untrained persons to fill them. A major goal of Project A was to develop
a battery of predictor measures that would best serve the needs of all the jobs in the entire
selection system for entry-level enlisted personnel. Thus, this project examined all of the
major domains of individual differences that had potential for generating useful predictor
variables. Several versions of the test battery were developed and examined in an iterative
sequence, with each round of testing involving thousands of recruits or enlisted personnel.
Rather than review the extensive list of predictors examined, interested readers are referred
to Peterson, Hough, Dunnette, Rosse, Houston, Toquam, and Wing (1990). Suffice it to say
that the range of individual differences was extraordinarily comprehensive, ranging from
administrative/archival records to training achievement tests.

The study also rigorously modeled job performance to better understand what
these individual differences were predicting. Given the large number of jobs examined,
Project A determined whether a single model of performance would be stable across
these jobs. Multiple methods were used to generate over 200 performance indicators of
a subsample of jobs. An iterative procedure resulted in the identification of five broad
performance dimensions that were found in all jobs. Two of these performance measures
focus on specific technical competence called core technical proficiency and general
soldiering proficiency. While the former dimension appears to be a basic performance
component for any job (core task proficiency), the latter dimension would almost surely
be specific to the military. The analysis also identified three non-job-specific performance
dimensions that are more under motivational control. These are called effort/leadership,
maintaining personal discipline, and physical fitness/military bearing. Again, while
military bearing is unique to the military, the other two dimensions are quite likely basic
performance components of almost any job. Although job performance was found to be
multidimensional, an overall decision could scale each performance measure by its relative
importance for a particular personnel decision or job.

The findings (McHenry, Hough, Toquam, Hanson, and Ashworth, 1990) from this
large-scale project were that intelligence tests provided the best prediction of job-specific
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and general task proficiency (core technical proficiency and general soldiering proficiency),
whereas the personality composites, particularly those traits measuring conscientiousness
and emotional stability, were the best predictors of giving extra effort and leadership,
exhibiting personal discipline, and physical fitness and military bearing. The study also
illustrated the incremental validity contributed by other predictors over intelligence. The
greatest amount of incremental validity over intelligence was generated by the personality
measures, especially when predicting effort and leadership, personal discipline, and physi-
cal fitness and military bearing. These results show the generalizable value of using con-
scientiousness and emotional stability for purposes of selection.

CONCLUSION

The general principle in this chapter is that organizations should select employ-
ees based on their conscientiousness and emotional stability. A subprinciple is that
organizations should also select on agreeableness, extraversion, or openness to experi-
ence when they have been shown to be relevant for specific criteria or require-
ments of the job. Hiring applicants who are more intelligent (see Chapter 1) will
result in employees who are capable of acquiring more work-related facts and prin-
ciples as well as greater procedural knowledge and skill. This contributes to job suc-
cess, particularly on the core substantive or technical tasks central to the job. But
hiring smart people is not enough. Hiring applicants who are more conscientious
and emotionally stable will result in employees who have a stronger work ethic —
they are predisposed to exert greater effort at work, to persist at work for a longer
period of time, and to cope more effectively. In addition, these employees are likely
to be better team players and are more collaborative — they are better citizens, and
are more responsible and helpful to others at work. Further, they are less likely to
engage in counterproductive behaviors at work. They also have more positive atti-
tudes about work and life in general and lead healthier lifestyles, which leads to
increased work productivity and reduced health care costs. In conclusion, hiring
people who work smarter (select on intelligence), and who work harder and cope
better (select on conscientiousness and emotional stability), will lead to increased
individual productivity which in turn will lead to increased organizational effective-

ness every single day the person (reliably) shows up to work.
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EXERCISES

Selecting applicants for entry level bank teller positions

You are the human resource manager for a large financial institution. You have been
asked to recommend methods for selecting applicants for entry level bank teller positions.
It is especially important that tellers have a strong work ethic, display integrity, interact
well with others and are accurate in their work. Consequently, you recommend that the
foundation of the selection program should be the personality traits of conscientiousness
and emotional stability. List and discuss five desirable employee behaviors that will likely
result from selecting employees on conscientiousness and emotional stability. Here are
some questions you may want to address in your answer:

(a) What skills do all new entrants to the workforce need in order to be successful in the
workplace?

(b) Which of these skills are especially important for bank tellers to be successful?

(c) How do conscientiousness and emotional stability influence these critical behaviors?

