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Abstract

THE EFFECT OF JOB INFORMATION AND VALTDITY GENERALIZATION
INFORMATION ON EXPERT JUDGMENTS OF
EMPLOYMENT TEST VALIDITIES
by

Karen Weinberg

Advisor: Professor Joel M. Lefkowitz

A sample of Industrial/Organizational Psychologists
(N=114) participated in a judgment task which required them
to estimate the true criterion-related validity of 28
different predictor/criterion combinations for jobs with
"clerical” and "sales" job titles., The judges were also
required to estimate the 90% confidence interval around each
of their validity estimates. Two types of task-related
information were manipulated to study the effects on
estimated validities: (1} the congruency/incongruency of job
title and job SKAPs; and (2) the presence/absence of
validity generalization (VG) information.

1t was hypothesized that (1) validity judgments for
jobs with identical SKAPs would be significantly different
when different job titles were provided; (2) validity
judgments for jobs with identical job titles {(irrespective
of SKAP information) would be significantly different when

VG information was provided versus not provided; (3}



confidence intervals would be smaller (i.e., confidence
greater) when job information was congruent; and (4)
confidence intervals would be smaller when VG information
was provided.

MANOVA analyses were conducted to determine if the sets
of judged validities and confidence judgments were
significantly affected by these two types of manipulated
information, Then, ANOVA analyses were used to identify the
effects of job and VG information on individual validity or
confidence judgments,

When sales SKAP information was provided, judges’
validity estimates were significantly higher when the
"clerical" versus "sales" job title was provided. This test
of Hypothesis #1 was not supported for clerical SKAP
judgments, however. Validity generalization information had
a significant effect on the "clerical" job title validity
judgments such that average judgments were higher in the
presence of VG information. A smaller, non-significant
effect on "sales" job title judgments was observed.
Therefore, Hypothesis #2 also received only partial support,
Neither of the manipulated factors significantly affected
the experts' confidence judgments,

The results were discussed with respect tc (a) why some
types of task-related information may be more salient when
experts estimate criterion-related validities; (b) how
information-processing biases mav affect the expert judgment

process; and {c) why rational validity estimates are not as



meaningful as empirically-derived validity estimates. It
was suggested that validity estimates derived from this
expert judgment process should be interpreted cautiously
because (a) rational judgments are not comparable to
empirical estimates of criterion-related validity; and (b)
experts' validity estimates may not be free of unknown

information-processing b.iases.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

As early as 1795 when F.W. Bessel, a German astronomer,
found systematic differences in judgments by astronomers of
the time it took for a star to pass from one point to
ancther, scientists have known abcut and considered the
effects of human judgments on the ocutcomes of scientific
research (Schultz, 1981). At first, scientists considered
the role of the human observer and the nature of judgment
errors as methodological issues which, unresolved, would
limit the validity of their conclusions about the physical
world. However, approximately 100 years ago, Ernst Weber,
Wilhelm wundt and Gustav Fechner made psychophysiological
phenomena the prime focus of their research and human
judgments the methodology by which to measure covert
cognitive processes (Schultz, 1981). Thus, these earliest
psychologists identified human judgments as an important
tool in psychological research.

The use of introspection to collect data to estimate
just-noticeable-differences, average errors, reaction time
and other sensory thresholds established a tradition in

psychology of using subjective judgments to measure



psychological processes and to test hypotheses regarding the
structure of cognitive activities and the nature of human
behavior. Today, researchers in the field of psychology use
introspection only as an ancillary method for collecting
data {c.f., Hogarth, 1974; Cook & Stewart, 1975; Payne,
1976; Payne, Braunstein, & Carroll, 1978; Svenson, 1985),
primarily because of the development and refinement of more
objective methods for measuring human behavior and cognitive
processes, In addition, data from introspective-like
techniques have come to be viewed as suspect because
research on human judgment processes conducted in the past
two decades has strongly suggested that human judgments are
subject to a plethora of systematic biases and errors that
are difficult to avoid (cf., Tversky & Kahneman, 1974;
Slovic, 1972a; Edwards, 1968) and that insight into one's
judgment processes is unlikely (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977).
Despite the prevalence of non-judgmental methodologies
such as empirical decision-making models, and the caveats
against total reliance on subjective judgments, Industrial
and Organizational Psychologists must frequently resort to
the use of human judgments in many areas of psychological
research and practice. The judgments of subjects are
frequently collected and used to test hypotheses regarding
cognitive functioning in such areas as career decislon
making (Soelberg, 1967), performance appraisal (Schein,
1978), and social perception (Feldman, 1981). Judgments

from individuals of varying degrees of axpertise



and training are frequently used to determine the skill and
ability demands of different jobs or tasks (Primoff, 1974;
Hogan & Fleishman, 1979), predict the job performance of
individuals (Roose & Doherty, 1976), determine the
appropriateness of compensation systems {Roose & Doherty,
1978) and identify optimal methods for setting passing
scores for employment tests (Reilly, Zink & Israelski,
1984). At every stage of research, psycnologists (and
possibly other types of experts) are required to make
judgments regarding the design, execution and interpretation
of research (Faust, 1982), Finally, throughout all areas of
professional practice, Industrial and Organizational
Psychologists incorporate subjective judgments into
decisions about the value of an are2a of research, the
efficacy of one intervention strategy over another, the
"meaning” of empirical data, and the proper use and
application of their expertise (c.f., Standards for
educational and psychological testing, 198S5).

A primary, unavoidable subjective element in
psychology, as in all other areas of scientific inquiry, is
the scientist because "“our knowledge of the cognitive
processes that the scientist uses or is capable of using
lags so far behind our philosophical knowledge [of the
scientific method]"™ (Faust, 1982). The constraints that are
imposed by the scientific method on the research design and
methodology used to collect judgments from subjects insure

the information value (i.e., validity) of this type of data.



And, because the conclusions that can be drawn from these
judgments are further defined by statistical, measurement
and sampling theories, researchers are provided with
stringent rules that guide the processes used to extract
meaning from judgmental data.

On the other hand, the information value of judgments
made by psychologists and other experta1 in the course of
conducting research and in the professional practice of
Industrial and Organizational Psychology can not always be
known in the same way. First, the processes scientists use
to make judgments may be no more effective than the
processes used by untrained individuals, and may be
ineffective for providing meaningful information (Mahoney &
DeMonbreun, 1977). Second, observations made by scientists
in the course of making judgments are never independent of
the observer's beliefs, biases, preconceptions and previous
experiences; perception, itself, is an interpretative act
(Mahoney, 1977). Third, "expert" judgments in applied
situations are usually made under circumstances where there
is little control imposed over the judgment task: the
judgments are rarely elicited or nmeasured under the same
rigorous ~onditions used to collect the judgments of

experimental subjects, and psychologists are not sampled in

3

Throughout this document psychologists and other
individuals with special skills or training will be referred
to as "experts", The distinction between judgments made by
naive individuals and those made by experts is that it is
assumed that experts incorporate their special skills or
knowledge into their judgments. In addition, it is usually
assumed that experts are somewhat homogeneous with respect
to certain skills, knowledge, training, etc,.



such ways that their judgments can be generalized to other
psychologists (Brandt, 1968).

The issue is not whether psychologists should rely on
their own or others' expert judgments when the validity of
these judgments cannot be rigorously evaluated. Clearly,
the incorporation of subjective judgments into research and
the practice of Industrial and Organizational Psychology is
a necessity and an important component of professional
behavior and responsibility. Rather, the important issucs
are what types of expert judgments are potentially valid and
what is the basis for determining the validity of a
particular type of judgmental strategy.

To address these issues it is necessary to understand
what different types of judgments are made by 1individuals
and how these judgments are used in the field of Industrial

and Organizational Psychology.

Types and Uses of Judgments in

Industrial and Organizational Psychology

wWhile Guilford (1967) conceptualized all judgment tasks
as evaluations involving comparisonsz, his definition of
judgment fails to take into account many of the types of
judgments that individuals may be regquired to make or the

level of complexity of each type of judgment. Judgment

s T
=

It has also been suggested that judgment may be
confounded with other, more complex cognitive abilities such
as problem solving and general reasoning (Vernon, 1950;
Johnson, 1955; Northrop, 1976).



tasks that are found outside of laboratory settings probably
require other, more complex types of judgments in addition
to evaluative judgments. Therefore, to fully understand the
value of human judgments, it is necessary to examine the
types of judgments that individuals may be required to make
in both personal and professional arenas.

Individuals are capable of making many different types
0of judgments which vary in complexity based on the types of
inental processes required and the type and amount of
information that needs to be processed. In general, one can
determine how complex a particular judgment is by comparing
the information required to make the judgment to the
judgment, itself, As the necessary transformations to the
information input increase both in kind and amount, so does
the complexity of the cognitive processes required to make
the judgment. In addition, as the amount of information
needed to make the judgment increases, or the availability
of the information decreases, the complexitv of the judgment
task increases.

Following is a discussion of classes or types of
judgments that are made in both research and applied
settings., This classification system was developed by the
author to help organize and highlight the important
differences in the types of judgments made by individuals
and, more specifically, by Industrisl and Organizational
Psychologists. (An extensive review of the judgment and

decision-making literature did not yield any similar type of



classification system.) The discussion also includes
examples of judgments made in the field of Industrial and

Organizational Psychology that fall into each category.

Descriptive Judgments

Descriptive judgments are those that require an
individual to perceive and make a judgment about a directly
observable characteristic of a stimulus or cue. For
example, psychophysiological experiments on reaction time
often involve very simple judgments about the presence or
absence of a color, simple symbol, or sound. The judgment
is a gross determination of whether the targeted stimulus is
perceived. The mental processes required to make this type
of judgment are not very complex, as the judgment task in
this case is almost wholly perceptual. (Descriptive
judgments are those that are frequently studied by
psychologists interested in basic cognitive abilities such
as perception, reaction time, etc.)

In descriptive judgment tasks, complexity is associated
with the amount of information that must be perceived and
retained in short term (iconic) memory (Neisser, 1967).
Descriptive judgments become more complex as a function of
the complexity of the stimulus material. A more complex
version of the reaction time experiment might require the
subject to judge the presence or absence of a class

attribute based on an observable characteristic such as



color, shape, tone, etc. This type of judgment requires one
to compare the stimulus to a category and to make a judgment
about the match between the stimulus and the category.
Matching/judgment tasks like this are fairly simple because
they involve simple distinctions (i.e., red vs. blue vs.
green). However, the tasks become increasingly complex as
the stimulus object or the type of distinction that must be
made beccmne more complex.

The degree to which the judgment must reflect absolute
characteristics of the stimulus object also affects the
complexity of a descriptive judgment. For example, a
subject may be asked to compare two tones or the distance of
two objects from a third object and judge which is louder or
further away, respectively. 1In a more difficult version of
these tasks, the subject may need to judge the actual notes
or distance,

gxamples of judgments in Industrial and Organizational
Psychology which are similar to the descriptive judgments
described above can be found in the areas of job analysis,
job evaluation, and performance appraisal. When job
incumbents or supervisors are asked to judge whether a task
is performed on a particular job or when the task is learned
(i.e., prior to or after job entry) they are making
descriptive-type judgments (Fine & Wiley, 1971). 1In
addition, global ijudgments about the similarity of jobs {on
the basis of tasks that are performed) are descriptive

judgments. Global judgments such as these can be performed



fairly accurately by both job incumbents and supervisors
(Sackett, Cornelius & Carron, 1981). It appears as if
familiarity with the job in gquestion is all that is needed
to make such a judgment since the presence/absence of the
task or tasks on the job is an observable phenomena. (It
should be noted that memory for these observations plays an
important role in the accuracy of these "applied"®
descriptive judgments.) However, for tasks that are
performed infrequently or are primarily covert in nature
(i.e., cognitive processes), the judgment is more difficult
and probably would result in less accuracy.

Judgments made in certain types of performance
appraisal systems could also be considered descriptive
judgments when those judgments are based on observations
rather than evaluations of incumbent job performance. Kane
(1984) has proposed a "Performance Distribution Assessment”
appraisal system that relics on supervisory ratings of the
frequency of subordinate job performance at specified levels
for specific tasks. Although many of the judgments in this
system are more complex (e.g., judgment of performance
standards), it is possible to develop the system so that
supervisors need only make descriptive judguents about
subordinates' performance behaviors. Descriptive judgments
are also made in rating systems that utilize some form of
behavioral checklist. The checklist may be presented in the
form of a mixed-standard scale (cf., Blanz & Ghiselli, 1972)

or forced-choice scales (cf., Bernardin, Morgan & Winne,



10

1980), in which supervisors indicate if the subordinate has
performed a specific activity. Because the value of
performance is imbedded in the statement of the activity,
the supervisor need only make a descriptive judgment based
on his or her observation of the subordinate.

Many job evaluation systems rely on descriptive
judgments about the presence or absence of a specific
characteristic of a job. For example, point systems require
individuals to make judgments about which level of a factor
{as defined by specific, observable job features) best
represents the characteristics of a job {(Treiman, 1979).
When the factor is an observable characteristic such as work
environment, the judge need only compare the features of the
job to the features defining the levels of each factor to
judge how the job should be rated on a particular
compensable factor. This type of judgment would be

considered descriptive.

Evaluative Judgments

Some judgment tasks are focused on characteristics of
stimuli that are not directly observable. Before one can
make the judgment it is first necessary to transform the
input stimulus into information that is in a usable form
(i.e., assign a value to it or give it meaning). This
transformation, therefore, requires an evaluation of certain

properties of the object., These types of judgments require
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perceptual and short term memory processes to process the
raw stimuli and other, higher-level processes to analyze and
interpret what was observed. For example, judges have been
used frequently in psychological research to rate behaviors.
This judgment may be the focal task, or it may be used as a
measure of a variable of interest, To judge behaviors as
being "aggressive®, "altruistic", or "directive" requires an
understanding of these categories and the ability to make an
association between the observed behaviors and the construct
or category it represents. The behavior is directly
observed (as it was in a descriptive judgment task}, but the
behavioral category must be judged by evaluating the match
between the definition of the category and the raw stimulus
behavior.

Evaluative judgments become more complex when the task
requires an evaluative comparison of more than one stimulus
or when a single stimulus must be evaluated along multiple
dimensions. In comparison types of evaluative judgments,
judges are required to perceive the raw stimuli, evaluate
the class, category, or value of each stimulus, and then
make a comparison -Judgment of amount, degree, similarity,
etc. (Guilford, 1967). If judges are required to make more
rigorous evaluations of stimuli (e.g., absolute amount of a
characteristic rather than relative amount), the judgment
task increases in complexity. Also, if the characteristics
that distinguish category membership or differences between

stimuli, are very subtle, then the evaluative judgment may
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be more difficult to make because the interpretation of the
of the stimuli with respect to the dimensions under
consideration becomes more difficult.

Evaluative judgments about traits or personal
characteristics on the basis of observed behaviors have
frequently been used to assess managerial potential (Bray &
Grant, 1966), appraise job incumbents (Guion, 1961}, or
determine the qualifications needed to perform specific jobs
(Trattner, Fine & Rubis, 1955; Cornelius & Lyness, 1980).
In addition, in much of the research on job attitudes,
individuals have been asked to make evaluative judgments
about characteristics of the work they perform or the
organization in which they work, feelings about their jobs,
characteristics of their superviscrs and work-related
personal tendencies or predispositions (c.f., Scarpello &
Campbell, 1983; Fried & Ferris, 1986).

Evaluative judgments that are made for the purpose of
evaluating personnel or analyzing jobs may be especially
complex because the behavioral referents of the dimensions
being rated may be difficult to operationalize anad,
therefore, to identify and evaluate. Also, since behaviors
such as these are observed in actual work settings, the
context within which the behaviors occur becomes a relevant
part of the stimulus, The result is that there is
potentially more information in the situation to process in

order to provide meaning to the stimulus and, therefore, it
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is more dAifficult to identify, analyze and evaluate the
stimulus behavior.

Job analysis strategies that depend on judgments about
the skills, abilities or personal characteristics needed to
perform the job require evaluative judgments. Researchers
have frequently found that the source of this information
(i.e., job incumbents, supervisors, job analysts) affects
the accuracy and consistency with which these types of
judgments are made. For example, differences in mean
scores, the reliability of judgments, and correlations of
judgments with external criteria have been attributed to the
type of rater used (Cornelius, DeNisi & Blencoe, 1984; Smith
& Hakel, 1979). Not only do different raters have different
perspectives and, therefore, different rerceptions of the
job in question, they may possess different levels of skill
for making evaluative judgments of this type (Cornelius &

Lyness, 1980}).

Inferential Judgments

In both descriptive and evaluative judgments,
information that is available from perceptual and memory
processes is directly used to make a judgment, How the
information s'iould be used is determined by the task. In
some types of judgment tasks, judgments can not be made
directly from the information or cues provided. Rather,

judges must manipulate the information and add to it in a
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meaningful way to make the judgment. Judgments that require
judges to reason from available information are classified
as "inferential judgments." The judge may be provided with
some of the additional information that is needed to make
the judgment (e.g., prior probabilities, frequencies, etc.),
or it may be assumed that this information is otherwise
available to the judge on the basis of his or her experience
or expertise (c.f., research on problem-solving/

judgment in semantically-rich domains [Bhaskar & Simon,
1977; Simon, 1979]). Although information that is necessary
to make the judgment is available, how the information
should be combined or used is not provided directly to the
judge.

Examples of inferential judgment tasks are plentiful in
psychological research, especially in the study of judgment
processes, Judgments about the diagnostic category of
patients (Goldberg, 1905, 1971; Wiggins & Hoffman, 1968),
the guilt of a defendant (Kaplan & Kemmerick, 1974), the
likelihood of disease alternatives (Johnson, Hassebrock,
Duran & Moller, 1982), the quality of pigs (Phelps &
Shanteau, 1978), parole risk (Carroll & Payne, 1976); the
likelihood of graduate school success (Grinnell, Keeley, &
Doherty, 1971), the growth potential of stocks (Slovic,
1969), and the likelihood of success of insurance salesmen
(Roose & Doherty, 1976) are the content of a few of the many
inferential judgments studied, In addition, the types of

judgments, themselves, may vary. The judgments may be
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predictions of events (Einhorn, 1972), probability/
likelihood estimates of events (Johnson et al., 1982), or
judgments about how stimul! are related (John & Miller,
1957; Ward & Jenkins, 1965).

In many of these examples of inferential judgments, the
judgment tasks are structured similarly: raw cues are
provided to the judge in the form of cases which vary along
different dimensions. The judge may also be provided with
additional information such as base rates or prior
probabilities., However, because many ¢of these judgment
tasks utilize expert judges, it is frequently the case that
such additional information is assﬁm;d to be provided by
their expertise (Slovic, 1969%9). The cues are “"diagnostic”
(i.e., contain information) and the judges must not only
identify the relevant cues, they must assign values to the
different cues {both "evaluative" judgments) (Einhorn,
'974)}. Then, they must integrate the various types of
information into a unitary value or judgment through an
informal, implicit process or by applying some of the
general rules which they may rave explicitly formulated,
Slovic (1969) summarized the lator steps in this process in

the following way:

The key to the expert's success resides in his
ability to interpret and integrate information
appropriately. This means that he must weigh
items of information differentially, according to



16

their relevance, and must be able to qualify his
interpratations of a given fact when other
considerations make such qualification necessary.
{p. 255)

The complexity of an inferential judgment may also be
affected by several different characteristics of the
stimulus input: the amount of information that needs to be
processed (Oskamp, 1965; Einhorn, 1971}, the reliability of
the stimuli, the degree to whicn the cues are interrelated
(Phelps & Shanteau, 1978J), and-th‘ degree to which cues are
easzily differentiated (i.e., reflect major versus subtle
differences in categories or events).

These characteristics affect the ease and accuracy
with which information can be extracted from the stimuli and
evaluated, as well as the value of such information. For
example, as the cues become more interrelated, judges
extract and use fewer dimensions (Phelps & Shanteau, 1978).
Slovic and MacPhillamy (1974) found that cues were
erroneously civen more weight when they were common across
all stimuli than when they were unique., Also, as cues
become more difficult to extract from stimuli, the
reliability and validity of the information which goes into
the judgment may be affected {(Brehmer, 1970). Likewise,
when stimuli are themselves unreliable, the information
extracted from the stimuli has less value and makes the

judgment more errorful (Sawyer, 1966).
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Inferential judgment tasks also increase in difficulty
as a function of the complexity of the processes needed to
combine information and the type of judgment that is
required. Judgments for which universal rules for combining
information are widely known or easily determined (such as
in solving simple math problems) are less complex than
judgments that require the judge to devise and/or apply
complex algorithms3. Research has consistently
demonstrated, for example, that judges have difficulty
optimally integrating different types of information
(Shanteau & Anderson, 1972; Kaplan & Kemmerick, 1974;
Ebbesen & Konecni, 1975) and in applying optimal "problem
solving” strategies in judgment tasks (John & Miller, 1957;
Payne, 1976; Mahoney & DeMonbreun, 1977).

Inferential judgment tasks may differ in difficulty as
evidenced by differences in the levels of accuracy with
which such judgments are made (P.:z & Sachs, 1984). For
example, Lichtenstein and Fischhoff (1976} found that
probability assessments made by students were no more
accurate when the substance of the judgments were in
students' areas of expertise than when students were less
familiar with the content of judgment. After compiling

results from many studies on judgments ¢f probabilities,

a
“ Of course, expertise is an important factor in
determining how difficult such a task is {(c.f., Phelps &
Shanteau, 1978; Gruppen & Wolf, 1986; Christensen-Szalanski,
Beck, Christensen-Szalanski & Koepsell, 1983). DeGroot
(1966) suggested that Grandmasters of chess do not even have
to consciously think about strategies but, rather, respond
almost automatically to the composition of the chessboard.

i
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researchers have concluded that individuals, even trained
statisticians, do not make optimal Bayesian judgments (c.f.,
Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971). 1In addition, different types
of judgments are subject to different sets of heuristics and
biases (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Although training is
important, training does not always decrease the difficulty
of certain types of judgment tasks (c.f., the difficulty
with which trained psychologists apply sampling theory to
actual sampling problems [Tversky & Kahneman, 1971]). 1In
fact, familiarity with the judgment task or feedback and
training may have little effect on overcoming the ubiquity
of certain judgment biases and errors (Ebbesen & Konecni,
1975; Alpert & Raiffa, 1968, respectively).

Both in research and in the practice of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology there are numerous examples of
inferential judgments. For example, in the areas of
performance measurement and job evaluation, psychologists
must combine and integrate different types of job-relevant
information to make judgments about the dimensionality of
job performance or compensable job factors, respectively.
Even the development of the most elementary supervisory
rating system is founded on inferential judgments regarding
the relationships between actual tasks, aspects of
performance (e.g., quality, productivity, etc.) and overall

job performance.
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The relationship between assessment center exercises4
and dimension ratings is generally based on the rational
judgments of psychologists, Inferential judgments or
empirical analyses (e.g., factor analysis) are used to
determine the skill/ability requirements of {(usually
supervisory or managerial) work. Then, exercises are
developed which are designed to elicit behaviors which are
indicative of these skill/ability dimensions. The
relationships between exerci..s and behaviors and behaviors
and skill/ability dimensions are inferred by psychologists.

In developing criteria for performance appraisal or
measurement, psychologists frequently must make inferential
judgments. For example, psychologists must judge the
dimensionality of performance in order to develop appraisal
systems or criterion measures. To do this judges must
consider what elements contribute to "overall”™ job
performance across a variety of tasks and activities and
determine which of these elements are under the control of
job incumbents. Expert judgments are frequently used to
determine the importance of each of the dimensions of
performance. To make such judgments, it is not simply the
case that judges make evaluative judgments. Judges must
determine how information {(i.e., consequences, cost of

errors, etc.) about the different dimensions of job

|

In many ways, the techniques used to develop work
eimulations, work samples and other types of performance-
related measures of work performarce are similar to the
techniques used to develop assessment center exercises.
Therefore, the discussion here is relevant to these other
techniques for measuring job-related performance.
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performance for a variety of tasks and activities should be
integrated to judge "importance®.

Job evaluation systems also frequently rely on
inferential judgments by psychologists or other job experts.
These judgments are used to determine the dimensionality of
compensable performance or to rank jobs to determine their
comparative worth (Treiman, 1979). Judging the dimensions
of compensable performance is similar, in most respects, to
the discussion of the jndgment of performance dimensionality
above. When jobs are compared in ranking systems, for
example, judges must make comparative judgments about the
worth of particular jobs. However, these judgments are not
evaluative judgments. Jobs are multidimensional stimuli
which judges must evaluate across (inherent) dimensions and
they must evaluate each dimension to determine its value.,
Then, the judges must find some system for combining this
information into an overall, integrated judgment of job
worth. Considering the complexity of this process, and the
lack of structure generally provided by this type of job
evaluation system, it is not surprising that these systems
are subject to many biases and that more objectively-based,

standardized systems have been developed.

Inductive Judgments

Inferentjal judgment tasks require judges to weigh and

combine available information to arrive at an ultimate
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judgment. An assumption of this type of judgment is that
given a set of informational stimuli, judges can discover,
recall, or apply rules for extracting, weighing and
combining the cues (Goldberg, 1968). Although this
procedure for eliciting judgments is commonplace in
psychological research, in many real life judgment
situations it is unlikely that judges will be provided with
all of the necessary raw material on which to base their
judgments. For example, Edwards (1983) suggested that in
the real world of decisions, information is almost always
inadequate.5 In fact, much of the research on judgments of
probability is unconcerned with how information is acquired
and, therefore, how attention and/or memory processes and
biases in information acquisition affect judgment outcomes
{Einhorn & Hogarth, 1981).

When the judge must search the ~nvironment or through
his or her memory for relevant raw data from which to make a
judgment, judgments may be based on incomplete information
or on potentially irrelevant stimuli, Therefore, one major
way in which inductive judgments differ from inferential
judgments is that when information must be sought as part of
the judgment process, the judgment task is substantially

changed. Ebbesen and Konecni (1980), for example, have

Hogarth (1980) concluded that many of the prescriptive
judgment models have been found to be appropriate because
they have only been tested in laboratory-like settings., He
suggested that optimal judgment models probably cannot work
in "continuous” environments where multiple sources of
uncertainty are operating (e.g., what information is needed,
how accurate is the information, etc.).
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found major differences in results of similar judgment tasks
(e.g., setting of bail, driving a car) carried out within
laboratory versus natural settings. Inductive judgments are
labeled as such because, through their search procedures,
judges gain access to only some of the stimuli that are
relevant to the judgment task and must make judgments on the
basis of this limited information. The judgments they
output contain more information than the original set of
stimuli on which the judgment was based.

In inferential judgment tasks, judges may decide
information has little value and either not use it or give
it a low weight in the course of integrating information.
This is the only way in which judges evaluate information
for inclusion in inferential judgment tasks. However, one
important way in which inductive judgments differ from
inferential judgments is with respect to the means of
acquiring and evaluating information. First, judges must
decide what information is appropriate so that search
activities can focus on extracting relevant information from
memory or from the environment. Second, because judges must
search for the stimuli on which the judgments are based,
they must determine what type of search procedures are
appropriate and when the activities should stop (i.e., when
sufficient raw information has been sampled and/or what is
the marginal utility of additional information) (Upshaw,

1975} .
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Inductive judgments differ from inferential judgments
not only in how stimulus information is acquired, but in how
information must be integrated and combined. When using
information to produce a judgment, judges must determine the
adequacy and representativeness of the stimuli. This
includes determining if information is systematically
missing and, if so, how this information could be expected
to affect judgment outcomes (Upshaw, 1975). The judgment
task, therefore, involves more than simply weighing and
integrating available information, it involves extrapolating
from this information to what the information might actually
be. Inductive judgment tasks are, inherently, probabilistic
because the information from which judgments are made is not
known with certainty and, therefore, the information must be
used in a way which takes this uncertainty into account.
Unlike inferential judgments, where uncertainty may only be
present when integrating information, inductive judgments
require that the uncertainty of information be taken into
consideration both when weighing and combining information.

To determine how inductive judgments increase in
complexity one must focus on the source(s) of stimulus
information and the factors that introduce greater
uncertainty intc the processes of searching for and using
relevant information. As the number and diversity of events
within an environment increase, the more difficult it is to
identify relevant stimulus information (Neisser, 1964).

Also, if information in memory is not coded in such a way
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that different stimuli cannot be easily recalled, then the
more difficult it is to identify and extract relevant
information (Neisser, 1964). (It has been suggested that
another way in which laboratory versions of tasks differ
from those made in the real world is that laboratory
judgments generally do not require judges to have and apply
large amounts of prior, potentially task-related information
[Bhaskar & Simon, 1977])). Information acquisition
activities are also plagued by systematic biases in deciding
what data are relevant and in sampling cases {Crocker,
1981). For example, individuals tend to seek out instances
that confirm their own beliefs or the proposition they are
attempting to prove (Wason & Johnson-Laird, 1972; Mynatt,
Doherty, & Tweney, 1977; Crocker, 1982) and the sample cases
they accumulate tend to be non-representative (Crocker,
1981). In addition, even trained individuals have been
shown to generalize from too few cases (Kahneman & Tversky,
1972); i.e., they do not take into consideration the
probabilistic nature of the information.

Examples of inductive judgments are available in the
area of employment test development. Consider, for example,
the setting of passing scores on training mastery tests or
job knowledge tests in order to define qualified versus
unqualified examinees. One technique is to use expert
judgments to determine the score at which minimally
competent examinees would score by estimating their likely

success on each item (cf., Angoff, 1971; Nedelsky. 1954) or
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by statistically analyzing the scores of individuals who are
independently judged to be qualified versus unqualified
(c.f., Cronbach & Gleser, 1965). Both of these approaches
involve inductive judgments. For example, to judge whether
minimally qualified examinees can answer an item correctly,
or the probability of them choosing each item alternative
(two dir€erent methods of expert judgment), requires a judge
to acquire aand process information concerning the factors
that would affect examinees responses, The information
should optimally include the range and variability of test-
specific skill or ability and general test-taking ability of
the examinees, difficulty level of the item, difficulty
level of the alternatives, the degree to which these sources
intercorrelate, etc. All of this information must be
weighed and combined and a judgment made. Clearly, if
judges are carrying-out the judgment task in a meaningful
way, they must search for, accumulate, evaluate and make
judgments from limited, often inaccurate, unrepresentative
or unreliable information.

Ancother example of the use of inductive judgments in
test development is in the area of judgmental analyses of
item bias. A common procedure for determining the
possibility of bias in tests is to have subject matter
experts judge each test item for the presence or absence of
bias (Tittle, 1982), These judgments can take different
forms. For example, judges may subjectively determine

whether an item may be offensive or apparently biased



26

(Tittle, 1982). (Judgments by experts about the potential
offensiveness of a test item are more characteristic of
evaluative than inductive judgments, however.) 1In addition,
they may be asked to judge whether items have
characteristics that would make them irrelevant to the
intended construct for different racial, sexual, or socio-
economic groups.

The results of such judgmental processes regarding the
construct validity of test items have been disappointing.
Judges are usually fairly inaccurate at determining which
items were more difficult for minority students. Also,
inter-rater agreement is fairly low and even lower among
judges of different ethnic backgrounds (Sandoval & Whelan-
Mille, 1980), The complexity of this type of judgment is
evident when one considers the types of information that
judges must be able to process to arrive at accurate
judgments of item bias. They need to have knowledge of the
intended construct, a detailed understanding of the special
group(s) for which bias is being evaluated, information
regarding the skill, ability or knowledge characteristics of
the specific sample for which the test would be used, etc.
To analyze each item this information would have to be
weighed and integrated to determine whether the apparent
bias would actually be realized in different subgroup
per formance on that item,

Inductive judgments are not »- vrevalent in the

professional and technical practices of the field of
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Industrial and Organizational Psychology as other types of
judgments. In general, these types of tasks are more likely
to be found in practical decision-making situations than in
formal, standardized methods or practices. One reason that
psychologists may not have adopted inductive judgments into
their technical practices 1s that inductive judgments are
especially subject to error. Unlike inferential judgments
which involve the application of one's expertise to already
available information, inductive judgments require experts
to decide what the stimuli should be before they can apply
their expertise to processing it. The data collection step
and the probabilistic nature of the information both add
additional, important sources of error into the judgment
process,

Error in inductive judgments is the result of the fact
that expertise is probably more homogeneous with respect to
using information than it is to acquiring information.
Einhorn (1974) has suggested that for individuals to be
considered "“experts" at a particular type of judgment, they
need to be able to accurately extract the relevant cues from
their {(noisy) context. While this is a reasonable standard
for defining expertise in inductive judgment tasks, it is
likely that the number of experts that could be so
identified are quite few for many types of inductive
judgment tasks,

The following chapter describes an inductive judgment

task that has recently received attention in the
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professional research literature. Because of the
difficulties inherent in making inductive judgments, there
is some question as to whether this particular type of
inductive judgment should be incorporated into the
professional methods within the field of Tndustrial and
Organizational Psychology. This paper and the research
being proposed herein was designed to consider this
question, and to explore the utility of this judgmental

strategy.
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CHEPTER II

Expert Judgment of Test-Job Validities

In addition to local studies of criterion-related
validity, the 1978 Uniform Guidelines offer several other
strategies for establishing the value of an employment
selection procedure (Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, 1978). One option--the demonstration of content
similarity between the test and the job performance domain--
is only useful when one can clearly document the direct link
between test and job content. A second alternative is to
engage in a cooperative validation effort with other
employers. This strategy can only be reascnably applied
when jobs and employment needs are comparable across a
suff.ciently large number of employers. The third
altecinative--transporting validity--has recently become more
feasible with the development of validity generalization
methodology which may allow inferences from test scores to
be transported across different situations (Schmidt &
Hunter, 1977).

