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Abstract

THE EFFECT OF JOB INFORMATION AND VALIDITY 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.

It 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)



V

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 to (a) why some 
types of task-related information may be more salient when 
experts estimate criterion-related validities; (b) how 
information-processing biases may 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-processinq biases.



vii

TABLE OF CONTENTS
A b s t r a c t .................................................. iv
List of T a b l e s ...........................................  x
List of F i g u r e s ............................................. xii

CHAPTER
I. INTRODUCTION ....................................  1

Types and Uses of Judgments in Industrial and
Organizational Psychology ....................  5

Descriptive Judgments ..................  7
Evaluative Judgments ....................  10
Inferential Judgments ..................  13
Inductive Judgments ....................  20

II. EXPERT JUDGMENT OF TEST-JOB VALIDITIES . . . .  29
Expert Judgment of Test-Job Validities . . . .  29

The Accuracy of Expert-Estimated Validities 
Sources or error in experts' validity
j u d g m e n t s ............................  31
Measurement of expert accuracy .........  35

The Importance of Understanding the Expert
Judgment Process ...........................  39

Generalizing expert accuracy ...........  39
Establishing the meaning of expert-
estimated validities.................  42
The expert judgment process ...........  43

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND HYPOTHESES .............. 54
The Effects of Job Information on Validity
J u d g m e n t s ...................................  58
The Effects of Validity Generalization
Information on Validity Judgments ...........  60
Theoretical Rationale and Hypotheses .........  64

Saliency of job titles and validity
generalization information ................  65

Determinants of information saliency . . 67
Anchoring and adjustment ..................  73
Effects of job information and validity 
generalization information on judges' 
confidence in their validity judgments . . 78



viii

IV. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY .............  81
Research Design ................................ 81

Experimental manipulation of job and
validity generalization information . . . .  82
The judgment t a s k ...........................  86
Issues related to between-subjects research
designs ....................................  87

Sample ......................................... 91
Sampling issues .............................  92

Procedures......................................  94
Data A n a l y s e s ..................................  98

V. R E S U L T S ............................................106
Preliminary Analyses for Possible Sample Bias
and Order E f f e c t s ................................ 106

Sample B i a s .....................................106
Order Effects on Validity Judgments . . . .  112

Results of Hypothesis-Testing: Effects of Job 
Information and Validity Generalization
Information on Validity Judgments ...........  115

Descriptions of experts' validity judgments 116 
Effects of job information on judged
v a l i d i t y .................................. 123

Overall effects for the clerical SKAPs . 125
Effects on individual validity judgments
for the clerical S K A P s ................ 129
Overall effects for the sales SKAPs . . 130
Effects on individual validity judgments
for the sales S K A P s .................. 133
Interaction of job information with
within-subject factors ..................  136

Effects of validity generalization
information on judged validity ...........  138

Overall effects for the "clerical" job
t i t l e .................................. 139
Effects on individual validity judgments 
for the "clerical" job t i t l e ......... 140
Overall effects for the "sales" job title 143 
Effects on individual validity judgments
for the "sales" job t i t l e ................ 144

Effects of Job Information and Validity
Generalization Information on Judges'
Confidence Interval Judgments ................ 147

Descriptions of experts' confidence
judgments .....................................148
MANOVA analyses .............................  149
Between- and Within-subject effects on 
confidence judgments ......................  151



ix

VI. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS . . . .  179
Summary and Discussion .........................  180

Effects of job information on experts'
validity judgments .........................  181
Effects of validity generalization 
information on experts' validity judgments 186

Summary of results for Hypotheses #1
and #2  190

Effects of job information and validity 
generalization information on experts'
confidence interval judgments ..............  191

Implications .....................................  194
The use of rational validity estimates , . 195
Implications of study results for research 
on complex judgment processes .............. 198

APPENDIX
A. Cover Letter and Instructions ................. 203
B. Reference Material ............................... 207
C. Data Collection Instruments ...................  210

Validity and confidence judgments .........  211
Background information ..................... 215

D. Job Information Manipulation ...................  217
E. Validity Generalization Information

Manipulation .....................................  222
R E F E R E N C E S ................................................... 2 25



X

LIST OF TABLES

1. Survey Responses by Division 14 Membership
C a t e g o r y ............................................154

2. Educational Background of Expert Sample ............  155
3. Work Background of Expert S a m p l e ................ 156
4. Means and Standard Deviations of Categories of

Validity Judgments by Judgment Order .............. 157
5. Effects of Order of Jobs and Order of Predictors on

Validity Judgments for "Clerical" and "Sales" Job 
T i t l e s .............................................. 158

6. Means and Standard Deviations of Validity Judgments
for "Clerical" and "Sales" Job Titles by Predictor 
Order .................................................. 15S

7. Order (Between-Subjects) Effects and Within-Subjects
Effects on Validity Judgments for "Clerical" and 
"Sales" Job T i t l e s ................................ 160

8. Means and Standard Deviations Across Different
Categories of Validity Judgments ..................  161

9. Means and Standard Deviations of Validity Judgments
for the "Clerical" Job T i t l e .................... 162

10. Means and Standard Deviations of Validity Judgments
for the "Sales" Job Title ........................... 163

11. Effects of Job and Validity Generalization
Information on Validity Judgments for Clerical and 
Sales S K A P s ......................................... 164

12. Effects of Job and Validity Generalization
Information on Validity Judgments for "Clerical" and 
"Sales" Job T i t l e s ................................ 165

13. Effects of Job and Validity Generalization
Information on Validity Judgments for Clerical and 
Sales S K A P s ......................................... 166

14. Between- and Within-Subjects Effects on Validity
Judgments for Clerical and Sales SKAPs ............ 169

15. Effects of Job and Validity Generalization
Information on Validity Judgments for "Clerical" and 
"Sales" Job T i t l e s .................................... 170



xi

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Between- and Within-Subjects Effects on Validity 
Judgments for "Clerical" and "Sales" Job Titles . . 173
Means and Standard Deviations of Confidence Interval 
Judgments Across Different Categories of Validity 
Jud g m e n t s ................................................174
Means and Standard Deviations of Confidence Interval 
Judgments for the "Clerical" Job T i t l e ............. 175
Means and Standard Deviations of Confidence Interval 
Judgments for the "Sales" Job T i t l e .................. 176
Effects of Job Information and Validity 
Generalization Information on Confidence Judgments 
for "Clerical" and "Sales" Job Titles ............. 177

21. Between- and Within-Subjects Effects Across all
Confidence Interval Judgments .......................  178



List of Figures 
Model of Determinants of True Validity



1

CHAPTER I 

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 
another, scientists have known about and considered the 
effects of human judgments on the outcomes 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
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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 decision 
making (Soelberg, 1967), performance appraisal (Schein,
1978), and social perception (Feldman, 1981). Judgments 
from individuals of varying degrees of expertise
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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, psychologists (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 area 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, 1985).

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.
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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 experts^ 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 4
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 measured under the same
rigorous conditions used to collect the judgments of
experimental subjects, and psychologists are not sampled in
^ 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.
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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 issues 
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 individuals 
and how these judgments are used in the field of Industrial 
and Organizational Psychology.

Types and Uses of Judgments in 
Industrial and Organizational Psychology

While Guilford (1967) conceptualized all judgment tasks
2as evaluations involving comparisons , his definition of 

judgment fails to take into account many of the types of 
judgments that individuals may be required to make or the 
level of complexity of each type of judgment. Judgment

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).
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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 
of judgments which vary in complexity based on the types of 
mental 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 complexity 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 Industrial and Organizational 
Psychologists. (An extensive review of the judgment and 
decision-making literature did not yield any similar type of
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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
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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 becote 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. In a more difficult version of 
these tasks, the subject may need to judge the actual notes 
or distance.

Examples 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). In 
addition, global judgments about the similarity of jobs (on 
the basis of tasks that are performed) are descriptive 
judgments. Global judgments such as these can be performed
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fairly accurately by both job incumbents and supervisors 
(Sackett, Cornelius fc Carron, 1981) . It appears as if 
familiarity with the job in question 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 judgments 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.
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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) besf 
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 levelB 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 & Kubis, 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 supervisors 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 and, 
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 difficult 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 perceptions 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 should 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, 19C5, 1971; Wiggins fi> 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 stimuli 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 assumed to be provided by 
their expertise (Slovic, 1969). 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,
1974). 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 have 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
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their relevance, and must be able to qualify his 
interpretations 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 which the cues are interrelated 
(Phelps it Shanteau, 1978), and th* degree to which cues are 
eaiily 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 (197 4) found that cues were 
erroneously given 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 algorithms^. 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.lz & 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 of probabilities,

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.
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researchers have concluded that individuals, even trained 
statisticians, do not make optimal Bayesian judgments (c.f., 
Slovic 6 Lichtenstein, 1971). In 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]). In 
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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4The relationship between assessment center exercises 
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 
simulations, work samples and other types of performance- 
related measures of work performance 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 judgment 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

Inferential 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

5inadequate. 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 environment 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 into 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 (Neisscr, 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 different methods of expert judgment), requires a judge 
to acquire and 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.

Another 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
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(Tittle, 1982). (Judgments by experts about the potential 
offensiveness of a test item are more characteristic of 
evaluative than inductive judgments, however.) In 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 
performance on that item.

Inductive judgments are not * - prevalent 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 is 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 jn 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 Industrial 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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CHAPTER 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 reasonably applied 
when jobs and employment needs are comparable across a 
sufficiently large number of employers. The third 
alternative— 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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performance. 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

Csample, local validity studies .
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
^ Schmidt et al. fT983) and Hirsh, Schmidt & Hunter (1986) 
described small sample validity Btudies as having sample 
sizes less than or close to the average (n=68) found in 
Lent, Aurbach & Levin (1971). However, since 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 validities. 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 also 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 validity (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 professional 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.