(d) Are there personality traits other than conscientiousness and emotional stability (e.g.,
agreeableness, extraversion or openness) that may be useful when selecting for the

entry level bank teller positions?

Conuvincing a high level executive

You are the human resources director at a large firm and you have been asked to design
a system for selecting managers. An integral part of your recommended hiring plan is
the use of personality tests. A high level executive in the firm hears about your plan and
expresses concerns about the use of personality tests. He took a personality test once and
he believes it did not accurately describe his personality. He also says that personality tests
can’t be accurate because “everybody knows you can fake these things.” What would you
tell him? What is the basis for your answer?
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Structure Interviews to Recruit

and Hire the Best People

Cy~NTHIA KAY STEVENS

Organizations use employment interviews as a primary means for applicants and hiring
managers to meet and gather information from each other for the purpose of making
selection and job choice decisions. When applicants or employers have limited time and
many alternatives, interviews offer a flexible, efficient format in which to exchange infor-
mation. Unlike other selection devices (e.g. tests, biodata inventories), interviews don’t
require expert advice and large samples for development and implementation. They typi-
cally do not raise the legal challenges and equal employment opportunity concerns that
standardized tests do. Moreover, interviews can be easily adapted to accomplish different
goals: introducing applicants and employers, attracting applicant interest, screening out
unsuitable candidates, clarifying the rank order of finalists. Such efficiency and flexibility
may account for its popularity; interviews (along with reference checks) are the most com-
mon selection procedure used across a wide range of jobs and industries (BNA, 1988; see
Dipboye, 1992).

Paradoxically, their flexibility also makes it difficult to use interviews effectively. Interviews
can vary widely in terms of how many applicants and interviewers are present, question
types and sequences, topics covered, how much training and information interviewers and
applicants have beforehand, consistency of practices across applicants, and how interviewers’
evaluations are used. Some interview formats are better than others at achieving selection
and recruitment goals; mismatches between the format and interview goals can impair the
quality of managers’ and applicants’ decisions.

Empirical research has focused on how well interview ratings predict actual job perform-
ance, as measured by the correlation coefficient between interviewers’ ratings and hired
applicants’ job performances. Although this research has offered useful insight into the
interview formats needed to make good hiring decisions, the use of interviews to achieve
other organizational goals (such as attracting top applicants) suggests the need for a
broader perspective on how to design effective interviews.
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At issue 1s the need to make good joint decisions — that is, to exchange accurate infor-
mation that enables both applicants and organizations to make the best decisions given
the alternatives available to each. To do this, managers can structure interviews so that they
both provide and collect valid information for use in making decisions.

The purpose of this chapter is to review and summarize what we know about improv-
ing decision making in employment interviews. A key theme of this chapter is that, by
understanding the factors that impair information quality or exchanges, managers can
structure interviews to improve both decision quality and hiring and recruitment outcomes.
I begin by describing decision-making research and the factors that affect applicants’ and
mterviewers’ judgments and decisions. Then, I discuss nine subprinciples for designing
interviews to improve decision making. Finally, I conclude with examples of how poorly
designed interviews might be restructured to enable both applicants and interviewers to
make better decisions.

DrcistoN-MAKING RESEARCH

Decision theorists (see Chapter 25, this volume) have converged on the idea that people use
one of two processes for making decisions: a rapid, largely unconscious, implicit approach in
which choices are made with minimal effort, or a slower, deliberative, controlled approach
in which alternatives are consciously weighed and compared (Evans, 2008). Particularly when
facing numerous alternatives, decision makers will use these processes sequentially — first auto-
matically screening out candidates that fail to meet some possibly arbitrary criteria, then
concentrating their efforts on a closer, more conscious, evaluation of those that remain (e.g.
Payne, Bettman, and Johnson, 1988; Svenson, 1992). This two-stage approach is common in
both hiring and application decisions, in which “unsuitable” choices are eliminated quickly
and without much conscious thought, and conscious effort is focused on a smaller subset. For
example, both applicants and hiring managers often make early decisions about whether to
interview on the basis of limited information (e.g. presence of grammatical errors in résumés;
company reputation or familiarity), and then use later information (including that gained from
interviews) to evaluate each other more thoroughly.