Validity generalization not only provides a methodology
for inferring whether between-study differences may be due
to situation-specific moderators, it allows one to estimate

the "true" relationship between a test and a measure of job
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per formance. This technique is particularly useful where
observed validities for a particular test and job are
subject to a number of attenuating influences (i.e.,
sampling error, unreliability, range restriction, etc.} and,
therefore, provide a less than perfect estimate of test
validity. Although validity generalization is an important,
new strategy for obtaining validity evidence, it can be
applied only when sufficient validity data are available.
Recently, Schmidt, Hunter, Croll, and McKenzie (1983)
suggested that experienced experts within the fields of
testing or personnel psychology might be used to estimate
validities where empirical validation strategies are not
possible or where existing estimates of validity have little
information value (i.e., are based on small samples). They
proposed that if experts are capable of judging validities
with sufficient accuracy, then their estimates would contain
more information than validities derived from typical small
sample, local validity studiess.
Two issues are critical to determining whether such a
rational estimation methodology should be used to establish
the validity of tests: (1) whether judges can accurately
estimate validities; and (2) whether rational estimates of
test-job relationships contain the same information as

empirically-derived validities. Clearly, for expert

i <

= Schmidt et al. (1983) and Hirsh, Schmidt & Hunter (1986)
described small sample validity studies as having sample
sizes less than or close to the average {(n=68) found in
L.ent, Aurbach & Levin (1971). However, g&ince the advent of
federal regulation, the average sample size of local
validity studies may have increased.
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judgment to be a useful replacement for empirical validation
studies, judges' validity estimates must be comparable in
accuracy to empirically-derived vaiidities. However,
accuracy is only a necessary condition for establishing the
value of this methodology, it is not by itself sufficient
for concluding that such estimated validities are as
meaningful as the empirical estimates they would replace.
Therefore, to fully justify the use of judged validities,
one must alsoc establish that experts' validity estimates
allow inferences about the meaning of test scores comparable

to those justified by empirical validities.

The Accuracy of Expert-Estimated Validities

To date, three studies have been conducted which were
specifically designed to examine the accuracy of rational
judgments of wvalidity (Parry, 1968; Schmidt et al., 1983;
Hirsh, Schmidt & Hunter, 1986). Each of these research
efforts was concerned with establishing the judgment
accuracy of samples of judges with professiocnal training in
personnel psychology or testing. Although none of these
studies focused on establishing the evidential basis for
using rational validity estimates, they did acknowledge some
of che questions pertinent to understanding the meaning of
judges' estimates. A discussion of the inferences regarding
expert accuracy that can be drawn from these studies

follows.
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Sources of Error in Experts' Validity Judgments

As Schmidt et al. (1983) have pointed out, there are
two sources of error that can affect the accuracy of
rational judgments of validity from groups of experts. As
can be expected, the mean judgment of validity from any size
group of judges for a specific test-job combination will
deviate somewhat from the true validity or population
correlation., This is the systematic error in the judges'
mean estimate., BAlso, individual judges' estimates will
deviate from the mean judgment for the population of judges.
This random error can be reduced bv averaging the judgments
of more judges as evidenced in the formula for the standard

error {(Schmidt et al., 1983):
SE = Oj' /nl/2

where C’; is the standard deviation for a single judge and n
is the number of ivdges contributing to the mean judgment.

The systematic error in validity judgments is
unaffected by the number of experts used to estimate a
validity because increasing the number of judges for whom
validity estimates are averaged does not alter the
population average, It 1s important to point out, however,
that in measuring systematic error, one must be able to

assume that samples of experts are randomly selected from
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the population7 of expert judges. The accuracy of rational
judgments 1s, therefore, "fundamentally bounded”™ by the
degree to which experts' average validity estimates can be
expected to deviate from the actual validity values they are
attempting to estimate (Schmidt, et al., 1983)8. The result
is that the accuracy of expert judges and, therefore, the
utility of their wvalidity estimates, is determined by
whether their validity judgments contain a small or large
amount of systematic error.

Research on other types of judgment tasks, particularly
performance rating, has suggested that the accuracy of an
individual rater on a single rating is comprised of: (1) the
overall level of ratings for the particular rater; (2) the
overall level of ratings for each of the dimensions being
rated for the particular rater; and (3) the stimulus (e.qg.,
person) being rated (Cronbach, 1955; Becker & Cardy, 1986).

If one extends this model to judgments of test-ijob

Whereas components of expertise that are critical to
accuracy should be used to identify populations of experts
in research concerned with "expertise” (Einhorn, 1974), it
is unlikely that initially this information will be
available to researchers. Because researchers will be most
concerned with generalizing results to the population of
individuals who are likely to be used in applications of
this methodology, the population can be defined by the same
professional characteristics that would define samples of
judges selected by testing organizations (i.e., academic
Eredentials, job experience, etc.).

Schmidt et al. (1983) argued that judges should be asked
to estimate observed validities, primarily because they
probably "think" in terms of observed rather than true
validity. However, their assumption is unfounded. 1In fact,
one might easily arqgue that for experts to substantiate
their expertise in judging validities, they should be able
tc estimate observed, true, and even incremental validities
aceniately.
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validities, one would identify the following components of
judgment accuracy for a single judge: (1) the overall level
of validity estimates for the particular judge; (2} the
overall level of judged validity for a particular test; (3)
the overall level of judged validity for a particular
criterion; and (4) the job for which validity judgments are
being made.

If the concern is with the systematic error in experts'
judgmente, then the unit of measurement for identifying
sources of judgment error is the sample of expert judges
rather than the individual judge., Errors in experts'
average judgments of validity may result from any of the
components of judgment accuracy listed above; however, these
errors would be due toc population effects as opposed to the
effects of individual raters. If one is attempting to
predict whether the systematic error in experts' judgments
of validity will be high or low, one must identify the ways
in which experts' judgments may be adversely affected in a
systematic way.

Expertise implies that judges are fairly homogeneous
with respect to relevant training, experience, and skills,
As a result, experts may share not only a core knowledge and
set of skills that will allow them to perform similarly on a
judgment task relevant to their expertise, they may also
share similar beliefs, biases, misinformation, or less-than-
optimal information processing strategies. One might

expect, therefore, that validity judgments from groups of
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judges may be systematically affected by some of the
character.ctics associated with their expertise.

For example, when the average judged validity deviates
from the validity value being estimated, judges' estimates
may have been affected by a belief about the general level
of validity of selection strategies (#1, above), stereotypes
associated with the job, test, and/or performance measure
for which validity is being judged (#2, 3, and 4, above),
similar biases when processing information, or access to or
reliance on similar information when making these complex
judgments. In addition, it is also important to note that a
plausible explanation for the level of systematic error
found in experts' average estimates may be the non-
representativeness of the expert sample. For example,
expert judgments from samples in which judges with
particular experiences, training, or task-relevant abilities
are over- or under-~represented will tend to reflect these
sampling biases if such factors are critical to the types of

judgments being made.

Measurement of Expert Accuracy

Parry {(1968) attempted to measure the accuracy of
validity estimates from ten "test experts™ for three
different jobs and six different tests (i.e., three tests
measured cognitive abilities and three tests measured

supervisory judgment)., Two comparisons of rational and
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empirical validities were made: (1) experts' mean judgments
for each test-job combination were compared to the observed
validity to measure absolute accuracy; and (2) individual
judges' rank-ordered validities were compared to the
observed rank-order to measure relative accuracy. The
validity standard against which judged validities wcre
compared was the corresponding observed validity from each
of three samples of applicants (N=24, 25, & 52). This
methodology, because it utilizes observed, small sample
validities (which themselves contain sampling error), relies
on a less-than-perfect standard of validity and, therefore,
does not provide a meaningful evaluation of expert accuracy.
The result is that it is impossible to determine the
accuracy of Parry's judges or to make conclusions about the
information value of their validity estimates.

Schmidt et al. (1983} and Hirsh et al. (1986) examined
expert accuracy in judgments of validities for nine
different jobs by groups of highly experienced and less-
experienced judges, respectively. Their predictors
consisted of six subtests of the Navy Basic Test Battery -
three of which are traditional cognitive ability tests and
three of which "are to varying degrees measures of knowledge
and information (mechanical knowledge, shop information, and
knowledge of algebra and electronics, respectively)"
(Schmidt et al., 1983, p.593). The criterion measures used
for all o the validity judgments were written tests of

training performance. To ameliorate the problem of sampling
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error in the set of validities to which judges' estimates
would be compared, Schmidt et al. (1983) and Hirsh et al.
(1986) used validation data which included validity samples
of at least 2,000 examinees per test-criterion combination
within each job. These large samples allow for a "sampling
error-free validity standard against which the accuracy of
judges' estimates could be assessed” {(Hirsh et al., 1986,
p.6).

The procedure developed by Schmidt et al. (1983)
consisted of averaging the absolute deviations of each
rational validity from each large-sample, empirical
validity. Therefore, in both Schmidt et al., (1983) and
Hirsh et al. (1986), accuracy was a summary measure of the
average deviation of judges' estimates across 54 test-job
combinations. The researchers were then able to compare the
error in judges' estimates to the error found in typically-
sized validation studies and determine the sample-size
equivalence of any size group of expert judges. Where
judges were as accurate or more accurate than empirical
samples of typical sizes available to organizations, the
researchers suggested that rational judgments would have
more utility than empirically-derived validities.

Schmidt et al. (1983) and Hirsh et al. (198B6) were able
to overcome the problem of establishing an adequate validity
standard against which judges' rational estimates could be
compared by identifying large sample validities which were

relatively free of sampling error. However, their strategy
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for measuring expert accuracy (i.e., obtaining the average
deviation of judgments across 54 test-job combinations)
obscures the accuracy with which judges estimate validities
for each of the nine different jobs, for each of the six
different tests, and, most importantly, for each of the 54
test-job combinations. The measurement of expert accuracy
using that kind of averaging ignores the possibility that
different sources of rating error may be affecting experts'
judgments for different combinations of tests and jobs. In
addition, the assumption that experts are homogeneocus with
respect to aspects of expertise related to this judgment
task could not be examined because individual differences in
accuracy between judges (measured across the 54 test-job
combinations) could not be assessed.

The accuracy with which samples of judges estimate
validities for jobs, tests, and job-test combinations is not
an inconsequential question in view of the proposal for how
expert judgments would be used and in light of the various
sources of judgment error. More specifically, if rational
judgments will be used as substitutes for empirical validity
studies, then it would be essential that expert deviations
from empiric validities are minimal for validity judgments
of specific test-job relationships. The degree to which
judges are accurate at this level of judgment (i.e.,
particular test-job combinations) will determine the value
of using rational versus empirical procedures for obtaining

evidence about the validity of a selection procedures,
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However, this issue was not addressed by any of the three

studies on expert accuracy of judged validities.

The Importance of Understanding the Expert Judgment Process

Empirical research is an important source of two types
of information needed to understand experts' wvalidity
estimates: (1) descriptions of the processes that judges use
to produce validity estimates; and (2) descriptions of the
factors--judgment conditions and sampling issues--that
affect judgment output. Of these two types of information,
knowledge of the processes used by judges to produce
validity estimates is more critical to establishing how
experts' judgments should be interpreted. Even 1f judges'
validity estimates are found to be accurate across a wide
variety of judgment conditions, without an understanding of
the processes they use we cannot reasonably conclude that
their estimates are comparable in meaning to empirically-
derived validity estimates. The reason for this is

described in detail below.

Generalizing Expert Accuracy

Although researchers have not as yet provided
sufficient evidence to allow the conclusion that judges can
accurately estimate test validities, future efforts may

substantiate that judges are accurate producers of validity
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estimates. In fact, for reasons that will be discussed at
length in other sections of this paper, additional research
efforts may indicate that judges are fairly accurate at
estimating validities for certain tests and jobs.

To conclude that rational estimation procedures are
effective strategies for obtalining validity evidence, it is
necessary to demonstrate expert accuracy across a variety of
tests, criteria, jobs, and research conditions (i.e., types
of information provided, types of judgments being made,
etc.). Even then, it is only possible to generalize the
level of expert accuracy observed in these studies to those
situations that share similar characteristics to the
situations in which the validity judgments were collected.
However, this requirement presents two dilemmas,

First, to generalize expert output one must
exhaustively identify the characteristics of the judgment
task and expert sample that are associated with their
output. Yet, if we do not have an understanding of how
judges produce validity estimates, we can not expect to be
able to fully identify the factors within the judgment
situation which are critical to the accuracy of experts'
judgments. It is plausible that factors that are not
obvious characteristics of the judgment task may be

operating to inhibit or promote expert accuracyg. The

0
-

As the previous discussion pointed out, such factors as
shared biases, beliefs, or non-optimal judgment strategies
may reduce judgment accuracy. If such factors are created
by aspects of the judgment situation (i.e., the organization
of the judgment task, the information that is provided,
etc.), then one might expect systematic error to be
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result is that ignorance about the processes judges use to
produce validity estimates may lead to mistakes concerning
conclusions about the accuracy'of judges in particular
judgment situations, and inappropriate inferences from
experts' validity estimates.

Second, expert accuracy can only be substantiated where
validity standards are available. Therefore, we can only
document expert accuracy for those jobs, tests, and criteria
for which validity evidence already exists; i.e., where
expert judgment is not critical to establishing test
validity. However, the existence of validity standards may
affect the accuracy of experts' validity judgments because
experts presumably can have access to and use this
information whe:. maiing their estimates. Therefore, an
important condition associated with research in this area--
the availability of empirical validity "standards"--is
potentially confounded with expert accuracy. Without an
understanding of how validity estimates are produced, it is
not possible to understand how available information impacts
on experts' judgments or, as a result, whether it is
appropriate to generalize expert accuracy to those

situations in which it is likely to be most useful and most

artifactually Induced. However, 1f one is unaware of how
judges are using the information or responding to the
particular judgment task, then it might be assum=2d that
their inaccuracy is "real”™, Generalizations to real
applications from such studies will be invalid if they do
not take into account those conditions which are critical to
the judgment task.
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frequently used--where existing validity information is not

avallable.

Establishing the Meaning of Expert-Estimated Validities

Test validities provide the evidential basis for making
inferences about the meaning of test scores (Messick, 1975).
Validities that result from empirical studies derive their
meaning from the means and methods used to collect, analyze,
and make conclusions about the relationship between test and
criterion scores. For expert-estimated validities to allow
for the same type of inferences about the meaning of test
per formance, the processes that experts use to derive their
validity estimates must also be identified and understood.
Without such an understanding, it is impossible to conclude
that judges' validity estimates provide useful information
about the value of tests in selecting individuals for
specific jobs.

It is necessary to establish that judges are using
processes that are congruent witn assumptions concerning the
meaningfulness of their judgments. Therefore, even if one
has substantiated which information is associated with
judgment accuracy, what skills, knowledge, or experience is
required, and whether different types of tests, performance
measures, and jobs affect the accuracy of experts'
judgments, one must also substantiate that experts used

meaningful processes in those conditions where accuracy was
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observed, This latter point deserves further clarification
because it is fundamental to conclusions concerning the

meaning of rational validity estimates.

The Expert Judgment Process

Based on their suggestion that rational judgments of
test validity can be substituted for empirical validities of
equal accuracy, one must assume that Schmidt et al. (1983)
and Hirsh eiL al. (1986) have concluded that estimates from
both processes are comparable in meaning. More
specifically, the researchers imply that rational estimates,
like those derived from empirical research, are capable of
taking into account all of the numerous factors that affect
test and job performance. Although empirical evidence
describing how experts judge validities is not available, it
is possible to infer what types of judguental processes
experts may and may not be using by considering what
processes would plausibly result in accurate judgments.

Judgment of validities as an inductive judgment task.

If, in fact, the processes judges use to estimate validities
"mirror"” the empirical validation process, then the valildity
judgment task would necessarily be "inductive”. 1In the
initial steps of the process, judges would be using
information provided in the judgment task to identify all of
the different factors that affect the particular test-job

validities being judged. Then, they would have to access
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all of this information in memory, accurately code and
evaluate the relevant raw data, determine the
representativeness and completeness of the information, and,
lastly, integrate all of the relevant information into a
final validity estimate, Figure 1 is a simplified model
that represents some of the different factors that influence
true validities and, therefore, that are implicitly or
explicitly taken into account when empirically measuring the
relationship between test and job performance in any given
job, This model, theretore, also depicts the types of
information that judges must have access to if they derive
validities in a manner that is analogous to the empirical
validation process.

Clearly, psychologists need not refer to the research
literature concerning complex judgment and decision-making
to conclude that judges, no matter how expert, will not be
able to accurately process all of the information contained
in this model. Cumulative research on complex judgment
processes has demonstrated that individuals are very limited
in their ability to accurately attend to, collect, recall,
and integrate information (John & Miller, 1957; Payne, 1976;
Kassin, 197%a; 1979b; Crocker, 198l1). In addition, because
individuals tend to simplify cognitive tasks by limiting the
information processing demands of these tasks, it is
possible that judges would not even attempt to attend to or
use all of the information in the model (Miller, 1956).

Given the added complexity of judging the covariation
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between sets of factors in the model, and integrating this
information to form a single determination of the criterion-
related validity coefficient (Smedslund, 1963), it is highly
anlikely that experts who produce accurate validity
estimates could be using processes that are in any way
isomorphic with the empirical validation process,

Several questions then remain: How are judges producing
estimates of test-job validities? How are judges producing
accurate estimates of test-job validities? And, more
importantly: Do the processes judges use to estimate
validities provide the type of validity evidence that is
needed for making meaningful inferences about the nature of
test performance?

Judgment of validities as an inferential judgment task.

If cognitive limitations prevent personnel testing experts
from using inductive processes as described above to
estimate validities accurately, then accurate expert
judgments most likely result from judgmental processes that
do not place such a great demand on assembling, evaluating,
and integrating relevant raw data (Lindblom, 1964; Shanteau
& Anderson, 1972; Payne, 1976; Phelps & Shanteau, 1978;
Hogarth, 1980). For example, if judges were provided with
all of the necessary information for judging validities
(i.e., were not required to assemble it themselves, make
inferences about the value or exhaustiveness of the

information, etc.), then to produce validity estimates they
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would only need to integrate the information into a single
validity value.

Even if the validity judgment task was designed to be
inferential rather than inductive, it would be highly
unlikely that judges could accurately estimate validities,
First, to ensure that judges' estimates were based on all of
the relevant information, it would be necessary to provide
judges with an extremely large amount of raw data {see
Figure 1). As a result, it would be improbable that they
could effectively process all of the information or combine
it appropriately. Research has shown that when presented
with multiple pieces of information, individuals generally
cannot integrate them appropriately (Sawyer, 1966; Einhorn,
1971, 1972; Kaplan & Xemmerick, 1974; Phelps & Shanteau,
1978). Secondly, even if the information was not that
overwhelming (i.e., if the task-related information was
intentionally limited), their estimates would probably not
be accurate approximations of the actual statistical
relationships between predictors and criterion. This
assumption is based on research that has sys‘ematically
demonstrated that individuals--even those trained in
statistics--have a great deal of difficulty and are rather
inaccurate in making statistical inferences from available
data (Smedslund, 1963; Jenkins & Ward, 1965; Ward & Jenkins,
1965; Peterson & Beach, 1967). Judges appear to be equally

inaccurate in judging covariation no matter how the
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information is presented (i.e., in scattergrams or as raw
data).

Clearly, if all of the information was available so
that it could be provided to judges for making rational
validity estimates, it would be more reasonable to combine
the information statistically rather than to use judges to
make inrferential judgments (Sawyer, 1966). In addition,
since it would be reasonable to conclude that judges could
not use inferential judgments to produce accurate estimates
of +test-job validities, how they are producing accurate
estimates remains unanswered.

Judgment of validities as an evaluative judgment task.

It is very possible that judgmental processes used by judges
to estimate validities do not require the complex
information processing activities that are involved when
making inductive or inferential judgments. Judges may, in
fact, reduce what appears tc be a very complex judgment task
intc one which requires merely processes that are somewhat
similar teo the "evaluative" judgment task described earlier.
For example, it is reasonable to assume that expert judges
may assign a validity value to a test-job combination solely
on the basis of information that is directly recalled from
memory or provided as part of the judgment task.

Information about the predictor, criterion, and/or job
provided in the judgment task would serve as cues for

identifying the most appropriate validity value.
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In addition, the judges may use evaluative-type
judgments to determine whether they should alter or adjust
initial validity estimates ("anchors") that have been
provided or recalled {(Lichtenstein & Slovic, 1971). If so,
this would be accomplished by comparing the essential
characteristics of the "anchor" validity to the
characteristics of the validity being judged. This
evaluative judgment would be used to locate important
differences (e.g., skill or ability requirements of jobs,
sample or research characteristics, etc.) that may, as
judged by the expert, affect the level of validity expected
in the judged validity.

It should be emphasized that, for a variety of reasons,
judges may not get involved in an adjustment process when
judging validities. For example, judges may reject the
notion of "situational specificity” and may, therefore,
assume that an appropriate "anchor" value 1s an accurate
estimate of validity across many different situations.
Secondly, judges may be unwilling to modify validities
rationally because they place greater weight on empiric
validities that they can recall or are directly provided in
the judgment task. 1In other words, empiric validities may
be more compelling than the situational, test, or criterion
differences between the recalled and judged validity.
Thirdly, it is possible that the amount of information that

would need to be incorporated into the judgment, and its
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complexity, would present an impossible cognitive task--so
they are "ignored."

Both of these judgmental processes (iL.e., selecting an
initial "anchor" and determining whether to "adjust"™ it)
involve evaluative judgments because the expert merely needs
to evaluate the category of the validity (i.e., what type of
predictor, what type of criterion, etc.) to assign a value
to it. However, this process may differ somewhat from other
evaluative judgments if the validity values are not provided
in the judgment task but, rather, need to be recalled from
memory.

It is probable that judgeg use an "evaluative"™ judgment
strategy {(in comparison to the "inductive" and "inferential"”
strategies described above) when producing validity
judgments and possible that this strategy could result in
somewhat accurate estimates of validity. First, there is a
strong tendency for individuals to attempt to minimize the
cognitive complexity of judgment tasks by adopting
strategies that help simplify the amount of information they
must collect and integrate and the types uf processes they
use to derive their judgments (Lindblom, 1964; Shanteau &
Anderson, 1972; Payne, 1976; Phelps & Shanteau, 1978;
Hogarth, 1980). Recalling validities and possibly adjusting
them based on thair most salient features is cognitively
simpler than collecting and integrating raw data, estimating
covariations among all relevant factors, and combining these

into an overall estimate of validity. Also, validities



50

published in the literature and known based on professional
experience will be more salient that the other types of
information needed if judgments are "inductive® or
"inferential.” If judges use an evaluative judgment
strategy, they may be able to produce fairly accurate
"estimates™ of validity. . Judgment accuracy would be
contingent on the availability and appropriateness of the
validity "anchor"” initially chosen and the appropriateness
of the adjustments made to the anchor. One could imagine
that if the range of true validity across many different
types of predictors and criteria is fairly limited, then
experts may be accurate if they base their esiimates on a
reasonable, general validity valuelo.

Summary. Although it has not as yet been determined
how experts produce their validity estimates, from the
preceding discussion it is obvious that judges do not in
fact inductively "estimate" validities in a manner which is
analogous to the empirical estimation process. Rather,
judges must rely on information provided in the judgment
task to integrate or infer what validity values should be,
or to recall actual validity values. It is likely that if

either of these processes are used, that judges' validity

okt Several experts who were contacted after their
participation in the validity judgment task suggested that
"if you just start with a value of .30, you can't be far
off." It appears that experts may, in fact, have a
generalized validity value that is used as an initial
"anchor." Morenver, *his "anchor" apparently derives from
(recall of) empirical data, reviews of validity findings,
etc., rather than "rational judgment” based on the
particular situation.
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estimates will be highly dependent on the informational
features of the judgment task.

In addition, the type of judgment process employed by
experts and, therefore, the type of judgment made, may vary
across experts and designs of validity judgwent tasks,

While the empirical validity model is invariant across
research studies (i.e., although the importance of different
factors may change from one validity study to the next, the
measurement, research, and statistical models are
invariant), one can not presume that expert judges employ
similar processes when they are faced with similar validity
judgment tasks. Clearly, experts' validity estimates are
not comparable in meaning to empirically-derived validities,
no matter how accurate they are. And, more importantly, we
do not know what their estimates mean with respect to the

value of test scores,



Figure 1.

Figure Caption

Model of the determinants of true validity
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CHAPTER III

PROBLEM STATEMENT AND HYPOTHESES

To meaningfully interpret the validity judgments
produced by judges it is critical that we identify the
factors that affect their judgments. By so doing, we can
begin to understand the processes that may be involved in
making such judgments. Although the role of judgment task
structure has not previously received any attention by
researchers interested in studying the value of rational
estimation procedures, it would be important to understand
how the validity estimates produced by judges are affected
by aspects of the task environment, particularly the
information that is provided in the judgment task.

The research presented in this dissertation differs
from the research conducted by Schmidt et al. (1983) and
Hirsh et al, (1986) primarily because of its focus on
identifying conditions that affect judgment output rather
than on measuring the accuracy of expert or less-expert
judges. Whereas these researchers demonstrated that judges
can produce fairly accurate estimates of validities,
research from other areas of psychology has suggested that
in complex judgment situations, accuracy is an unexpected

putcome. This outcome raises some doubts as to whether
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judges are actually "estimating™ validities in the same
sense as these researchers assumed. If judges are not
actually "estimating®™ validities, then their output is not
compiarable in meaning to empirical criterion-related
validity estimates and can not be used to measure the value
of test scores,

Because judges are not capable of estimating criterion-
related validities using inductive strategies that are
isomorphic with the empirical validation process, they must
be relying on judgmental strategies that simplify the
cognitive demands of the validity judgment task. These
strategies, whether they rely on estimates of test
validities that are drawn directly from memory or the
judgment task materials, or are additionally adjusted by
using an anchoring and adjustment strategy, are highly
dependent on features of the task that serve as cues for
recalling, selecting, and modifying validity values. How
the judgment task is structured--what information is
provided, how judges are instructed to make judgments, what
types of judgments are reguired--should, therefore, be an
important contributor to the outcomes of rational estimation
methodologies.

Research has demonstrated that cognitive limitations
result in individuals processing only a small subset of the
information available to them when making complex judgments
(1versky & Kahneman, 1974; Hogarth, 1980). The task

environment can affect the nature of the subset of
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information used to formulate validity judgments, and
thereby, the output of judges, by making information more or
less available, directing attention towards certain types of
information, affecting the value and/or meaning attributed
to different types of information, or determining how
information should be used (Slovic et al, 1977; Tversky &
fahneman, 1981: Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 1977}.
If experts' validity judgments are (merely) evaluative, as
discussed previously, then task-related information has a
direct bearing on the validity values that are recalled or
are identified in the judgment material. 1In addition, if
information in the judgment task serves as an influential
source of validity "anchors", then how the task is
structured may much more directly determine judges' validity
estimates,

1f judges are relying on evaluative judgment
strategies, then the most critical elements within the
validity judgment task environment are the different types
of information that are available to judges when they are
making their judgments. This information can be in the form
of general descriptions of organizations, candidate
populations, more specific descriptions of predictors,
criteria, or jobs, or even summaries of relevant validation
studies and study results. The present research is an
attempt to determine the effects on judges' output of two
dif ferent types of information: job descriptive information

(i.e., job title and relevant skills/abilities) and validity
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generalization results (for the type of job in question).
These types of information are of research interest because
of their relevance and importance in selecting and modifying
validity "anchor"™ values, BEriefly, particular job
descriptive information provided in the judgment task is
needed to identify appropriate validity values. Validity
generalization results--if available--are an important
source of wvalidity "anchors"., If judges do not use these
types of information appropriately, then conclusions about
the meaning of experts' validity Jjudgments may be specious.
Clearly, there are many unanswered questions about how
judges produce validity estimates, which task-related
factors affect their validity judgments, and whether such a
level of accuracy should be expected. Also, because expert
accuracy is necessary but not a sufficient condition for
advocating the use of rational judgments of validity, to
interpret judges' output in a meaningful way it ic essential
to developr an understanding of expert judgment processes,
This research attempts to build on the previous research
efforts by determining if judges use information
appropriately in the process of judging validities. This is
investigated by comparing judgment output under different
conditions of task-relevant information. In addition,
because the previous researchers obtained judgments of
validities using only a training criterion, this research
extends their design by inclucding multiple c¢riteria in the

validity judgments being made. Lastly, judges' confidence
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in their validity judgments was also studied to determine

whether confidence is also affected by task conditions.

The Effects of Job Information on Validity Judgments

No matter what type of judgmental strategy is used to
produce rational estimates of validities, the task of
estimating validities should be highly dependent on
information about the skills, abilities, knowledge, or
personal characteristics required by the job for which
validities are being judqed. If expert judgments of
validity are to have any meaning, it is necessary to
demonstrate that judges are deriving validity estimates by
proc2ssing information about the ability requirements of the
job and that they are using this information appropriately.
Such information should be used by judges to discriminate
among the levels of validity that would be expected for
different types of predictors., For example, if it has been
empirically determined that a job requires a high degree of
quantitative skills but a very minimal degree of psychomotor
skills (e.g., a bookkeeper or inventory clerk), validation
research would demonstrate that tests of quantitative
ability have a higher validity than tests of psychomotor
ability. In order for experts to accurately judge the
magnitude of validity of these two tests, they must have
access to and appropriately use information regarding the

ability requirements of the job.
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Based on the evidence about expert accuracy presented
by Schmidt et al. (1983) and Hirsh et al., (1986), the
average mean deviation of judges' validity estimates from
the large sample validity, given only a general job
description, was rather small. This result seems surprising
considering the amount of specific job information that

should be needed to make accurate point estimates of

employment validitiesll.

It may be, however, that judges use only very general
job information--such as a job title or job family label--to
recall validity results for a particular test-criterion
combination or to determine whether specific values
{remembered or provided in the judgment task)} are
appropriate validity estimates. Using only general job

information may be an explicit strategy (see footnote #11),

H Psychologists working in the area of validity

generalization have asserted that the only information
needed to accurately apply validity generalization results
is general job information that would identify the job
family to which the new job belongs (Pearlman, 1980). Using
general information may be a sufficient strategy when one is
seeking to conclude only that the new job is similar to jobs
that are represented in the validity distributions.

However, because expert judgments of validity constitute
pocint estimates of employment validities, one would expect
that judges require very specific information to distinguish
nuances of the job and the situation which are relevant to
the level of validity expected in the new job. This
assumption is predicated on the fact that where observed
variance cannot be totally accounted for by statistical
artifacts, situational and job factors are contributing to
the variance in observed and true validities, One cannot
know apriori whether that is in fact the case.

Consegquently, one needs to understand the job well enough to
determine how these job and situational factors may manifest
themselves in the correlations between tests and job
performance measures to produce accurate estimates of
validity.
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or may be an implicit way of coping with limitations in
information processing capabilities (see the discussion of
evaluative judgment strategies). By focusing on only the
ijoh information which is perceived as being most salient
when recalling or using validity values, judges limit the
cognitive demands of the validity judgment task (Wallsten,
1980; Simon, 1956). However, for judgments of validity to
be both accurate and meaningful, they should be based on a
thorough ntnderstanding of the job which requires more than
just knowledge of general job information such as the job
title. To conclude that expert judges are capable of
providing meaningful estimates of employment validities, it
is important to demonstrate that they effectively attend to,
process, and integrate the relevant job information that is
prrovided in the judgment task. And, more importantly, that
the way in which they use this information is appropriate
given the value of the informatioa in determining the level

of validity expected for a particular test and job.