32

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. Also, 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):

S E  = 0 T  / n 1 ^ 2

where is the standard deviation for a single judge and n
is the number of judges 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 is 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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7the population of expert judges. The accuracy of rational
judgments is, therefore, "fundamentally bounded" by the
degree to which experts' average validity estimates can be
expected to deviate from the actual validity values they are

oattempting to estimate (Schmidt, et al., 1983) . The result 
is that the accuracy of expert judges and, therefore, the 
utility of their validity 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.g., 
person) being rated (Cronbach, 1955; Becker & Cardy, 1986). 
If one extends this model to judgments of test-job

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 
thiB methodology, the population can be defined by the same 
professional characteristics that would define samples of 
judges selected by testing organizations (i.e., academic 
credentials, 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. In fact, 
one might easily argue that for experts to substantiate 
their expertise in judging validities, they should be able 
to estimate observed, true, and even incremental validities 
accurately.
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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* 
judgments, 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 to 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 
characteristics 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 were 
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 of 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 a l . (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. (1986) 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 homogeneous 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 rfith 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' validity 
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 if 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



40

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 obtaining 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 experts1
judgments. It is plausible that factors that are not
obvious characteristics of the judgment task may be

9operating to inhibit or promote expert accuracy . The
^ 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 when nuking 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, if one is unaware of how 
judges are using the information or responding to the 
particular judgment task, then it might be assumed 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 
available.

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 
performance, 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 ei_ 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 judgmental 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 validity 
judgment task would necessarily be "inductive". In 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, therefore, 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, 1979a; 1979b; Crocker, 1981). 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



45

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 
unlikely 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 
6 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 & Kemmerick, 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 systematically 
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 inferential 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 procesiing activities that are involved when 
making inductive or inferential judgments. Judges may, in 
fact, reduce what appears to be a very complex judgment task 
into one which requires merely processes that are somewhat 
similar to 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 is 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. In 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 (i.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 judges 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 of 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 their 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
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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 estimates on a 
reasonable, general validity value*^.

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

^  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 expertB may, in fact, have a 
generalized validity value that is used as an initial 
"anchor." Moreover, '■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 judgment 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 Caption

Figure 1. 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. (198 3) 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 
outcome. This outcome raises some doubts as to whether
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judges are actually "estimating" validities in the Bame 
sense as these researchers assumed. If judges are not 
actually "estimating" validities, then their output is not 
comparable 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 required— 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 
(Iversky & 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 & 
Kahneman, 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. In 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.

If 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 
different 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. Briefly, 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 validity "anchors". If judges do not use these 
types of information appropriately, then conclusions about 
the meaning of experts' validity judgments 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 develop 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, thiB research 
extends their design by including multiple criteria 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 judged. If expert judgments of 
validity are to have any meaning, it is necessary to 
demonstrate that judges are deriving validity estimates by 
processing 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 validities11.

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),

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 
point 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.
Consequently, 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 
job 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, 
198 0; Simon, 1956). However, for judgments of validity to 
be both accurate and meaningful, they should be based on a 
thorough understanding 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 
provided in the judgment task. And, more importantly, that 
the way in which they use this information is appropriate 
given the value of the information 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 job 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 
value as a baseline estimate (the "anchor"), and adjust it 
when 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 between 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 judges 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 
judqes, 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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judgments, 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 transformed 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 general! 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 for 
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 
v a 11dity.

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 requirements; 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 & Ross, 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 to 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 
v/ill 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 organized 
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-criterion 
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 be more salient 
and to play a more influential role in the selection ani use 
of validity values including validity generalization
resuIts.

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 directly relevant to the judgment at
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hand as is more concrete information. Therefore, its 
relevancy 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 (Simon, 1955).

"Concrete" information, because it is perceived by a 
judge as 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

12during the judgment process than is abstract information
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
^  Borgida & 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 skills, abilities, 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 whole 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 1b 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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13rather than for sets of different skills and abilities 
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 explicitly provided 
in the judgment task, this information is more concrete--by 
definition--than the validity information judges will be 
able to recall from memory^. 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

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 
information.

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 hold 
true if the remembered validity values are from validity 
generalization studies. Second, even if validity 
generalization 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 recollections of individual 
study results (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1968).

Effects of Outcome Knowledge. In 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 outcome knowledge to guide their judgments. This
is certainly true if such information is based on results

15from a large sample of representative data . However,
^  For example, knowing the frequency of occurrence of a 
disease in the total population of individuals exposed to



72

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
be 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 information 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 Buch 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 is 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 
perfectly^. If these adjustments are inadequate, the final 
validity judgment will be very similar to the initial 
starting value and will not adequately take into account the 
relevant characteristics associated with the validity being 
judged. The question 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 to do justice to the importance of 
additional information" (Slovic, 1972b, p.16). More 
specifically, the adjustment to the initial 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

^  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 percentage of individuals in the 
United States under the age 55), those whose starting points 
were too high ended up with higher estimates than those 
whose starting points were too low (Tversky & Kahneman,
1972). Although it can be safely assumed that judges will 
rot be using random values as starting points, this research 
does show that even given obviously erroneous "anchors", 
judges fail to make adequate 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 because 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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Doherty, 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 
process of making judgments. For example, they tend to 
weigh information inappropriately (Roose & Doherty. 1976), 
they use information which is clearly irrelevant (Kaplan & 
Kemmerick, 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 
be 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 
differ, then validity judgments made by expert judges will 
liffer. 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 in 
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. In 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 12: 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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EffectB of Job Information and Validity Information on 
Judges' Confidence In Their Validity Judgments

While it is important to consider how the structure of 
the judgment task, primarily 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 judges 
have in their output.

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 judqes 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). In 
addition, when different types of information provided in 
the judgment task are inconsistent or variable, judges have 
less confidence in their judgments (Kahneman & Tversky,
1 9 7 3 ) .

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 
greater belief 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 validity
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, tut 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 
experimental conditions.
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Experimental Manipulation of Job and Validity Generalization 
Information

Job information. Job information was manipulated by 
providing judges with skill/ability descriptions that were 
either congruent or incongruent with the job title of the 
job for which validities were being judged. In 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 skil1/ability ratings do 
not correspond to those evoked by the job title/general job 
information), the job information actually corresponds to 
the stereotype associated 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 
different 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 
suggest that judges were riot 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 
should 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 validities.

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)

1 *1 _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). In 
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 judgment 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 fictitious 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 6 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 of job information 
and/or validity generalization information. These types of 
manipulations would be easily detected by such experts. 
Although the manipulations 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 theory 
underlying the rational estimation methodology and the 
desire to generalize results to samples of judges rather 
than individual decision makers. The stratecv which has 
been advanced for obtaining estimates of validities is to 
pool judgments from samples of judges and to use the mean 
judgment as the estimate of validity (Schmidt et al.f 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 methodology 
conceptua1izes the deviation of a judge's estimate from the 
sample mean as random error, to examine the practical 
utility 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 
•omparison to the experimental factors within the judgment 
si tiwition.
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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 homogeneous 
with respect to education and experience. This 
operationalization of "expert" judges helped to minimize the 
effects of individual variability on the grouped data. 
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 jobs 
differ. Whor. 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 
judgment survey. Participants in the study 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. 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 
conditions. 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 requires the Ph.D in Industrial and Organizational 
Psychology or an equivalent field) and "must be engaged in 
professional 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 Bylavs.
Such activities may be performed in a variety of settings, 
such as private business or industry, educational 
institution, consulting firm, government agency, public 
service foundation, or self. There must be at least one 
year of full-time service in these activities. (The 
Industrial-Organizational Psychologist, 1987)."

Of 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 
training, licensing, professional recognition, etc. (cf., 
Johnson, 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 understood 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 to 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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1 8judges . Results from samples of judges that are too 
heterogeneous 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 mailed 
directly to 750 qualified judges. In addition to the
jft

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 materials, 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 
in the research sample. (All surveys were mailed on April 
71, 1987.)

Instructional set. Judges were provided with a general 
introduction to the judgment task and more specific, 
detailed 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 observed 
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. In 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 
cognitive abilities for which validities were being 
judged and specific examples of the types of tests used 
to measure each ability;
(2) Criterion background information. This information 
included a general description of each of the four job 
performance measures and, where necessary, a more 
specific example of the criterion;
(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 judged.



98

Data Analyses

Data analyses were conducted to address the following 
research questions:

(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) What is the effect of the presence versus absence 
of validity generalization information on level of judged 
validity 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 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 combinations in the 
two different jobs? (Hypothesis 4)
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Effects 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, 
multivariate 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 (MANOVA) procedures 
simultaneously analyze the effects of multiple experimental 
factors on sets of outcome variables. These procedures are 
thus an extension of univariate analysis of variance 
(ANOVA). In the case of MANOVA, the null hypothesis being 
tested is that population centroids from 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 
different 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 
comparisons can be based on the original responses or the 
linear combination of the dependent measures that was used 
in the MANOVA analyses. In 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 ANOVAs 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 levels 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 
effects is important. When ANOVA or MANOVA designs are not 
balanced {i.e., when cell frequencies are unequal), to 
ensure that effects containing the same factors (e.g., A and 
A*b) are orthogonal, one must employ Type III or Type IV 
estimable functions. Type IV estimable functions assume 
that coefficients of any effect are equally 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 their joint interaction effect. Two analyses were 
conducted, 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.
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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 
toqether, 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 judgments 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 28 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 
]986-1987 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 oi 
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

2membership category ( = 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 conditions. 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-square tests 
of response rates by educational level or field of study 
because of the plethora of empty and low frequency [n<5] 
cells.)