Within this dual-process approach, researchers have identified many cognitive, moti-
vational, and contextual factors that affect decisions. The cognitive factors include how decisions
are framed (e.g. as the potential gain or possible loss of good employees; see Tversky and
Kahneman, 1981), a number of heuristics or mental shortcuts used to evaluate alternatives
(e.g. comparing the similarity of candidates to current employees to judge suitability — see
Tversky and Kahneman, 1974; or considering résumé length to judge applicant quality —
see Chinander and Schweitzer, 2003), and a tendency to look for information that confirms,
rather than tests, one’s expectations (e.g. secking answers that “screen in” rather than rigor-
ously evaluate a favored candidate; see Snyder and Swann, 1978). Motwational factors include
decision makers’ goals, such as the desire to grow and develop versus to maintain a steady
state (e.g to hire someone with potential versus an established performer; see Brockner and
Higgins, 2001), a desire to experience happiness or avoid disappointment with the decision’s
outcome (see Mellers, 2000), or the desire to justify a preferred conclusion (see Boiney,
Kennedy, and Nye, 1997). Finally, confextual factors include the conditions or circumstances
under which people make decisions, such as how many alternatives are available, what their
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characteristics are relative to each other, and the timing of the decision (see Hsee, Blount,
Loewenstein, and Bazerman, 1999). For example, evaluations shift depending on the set of
alternatives available: an applicant with average qualifications will be evaluated quite differ-
ently depending on whether they are the only candidate available or one of several candi-
dates all of whom have either strong or weak qualifications.

In summary, applicants and hiring managers will use a combination of rapid/low effort
and slower/deliberative decision processes when evaluating their choices. An examination
of how the interview context and both individuals’ cognitive processes and motivations
influence these types of decision making enables us to identify strategies for improving the
quality of their decisions.

DEecisioN MAKING IN INTERVIEWS

Interviews enable applicants and employers to meet — either face to face or via technology —
to exchange information that will allow them to make decisions about each other. As such,
it is useful to explore what we know about the context, cognitive demands, and moti-
vations of each party and how these factors affect their evaluations.

Interviewers’ decisions

Available studies show that interviewers’ judgments can be swayed by many of the cogni-
tive, motivational, and contextual factors that affect other types of decisions. For example,
interviewers often judge applicants’ suitability using implicitly held stereotypes about race,
gender, age, or disability status (e.g Hitt and Barr, 1989; Reilly, Bockettie, Maser, and
Wenet, 2005; Segrest Purkiss, Perrewé, Gillespie, Mayes, and Ferris, 2006), although the
impact of some factors such as applicants’ race may be less than that found for standard-
1zed tests (Huffcutt and Roth, 1998). Some evidence suggests that interviewers weigh neg-
ative information about applicants more heavily than they do positive information (Macan
and Dipboye, 1988), but the role that negative versus positive information plays depends
on what sorts of judgments must be made and how involved interviewers are in the decision
process (see Posthuma, Morgeson, and Campion, 2002).

Several features of the interview context and its goals can also shift interviewers’ moti-
vation and thus their evaluations. Research shows that when determining applicant suit-
ability, interviewers often unconsciously consider personal qualities (e.g. interpersonal
skills or appearance; see Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, and Stone, 2001; Pingitore, Dugoni,
Tindale, and Spring, 1994), how similar they are to applicants (e.g. Kristof-Brown, Barrick
and Franke, 2002), and how well they think applicants would fit with their organization’s
culture (Cable and Judge, 1997), regardless of whether others in their organization would
agree with their assessments or whether those qualities are important for successful job
performance. This subjectivity leaves room for applicants to present themselves as likable
or similar to interviewers as a strategy to obtain higher interviewer evaluations (Levashina
and Campion, 2007). Further, some studies have suggested that interviewers may use
résumé and background information about applicants to form preliminary impressions
about their suitability, and then elicit information during interviews that confirms these
early impressions (Dougherty, Turban, and Callender, 1994), although additional careful
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studies of this issue are needed. Contextual factors such as whether applicants are evalu-
ated sequentially (versus compared to one another at the same time) and the number of
openings (few versus many) also affect interviewers’ judgments, such that applicants are
held to higher standards when evaluated as part of a larger pool or when there are fewer
openings available (Huber, Northcraft, and Neale, 1990).

Because interviewers’ evaluations can be affected by so many extraneous factors, an
important question is whether interviewers in general can do a reasonably accurate job
of predicting which applicants will perform well if hired. One possibility is to use at least
three or four interviewers to independently interview each applicant; averaging these ratings
yields good prediction regarding likely job performance (Schmidt and Zimmerman,
2004). If it 1s not possible to arrange for multiple interviews for each applicant, other stud-
ies have suggested that there are individual differences in interviewer accuracy — that is,
some Interviewers consistently make better predictions than others (Dougherty, Ebert, and
Callender, 1986; but see Pulakos, Schmitt, Whitney, and Smith, 1996).