The Effects of Validity Generalization Information

on Validity Judgments

It is possible that judges produce estimates of
validities by selecting an appropriate value based on

general jeocb information (i.e., the job title) rather than
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estimating the interrelationships of factors which comprise
the validity model. When judges are making validity
judgments in this manner, job information acts as a cue for
remembering or identifying appropriate validity values. It
has also been suggested that judges may treat this initial
valu~ as a baseline estimate (the "anchor"), and adjust it
vhen there is not an exact one-to-one correspondence between
the cues and the recalled or identified validity. (These
adjustments tend to be gross and are not expected to reflect
the potentially minute differences hetween characteristics
of recalled/identified values and the provided cues.}
Numerical validity values used as validity "anchors”
are made available from a number of different sources (e.g.,
personal experience, published and unpublished research
reports, professional training, accepted "conventional
wisdom" etc.}. Although expert judces are expected to have
been exposed to a large amount of information concerning
test-job validities, recalling all of the relevant
information is likely to be problematic, if not impossible.
It is more plausible that experts will rely on strategies
that do not place such a high demand on cognitive processes;
i.e., they will use only a subset of the total amount of
relevant information available in memory and will recall and
use only that information which is most salient. For expert
judges, summaries of empirical validity information in the
form of validity generalization results, because of their

information value, should have a greater effect on validity
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judgrments, when available, than comparable results from
individual validity studies.

whether validity generalization results are recalled
from memory or provided as part of the judgment task, judges
should consider these empirical summaries more valuable and,
therefore, should give them more weight than individual
study results when judging validities. There are several
reasons why this is true. First, validity generalization
results for a single predictor type-criterion type are more
comprehensive because validity generalization studies
consolidate outcomes from a large number of published and
unpublished validity studies. Second, estimates of test-job
validities that result from validity generalization analyses
are more accurate than results from single studies. The
reason for this is that sampling error variance can be
removed from the distribution of observed validities so that
conclusions can be drawn about the importance of job and
situational factors in determining validation outcomes. In
addition, validities are corrected for statistical factors
that are artifactually attenuating them (e.g., criterion
unreliability, range restriction, differences in factor
structure, etc.). Third, if judges are required to estimate
true validities, the validity estimates that result from
validity generalization analyses are more comparable to the
judgments they are making than are observed (frequently
uncorrected) validity estimates that result from individual

studies. Without the corresponding estimates of range
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restriction, reliability, etc., these observed validities
can not be accurately or readily transfcrmed by experts into
estimates of true validity. Fourth, validity generalization
results are generally presented in a more readily usable
form than are results from many individual studies.
Predictors, jobs, and criteria are categorized in validity
generalization studies so there is no need to evaluate this
information when using it to judge validities. Therefore,
validity results from validity generalil ation studies should
provide relatively unambiguous information regarding the
true levels of validities of different tests, criteria, and
jobs,

Although validity generalization results should provide
more valuable information than that which results from
individual validity studies, this is the case only if these
results are relevant for the job for which validities are
being judged. To be more specific, validity generalization
results are appropriate estimates of test-criterion
validities only if the job in question requires a similar
profile of skills and abilities as the jobs that are
represented in the validity distributions used in the
validity generalization analyses. It is possible foxr
validity generalization results to be misapplied and,
therefore, for test-criterion combinations to be assigned
inappropriate validity values, It would be important to

determine, therefore, whether validity generalization
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information is used effectively when judges are estimating

validity,.

Theoretical Rationale and Hypotheses

To predict that expert judges' estimates of validity
will depend both on general job information (rather than on
specific predictor-job information) and on validity
generalization results requires two different types of
conceptual support. First, it is necessary to explain why
some information (i.e., job titles versus particular skill
and ability regquirements; provided validity generalization
information versus individual validity study results
recalled from memory) will be more salient than other
information when validity judgments are being made. Second,
one must describe why judges will provide validity estimates
that do not deviate substantially from these available
validity generalization values.

Research from such areas as information processing
heuristics and biases (cf., Tversky & Kahneman, 1974),
statistical inferences (cf., Nisbett & Reoss, 1980), and
clinical judgment and decision-making {cf., Fischhoff,
1975), where applicable, will be reviewed to provide a
justification for the hypotheses that will be tested.
Although most of the research in these areas has centered on

judgments of risk and probability, some of the findings
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should be generalizable toc other types of complex judgments,

namely, rational judgments of criterion-related validities,

Saliency of General Job Information and Validity

Generalization Information

Information is considered "salient" when it has a
disproportionate effect on cognitive processes relative to
other information (Crocker, 1982). The effect of
informational saliency has been evidenced in attention and
perception (Neisser, 1967}, memory, behavior (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975) and judgment (Anderson, 1974). If multiple
types of job information are presented in the judgment task,
it is very probable that certain types of job information
will be more salient =and, therefore, will have a larger
affect on validity judgments. In addition, if judges have
access to a variety of sources of validity information, it
is likely that the most salient information will be that
which is considered more valuable and/or is easier to
evaluate and use vis-a-vis the particular judgments being
made.

Salient job or validity information may be expected to
affect judgments of validity in two ways. First, salient
information has a cuing function; it has a relatively larger
effect on judgment task outcomes than less salient
information because it has a relatively larger role in

determining which information judges have access to when
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judging validities. Validity information may be crganized
and stored in memory in such a way that job information in
one form (e.g., job title) serves as a better cue for
recalling stored validity study outcomes than when it is in
another form (e.g., ability requirements). In addition,
general job information may be more useful in recalling more
general information such as general beliefs, assumptions,
and implicit theories about employment validities and,
therefore, may play a more important role in determining the
availability of this type of information when judging
validities,

Second, the saliency of information may determine what
information is directly used in producing validity
judgments., More specifically, once relevant validity
information is made available through memory processes
and/or as part of the judgment task, the information must be
integrated to produce an estimate of test-criterijon
validity. Information which is more salient is expected to
be weighed more highly when judgments are being produced
(cf., Ebbesen & Kenecni, 1975; Christensen-Szalanski, et
al., 1983). This explains, for example, why validity
generalization results would be expected to have a greater
affect on judgments of validity than results from individual
studies: in comparison to other sources of validity
information, validity generalization results (provided or
remembered) are expected to be more salient and, therefore,

to be the more influential source of validity values.
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Likewise, when a job title and specific job information are
both available, the job title is expected to bhe more salient
and to play a more influential role in the selection ani use
of validity values including validity generalization

results,

Determinants of Information Saliency

Abstract vs. Concrete Information. Research that has

explored how individuals use base rate information suggests
that information may lack impact when it lacks realism
(Nisbett & Ross, 1980) or when it is not presented exactly
in the form in which it must be used (Slovic & Lichtenstein,
1968; Payne & Braunstein, 1971)., "“Concrete” information has
been shown to have more impact than "abstract®” information
in a variety of judgment situations (Bruner, Goodnow &
Austin, 1976; Slovic, 1972b; Olson, 1976; Borgida & Nisbett,
1977), suggesting that information that has to be analyzed,
inferred from the explicit display, or transformed in some
way tends to be discounted or is less salient.

"Abstract" information is operationally defined as
information that lacks realism or does not directly
correspond to an actual instance or specific object (e.g.,
statistical results such as event probabilities are
considered more “abstract®™ than personal knowledge of an
event occurrence). When information is abstract it is not

perceived as being as dirertly relevant to the judgment at
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hand as is more concrete information. Therefore, its
relerancy must be evaluated before it is used, If
evaluating the usefulness of abstract information increases
the information processing demands of the judgment task,
this information is likely to be ignored relative to less
abstract information (Simen, 195k5).

"Concrete" information, because it is perceived by a
judge ac being isomorphic with an actual object or event, is
much more vivid than abstract information, Within the
context of a judgment task, concrete information may be
perceived as being more relevant or valid than comparable
abstract information, possibly because it is easier to
attribute meaning to information that is "real" (Borgida &
Nisbett, 1977), or because the meaning of the information is
readily apparent (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1968). As a
result, concrete information is more directly available
during the judgment process than is abstract informationlz.

If two types of job information are made available to
judges when estimating validities--the job title versus more
specific information concerning the ability requirements of
the job=--the job title may be more likely to produce a
characterized as being more concrete. The reason for this
is that experts probably have mental representations of jobs
2 Borglda & Nisbett (1977) have suggested that the
difference in saliency of concrete vs. abstract information
may explain why trained researchers are subject to the
belief in the "law of small numbers" (Tversky & Kahneman,
1971). Researchers may be willing to readily generate
inferences from small samples of data because the data are

perceived as being more relevant to the judgment than is
information regarding sampling theory.
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in terms of the actual activities surrounding the work
rather than the underlying skillsg, abjlities, and personal
characteristics associated with successful job performance.
Therefore, when judges are processing information relevant
to making validity judgments for a particular job, a job
title may more easily evoke cognitive images of the job and
how it is performed than a list of more abstract abilities
and skills. It is likely, for example, that Industrial and
Organizational Psychologists think in terms of the wheole job
rather than in terms of job components when processing
relevant information about a job (i.e., "How well do tests
of perceptual abilities or psychomotor skills work in
clerical jobs?" versus "How well do tests of perceptual
abilities or psychomotor skills work in jobs which require
verbal communication, simple arithmetic and social skills?"}
and evaluate relevant information based on a more global
understanding of the job.

Second, general job information, such as a job title,
may also be more concrete than specific job information
because relevant validity information is stored in memory
based on more global characteristics of jobs, Therefore,
when experts are thinking about validity information their
memory for this information is more easily evoked by the
more realistic image of the job. Such a strategy is likely
because validity results (single study or validity

generalization) are generally presented by job categories
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rather than for sets of different skills and abilitieslB.

Recalling information based on cues comparable to those used
to store the information also simplifies the information
processing demands of the task (Neisser, 1967)}.

Whether judges are presented with validity
generalization results in_addition to other task-relevant
information, or are able to recall these results on their
own, this information is expected to have a large affect on
judgment output. The reason for this is that validity
generalization results will be perceived as being more
concrete than other types or sources of validity
information. There are several reasons for this., First,
when validity generalization results are exrplicitly provided
in the judgment task, this information is more concrete--by
definition~-than the validity information judges will be
able to recall from memory14. Although judges will probably
be able to recall the approximate level of some predictor-

criterion correlations, relevant validity generalization

results that are both available and in a readily usable form

3 Pearlman (1980) has suggested that job families for

validity generalization should be formed on the basis of
underlying skill and ability requirements. However, this
strategy is generally not used. Instead, validity
generalization results are reported and transported across
jobs on the basis of general job family/job title
igformation.

The only time that this might not be true is for those
validity studies with which judges have had personal
experience. In that case, the validity values from that
source will be more concrete. However, except for a very
few experts, it is unlikely that judges will have had
personal experiences with validity studies similar to both
types of jobs and with each of the 28 predictor-criterion
combinations used in this judgment task.
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a.e expected to be more concrete and, therefore, more
salient than recalled validity values from individual
studies (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1968). This would even hcld
true if the remembered validity values are from validity
generalization studies. Second, even if validity
generalizatinn results are not explicitly provided in the
judgment task, the way in which this information is
organized (i.e., general predictor-criterion categories,
estimates of true validity, etc.) will make recalled
validity generalization outcomes more concrete and,
therefore, more salient, than reccllections of individual
study results (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1968).

Effects of Outcome Knowledge. 1In a variety of judgment

situations, individuals are affected by outcome knowledge
even though they are largely unaware that this information
has changed their perception (Fischhoff, 1975}). Research
concerning probability judgments, in particular, has found
that reporting that an outcome has occurred (or the
frequency of outcome occurrence) consistently increases its
perceived likelihood. In addition, outcome knowledge alters
the judged relevance of data describing the situation
preceding the event {(Fischhoff & Byeth, 1975).

In some judgment situations judges are well justified
in using cutcome knowledge to guide their judgments. This
is certainly true if such information is based on results

from a large sample of representative datals. However,

15
=

For example, knowing the frequency of occurrence of a
disease in the total population of individuals exposed to
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because outcome knowledge is not always relevant, accurate,
reliable, or appropriate to the particular judgment being
made, it can negatively affect the accuracy of judges'
output, If this bias is as strong as was suggested by
Fischhoff (1975) and Fischhoff & Byeth (1975), then in many
types of judgment tasks judges may be inappropriately
influenced by information which they believe is relevant,

If this information-processing bias can be generalized
from judgments of probability to other types of judgment
tasks, then it can potentially explain why validity
generalization results should have a greater effect on
validity judgments than results from individual validity
studies recalled from memory. More specifically, if
validity generalization results are perceived to be more
accurate estimates of validity research outcomes than
individual studies, then judges may be more strongly
influenced by this information when estimating test-
criterion validities.

In some cases, weighing validity generalization results
more highly is an effective judgment strategy. This would
he true if validity generalization results are
representative of the same types of jobs, tests, and
criteria as the validities being judged. However, where

validity generalization results should not be generalized

the disease is relevant and appropriate Informatlion on which
to base one's probability estimate of the likelihood of
contracting the disease subsequent to exposure. On the
other hand, knowledge that one or ten individuals who are
similar to you have contracted the disease should not affect
one's probability estimate,
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(i.e., where they represent jobs requiring a different
profile of abilities than those required in the job for
which validities are being judged}, the research in this
area suggests that judges will be inappropriately influenced

by validity generalization outcomes,

Anchoring and Adjustment

Even if the job title or the validity generalization
information is salient and, therefore, is an important
source of information when validities are being judged, it
is necessary to understand why other information concerning
test-job validities (e.g., validity values recalled from
memory, general beliefs about the magnitude of validities
for different predictors, criteria, or jobs, etc.) may not
have a large impact on validity estimates. Without such an
understanding, it would be impossible to predict that
judges' validity estimates will largely depend on the job
title and on the validity generalization results.

As previously described, it is likely that judges are
recalling or using validity values that they have identified
as being relevant based on a limited set of salient cues
present in the judgment task. A natural validity value or
"anchor™ for validity judgments is the most similar validity
generalization value that 1s explicitly provided or recalled
from memory. If such information is unavailable, then it is

likely that judges will use as an "anchor" the most relevant
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individual validity study value that can be recalled from
memory.

The "anchor" value may then be grossly adjusted if the
judge determines that the characteristics of the validity
being judged and the validity "source" do not match

16. If these adjustments are inadequate, the final

perfectly
validity judgment will be very similar to the initial
starting value and will not adeguately take into account the
relevant characteristics associated with the validity being
judged. The guestion then is: how likely is it that judges
would make accurate adjustments to the initial validity
value that they identified?

Research studies of anchoring and adjustment processes
have suggested that ". . . the adjustment is a crude and
imprecise one which fails t¢ do justice to the importance of
additional information" (Slovic, 1972b, p.l6). More
specifically, the adjustment to the initjial value is
typically insufficient; individuals fail to take into
account the full information value of additional information

(Alpert & Raiffa, 1968; Lichtenstein & Slovic, 1971) or

place too much value on the initial starting value (Tversky

+é Validity values from validity generalization analyses
are the best estimates of true validities in the new job
only if jobs, situations, predictors, and criteria are
randomly sampled in the validity generalization data base or
if there is an exact match between the characteristics of
the validity generalization sample and the characteristics
of the job for which validities are being judged. If not,
and these validity generalization values are used as
anchors, they need to be altered to take into account these
job, situational, test, and job performance measurement

differences.
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& Kahneman, 1972). For example, when individuals were given
random starting values in a task involving the judgment of
almanac values (i.e., the percentaqge of individuals in the
United States under the age 55}, those whose starting points
were too high ended up with higher estimates than those
whiose starting points were too low (Tversky & Kahneman,
1972). Although it can be safely assumed that judger will
pot be using random values as starting points, this research
does show that even given obviously erroneous "anchors",
judges fail to make adegquate adjustments to reflect the
relevant and more valuable information to which they had
access. As was previously mentioned (see footnote #16),
true validity estimates from validity generalization
analyses are "just right"” only if they are very
characteristic of the job, situation, tests, and criteria
comprising the validities being judged.

The result of the anchoring and adjustment bias
described above is that final judgments of criterion-related
validities are expected to be strongly related to judges'
starting values hecause the adjustments they may make are
expected to be too conservative. These results are
congruent with biases found in other decision-making
situations {cf., "conservatism" [Edwards, 1968] and the
"method of successive limited comparisons™ [Lindblom, 1964])
and difficulties that individuals have in integrating

information in other types of judgment tasks (cf., Roose &
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Noherty, 1976; Kaplan & Kemmerick, 1974; Slovic &
MacPhillamy, 1974; Phelps & Shanteau, 1975).

Taken together, these studies have demonstrated that
individuals do not optimally combine information in the
[rocess of making judgments. For example, they tend to
weigh information inappropriately (Rocse & Doherty, 1976},
trhey use information which is clearly irrelevant (Kaplan &
XKemmerick, 1974), their strategies for combining information
contradict what should optimally be done (Slovic &
MacPhillamy, 1974), and they are ineffective at extracting
cues from real stimuli and using multiple cues to make
judgments (Phelps & Shanteau, 1978),

These research findings suggest that when relevant
validity generalization results are available they will be
used as the initial estimate of test-criterion validity for
a particular job and that additional information (i.e.,
general beliefs about magnitudes of test validities in
certain occupational groups, relevant differences between
the judged and "anchor™ validity, etc.) may be used to
adjust these "anchor" values. However, the adjustments will
ke of small magnitude. Therefore, even when expert judges
are provided with identical job information for two jobs, if
validity generalization results are provided in one case but
not in the other, or if the validity generalization results
éiffer, then validity judgments made by expert judges will
1i€fer. Analogously, judges are likely to produce similar

validity estimates for jobs which differ on important job
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dimensions if the judges are provided with identical,
apparently relevant validity generalization results.

The preceding discussions have described the types of
judgment processes that judges are likely to be using, which
information in the judgment task will be most salient, and
why anchoring and adjustment biases will result in judgments
that do not accurately reflect information which is critical
to judgment accuracy. Taken together, these shortcomings 1in
judges' information processing strategies and skills have
suggested what the effects of different types of job
information and validity generalization results will be on
judgments of validity. 1In consideration of these

discussions, the following hypotheses are offered:

HYPOTHESIS #1: Judgments of criterion-related
validity are significantly different for jobs with
the same ability/skill requirements but having

different job titles.

HYPOTHESIS $#2: Judgments of criterion-related
validity are significantly different for jobs with
the same job title when validity generalization results

are provided than when they are not provided.
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Effects of Job Information and Validity Information on

Judges' Confidence in Their Vvalidity Judgments

While it is important to consider how the structure of
the judgment task, primari’y task information, affects
judgments of validity, the task environment can also affect
how judges' perceive their judgment output. In particular,
it would be important to determine whether the availability
of validity generalization results or differences in job
titles or job information affect the confidence that ijudges
have in their ocutput.

Individuals are unable to make many different types of
complex judgments optimally. However, they tend to be very
confident about the appropriateness of their output
{Goldberg, 1959; Oskamp, 1965; Kahneman & Tversky, 1973).
Alpert and Raiffa (1968) and Tversky & Kahneman (1972) both
found that when judges were asked to provide the lower and
upper bounds of a 98% confidence interval around their point
estimates, the interval failed to include the true value
from 40% to 50% of the time. This result persisted even
when feedback was given to judges about their overconfidence
and after the judges were explicitly encouraged to widen
their confidence intervals. The researchers concluded that
given the judges' state of knowledge (about almanac-type
information), these narrow confidence bands were indicators

of gross overconfidence in judgment accuracy.
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Certain characteristics of judgment tasks affect the
level of confidence that judges have in their output. For
example, despite the fact that judges are generally not able
to use all of the information they are provided with, the
presence of additional information appears to strengthen
judges' confidence in their estimates (Oskamp, 1965)., 1In
addition, when different types of information provided in
the judgment task are inconsistent or variable, judges have
less confidence in their judgments (Rahneman & Tversky,
1971),

Researchers have found that in predictive judgments,
individuals become overconfident when ‘task-relevant
information from two different sources is either consistent
or extreme (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Fischhoff, Slovic, &
Lichtenstein, 1977; Einhorn & Hogarth, 1978). However,
under both of these judgment conditions judges' predictions
tend to be less accurate, {(Multiple correlation with a
criterion is inversely related to the correlations among the
inputs.) This "illusion of validity"™ suggests how easily
the structure of the judgment task can lead judges to feel
that complex judgments can be made with little error.

According to research by Oskamp (1965), the
availability of additional, apparently relevant information
-- for example, providing versus not providing validity
generalization information--should be associated with a

jreater bellief in one's judgment ability even if the
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additional information is actually irrelevant or incorrect.

Oskamp's research findings suggest the following hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS #3: Confidence in judgments of validity
is significantly greater when validity generalization

information is provided than when it is not provided.

In addition, according to Kahneman & Tversky (1973),
when the two types of job information provided in the
judgment task are consistent, judges should be more
confident in their validity judgments. With respect to the
task of judging validities, job information is consistent
{or congruent) when the actual skill and ability ratings
associated with a job are those that are connoted by the job
title (i.e., the job stereotype). In reality, judges should
be no more confident in their output when such job
information is consistent than when it is inconsistent
because in this complex judgment task, mere job title has
little information value and is independent of skill and

ability ratings as sources of judgment information.

HYPOTHESIS #4: Confidence in judgments of wvalidity
is significantly greater when the job title and
skill/ability information are consistent than when

this information is not consistent.
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CHAPTER IV

Research Design and Methodology

Research Design

A 2x2x2 experimental design was employed to study
judges' use of both job and validity generalization
information in a task involving the judgment of test
validities. The experimental design involved the following
three factors: type of job (clerical versus sales}), type of
skill/ability information (congruent versus incongruent with
job title/general job information), and availability of
relevant validity generalization results (provided vs. not
provided). The first factor was a within-subjects factor
and the second and third factors were between-subjects
factors. Judges were randomly assigned to one of the four
experimental conditions which resulted from crossing the two
levels of each of the job and validity generalization
factors. So that potential, kut unanticipated, order
effects could be controlled, the order in which judges were
required to judge validities for different predictors and
jobs was counter-balanced within each of the four

eyperimental conditions.
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Experimental Manipulation of Job ai.d Validity Generalization

Information

Job information. Job information was manipulated by

providing judges with skill/ability descriptions that were
=ither congruent or incongruent with the job title of the
job for which validities were being judged. 1In the
"congruent" condition, the skill, ability, and knowledge
areas that were given high ratings (i.e., were important)
were similar to the human requirements that would generally
be expected to be important in a job with that job title
(i,e., that are congruent with the job stereotype). For
example, in a job with a clerical job title, individuals
would expect memory, verbal comprehension, and perceptual
speed and accuracy to be moderately or very important, but
reasoning, social skills, and spatial abilities to be less
important. {These results have been observed in numerous
job analysis studies of jobs in the clerical family.)
Therefore, in the "congruent" job information condition, the
information provided about skill/ability requirements was
redundant with the requirements evoked by the job title
alone.

In the "incongruent®" job information condition, the
judges were provided with skill, ability and knowledge
requirements that differed from the requirements presumably
evoked by the job title. For example, in the "incongruent"”

condition, for a job with a clerical job title, the judge
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was provided with skill and ability ratings that suggest
that the job requires low to moderate memory, high verbal
comprehension, high numerical facility, high social skills,
low perceptual speed and accuracy, moderate reasoning
ability, and low spatial ability, etc. These ratings are
ircongruent with the importance of these skills/abilities
that would be connoted by the job title/general job
description.

It should be noted that in the "incongruent" job
information condition (i.e., when skill/ability ratings do
not correspond to those evoked by the job title/general job
information), the job information actually corresponds to
the stereotype asscociated with the alternative job.
Therefore, when the skill/ability information was
incongruent with the sales job title, the job actually being
described was a typical clerical job. When the
skill/ability information was incongruent with the clerical
job title, the job actually being described was a typical,
{non-management) sales job. This manipulation suggests that
if the job title does not play a significant role when
judges are making their estimates, but the SKAP information
does, then validity judgments should be comparable for the
clerical job in the "congruent"” condition and the sales job
in the "incongruent™ condition. Likewise, validity
judgments should be comparable for the sales job in the
"congruent” condition and the clerical job in the

"incongruent”™ condition. If validity judgments from these
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corresponding conditions are significantly different (and,
correspondingly, validity judgments are not significantly
dif ferent when SKAPs differ but job titles are the same),
then it can be presumed that job title information has had a
significant influence on judges. This result would strongly
sujgest that judges were not using the task-related
information optimally; i.e., they were unduly influenced by
job titles. This conclusion was examined by testing
hypotheses concerning significant differences in validity
judgments where no such differences should have existed
(i.e., where skill/ability information was identical but job
titles differed).

This manipulation is considered to be highly relevant
for two reasons. First, job titles adopted by organizations
are frequently ambiguous and/or not generalizable to other
organizations where similar job titles are used. Second,
specific job information is clearly needed in any research
involving employment selection, especially if criterion-
related validities are being estimated. Unless job
family/job title information is empirically derived, job
titles and a general description of the job should, in
actual practice, provide judges with little information on
which to base judgments of validity. The relationship
between test and job performance is based on the underlying
skill, ability and knowledge requirements of the job, and
cshould not be inferred solely from the label attached to the

job by the organization. Therefore, judges should seek out
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and use job information that has the most value for the task
at hand - information corresponding to the human
requirements for work performance. This manipulation
allowed us to discern whether judges attended to the more
important information needed for judging wvalidities,

Validity generalization information. Validity

generalization information was manipulated so that validity
judgments were made in one of two different conditions of
information:

(1) Relevant validity generalization results were
provided to judges as part of the judgment
material., When provided, the validity
generalization information was "matched” to
the job title rather than to the SKAP information.
For the clerical job title, validity
generalization results from a study conducted
by Nathan and Alexander (no date) using
Pearlman, Schmidt, and Hunter's (1980) clerical
data base was presented. For the sales job,
results were synthesized from 76 validity studies
involving sales jobs which were published in
Personnel Psychology from 1918, or which appeared
in the references cited by Churchill, Ford,

Hartley, and Walker (1985)17.

o |

b |
-

When validity data were not available for a specific
predictor-criterion combination, a fictitious, but
plausible, estimate was used. These estimates were derived
by maintaining the rank-order of validity magnitudes from
the validity generalization results for clerical jobs.
However, the magnitude of validities was made comparable to
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(2) No validity generalization information was

provided.

Support for this type of manipulation is based on the
premise that the validity generalization results provided
are actual reports of study outcomes. The methods and
conclusions have been professionally scrutinized and
accepted (i.e,, the results were published in refereed
journals or reviewed by dissertation committee members). 1In
addition, many studies examining the accuracy of validity
generalization procedures (focusing on clerical jobs, in
particular) have been published and, therefore, have been
circulated throughout the field of Industrial and

Organizational Psychology.

The Judgment Task

The validity Jjudgment task consisted of two different
types of judgments (the dependent variables):

(1} a judgment of the true validity for each of the

28 test-criterion combinations for each of the two jobs

(see Appendix C for a copy of the rating form). The

judgment of validity for each predictor-criterion pair

was made by indicating the validity value on a rating

scale anchored with -.30 and .80 with intervals

designated every .10 units; and

the sales validities. These fictitlous estimates were
computed for 64% (18 out of 28) of the validities
represented in the matrix of sales validity generalization
results,
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(2) a confidence judgment was made for every validity
judgment. This judgment consisted of defining an
interval around each validity judgment for which the
judge is 90% confident that the interval contains the
true validity. The confidence judgment was made by
placing brackets ({ ]) on the rating scale around the
estimated validity. These brackets corresponded to

P~values of .10 and .90.

Issues Related to Using Between-Subjects Research Designs

Between-subjects designs are generally not used in
research on human judgments because individual differences

in judgment processes (i.e., perceiving, categorizing,

weighing and integrating informational cues}) are usually the

main focus of the research, Einhorn (1972) warns, for
example, that grouped data may obscure trends that are
occurring in individual data. These designs generally
employ a limited number of judges (e.g., three to 20} who
make many judgments from a preselected set of
multidimensional stimuli. The stimuli are frequently
artificially created to represent every combination of the
cues under consideration (cf., Phelps & Shanteau, 1978).
Analyses of these judgments are done separately for each
judge, thereby providing information needed to investigate
differences between judges as well as other factors of

interest,
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Although differences in the processes by which
individuals make judgments of validity is an important area
of research, this particular judgment task does not lend
itself to examining effects of individual judges. On the
practical side, it is not possible to have professionally
trained psychologists judge validities several times for the
same job under different conditions ¢f job information
and/or validity generalization information. These types of
manipulations would be easily detected by such experts,
Although the manipvlations might go undetected if judgments
were made for a large enough number of jobs, this would
place unreasonable demands on the potential judges.

The more important justification for the use of a
between-subjects research design is based on the thenry
underlying the rational estimation methodology and the
desire to generalize results to samples of judges rather
than indivicdual decision makers. The strateqv which has
been advanced for obtaining estimates of validities is to
pool Jjudgments from samples of judges and to use the mean
judgment as the estimate of validity (Schmidt et al., 1983).
This strategy, therefore, assumes that judgment error
associated with any individual judge (i.e., the judge's
deviation from the mean judgment of the sample) is random
error, Although random error can reduce the accuracy with
which judges estimate validity, random error itself can be
reduced by increasing the number of judges. Given a large

enough sample of judges, the random error begins to approach
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zero and the mean estimate of validity approaches the
population estimate. What primarily determines the accuracy
of any group of judges, therefore, is the systematic error
in their judgments (i.e., the deviation of the sample mean
estimate from the true validity).

Because the validity judgment methodoloqy
conceptualizes the deviation of a judge's estimate from the
sample mean as random error, to examine the practical
uti1lity of this process one can consider individual
differences in judgments as having little information value.
The focus, rather, is on systematic differences in judgments
that occur under different conditions of measurement. The
trends in the data that are of interest are not individual
trends but, rather, group trends. The concern in this
research effort, for example, is with identifying whether
the presence of particular types of information affects
validity judgments and, therefore, the value of this
methodology.

The consequences of not being able to examine
individual differences can potentially be significant.
Because individual differences become a part of the (within
cell) error term, main effects and, more likely,
interactions, may be obscured. This would happen,
ostensibly, if individual differences in judgment processes
have a relatively large effect on validity judgments in
comparison to the experimental factors within the judgment

situation.
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To avoid this situation, several strategies have been
incorporated into the research design. First, the sample of
judges that was used to assess the effect of job and
validity generalization information was fairly homogeneocus
with respect to education and experience. This
operationalization of "expert"” judges helped to minimize the
effects of individual variability on the grouped gdata.
Second, care was taken when selecting the jobs for which
validities would be judged, so that there would be real
differences between jobs in the magnitude of validities of
individual predictors. Based on a review of the validation
research literature, it was concluded that the magnitudes of
test-criterion validities for clerical and sales Jjobs
differ. When judges were not provided with relevant
validity generalization information, they were expected to
rely on the job stereotype connoted by the job title/general
job information when estimating validities. Again, these
stereotypes would lead to judgments of predictor-criterion
correlations that differ across jobs., Third, based on the
results reported by Schmidt et al. (1983) and Hirsh et al.
(1986), random error in judgments was appreciably less than
systematic error in judges' estimates (.0208 vs. .0481 and
.0332 vs, .0437, respectively), suggesting that judges are
fairly homogeneous when making validity estimates under the

same measurement conditions.
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Sample

The sample of judges used in this research consisted of
114 professionals from the field of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology who voluntarily responded to the
judgmnent survey., Participants in the study were all members
cf Division 14, the Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, Inc. (SIOP}, of the American
Psychological Association (APA) during the 1986-1987
membership year. A randomly generated list representing
three membership categories - Fellows (n=256), Members
(n=336), and Associates (n=160) - was used to made random
assignments of individuals to each of the four experimental
conditicons. These three membership categories reflect
differences in levels of professional training and/or
recognition within the field: Associates have graduate
training in Psychology but have not attained the Ph.D.,
Members must have earned the Ph.D. in a field primarily
psychological in nature, Fellowship status is elected and is
based on contributions and service to the field,

To become a member of Division 14, in addition to being
a member of APA, an individual must have received graduate
training in psychology for at least two years ("Member”
status regquires the Ph.,D in Industrial and Organizational
Psychology or an equivalent field) and "must be engaged in
rrofessional activities, as demonstrated by research,

teaching, and/or practice, related to the purpose of the
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Society as stated in Article 1, Section 2 of the Bylaws,
Such activities may be performed in a variety of settings,
such as private business or industry, educaticnal
institution, consulting firm, government agency, public
sarvice foundation, or self., There must be at least one
year of full-time service in these activities, (The
Industrial-Organizational Psychologist, 1987)."

0f the 750 judgment surveys that were distributed, 139
(18.5%) responses were received and 14 (1.9%) were returned
undelivered. Usable data were available from 114
individuals (15.2% of the total sample). (Only one of these

114 subjects did not provide a complete set of judgments.)

Sampling Issues

It is frequently the case in research on judgment
processes that a distinction must be made between novices
and experts. Judges familiar with the substance of the
judgment task and trained in making similar types of
judgments use and interpret information differently and
arrive at different judgments than individuals who are
novices (cf., deGroot, 1966; Johnson et al., 1982). The
population of experts is usually identified by objectively
measurable characteristics such as amount and type of
trairing, licensing, professional recognition, etc. (cf.,
Jolinson, et al,, 1982:; Hirsh et al., 1986; Phelps &

Shanteau, 1978).
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One could easily argue for a more rigorous
identification of experts that focuses on skills and
abilities that are related to effectiveness in the type of
judgment task being studied. However, this strategy depends
on researchers understanding and identifying the processes
used by accurate judges. For example, Einhorn (1974) has
suggested that the criteria for evaluating expertise should
include accuracy in extracting information from the
environment, accuracy and consistency in categorizing and
measuring those stimuli, and the ability to use information
according to its value. In more complex judgment tasks such
as this one, where little is underst-od about how judges
obtain and use information, Einhorn's guidelines would be
difficult to implement.