The majority of respondents (85.1%) earned the highest 
degree in their field - the Ph.D. or Ed.D. A much smaller 
number (14.9%) earned the Masters degree or had fulfilled 
all requirements 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 
samp]e.

The most common field of study of respondents was 
Industrial/Organizational Psychology (I/O). 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/O. Many of the 
respondents (26.3%) received a graduate degree in General 
Psychology. This degree was primarily granted to those 
receiving the Ph.D. (29 of 30). This type of degree was 
more common in graduate programs twenty years ago and more, 
whereas today, most Ph.D. degrees 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/O or General Psychology.

To determine whether individuals who had educational 
degrees outside of the area of I/O 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/O Psychology. Twenty-three of these 
44 respondents (52.3%) reported that they had specialized in 
I/O, 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 indicate 
that of the entire sample of 114 respondents, 73 (64.0%) 
either earned a graduate degree or specialized in I/O 
Psychology. 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 I/O 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.

Work Background. Table 3 shows the work background of 
the respondent sample by current affiliation and type of 
job. As indicated in the "total” column, 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 night 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. or who described his/her work 
as being primarily industrial or organization research, was 
classified into the area of "applied I/O 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 I/O 
research". The remainder of the non-academicians were 
either internal management consultants (n=9), managers 
(n=4), marketing researchers (n=2) or counselors {n=l).

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/O 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. Evidence 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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qualified 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 required 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 is, 
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.

When 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 
statistically significant.)
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Table 7 contains results of two repeated measures 
MANOVAs based on job- and predictor-order tbetween-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). 
This 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 validity 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 also 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 sole 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 information appears 
to affect clerical and sales validity judgments similarly 
when validity generalization information is not present. As 
Table 8 shows, when job 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 vs. .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 iob 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 f l  - 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 
of comparisons are relevant to describing the overall effect 
of validity generalization information. First, is important 
to 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 to 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 in 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 result 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
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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 column #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. In 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 also 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
higher 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 job 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

19"congruent" and "incongruent" conditions . 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
i n _______ ____________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 analysis 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

* * r
that the magnitudes of their judgments (across the congruent 
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 3 0 b 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.C.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 to be 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. Therefore, 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. In 
this analysis, the main effect for job information is highly 
significant (p.< .0 0 0 1 ), 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' validity 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
20generalization effect . 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 to column 
#7 on Table 9 and by comparing column #8 on Table 10 to 
column #9 on Table 9.)

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.<.0 0 0 1 ), 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 to the actual SKAP information in Appendix D, the 
magnitude of experts' validity estimates correctly reflected

As discussed in 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 quantitative ability and perceptual 
speed. These results correctly reflect the information 
provided that quantitative ability and perceptual speed are 
substantially 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 
sales 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. Of the 28 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

21these significant main effects . Based on these results,
J 1____________ _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 
1 0 , 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 
quantitative 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, it 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 wlthin-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 SKAPs. 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' judgments 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 (p.<.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 
judges* validity estimates were tested using 2x 2 factor 
MANOVA and ANOVA models. Analyses were conducted separately 
for 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 
"matched1* the job title that was also provided. (If the 
validity generalization 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 to 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 criterion.) 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 fFcaic=2*61; 
p.<.0 0 0 1 ), this factor did not affect the manner in which 
validity generalization information was used.

To identify those mean validity 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 validity
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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 ability, 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 judgments (95.2%) for which judgments in the "vg** 
condition were significantly higher than judgments in the 
"no vg" condition, the validity 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 of 28 
validity judgments made for the "sales" job title. In this 
analysis, the main effect for validity generalization 
information wa^ 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 validity generalization 
and job information was not significant while the job
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information main effect was highly significant (p.<.0 0 0 1 ). 
The significant effect for job information shows that 
judges' validity 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 ability 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 ANOVAs 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.<.0 0 1 > 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, type of 
criterion, and the predictor x criterion interaction. For 
"clerical" validities, the variance 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 
effects 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, respectively). 
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 information 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. Of 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 
generalization 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€ confidence judgments. This analysis, 
exploratory in nature, was conducted to examine the 
interactions of between- and within-subjecL factors.

Descriptions of Experts1 Confidence Judgments

Table 17 contains 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 generalization information and those who were not 
in 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).
Foi the clerical job, only 2 0 % 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.<.1 2 ) 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 
type 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 involving 
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" is not significant. Although the linear 
combinations of "clerical" and "sales" confidence judgments 
were not significantly different, 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 (R *.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. In 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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Table 1

Survey Responses by Division 14 Membership Category

^jTperlinental Condition 
Membership 1 2  3 4 Total
Cateoory N N . % N % N % N

Fellow 11 (39. ■*) 12 (36.4) 7 (25.0) 12 (48.0) 4?
Member 12 (42.9) 12 (36.4) 11 (39.3) 7 (2 R .0 ) 4 1
As soci ate 5 (17.9) 9 (27.3) 10 (35.7) 6 (24.0) 31

Total 28 33 28 25 114

Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of 
individuals in the experimental condition from each 
membership category.
^ ~ 2 = 4.8 0 (df=6 ) N.S.
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Table 2

Educational Background of Expert Sample

Experlmental"Condition
1 n 2 3 4 Total

Category N %a N . % N « N « N %

N 28 33 28 25 114
Level of
Education
Ph.D. 26 (92.9) 26 (78.8) 23 (82.1) 20 (80.0) 95 (83.3)
ABD 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 7.1) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 1 .8 )
MA/MS/MBA 2 ( 7.1) 7 (2 1 .2 ) 3 (10.7) 3 (1 2 .0 ) 15 (13.1)
Ed.D. 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 8 .0 ) 2 ( 1 .8 )

Type of 
Degree
I/O 13 (46.4) 14 (42.4) 15 (53.6) 0 (32.0) 50 (43.9)
General 6 (21.4) 11 (33.3) 7 (25.0) 6 (24.0) 30 (26.3)
Exper. 1 ( 3.6) 1 ( 3.0) 2 ( 7.1) 2 ( 8 .0 ) 6 ( 5.3)
Social/Per 1 ( 3.6) 3 ( 9.1) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 8 .0 ) 6 ( 5.3)
Counseling 2 ( 7.1) 1 ( 3.0) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 3 (1 2 .0 ) 6 ( 5.3)
Business 1 ( 3.6) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 7.1) 1 ( 4.0) 4 ( 3.5)
Quantitat. 2 < 7.1) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 1 .8 )
App.Social 1 ( 3.6) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 1 ( 4.0) 2 ( 1 .8 )
Gen. App. 1 ( 3.6) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 1 ( 3.6) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 1 .8 )
Education. 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 6 .1 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 2 ( 1 .8 )
App. Clin. 0 ( 0 .0 ) 1 ( 3.0) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 1 ( .9)
Human Fac. 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( n.o) 1 ( 3.6) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 1 ( .9)
Vocational 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 1 ( 4.0) 1 ( .9)
Missing 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 0 ( 0 .0 ) 1 ( 4.0) 1 ( .9)
Average Years 
Post Deqree

X 16.4 19.2 16.9 23.0 19.5
SD 11.7 1 1 . 2 14.5 15.7 13.2

a Numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of 
individuals in each experimental condition at each level of 
education.
X2 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 Experimental Condition
Affiliation/Joba I 2 3 4 Total

N 28 33 20 25 114

Academic {Total) (10) (12) (13) ( H) (43)
I/O - Full Prof. 6 5 6 fi 23

- Assoc. Prof. 1 1 3 0 5
- AiiSt. Prof. 3 1 1 0 5

0/B - Full Prof. 0 1 0 0 1
- Assoc. Prof. 0 1 0 1
- Asst. Prof. 0 0 2 2

Other/Not Described 0 4 2 n f

Private Industry ( 7) ( 5) < 5) ( 4) (21)
Applied i/o Research 4 3 5 2 14
Internal Consulting 1 0 1 2
Management 2 1 ft 1 4
Marketing Research 0 1 0 0 1

Public Sector ( 4) 1 4) ( 2) ( 1) fill
Applied I/O Research 4 4 2 1 11

Military ( 2) ( 1) ( 2) ( 2) ( 7)
Applied I/O Research 2 1 2 2 7

Private Consulting ( 5) ( B) ( 6) ( B) (77)
Applied I/O Research 4 5 6 3 1R
Gen. Mgt. Consulting 1 2 0 4 T
Marketing Research 0 1 0 0 1
Counseling 0 0 0 1 1

Public Utility ( 0) ( 0) < 0) ( 1) ( 1)
Applied I/O Research 0 0 0 1 1

Research Institute ( 0) ( 3) ( 0) ( 0) ( 3)
Applied I/O Research 0 3 0 0 3

Missing { 0) ( 0) ( 0) ( 1) f 1)

* "X ̂  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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Weans and Standard Deviations af Categories of Validity Judgments 
Fy Judrpnent Order

----------- m n)------ m— rw~---- rsr ra rn rer
Cateqory Predictor Orderft Job Order Predictor x Job Orderi ? 1 2  m  Y7i 771 T T

N
Overall

Type of Jcb 
Clerical 
Sales

Type of Predictor fXR Verbal
Quantitative
Perceptual
Waiory
Sp/Mech
Psyehorotor

Trt* of Criterion 
Ratings 
Rankings 
Hark Sarple 
Production

56 58

.29 tio)c .28 (10)

.31 (10) .30 (11)

.26 (11) .26 (10)

.38 (11) .40 (13)

.38 (11) .36 (11)

.36 (11) .36 (12)

.29 (11) .29 (12)

.30 (11) .29 (11)

.16 (13) .14 (12)

.14 (13) .14 (11)

.28 (10) .25 (10)