Structured interviews

Several modifications have shown promise for improving interviewers’ accuracy, includ-
ing training interviewers (Dougherty et al., 1986), having them set goals to form accurate
impressions (Neuberg, 1989), and holding them accountable for their decisions and rec-
ommendations (Motowidlo, Mero, and DeGroot, 1995). However, the largest and most
consistent gains in predicting which applicants will perform well on the job seem to come
from structuring interviews — that is, standardizing some aspects of the questions asked,
delivery, and evaluation process. Across interviewers, the use of structured interview for-
mats leads to better prediction of job performance (correlations range from .35 to .62)
than does the use of unstructured interviews (correlations range from .14 to .33; see
Huffcutt and Arthur, 1994; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, and Maurer, 1994).

Applicants’ decisions

Although less research has examined applicants’ decision, the existing studies do suggest
that many cognitive, motivational, and contextual factors can sway applicants’ judgments.
For example, applicants are concerned with finding jobs and organizations whose attributes
provide a good fit with their interests and needs (Judge and Cable, 1997). Given that they
often have little information to determine whether a given job opportunity provides a good
fit, applicants may rely on signals to infer these attributes, such as whether the organiz-
ation has a good reputation (Highhouse, Zickar, Thorsteinson, Stierwalt, and Slaughter,
1999), their beliefs about the organization’s personality (Slaughter, Zickar, Highhouse, and
Mohr, 2004), and whether the interviewer was warm and personable during the interview
(Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, and Jones, 2005). Some data suggest that appli-
cants dislike structured interviews and report being less likely to accept job offers from
organizations that use them (Chapman and Rowe, 2002) although the data are mixed on
the latter point. Applicants also show evidence of biased judgments depending on how dif-
ficult they think it will be to obtain a job: they evaluate the opportunity more favorably
following interviews if they think they may receive fewer job offers than if they expect to
have many offers (Stevens, 1997).
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Researchers have not examined whether applicants’ decisions following interviews pre-
dicts their subsequent job satisfaction or tenure with organizations. Nonetheless, some
data indicate that interviews providing structured, realistic job information may help
applicants self-select out of jobs in which they might be unhappy, and among those who
do accept jobs, exposure to realistic job information leads to longer tenure on the job (see
Buckley, Mobbs, Mendoza, Novicevic, Carraher, and Beu, 2002). This effect may be lim-
ited to situations in which applicants have other job offers from which to choose, however
(Saks, Wiesner, and Summers, 1994).

How to structure interviews

Although interview structure is an important means for improving joint decision making,
some managers are unclear regarding what it means to structure an interview, and many
fail to see the value of increasing interview structure (Van der Zee, Bakker, and Bakker,
2002). Campion, Palmer, and Campion (1997) identified 15 possible content and process
dimensions on which interviews could be structured (e.g. using job analysis to determine
question content, standardizing interview lengths, using statistical procedures to combine
interviewers’ ratings). To reduce this list, Chapman and Zweig (2005) surveyed appli-
cants and interviewers and found three primary areas that increase structure and one that
reduces it. Features that increase interview structure include question sophistication, or using
question formats known to yield valid information (such as past behavior description or
situational questions); question consistency, or asking the same questions in the same order to
all applicants; and evaluation standardization, or using the same numeric scoring procedures
for rating all answers. Rapport-building, or asking non-content-related questions and making
light conversation, is thought to put applicants at ease and improve their attraction to the
organization, although it may reduce interview structure and any information obtained from
applicants may be unrelated to their job performance. Their study found that interviewer
training increased interviewers’ use of standardized evaluations and sophisticated question
formats, but had no effect on increasing consistency in questions asked. Importantly, appli-
cants found highly structured interviews to be more difficult, but this did not reduce their
intent to accept job offers.

Structuring interviews has many benefits for organizations and applicants, particu-
larly in terms of increasing the exchange of valid information to make decisions. Clearly,
there may be some tradeoffs with interviewer and applicant discretion (Van der Zee et al.,
2002), although the loss of control may not be as great as managers assume it will be. The
next section describes how to improve interview structure.