The rationale for defining the population of judges
according to the training and work experience criteria set
forth for Division 14 membership is twofold. First, this
research effort is concerned with being able tc generalize
results to the population of judges with whom actual
applications of this validity estimation methodology would
presumably be implemented. The strategy of defining experts
as Division 14 members is similar to the strategy that would
probably be employed by organizations interested in
identifying judges. Second, it is necessary to establish
that judges have at least a minimum level of task-relevant
skills. Clearly, the value of rational estimation

methodologies must be ascertained with respect to "expert”
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judgesls. Results from samples of judges that are too

heterogenecus with respect to skill-level (as a function of
education, training or experience) will provide little
information about the practical utility of using judges to
estimate validities, although research using judges with
less expertise may provide clues about the various processes
used by judges. At the same time, results from a hand-
picked sample of highly skilled experts (cf., Schmidt et
al., 1983) will be inappropriate to generalize to the types
of samples that would be likely to be employed in this task

in real-world applications,

Procedures

Data Collection and Administration

All data collection took place by mail and was
confidential and anonymous. Instructions, judgment
information (i.e., predictor, criterion, job and validity
generalization information), and survey forms were majiled

directly to 750 gualified judges. 1In addition to the

158

X

For example, Hamilton and Dickinson (telephone
conversation with J.Hamilton, 2/87) used a sample of
"experts" that consisted of one Ph.D. psychologist and four
doctoral-level psychology graduate students to estimate the
correlations between job elements and tests, Each of the
methodologies employed to estimate the J-coefficient using
these "expert" ratings was unable to accurately estimate
rest validities. Although the authors concluded that
"experts" must have extensive experience in personnel
selection to make such estimates accurately, clearly this is
an empirical question which could have been more carefully
addressed in their research.
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judgment task materjals, each judge also received an
addressed and stamped envelope for returning the completed
survey and an addresses, stamped postcard with which they
could request a copy of the research results and/or indicate
their willingness to participate in a follow-up study. All
judges who returned surveys by June 30, 1987 were included
ir the research sample. (All surveys were mailed on April
27, 1987.)

Instructional set. Judges were provided with a general

introduction to the judgment task and more specific,
Jetailed instructions regarding how to complete the judgment
process. {Appendix A contains a copy of the instructions
that were provided to the judges.)

A separate sheet containing a brief review of the
effects of criterion unreliability, restriction of range on
the predictor, and sampling error on true validity was
included along with the set of instructions. The purpose of
this review was to provide all judges with the same minimal
information needed to make their judgments and transform
observed validities {(where necessary} into true validities.

All judgment materials (i.e., predictor and criterion
background information, SKAP information forms etc.) were
briefly described to the judges and the rating form
reviewed, Judges were asked to first browse through the
general information corresponding to the judgment task
{i.e., the introduction, instructions, review of chserved

versus true validity, predictor descriptions, criterion
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descriptions and the rating sheet) to familiarize themselves
with the judgment materials that were referred to in the
instructions. To ensure that order effects could be
assessed properly and that experimental manipulations of job
information were effective, judges were asked to review the
specific information corresponding to each job (i.e., the
job information and/or the validity generalization
information) only at the time that they are making the
judgments for that job.

Judges were not advised as to the amount of time they
should use to make their judgments, although they were
informed, in the cover letter, that their participation in
the study would require less than one hour. The reason for
allowing judges to use whatever time they needed to make
their judgments was discussed by Einhorn et al. (1979).
These researchers suggested that as time pressure increases,
judges are forced to rely less on judgment and more on other
cognitive "short-cuts" (e.g., non-compensatory choice
strategies). Therefore, to ensure that judges would have
sufficient time for deliberating over their judgments, no
time limit was suggested.

Types of judgment information provided. 1In addition to

the cover letter and instructions, judges were provided with
the following types of information needed to complete the
judgment task: (Copies of this information appear in
Appendices B and C and a more detailed description of the

general job description and validity generalization
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information appears in the review of the experimental
manipulations.)
(1) Predictor background information. This information
included a general description of each of the seven
coghitive abilities for which validities were being
judged and specific examples of the types of tests used
to measure epach ability;
(2) Criterion background information, This information
included a general description of each of the four ijob
per formance measures and, where necessary, a more
specific example of the criterioen;
{3) Job title. This is a job title as might appear
in an organizational job classification system;
(4) General Job Description. This general description
of the job for which validities were estimated
included a set of statements that described general
job activities and job context. These descriptions
were intentionally written to be ambiguous and
interchangeable between the clerical and sales jobs;
(5) Skill and Ability Requirements. This information
consisted of a list of skill and ability importance
ratings such as would result from a job analysis; and
{6} Validity generalization information. validity
generalization information was provided in the
form of a list of estimated mean true validities for
each predictor-criterion pair for which validities were

being ijudged,
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Data Analyses

Data analyses were conducted to address the following
research guestions:

(1) what is the effect of congruent versus incongruent
job information on level of judged validities across the 28
predictor-criterion combinations in the two different jobs?
for each of the 28 predictor-criterion combinations in the
two different jobs? (Hypothesis 1)

(2) Wwhat is the effect of the presence versus absence
of validity generalization information on level of judged
validity across the 2B predictor-criterion combinations in
the two different jobs? for each of the 28 predictor-
criterion combinations in the two different jobs?
{Hypothesis 2)

{3) What is the effect of the presence versus absence
of validity generalization information on level of
confidence in judged validities across the 28 predictor-
criterion combinations in the two different jobs?
(Hypothesis 3}

(4) what is the effect of congruent versus incongruent
job information on level of confidence in judged validity
for each of the 28 predictor-criterion combinatisns in the

two different jobs? (Hypothesis 4)
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Ef fects of Job Information and Validity Generalization

Information on Validity Judgments and Confidence Judgments.

Several different types of statistical analyses were
conducted to obtain data relevant to Hypotheses 1 - 4,
First, descriptive statistics were computed to provide an
initial description of judges' responses. Then,
muitivariate analysis of variance procedures were used to
measure the effects of job information and validity
generalization information on experts' validity judgments
and confidence judgments, This analytical procedure was
used because it allows one to measure the effects of
multiple experimental factors on multiple response measures.
To aid in understanding results obtained from the
multivariate analysis of variance procedures, univariate
analysis of variance procedures were used to assess the

effects of the experimental conditions on individual

validity and confidence judgments. Lastly, "exploratory"
multivariate analysis of variance procedures were conducted
to examine how predictor and criterion "factors" (types of
tests and performance measures for which validities were
judged) were related to judges' validity judgments and
confidence judgments. These analyses also measured the
interactions of these within-subject factors with the
experimental conditions being studied.

Because multivariate analysis of variance was the main

data analytic procedure employed in this research effort, is
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subsequently discussed in greater detail later in this
section.

Analysis of Sample Demographics and of Order Effects.

Additional data analyses were conducted to determine if
order of presentation affected validity judgments and to
describe the characteristics of the research sample. The
former utilized multivariate analysis of variance procedures
similar to those described above, the latter relied only on

simple descriptive statistics.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANQVA) procedures
simultaneocusly analyze the effects of multiple experimental
factors on sets of outcome variables. These procedures are
thus an extension of univariate analysis of variance
(ANOVA). 1In the case of MANOVA, the null hypothesis being
tested is that population centroids frcm two or more groups
are equal. These centroids are vectors of means of the
response measures being studied.

The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) software, which
was used to analyze data in this study, offers several
different MANOVA tests including Wilks' Criterion, Pillai's
Trace, Hotelling-Lawley Trace, and Roy's Maximum Root
Criterion (SAS, 1985). Although each of these is based on

Jifferent computations of and approximations to the F-ratio,
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the results are identical because the experimental factors
have only two levels.

Whenever the overall, multivariate null hypothesis of
"no population differences" is rejected, post hoc
comparisons between treatment groups can be made. These
~omparisons can be based on the original responses or the
linear combination of the dependent measures that was used
in the MANOVA analyses. 1In either case, univariate ANOVAs
are computed. These analyses help to identify those outcome
measures which have contributed to the rejection of the null
hypothesis. The primary advantage of conducting ANOVAsS on
the original responses is that results are generally more
easily interpreted. This is especially important if one is
concerned with maintaining the same scale as the original
responses,

MANOVA procedures are especially useful when subjects'
responses constitute repeated measures on one or more
factors. Repeated-measures ANOVA designs are based on
fairly restrictive assumptions regarding the
intercorrelations among subjects' responses across levels of
the within-subject factor. Specifically, tests of within-
subjects effects in ANOVA designs are only exact when the
variance of subjects' responses to p-outcome measures are
homogenous across different treatment levels. Therefore,
one must either verify that this "homogeneity of treatment-
difference variances" assumption is upheld, or use

conservative tests of significance (Harris, 1975, p. 127).
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MANOVA, on the other hand, does not require adherence to
such an assumption. MANOVA can handle repeated measures by
treating subjects' responses to different levaels of the same
factor or factors as a single outcome vector.

In any ANOVA-like procedure, the selection of the
appropriate sums of squares for testing the significance of
ef fects is important, When ANOVA or MANOVA designs are not
balanced (i.e., when cell fregquencies are unegqual), to
ensure that effects containing the same factors (e.g., A and
A*HB) are orthogonal, one must employ Type III or Type IV
estimable functions. Type IV estimable functions assume
that coefficients of any effect are egually distributed
across higher-level effects that contain that effect. The
result is that significance tests from different designs are
based on the same sets of computations. When there are no
missing cells in a design, Type III and Type IV sums of
squares hypothesis tests are identical (SAS, 1985, p.91}.

MANOVA Models Employed in this Research. The different

MANOVA designs that were used to test the research
hypotheses are described below. More in-depth discussions
of the rationale for each analysis are contained in the
section of results pertaining to each particular analysis.

{1) Job and predictor order effects were tested using a

2x2 factor MANOVA model containing these two main effects
and thelr joint interaction effect. Two analyses were
couducted, one each for validity judgments made for

"clerical" and "sales" job title. Therefore, the vector of
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dependent variables in each analysis consisted of 28
validity judgments. To investigate the interactions of the
between-subject (job- and predictor-order) and within-
subject (types of job, predictor, and criterion) factors, a
second, exploratory analysis was conducted using a repeated-
measures MANOVA model.

{(2) Job information effects on validity judgments were

tested using two separate MANOVA models, The first model
was used to test Hypothesis #1, The 2x2 factor MANOVA model
contained job information and validity generalization
information main and interaction effects. The dependent
variable vector consisted of all 28 judgments which were
made based on identical SKAP information. Two MANOVA
analyses were conducted, one each for clerical and sales
SKAP judgments. Univariate ANOVAs were then conducted to
identify which of the 28 validity judgments contributed to
the rejection of the null hypothesis. It should be noted
that when SKAP information was identical, experts in the
"congruent” information condition were provided with a job
title that matched the SKAP information, and experts in the
"incongruent™ condition had the alternative, non-matching
title. Therefore, tests of the null hypothesis were tests
that the job title/general job description had no effect.
Repeated measures MANOVAs were also conducted on these same
two vectors of validity judgments to investigate
interactions of the job information manipulation with

predictor and criterion factors.



The second MANOVA model used in the analysis of job
information effects was identical to the first model with
the exception that the vector of dependent variables
consisted of validity judgments made under identical job
title conditions (i.e., the SKAPs differed). Two MANOVA
analyses were conducted, one each for "clerical” and "sales”
job title judgments. These MANOVAs were used to determine
whether judges' validity estimates reflected the relative
importance of the different SKAP importance ratings. Taken
together, the two sets of analyses provide a comprehensive
description of the way in which judges used the job
information which was provided in the judgment task.

(3) validity generalization effects on validity

judgments (Hypothesis #2), were investigated using two 2x2
MANOVAs - one each for validity juvdgments made for the
"clerical™ and "sales" job titles. The MANOVA model was
identical to the second MANOVA model used in the analysis of
the effects of job information. These analyses focused on
judges' estimates that were made when job titles were held
constant but SKAP information varied. The rationale for
+this model is that validity generalization results were
"matched”™ to the job title, and that to assess the effects
of this information, it is necessary to hold the job title
constant. Univariate ANOVAs were again computed for each of
the individual validity judgments in each of the two job
titles. Repeated measures MANOVAs, identical to those

described previously, were also conducted to examine
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validity generalization and within-subject factor
interactions.

(4) The effects of job information and validity

generalization information on confidence judgments were

assessed using a 2x2 MANOVA model. Two models were tested:
one which utilized the 2B confidence judgments for
"clerical" job title validities in the response vector and
the other which utilized the 28 confidence judgments for
"sales" job title validities. To test Hypothesis #3, the
main effect for validity generalization information was
examined, To test Hypothesis #4, the main effect for job
information was examined. Subsequent to the MANOVA
analyses, ANOVA analyses were performed to identify job and
validity generalization main effects on individual validity
judgments. Lastly, exploratory analyses were performed
using a repeated measures MANOVA model identical to those
described previously. The repeated measures MANOVAs were
computed separately for clerical and sales confidence

judgments,
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CHAPTER V

RESULTS

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first
section describes preliminary analyses which were conducted
to identify possible sources of sample bias and to ascertain
whether the order in which judgments were made during the
judgment task affected experts' validity estimates. The
second section presents data relevant to the primary
hypotheses of this research: the effects of job information
and validity generalization information on judgments of test
validities for two different jobs. The results of
statistical analyses which measured the effects of
experimental manipulations on confidence interval judgments

are presented in the fourth section.

Preliminary Analyses for Possible Sample Bias

and Order Effects

Sample Bias

The effects of job information and validity
generalization information on judgments of test validities
were studied among professionals from the field of

Industrial/Organizational Psychology. Subjects in the
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study, who were all members of Division 14, the Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Inc. (SIOP), of
the American Psychological Association (APA) during the
1986-1987 membership year, were randomly assigned to one of
four experimental conditions (which will be referred to by
number in the statistical tables):
1. congruent job information/no validity generalization
information provided,
2. incongruent job information/no validity
generalization information provided,
3. congruent job information/validity generalization
information provided,
4., incongruent job information/validity generalization
information provided.

Membership Category. Table 1 shows the number o

surveys sent and the number of respondents by Division 14
membership category. A chi-square test of cell frequencies
indicates that response rates in each of the four
experimental conditions are independent of Division 14
membership category { 2 4.80}).

Educational Background. Because of the nature of the

judgment task employed in this research, it is possible that
education and/or work experiences would have an impact on
experts' validity estimates. Therefore, it was necessary to
ensure that these background characteristics were comparable
across experimental c.nditions. Table 2 shows the

educational background of the entire expert sample and
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across the four experimental conditions. Of prime
consideration is the level of educational degree earned
("Level of Education®™) and the field of study ("Type of
Degree"). (It was not possible to conduct chi-sgquare tests
of response rates by educational level or field of study
because of the plethora of empty and low frequency [n<5S]
cells.}

The majority of respondents (85.1%) earned the highest
degree in their field - the Ph.D. or E4d.D. A much smaller
number (14.9%) earned the Masters degree or had fulfilled
all reguirements for the Ph.D. with the exception of the
dissertation. The average number of years from the time the
degree was earned across the entire sample was 19.47
(s.d.=13.20). This statistic suggests that the sample was
comprised of many senior individuals from Division 14,

Given the large number of Fellows who were sampled and
responded to the survey {relative to their actual membership
rate in Division 14), this finding is not surprising.
Rather, it further substantiates the use of the term
"expert" to describe the subject population. Because 27.2%
of the respondents were Associate members of Division 14,
and yet only 14.9% of the respondents had earned less than
the Ph.D., it appears that division membership status in not
an accurate indicator of educational level within this
sample,.

The most common field of study of respondents was

Industrial/Organizational Psychology (I/0). Thirty-nine of
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the 95 individuals who received the Ph.D. (41.7%), and 11 of
the 17 individuals who were educated at the Masters level
(64.7%), received their degree in I/0O. Many of the
respondents (26.3%) received a graduate degree in General
Psychology. This degree was primarily granted tc those
receiving the Ph.D, (29 of 30)}. This type of degree was
more commen in graduate programs twenty years ago and more,
whereas today, most ¥Ph,D, deqrezs in Psychology are likely
to be based on more specialized fields of study.

A comparative analysis of respondents from within each
of the four experimental conditions suggests that they share
similar educational backgrounds. As indicated in Table 2,
the subsamples within each of the experimental conditions
are primarily comprised of Ph.,D. psychologists who have
majored in either I/0 or General Psychology.

To determine whether individuals who had educational
degrees outside of the area of 1I/0 Psychology had other
educational exposure to the field, subjects were asked to
specify any area of specialization within their graduate
studies. Only 54 of the 113 respondents (47.8%) who
provided data on their educational background also indicated
an area of specialization. Of these 54 individuals, 44 did
not have a Ph.D. in I/0 Psychology. Twenty-three of these
44 respondents (52.3%) reported that they had specialized in
I1/0, 6 (13,6%) reported specializing in quantitative
methods, and 3 (6.8%) reported specializing in

organizational performance/behavior. The remaining 12
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individuals (27.3%) specialized in counseling/clinical,
experimental, or consumer behavior. These data indtcate
that of the entire sample of 114 respondents, 73 (64.0%)
either earned a graduate degree or specialized in I/0O
Psychiology. A large percentage of the remaining individuals
had graduate training in complementary fields such as
psychometrics or organizational behavior.

It should be noted that the preceding analysis only
considered the educational background of respondents to the
survey. Since expertise is acquired through educational and
professional experiences, some of the respondents with
educational degrees outside the area of I1/0 Psychology may
have developed expertise in this field through work
experiences. Therefore, it is likely that the 64% statistic
cited above is an underestimate of the professional
expertise possessed by the expert sample employed in this
research,

wWork Background. Table 3 shows the work hackground of

the respondent sample by current affiliation and type of
job. As indicated in the "total" c¢olumn, 43 respondents
{37.7%) were associated with academic institutions. Over
one-fifth of the sample (23.7%) were employed by a private
consulting firm or were self-employed. Twenty-one
respondents (18.4%) were employed in private industry and
eleven (9.6%} held jobs in the public sector.

Each respondent was asked to provide his/her current

job title and a brief description of current job
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responsibilities. As rniight be expected, quite a few unique
job titles resulted from this line of questioning. Any
respondent who provided a job title in the area of testing
or selection research, management research, personnel
research or psychology, selection exam development,
organizational research, etc. »r who described his/her work
as being primarily industrial or organization research, was
classified into the area of "applied I/0 research”™. Only
academic job titles were not reclassified into this
category. With the exception of the 43 academicians, the
current work background of 54 respondents (77.1% of the 70
non-academicians) could be described as "applied 1/0
research®”. The remainder of the non-academicians were
either internal management consultants (n=9), managers
(n=4), marketing researchers (n=2) or counselors ({(n=1),

On the basis of the preceding analysis of the
educational and work background of the research sample, it
was concluded that the respondents to the survey possessed
sufficient expertise within the field of I/0 Psychology to
be used in the judgment task employed in this research,
Based on the diversity of Division 14 members' professional
backgrounds, and the fairly homogeneous educational and work
experiences of this sample, it is likely that some self-
selection took place so that those more qualified to perform
the task returned surveys. Eviden~e of this inference,
though not substantial, was observed from the eight surveys

that were returned by individuals who "did not feel
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gualified to participate in the research."” These analyses
also indicated that there were no systematic differences in
the educational or work experiences of respondents within

each experimental condition,

Order Effects on Validity Judgments

For this judgment task, judges were reguired to
estimate validities for seven different cognitive abilities
for each of four different types of performance measures.
These 28 validity judgments were made for two different
jobs: clerical and sales. Because little is known about the
processes judges used to produce their validity estimates,
it was important to investigate whether the order in which
these judgments were made affected judges' estimates of test
validities.

To identify and control potential order effects, the
order in which validities were judged was manipulated in two
ways: 1) the clerical job was presented first or second; and
2) cognitive predictors were presented in two different
orders (e.g., general mental ability, verbal, quantitative,
perceptual speed, memory, spatial/mechanical, and
psychomotor versus the reverse order). Judges within each
experimental condition were randomly assigned to one of the
four different judgment orders that resulted from crossing

these two order factors.
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Table 4 contains descriptive statistics for different
categories of validity judgments for each of the judgment
order conditions. Table 5 contains the results of two 2x2
MANOVAs which measured job-~ and predictor-order main and
interaction effects on the sets of 28 validity judgments
made for "clerical"™ and "sales" job titles,

A visual inspection of the average overall validities
reported in Table 4 shows them to be fairly homogeneous. As
can be seen at the top of Table 5, none of the order
manipulations had a significant effect on the linear
combination of "clerical" validity judgments. That 1is,
judgments of clerical validities were similar whether
clerical validities were judged first or second and no
matter in which order predictors were presented. In
addition, level of validity when the clerical job was
presented first or second was the same no matter in what
order the predictors were presented.

Wwhen judgments were made for the "sales" job title,
predictor order had a significant affect on experts'
judgments (p.<.05), This effect can be observed in Table 6
which contains average validity judgments by predictor
order. There was a tendency for judgments of verbal,
quantitative, and spatial/mechanical "sales" validities to
be lower for the second predictor order. {(Although a
similar trend appears to be occurring in the "clerical"
validity estimates, the effect was not large enough to be

gstatistically significant.)
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Table 7 contains results of two repeated measures
MANOVAs based on job- and predictor-order (between-subjects)
effects and predictor and criterion (within-subjects)
effects. These MANOVAs show similar trends in judgments for
both “clerical™ and "sales” validity judgments, namely, that
predictor order interacted with type of criterion (p.<.05).
"his significant interaction suggests that level of validity
across types of criteria is not the same for individuals in
the two conditions of predictor order. This effect can be
observed in Table 6 where, in general, average "ratings",
"rankings", and "work samples” validities are lower in the
second order condition and average "production" validities
are higher in the second order condition. However, the
average difference in level of validity across the criterion
types for the two predictor orders is only .02. Therefore,
while predictor order did not affect level of validity
across the composite vector of "clerical" validities, the
manipulation did have a small, but statistically significant
effect on the level of "clerical”™ and "sales" validity
across the criterion validity vectors.

While the finding that predictor order affects "sales"”
{but not "clerical”) validity judgments has implications for
conclusions about factors affecting judges' validity
estimates, this one significant order effect does not render
the remainder of the study uninterpretable. Order

conditions were randomly assigned within each of the
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experimental conditions, thus counterbalancing this effect

across the factors being studied.

Results of Hypothesis-Testing: Effects of Job Information

and Validity Generalization Information on Validity

Judgments

The principal focus of this research was on the effects
of job and validity generalization information on experts’
validity judgments. This section, which reports results of
analyses assessing these effects, is divided into three main
parts. The first part reviews analyses which were conducted
to describe experts' validity judgments., The descriptions
include relevant univariate t-tests which compare average
individual validities and average judgments across
categories of validities where they are appropriate. The
second part of this section reports more rigorous analyses
of the effects of the experimental manipulation of job
information on wvalidity judgments (Hypothesis #1). The
analyses consist of univariate and multivariate tests
conducted separately for validity judgments made when
clerical SKAPs versus sales SKAPs were provided and job
titles were held constant. These analyses are contrasted to
comparable analyses for validity judgments made when
"clerical"” versus "sales" job titles were provided and SKAPs
were identical. This section alsoc includes results of

repeated measures MANOVA analyses which examine both
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between- and within-subject effects on validity judgments,
{The results of the repeated measures MANOVAs are intended
to be more descriptive in nature since there were no
hypotheses offered regarding the effects of predictor or
criterion factors on judgment outcomes.,) The third part
reports the results of MANOVA and ANOVA analyses which
measured the effects of the validity generalization
manipulation on validity judgments for "clerical” and
"sales™ job titles (Hypothesis #2). These analyses are
similar to those described above for measuring the job

information effect.

Descriptions of Experts' Validity Judgments

Fifty-six judgments of cognitive validities were
elicited from each of 114 experts under four different
experimental conditions. Each judgment represented a
judge's estimate of validity for one of seven different
cognitive abilities for predicting each of four different
performance measures, for one of two different jobs,

Two types of information were hypothesized to affect
experts' validity judgments and were manipulated in this
research: job descriptive information and validity
generalization information. Table 8 shows the mean estimate
of validity for different categories of judgments within and
across all experimental conditions., The results in this

table indicate some of the trends in experts' judgments that
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were further investigated and are reported later in this
section.

Experts' average validity estimates across the
experimental conditions and different types of predictors
and criteria ranged from ,12 to .42 (x = .28)., The variance
in judges' estimates was fairly consistent; standard
deviations ranged from .07 to .14, Average estimated
validity was consistently higher across clerical judgments
in comparison to sales judgments (x= ,31 vs. .26}. Judges
were also consistent in the relative magnitude of estimated
validities for the seven predictors across all experimental
conditions., With only a few exceptions, the magnitude of
average estimated validities followed this order: general
mental ability (GMA)}, verbal ability, quantitative ability,
perceptual speed, memory, spatial/mechanical ability, and
psychomotor ability. Similarly, experts' average criterion
validities tended to be highest for the work sample
criterion and lowest for ratings and production criteria.

General effect of job information. The effect of

"congruent" (i.e., job title matched SKAPs) versus
"incongruent®™ (i.e., job title did not match SKAPs} job
information on overall validity judgments (i.e., not
disaggregated for clerical and sales job titles or SKAPs) is
illustrated by comparing judgments in experimental
conditions #1 to #2 and by comparing judgments in
experimental conditions #3 to #4 from Table 8. The first

comparison shows the tole effect of congruent versus
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incongruent job information; the latter comparison includes
the additional effect of validity generalization
information.

The first notable trend is that job informatlion appears
to affect clerical and sales validity judgments similarly
when validity generalization information is not present. As
Table 8 shows, when jcb information is incongruent, overall
validity increases (.26 vs .29 for clerical validities and
.23 vs., .29 for sales validities). This increase for
clerical validities is not statistically significant
{(t = 1.03, p.<.30), but is statistically significant for
sales validities (t = 2,41, p.<.02)., Job information does
not appear to have a significant affect on clerical or sales
judgments when validity generalization information is
present in the judgment task. Overall validity slightly
decreases for clerical judgments when job information is
congruent (.35 wvs. .33; t = .64, p.<.53) and slightly
increases for sales judgments when job information is
incongruent (.25 vs., .28; t = ,99, p.<.33)},

The reader is reminded that when job information was
incongruent, the SKAPs provided to judges were actually
those that were congruent with the alternate ok title/job
description. Therefore, if SKAP information was influential
when experts were making their validity estimates (assuming
that job title has no effect), then one would expect
clerical validities in the congruent condition to be

comparable to sales validities in the incongruent condition.



119

Likewise, sales validities estimated in the congruent
condition should be very similar to clerical validities
estimated in the incongruent condition.

Table 8 shows the effect of job information was not
consistent for clerical and sales validity judgments. More
specifically, when validity generalization results were not
provided, the average overall clerical validity in the
congruent condition (#1) was not significantly different
from the average overall sales validity in the incongruent
condition (#2) (.26 vs. .29; ¢t = -1,03, p.<.31). However,
the average overall sales validity in the congruent
condition (#1) was significantly less than the average
overall clerical validity in the incongruent condition
{.23 vs., .29; t = -2,62, p.<.02 ).

This incomparability of clerical and sales judgments
when SKAP information was identical was also evidenced in
the judgments made when validity generalization results were
available. However, the magnitude of the validity
difference was greater (.35 vs. .28 for clerical SKAPs and
.25 vs. .33 for sales SKAPs). These results are both
significant (t = 3.09, p.<.003 for clerical SKAPs and t=

-3.22, p.<.002 for sales SKAPs).

The preceding analyses provide tentative support for
Hypothesis #1 - that judgments of validity will be
significantly different for jobs with different job titles
even when SKAP information is identical., The intent of

these analyses is to provide a description of the overall
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trends apparent in the data regarding the effects of job
information. More rigorous tests of this hypothesis,
including univariate and multivariate analysis of variance,
were conducted which follow later in this section.

General effect of validity generalization information.

Expert judges estimated validities either in the presence or
absence of validity generalization information. Two types

Fol

ol comparisons are relevant to describing the overall effect
of validity generalization information. First, is important
tc know whether the presence of this information has an
affect on overall validity judgments. Second, it is
important to assess whether any affect of this information
is consistent with the actual true validity estimates that
were provided. (The average overall clerical and sales
validities reported in the validity generalization results
were .41 and ,18, respectively.)

A comparison of average overall validity when validity
generalization information is absent versus present
indicates that the availability of these empirical summaries
serves toc marginally increase experts' estimates of
cognitive validities (.27 vs. .30). The increase is almost
statistically significant (t = 1.9, p.<.06). The effects of
validity generalization information on experts' judgments of
validities can be seen most clearly in Table 8 by comparing
the average validity judgment for the "clerical" (or
"sales") job title from experimental condition #1 to that in

experimental condition #3. This comparison is most
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meaningful because job information is congruent, thereby
illustrating how validity generalization results affect
expert judgments in an unambiguous judgment situation (i.e.,
where job title, SKAPs and validity generalization results
are all congruent). In both of these comparisons, average
overall validity increases, however the increase is
statistically significant for clerical validities (.26 vs,
.35; t = 3.22, p.<.002) but not for sales validities (.23
vs. .25; t = .57, p.<.57).

When job information is incongruent, the validity
generalization results that are available correspond to the
job title but not to the SKAPs. Therefore, experts might
reason that if the profile of skills and abilities is not
illustrative of a clerical (sales) job, then the clerical
{sales) validity generalization results do not provide an
accurate indication of the level of empirical validity and
should not influence validity estimates. In fact, the
presence of validity generalization results does rot
consistently affect the level of validity in clerical and
sales jobs when job information was incongruent. There was
a trend for average overall clerical validity to increase in
the incongruent condition when validity generalization
information was provided (.29 vs. .33; t = -1.78, p.<.08).
However, there was no difference 1in average overall validity
when validity generalization information was provided for
the sales job in the incongruent condition (.29 vs. .28; t =

.23, p.<.82).
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It should be noted that the effects of providing
validity generalization results were not entirely
consistent with the actual validity generalization results
that were provided. The average overall clerical and sales
validities reported in the validity generalization results
were .41 and .18, respectively. The presence of the
clerical results increased experts' overall clerical
validity judgments in the congruent condition from .26 to
.35. However, despite the fact that the average sales
validity generalization resnlt was .18, the presence of
these results also increased experts' overall sales validity
judgments from .23 to .25 in the congruent information
condition.

These comparisons, which suggest that the presence of
validity generalization results tend to raise experts'
overall validity judgments regardless of the magnitude of
the actual validity generalization data, provide tentative,
partial support for Hypothesis #2, This hypothesis stated
that judgments of validity for clerical and sales jobs will
be significantly different when validity generalization
results are provided than when they are not provided. It
should be noted that for sales judgments, although validity
generalization information appears to have an affect, this
affect is surprisingly not consistent with the data
provided.

It would be important to measure how job and validity

generalization information affect experts' judgments of
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different types of predictor and criterion validity
judgments and individual predictor/criterion validities.
However, the use of t-tests on multiple outcome variables
increases the experiment-wise risk, lowering the
significance level of statistical tests and inflating the
error rate., To overcome this problem, these tentative
conclusions regarding the effects of experimental
manipulations were more rigorously tested using MANOVA and
ANOVA procedures. The results of these analyses are

reported in the following paragraphs.

Effects of Job Information on Judged Validity

Table 9 contains descriptive statistics for validity
judgments made for the "clerical™ job title and Table 10
contains the same information for the "sales" job title. To
compare the judgments made while SKAPs were identical and
job titles differed (i.e., the judgments comprising the
response vectors in the first set of MANOVA analyses
described below)}, one needs to compare across these two
tables. For example, the average general mental
ability/rating validity for sales SKAPs was .36 in the
"congruent” condition - "sales™ job title - {column #2 in
Table 10}, and .42 in the "incongruent™ condition -
"clerical™ job title - (column #3 in Table 9).

To determine whether the trends observed above were

significant, a multivariate analysis of variance statistical
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procedure was applied to the judgment data. The MANOVA
model consisted of job information and validity
generalization information main effects and interaction
effect. Two different types of MANOVAs were conducted., In
the first MANOVA model, the vector of dependent variables
consisted of the 28 validity judgments that were made when
either clerical or sales SKAPs were provided (i.e., the job
information condition was that SKAPs were identical but job
titles differed). The results of these MANOVA analyses are
reported separately for clerical and sales SKAP judgments in
Table 11, The second MANOVA model was identical to the
model described above with the exception that the vector of
responses consisted of validity judgments made for either
the "clerical” or "sales” job title (i.e., job titles were
identical but SKAPs differed). The results of these
analyses are reported in Table 12. Results of univariate
ANOVAs, which measured the effects of job information on
individual validity judgments, are reported in Tables 13 and
15 for judgments made for identical SKAPs and job titles,
respectively.

The reader is reminded that when SKAP information was
identical, the difference between experts making validity
judgments in the "congruent"™ condition and experts making
validity judgments in the "incongruent" condition was that
in the former condition, the job title matched the SKAPs
that were provided. (The reader is also reminded that

general job descriptions that accompanied the job title were



125

ambiguous, and almost identical in content.) Therefore, the
significant main effect for job information (Table 11)
means that judges who were provided with identical SKAPS
judged validities differently solely as a function of having
been provided with different job titles/general job
descriptions.