.29 (10) .27 (12)

.33 (11) .32 (10)

.26 (10) .28 (10)

56 58 25 31 31 27

.29 (11) .28 (09) .31 (12) .27 (08) .28 (10) .28 (10)

.31 (11) .30 (10) .32 (12) .31 (08) .30 (11) .29 (11)

.27 (11) .25 (10) .29 (13) .24 (09) .26 (10) .27 (11)

.41 (13) .37 (11) .40 (13) .37 (09) .41 (13) .38 (13)

.38 (13) .36 (09) .39 (13) .37 (09) .37 (12) .35 (09)

.37 (13) .35 (10) .39 (13) .34 (10) .36 (13) .36 (10)

.79 (12) .28 (10) .31 (12) .27 (09) .28 (13) .29 (10)

.30 (12) .29 (10) .32 (14) .28 (09) .28 (11) .30 (11)

.15 (13) .1? (12) .18 (15) .14 (11) .13 (10) .16 (13)

.14 (13) .14 (11) .16 (17) .13 (09) .12 (09) .15 (13)

.27 (11) .26 (09) .30 (12) .26 (08) .25 (10) .26 (10)

.28 (12) .27 (10) ,30 (13) .28 (08) .27 (12) .27 (11)

.33 (11) .32 (09) .34 (13) .31 (10) .32 (11) .32 (10)

.28 (10) .26 (10) .29 (12) .24 (09) .2B (09) .28 (10)

Order 1 “ (MR, \fetbal, Quantitative, Fteroeptual Speed, Monory, Spatial/fechanical, Psychaictar
Order 2 * Psychaictor, Spatial/Mechanical, Menory, Perceptual Speed, Quantitative, Verbal, (HR

b
Order 1 - Clerical first, sales second
Order 2 =* Sales first, clerical second

Standard deviations are In parertheaea



Table 5

Effects of Order of Jobs and Order of Predictor! on 
Validity Judgments for "Clerical" and "Sales’* Job ftltles

Effect
Df 

Num,Den Wilks'A. F Canonical F

nClerical" Job Title

Predictor Order 28,83 .898 1.28 .54 .29

Job Order 28,83 .730 1.10 .5? . 27

Predictor x Job 28.83 .771 .88 .48 . 7 3

"Sales" Job Title

Predictor Order 28 , B2a .870 1.79* .6? . 38

Job Order 28,8? . 854 .50 .38 .15

Predictor x Job 28,82 .738 1.04 .51 . ?5

a One subject did 
title validity

not provide estimates for four 
judgments and was excluded from

of the "sales" 
this analvsis.

iob
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Table 6

Weans and Standard Deviations of Validity Judgments
For the "Clerical" and "Sales* Job Titles Bv Predictor Order

"Clerical* l7ob Tjtle "Sales* Job Title
Type of Validity 5^ ! 5

N 56 56 56 58

General Mental Abilitv
Ra t ings , 39 (14) . 39 (15) . 36 (14) .37 (14)
Rankings .41 (16) .41 (17) . 36 (14) .38 (14)
Work Samples .45 (15) .44 116) .41 (14) .43 (16)
Product ivity .36 (13) . 38 (15) .31 (14) .37 (16)

Verbal
Rat ings . 3R (14) . 35 (15) .37 (15) .34 (13)
Ranki ngs .40 (15) . 37 (17) . 39 (13) .36 (14)
Work Samples . 4 1 (15) .40 (15) .47 (16) .38 (12)
Product ivi ty . 32 (15) .33 (16) . 35 (15) .35 (1 3)

Quant i tat ive
Pat ings . 3R (1?) . 35 (14) .30 (18) .29 (16)
Rankings .40 (14) .37 (18) .32 (17) . 30 (16)
Work Samples .45 (14) .44 (14) . 38 (16) .38 (16)
Product ivity . 38 <131 . 39 (13) .29 (16) .32 (15)

Perceptual Speed
Ratings .31 (14) .27 (15) .24 (17) .23 (17)
Rankings .31 (13) . 28 (16) .27 (17) .26 (IB)
Work Samples . 3B (17) . 37 (16) . 27 (IB) .29 (18)
Product ivi ty .32 (14) .33 (15) .22 (20) .36 (18)

Memory
Rat i ngs .32 (13) .28 (13) .26 (13) .24 (12)
Ranki ngs .31 (13) . 28 (14) .27 (13) .26 (13)
Work Samples .37 (15) .35 (14) .31 (14) .31 (17)
Product ivity . 31 (13) .32 (14) . 25 (15) .28 (13)

Spatial/Mechanical
Rat ings .16 (15) .12 (13) .14 (14) . 11 (13)
Ranki ngs .17 (16) .15 (15) .15 (14) .12 (13)
Work Samples .21 (20) .20 (15) .16 (16) .15 (13)
Product ivity . 15 (16) . 16 (14) .13 (15) . 12 (12)

vsychomotor
Ratings . 16 (15) .12 (11) .10 (12) . 09 (13)
Rankings .16 (14) .12 (12) .10 (12) .11 (14)
Work Samples .23 (20) .21 (17) .12 (14) .15 (15)
Productivity .19 (17) .17 (13) . 10 (14) .12 (15)

GKA, Verbal, Quantitative, Perceptual Speed, Memory, Spatial/Mechanical, 
b and Psychomotor

Psychomotor, Spatial/Mechanical, Memory, Perceptual Speed, (Quantitative, 
Verbal, and GMA



160

Table 7

Order (Between-Suhjects) Effects and W1thin-Subiectt Effects 
On Validity Judgments for "Clerical" and wSales1' dob Titles"

  B /  -
Effect Num.Den Wilks'_A. F Canonical R R

"Clerical" Job Title

Predictor (TofP) 6,105
TofP x Predictor Order (PO) 6,105
TofP x Job Order (JO) 6,105
TofP x PO x JO 6,105

Criterion (TofC) 3,108
TofC x PO 3,108
TofC x JO 3,108
TofC x PO x JO 3,108

TofP x TofC 18,93
TofP x TofC x PO 18,93
TofP x TofC x JO 18,93
TofP x TofC x PO x JO 18,93

.228 59. 13 . 88 .77

.979 .37 . 1 4 .0?

.956 .80 .21 .04

. 966 .63 .19 .03

.539 30.7fl*** . 68 .46

.921 3.in .28 .08

. 990 .36 . in .01

.984 .67 .13 . o?

.485 6.49*** . 72 . 53

. B09 1. 2? . 44 . 1 9

.709 1.31 . 46 , ’0

.847 .94 . 39 . 16

"Sales* Job Title

Predictor (TofP) 6 , 1 0 4 a . 172 B3.47 . 09 .83
TofP x Predictor Order (PO) 6,104 . 902 1 . 89 .31 .10
TofP x Job Order (JO) 6, 104 .975 .44 .16 .02
TofP x PO x JO 6, 104 .955 . 87 . 21 . 06
Criterion (TofC) 3, 107 .539 30 . 38*** .68 . 46TofC x PO 3,107 .904 3. 79 .31 .10TofC x JO 3,107 .995 .19 .07 .01
TofC x PO x JO 3,107 . 999 .03 .03 .00
TofP x TofC 18,92 .523 4.66*** . 69 . 48
TofP x TofC x PO 18,92 .785 1.40 .46 . 27
TofP x TofC x JO 18,92 .914 .48 . 29 .09
TofP x TofC x PO x JO IB,92 .830 1.06 .41 .17
ft One subject was eliminated from the analysis 

SKAPs validity judgments were missing.
because four sales

.< . 05* * P ■
,.*p.<.001

p.<.0001



Table 8

Weans and Standard Deviations Across Different Categories of Validity Judgments

 m ^ ^ -----
Category Oueral1 Job Information

Congruent Incongruait

TH 151-----
MS Information 
Absent Present

ifii----- n---- m---- nr
Btperlmental Condition 

1 2 3 4

N

Overall

114

.28 (101

Type of Job 
Clerical .31 (10)
Sales .26 (11)

Type of Predictor 
(Wft .39 (12)
Verbal .37 (11)
Quantitative.36 (12) 
Fferoeptual .29 (11)
Mwory .30 (11)
Sp/Mech .15 (12)
Psychcmotor .14 (12)

Type of Criterion 
Rating* .27 (10)
Rankings .28 (11)
work Sample .32 (10)
Production .27 (10)

56 58 61 53 28 33 28 25

.27 (10) .30 (09) .27 (09) .30 (10) .25 (09) .29 (10) .30 (10) .31 (09)

.31 (11) .31 (10) .28 (10) .34 (10) .26 (10) .29 (10) .35 (11) .33 (08)

.24 (10) .28 (11) .26 (09) .26 (12) .23 (08) .25 (09) .25 (12) .28 (13)

.38 (11) .39 (12) .37 (13) .41 (10) .36 (12) .38 (14) .41 (11) .42 (10)

.35 (11) .39 (11) .35 (U) .39 (11) .32 (11) .37 (11) .38 (10) .41 (12)

.34 (10) .38 (12) .35 (12) .37 (11) .32 (10) .37 (12) .36 (10) .39 (12)

.27 (11) ,30 (11) .28 (11) .30 (11) .25 (11) .30 (11) .29 (10) .30 (12)

.27 (10) .32 (12) .28 (11) .32 (11) .24 (08) .31 (12) .30 (10) .33 (12)

.15 (13) .15 (11) .14 (12) .16 (1?) .13 (12) .14 (12) .17 (14) .15 (10)

.14 (12) .14 (13) .12 (11) .16 (14) .10 (10) .14 (11) .17 (13) .14 (14)

.25 (10) .28 (10) .26 (10) .28 (10) .23 (10) .27 (10) .27 (10) .29 (10)