IMPROVING DECISION MAKING BY INCREASING
INTERVIEW STRUCTURE

Effectively structuring interviews to improve decision making is not difficult, but it does
require advance preparation and critical analysis. Involving interviewers in the process
of developing an interview structure can improve their job challenge and satisfaction (see
Judge, this volume). Moreover, it can communicate a greater sense of professionalism to
applicants. To assist managers in improving the quality of decisions following interviews,
I offer the following nine subprinciples.
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Subprinciple 1: Identify the primary goals for the

interview: recruitment, selection, or a combined focus

Goals enable people to channel their efforts in appropriate directions and gauge their pro-
gress (see Chapter 9, this volume). They also affect interview decision making by orienting
mterviewers to accomplish important tasks. Thus, interviewers need to have clear guidance
regarding the purpose of their interviews: recruiting and attracting a larger applicant pool,
screening out unsuitable applicants, or a combined focus on recruitment and selection.
Such knowledge helps them determine the appropriate structure for their interviews — in
particular, how much time should be devoted to collecting or providing information.

Subprinciple 2: Develop a set of questions — based on job analysis — that
ask about applicants’ capacity to perform the job

All interviewers ask questions, and having a prepared set of questions with clear links to
job performance can only help applicants and interviewers by signaling what attributes
are important. To ensure that questions are relevant to the job, begin by reviewing available
job descriptions or specifications, which should state the knowledge, skills, abilities and
other characteristics (KSAOCs) needed for success, the tasks performed, and essential
work conditions. (O*Net online is a good generic source of job analysis information if job
descriptions or specifications are lacking.) Identify the KSAOCGs, tasks, and work condition
requirements that are best assessed in an interview (e.g. intelligence is most effectively
and reliably measured through cognitive ability tests; see Chapter 1, this volume), and
write questions that ask — in a non-transparent manner — whether applicants have or can
demonstrate those capabilities.

Formats.  'Two question formats have proven to be most effective for interviews: past behav-
1or description and situational questions. Past behavior description questions ask for examples of
past performance (e.g. “Tell me about a time when . . . ), whereas situational questions ask
what applicants would do in a given situation (e.g. “How would you deal with a situation
in which . ..”). As an example of assessing customer service orientation, a past behavior
description question might be, “Tell me about a time when you had to deal with the con-
cerns of an upset customer — what was the situation and how did you respond?” A corre-
sponding situational question would be, “Imagine you had to deal with an upset customer
who did not receive their order when it was promised. What specifically would you do to
deal with their concerns?” Some research suggests that, all other factors equal, past behav-
ior description questions may yield more useful information than situational questions
(Taylor and Small, 2002), although both formats are superior to other types of questions that
may be asked (e.g. applicants’ opinions).

Subprinciple 3: Develop a set of scoring criteria
Jor evaluating applicants’ answers

Once a set of interview questions has been written, it is extremely useful to create a set of
criteria for evaluating applicants’ answers. Having a scoring guide ensures that, no matter



STRUCTURE INTERVIEWS TO RECRUIT AND HIRE THE BEST PEOPLE 47

who conducts the interview, all applicants will be held to the same standards. Managers
can 1dentify which responses are optimal and which are problematic by talking to job
incumbents, reviewing the work behavior of current good and poor performers, and in
some organizations examining the performance evaluations themselves to identify impor-
tant indicators. Research shows that having and using scoring criteria provides a significant
and independent contribution to accuracy when predicting applicants’ job performance
(Taylor and Small, 2002). To the extent that interviewers are inexperienced, providing scor-
ing guidelines can also help to make the task of conducting interviews easier.

Subprinciple 4: When interviewing, ask all applicants
the same questions in the same order

Asking all applicants the same questions in the same order helps to provide comparable
information about each applicant. It is inherently fairer, in that all applicants are given
the same opportunity to explain what they can do and why they are qualified for the pos-
ition. Some managers may resist such consistency, in that it limits their spontaneity and
can make the interviews seem more rote. However, to the extent that interviewers spend
a portion of each interview answering applicants’ questions about their organizations, this
concern may be less problematic.

Subprinciple 5: Ask interviewers to take brief notes on each applicant
and to review their notes before rating applicants

Data concerning this recommendation are mixed: interviewers who take detailed notes
show better recall of information about applicants, but their judgments about applicants’
performance potential are not necessarily more accurate than those of interviewers who
do not take notes (Middendorf and Macan, 2002). However, asking interviewers to take
some notes accomplishes several objectives: (a) it aids in holding interviewers accountable
for their recommendations, which has been shown to improve the quality of their recom-
mendations (Motowidlo et al., 1995), (b) it communicates an interest in what applicants
have to say, which can help when recruiting applicants, and (c) it enables interviewers to
recall applicants’ answers when comparing or discussing job candidates.