Tables 14 and 16 indicate the within-subjects
(predictor and criterion) effects on experts' validity
judgments that were made for clerical/sales SKAPs and
clerical/sales job titles, respectively.

Job information effects on overall validity judgments

for clerical SKAPS. As indicated in Table 11, when the

vector of dependent variables was comprised of a linear
combination of 28 validity judgments that were made when
clerical SKAPS were provided, the job information main
effect was significant (p.«<.001). By comparing column #2
from Table 9 with coclumn #3 from Table 10, the differences
in the actual mean validity judgments can be seen. Average
judgments appear to be higher for verbal ability validities
in the incongruent condition and higher for quantitative,
perceptual, spatial/mechanical, and psychomotor validities
in the congruent condition. The likelihood ratio of .577,
shows that the effect of the (incongruent versus congruent}
job titles was fairly substantial. 1In fact, 42% of the
variance in judgments can be attributed to differences in

job titles/general job descriptions in this research. It
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should be noted that we could expect shrinkage in explained
variance in future samples.

The interaction effect of job information and validity
generalization information was alsc significant (p.<.009),
suggesting that the effect of congruent and incongruent job
titles was not the same when validity generalization was
present versus absent., Comparisons of vectors from
experimental conditions #1 and #3 on Table 9 with vectors
from experimental conditions #2 and #4 on Table 10 show that
validity judgments for clerical SKAPs tend to be slightly
nigher when job information is incongruent and no validity
generalization information is available. When validity
generalization information is available, the judgments tend
to be much lower when Jjob information is incongruent than
when it is congruent. This effect is difficult to
interpret, however, because identical validity
generalization information was not provided to judges in the
"congruent” and "incongruent” conditionslg. Judges in the
"incongruent" condition received "sales” validity
generalization results (although not identified as such)

while those in the "congruent” condition received "clerical”

validity generalization results., The differences in the

1.0
g

To determine whether this potential confound in fact had
an affect on the results observed for clerical SKAPs,
additional MANOVA analyses were subsequently conducted using
only data from judges in the "no vg" condition. Therefore,
only the job title effect was tested, The result of this
analysis showed that job title had a non-significant affect
on clerical SKAP judgments (p.< .79). Therefore, one would
conclude that the significant effects measured in the
original MANOVA were due to the confound of VG condition
with job title.
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levels of their judgments may be reflecting the actual
differences evident in the validity generalization results
provided for these two job titles, (A more meaningful
statistical assessment of this effect is reported in the
third part of this section.) As a result of this
significant interaction effect, it is difficult to interpret
the job information main effect for clerical SKAP judgments.

Table 12 contains results of MANOVA analyses that
measured the effect of SKAP information on validity
judgments made for the "clerical™ job title. Therefore,
this a.,alysis measures the effect of incongruent versus
congruent SKAP information when the job title is held
constant. In conjunction with the previous analyses
assessing the effect of incongruent versus congruent job
titles, these analyses provide a full description of how
judges responded to the job information that was provided in
the validity judgment task,

As indicated in Table 12, incongruent versus congruent
SKAPs had a highly significant affect on validity estimates
for the "clerical™ job title (p.<.0001). This is
illustrated by comparing columns $#2 and #3 on Table 9 and,
additionally, by referring to the SKAP information that was
provided (see Appendix D). This significant effect for job
information means that judges who were provided with
identical job titles judged validities differently as a
function of having been provided with different SKAP

information. Specifically, it appears that experts'
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validity judgments are strongly affected by the relative
importance of the SKAP information that was provided such
that the magnitudes of their judgments (across the c;n;ruent
and incongruent conditions) correctly reflected the
importance of four of the seven abilities. (For example,
the average clerical validity estimates from experts in the
incongruent condition were higher than the estimates from
experts in the congruent condition for verbal ability. This
result correctly reflects the information provided that
verbal ability is a substantially more important ability in
the incongruent condition than in the congruent condition.)
These findings suggest that judges were generally sensitive
to the relative importance ratings provided as part of the
judgment task materials.However, as previously demonstrated,
the actual magnitudes of validities were also strongly
affected by the job title that was provided.

Taken together, the results for clerical validities
reported in Tables 11 and 12 provide partial support for
Hypothesis #1 which predicted an independent effect for job
title. First, as indicated in Table 11, when SKAP
information was identical, judgments of clerical validities
were significantly different when judges were provided with
a "clerical”™ versus a "sales” job title, Second, as
indicated in Table 12, when job title was identical,
judgments of clerical validities were significantly
different when clerical versus sales SKAP information was

provided. The support for Hypothesis #1 is partial because
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although job title had a significant independent affect on
clerical validity judgments, judges were also strongly
influenced by the SKAP information that was provided,

To identify those mean judgments that contributed to
the the significant job information and job information x
validity generalization information effects in the analysis
of validity judgments for clerical SKAPs, univariate ANOVAs
were conducted. The results of these ANOVAs are discussed
in detail below.

Job information effects on individual validity

judgments for clerical SKAPS. Table 13 contains results of

univariate ANOVAs which measured the effects of job
information and validity generalization information on
judgments made when clerical SKAPs were provided. A review
of the univariate results for the clerical SKAP validity
judgments in Table 10 suggests why the MANOVA main effect
for job information is not interpretable. Although the job
information main effect was significant (p.<.05) for six
(21.4%) of the validity estimates, half of these significant
main effects were associated with significant interaction
effects. In addition, there does not appear tobbe any
meaningful pattern to those validities that evidence
significant main effects for job information. As indicated
in Table 13, the significant effects on clerical SKAP
judgments are spread across all types of predictors and
criteria, Thrrefore, while in some cases judges' clerical

validity judgments were somewhat affected by differences in
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job title, these effects were not substantial in number nor
were they systematic for any particular type of predictor or
criterion measure.

Job information effects on overall validity judgments

for sales SKAPS. Table 11 contains the results of MANOVAs

based on judgments made when sales SKAPS were provided. 1In
this analysis, the main effect for job information is highly
significant (p.< .0001), supporting the hypothesis that
validity judgments would be significantly different when
SKAP information was identical but job titles differed. By
comparing column #3 from Table 9 to column #2 from Table 10,
one can see why the null hypothesis was rejected. Clearly,
when sales SKAPs were provided, mean validity estimates were
higher when judges were provided with the "clerical" job
title rather than the "sales"™ job title. More than half of
the variance in the linear combination of sales validity
judgments can be attributed to differences in job titles
alone, suggesting that judges' wvalidity estimates were
strongly influenced by the job title irrespective of the
SKAP information that was provided, This effect was in the
general direction of higher sales SKAP validity estimates
when a "clerical" job title was provided.

The interaction of job information and validity
generalization information was also significant when
experts' judgments were based on sales SKAPs (p.<.05).
However, because of the strength of the job information main

effect, it is likely that job information affected experts'
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validity judgments independent of the validity
generalization effectzo. More specifically, sales SKAP
validity judgments are lower for the "sales”™ job title than
for the "clerical® title whether validity generalization
information is or is not present, However, the difference
in average validities is smaller when validity
generalization information is not present. (This conclusion
is illustrated by comparing column #6 on Table 10 <o column
#7 on Table 9 and by comparing column #8 on Table 10 to
column #9 on Table %.)

Table 12 indicates the effect of congruent and
incongruent SKAPs on validity judgments for the "sales"™ job
title., As in the previous analysis for the "clerical" job
title, the SKAP information had a highly significant effect
on experts' validity estimates (p.<.0001), such that their
sales validity estimates were influenced by the SKAP
information that was provided. As can be observed by
comparing columns #2 and #3 in Table 10 (i.e., "sales™ job
title with clerical and sales SKAPs, respectively}, and by
referring tc the actual SKAP information in Appendix D, the

magnitude of experts' validity estimates correctly reflected

s discussed 1n the MANOVA analysis for clerical SKAP
judgments, there is a potential confound of VG condition
with job title. This confound was examined by conducting an
additional MANOVA analysis using only data from judges in
the "no vg" condition. The result of this analysis showed
that job title had an almost significant affect on sales
SKAP judgments (p.<.14). Due to the relatively low power
associated with conducting a MANOVA with 28 dependent
variables and only 61 subjects, it was decided to
investigate the job title effect on individual validity
judgments using ANOVA (see footnote $#21).
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the relative importance of five of the seven types of
predictors. (For example, the average validity estimates
from experts in the incongruent condition were higher than
the validity estimates from experts in the congruent
condition for both gquantitative ability and perceptual
speed. These results correctly reflect the information
provided that quantitative ability and perceptual speed are
suhstantially more important abilities in the incongruent
condition than in the congruent condition,) These findings
suggest that judges were generally sensitive to the relative
importance ratings provided as part of the judgment task
materials.,

Despite the fact that there was a tendency for experts'
judgments of sales validities to reflect the relative
importance of the SKAP information that was provided, the
magnitude of their estimates was also somewhat influenced by
the job titles for which they were making their estimates,
This is evidenced not only in the inappropriate use of the
SKAP information for memory and psychomotor ability, but
because of the significant effect of different job titles on
sales SKAP judgments. Therefore, it appears that there is
an independent effect that can be attributed solely to the
job title that was available when validities were being
judged.

Taken together, the results for sales validities
reported in Tables 11 and 12 provide partial support for

Hypothesis #1 which predicted an independent effect for job
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title. First, as indicated in Table 11, when SKAP
information was identical, judgments of validities were
significantly different when a “clerical” versus "sales" job
title was provided. Second, as indicated in Table 12, when
job title was information was held constant, judgments of
rfales validities were significantly different when clerical
versus sales SKAP information was provided. The support for
Hypothesis #1 is partial because although job title had a
significant independent affect on sales validity judgments,
judges were also strongly influenced by the SKAP information
that was provided.

These MANOVA analyses for sales SKAP and job title
validities were followed-up by 28 univariate ANOVAs which
were conducted using the 28 sales SKAP validity judgments.
These analyses were conducted to identify those mean
judgments that contributed to the significant main effect
for job information,

Job information effects on individual validity

judgments for sales SKAPS. Table 13 contains results of

univariate ANOVAs for each of the validity judgments made
when sales SKAPs were provided, O©Of the 2B ANOVAs, 19
(67.9%) evidenced significant main effects for the job
information condition. Significant job x validity
generalization effects were associated with only three of

these significant main effect321. Based on these results,

21
E -ar o

These ANOVA results were essentially replicated using
only judges who were in the "no vg" condition. Thirteen
significant ANOVA effects were found which duplicated 13 of
the 16 significant ANOVA effects found in the original
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one would conclude that the statistically significant main
effect for job information that was identified in the
previously discussed MANOVA analysis is meaningful.

The 16 interpretable main effects for job information
(i.e., where differences in job titles resulted in
significantly different average validity estimates) occurred
in all of the four criterion validity judgments involving
quantitative ability, perceptual speed, memory, and
psychomotor ability predictors., These results indicate
several systematic trends in judges' responses to "clerical”
and "sales" job titles which are described below in detail.
(If one compares column #3 in Table Y to column #2 in Table
10, the actual mean validity judgments that were measured in
these effects are indicated.)

For quantitative ability validities, experts in the

incongruent condition had higher validity estimates for each
of the four types of criteria. The difference in average
guantitative validities for judges in the congruent (i.e.,
"sales"™ job title) and incongruent (i.e., "clerical"™ job
title) conditions was ,12 for rating, .13 for ranking, .10
for work sample, and .11 for production criteria.

When estimating perceptual speed validities, judges in

the incongruent condition tended to have higher average
estimates than judges in the congruent condition. The

differences in their judgments were .09, .07, .11, and .11

analyses, Based on these results, 1t was concluded that the
previously described confound was not affecting the results
and that job title had a significant affect on sales SKAP
validity judgments.
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for rating, ranking, work sample, and production validities,
respectively.

For validities involving memory as the predictor,
judges in the incongruent condition made estimates that were
.10 higher for a rating criterion, .09 higher for a ranking
criterion, .09 higher for a work sample criterion, and .11
higher for a production criterion,

Judges in the incongruent condition estimated

validities for psychomotor ability that were, on the

average, .065 higher than estimates made by judges in the
congruent condition. Their judgments were .06 higher for
rating, .04 higher for ranking, .08 higher for work sample,
and ,08 higher for production.

In summary, the results of the univariate analyses for
sales SKAP validity judgments show a clear and very
consistent pattern of higher validities for those judges who
were provided with the "clerical®™ rather than the "sales"
job title, These results provide empirical support for
Hypothesis #1 and suggest that judges' validity estimates
were strongly affected by the title assigned to the job,
irrespective of the type of SKAP information that was
provided. The tendency to estimate quantitative, perceptual
speed, memory and psychomotor predictors higher when a
clerical job title was provided is somewhat consistent with
implicit beliefs regarding the appropriateness of these
cognitive abilities for predicting performance in clerical

jobs.
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Interaction of job information with within-subject

factors. Table 14 contains results from repeated measures
MANOVAs which were conducted separately for the validity
judgments made for clerical and sales SKAPs. These analyses
show the between- and within-subject effects on validity
judgments and provide some insight into the analyses that
were conducted to measure job information main effects.

First, it should be mentioned that "Type of Predictor”
and "Type of Criterion" had significant effects on linear
combinations of validity judgments that were based on
clerical and sales SKAPs. These main effects for predictors
and criteria were highly significant for both sets of SKAP-
based judgments (p.<.0001). As indicated by both Wilks's
and the canonical correlation coefficient, judges were
highly sensitive to the type of predictor and the type of
criterion for which they were judging validity. The
variance in the linear combination of validities accounted
for by the predictor factor was 77% for clerical SKAPs and
81% for sales S5KAPs. The variance in the weighted outcome
vector accounted for by the criterion factor was 52% for
clerical SKAPs and 48% for sales SKAPs. Despite the fact
that some of the interactions involving the predictor and
criterion factors were significant, the relative strength of
these main effects strongly suggests that experts' validity
judgments systematically discriminated on the basis of the
type of cognitive ability and the type of performance

measure on which the validity coefficient was based.
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Also notable is the interaction of type of predictor
and type of criterion. This effect was significant for both
clerical and sales SKAP validity judgments (p.<.0001 and
p.<.0001, respectively}. The interpretation of this
interaction effect is that the effect of type of predictor
on SKAP-based validity judgments is not constant across all
types of criteria. Experts' judgmerits appear to reflect the
professional belief that not all predictors are equal at
predicting different aspects of job performance. Once
again, however, this lower-order interaction effect is
contained in statistically significant higher-order
interaction effects, Specifically, the predictor x
criterion interaction (the effect for individual validities)
interacts with the job x vg information interaction when the
outcome vector contains clerical SKAP judgments {».<.05) and
with job information when the outcome vector contains sales
SKAP judgments (p.<.05). These higher order interactions
suggest that experts' mean estimates of validities are not
the same across different combinations of predictors and
criteria and across different judgment conditions (i.e., job
information) or combinations of judgment conditions (i.e.,

job x validity generalization information}.
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Effects of Validity Generalization Information on Judged

Validity

The effects of validity generalization information on
Sudges' validity estimates were tested using 2x2 factor
MANOVA and ANOVA models, -Analyses were conducted separately
tfor clerical and sales judgments., These statistical models
were identical to those used to measure the effects of the
job information manipulation, with the important difference
that the outcome vector in each analysis consisted of
validity judgments made for either the "clerical" or "sales"
job title, irrespective of the SKAP information that was
provided. As was previously discussed, it is more
meaningful to examine the effects of validity generalization
information where the information which was provided
"matched" the job title that was also provided. (If the
validity generalizaticn information was "matched" to the
SKAP information rather than to the job title, we would not
be able to ascertain whether the validity generalization
information did not have an effect because judges were not
influenced by it, or because judges did not consider it
relevant to the job for which they were judging validities.)

Expert judges estimated validities either in the
presence or absence of validity generalization information.
As was previously discussed, two types of comparisons are
relevant to describing the overall effect of validity

generalization information., First, is important tc know
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whether the presence of this information affects validity
judgments. Second, it is important to assess whether any
effect of this information is consistent with the actual
true validity estimates that were provided. (The average
overall clerical and sales validities reported in the
validity generalization results were .41 and .18,
respectively.)

The results of MANOVAs for "clerical"™ and "sales" job
title validities are presented in Table 12. Table 15
contains ANOVA results for the 28 clerical and 28 sales
validity estimates. Table 16 contains results of the
repeated measures MANOVAs conducted to measure the
interactions of the validity generalization factor with
within-subject (predictor and criterion) factors.

Validity generalization information effects on overall

validity judgments for the "clerical"™ job title. When the

vector of dependent variables was comprised of the 28
validity judgments made for the "clerical"” job title, the
validity generalization main effect was highly significant
(p.<.001) {(see Table 12). The differences in clerical
judgments made with and without validity generalization
information can be seen by comparing the average judgments
in columns #4 and #5 on Table 9. From this comparison, it
is apparent that the presence of clerical validity
generalization information increased estimated clerical
validities for all but one of the 28 predictor/criterion

judgments. (The exception was the judgment involving verbal
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ability with a production critericn.} The likelihood ratio
{ =.588) and the canonical correlation (r.=.64) show that
the effect of validity generalization information was
substantial. Forty-one percent of the variance in the
linear combination of the 28 "clerical" job title validities
was accounted for by this effect. These results provide
clear support for Hypothesis #2,

As can be seen in Table 12, the interaction effect
involving validity generalization information and job
information was not significant, suggesting that the effect
of validity generalization information is the same whether
SKAP information matched the job title or did not. Although
the linear combination of clerical job validities differed
in the congruent and incongruent conditions (Fca1c=2.61;
p.<.0001), this factor did not affect the manner in which
validity generalization information was used.

To identify those mean wvalidity judgments which
contributed to the rejection of the null hypothesis of "no
validity generalization effect”, 28 univariate ANOVAs were
computed. The results of these analyses are presented in
detail below,

Validity generalization effects on individual validity

judgments for the "clerical"”™ job title. Table 15 contains

results of univariate ANOVAs assessing the effect of
validity generalization information on each of the 28
"clerical”™ job title validity judgments. Because the

previous MANOVA found a significant main effect for wvalidity
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generalization information, it is important to identify on
which of these judgments experts' in the "vg®™ and "no vg"
conditions evidenced significant differences in validity
estimates and to determine if these differences are
consistent with the validity generalization results that
were provided.

As indicated in Table 15, 21 of the 28 ANOVAs (75.0%)
contain significant effects for validity generalization
information. None of the interaction effects associated
with these 21 main effects was significant. The main
effects for the validity generalization effect formed a very
consistent pattern: six of the seven tests of main effects
(85.7%) involving the production criterion were not
significant, and only one other validity (i.e., for spatial-
mechanical/work sample) was also not significant.

Overall, average validity judgments for the "clerical”™
job title were higher when judges were provided with
validity generalization information. This result is
congruent with the fact that actual clerical validity
generalization values were generally higher than the average
judgments in the "no vg" condition. More specifically,
judges in the "vg" condition had higher estimates of

validities involving general mental ability than judges who

were not provided with this information. The differences in
average judgments were ,07 for the rating criterion, .13 for
the ranking criterion, and .13 for the work sample criterion

(see Table 9). Estimates of verbal ability validities
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showed differences of .03 for rating, .08 for ranking, and
.08 for work sample criteria. Judges' estimates of validity

for a quantitative predictor differed .05, .08, and .07 for

rating, ranking and work sample criteria, respectively. For

the perceptual speed predictor, judgments from experts with

validity generalization information were higher than
judgments from experts without this information by .06 for
rating and .10 for ranking and work sample. Average
judgments for memory were higher in the "vg" condition by
.06 for rating, .07 for ranking, .11 for work sample, and

.04 for production. For spatial/mechanical abiljty, there

were significant differences for rating and ranking (.06).

Experts' estimates of psychomotor validities were .08, .07,

and .11 higher for experts in the "vg" condition for rating,
ranking, and work sample criteria.

These findings strongly suggest that in the presence of
clerical validity generalization results, judges produce
significantly higher average estimates of clerical
validities in comparison to when these results are not
available, The reader is reminded that the measured effect
of validity generalization information is averaged across
the two SKAP conditions (i.e., some judges had "clerical®
SKAPs and other judges had "sales™ SKAPs). Therefore,
judges' average estimates of clerical validities were
systematically higher in the presence of validity
generalization information in spite of the fact that the

SKAP information may not have been descriptive of a clerical
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job. The results--a systematic pattern of higher validity
estimates for judges in the "vg" condition~-are highly
consistent with the clerical validity generalization
information provided to judges. For example, for 20 of the
21 3judgments (95.2%) for which judgments in the "vg"
condition were significantly higher than judgments in the
"no vg" condition, the wvalidity generalization results were
also higher than the average judgments made by experts who
did not have access to this information. These results show
judges' clerical validity estimates reflect the presence of
(generally higher) validity generalization information.

Validity generalization information effects on overall

validity judgments for the "sales"™ job title. Table 12

reports the results of a MANOVA involving the vector cf 28
validity judgments made for the "sales" job title. 1In this
analysis, the main effect for validity generalization
information was significant {(p.<.05). By comparing columns
#4 and #5 on Table 10, one can observe the differences in
average validity estimates from the "vg" and "no vg" groups.
These differences are not as large as those observed for the
"clerical"™ job title, nor are they as consistent. However,
the Wilks' lambda for this effect (.623), and the amount of
variance in the response vector which can be attributed to
the validity generalization factor (38%), provide further
support for Hypothesis $#2,

The interaction term involving valjidity generalization

and job information was not significant while the job
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information main effect was highly significant {(p.<.0001).
The significant effect for job information shows that
judges' validlity estimates reflected the congruency and
incongruency of job title and SKAP information such that
they produced generally higher validity estimates when the
clerical SKAPS (versus the sales SKAPs) were provided., {The
exceptions to this were for validities involving general
mental ahility and verbal ability). The lack of a
significant interaction effect demonstrates that the effect
of validity generalization information on sales validity
estimates is the same whether SKAP information matched the
job title or did not.

This MANOVA analysis was followed by 28 univariate
ANOVAs, Each ANOVA measured the effect of the validity
generalization factor on individual validity judgments for
the "sales" job title.

Validity generalization information effects on

individual validity judgments for the "sales" job title.

Results from the 28 ANOVAsS involving validities for the
"sales" job title are presented in Table 15, Of the 28
validity judgments that could have contributed to the
rejection of the multivariate null hypothesis for validity
generalization information, only three (10.7%) showed
significant main effects for this factor. Specifically,
judgments of general mental ability (p.<.05) and verbal
ability (p.<.001) with a work sample criterion, and

perceptual speed with a production criterion (p.<.05) were
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significantly different for judges in the "vg" and "no vg©
conditions. In the first two cases, average judgments by
experts in the "vg" condition were higher; in the third case
these experts' judgments were lower.

These results, which are neither as consistent or
numerous as the results for the clerical job title,
demonstrate the power of MANOVA for detecting group
differences across multiple outcome measures. Given the
small percentage of significant results for the validity
generalization main effect found in these univariate
analyses, one would have to make fairly conservative claims
about the overall effect of this experimental condition on
validity judgments for the "sales"™ job title.

Interaction of validity generalization information with

within-subject factors. Table 16 contains results from

repeated measures MANOVAs which were conducted separately
for the validity judgments made for "clerical”™ and "sales"”
job titles. These analyses show the between- and within-
subject effects on experts' validity estimates.

As in the previous repeated measures MANOVA analyses
for the job information effect, significant main effects
were evidenced for both type of predictor, tvpe of
criterion, and the predictor x criterion interaction. For
"clerical"™ validities, the wvariance in the linear
combination of validity judgments that can be attributed to
these effects is 77%, 50%, and 50%, respectively. For

*sales™ validities, the variance in the linear combination
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of validity judgments that can be attributed to these
e“fects is 83%, 50%, and 49%, respectively. These results
suggest that although there is a significant effect for
validity judgments {(i.e., average validities for different
predictors are not the same across different criteria),
there is a fairly substantial, independent effect for type
of predictor for both the "clerical™ and "sales" job title
judgments.

An interesting finding from the repeated measures
MANOVA is that validity generalization information interacts
with types of validity judgments both for the clerical and
sales validity judgments {(p.<.05 and p.<.001, respectivelyl}.
This three-way interaction effect accounts for 26% and 32%
of the variance in the linear combinations of clerical and
sales validities, respectively. One would interpret this
effect to mean, generally, that the effect of validity
generalization information (presence or absence} is not the
same across different combinations of predictors and
criteria. It appears, therefore, that only some of the
validity generalization informafion affected experts'
judgments, For the "clerical”™ job title, results on Table 9
suggest that validity generalization information had the
largest effect on almost all judgments involving ranking and
work sample criteria. Experts' judgments of work sample and
production criteria for general mental ability, verbal

ability, quantitative ability, and perceptual speed appear
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to be most affected by validity generalization information

for the "sales"™ job title (see Table 10},

Effects of Job Information and Validity Generalization

Information on Judges' Confidence Interval Judgments

In this section results of analyses which examined the
degree to which job and validity generalization information
affected the confidence which judges had in their validity
estimates are reported. O0Of primary concern were those
analyses which were conducted to test Hypotheses #3 and #4.
Hypothesis $#3 proposed that the presence of validity
generalization information would significantly increase
confidence in validity judgments. Hypothesis #4 proposed
that when information was "congruent™ (i.e., when the job
title "matched” the SKAPs that were provided), experts would
be more confident in their judgment output.

As might be recalled, experts' confidence judgments
were simply the difference between the upper-bound and the
lower-bound of the judged 90% confidence interval around
each validity judgment. Several different analyses were
conducted to examine the effects of the experimental
manipulations on judges' confidence judgments. First,
descriptive statistics were computed across all experimental
factors and conditions for categories of confidence
judgments and for the clerical and sales confidence

judgments. Second, univariate t-tests were computed to
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initially examine hypothesized differences in confidence
judgments. Third, two MANOVAs were computed, one each for
the 28 clerical and 28 sales confidence judgments, to
measure the overall effects of the between-subjects factors
on expert confidence., Fourth, univariate ANOVAs were
computed to measure effects of job and validity
generalizatiorn information on confidence judgments for
individual validities. Lastly, a repeated-measures MANOVA
(as described in previous paragraphs) was computed using the
vector of all 5€ comfidence judgments. This analysis,
exploratory in mature, was conducted to examine the

interactions of between- and within-subjeci factors.

Descriptions of Experts' Confidence Judgments

Table 17 contajns descriptive statistics for experts’
confidence judgments across different categories of jobs,
predictors, and criteria, As indicated in the table, across
all of these categories of validity judgments, judges'
average judged confidence intervals ranged from .20 to .24,
and the standard deviations of these intervals ranged from
.06 to .10, From these estimates alone, one would infer
that judges' confidence interval judgments are rather
consistent across types of predictors, criteria, jobs, and
experimental conditions. As predicted, there appears to be
a slight (non-significant) tendency for confidence to be

lower (i.e., the confidence interval larger) when job
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information is incongruent. However, there do not appear to
be any differences between judges who were provided with
validity generaljzation information and those who were not
ir the confidence they had in the accuracy of their validity
estimates.

To examine the degree to which task relevant
information affected judges' confidence in the accuracy of
their validity judgments, average confidence intervals were
computed for each unique predictor/criterion combination.
These descriptive statistics are reported in Table 18 for
judgments made for the "clerical®” job title, and in Table 19
for judgments made for the "sales™ job title, A review of
these tables shows that confidence interval estimates where
relatively stable. However, there appears to be a tendency
for judges' confidence to be higher when job information was
congruent. There does not appear to be an effect for
validity generalization information. These observations

were tested using MANOVA and are described in detail below.

Job Information and Validity Generalization Information

Effects on Confidence Judgments: MANOVA Analyses

Because of the experiment-wise risk (i.e., inflated
error rates) associated with conducting t-tests on multiple
response variables, a MANOVA model was used to test the
multivariate hypotheses., A 2x2 (job x validity

generalization) MANOVA model was used for testing job and
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validity generalization effects on confidence interval
judgments, Two MANOVAs were conducted, one each for
confidence judgments made for "clerical®™ and "sales"™ job
titles., The results of these analyses are presented in
Table 21 and are described below.

Effect of job information. As indicated in Table 20,

the job information main effect was not significant for
either the clerical (p.<.82) or sales judgments (p.<.41),.
For the clerical job, only 20% of the variance in the linear
combination of confidence judgments can be attributed to the
job information condition. For the sales job, the variance
accounted for was 27%. Because of these results, it must be
concluded that Hypothesis #3 was not supported. Therefore,
the effects of job information on individual confidence
judgments will not be examined.

Effect of validity generalization information. Table

20 also contains results of MANOVA tests of the effect of
the validity generalization manipulation on experts'
confidence interval judgments., This effect is not
statistically significant for clerical {p.<.12) or sales
judgments (p.<.84). The validity generalization
manipulation accounted for only 32% and 20% of the variance
in the linear response vectors for clerical and sales
confidence judgments, respectively. Therefore, this data

show no support for Hypothesis #4,
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Between- and Within-Subject Effects on Confidence Interval

Judgments

A repeated measures MANOVA was conducted to obtain
information regarding the interaction of job and validity
generalization factors with within-subject factors. This
analysis provides information regarding factors (other than
those experimentally manipulated) that may have an affect on
the rationally-derived confidence intervals surrounding
judged validities, Specifically, it would be important to
know whether judges are more or less confident in judgments
that involve certain types of jobs, predictors, and
criteria.

In this analysis, the within-subject effects included
ty,e of job, predictor, and criterion factors. It was
decided that because none of the measured main effects were
significant for either the clerical or sales job, that the
repeated measures MANOVA analysis should be conducted for
all 56 confidence judgments simultaneously. This would
allow for the detection of potential interactions inveolving
type of job., The results of this analysis are presented in
Table 21.

First, it should be noted that the main effect for
"type of job" 1is not significant. Although the linear
combinations of "clerical" and "sales" confidence judgments
were not significantly lifferent, the single MANOVA model

provides a means for uncovering interactions involving "type
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of job." Second, as in the previous repeated measures
MANOVA analyses, both predictor and criterion main effects
were significant (p.<.001 and p.<.05, respectively).
However, neither the predictor main effect nor the criterion
main effect were substantial (R2=.16 and .08, respectively).

Because the effect for type of predictor is contained
in two significant second-order interactions, it is not
interpretable., One of these higher-order interactions -
predictor x job information x validity generalization
information - suggests that average confidence for different
types of predictors is not the same across the four
experimental conditions. This effect can be observed by
comparing columns #6-9 on Table 17. It appears that
confidence is highest when job information is congruent and
validity generalization information is available and that
confidence decreases, as predicted, when job information is
incongruent and/or validity generalization information is
not available. These results are important because they
demonstrate that task-related information affects judges'
confidence, however the effect is realized across predictor
judgments rather than individual validity judgments,
Therefore, while Hypothesis #3 was not supported, some
evidence does exist to support the conclusion that
confidence in judgments is affected in some way by task-
related job information.

The other second-order interaction involving type of

predictor - job x predictor x validity generalization
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information - suggests that average confidence in clerical
and sales validity judgments is not the same for different
types of predictors when validity generalization information
is present versus absent. Although this information is not
specifically provided in any one of the statistical tables,
it can be gleaned from comparing columns #4 and #5 on Table
18 (clerical) and Table 19 (sales).

This last three-way interaction provides information
regarding how validity generalization information affects
experts' confidence interval judgments, It appears that
validity generalization results have a significant effect on
judges' confidence in their validity judgments. However,
the effect is not on individual confidence judgments but on
average confidence judgments for different types of
predictors., Because both "type of job"™ and "type of
predictor™ are within-subject factors, it appears that
individual judges respond differentially to job and
predictor type when making their confidence judgments. As a
whole, judges in the "no vg" condition have slightly lower
confidence than judges in the "vg" condition. However, this
effect was only apparent for some of the types of
predictors, primarily quantitative, perceptual,
spatial/mechanical, and psychomotor confidence judgments in
the "sales" job title. 1In the "sales” job title, confidence
was greater for memory in the "vg" condition and greater for

verbal in the "no vg" condition.
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Survey Responses by Division 14 Membership Category
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Experimental Condition

Membership 1 2 3 4 Total
Cateagory N % N . % N % N % N
Fellow 11 (39.7) 12 (36.4) 7 (25.0) 12 (48.0) 42
Member 12 (42.9) 12 (36.4) 11 (39.3) 7 (28.0) 41
Associate S5 (17.9) 9 (27.3) 10 (35.7) 6 (24.0) 31
Total 28 33 28 25 114
a

Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of
individuals in the experimental condition from each
membership category.