.26 (12) .29 (10) .25 (11) .31 (10) .23 (11) .27 (11) .30 (12) .31 (09)

.32 (11) .33 (10) .30 (10) .36 (10) .2B (10) .31 (10) .36 (11) .35 (09)

.26 (09) .28 (11) .27 (10) .27 (11) .25 (07) .29 (11) .27 (11) .27 (11)

a
Standard deviations are In parentheses



Table 9
tteans and Standard Deviatlora of validity Judgments 
for the "Clerical" Job Title

----------m--- T2i--- m--- ro--- rcr-
Type of Validity overall Job Information VC Information

Congruent Inoongruent Absent Present

n--------- in--- -----55----n----51—
on
Ratings .39(15) .37(15) .42(14) .36(15) .43(13)
Rankings .41(17) .39(18) .43(15) .35(15) .48(16)
Hbrk Staple .44(16) .43(17) .45(14) .38(15) .51(13)
Production .37(14) .36(13) .39(15) .36(15) .39(13)

Verbal
Ratings .37(14) .31(12) .42(14) .35(15) .38(14)
Rankings .39(16) .34(16) .43(14) .35(17) .43(14)
tfarfc Swple .40(15) .35(16) .45(13) .36(15) .44(14)
Production .32*15) .27(13) .38(15) .32(16) .32(15)

Quantitative
Ratings .36(13) .37(13) .36(13) .34(14) .39(11)
Rankings .39(16) .39(18) .38(15) .33(15) .45(16)
Wbrk Saiple .45(14) .47(14) .43(14) .42(14) .49(13)
Production .39(13) .40(12) .37(14) .38(12) .39(14)

teroeptual
Ratings .29(14) .33(14) .25(13) .26(15) .32(13)
Rankings .30(15) .33(15) .26(14) .25(15) .35(14)
feck Staple .38(17) .44(17) .31(16) .33(16) .43(18)
Production .33(15) .37(14) .28(14) .31(15) .35(14)Itmjty
Ratings .30(13) .28(11) .32(141 .27(13) .33(12)
Rankings .30(13) .28(11) .32(14) .27(13) .33(12)
Hsrk Staple .36(14) .36(15) .37(14) .31(14) .42(131
Production .32(14) ,29(12) .34(15) .30(14) .34(12)

Spetial/Mechanical 
Ratings .14(14) .15(15) .13(13) .12(13) .17(15)
Rankings .16(16) .17(17) .15(14) .13(14) .19(16)
Work Staple .20(17) .22(18) .18(16) .17(16) .24(19)
Production .15(15) .17(15) .14(14) .15(15) .16(15)

Psychaiptor
Ratings .14(13) .15(14) .13(13) .10(11) .18(15)
Rankings .14(13) .15(14) .13(12) .11(11) ,18(14)
Itork Staple .22(18) .24(19) .20(17) .17(14) .28(21)
Production .18(15) .19(14) .17(16) .16(14) .20(16)

3 Standard D e v i a t i o n s  are in p a r e n t h e s e s

7*1----- 771----- 751------T5T
Experirrerrta] Condition 

1 2  3 4

ift 11 75 2ft 25

.32(15)

.32(15)

.35(16)

.34(12)

.39(14)

.38(15)

.41(14)

.37(16)

.41(14)

.47(10)

.51(14)

.37(13)

.46(12)

.49(12)

.52(11)

.40(13)

.28(12)

.28(16)

.29(14)

.24(13)

.42(14)

.41(16)

.43(14)

.39(15)

.34(12)

.40(15)

.42(15)

.29(14)

.43(14)

.47(12)

.47(12)

.35(15)

.34(13)

.32(14)

.42(14)

.39(09)

.34(15)

.34(16)

.41(14)

.37(15)

.39(12)

.46(19)

.51(13)

.40(15)

.39(11)

.43(12)

.46(13)

.38(13)

.31(16)

.29(16)

.38(16)

.35(15)

.22(13)

.23(14)

.28(13)

.27(14)

.35(12)

.38(14)

.50(15)

.39(13)

.29(13)

.31(13)

.35(18)

.30(14)

.25(11)

.25(11)

.28(11)

.25(10)

.29(15)

.29(15)

.34(15)

.33(16)

.31(11)

.31(11)

.44(14)

.34(11)

.35(13)

.35(13)

.41(12)

.35(14)

.12(14)

.12(15)

.18(16)

.15(14)

.12(12)

.13(14)

.17(16)

.16(16)

.19(16)

.21(18)

.27(20)

.19(16)

.16(13)

.17(14)

.20(17)

.13(13)

.09(11)

.10(13)

.17(14)

.15(12)

.12(10)

.11(10)

.17(14)

.17(15)

.21(15)

.20)14)

.32(20)

.22(16)

.15(15)

.15(14)

.23(20)

.17(17)



Table 10

Eteans and Standard Deviations of Validity Judrynents 
for the "Sales* Jcb Title

---------- m----m----m----m----r̂ r-
Type of Validity CVerall Job Information VG Information

Oonqruent Incongruent Ahnent Prrsent

u m  r  si si

Ratings .J6(l,'la .36(13) .36(14) .37(14) .36(13)
Rankings .37(141 .38(14) .37(14) .37(14) .37(14)
Wbrk Sanples .42(151 .43(14) .41(15) .39(16) .45(12)
Production .34(16) .34(15) .34(17) .36(15) .32(16)

Verbal Ability
Ratings .36(14) .35(13) .35(15) .36(14) .35(14)
Rankings .3(3114) .39(14) .36(13) .35(15) .40(13)
Work Simples .40(14) .43(14) .38(14) .36(13) .46(14)
Production .35(14) .38(11) .32(16) .33(15) .37(13)

Quantitative Ability
Ratings .30(17) .24(14) . 35(3 B) .31(14) .28(19)
Rankings .31(16) .25(15) .37(16) .31(14) .31(18)
ftyrk Simples .3B(15) .33(16) .42(14) .36(15) .40(16)
Production .31(16) .26(13) .35(17) .32(14) .28118)

Perceptual Speed
Ratings .24(17) .16(13) .31(18) .25(16) .21(19)
Rankings .26(17) .19(15) .33(17) .25(17) .27(18)
Work Sanples .20(16) .20(15) .36(18) .31(17) .25(20)
Production .24(19) .17(15) .31(20) .28(16) .19(21)

Efcrsjiy
Ratings .25(12) .22(10) .28(13) .25(12) .26(13)
Rankings .26(13) .23(13) .29(14) .25(13) .28(14)
Work Sasple .31(13) .28(12) .33(14) .29(12) .33(14)
Production .26(14) .23(11) .30(16) .28(13) .25(16)

Spat ial /Efechanical
Ratings .13(13) .12(12) .13(15) .12(13) .13(14)
Rankings .13(13) .12(13) .14(14) .12(13) .14(14)
Wrrk Ssples .16(14) .15(15) .16(14) .15(14) .16(14)
Production .13(13) .11(13) .14(14) .13112) .12(15)

Psydwaotor
Ratings .10(12) .07(11) .12(13) .09(11) .10(14)
Rankings .10(13) .09(12) .12(14) .10(12) .11(14)
Wbrk Sanples .14(15) .12(14) .15(16) .14(15) .13(151
Production .11(15) .09(17) .14(17) .12(141 .11(16)

Standard D e v i a t i o n s  are in  p arantheses

m m m ro
Experimental Condition

1 3  3 4

28 33

.38(13) .37(15)

.37(13) .37(15)

.40(15) .38(171

.37(12) .35(18)

.38(15) .35(14)

.37(16) .34(13)

.40(13) .33(12)

.36(10) .31(17)

.26(12) .35(14)

.25(13) .36(13)

.30(15) .41(13)

.27(10) .37(15)

.17(12) .32(15)

.16(13) .33(15)

.20(12) .40(15)

.18(11) .37(15)

.21(10) .28(12)

.21(12) .79(13)

.26(10) .32(13)

.23(09) .31(14)

.11(10) .13(15)

.11(11) .13(14)

.15(15) .15(14)

.12(12) .14(12)

.06(08) .12(12)

.07(10) .13(12)

.09(12) .17(16)

.07(09) .16(16)

28 25

.35(12) .36(14)

.38(15) .36(13)

.46(13) .44(11)

.32(17) .32(16)

.34(12) .35(17)
,41(12) .39(13)
.47(14) .45(14)
.40(12) .34(15)

.22(15) .34(22)

.26(17) .37(18)

.37(16) .43(15)

.26(16) .32(19)

.15(14) .28(21)

.22(16) .33(18)

.19(18) .31(20)

.16(18) .24(24)

.23(11) .28(15)

.26(13) .30(15)

.31(14) .35(15)

.22(13) .27 (IB)

.13(14) .13(15)
,14(14) .15(14)
.16(14) .16(14)
.11(14) .13(16)

.09(13) .11(15)

.10(14) .12(15)

.14(15) .13(16)

.10(151 .11(18)
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Table 11

EffectB of Job and Validity Generalization Information on Validity Judgment■ 
for Clerical and Sales SKAPs

Effeet
Df 

Nun,Den wilk 1 *-A- F Canonical R R2

Clerical SKAPs

VG Information 2B, 83 .577 * »2.17 .65 .42

Job Information 20,83 .578
• *2.17 .65 .42

VG x Job 28,83 .€33 • •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 missing.