Middendorf and Macan (2002) found that interviewers who wrote down key points
were better able to differentiate between applicants, possibly because their attention was
less divided between listening to applicants and writing. Moreover, they found that ask-
ing interviewers to review their notes prior to making ratings of applicants helped them to
make more accurate ratings. Such an approach should help interviewers to focus on what
applicants have to say, and to make ratings without the added pressure of responding to
or shielding their evaluations from applicants who are seated nearby.

Subprinciple 6: Select or train interviewers to

build rapport with applicants

Research indicates that most applicants have determined which organizations they prefer
well before their interviews (Collins and Stevens, 2002), but it also consistently shows that
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exposure to warm, personable interviewers improves their intentions to pursue or accept
job offers (see Chapman et al., 2005). Interviewers who are high in extraversion and
agreeableness are likely to be more successful in establishing rapport than are introverts
or those low in agreeableness. If it is not possible to select interviewers who are naturally
skilled at putting others at ease, interviewers can also be trained to improve their rapport-
building behavior. For example, open non-verbal behavior (e.g. eye contact, smiling, and
open body posture), welcoming statements, and a willingness to fully answer questions can
improve applicants’ perceptions of interviewers’ personableness.

Subprinciple 7: If interviews recewve preinterview information
about applicants, make sure that it is valid

Research shows that, when interviewers have access to preliminary information about
applicants (e.g. from résumés or test scores), it may prompt them to form impressions
about applicant suitability which then affects how they conduct the interview (Dougherty
et al.,, 1994). This problem has led some experts to recommend that al/ preinterview
information be withheld from interviewers (e.g. Dipboye, 1989). Although this recom-
mendation may ensure that interviews are not biased, it may not always be practical. For
example, this procedure would not enable interviewers to clarify incomplete or ambiguous
résumé or application information, and it may make it more difficult for interviewers to
understand fully the context for applicants’ answers.

Thus, it is important to be aware of the problems associated with preinterview infor-
mation and to take steps to ensure that it is accurate, valid, and used appropriately. For
example, if interviews will be used for screening purposes, ensure that any preinterview
information is valid — that is, it has a reliable, statistical relationship with job perform-
ance. It is also valuable to independently verify basic information from the résumé, such
as degrees earned, prior employers and dates of employment, as a single phone call can
quickly eliminate unscrupulous applicants. If interviews are being used to recruit appli-
cants, access to preinterview information may help determine how best to describe the job
and organization. If interviewers’ preinterview expectations are based on valid, accurate
information, behavioral confirmation tendencies during the interview should pose less of
a problem and may enable interviewers to shift their emphasis to recruiting promising
applicants (Posthuma et al., 2002).

Subprinciple 8: Ask applicants about their decision process
and criteria, and share realistic information
tailored to those processes and criteria

Just as managers are interested in applicants who fit with their organizations, applicants
typically seek organizations that provide a good fit with their interests and needs (Rynes,
Bretz, and Gerhart, 1991). Most applicants share similar concerns such as job type,
location, pay level, and training opportunities. However, the specific type of information
they want and how it will affect their decision process can vary across applicants as well
as within applicants over time. Thus, interviewers can structure interviews to help appli-
cants make good decisions by asking about the criteria that will be important in their
decisions and the context in which their decisions will be made.
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There are several benefits to this form of interview structure. First, interviewers can
offer realistic information tailored to applicants’ interests, rather than giving a standard
“speech” about their organizations’ positive attributes. To the extent that other firms do
not provide such individualized approaches, this practice may help firms gain an advan-
tage in attracting applicants’ interest. A second benefit is that such information can
help interviewers estimate the probability that an offer would be accepted if extended.
Applicants for whom one’s organization does not meet important criteria are less likely to
accept offers, and firms that identify such mismatches early may focus their effort toward
pursuing other attractive applicants who are likely to accept offers.

Interviewers may also find it helpful to inquire about applicants’ decision process,
particularly the number of offers they expect or have received. This contextual factor
has dramatic effects on decision making in other contexts — decision makers may reverse
their preference for the same option when it is presented by itself versus as one of mul-
tiple options from which to choose (Hsee et al., 1999). Consistent with this, recruitment
research has shown that applicants who expect to receive fewer offers evaluate a given firm
more favorably after their interviews than do applicants who expect to receive multiple
job offers (Stevens, 1997). Interviewers thus may gain insight into how their recruitment
information will be received by asking about applicants’ expectations for success in their
job searches.