X2 - 4.80 (af=6) N.S.
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Table 2

Educational Background of Expert Sample

Experimental Condition

T 2 3 1 Total
Category N 3 N .3 N ) N L] N %
N 28 33 28 25 114
L.evel of
Education
Ph.D. 26 (92.9) 26 (78.8) 23 (82.1) 20 (80.0) 95 (83.3)
ABD 0 (0.0 ©o (0.0 2 (7.1 0 ( 0.0} 2 (1.8)
MA/MS/MBA 2 ( 7.1) 7 (21.2) 3 (10.7) 3 (12.0) 15 {13.1)
Ed.D. 0o (0.0 0 (0,00 0 (0.0 2 ¢(8,0) 2 (1.8)
Type of
Degree
I/0 13 (46.4) 14 (42.4) 15 (53.6) 8 (32.0) S0 (43.9)
General 6 (21.4) 11 (33.3) 7 (25.0) 6 (24.0) 30 (26.3)
Exper. 1 ( 3.6) 1 ( 3.0y 2 (7.1 2 ( 8.m 6 ( 5.3)
Social/Per 1 ( 3.6) 3 { 9.1y o0 ( 0,0}y 2 {( 8.0) 6 {( 5.3)
Counseling 2 ( 7.1) 1 ( 3.0) O ( 0.0) 3 (12.0) 6 ( 5.3)
Business 1 ( 3.6) 0 (0.0 2 (7.1 1 ( 4.0) 4 ( 3.5)
Quantitat. 2 { 7.1) o ( 0,0) 0 ( 0,.0) 0 { 0.0) 2 (1.8)
App.Social 1 ( 3.6} O ( 0.0) ¢ ( 0.0} 1 ( 4.0) 2 (1.8)
Gen., App. 1 ( 3.6} © ( 0.0) 1 ( 3.6 O ( 0,0) 2 (1.8)
Education. 0 ( 0.0) 2 { 6.1) O ( 0,0) O ( 0.0} 2 (1.8)
App. Clin, 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 3.0) o ( 0.0) O ( 0.0) 1 { .9)
Human Fac., 0 ( 0.0} O ( 0.0 1 (3.6 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( .9)
Vocaticnal 0 ( 0,0) © ( 0.0) O ( 0.0} 1 ( 4.0) 1 ¢( .9)
Missing 0 ( 0.0) 0 (0.0) O (0.0 1 ( 4.0) 1 .9)
Average Years
Post Degree
X 16.4 19,2 16.9 23.0 19.5
s 11.7 11.2 14.5 15.7 13.2

4 Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of

individuals in each experimental condition at each level of
education.

)(2 tests could not be used to test the independence of these
educational categories from experimental conditions because
of the large number of empty cells.
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Table 3

Work Background of Expert Sample

Current Exper{mental Condition
Affiliation/Job® 1 z 3 1 Total
N 28 33 28 25 114
Academic {(Total) {10} (12) (13 { B) (43)
T/0 -~ Full Prof. 6 5 6 6 21
- Assoc., Prof, 1 1 3 0 5
- Aust. Prof. 3 1 1 0 &
O/B - Full Prof. 0 1 0 0 1
- Assoc. Prof. 0 0 1 0 1
- Asst. Prof. 0 0 0 2 2
Other/Not Described 0 4 2 n ]
Private Industry { 7} { 5) {5 { 4} 211
Applied 1/0 Research 4 k) ) Z 14
Internal Consulting 1 0 4 1 ?
Management 2 1 0 1 4
Marketing Research 0 1 0 0 1
Public fector { 4) (4 {2 {1} nmn
Ekpplied I/6 Research 4 4 2 1 11
Military { 21 ( 1} 2y {2 {7
Applied 1/C Research 2 1 2 2 7
Private Consulting { 5) ( Bl t 6 { B (27
Applled 1/0 Research 4 5 € k| 1R
Gen. Mgt. Consulting 1 2 0 4 7
Marketing Rz=search 0 1 n 0 1
Counseling 0 0 0 1 1
Public Utilit ( 0 t 0 {0 (1 { 1}
Applied 1/0 Research 0 0 0 1 1
Research Institute ( m t 3) {0 { 0} { 3
Applied 1/0 Research 0 3 o 0 3
Missing { 0) { 0) tm { 1) D)

8 )(2 tests could not be used to test the {ndependence of these
educational categories from experimental conditions because of
the large number of empty cells.



Table 4

Means and Standard Neviations of Categories of Validity Judgments

Py Judgrent Order

{1) {2) 3 (4 (5} 4] 7 (4)

Cateqgory Predictor Order ? Job Order ® Predictor x Job Order
1 ? 1 2 1,1 1,2 2,1 2.2

N 56 58 56 58 25 )] 1n 27
Overall .29 (10 .28 (10) .29 (11) .28 (09 231 (12) .27 (0®) .28 (10) .28 {10}
™ype of Job
Clerical A1 {100 .30 {11) .31 {11) .30 (10) .32 412) .31 (0B} .30 (11) .29 {11)
Sales .26 (11) .26 (101 L27 (11 .25 (1o .29 {13) .24 (0® .26 (100 .27 (11)
Type of Predictor
™M .38 (11} .40 (13) A1 {13 37 (1D .40 (13} .37 (09 .41 (13) .38 {13)
Verbal <38 (11) .36 (11} .38 (13 .36 (09) <39 (13 .37 (0% .37 (12) .35 (09}
Quantitative .36 (11} .36 {12} 37 (13 .35 (m <39 {13F .34 (10) .36 (13) .36 {100
Perceptual .29 (11 .29 12} 229 (12) .28 (10} LAY {12 27 109 28 (13} .29 (10)
Mamory L0 (1 .29 {1 .30 112) .29 (1m 232 (14 .28 (09) .28 (11) .30 (11)
Sp/Mech 16 {13} .14 (12) .15 {13 .15 112} 18 (15) .14 (11) .13 (10} .16 (13}
Psychamotor 14 (13) .14 (11) 14 (13 .14 (1IN A6 {17 ,13 (09 .12 (09 .15 (13)
Type of Criterion
Ratings .28 (10} .25 (10) .27 (11) .26 (09 .30 {12y .26 (08) .25 (10} .26 (10}
Rankings .29 (100 .27 (12) .28 {12 .27 (100 .30 (13) .28 {08} .27 (12] .27 (11}
Work Sample .33 (11} .32 (10} <33 {11 .32 (09) 34 {13 ,31 (1) .32 (1) .32 (10}
Product ion .26 (10) .28 (10} .28 {10} .26 (10} .29 (12) .24 (09) .2B (09} .28 (10)
a
Order 1 = GMA, Verbal, Quantitative, Perceptual Speed, Momry, Spatial/Mecheanicsl, Psychomotor
Order 2 = Psychaomwtor, Spatial/Mechanical, Memory, Percevtual Speed, Quantitative, Verbal, GWA

b

Order 1 = Clerical first, sales second
Order 2 = Sales first, clerical second

c

Standard deviations are in parentheses

LSl



158

Table 5

Fffects of Order of Jobs and Order of Predictors on
¥alidity Judgments for "Clerical” and "Sales” Job Titles

Df
Effect Wom,Den Wilks'AA. F Canonical R r?
"Clerical"®™ Job Title
Predictor Order 28,813 .69R 1.219 .54 .79
Joh Order 2R,813 .730 1,10 .52 .27
Predictor x Job 28,83 771 . B8 .41 .21
"Sales" Job Title
Predictor Order 28,822 L6720 1.79" .62 L3R
Job Order 28,82 .B54 .50 L3R .15
Predictor x Job 28,82 . 738 1.04 .51 PR

2 One subject did not provide estimates for four of the "gales™ joh

title validity judgments and was excluded from this analvsis,

[
p.<.05%
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Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Validity Judgments
¥or the "Clerlical”™ and "Bales” Job Titles Bv greaIctur Order

'Clsrical" Job Title *Saleg” Joh Title
Type of validity 1 2

N 56 58 56 5R
General Mental Abilitv
Ratings .39 (1) .39 (1% L3I0 1) L7 114
Rankings .41 (16} .41 (17 36 (14} 3R {18
Wwork Samples .45 (15) .44 115) .41 (14} .47 {1%)
Productivity .36 113} L38 {15) .31 (14) .37 (16)
Verbal
Ratings LA {1 4) .35 {15} .37 (15} .34 111}
Rankings .40 {15) 237 {1 .39 1113) 236 114)
work Samples .41 (15) .40 (15} .42 (18) L3R 11
Productivity .32 115) L33 (1e) .35 {15) L35 (1)
Quantitative
Ratings J3R (12) S35 (14 L3I0 (1#) .29 (1%)
Rankings 40 [14) .37 (18) .32 (17) .30 (18)
Work Samples .45 (14} 44 {14y JIR (18) J3R (1S)
Productivity .38 1)) .39 {13} .29 {16) 232 415
Perceptual Speed
Ratings .31 {14) +27 {15} 24 (1) L2 (1™
Rankings .31 (13) .28 (16) 27 (17 .26 (1B
Work Samples .38 (17) .37 (1R) .27 (1B} .?9 (1R}
Productivity .32 {14) .33 115) .22 {(20) 76 (1R
Memory
Ratings L32 413 .28 (13} .26 (13) .24 (12
Rankings .31 (1M 28 {14} .27 (13} L2 {1
work Samples 237 1™ .35 {14) .31 (14 31 1M
Productivity .31 (13) 32 (14 .25 (15) .28 {13
Spatial/Mechanical
Ratings .16 (15) .12 (13) .14 (14 11 13)
Rankings .17 (16} .15 (15} .15 (14} 12 (13
Work Samples .21 (20} 20 (1% 1R 118 .15 113}
Productivity .15 (16) .16 {14) .13 (15} 12 17
Pgychomotor
Ratings .16 (15) .12 11} L10 (12) .9 (13)
Rankings .16 (1) .12 112 .10 112} .11 614y
Work Samples .23 1209 21 (17 L1272 (14) 1% {15}
Productivity .19 (17) .17 113) 10 (14) L172 115)

a GMA, Verbal, (uantitative, Perceptual Speed, Memory, Spatial/Mechanical,

b and Psychomotor
Psychomotor, Spatial/Mechanical, Memory, Perceptual Speed, Nuantitative,
Verbal, and GMA



Table 7

Order (Petween-Subijects) Effecte and Within-Subhiectr Effects
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On valldity Judgments for "Clerical” and “Sales” Job es
134
Effect Num,Den wilks' A F Canonical R R
"Clerical™ Job Title
Predictor (TofP) 6,105 .228 59.13""" .RR .17
TofP x Predictor Order (PO} 6,105 .974a .17 .14 .n2
TofP x Job Order ({(JO) 6,105 956 .RO .71 .nq
TofP x PO x JO 6,108 .965 .h3 .19 N3
Criterion (TofC) 1,108 .53 30 780"t .68 .4
TofC x PO 3,108 921 3.1n .28 .hR
TofC x JO 3,108 .990 .35 An .nt
TofC x PO x JD 3,108 .9R4 .57 .13 N2
TofP x TofC 19,93 . 485 5.40""" .72 .82
TofP x TofC x PO 18,53 .B0O9 1.22 .44 .1a
TofP x TofC x JO 18,93 .789 1.31 .45 LN
TofP x TofC x PO x IO 18,93 .R47 .94 .39 18
"Sales™ Job Title
Predictor (TofP) 6,104 L172 CEI R .B9 B3
TofP x Predictor Order (PO) 6,104 .9072 1.89 .31 .1n
TofP x Job Order (JO) 6,104 .975% .44 .16 02
TofP x PO x JO 6,104 .955 .B?2 .21 .NK
Criterion (TofC} 3,107 .539 30,38 " .6F 46
TofC x» PO 3,107 .904 3,79 .31 .1n
TofC x JO 3,107 .99% .19 N7 .01
TofC x PO x IO 3,107 . 999 N3 .03 .nn
TofP x TofC 19,92 .523 4.66""" .69 .48
TcfP x TofC x PO 18,92 .85 1.40 .46 e
TofP x TofC x JO 18,92 .914 4R .29 .0
TofP x TofC x PO x JO ‘18,92 .B10 1.0% .41 .17
% oOne subject was eliminated from the analysis hecause four males
SRAPs validity judgments were missing.
L
se P-€.05

awaP-<.001

p.<.0001




Table @

Means and Standard Deviations Across Different Categories of Validity Judgments

oy {2 03 @ 8] T8 )] B} L£)

Category Overall Jah  Information VG Information Experimental Condition
Congruent Incongruent  Absent Present ] 2 3 4
N 114 56 58 61 53 28 33 28 25
Overall 28 (10% .27 (A0F .30 (09) .27 (09 .30 {100 .25 (09) .29 (100 .30 (10} .31 (09)
Type of Job .
Clerical .31 1) 31 11D .31 (10 28 (10} .34 (10) .26 (10) .29 (100 .35 (11} .13 (0R)
Sales .26 (11) .24 (100 .28 (11) .26 {09 .26 (12) .23 (08) L2 (09 .25 (12 .28 (13)
Type of Predictor
M .39 (12 .38 (1) .39 (12} .37 (13 .41 {10} =36 (12) I8 (10 41 (11) .42 (10)
Verbal L7 {11y L35 (11} .39 (1Y .35 (11) .39 (11) .32 111) .37 (11} .38 1100 .41 (12)
Quantitative, 36 (12} .34 (10} .38 (12} L35 {12y .37 (11) .32 (10 L3712y L36 (101 .39 (12)
Perceptual .29 (11} .27 {11} .30 {11} .28 {11} .39 (11} .25 (11) .30 (11} .29 1100 .30 12}
Merory 30 {11} .27 16y 32 (1) .28 {11y .32 1 .24 (08} .31 12y .30 {10F L33 (12}
Sp/Mech A5 {12y .15 1y .15 {11) Jd4 12y 016 (12) .13 {12) L4 120 17 (14 15 (10)
Psychomotor .14 (12} 14 {12) J4 1 A2 111 16 (14) .10 110) 14 (11} A7 (11) L4 (14)
Type of Criterion
Ratings .27 (100 .25 {10} .28 (10) .26 {10} .28 (10) .23 {10 .27 (100 27 (100 .29 (10}
Rankings 28 (1Y .26 (1) .29 (100 .25 (1D .31 (10} .23 (11) L27 (11 .30 {12} .31 (09)
work Sample .32 {10) .32 (11) L33 (100 .30 (10} .36 (10} .28 {100 .31 (10} 236 {11 235 (69
Production .27 (10) .26 (09) .28 {11} .27 (100 .27 (1) .25 {07 .29 (11 .27 (11 .27 (11
a
Standard deviations are in parentheses
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Table 9

Mearm and Standard Deviations of Validity Judgments
Tor the "Clerical” Job Title

m )] k)] )] 5 (3} ™ T )
Type of Validity Overall Job Information VG Information Fxperimental Condition
Congruent Incongruent  Absent Present 1 2 3 4
N 111 e TR 3| 33 28 33 Fl ] ]
GMA
Ratinge L39{15)  .37(15}) .42(14) L36(1%9) LAY L3215 39014 410148 LA6(12)
Rankings LAY L39(18) L43(15) .35(15) .48(16) .32(15) J38019) A7(18) A%{12)
Work Sample A4016)  LA3(ITY LAS(14) .38(19) 51113 J35(14} .41(14) 51{14) 52411}
Product ion AT{14)  L361(13) .39{15}) .36(15) .39(13) L4412} J7(16) 371N -40(13)
Verbal
Ratings S7(14) L31{12y 420140 L5015 38014 L28{12) LA2(14) L4012) 41
Rankings LA%(16) L34 (16) .43(14) L3517 LA3(14} 2B016) .41(16) L40(15) AT(12)
Work Sample LA0(15)  35{16} A5(13) .36(15) L4148 .29(14) LA30148) .42(15) AT{12)
Production LA2418) 27413y L3B{1S) .32(16) 32015} L24(13) .39(15) L9110 .35(15)
Quantitative
Ratings L6013 .37{13)  .36(11) L4014 29011 L1 L3419 .39012) 391D
Rankings L39(16)  .39(18) .38(15) .33(15) 45{16) 32014} 34416} LA46(19) L3012
Work Sarple LA5(14) 47018 A3 A2{14) L49(13) L42(14) -41114) .51(13) A6{13)
Production J39(13) .40(12) 3714 +3B(12) .39(14) .391{09) 3701%) .40{15}) L38(10)
Peroeptual
Ratings L29014)  33(14) L25(13)  .26(15) 32010 L1018 L22013F 35412y .29(13)
Rankings LA0{15)  .33(1%) .26(14) .25(1%) A5014) L290(16) ,.23(14) A1) «31{13)
Work Sample 38{(17) L44017) .31(16) .33{16) A43(18) .38(16) .28(13) S50115) L35(18)
Production L33(15)  .37{14) .281{14) .31(15} JI5(14) .35(1%) 27(14) L3910 L30(14)
Mewory
Ratings L0013 L28(11) L32(14) 271 L33{(12) 25011 L2915 3111y .35(13)
Rankings Joan L2e(1ny L3203y 27013y 33412 25011y .29(15) .31{1ny L3503
Work Sample L36(14) .36{(1%) L37{14) (14 42013 L28011) .34(15) LA .41{12)
Production L2(14 ,29(12) L34{15) .30(14) .34(12) .25(10) .33(16) L34{11) JA5(14)
Spatial Machanical
Fatings L4004 15015y ,13Q13)  ,12{(13)  .17(15F  .12{14) LA2{12) 19016} .16(13)
Rankings Jds(ls) 1717 Jd5{14) 13014} .19(16) L1215} L13(14) .21(18) JA7(14)
work Sample L2017 .22(18)  .1B{16}  .17(16) .24(19) L8018y L17{16)  ,27(20) 20017
Product ion LA5(15F  ,17{(15) 1414} L15{15) 16115} L15014) .16(16) .19(16) .13{13)
Peychomotor
Ratings L4013 L15{14) .13(13) .10{11) 815 L09{1]) J12{1M L21{15)  L15(15)
Rankings J14(13)  ,15(14) 2312 L1111} 18014 10413y .11(10} 20014}  .1S{(14)
Work Sample .22{18) .24(19) L20017) 7014 L2802y L17{(14) L7114y ,32(20) .23(20)
Production L1815  .19{(14) 17(16) 16(14) .20(16) 15(12) 17(15) .22(16) L7007
a

Standard Deviations are in parentheses

91



Table 10

Means and Standard Deviations of Validity Judgments
for the "Sales” .Joh Title

- 12 )] Ay 1% (3] ™ Y L))
Type of Validity Owerall Job Information VG Information Bxper imental Condition
Congruent Incongruent  Aheent  Prrsent 1 2 Bl 4
N 117 hh SR 6] 53 FE] 31 i) 25
o
Ratings L6093 36011 (1) L3704 36011 LIB(1Y L3T(IS) L35(12) .36(14)
Ranrk {ngs L7004y 38014 37004 L3T(14) L37(14F 0 L37TQ1F 0 L3TNISE 0 L3RQISE L36(1N
Work Samples L2150 4314 L4T(15)  L39C1el L45(12)  40(ISF (3RCITT LA6(13F 440100
Praduct ion L0168 L34(15) 23407 RIS L32016) A1) L35(18) J200M .32{16)
Verbal Ability _
Ratings JI6014) 35013 LIS L3R4 U35(14) IB(1SE L35(14y 0 L3412y L3S0
Rankings JIBI14) 39414} L36{13)  .35015 40011 L3T(16) L3A(1Y 41012 L3901}
wWork Samples LA0(18 43014 a4 L36(13) J46(T4Y 403N 331D A1) La5(10)
Prorduct ion 5014 L3BIM1L) L32(16) 0 L33{1S) L37(13) 0 3&(10) 31007 L4M12) L34(1S)
Quantitative Ability
Ratings SIS 240048 .35(18) 31{14) .28{(19} .26112) 35014 .2201% L3020
Rankings L1{16}  .25415)  ,37(18) .31{14)  .31(18) 25010 .(36(1  .26(170  .37(1R}
Work Samples LB{ISY  .33(16F 42014y ,36{15)  .40(16}  ,30(15) ALl Q12)  [37(1A)  .43{15)
Praduct ion OH1s) 2600 L3SM1T 320140 28018 L27(1e) L3T(1S) L2R{1R) 320199
Perceptual Speed
Ratings L4017y LRI L3118y (254160 L2101 (17{12)  L32(1S) L1S(14)  (28(2D)
Rankings -26017) 194150 .33(1my .2s(1m L2%(18F  L16{13}  .33(150 .22(16) .33(18®)
Work Samples 2280180 200150 \3A(18) 3117 250200  [20(12) .40{15) .19(18) .31(2M
Production L4019 170150 Jand2er L2B8(16F L1921 18(1D) L3TQ1S) (16018} L24024)
Mevory
Ratings 25012y L22{10)  .28(13) 3512y .26 .21(10)  .28{Q12)  ,23{11)  ,28(15)
Rankings L6003 .23(13) L2914 25011y L2804 L21(12) 0 L29413)  L26{13)  ,30(15)
vork Sasple L3113 L2801y .33Q14) 29012} .33014)  [26(100 L32(13} 3114 ,35(15)
Production L26(14)  .23{11) 30016}  ,2B{1}}  .25{16) .23{09) ,31{14&) .22{(13} ,27(1B}
Spatial Mectanical
Ratings 13813 120120 1318 1201 L1318 111, LI301S) LB3(14) (13{19)
Rarkirys JA3M13Y L12013) 0 1414 12013 L14d14) (110100 (130141 L1414} ,15(14)
Work Sawples 6014 L1515 L16itdy LIS{14) L16414) 150150 L1S(14) L\ 1AM14)} L 1R{(14)
Product ion JA3(13) .1na3 408 32y L1zasy o 1201y 14020 L1114 L13{16)
Paychomotor
Rat ings L100112) .07{11)  .12413)  .D9{11)  .10418)  _pe(N8)  [12{12)  .D9{13)  .11{1%)
Rarkings JA0013) L0912) 12014 100128 L1104 o7(io) L1312 L1cf1é 12(15)
Work Samples 14115 .12(14) L15(16) .14(15) L1305 09012} 1716) L14115) 134016
Product ion 1Sy L0901y L1400 120040 L1101 L0709 L16(1R} 10150 .11{1R)

a
Standard Deviations are in parantheses
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Table 11

Effects of Job and Validity Generalization Information on Validity Judgments
fTor Clerical and Sales SKAPE

oF
Effect Num, Den wilk's- - F Canonical R r?
Clerical SKAFPs
VG Information 28,83 .577 217" .65 .42
Job Information 28,83 .578 2.17°"° .65 42
v6 x Job 28,83 633 1.98" .63 .40
Sales SKAPs

VG Information 28,82°% 647 1.60° .59 .35
Job Information 28,82 477 3.21°"" 72 .52
VG x Job 28,82 .638 1.66"" .60 .36

% one subject was eliminated from the analysis because four sales
SKAPs validity judgments were mimsing.

*

aw P-5.05

asaP-<-001

p.<.0001



Table 12

Effects of Job and Validity Generalization Information on
Valldity Judgments for Tclerical” and "Sales” Job Titles

165

___Df 2
Effect Num,Den Wilk's Ao F Canonical R R
"Clerical®™ Job Title
[ &
VG Information 28,83 .588 2,07 .64 41
Job Information 28,83 .532 2.61""" .68 .47
VG x Job 28,83 L743 1.03 .51 .26
"Sales” Job Title
VG Information 28,82% .623 1.77° .61 .38
*
Job Information 28,82 .481 36" .72 .52
VG x Job 2B,82 .710 1.20 .54 .29

SEAPs validity judgments were missing,

L

ae Pe<.05

eaaP.<.001
p.<.0001

One subject was eliminated from the analysis because four sales



Table 1123

ffects of Job and Validity Generalization Information .,

Experts' Vallidity Judgments for Clerical and Sales SKAPS

166

Clerical Sales
Validity SXAPs SEAPS
Predictor/Criterian Effect Type IV 85 F Fype IV 8§ F
GMA Ratings VG Info L0137 1.79 L0113 B0
Job Info .one .01 .079 4.71,
VG x Job .065 3.14 .nva 4,71
error 2.284 1.816
Rankings VG Info  .141 5.79° .83 4,76,
Job Info .024 1.00,, .NRR 4,53,
VG x Job 161 6.62 LB7R I.R7
error 2.674 2.125
LR X ) L X |
work Samples VG Info .316 14,23 .179 9.61
Job Info L0116 .71 .02R 1.42
VG x Job .072 3.26 .024 1.31
error 2.4472 2.031
Production VG Info .000 .00 .no2 .11
Job Info .014 .64 054 2.44
VG x Job .02% 1.11 038 1.72
error 2.464 2.409
Verbal Ratings VG Info L0258 1.36 .009% 47,
Job Info 0586 3.04 094 5.013
VG x .Icob L0021 1.12 2R 1.139
error 2.029 2.037
ok
Rankings VG Info .234 11.%0 062 3.1%
Job Info .01¢9 .92 051 2,57
VG x Job .030 1.47 L0077 . 35
error 2.237 2.145
LR 2] *
Work Samples VG Info -453 21.9¢ 072 4.24
Job Info .029 1.51 .005 .33
VG x Job 0ot .04 LNng 25
errar 2,082 1,841
Production VG Info .040 1.83, L.000 .No
Job Info . 105 4_81 .002 .10
VG x Job .001 L08 .042 2.18
error 2.401 1.930
Quanti- Ratings VG Info 012 .52 .001 N3 .
tative Job Info .009 .37 404 22.12.
VG x Job .026 1.12 L0700 3.85
error 2,600 1.989



Percept-
uval Speed

Memory

Table 13 {continued)

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

Ratings

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

Ratings

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

VG Info

Job Info
VG x Job
error

vG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

vG Info
Job Info
vG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Jo» Info
VG % Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info

Jobk Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Jok Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

-143
.018
.10%
2.856

.075

*
5.51

.70,
4.18

»
4.15
3.27
1.73

.62,

3.86

1.60
.00

1.9

2.45
2.66

il T
T.680

LR B}

11.10

7.13,
4.54
6.45

2.22
.00
1.75
.
6.13

3.98

.059
. 499
. 055
2.327

. 0OBA
. 268
. 000
2.310

. 0on
. 366
. 005
2.0%54

017
. 235
L0586
1.81n

. 15N
. 160
.nna
2,128

.024
. 39%
.N44
2,556

.000
.374
.023
2.237

.037

167

2.77,,
23.37
2.57

"lﬁtit
12.67
.01

L1 RPN

19.39
24

1.04
14.15"°
3,39

- Lx
_51.‘

B.2?
.20

1.03
16.95""
1,86

.00
18.24
1.11

2.36,,,
17.22
.57

3.81.,,
12.91
.01

5‘30:II
13.85
.22

* LR R

21.29
.25



Table 13 (continued)

Spatial- Ratings

Mechanical

Rankings

work Samples

Producticn

Psycho- Ratinys

motor

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

as P.%.05
eseP-€.001
p.<.0001

VG Info

Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
errnr

vG Info
Job Info
VG x Jobk
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Johb
error

VG Info
Job Info
vG x Job
error

VG Info
Jobh Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

.D28
.012

2.424

073
.020
.037
2.516

.070
.116
L.045
2.852

L0077
.022
.014
2.323

074
.029
.127
1.921

061
.027
080
2.032

LN77
242
. 280
3.03R

D06
.082
.1c9
2.613

1.26
.52
1.33

3,18
.BS
1.60

2.71,
4.49
1.72

.35
1.06
.65

.
4.24
1.68,,
7.25

3.33
- *

4.88

2,79

B.77
101.13

.26
3. 44
4.58

,022
.ND7
.005
1.681

.030
024
000
2.027

.010
026
003
2,670

.ong
.026
.005
2.076

.N23
L0985
L00h
1.560

034
.059
.0no
1,589

.0R1
.196
.001
2,649

.014
.154
006
2,169

168

1,45
AR
.31

1.61
1.130
N

41
1,06
.13

.50
1.35
.27

1.67
6.62""
.00

2.3?
4,Nn7
.02

1.37,,
8.06
.05

.12,
9.80
.30



Table 14

Between- and Within-Subjects Effects on Validity Judgments

for Clerical and Sales SEAPs

169

pf
Effect Num,Den wilks' A F Canonical R R?
Clerical SEAPe
LA A
Predictor (TofP) 6,105 .222 61.24 .68 .77
TofP x VG Information 6,105 926 1.3%,4e .27 .07
TofP x Job Information 6,105 790 4.865 .46 .23
TefP x VG x Job 6,105 .910 1.73 .30 .09
Criterion (TofC) 3,108 .479 39.11, 45 .72 .52
TofC x VG 3,108 .Bl3 8.30, .43 .18
TofC x Job 3,108 926 2.89 .27 .07
TofC x VG x Job 3,108 .979 .78 .15 .02
TofP x TofC 18,93 .501 5.155 00 7 .50
TofP x TofC x VG 18,93 657 2.69 .59 .35
TofP x TofC x Job 18,93 T42 1.80, .51 .26
TofP x TofC x VG x Job 18,913 . 725 1.96 .52 .27
Sales SKAPs
a | 3 X J

Predictor (TofP} 6,104 .186 75.84 .50 .81
TofP x VG Information 6,104 .955 N3 P .21 .04
TofP x Job Information 6,104 641 9.71 .60 .36
TofP x VG x Job 6,104 .919 1.52 «28 .08
Criterion (TefC) 3,107 517 33.29000 .69 .48
TofC x VG 3,107 LB41 6.75 .40 .16
TofC x Job 3,107 .988 .05 .04 .bo
TofC x VG x Job 3,107 954 1.73 .22 .05
TofP x TofC 19,92  .564 3,96 66 44
TofP x TofC x VG 18,92 .722 1.97, .53 .28
TofP x TofC x Job 18,92 724 1.95 .53 .28
TofP % TofC x VG x Job 18,92 .773 1.50 .48 .23

One subject wasg eliminated from the analymis because

SKAPEs validity judgments were missing.

., p.€.05
saaP %001
p.<.0001

four sales



Table 15

Ef fects of Job and Validity Generalization

Information on

Validity Judgments for "Clerical” and “"Sales” Job Titles

170

"Clerical®” "salen”
validity - Job Title Job Title
Predictor/Criterion Effect Type IV SS F Type IV &5 F
LR
GMA Ratings VG Info 0B 4.29,. .013 .71
Job Info .159 B.45 .002 .09
VG x Job L 000 .00 L0013 .15
error 2,107 1.993
Rankings VG Info .428 17,937 .000 .00
Job Info L0413 1.81 L0068 .1
VG x Job .00R .35 .oon .02
error 2.620 2.176
Wwork Samples VG Info .473 23.60"" .07 3,71"
Job Info .01FR .90 .013 .61
VG x Job 012 .59 LN00 N1
error 2.212 2.262
Production vG Info .019 .9% .04?2 1.6%
Job Info .021 1.08 L0072 .07
VG x Job .Noo0 ,00 o0 .Né
error 2..16 2.756
Verbal Ratings VG Info .03, 1.71,, .N14 .73
Job Info .354 20,32 044 .21
vG x Job .011 .63 .01l8 .92
error 1.914 2.153
Rankings VG Info .235 10.81,. 056 3,07
Job Info L272 12,50 .N28 1.53
VG x Job .024 1.0B .00%8 .28
error 2.378 2.004
L B LR ]
Work Samples VG Info .201 10.70,, .237 13,76
Job Info .243 12.94 .064 3.72
VG x Job L0460 3,20 .024 1,39
error 2.047 1.877
Production VG Info .000 .02, .035 1.81,
Job Info .330 16,21 .0Bs 4.36
VG x Job .048 2.135 001 .03
error 2.214 2.11¢6
Quanti-  Ratings VG Info .066 4.08" .022 .85, ,
tative Job Info .001 .04 .295 11.63
VG x Job .001 .06 . 009 .16
error 1.821 2.769



Percept-
ual Speed

Memory

Table 15 {continued)

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

Ratings

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

Ratings

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
errcr

VG Info
Jobh Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Jeb Info
vG x Job
error

VG Info
Jobh Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Infn
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

1.741
. 137

021
1.801]

.352
.009
.055
1.893

.074
.073
.0130
1.964

e

13.94
.04
.40

*

6.79

1.97
.25

.22
1.01
02

*

1.14,,
11.42
.58

* s
10.38,,
7.3¢6
.00

*
4.34,
4.26
1.76

.001
- 344
L0000
2.573

042
.201
.012
2.317

.031
.182
015
2.763

.026
.561
003
2.676

.025
.524
.D2R
2.670

.079
671
.0582
2.919

.166
400
L0710
3.225%

.on3

001
1,609

NiVE.|
.098
011
1.86¢6

.032
071
.003
1.855

.014
124
.007
2.125

14.57

1.61
5.72
.66

1.R9
4.20
.20

.74
6.38
. 3R

171
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Table 15 (continued)

Spatial- Ratings
Mechanical
Rankings
work Samples
Production
Psycho- Ratings
motcy
Rankings

Work Samples

Production

N, P.<.05
axaP-€.001
p.<.0001

vG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info

Job Info
VG x Job
Brrofr

vG Info
Job Info
VG » Job
error

vG Info
Job Info
VG x Jab
error

VG Info
Jobh Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

VG Info
Job Info
vG % Job
error

vG Info
Job Info
VG x Job
error

.076
.D1D
. 003
2.090

101

019
2.584

-101
.036
.026
3,287

.000
.016
036
2.413

.155
. 006k
.058
1.825

.144
. 009
032
1,786

.315
.049
.05%9
3.269

.053
.0n7
.035
2,457

*
1.94
.54
.17

*
4.27
.29
.78

3.37
1.21
.87
.02
1.6%

L ]
9.29

.35
3,48

*
8.8B1

1.94

*
10.52

1.62
1.98

2.34
.29
1.55

1.9R%

.001
.D4r
.014
1.655

. 003
.034
.012
1,835

. 000
. Do
.063
2.41¢

.001
.059
LO50
2.32¢

.08
.34
.10

.82

.10

.11
.M
N0

.04
1.10
.on

LOR
3.1¢
.9n

.19
2,01
.71

.00
1.37
2.83

.03
2.7R
2.4

172
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Table 16

Between- and Within-Subjects Effects on Validity Judgments
for "Clerical” and "Sales” Job Titles

Df

Ef fect Num,Den wilks /A F Canonical R r?