** p.<.os
.....p.C-OOl 

p.<.0001
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Table 12

Effects of Job and Validity Generalization Information on 
Validity Judgments tor "Clerical* and 'Sales' Job titles

Effect
Df

Num,Den Wilk’s v V F Canonical R R2

■Clerical' Job Title

VG Information 28,83 .508 • •2.07 .64 .41

Job Information 28,83 .532 * * *2.61 .68 .47

VG * Job 2B, 6 3 .743 1.03 .51 .26

■Sales' Job Title

VG Information KJ CD m .623 1.77* .61 .38

Job Information 28,82 .481 ***
3.16 .72 .52

VG x Job 2B.82 .710 1.20 .54 .29

One aubject was eliminated from the analysis because four sales 
SKAPs validity judgments were missing,

* * p • <.05 ^^^p.<.001 
p.<.0001
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Table 13

Effects of Job and Validity Generalization Information nT1 
Experts' Validity Judgments for Clerical and Sales SKAPs

Clerical
SKAPs

Sales
SKAPsValidity 

Predictor/Crlterion Effect Type IV SS F Type IV SS F

VG Info .037 1 .79 .013 .80
Job Info . 000 .01 .079 4.71
VG x Job . 065 3.14 . 079 4.73
error 2.284 1 .816

VG Info .141 5.79* .08 3 4 .26
Job Info . 024 .089 4.53
VG x Job .161 6.62 . 075 3 . R7
error 2 . 674 2.125

VG Info .316 * * «14.23 .179 9.61
Job Info .016 .71 . 026 1.42
VG x Job . 072 3.26 .024 1 .31
error 2 .442 2.031

VG Info .000 . 00 .002 .11
Job Info .014 .64 .054 2.44
VG x Job . 025 1.11 .038 1 . 73
error 2. 464 2.409

VG Info .025 1.36 .009 . 47
Job Info .056 3.04 . 09 4 5.03
VG x Job .021 1.12 . 026 1. 39
error 2.029 2.037

VG Info .234 * * *11.50 .062 3.15
Job Info .019 .92 . 051 2. 67
VG x Job .030 1.47 . 007 . 35
error 2.237 2.145

VG Info .453 * * •23.96 . 072 4.24
Job Info .029 1.51 .005 . 33
VG x Job .001 .04 .004 . 25
error 2,082 1 .841

VG Info .040 1 .83. .000 . 00
Job Info .105 4.83 . 002 .10
VG x Job .001 .06 .042 2.38
error 2.401 1.930

VG Info .012 . 52 .001 *03,
Job Info . 009 . 37 . 404 22.1 2(
VG x Job .026 1.12 .070 3.85’
error 2.600 1.9B9

GMA

Verba 1

&jant i- 
ta tive

Ra t inqs

Ranki ngs

Work Samples

Production

Ra t i ngs

Ranki ngs

Work Samples

Product i on

Ra t i ngs
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Percept­
ual Speed

Memory

Table 13 (continued)

Ranki ngs

Work Samples

Production

Ratings

Rankings

Work Samples

Product ion

Ratings

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

VG Info .143 5.51 .059 2.77
Job Info .016 .70, .499 23.37
VG x Job . 109 4.18 .055 2.57
error 2.856 2.327

VG Info .075 4.15* .088 4.16
Job Info .059 3.27 . 26 B 12.67
VG x Job .031 1.73 .000 .01
error 1 .997 2.310

VG Info .031 .62, .000 .01
Job Info .083 3.86 . 366 19.39
VG x Job .034 1 .60 .005 .74
error 2.363 2 . 064

VG Info .000 .00 .017 1 .04
Job Info .023 .88 . 235 14.15
VG x Job . 050 1.91 ,056 3.39
error 2.659 1 . Bin

VG Info . 061 2.45 .150 7.67
Job Info .001 .03 . 160 8. 2?
VG x Job . 066 2.66 . 00 4 . 70
error 2 . 723 2.128

VG Info . 002 .08,, . 024 1 .03
Job Info .217 .398 16.95
VG x Job . 309 11. 10 , 044 1 . R6
error 3.061 2. 556

VG Info .061 2.13, .000 .00
Job Info .129 4 5 4 * # * .374 18.74
VG x Job .184 6.45 .023 1.11
error 3.138 2.237

VG Info .033 2.2? .037 2.36
Job Info . 000 .00 . 267 17.22
VG x Job .026 1.75 . 009 .57
error 1.660 1 .689

VG Info .095 • *6.13 .069 3.81
Job Info .007 .47, . 233 12.91
VG x Job .062 3.9B .000 .01
error 1 . 699 1.970

VG Info . 234 * * *13.46 .089 5.30
Job Info .013 .73,, . 233 13.95
VG x Job .131 7.53 .004 .22
error 1.916 1, 833

VG Info .016 .84 .001 .06
Job Info .000 .01, . 379 21.29
VG x Job .110 5.91 .004 .25
error 2.051 1.93B
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Table 13 (continued)

Spatial- Ratings VG Info .028 1 .26 .022 1.45
Mechanical Job Info .012 .52 .007 .48

VG x Job . 029 1.33 .005 . 31
error 2. 424 1.681

Rankings VG Info .073 3.18 .030 1.6]
Job Info .020 .85 .024 1. 30
VG x Job . 037 1 .60 .000 .00
error 2.516 2.027

Work Samples VG Info .070 2.71* .010 .41
Job Info .116 4.49 .026 1 .06
VG > Job .045 1.72 .003 .13
error 2.852 2.670

Production VG Info .007 .35 . 009 . 50
Job Info .022 1 .06 .026 1.35
VG x Job . 01 4 .65 .005 . 77
error 2.323 2.076

Psycho- Ra t ings VG Info . 074 4.24* .023 1.6?
motor Job Info .029 1-6R.. .096 6.67

VG x Job .127 7.25 . 000 .00
error 1.921 1 . 560

Rankinqs VG Info . 061 3.33 .034 2.3?
Job Info .027 1.44* .059 4.07
VG x Job .090 4 . R 8 .000 .0?
error 2.032 1. 589

Work Samples VG Info .077 . 0B1 3.32
Job Info . 242 fl-77 .. .196 8.06
VG x Job . 280 101 . 13 .001 .05
error 3.03B 2.649

Pr oduct ion VG Info . 006 .26 .014 .72
Job Info . 082 3.44. .194 9.80
VG x Job . 109 4.58 .006 .30
error 2.613 2. 169

p.<.05 
* * * p ■ ̂  ■001

p . < . 0 0 0 1
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I

Table 14

Between- and Within-Subjects Effects on Validity Judgment■ 
for Clerical and Sales SKAPs

~d £
Effect Num,Den Wilka'.A. Canonical R

Clerical SKAPs

Predictor (TofP)
TofP x VG Information (VG) 
TofP x Job Information (Jol 
TofP x VG x Job

Criterion (TofC)
TofC x VG
TofC x Job
TofC X VG x Job

TofP x TofC
TofP x TofC x VG
TofP x TofC x Job
TofP X TofC x VG x Job

6,105 .222 61 .24 .88 .77
6,105 .926 .27 .07
6,105 .790 4.65 .46 .21
6,105 .910 1.73 .30 .09

3,108 .479 * # ft
39.11*** .72 .52

3,108 . B1 3 8.30* .43 .18
3,108 .926 2.89 .27 .07
3,108 .979 .78 .35 .02

18,93 .501 ** * 
515*,* .71 .50

18,93 .657 2.69, . 59 .35
18,93 .742 1 .80* .51 .26
18,93 .725 1.96 .52 .27

Sales SKAPs

Predictor (TofP) 6,104 .186
** *75.84 .90 .81

TofP x VG Information (VG) 6,104 .955 .81*.. .21 .04
TofP x Job Information (Job) 6,104 .641 9.71 .60 .36
TofP x VG x Job 6,104 .919 1.52 .28 .08

Criterion (TofC) 3,107 .517 ** *33.29,*. .69 .48
TofC x VG 3,107 .841 6.75 .40 .16
TofC x Job 3,107 .998 .05 .04 .00
TofC x VG x Job 3,107 .954 1.73 .22 .05

TofP x TofC 18,92 .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 x TofC x VG x Job 18,92 .773 1.50 .48 .23

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

I. P-<.05
***P-<-001 

p.<.0001
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Table 15
Effects of Job and Validity Generalization Information on 
Validity Judgments for "Clerical’' and "Sales" Job Titles

"" """cTe'rTcal" pSa 1e»"
Va lidi ty Job Title Job Title

Predictor/Criterion Effect Type IV SS F Type IV SS F

GKA Ratings VG Info .081
* *4.29** .013 .71

Job Info .159 8.45 .002 .09
VG x Job . 000 .00 . 003 .15
error 2.107 1 .993

Rankings VG Info . 42R * *17.93 .000 . no
Job Info .043 1.81 .006 . 31
VG x Job .008 .35 . 000 .02
error 2.620 2.1T6

Work Samples VG Info .473 • *23.60 . 0 7R •3.77
Job Info .018 .90 .013 . 61
VG x Job .012 .59 .0 00 .01
error 2.212 2. 262

Product ion VG Info .019 . 96 ,042 1 .68
Job Info .021 1 .08 .002 .07
VG x Job .000 .00 .00? .06
error 2. . 16 2. 756

Verbal Ratings VG Info .03 . 1.71** .014 .73
Job Info .354 20.32 .044 .71
VG x Job .011 .63 .018 .97
error 1.914 2.153

Rank ings VG Info .235 • *10.81** .056 3.07
Job Info .272 12.50 .028 1.53
VG x Job .024 1.08 .005 .28
error 2.378 2.004

Work Samples VG Info . 201 * • .237 **13.76
Job Info .243 12.94 .064 3.77
VG x Job .060 3. 20 .024 1.39
error 2.047 1 .B77

Production VG Info .000 •°2.* .035 1.81*
Job Info .330 16.23 .085 4.36
VG x Job .048 2. 35 .001 .03
error 2.214 2.116