Subprinciple 9: If it is not possible to structure interviews,
then arrange for 3—4 independent interviewers to
meel with each applicant

As suggested earlier, structured interviews consistently provide valid, predictive information
about which applicants are likely to perform well on the job (e.gc Huffcutt and Arthur,
1994). Yet, Schmidt and Zimmerman (2004) found that averaging the ratings of three
to four independent interviewers who used unstructured interviews also yielded good pre-
dictions about applicants’ likely job performance. Thus, if it is not possible to structure
interviews, hiring managers can approximate their accuracy by obtaining and averaging
the ratings from a set of unstructured interviewers. Of course, the best situation would
be to conduct structured interviews with three or four independent interviewers — organiz-
ations would obtain high-quality information about applicants’ capabilities, and applicants
would be able to hear multiple perspectives on what they could expect from the job and
organization if hired.

CASE EXAMPLES

Structure helps interviewers gather and disseminate information useful for making
decisions. To illustrate this process, I provide several examples from my research
(Stevens, 1998). The first comes from the transcript of an untrained interviewer who
was screening applicants for a large public accounting firm. Untrained interviewers ask
fewer open-ended, follow-up, and performance-differentiating questions, and they tend
to ask such questions in ways that are transparent — that is, phrased to indicate the
desired response. This interviewer’s questions are typical of this (the numbers represent
turns at talk).
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211. INTERVIEWER: What else have you done that ah, you feel would be helpful to you
in public accounting?

212. ApPLICANT: Oh, gee, as far as extracurricular? Well I was in a lot of service clubs
and, you know, I've worked with people, done March of Dimes, things like that.
Just dealing with people.

213. INTERVIEWER: How would you say your communication skills are?

214. AppLICANT: I think they’re pretty good. I think I have pretty good communication
skills. Listening is part of it, yeah, so —

215. INTERVIEWER: Okay.

To screen applicants effectively, this interviewer could improve the information obtained
by rephrasing and following up on these questions. For example, the question about what
the applicant has done that would be helpful in a career in public accounting would yield
more helpful data if the interviewer asked follow-up questions about what roles the appli-
cant had held in various service clubs, and what specific things she had done for the March
of Dimes. Asking about specific instances in which the applicant had worked with other
people in these roles would provide important indications about how the applicant would
interact with clients and co-workers. Likewise, the question about communication skills
would prompt most applicants to answer that they had good communication skills — the
“correct” answer is transparent. Rather than asking applicants for an evaluation of their
own skills and taking that information at face value, the interviewer might instead ask
past behavior description questions about instances in which the applicant had misunder-
standings with other students or co-workers, and what she did to address those problems.
Answers to this type of question would provide more concrete data about the applicant’s
communication skills and would allow fewer opportunities for the applicant to manage the
Interviewer’s impression.

In contrast, the following (edited) segment shows how interviewers using past behavior
description questions can gather high quality information.

103. INTERVIEWER: . . . Now I'd like to spend a little bit of time talking about decision
making and problem solving. Tell me about a particularly difficult decision you
had to make.

104. appLicanT: Um, well . . . that ah, decision on the design approach, it was very dif-
ficult for me. ‘Cause I didn’t want to — I had the authority to overrule the design
team. But I didn’t want to use that um, unless I was absolutely sure they were
wrong. I didn’t want to alienate either the architect-engineer or the design team.
And that resulted in a lot of squabbles and a lot of running back and forth nego-
tiating between people to find out what — what is the best way . . .

105. INTERVIEWER: Mmm. So what were the things, some things you just considered in
your decision?

106. appLicanT: Um, I had to consider the qualifications of the person. Ah, whether
they really knew what they were talking about. Um, another factor was there was
a definite bias between the design team and the architect-engineer. They all took
many years of, of infighting. And I had to try to consider how much of this is
just due to the fact that “This person’s designing it so I know it’s no good,” as
opposed to, “It’s just . . . not going to work in our best interests.”
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107. INTERVIEWER: Okay. And so what do you. .. see then you decided where you
ended up going with . . .7

108. ApPLICANT: Design team’s modifications, even though it was more expensive. In the
long run, it proved to be ah, a better, um more cost effective way of operating.