"Clerical” Job Title
LA B
Predictor (TofP} 6,105 . 224 60.48, .fiA .77
TofP x VG Information (VG) 6,105 .BB2 2.34, .. .34 .12
TofP % Joh Information {(Job) 6,105 .646 9.61 .60 .36
TofP x VG x Job 6,105 .961 .70 .20 Y
Criterion {TofC) 3,108 .49)3 37,05, .71 .50
TofC x VG 3,108 .812 8.34 .43 .1R
TofC x Job 3, le8 .959 1.55 .20 .04
TofC x VG x Job 3,108 L9774 .96 .16 .03
TofP x TofC 18,93 . 496 5,250 " 7t .50
TofP x TofC x VG 18,92 743 1.79 .51 g 3
TofP x TofC x Job 18,93 .831 1.05 LAl .17
TofF x TofC x VG x Job 18,93 .B10 1.21 44 .19
"Sales" Job Title
a L X 2]
Predicter (TofP) 6,104 167 B6.71 .91 A3
TofP x VG Information (VG) 6,104 .807 1.77,. .30 .09
TofP x Job Information {Job) 6,104 614 10.89 .62 .38
TofP x VG x Job 6,104 .931 1.29 .24 .07
Criterion (TofC) 3,107 .500 35.65.0 .71 .50
TofC x VG i, 107 L.B3% 7.086 .41 17
TofC x Job 3,107 .991 .33 .10 .01
TofC x VG x Job 3,107 L9713 .99 .16 .01
TofP x TofC 18,92 .516 4.79,, .70 .49
TofP x TofC x VG 18,92 .677 2,44 .57 .30
TofP x TofC x Job 18,92 .781 1.43 .46 21
TofP x TofC ®x VG x Job 18,92 773 1.50 . 4R .23
a8

One subject was eliminated from the analysis because four sales
ERAPs validity judgments were missing.

L]

as P.<.05

ewaP <. 001
p.<.0001



Table 17

Means and Standard Deviations of (onfidence Interval Judgments
hcross Different Categories of Validity Judgrents

1y (P} L)) )] ) (3] 4] | BER ) N
Category Overall Job Information VG Information Fxperimental Condition

Congruent Incongruent  Absent Present 1 2 3 4
N 114 56 58 61 53 ’8 13 2R 25
Overall 22 (om® .21 tos) .23 (08} .22 (08) .22 {07} .21 (07 .23 (08) .20 (06) .24 (O®)
Type of Job
Clerical .22 (08} 21 (0T} .24 {08) .22 {08) ,22 (08} .21 (07 .24 (08} .21 (06} 24 {08)
Sales .22 {07 .21 {06} .23 [08) .22 (08) .21 {07) .22 {07) .23 (09} .20 {06) .23 {0A)
Type of Predictor
(e . .23 {08) .22 (08) .25 (09} .23 {09) .23 (0B} .22 (09) .24 (08) .21 [06) .25 {09
Verbal .22 {09) .21 (08) .23 (17 .21 {08 .23 {10} .20 {07) .22 (09) .22 (08) .24 (11}
Quantjtative,22 (08} .21 (07} .24 {09) .22 {08) .22 (08} .21 {07 .23 (09) .21 107 24 (09}
Perceptual .22 {08) .21 {(G8) .24 (09) .23 {09 .22 {(08) .20 (07) .24 {0%) .21 (0B) .23 (09}
Mamory .22 (08) .21 (0T) .24 (OR) .23 (08 .21 {07} .22 (08) 24 109 .20 (06) .24 (OT)

Sp/Mach .22 (09) .22 (0%) .23 (09) .23 (09} .22 (08) .23 (09) .23 (09 .20 (07} .24 {09)
Psychomotor .23 {08) .21 (07) .24 (09) .22 (080 .23 (09 .21 (0B) .24 (09) .21 (07) .24 (l0)

Type of Criterion

Ratings .23 08 .21 (oY 24 {09 .23 (08) .23 (08) .21 {07 .24 (09 .21 (87 .24 {D9)
Rankings 23 (03 .21 {07) .24 (09) .23 (09} .22 (0®) .22 (08) .24 (09) .20 {(06) .25 {09)
Work Sample .22 {0B) .20 (07) ,23 {0B) .22 (08) .22 {08) .20 (07} .23 (o8} .20 (07} .23 {O®)
Production .22 (07) .22 (07) .23 {0B) .22 (07 .22 (O7) .22 (071 .23 {08) .22 (0T .24 (08B)

a
Staridard Deviations are {n parentheses

wil



Table 18

Means arrd Stanmdard Deviations of Oonfiderce Interval Judgments

for the "Clerical” Jab Title

{1} (2} (3} d) (5} (3] N {g) t9)
Type of Validity Owverall Job Information VG Information Experimental Condition
Congruent Incongruent  Ahsent Present 1 2 3 4
N 114 56 58 (3] 53 28 33 28 25
A a
Ratings -24{13)  .23(15)  .25(10)  .24(15) .24{10) .24(09)  .24(10) .23(10) .26(10)
Rankings L23109)  L21{0T  ,25(09)  .24109  .23(08)  ,23(08}  .24(09)  .20(06) .27(0%)
Work Samples  .22(09) .20(07} 240100 .23(09) 21008} .21{08) .24{10) .20{07) .24(09
Production .23(08) 22008  .24(09)  .23(08)  .23(09)  .22(N8)  .24(08)  .22(n7}  .25(10]
Verbal Ability
Ratings 220100 .21(09)  L24(11) 21009  ,24(11)  ,1940T)  ,23{(10}  .22(11}  ,2%(12}
Rankings .22{10 .20(08)  .24(11)  .21(09}  ,23(10) .20(08)  .23{(100  .21(0B}  .25{12}
work Samples  .21(09) .20008) .22010) ,21(09} .22(09  .19{07)  .22(10} .21{09) .24{1®)
Product ion .22(09)  .22009)  .23¢09)  .21(09)  ,23(09F .20{08)  _22{09) ,23(09} .23{10)
Quantiative Ability
Ratings .22009)  .21{07) 240100 220090  .23(08) .20{07% ,24(10) .22(08} .25(09)
Rankings .22(09)  L21(08) L2410  ,23(10) .22(08) ,21{09)  .24(10} .20407} ,24(09)
Work Samples  ,22(09) .20{08) .23{(09) .21(09)  ,22(09) .20(07) .23{09) .20(08) .24(09)
Production .23{08) .22¢0B)  .23(D9)  .23¢C8F  .22{09)  ,22(07) .23{0B) .21(0@) .24{10)
Perceptual Speed
Ratings .22009)  .21(08)  [24(0%) 22009 .22409)  .20(07) .25(10) .21(09%) .23{09)
Rankings .22(09) 200080  .24(100  .23{10)  ,22(08) .21(09) .24(100 .20{08) ,24(09)
Work Samplem  .22(09) .20(08) .24010} .23(10) ,21(0% ,20(n8)  ,25(10F .20{08) ,22(10)
Production -23{09)  .22{09)  .24{09)  .23{(09)  .22(09) ,2)(0n8)  ,24¢10) .200100 ,23{0B)
Ratings L23(0%) L2107 250000 24009 .21(09)  .22{(0B}  .25{10) .19{0M} .24(10)
Rankings L23(08} .21¢08)  .24(09)  .23(100 .22{07)  .22{09) .25{10) .20(06) .24{D7)
vork Samples .22(08) .20(0%) .23(08) .22(08) .21(07}  .22{08) .23(0%)  .19{08) .23(06}
Production L22{0B)  L21{07) 24009}  .23(0®) 22408}  .21{0Q) .24{C9} .20(07] ,24{08}
Spatial /Mechanical
Patings 230100 22409 .24(10)  .23(10) .22(09) .23(10)  .24{11) .2i(09) .23{09)
Fankings L23(10)  .22{10)  .24(10)  .24(100  ,22(09)  .24(11) .24{(30} .20(0Br .24(10)
Work Sample .22(08) .21{(07  .23(09) .21{08)  .22{08) .21{08) .22(08) .20(07) .24(10}
Production .22(08) ,22(08)  .23{09) .23{09) .22(08} .23{08) .22{09) .21{07} .24{0%)
Paychorotor
Ratings L23(10)  .21¢08)  .25(12}y  .23(11) .23{100 .21409) .26{12y .21(0®%) ,25(12}
Rankirgs 223(10)  L21¢08)  L25011)  .23(09)  .23{10)  .21(09)  .24(10)  .21(06)  .25(12)
Work Sampies  (22(09} .21(08)  .23(09 .21{08)  .23{09)  ,20(08) .23(0B) .21(07) .24(1M)
Production -22(08) .22(08)  ,23(0B)  .22¢08)  .23(0B) .21(08)  .23(0B)  .22(0B)  .24(09%)

Standard Deviations are in parentheces

SLl



Table 19

Means and Standard Deviations of Confidence Interval Judgments
for the *Sales” Jab Title

1] 2) (3) {4} (5) (3] N (%) &)
Type of Validity Overall Job Information VG Information Experimental Condition
Corgruent Incongruent  Absent Presont 1 2 3 4
N 117 — 56 5B 61 53 28 33 28 75
e )
Fatings 22310932 ,23709)  .23(09)  .23{09)  .23{10F  .22(09) .24{09) .24{10) .23010)
Rankings .24(09)  .23(09) .24 (09) .24(09) +23109) -23{09) .24(10} .22(08) .25(09)
Work Samples L2200% .21(08) .23(0%  .22(07y  .22(1m) L21(07y  .23(08) L21{09 ,23(11)
Product lon «23{N%)  .22(09) .24(10) .22(08) 2410} 22009 23(07) 23{07N 26(12}
Verbal Ability
Ratings L22(100 0 L,22(091 L23{11}  .22{(09)  .2Z2{I11y  ,21{08) .23(10)  ,22(09) .23{12)
Rankings .22(09)  .21108) .23109) .22(09) .22109) .21{09) .21(09%} .21(07) 230100
Work Samples L21(09)  .20(07) .23(10} .211(09) 21008 20h 0T 23410} .19{07) .23{09)
Production .23{10}  .22{08)  .24{11)  .23Q10} .23(100  .22(0B)  .24(11) .22(0B} .24(12)
Quantitative ‘Wbility
Ratings .22(08)  .21(08) 2309  .23(09) .21{n@)  ,22(08) .z24(09  ,19(07)  ,22(08)
Rank irgs L22(09)  .21(09)  .22(08) ,23(09) ,21(08) .23(09)  .23(09) .20(090  ,22(08}
Work Samples .21(08r .z20(08) .22{090 .21(0%) .21{08) .21(n8)  .22{09) .20(08) .22{09)
Production .22(09)  .21{07)  .23408}  ,22(09) .21{0B}  .22{10F .23(09) .20{NB}  _23(0B)
Perceptual Ability
Ratings .22(09)  .20408- ,.23{(09) .23{10) .21(07) .22{09 .24(11) .19(07)  .23({08}
Rankings 220091 (200080 L23{100 ,23{Q10)  .21(08}  .21(09)  .23(11) .19407}  .23(09)
Work Samplea L21(09) 20007 .23{10)  .22(09} .21(0B}  ,21{0B)  .23(10) .1%{07) .23(P9}
Production L22109)  ,21(08)  .23(10) .23(10) .22{08) ,23{0B) .24(11) .20408) .23{07M)
MewoOTY
Ratings L23108)  .21(07y  .240(09)  .23(09)  ,22(08) ,22{(0T  .24{10} .20(07) .25{09)
Rankings L2308}  .21{07)  .24{09)  ,23{09)  .22{0B) .23{0B) .2M10) .,20{07) .25(08)
¥Work Samples L22408) 21097 24009 .23(n9)  .22008)  .23(0@) ,22{10} .20(07) .23(08})
Product ion .22(08) ,21{(0B) ,23(09) .23{(08) .22(08) .23(0B}  .23{09) ,20{0R) ,24(09)
Spatial /Mechenical
Fatings L2109y 20008y  .22(10)  .21{10) ,21{0®) .21(0B) .22{11} .19(0B) .22(08)
Rankings L21(09  L20(08) .22(100 .22411) .20(07)  .22(10} .22{11) .18{05) .23(09)
Work Sanples L21009)  .20(07)  .22(08)  .21(05) .20{07}  .21(09) .21(09) .19(06) .,22{07M
Product ion L21409) 204080 .23{10)  ,2211) 2007}  .22{09) .22(12)  .1B(D6}  .23(0B)
Psychomotor
Ratings L2210y 18407 .25(11} .23{11) L2107 .20(08) .26{13) .18(N6) .23(08})
Rark ings L21009) (19407 .23{10)  .23{10)  ,20407)  ,21{09)  .24(12} .18(0K) ,22{08)
vWork Samples L20(08y  ,19{D07)  ,23{09) .22(10)  ,20(07)  .z20{0B)  .23{10} .18{(05) ,22{08)
Production L2109 190067 L23¢108 .23(100 20{07) L2108y .24{11)  ,18{05)}  .22(08)

3 Standard Deviations are in parentheses

L1
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177

Effects of Job Information and vValidity Generalization Information on

Tonfldence Judgments for "Clerlical® and "Sales” Job Titles

Df
Effect Fum,Den Wilks® 4 Canonical R R2
"Clerical™ Job Title
VG Information 268,82 .680 1.40 .57 .32
Job Information 28,81 .802 .73 Y .20
VG x Job Information 28,83 . 704 1.25 .54 .30
"Sales"™ Job Title
VG Information 28,822 .803 .72 .44 .20
Job Information 28,82 .734 1.06 .51 .27
VG x Job Information 28,82 . 786 .80 .46 .21

®  One subject was eliminated from the analysis because four sales

SKAPs validity judgments were missing.

*

an P<.05

enaP.<.001
p.<.0001



Table 21

Between~ and Within-Subject Effacts Across all Confidence Interval Judgments

178

334

Effact Wum, Den Wilks' A F Canonical R R
Type of Job (TofJ) 1,104 L9713 3.02, .16 .03
TofJ x VG Information (VG) 1,109 966 3,87 .19 .04
TofJ x Job Information {Job} 1,109 .993 .B2 .0% .01
TofJ x VG x Job 1,109 .994 .65 .08 .01
Predictor (TofP) 6,104 844 3.21"" .40 .16
TofP x VG 6,104 .904 1.3 .31 .10
TofP x Job 6,104 924 1.42, .28 .08
TofP x VG x Job 6,104 .869 2.60 «36 .13
Criterion (TofC) 3,107 .914 3.37" .29 .08
TofC x VG 3,107 .991 .31 .09 .01
TofC x Jeob 3,147 .981 .70 .14 .02
TofC x VG x Job 3,107 964 1.34 .19 .04
TofJ x TofP 6,104 .906 1,79, .31 .10
TofJ x TofP x VG 6,104 L5873 2.52 .36 .13
Tofl x TofP x Job 6,104 949 .93 .23 .05
TofJ x TofP x VG x Job 6,104 .942 1.07 .24 .06
TofJ x TofC 3,107 .981 .71 .14 .02
TofJ x TofC x VG 3,107 L5993 .27 .09 .01
Tofd x TofC x Job 3,107 .9138 2.37 .25 .06
TofJ x Tof(C x VG x Job 3,107 .978 .81 .15 .02
TofP x Tof(C 18,92 .B4B .92 .39 .15
TofP x TofC » VG 18,92 . 787 1.38 .46 .21
TefP x TofC x Job 18,92 .B871 .16 .36 .13
TofP x TofC x VG x Job 18,92 .904 .54 .31 .10
TofJ x TofP x TofC 18,92 .898 .58 .32 .10
TofJ x TofP x TofC x VG 18,92 LB16 1.15 .43 .18
TofJ x TofP x TofC x Jcb 18,92 .855 .87 .38 .14
TofJ x TofP x TofC x VG x 18,92 LB87 .65 34 .12

Job

L
sn PL-.<.05

Pr.<,001
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CHAPTER VI

Summary, Discussion, and Implications

Professionals in the personnel selection field who are
trusted with the responsibility of test development and
validation must scrutinize the techniques they use to
establish the value of selection processes. When a new
technique is introduced, such as the raticonal estimation
methodology suggested by Schmidt et al. (1983), it is
necessary to determine if it is an appropriate means for
establishing test validity.

The value of rationally estimated criterion-related
validities is based on the accuracy of judges' estimates and
on the meaningfulness of inferences that such estimates
allow. The meaning of experts' rational judgments can be
understood by studying the processes judges use to derive
their estimates and by identifying the task-related
conditions that affect their output. While research has
begqun to explore the issue of judgment accuracy (Schmidt et
al., 1983; Hirsh et al., 1986), to date virtually nothing is
known about the expert validity judgment process.

The present research examined the Schmidt et al. (1983)
methodology by studying the effects of task-related

information on experts' judgments of test validities.
p ]
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Specifically, the research focused on examining the effects
of relevant job information (i.e., job titles and SKAPs) and
validity generalization results on validity estimates for
two different jobs., Judges' confidence in each validity
estimate was also measured.

This chapter contains a summary and discussion of the
study's findings. In the concluding section of the chapter,
implications of the research findings for the study and
practice of Industrial and Organizational Psychology will be

presented.

Summary and Discussion

The role of task-related information was studied among
four groups of experts representing varying conditions of
job and validity general%ga}ion information. A total of 28
validity judgments (i.e., 7 predictors x 4 criteria) for two
different jobs were elicited from 114 Fellows, Members, and
Associates of the Society for Industrial ar.d Organizational
Psychology, Inc. For each judgment, judges also estimated
the 90% confidence interval around their estimate.

Hypotheses were advanced regarding the effects of job
and validity generalization information on vilidity and
confidence judgments. Hypothesis #1 predicted a mein effect
for job title such that even though SKAP information was

identical, judgments would differ significantly reflecting

differences in the job titles that were provided.
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Hypothesis #2 predicted that judges who were not provided
with validity generalization results would have
significantly different validity judgments than judges who
were provided with this information. Hypothesis $3
suggested that judges' confidence in their validity
estimates, as evidenced by the size of the confidence
interval around each judged validity, would be greater when
validity generalization results were provided than when they
were not provided. Similarly, Hypothesis #4 predicted that
when job information was congruent (i.e., job title and
SKAPs matched), judges would be more confident in their
validity estimates than when the job information was

incongruent.

Ef fects of Job Information on Experts' Validity Estimates

Effect of job title. MANOVA and ANOVA analyses which

were conducted to test Hypothesis #1 - the main effect for
job title - showed different results for validity estimates
made for clerical versus sales SKAPs. While not confirmed
for the clerical SKAP judgments, Hypothesis #1 was supported
for the sales SKAP judgments. For both sets of SKAP
judgments, there were significant (multivariate) main and
interaction effects involving job infermation and validity
generalization information. In all cases, these effects
accounted for a fairly large percentage of the variance in

va’lldity estimates (i.e., from 35% to 52%).
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ANOVA analyses, which measured the effects of job title
on individual validity judgments, clarified the results
found in the MANOVA analyses. Congruent/incongruent job
title had a significant, independent main effect on only
three (10,.7%) of the 28 clerical SKAP judgments. However,
the effect of job title on sales SKAP judgments was
significant for 16 of the 28 (57.1%) validity estimates.

The significant ANOVA job title effecte for the 16 sales
SKAP judgments showed a consistent pattern for gquantitative,
perceptual speed, memory, and psychomotor validities such
that estimates were higher when the "clerical” job title,
rather than the "sales" job title, was provided. Because
the SKAP information was held constant, these results show
clearly that judgments of validity for sales SKAPs were
significantly affected by the type of job title that was
provided,

Effect of SKAPs. Although job title clearly affected

validity judgments, it should be noted that experts'
validity judgments were also significantly affected by the
SKAP information that was provided, irrespective of job
title. When job titles were held constant and only SEAP
information varied, variance accounted for by SKAP
information was 41% in judgments made for the "clerical” job
title and 38% for the "sales"™ job title. in addition, ANOVA
analyses of judgments for “"clerical®™ and "sales"™ job titles
showed significant differencues for 9 (32.1%) and 10 (35.7%)

of the validity judgments, respectively. The results from
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MANOVA and ANOVA analyses of "clerical™ and "sales" job
title judgments show that judges did use the SKAP
information that was provided. This is further
substantiated by comparing average judged validities in the
congruent and incongruent conditions to the actual SKAP
importance ratings. Levels of average judged validities for
particular predictors reflected the relative importance
ratings assigned to the corresponding SKAPs.

For the "clerical™ job title, experts' judgments were
corsistent with the SKAP information for 4 of the 7 types of
predictors. Validity estimates were appropriately higher
for verbal ability, perceptual speed, memory, and
spatial/mechanical when clerical SKAPs were provided and
lower when sales SKAPs were provided. Judgments of general
mental ability, quantitative and psychomotor were not
consistent with the differences between the clerical and
sales SKAP information.

For the "sales" job title, experts' judgments were
consistent with the SKAP information for 5 of the 7 types of
predictors. Based on the SKAP information that was
provided, experts' over-estimated the magnitudes of memory
and psychomotor validities.

Conclusions about the effects of job information.

Taken together, analyses for clerical and sales SKAPs and
"clerical” and "sales" job titles suggest that although SKAP
information affected judges' validity estimates, that job

titles, alone, accounted for important differences in the
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magnitudes of validity estimates when sales SKAP information
was provided, Therefore, Hypothesis #1 was supported when
sales SKAPs, but not when clerical SKAPs were provided., The
average differences between sales SKAP validity judgments
made for the clerical and sales job titles were .045 for
general mental ability, .033 for verbal ability, .115 for
guantitative, .095 for perceptual speed, .098 for memory,
.025 for spatial/mechanical, and ,065 for psychomotor. All
of these differences reflect higher validities when the
"clerical™ job title was provided. (It should be noted that
significant ANOVA effects for sales SKAP judgments were
found for all criterion judgments 1involving quantitative
ability, perceptual speed, wemory, and psychomotor
predictors.)

Based on the rationale for Hypothesis #1, it is
concluded that job titles were more salient determinants of
validity judgments when sales SKAP information was provided
than when clerical SKAP information was provided. More
specifically, it may be (in the case of the clerical SKAP
judgments) that the incongruent job title (i.e., the "sales"
job title) was less salient than the clerical SKAP
information. This would have occurred if the clerical SKAP
information easily connoted a clerical type of job (i.e.,
high in guantitative, perceptual speed, and memory).
Therefore, under both job title conditions, when clerical
SKAPs were provided judges were basically estimating

validities for a clerical type of job. The job title main
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effect was realized for the sales SKAPs possibly because the
sales SKAP information was not as readily associated with a
"sales"™ job. If the sales SKAP information was somewhat
ambiguous, the Jjob title may have been a more salient cue
upon which judges needed to rely. The effects described
above for clerical and sales SKAPs were dependent on the
specific types of information and jobs used in this judgment
task. Therefore, the appropriateness of generalizing the
job information effect to other judgment situations needs
further investigation. Nonetheless, the fact that an effect
was observed for sales SKAPs suggests that the rational
estimation procedure cannot blithely be generalized,

This analysis of the job information effect suggests
that either job titles or SKAP information may be more
concrete, depending on characteristics of both and how they
relate to each other. For example, if the SKAP information
easily connotes a particular type of job and the job title
is in conflict with this stereotype, then a judge may be
forced to reconcile this incongruency. The SKAP information
may be used more easily to derive an "image" of the job for
which validities are being judged because it unambiguously
provides specific information regarding the profile of
skills and abilities required in the job. More generally,
it might be suggested that the "concreteness" of information
may change if, in combination with other information, the
information becomes more ambiguous, uninterpretable, or less

well-defined.
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Effect of Validity Generalization Information on Experts’

validity Estimates

Validity generalization information was hypothesized to
have an effect on experts' validity estimates because of its
availability (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973} and the value
attributed to "outcome" knowledge (Fischhoff, 1975). This
main effect was highly statistically significant for
validity judgments made for both the "clerical”" and "sales”
job titles, and accounted for 47% and 38% of the variance in
experts' estimates, respectively. When validities were
being judged for the "clerical” job title, the presence of
validity generalization results was associated with higher
estimates for 21 of the 2B judged validities (85.7%). The
average differences for judges in the "vg" and "no vg"
conditions (where main effects were evidenced) were .11 for
general mental ability, .06 for verbal, .07 for
gquantitative, .09 for perceptual speed, .07 for memory, .06
for spatial/mechanical, and .09 for psychomotor. Clearly,
when clerical validity generalization results were present,
experts' validity estimates were significantly increased,
whether clerical or sales SKAPs were provided.

The presence of validity generalization information diad
not have as large an effect on "sales" job title judgments
as on judgments for the "clerical®™ job. Validity estimates

made for the "sales" job title in the presence of validity
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generalization results were only significantly different
from estimates made in the absence of this information for
three (10.7%) of the judges' estimates. However, there was
a trend towards judges using the validity generalization
information that was provided. This trend can be observed
by comparing average validity judgments in the "vg" and "no
vg" conditions to the actual sales validity generalization
results that were provided. O©0Of the 28 validity judgments,
18 judgments were consistent with the validity
generalization results (i.e., validity estimates from judges
provided with validity generalization information differed
from estimates from judges who did not have this information
in the same direction as the provided value). (For example,
if the "no vg" group is considered the "control" group:
examine the average estimated validity for verbal ability
with a work sample criterion. The validity generalization
value is .50, the "no vg™ group average estimate is .36, and
the "vg" group average estimate is ,46.) Where "mismatches"”
existed, there was a strong tendency for judges who had
validity generalization information to judge validities
higher, even though the provided validity generalization
values were lower.

Conclusions regarding the effect of validity

generalization information. Taken together, results for the

"clerical” and "sales"” job titles suggest that validity
gencralization results have an inconsistent affect on

experts' validity estimates. If one assumes on the basis of
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the significant main effects evidenced in the MANOVA
analyses that validity generalization information was
salient, then it is necessary to consider alternative
explanations for its different affect on validity estimates
for the two job titles, It may be, for example, that
judges' anchors are not the validity generalization results
as was suggested in the Problem Statement but, rather, some
generalized validity value such as ,30. Validity
generalization information may then be used to alter this
anchor {Lichtenstein & Slovic, 1971). However, if the
validity generalization values do not differ substantially
from tke original "anchor™, then one would expect results in
the presence and absence of this information to be fairly
similar., According to Tversky and Kahneman (1972), this
would occur because judges tend to make inadequate
adjustments to "anchor" values,

This explanation is partially supported by the
observation made above that the majority (64.3%) of the
average "sales" validity judgments made in the presence of
sales validity generalization results decrease/increase
above the rorresponding average judgments in the "no vg"”
condition in the same direction as the validity
generalization value. Therefore, it appears that experts
are being influenced by the validity generalization results,
but the influence may not be substantial enough to result in
statistically significant differences in validity estimates

for the “vg" and "no vg" groups. (On the other hand,
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"clerical” validity judgments made in the presence of
clerical validity generalizatioun results are consistent with
these results 85.7% of the time. As can be seen by
comparing the validity generalization information that was
provided to judges, the clerical validity generalization
values provided are generally greater in magnitude than the
sales validity generalization values.,)

A second explanation assumes that validity
generalization results may not have been as influential as
originally predicted, Although the MANOVA analyses and the
previous paragraph both support the conclusion that validity
generalization results affected experts' judgments somewhat
for the "sales™ job title, the effect may not have bezn as
large as necessary to result in statistically significant
differences between "vg" and "no vg" groups. This could
have occurred, for example, if the validity generalization
results for the "sales"™ job title were less credible or
acceptable to the experts. Given the professional attention
that has been paid to clerical validity generalization
studies, and the paucity of studies for sales-like jobs, it
would not be surprising if judges did not place as much
value on the validity generalization results that were
presented for the latter type of job. Therefore, the sales
validity generalization results may have been somewhat
discounted relative to the clerical validity generalization

results.
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Summary of results for Hypotheses #]1 and #2. Although

the two hypotheses regarding the effects of task-related
information were not consistently supported for validity
judgments made for "clerical"™ and "sales"™ job titles or
SKAPs, it does appear that experts were fairly susceptible
to the experimental manipulations employed in this research.
Differences in the average validity estimates from judges in
Aji fferent experimental conditions were not trivial in many
cases (i.e., sometimes as high as .19). This suggests that
even if experts' average observed estimates are somewhat
accurate, we may need to question whether this accuracy may
be due in part to characteristics of the information
provided in the judgment task environment.

It may also be necessary to scrutinize other
characteristics of the validity judgment task environment
(e.g., how estimates are collected, what types of judgments
are required, etc.), before it can be concluded that expert
accuracy is a meaningful phenomenon. In this research, many
of the experts' validity judgments were not only subject to
the job and validity generalization information that was
provided, but to the order in which judgments were made for
different predictors. This order effect (which was
evidenced as a main effect for "sales" but not "clerical”
validity judgments, and as an interaction effect involving
type of criterion for both job titles) demonstrates that
many often unanticipated factors associated with the

judgment task may affect expert output.
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Effects of Job Information and Validity Generalization

Results on Experts' Confidence Interval Judgments

Researchers have found that individuals tend to be very
confident in the output from complex judgment tasks despite
the fact that most of these judgments are very difficult to
make (Goldberg, 1959), 1In additicn, factors in the judgment
situation have been found to increase judges' confidence
even when these factors were not related to judgment
accuracy (Oskamp, 1965)., With respect to expert judgments
of test validities, when validity generalization information
was available, or job information was congruent, experts
were expected to be more confident (Hypotheses 3 and 4,
respectively). These predictions were taken directly from
research which has found that when judges have more
information on which to base their judgments, or when
different types of information are consistent, confidence is
increased (Oskamp, 1965; Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Einhorn &
Hogarth, 1978). Although it was hypothesized that these two
information conditions would increase the level of
confidence that judges had in their output, the data showed
a general lack of support for both Hypothesis #3 and #4.

Despite the lack of statistically significant main
effects for job information and validity generalization
results, the MANOVA analyses show that these effects

accounted for a non-trivial amount of variance in linear
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conbinations of "clerical" and "sales" job title judgments.
For the job information main effect, the variance accounted
for in "clerical”™ and "sales" judgments was 20% and 27%,
respectively. The variance accounted for by the validity
generalization main effect was 32% and 20%, respectively,.

The repeated measures MANOVA, which measured the
effects on confidence interval judgments of predictor,
criterion, and job factors along with job and validity
generalization information, did evidence some significant
interaction effects. Type of predictor and type of
criterion were associated with different sized confidence
intervals for individual judges. 1In addition, a significant
higher-order interaction involving type of job, type of
predictor, and validity generalization information indicated
that the effect of different jobs on individual judges'
average confidence judgments for different predictors was
not the same for judges in the "no vg" and "vg" conditions.
This interactioun was expected as it reflects, in part, the
different levels of the VG information to which judges in
the "vg" condition were exposed.

Conclusions regarding the effects on confidence

judgments. It may be that expert confidence is somewhat
sensitive to inconsistent task-relevant information as was
suggested by Kahneman and Tversky (1973). The inconsistency
between job title and SKAP information may have been salient
to judges because the amount of task-related information

with which they were provided was limited. The incongruency
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would be expected to be most salient where job titles
connote a strong stereotype which amplifies the conflict
between the job title and SKAP information.

This inference receives some support from t-test
analyses (unreported) which showed that confidence judgments
for the "clerical" job title were more affected by the
incongruent job information than were similar judgments for
the "sales™ job title. Apparently, the inconsistency
hetween job title and SKAPs was more salient for the
"clerical™ job for which the more widely held stereotype
probably exists., (However, it should be noted that despite
the fact that 50% of the t-tests comparing "clerical"”
confidence judgments from congruent aind incongruent
conditions were significant, the average difference in
estimated validities in the 14 significant t-test
comparisons was only .036.)

Because the validity generalization results were
manipulated between subjects, the absence versus presence of
this information would not have been salient to jndges.
However, because validity generalization results had a
significant affect on experts' validity judgments,
signifying that experts did rely somewhat on this
information when it was available, it is curious that expert
confidence was not increased@ when this influential source of
validity estimates was available.