Quanti- Ratings VG Info .066 4.08* .022
tative Job Info .001 .04 .295 11.63

VG x Job .001 .06 . 009 .36
error 1.821 2.769
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Percep t- 
ual Speed

Memory

Table 15 (continued)

Rankings

Work Samples

Product ion

Rati ngs

Rankings

Work Samples

Product ion

Rat i ngs

Rankings

Work Samples

Product ion

VG Info . 330 13.94 .001 .03
Job Info .001 .04 .344 14.57
VG x Job .009 .40 .000 .02
error 2. €10 2.573

VG Info .122 * •6.79 .042 1 .97
Job Info .036 1 .97 .201 9.44
VG x Job .005 .25 .012 .56
error 1 .990 2.317

VG Info .004 .22 .031 1.37
Job Info .018 1.01 .19? 8.36
VG x Job .000 .02 .015 .64
error 1.914 2.763

VG Info .072 .026 1.05
Job Info .198 11.42 .561 22.84
VG x Job .010 .58 .003 .12
e rror 1 .993 2.676

VG Info .120 * •10.3 0** .025 1.01
Job Info .141 7.36 .524 21.37
VG x Job .000 .00 .028 1.15
error 2.181 2.670

VG Info . 202 * *0.52.* .079 2.94
Job Info . 468 19 .70 .671 25.06
VG x Job .007 .31 .052 1.93
error 2.699 2.919

VG Info .020 1.07** .166 5.61
Job Info .226 11 .94 . 490 16.57
VG x Job .000 .02 .07n 2.38
error 2 .149 3.225

VG Info . 090 5 . 70* .003 . 24
Job Info .0 36 2.31 .02 6.89
VG x Job . 000 .01 .001 .10
error 1 .741 1 .609

VG Info . 157 * *9.53 .0^8 1.61
Job Info .062 3.76 .098 5.72
VG x Job .021 1.26 .011 .66
error 1 . R03 1,866

v g  Info . 352
4 *20.34 .032 1 . 89

Job Info . 009 .53 .071 4.20
VG x Job .055 3.16 .003 .20
error 1 .093 1.855

VG Info .074 4.34* .014 .74
Job Info .073 4.26 .124 6.38
VG x Job .030 1 .76 ,007 .38
e rror 1 .864 2.125
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Table 15 (continued)

Spatial- Ratings 
Mechanical

Rankings

Work Samples

Production

Psycho- Ratings 
motor

Rankings

Work Samples

Product ion

I. p.<.05
* * * P - < - 0 0 1p. <.00 01

VG Info ,076 3.94 .001 .08
Job Info .0)0 .54 .006 .34
VC x Job .003 .17 .002 . 10
error 2.090 2.014

VG Info .101 4.27* .015 .82
Job Info .007 .29 .009 . 53
VG x Job .019 .78 .002 .10
error 2.584 1.960

VG Info .101 3.37 .002 .11
Job Info .036 1 .21 .000 .0]
VG x Job .026 . 87 .000 .00
error 3. 257 2.264

VG Info . 000 .02 .001 .04
Job Info .016 . 71 .020 1.10
VG x Job .036 1 . 65 .000 .00
error 2.413 1 . 986

VG Info .155 • •9.29 .001 . 08
Job Info .006 . 35 . 048 3. 18
VG x Job .0 56 3.48 .014 .90
error 1.825 1 .655

VG Info . 144 * *8.81 .003 .19
Job Info . 009 . 58 .034 2.01
VG x Job .032 1 . 94 .012 .71
error 1. 786 1 . 835

VG Info .315 * »10.5? . 000 .00
Job Info . 049 1.62 . 030 1.37
VG x Job .059 1.98 .063 2.83
error 3. 269 2.418

VG Info . 053 2.34 . 001 .03
Job Info .007 . 29 .059 2.78
VG x Job . 035 1 .55 .050 2.34
error 2.457 2. 326
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Table 16
Between- and Wlthin-Subjects Effects on Validity Judgments 
for Clerical" and "Sales" Job Titles

Ef feet
Df

Num,Den Wilks'—A. F Canonical R R2

"Clerical" Job Title

Predictor (TofP) 6,105 . 224 60.48. .88 .77
TofP x VC Information (VC) 6,105 , 802 2-34... .34 .12
TofP x Job Information (Job) 6,105 . 646 9.61 .60 .36
TofP x VC x Job 6,105 . 961 .70 .20 . 04

Criterion (TofC) 3, 10B .493 ** *37,05.. .71 .50
TofC x VC 3,108 . 812 8.34 .43 .1R
TofC x Job 3,108 . 959 1.55 .20 .04
TofC X VG x Job 3, 108 , 974 .96 .16 .03

TofP x TofC 18,93 . 496 * *5.25. .71 .60
TofP x TofC x VC 18,93 . 743 1 .79 .51 .26
TofP x TofC x Job 18,93 . 831 1.05 .41 .17
TofP x TofC x VC x Job 18,93 ,810 1.21 .44 .It

"Sales" Job Title

Predictor (TofP)
TofP x VG Information 
TofP x Job Information 
TofP x VG x Job

(VG)
(Job)

6, 104a
6.104
6.104 
6, 104

. 167 

. 907 

.614

. 931

* * *86.71
1.77..

10.89
1.29

.91

.30

.62

.26

.83

.09

.38

.07

Criterion (TofC) 
TofC x VG 
TofC x Job 
TofC x VG x Job

3.107
3.107
3.107
3.107

. 500 
, 836 
.991 
. 973

* • *35.65..
7.06
.33
.99

.71

.41

.10

.16

.50
17
.01
.03

TofP x TofC 
TofP x TofC x VG 
TofP x TofC x Job 
TofP x TofC x VG x Job

18.92
18.92
18.92
18.92

. 516 

.677 

.781

. 773

* * *
4-79..
2.44
1.43 
1 .50

.70

.57

.46

.48

.49

.37
21

.23

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

*. p.<.05
...p.<.001 

p. <.0001



Table 17

Means and Standard Deviations of Confidence Interval Judgments 
Acrosŝ  Pi? ferent Categories of Validity JuVynents

------------ m ------nn----- m ------ro----- rn—
Category Overall Job Information VG InfonrBtion

Congruent Tncongruent Absent Present

N 114

Overall .22 (07) *

Type of Job 
Clerical ,22 (08) 
Sales .22 (07)

Type of Predictor 
O R  .23 (08)
Verbal .22 (09) 
Quantitative.22 (08) 
Perceptual .22 (08) 
Monory .22 (08) 
Sp/Mech .22 (09) 
Psychcnotar .23 (08)

TVl* of Criterion 
Ratings .23 (08) 
Rankings .23 (08) 
Mbrk Sanple .22 (08) 
Production .22 (07)

56 58

.21 (06) .23 (08)

.21 (07) .24 (08)

.21 (06) .23 108)

.22 (08) .25 (09)

.21 (08) .23 (10)

.71 (07) .24 (09)

.21 (08) .24 (09)

.21 (07) .24 (08)

.22 (OS) .23 (09)

.21 (07) .24 (09)

.21 (07) .24 (09)

.21 (07) .24 (09)

.20 (07) .23 (08)

.22 (07) .23 (08)

61 53

.22 (08) .22 (07)

.22 (08) .22 (08)

.22 (08) .21 (07)

.23 (09) .23 (08)

.21 (08) .23 (10)

.22 (08) .22 (08)

.23 (09) .22 (08)

.23 (08) .21 (07)

.23 (09) .22 (08)

.22 (08) .23 (09)

.23 (08) .23 (08)

.23 (09) .22 (08)

.22 (08) .22 (08)

.22 (07) .22 (07)

Standard Deviations are In parentheses

TH------ T71----- m ----- TCT
Btperinental Condition 

1 2 3 4

28 33 28 25

.21 (07) .23 (08) .20 (06) .24 (08)

.21 (07) .24 (08) .21 (06) .24 (08)

.22 (07) .23 (09) .20 (06) 23 (08)

.22 (09) .24 (08) .21 (06) .25 (09)

.20 (07) .22 (09) .22 (08) .24 (11)

.21 (07) .23 (09) .21 (07) .24 (09)

.20 (07) .24 (09) .21 (0B) .23 (09)

.22 (08) .24 (09) .20 (061 .24 (07)

.23 (09) .23 (09) .20 (07) .24 (09)

.21 (08) .24 (09) .21 (07) .24 (10)

.21 (07) .24 (09) .21 (07) .24 (09)

.22 (08) .24 (09) .20 (06) .25 (09)

.20 (07) .23 (08) .20 (07) .23 (08)

.22 (07) .23 (08) .22 (07) .24 (08)

*?L 
I



Table l B

Means and Standard Deviations of Cbnfidenre Interval Judgments 
f!or the "Clerical* Jcb Title

m  m  m  m  r̂r ■
Type of Vhlidity Overall Job Information VG Information

Cbngruent Inoongruent Absent Present

N 114 56 50 61 53

o a
Ratings .24(13)" .23(15) .25(10) .24(15) .24(10)
Bankings .23(09) .21(07) .25(09) .24(09) .23(00)
Work Sanples .22(09) .20(07) .24(10) .23(09) .21(08)
Production .23(09) .22(08) .24(09) .23(08) .23(09)

Verbal Ability
Ratings .22(10) .21(09) .24(11) .21(09) .24(11)
Bankings .22(10) .20(09) .24(11) .21(09) .23(10)
Vbrk Sanples .21(09) .20(08) .22(10) .21(09) .22(09)
Production .22(09) .22(09) .23(09) .21(09) .23(09)

Quantiatlve Ability
Ratings .22(09) .21(07) .24(10) .22(09) .23(08)
Rankings .22(09) .21(08) .24(10) .23(10) .22(08)
HOrk Sanples .22(09) .20(08) .23(09) .21(09) .22(09)
Production .23(09) .22 (0B) .23(09) .23(08) .22(09)