Recruitment goals can also be met by structuring interviews through training and use
of standardized questions. Recruitment-oriented interviewers are less likely than screening-
oriented interviewers to receive training; given that untrained interviewers are seen by appli-
cants as less organized and less professional, this trend is unfortunate. Untrained interviewers
tended to talk more, jumping between asking and answering questions, providing unrequested
information, and digressing into non-job-related topics. This problem is illustrated in the next
example, in which an untrained interviewer sought to recruit an applicant for an insurance
sales position. Although this segment is edited, the dialog between this interviewer and appli-
cant followed the same pattern in which the interviewer did most of the talking.

25.-31. INTERVIEWER: Here are some reasons why you would want to choose a career
with [name of firm]. We guarantee your income while you start, develop your
own image on being your own boss, getting, ah, getting into management career
status, extra benefits, ah, and on the back here, are twelve good reasons . . . why
you would want to be an insurance agent. And, um, here is, ah, a brochure
that explains ah, the training program in general . . . terms. It’s a lifelong train-
ing program. Um, we have, we feel, the finest training, uh, in the industry, ahh,
as a company ... And I believe, in my district, we have ah, the finest training
in America simply because we use the company training in the first six-twelve
months or so, and after that we go into material, we make available to you material
from the Insurance Institute of America. Now when I say make available to you,
ah, we recruit and train people from all walks of life. Some people can’t handle
the material from the Insurance Institute of America because it’s college level
and/or they don’t have the math background or they don’t have the interest,
study skills . . . to do it. I put on six people in 19 ... ] and to date, ah, none of
them have taken advantage of all the material that I could give them. Because,
well, it’s not all bad either. Some of them, three of them are college students and
they’re doing so well that they don’t have the time, they won’t take the time to, to
attend the course. Ah, one of ’em has gone through a couple of ’em or attempted
to go through a couple of ’em, but ah, nevertheless I've kept my end of the
bargain and I would make it available to her and now in their second or third
year, ah, they would take it a little more serious, ah the more advanced learning
of insurance. Okay?

32. appLICANT: Um-hmm.

33. INTERVIEWER: So we say we’ll make it available to you, if you’re good enough
to take advantage of it, that’s fine.

34. appLICANT: Um-hmm.

This interviewer clearly had a lot of positive information about his company to convey
to applicants. Yet, his approach — doing all the talking, without finding out the applicant’s
unique interests or criteria for making decisions — doesn’t allow him to tailor his “pitch” to
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her as an individual. He may or may not cover information about his company that would
be of interest to her. A smarter strategy would be to ask her questions about why she was
exploring a career in insurance sales, what she 1s looking for in a job or company, and what
other jobs and organizations she has considered. Not only would this approach be more
efficient in assessing her interest and communicating the information of greatest value to her,
it would also convey interest in and concern for her as an individual. This interviewer might
also spend some time talking about the less attractive aspects of being in insurance sales as a
way to make the rest of the information he provides appear more balanced and credible.

A good way to approach this issue is provided in a final example, which is too lengthy to
reprint fully here. The opening was for a human resources internship rotation program in a
large conglomerate, and the interviewer determined through the résumé and some prelimi-
nary questions that the applicant had excellent qualifications. She then shifted the focus of
their discussion to the factors that would be important in the applicant’s decision, and dis-
covered that his wife was applying to medical schools across the country. This enabled the
interviewer to pinpoint several divisions to which he could be assigned that were located
near his wife’s preferred medical schools. Note that, had she relied on a prepared speech
about the company’s programs and benefits, she would have neglected to provide this criti-
cal information about how her company could meet this applicant’s needs.

CONCLUSION

Interviews are typically used as one in a set of selection/recruitment tools to make
decisions about whom to hire and which job offers to accept. Because they are flex-
ible, interviews can be used to accomplish multiple purposes, such as introductions,
recruitment, screening out unsuitable candidates, and so on. However, this flexibility
can also be a stumbling block, as research shows that decision processes are suscep-
tible to many cognitive, motivational, and contextual influences that may degrade
the quality of the final decision.

Increasing interview structure can help managers achieve their recruitment or
selection goals by helping to minimize the impact of irrelevant factors on inter-
viewers” and applicants’ decision processes. Structuring interviews introduces some
standardization in procedures to make the judgments that follow less idiosyncratic.
Wisely structuring interviews to balance the need for standardization with the need
for interviewer and applicant discretion can ensure that both organizations and

applicants get the most out of the process.
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