Based on the lack of significant multivariate effects

of job information and validity generalization results on
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confidence judgments, and the relatively small average
difference where significant univariate effects were
observed, it appears that forces are operating to stabilize
expert confidence. One possible explanation is that
Industrial and Organizational Psychologists may have fairly
homogenous perceptions regarding the range of true
validities. The effect of this perception may be so stable
that judges' averagqge confidence interval (which is .22
across the four experimental conditions and 28 validity
judgments) may be unaffected by characteristics of the task-
related information. An alternative explanation is that the
expert judges were simply not effective at translating their

subjective confidence into actual confidence intervals,

Implications

If Industrial and Organizational Psychologists are to
use rationally-estimated validities appropriately when
making inferences about the value of a selection procedures,
it is necessary that they understand the judgment conditions
that affect the estimates made by experts. Because of the
potential complexity of the validity judgment task, one must
assume that a multitude of different factors may possibly
affect the output of judges. This research, which examined
how task-related information affected experts' judgments of
test validities, was only able to focus on a limited, but

important segment of the judgment task environment.
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Data regarding how experts use information that is
provided to them in the judgment task can expand our
understanding of the validity judgment process by
delineating which aspects of the task environment are
¢ritical to the estimates produced by groups of experts, On
a practical level, if we can identify those types of
information that have the strongest influence on judges’
output, we can structure rational estimation procedures to
ensure that rational estimates of validity are both
meaningful and interpretable. 1In addition, if research
indicates that experts' validity judgments are overly
sensitive to irrelevant information, or plagued by
inappropriate biases, then information will exist to
determine whether the output from rational estimation
procedures is at all valuable. On a more theoretical level,
by defining the types of task-related information that are
most critical to judges' output, we can add to our
understanding of complex judgment processes. Therefore, the
results of this study of job and validity generalization
effects on experts' validity judgments have implications for
both the study and the practice of Industrial and

Organizational Psychology.

The Use of Rational Validity Estimates

Experts' validity estimates. Hypothesis #1 and

Hypothesis #2, both cf which received partial support,
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demonstrated that under some conditions, experts' judgments
are likely to be unduly influenced by inappropriate or
irrelevant information. In this judgment situation, job
titles and validity generalization information produced
significant differences in validity estimates when all other
information in the judgment task was held constant. (The
reader is reminded that (1) judges' validity estimates
should not have differed when SKAPs were identical but job
titles differed; and (2) that the validity generalization
information was not relevant for those judges who were in
the incongruent condition; i.e.,, when the SKAPs did not
describe the same type of job as was indicated by the
validity generalization information.) These effects were
not consistent across different sets of SKAPs and different
job titles, suggesting that judgment conditions may interact
with types of judgments to further complicate our ability to
understand and predict the factors that affect experts'
validity estimates.

Given the results obtained in the research and
summarized above, it is clear that even in the face of
findings that suggest that experts', under some conditions,
may accurately estimate validities, the assumption that
these estimates carry the same meaning as empirically-
derived estimates is specious. As Einhorn (1974) has
suggested, expertise is as much a function of the accuracy
of output as it is of the meaningfulness of process., If

judges are not using information accurately, or are
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unreasonably influenced by irrelevant information, then no
matter how accurate their output, there is good reason to
question its appropriateness.

On a practical level, the type, amount, and combination
of information provided to judges are of critical importance
because they determine which information is most salient
and, therefore, on which information judges' validity
estimates are based. The results of this research have
shown that in the absence of the misleading job titles
and/or validity generalization results, judges' estimates
would probably have been more appropriate because they would
have come closer to reflecting the SKAPs that were
identified as critical to job performance. However, the
sensitivity of judges to the SKAP information may have
existed because only a limited amount of information was
provided in the judgment task.

Type of job may affects how information is used when
judging validities and what average estimated validities
result from the process. The effects of job information and
validity generalization results were not the same for the
two different jobs, suggesting that existing beliefs about a
job (i.e., stereotypes), or merely degree of familiarity
with a job, may affect how information that is presented in
the judgment task is used., Judges, even those with
expertise in the field of personnel testing are unlikely to

use provided information optimally if their own job-specific
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beliefs about levels of validity, importance of SKAPs, etc.,
are most salient.

Experts' confidence interval estimates. An additional

ccncern with the meaningfulness of judges' output concerns
their ability to identify the degree of error which might
exist in their point estimates of true validity. From this
research it appears that the 90% confidence interval around
judged validities is substantially unaffected by differences
in task-related information or type of job, even though
these factors affected average validity judgments, Clearly,
for experts' validity estimates to be meaningful substitutes
for empirical validities, it would be important for judges
to be able to reccognize when their own estimates are likely
to be more or less errorful, as this information can be

easily known about empirically-derived validities.

Implications of Study Results for Research on Complex

Judgments Processes

Although this research differed substantively from
other psychological studies of complex judgmen: processes,
it attempted to apply and study conclusions drawn from these
studies regarding the factors likely to affect experts'
judgments. Several findings from this research have
implications for the further study of complex judgment

processes.
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Anchoring and adjustment. The research results

partially support the conclusion that judges were using an
anchoring and adjustment process (Lichtenstein & Slovic,
1971). From the statistical results of the validity
generalization effect, it appears that at least in some
situations, validity generalization information was used to
make adjustments to some initial value., (The reader may
recall that judges' estimates in the presence of validity
generalization results generally fell between the estimates
made without this information and the actual validity
generalization results provided.) However, little is known
about how the initial value was identified, or if if thkis
process is consistent across different judgment conditions.
Based on the overall lower level of estimated true
validities in comparison to validity generalization results,
one might infer that judges are using some preconceived,
generalized value as their "baseline" estimate. This
inference is based on Lichtenstein and Slovic's (1971)
explanation of the "anchoring and adjustment™ bias which
suggests that judgments will not differ substantially from
initial values because adjustments to these values are
minimal. This inference should be studied further because
it has important implications for the anchoring and
adjustment phenomenon and the use of rational estimation
methods.

The salience of "concrete" information. It was

hypothesized that the job title would be more salient
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because it would be more “"concrete" than the SKAP
information (Nisbett & Ross, 1980). However, this
justification was not entirely upheld by the research
results. In this research, it appeared that one set of
SKAPs clearly connoted a specific type of job (i.e.,
clerical) such that when an incongruent job title was
associated with the SKAPs, the job title did not have a
significant affect on validity judgments. In this
situation, the SKAPs may have been more concrete than the
job title because they presented a less ambiguous image of
the job. Therefore, it appears that information may be more
or less concrete as a function of other information which is
available. The Nisbett and Ross (1980) suggestion, that
some information may be more salient because it is more
concrete, may need to be expanded to include the notion that
"concreteness” is not a static property of information but,
rather, a function of the context within which the
information is perceived and interpreted,

Factors affecting the salience of validity

generalization information. Validity generalization results

were expected to have a significant effect on validity
estimates because they provided a ready source of validity
values {(Tversky & Kahneman, 1973) and because they
constitute valued validity information (Fischhoff, 1975),
The research indicated that experts were generally strongly
influenced by validity generalization results. However, the

effects were not consistently powerful across different
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jobs. Although this information was egqually available for
both types of jobs, it was not equally valued. Based on
these empirical results, it was hypothesized that clerical
validity generalization results were considered to have more
value than sales validity generalization results.
(Primarily because the former have received a large amount
of attention in professional journals.) If this inference
is accurate, it would suggest that Fischhoff's (1975)
research on the effects of outcome knowledge might need to
be expanded to include the notion of "valued"™ outcome
knowledge.

Factors affecting confidence judgments. Experts'

average confidence intervals were expected to be affected by
the amount of information {Oskamp, 1965) and the type of
information (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973} that was provided in
the judgment task. However, hypotheses concerning these
effects were not upheld., It may be that for these factors
to affect the amount of confidence that judges have in their
output, there can not be any other more powerful, overriding
source that determines the degree of error that judges
perceive may be associated with their validity estimates,

In this research sjituation, it appears that experts are
rather homogenous reqarding their perceptions of the range
of true validities, and this range was independent of the
information or process that was used to derive the true
validity estimates. Studies of judgment confidence have not

examined how factors within the judgment situation affect
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judged confidence when precconceived notions of the range of
judgments exist. This 1s an important area of research in
rational estimation procedures because confidence in point
estimates of validities should determine, in part, how these
estimates are used. If these confidence estimates are

confounded by other factors, then important information is

missing.
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The Graduste Schoo! and Univarsity Center
ot Tne Crty University of Nes York

Pr 0 S.uprograrm nindustes & Ovganzetona Psycholog, < Bos §12
Berna g b Ba'uch Conege 17 Lexngio- Avenue New Yore K ¥ 10010
2z 725 3074 3080 .

April 29, 1987

Dear Colleague:

Recently the suggestion was made that experts might be used
to rationally estimate test validities in situations where
empirical validation research is infeagible (Schmidt, Hunter,
Crell & McKenzie, 19B3; MHirsh, Schmidt & Hunter, 19B6}. This
suggesticon has important implications for the practice of
industrial/organizaticnal psychology. However, additional
research is needed befure conclusions can be drawn about the
value of this new validation strategy.

A research study has been designed that will expand upon the
research cited above by investigating judgments of "true” (rather
than observed) validities and judgments of validities inveolving
several different types - criteria, Because Division 14 is the
likely source of expert. for organizations peeking to
substantiate test use based on rational estimates of employment
validities, it is the logical source of subjects for research
that concerrs rational estimation procedures. As a Division 14
member, your agsistance in this research effort would be greatly
appreciated., Approximately 45 minutes of your time is needed to
complete the enclosed judgment task,

Enclosed in this envelope are the materjals and infocrmation
you will need to estimate the true validitier of different
cognitive ability tests and measures of job performance for two
different jobs., The judgment task has been designed to be
similar to the way in which industrial and organizational
psychologists might be asked to apply this methodology in
practice. Your responses will be kept anonymous and confidentjial
and will be used for research purposes only. Therefore, please
do not identify yourself on the judgment materials.

Thank you in advance for your assistance and the generous
contribution of your time and expertise. I will be happy to send

you a summary of the results; simply indicate your interest on
the postcard prnvided. Again, thank you.

Sincerely,

Xaren Weinberg



QRNEIAL IBSTRUCYIONS AND PROCEDORRS

The task that you are abcut to perfors simulstes a judgment task
concerning the wvalue of wvarious employment tasts, Ths judgment
materisls accurataly represent the types of materisls availadble to
paychologiate who might sctunlly be used to judge smploymant
velidities. TYou are asked to review the matarials and approsch ihe
validity judgmant task asm 1! you were actually providing & resl
organisation with your judgmants of the true validity of smploymant
tests for twoe diffearent jobs.

To enaure that all judges spproach the task in & unifors manner
you have baen provided with this set of instructions. It may be
helpful for you to first browse through and familiarize yourself with
the materials enclosed in this packet (sxcept the folder marked JOB 42
- this should only be opaned when you have finished judging walidities
for JOP 41). Than, after reading these instructions, you can review
the materiasls mors thoroughly and proceed with the judgment task.

General Description of the Judgment Tawsk

The main focus of this research is on obtsining “expert®
judgments of the true validity of severs) cognitive predictors and
four types of criteria for two different jobs -~ s Clerice!l and a sales
job. You have besn provided with differant types of information that
may be useful in making these judgmants - i.s,., organizational job
descriptions of the jobs in question, job analysis results
{skill/ability ratings), sxamples of tests which messurs potentially
relevant cognitive abilities, atc.

In addition to the judgments of troe walidity, you are alec teked
to indicate your degrese of confidence in each of your truoe valldity
jadgments by placing & confidence ipterval sround sach judged
walidity. PFinally, to clarify the types of informstion needed to make
such judgments, you are asked to indicste bow important sach type of
information is when estimating true validities. (Mow thesse judgmenta
will be made wiil ba discussed in grester detail below.)

Procedursa for Making Your Judgmants

Befors you bagin the judgment task you should place the following
materiale within raach:

{1) Reference Sheet §1 {"Descriptions of Predictoras® and
"Dascriptions of Criterion Messures®))

12} Peference Sheat §2 ("The Xffects of Criterion Dnreliability
and Rangs Restriction on Obeserved Validity®)) and

{3} Poldars marked "J08 #1" amd *JOR §2" (These numbers indicste
the order in which you ars to maks your judgments,)}

205
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Then, pleass follow these steps when making your judgments for the two
fobs by starting with JOB #1:

BYEF #1: Raad carsfully the job descriptive information for JOB #1
and than any other information from the refersnce shests that {e
relesvant to the firet validity judgeent you are making. {(This is
probably a better strategy than reviawing all of the information firat
and then making all of the judgasents.)

SYEP #2: Make your judgment of trea wvalidity for tha first predicter-
critarion pair by placing & wertical line through the walue that
corresponds to your sstimate on the scale on the right. Your judgueent
of the true validity for any predictor-criterion pair should
corraspond to the corestricted, ssattabusted, population walidity that
you would axpect ilm that particular job.

BYEP #): HMake your confidance jodgment for the firet predictor-
criterion pair by placing brackets to the left and right of your trus
validity estimate to indicate the lower~bound [ { ) and upper-bound
1] ) of your 908 confidence ipterval. Tha 90% confiltsnce interval s
the range of wvalidity valoes within which you sre %0V certain the true
value actuoally falls.

SYEF #4: Make and record your judgments of trus validity and your
confidence judgments for each of the remaining predictor-criterion
peire for J0B 1.

SYEF #5: Pollow the same steps {STEPS 1 - 4) to make your judgments
for JOB #2.

BTEF #f: After completing all of the true validity and confidence
judgmente for JOB €] and JOR 42, then make your Importance Matings for
the various types of infor.uatiocn you used in making your judgments.
The wheet for making the .o judgments is included in the folder for
JOB 42. The directions for making thess judguents are at the top of
the page labeled "Importance Ratinogs”.

STEP §71: Complete the Demographic Questions and fill cut the
postcard.

STEP_§8: Pleass check that you have made all of the judgments, that
you have recordad your responsss accurately, and that you have not
left any of tha demographic quastions blank, Then, mail the two
Juédguant Becords and the Importance Ratisgs and Demographic QueJticns
in the etamped, addressed envelope provided. (It is not pecessery to
return any of the other judAgment materials.) The poptcard ls to be
malled separately.

TEANE TOU AGAIN FOR YOUR ASSISTARCE



207
APPENDIX B



!tllif
i

Ypotal
Wechaning

Descripiong Ot Prediciors
of
»

REFERENCE SHEET #1

w Tt o Sk 0

L oo O i -

iy

Ly 3ry I 1 ¥ I ] J°7y -'F MR- ) St Bngloptut fanss - Yorted

spriing, sonuiny, ané reuing anpmbaion

o o padivionay shish we waltbls in jobe b whish jub pesimenes meds v 0 chmarvai
opanlly e it sumaidoutinn ek B amen et o B e of ehation

dupon 1o whish tnigt s e wf omen, Onninorms iy sismubeds, o 9as pendmed witnt wpnly fqually).

whaly o sijsste S
o, boasuy of

Il

Yokl Ay Thia shily s soamend wing & ity of el tasls Bl Mo puihy, | o Sompnl iyl Yont P

Ty of Tewt Dufindion

Producion
(QunigQuentiy):







208

HEFERENCE SHEET M
Descriptions Of Predictors

Tipe of Teut Diwiirkion

Evampin
Wondwls Ponsvos Tont The shilly 0 o ool send viousd sl (0., rmowibers. en, pishons. o figew) | Culy Pomnges Agts Cimniaaton Vosp -
Panorsal Cmutagion e Momery o ihwmaion wosatnd vadbaly. The isanation may be mussinghl fo.g . drontions) et
Aty Vont o sussingieen jo.g, oniss) This shilly b Memmwed wing & vasiely of dioren fouty | Vet r‘.l"-“‘
Saresel Aty Ten! Remay naledng aning o inlinaingtyyiying duetion. The losls may mquise suaminey
Oln Sof-Mmomiving T simply W saml nlpmglion $ut we proveted viswdlly o aally, o i W b
ol heninl Mty \nfasnation b somplni e hin.
St femplaymant Toons - Veshet The sy & pomoin, vinails. & mostaly ssmipvige o ool Suee-dimensinnyl | fputel e Agthuing
COouwsl Ciovinl Yt P ) Spatalt oy By ¥ R & 3 __§ F " FJ°]
P8 B Bl Yot Mochengeul ARy M:un-:-m-“-n.u-u -ﬂm” N ae-
Fossiong Compharine maaeel T Xy 7 1 " °F F ‘8§ " “"¥"
Compriuis o B o mashaning) sampruharion. Toon of gl iy we ganemly mare Mghty spusted | '™ ShuiChoasts Yo br ohuston sy
e tuals of mashisionl eampeshunsion.
Flangyn bt T - The sblly b move wiw's ingem, weis, hands ad e mpifly and osiasly ond b | Omlngion m&“h
Poyshumnstr sondoate sush movemanis wih oy oy This sbilly & Mool wing bame
Tt o Clntas ity - Ay mgbing spe-dand et o Tnpaubunel destely Tasis of pyviwemeter ahilly g" Pk Paghussd
[N may we papupenl & muy be puisamerband. Te sl yps gomsly
e g vopuiue smmnbuean 1 pustom vealnit imsis el e o mesipeiuion of sl
aijncin onal, ponniely, havd o
ierasetn Clnsey) Top ]
mml-n
Paringio® Duissitinl Vet - Spantions
e
Cnmfionton Ti
R
Descriptions Of Criterion Measures
—ﬁhr.-m - r r-rrr—yryr ___9¥Fr ¥ 3y 31y - ¥ ¥

b puiemanss. Supanitery ningp = Supareiiwy -1y Ir— 1 17 1 ' '¥y31 1 """ "7 '§°7 "7 77" 7T]

sl donsinen (2., ‘yally o wei Ruskings: wdings by ndigle dubumainn of b poteandis o say anmit ol 2 slnghy weanel iivding.
“senaute o baluvaing snch dmanr’)

% petwmance renudn in i shmervabie L vy __rrry r “"» rr-r ""r 7 771" 7 2 1] ]
wamed prodvossl or e aiy of prohacien Wark Sempine: o same behavincs, Mawindpe. sad shilies Bt asw saquived s e povipamnue of B job. Chuisl wak sumplen sy buslvde sampiee of
wilhenul vamite jqually). wlovinnl lnshy youh 19 niming wellion andee e & semputer, Sing, chaghing The sty of bviass, ie. Salns vt sampls Suquually

wibe wisagipinns o Cumiemer Inbvactions Periesnens st wek soopies may be meumeed shisalhaly 0., “sumber ol omme’
‘podution ammet’) o mey soniel of mbjestive ratings (il retings sosies or ahovilioing o0 diminsinns of rivwisll pestomte 5.3,
“wpmrisafisral shil”, parssaniviray’, oic. ).




209

REFERENCE SHEET §2

THE EFFECTS OF CRITERION UNRELIABILITY AND
RANGE RESTRICTION

Cbaserved validities that most industrial/organizational
psychologiets are familiar with generally underestimate the
actual relationship between test and job performance., This
underestimation is due primarily to the effects of two different
factors on the measurement of test validity. How these factors -
criterion unreliability and predictor range restriction - affect
observed validities is demonstrated below,

If true validity is . . . . . &0 .50 .40 .30 .20

and criterion reliability
is equal to .70, then

the observed validity is . . . .50 .42 .33 .25 .17
if, in addition, the ratio of observed to
true dispersion (i.e. range restriction)

is equal to .60, then

the observed validity is . . . .33 .27 .21 .15 .10

The formulas to correct oberved validities for each of these
effects so0 as to cobtain estimates of true validity follow. When
both corrections are necessary, the observed validity is
corrected first for range restriction and then for unreliability,

To correct an cobserved validity for criterion unreliability:

r
true validity =

1/2
Tyx
where I = observed validity

fow ™ criterion reliability (e.qg., .70}

To correct an observed validity for range restriction:

true validity - !

2 -1
N+ kRRi(llr ~ 1]
where r = observed validity
kRRi = ratioc of test score SD in the selected group to

test mscore SD in the unselected group.
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INPORTARCE RATYEGE

Instructions: Below is a liet of the different types of information
ch ware included in the jundgeent matsriale and which you may have

used when making your true validity snd confidence Judqments. After
raviswing this list, plesss adé to tha list {on the blank wpaces
provided} a brisf descriptior of any gensral ¢ of sdditions)
jnformation which you uaed (e.g., ret- raadarch axperiencs,

u shed .*udies, wtc.}). Then, Tank order all of the typers of

nformation based on bow important (i.e., influential) they were vhen
you were Baking your walidity jodgments. Place ths ranks you are
assigrning in the spaces provided on the left. {A lower pumber
indicates grestar importasce. Pleass, no ties.)

Type of Information

Job Title/Job Pamily

Description of duties/responaibilities
Bkill and akility ratings

Predictor and c¢riterion dascriptions
Validity Qeneralization results

HAIN:

DEMOGRAPRIC OQURSTIONS
EDUCATIONAL BACEGROUND

l. 7Type of degres {(circle highest dagree attalned):
Ph.D. Pey.D. zA.D, WA/ MBA/MS

2. Tear dagree completaed:

3. Title of this degres {(s.q9., Ph.D. in Applisd Bocisl Peychologyla

4. Area of spucializstion (if applicable [e.g., Buman Pactoras]))

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE

5. Primary work location (circle one which spplies):

Aradenia Private Industry Public Bector
Private Consulting Military Other

6. Brief dsecription of thie position {e.qg., associste professor -
teaching/resesrch in organizsticnal psychology! westarnal
consultant ~ training programs, etc.):

7. Yasars in current position:

8. Total years of axperisnce in work described in 46 above:

9. DBriaf Asscription of other relevant work axperisnce (includinj;
yoars) within the field of Industrisl/Organisational Peychology:




Inatructions: Balow is a list of the Aifferent types of information
whith ware Included in the judgment materials and which you may have
usad when making your true validity and confidence judgments. After
reviewing this list, plesse add4 to the list (on ths blank spaces
provided] a brief description af any general t of sdditionsl
information which you omsad (e.q., ret-hand rassarch axperiance,
published studies, stc.]. Than, raunk ordsr all of the types of
information based on hov important {i.s., influentisl) they wers when
you ware making your walidity judgments. Place the ranks you are
assigning in the spaces provided on tha left. (A lower sumber
isdicateas greater lmportasce., Plesss, 0o ties.)

cf lnformation

Job Titla/Job Family

Description of duties/responsibilities
Bxill and ability ratings

Pradictor and critarion descriptions

LT

DPENOGRAFRIC QUESTIONS

EDUCATIORAL BACESROUND

1. Type of degree (circle highest degree attained):
Ph.D. Fay.D. EA.D. WA/ MBA /RS

2. Yaar degres rompleted:

3. Title of this degree {e.9., Ph.D, in Applied Bocial Peychology):

4. Area of specislisstion (if applicable le.g., Buman Pactorali

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE

%. Primary sork location Icircle one which applies)

Academia Privets Industry Mublic Sector
Private Consulting Military Other

6. DPrief description of thise position (e.9., sssoclata profasser -
toaching/resesrch in organizations]l psychologqy) sxternal
consultant - training programs, stc.):

7. Ysars in current position:

9. Total years of srperience in work dascribed in 46 above:

%, BSrief description of other relsvant work axparience {including
years) within the fisld of Industrial/Organizational Peychelogy:
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JOR INFOREATION ANT
JOB MEALYFIS RESULTE

Job Title: Acocunt Clarical Assistant {Incongruent)

Fttu and hsqnsibgui*u: The hooount Clsrical Assistaat job 1
ocate n the count rheting group of a mid-sise oompany. An
individual in this job is resaponsidble for handling Cestomars’ orders
that come in over tha phone or t.hrnzh the mail. This inclodes
tranafarring customer orders onto order forms and entering the corders
into a computerized datadass, determining the propsr codes and prices
of products being ordered baped on information found in product
catalogues, assigning order completion dates bBased On mvallability of
products and requested date of shipment, determining oost and mathod
of delivery based on size of shipsent, and preparing customer
oSrrespondents .

Bkill and Ability Importance Ratinge: An empirics]l job anaiysis
Invelving the hh population [N = 237) of incumbents in ths Acocant
Clarical Assistant job and their supervisors was conducted. Raters
ware asked to rate the importance of each of the skills/sbilitien on &
S$-point Likert-type scale {l=*not at all important for soccessful job
performance”; Ss"sxtramely important for successf.l job performance®!.

The numerical results provided below are the parcentage of respondants
rating the skill/ability amither 4 {"important®) or 5 {"sxtremely
imporeant®).

Saill/abiltey DEpOTrLAnT
ty tc spesk fleently aad 10 wmderstand spohan
Emgliah words and senvances bn nn afloctive BRaReT .
..................... [ 1]

1y t0 undarstand writier Enqilsh pad to wwite
Wnglish se that othare will andersiand.

_‘ Pi"“r ........................ (1]
ty 1o puriore simpls aritimatic spwietions
ymichly. ascurstoly, and apprapristaly In rasponas to
probimhs feguilfing Fuantitative solutisss.
........................... ™

ratend & problam, develcop & lsqies] answsr Lo &
problus, 4r fnalgn & semres of sctioa 18 follew.

w! F ........................ 11}
ity to smmpary ahd o pete simiiarities/ditfecencey
wmong shiects &F SPRlole in.y., Werde. Sebes, Bambe
emoants, #ic.) guiskly snd arcurataly.

.................... | 1]
¥ mrscand physies)/mechiniceal principles
And héw 1o apply thesa ta Artesl ShI4ctN, tecls, mné
RAthines

....................... "
o, aits, SRECripiioas, smounts, wic.
W ..................... m
) L0 CURCEALTSta oA & Lxek ddd maietsain

affactive parformance alomsagh distrsctioes are preseat in
ks LASR GAVLIFOMBAA .,

.................... 141
uﬁmu‘hu m-ell aguu Iy BOVLLy &bt 's

Cimgers, wrists, and bands pretiesly Ln respanse 4+ vliwsl

il
“Plimey B - - - . - - - - < e s et a4 e m e e e s e = [ T1]
17 mevs fingers. wrinsts, sad hands se repidly
na pessibin mhers scwwracy be laes itapariast thes sped
of awvesest.
...................... 1
BArfyimg—buy Wske thervaghly nad saERraiely by
ovtonding t& 4ll of e Bell Seateres of the GaSh.
......................... [ }1]
Al iaflesscing the bohavier ood/or saritedes of
othays by previlisg teas with soavisxing iaformation .
....................... [, 1]

cprating the mntives, foulings. and Buhavisr
of sthwrs and oy APPreprisisly 1e aMuiive a
Sneired wffoct.

218



JOb INFORIATION ANT
JOB MRALYSIS REEULTS

gob Title: Aoccount Clarical Assistant (Congruent)

neibilities: The Aooount Clerical Assistant job 14
ocate n « rketing group of a mid-pise oompany. An
individual in this job is responsible for handling customers’ orders
that come in over the phone or through the mail. This inclcdes
transferring costomer orders onto order forms and sntering the crdars
into a computerivad databass, determining the proper codes and prices
of products being ordared based on informaticon found in product
catalogues, assigning order completion dates based on availability of
products and requestad date of shipsant, datermining cost and wethod
aof dslivery based on aize of shipment, and preparing custowmer
eorTespondence .

gkul and u111t¥ Isportence Batings: An empiricsl job moalyelis
nvolving the popusntion e 3171 of incumbants in the Aceount
Clerical Assistant job and thair supervisors was conductsd. Raters
were asked to rate the importance of asch of the ekills/sbilities on »
S-point Likert-type scale (1+="not at sll important for successful job
performance™; S="axtremaly important for successful job performance®).

The numerical wewults provided below ate the perceantage of respondents
rating the skill/abllity either 4 (*important®) or 5 [“extremsly

important®}.

4 Rering
PRIl ADILLEY Imporeart

WM ...................... FRL]
T Ly 1¢ spank flusatly and to wnderntétd spoker

..................... L 31
ty Lo usderatand erinten Bmglish sad to writs
Enylish a0 that sthars will mmderstand.

mi Egﬂ“i; ........................ "’
ty to parfors slapis arithimtic sperdtions
gmichly, socwsataly, and appropristely In Fedjpmss to
probieie Toguirisq guaniicative scleutioms.

-qi” ........................... L 11}
+ 4bLlity s mba informsatiom » ristely to
wdsrstand 5 problam, deviop & !qacn ALWPRT tU &

probiam, o7 depiem o sdmres of actism to Fellow.

........................ L1 1]
Eu h“!u 10 spmpary &84 L mrte sinllaritisasdiffarences
among sbjects wr symbols (w.q.. werds, ssdes. sumber
amsuntsd, #ic.| Phielly sad AdTerataly.

] Comrelyrld b @8 . . . . 2 - . . 4 b s e e a4 e e e "
¥ bo satand phypical /mechasical prisciplss
and how to mpply thaes to scteal abieris, teols, and
LY 1 H
............................ (11

abjlity to ronqmber puriisent Lnfereatise such as
relep or precederts, nalke, GSECripiicass, EROUALE, BLC,
it nesded .

Y o oensentiste o & task and BsiRtain
sftartive parformance slthemgh Sistraciiene are preosssrt is
the sk onvirsamant.

Has m mﬂn .................... (113
Y is BMAdipulate sanll ab a Ying e

tl.mu. L VI Jn-n

stimll.

‘;n-H H ....................... 198
y Lo mrvn Cliogars, wriets, and hands aw rapidly
o pddihls uhars AGURFACY L6 1L08s LEPWILESt THan Wbl
o aovemes:.

...................... [ 1]
rYLog-gut tanks Lhatwwghly and asvuretaly by
attanding 1a all of 4he mmell featurss 7 U Lanh .
.............. R R ST R & | |
afivhntioy Ve bebevier amd/es sttitedes =f
Shhaze by providing Lias with seviseing thfoimstion.
....................... . L

14 pret the sevivas. fonlings. od babaviar
of shhars dnd W n appreprisisly to aaliieve »
S-slynd sftect.
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JOB INPOWNATION AND
JOR AEALYSIS ARSULYE

Job Title: Product Ssles Aasistant {Incongruent)

neibilities: A Product Bales Assistant is located in

T rketing group of & mid-sine company and may be roteted
to one of the company's regional atores as aasdsd, An individusl in
this position ie responsible for receiving and taking customer orders
over the phons or in parson, providicg descriptions of the fastures of
profucts to custosers by reading product manusls and giving customars
profuct pamphlets, using reference materisls to cbtain relevant
product information, writing correspondence to customars concerning
their ordars, and obtalning payment and credit information.

Skiil and Abilit rtance Ratinge: An empirical 3job anslysis
nvclving the population 1%) of incumbents in the Product
Salew Assistant fob and their supervisors was conducted, Ratars were
asked to rate the importsnce of each of the skills/ablilities on a
S-point Likert~type scslie {l1="not at all important for successful job
performance”; 5="sxtreasely important for successful job performance®).

The nomerical results provided balow are the percsntags of respondents
rating the skill/ability eithsr & ["important®) or % {“sxtremely
important™) .
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Job INPOMUATION ANT
J0B ARALYSIS AESULTS

Job Title: Product Bales Assistant (Congruent)

Euu and !ﬁﬁnlibuitinr A Product Bales Msaistant is located in

uct rketing group of s mid-sise company and say be rotated
to one of the company's regional stores ae nesded. An individual in
this position is responsible for receiving snd taking customer ordsre
over the phone or in person, providing descriptions of the featurss of
profducts to customars by reading profuct menuals and giving customers
product pamphlets, asing referancs matarisle te obtein relevant
product information, writing corrsspondence to custamers concerning
their orders, and obtaining payment and credit informatiom.

Bkil]l and Abilit rtance Ratings: An espirical job analysis
Invelvl~c % the T EI population i = 719} of incumbants in the Product
Bales Assistant Job and their supervisors was conducted. Raters were
seked to rate the importance of esch of the skills/abilities on &
S-point Likert-type scals {1="not at all important for successful job
performance®; 3=®sxtremaly important for successful job performance®}.

T™he numerical results provided balow are the percentsge of respondents
rating the skill/ability either 4 (“important™) or 5 {“extresely
important®).
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VALIDITY GENERALIZATION RESULTS

FOR CLERICAL JOBS?

Type of Criterfion

Type of Rating Ranking Work Production b
Predictor Sample Quality & Quantity
General

Mental

Ability .44 .66 .60 .3

Verbal

Ability .32 .52 .50 .22
Quantitative

Ability .40 .64 .55 .35
Perceptual

Speed 38 -45 .61 .37

Memory .32 .35 .53 .34
Spatial/

Mechanical

Ability 24 .37 .42 .17
Psychomotor

Ability .27 .23 .54 .31

: Re. ults reported are the mean estimated true validities.

This is a composite of production gquality and quantity.

These results were obtained from:

Nathan, B.R., & Alexander, R.A. {(1985), The predictability and
substitutability of criteria: A meta-analytic Iinvestigation.
Unpublished manuscript.
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VALIDIYY GEWERALIIATION RESULYTS
FOR SALES JoBs®

Type of

Type of Criterion

Rating Ranking Work Production

Predictor Sanple Quality & Oulntityb
General

Merntal

Ability .22 .28 .43 .17
Verbal

Ability .14 .36 .50 .35
Quantitative

Abiliey .09 .18 .36 .13
Perceptual

Speed .05 .32 .09 .00
Memory .18 .22 .28 14
spatial/

Mechanical

Ability .08 .13 13 .03
Psychomotor .

Abjlity .05 .08 .10 .01

; Results reported are the mean estimated true validities.
This is a composite of productipn guality and quantity,

These results were gpummarized from pll relavant published validity
studies in the Journal cof Applied Paychclogy and Parsonnel Psychology
from 1918 to present. A complets bibliography is available upon raquest,
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