Perceptual Speed
Ratings .22(09) .21 (0B) .24(09) .22(09) .22(09)
Rankings .22(09) .20(08) .24(10) .23(10) .22(08)
Hbrk Sanples .22(09) .20(08) .24(10) .23(10) .21(09)
Production .23(09) .22(09) .24(09) .23(09) .22(09)

Msnory
Ratings .23(09) .21(07) .25(10) .24(09) .21(09)
Rankings .23(08) .21(08) .24(09) .23(10) .22(07)
Work Sanples .22(08) .20(08) .23(08) .22(08) .21(07)
Production .22(0B) .21(07) .24(09) .23(08) .22(08)

Spatial/Mechanical
Ratings .23(10) .22(09) .24(10) .23(10) .22(09)
Rankings .23(10) .22(10) .24(10) .24(10) .22(09)
work Sanple .22(08) .21(07) .23(09) .21(08) .22(08)
Production .22 (0B) .22(08) .23(09) .23(09) .22(08)

Psychcnotor
Ratings .23(10) .21(08) .25(12) .23(11) .23(10)
Rankings .23(10) .21(08) .25(11) .23(09) .23(10)
Hbrk Sanpies .22(09) .21(08) .23(09) .21(08) .23(09)
Production .22(08) .22(08) .23(08) .22(08) .23(08)A

Standard Deviations are In parentheses

m  m  m  m
experimental Condition 

1 2  3 4

28 33

.24(09) .24(10)

.23(08) .24(09)

.21(08) .24(10)

.22(08) .24(08)

.19(07) .23(10)

.20(08) .23(10)

.19(07) .22(10)

.20(08) .22(09)

.20(07) .24(10)

.21(09) .24(10)

.20(07) .23(09)

.22(07) .23(08)

.20(07) .25(10)

.21(09) .24(10)

.20(08) .25(10)

.21(00) .24(10)

.22(08) .25(10)

.22(09) .25(10)

.22(08) .23(09)

.21(08) .24(09)

.23(10) .24(11)

.24(11) .24(10)

.21(08) .22(08)

.23(08) .22(09)

.21(08) .26(12)

.21(09) .24(10)

.20108) .23(08)

.21(08) .23(08)

28 25

.23(10) .26(10)

.20(06) .27(09)

.20(07) .24(09)

.22(07) .25(10)

.22(11) .25(12)

.21(08) .25(12)

.21(09) .24(10)

.23(09) .23(10)

.22(08) .25(09)

.20(07) .24(09)

.20(08) .24(09)

.21(08) .24(10)

.21 (09) . 23(09)

.20(08) .24109)

.20(08) .22(10)

.20(10) .23(08)

.19(07) .24(10)

.20(06) .24(07)

.19(08) .23(06)

.20(071 .24(08)

.21(09) .23(09)

.20(08) .24(10)

.20(07) .24(10)

.21(07) .24(09)

.21(08) ,25(12)

.21(06) .25(12)

.21(07) .24(11)

.22(08) .24(09)



Table 19

Means and Standard Deviations of Confidence Interval Jbdcments 
far the "Sales'1 Job Title

---------------m ----- n\----- m ----- m ----- &r~
Type of Validity Overall Job Information VG Information

Congruent Inoongruent Absent Present

N ' l iT ST 50 ■ ’“SI 53

G*.
Datings .23(09)a .23(09) .23(09) .23(09) .23(10)
Rankings .24(09) .23(09) .24 (09) .24(09) .23(09)
Wbrk Sanples .22(09) .21(08) .23(09) .22(07) .22(10)
Production .23(09) .22(09) .24(10) .22(08) .24(10)

Verbal. Ability
Ratings .22(10) .22(09) .23(11) .22(09) .22(11)
Rankings .22(09) .21(00) .23(09) .22(09) .22(09)
Mbrk Sanples .21(09) .20(07) .23(10) .21(09) .21(00)
Production .23(10) .22(08) .24(11) .23(10) .23(10)

Quantitative Vsility
Ratings .22(08) .21(08) .23(09) .23(09) .21(08)
Rankings .22(09) .21(09) .22(08) ,23(09) .21(08)
Work Sanples .21(08) .20(08) .22(09) .21(09) .21(08)
Production .22(09) .21(00) .23(08) .22(09) .21(08)

Perceptual Ability
Ratings .22(09) .20(08 .23(09) .23(10) .21 (07)
Rankings .22(09) .20(08) .23(10) .23(10) .21(08)
Work Sanples .21(09) .20(07) .23(10) .22(09) .21(00)
Production .22(09) .21(00) .23(10) .23(10) .22(08)

Msioiy
Ratings .23(081 .21(07) .24(09) .23(09) .22(08)
Rankings .23(08) .21(07) .24(09) .23(09) .22(00)
Work Sanples .22(08) .21(07) .24(09) .23(09) .22(08)
Production .22(08) .21(00) .23(09) .23(08) .22(08)

Spatial/Mechanical
Ratings .21(09) .20(08) .22(10) .21(10) .21(08)
Rankings .21(09) .20 (08) .22(10) .22(11) .20(07)
work Sanples .21 (08) .20(07) .22(08) .21(09) .20(07)
Production .21(09) ,20(08) .23(10) .22(11) .20(07)

Psychcsotar
Ratings .22(10) .19(07) .25(11) .23(11) .21(07)
Rankings .21(09) .19(07) .23(10) .23(10) .20(07)
ttork Sanples .21(08) .19(07) .23(09) .22(10) .20(07)
Production .21(09) . 19 (07) .23(101 .23(10) 20(07)

a Standard  D e v i a t i o n s  a r e  in  p a r e n t h e s e s

w> m  nn m
Experimental Condition 

1 2  3 4

28 33 28 is

.22(09)

.23(09)

.21(07)

.22(09)

.24(09)

.24(10)

.23(08)

.23(07)

.24(10)

.22(08)

.21(09)

.23(07)

.23(10)

.25(09)

.23(11)

.26(12)

.21(08)

.21(09)

.20)07)

.22(08)

.23(10)

.23(09)

.23(10)

.24(11)

.22(09)

.21(07]

.19(07)

.22(08)

.23(12)

.23(10)

.23(09)

.24(12)

.22(08)

.23(09)

.21(08)

.22(10)

.24(09)

.23(09)

.22(09)

.23(09)

.19(07)

.20(09)

.20(08)

.20(08)

.22(08)

.22(08)

.22(09)

.23(08)

.22(09)

.21(09)

.21(08)

.23(08)

.24(11)

.23(11)

.23(10)

.24(11)

.19(07)

.19(07)

.19(07)

.20(08)

.23(08)

.23(09)

.23(09)

.23(07)

.22(07) 

.23 (08) 

.23(08) 

.23(08)

.24(10)

.23(10)

.23(10)

.23(09)

.20(07)

.20(07)

.20(07)

.20(08)

.25(09)

.25(08)

.23(08)

.24(09)

.21(08)

.22(10)

.21(09)

.22(09)

.22(11)

.22(11)

.21(09)

.22(12)

.19(08)

.18(05)

.19(06)

.18(06)

.22(08)

.23(09)

.22(07)

.23(08)

.20 (0B) 

.21(09) 

.20(08) 

.21(08)

.26(13)

.24(12)

.23(10)

.24(11)

.18(06)

.18(06)

.18(05)

.18(05)

.23(08)

.22(08)

.22(08)

.22(08)
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Table 20

Effect* of Job Information and Validity Generalisation Information on 
Confidence Judgments for "Clerical" and "Sales'"'JofaHri tl.ee

Df 7
Effect Num,Den Wilks' F Canonical R R2

"Clerical" Job Title

v g  Information 28,83 .680 1.40 .57 .32

Job Information 2 0 , B 3 .802 .73 .44 .20

VG x Job Information 28,83 . 704 1.25 . 54 . 30

"Sales" Job Title

VG Information 2 8, 8 2a .803 .72 . 44 . 20

Job Information 28,B2 .734 1.06 .51 .27

VG x Job Information 28, B2 .786 .80 . 46 .21

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

!* P-<-05 
***P* < * 001

p.<.0001
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Table 21

Between- and Wi thln-Subject Effects Acro«« all Confidence Interval Judgments

Effect
Df 

Num.Den Wilks' -A- F 2Canonical R R

Type of Job (TofJ) 1,109 .973 3.02* .16 .03
TofJ x VG Information (VG) 1,109 .966 3.07 .19 .04
TofJ x Job Information (Job) 1,109 .993 ,B2 .09 .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 1.63 .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 Job 3,107 .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 . 673 2.52 .36 .13
TofJ 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 .993 .27 .09 .01
TofJ X TofC X Job 3,107 .938 2.37 .25 .06
TofJ X TofC X VG x Job 3,107 .978 .81 .15 .02

TofP X TofC 10,92 .848 .92 .39 .IS
TofP X TofC X VG 18,92 .707 1.30 .46 .21
TofP X TofC X Job 18,92 .871 .76 .36 .13
TofP X TofC X VG x Job 10,92 .904 .54 .31 .10

TofJ X TofP X TofC 18,92 .890 .50 .32 .10
TofJ X TofP X TofC x VG 18,92 .816 1.15 .43 .18
TofJ X TofP X TofC x Job 18,92 .855 .87 .30 .14
TofJ X TofP X TofC x VG X 18,92 .887 .65 .34 .12

Job

** Pr.C.OS 
Pr.<.001
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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 rational 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 
begun 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.
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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 generalization 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 validity and 
confidence judgments. Hypothesis #1 predicted a main 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.

Effects 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 information and validity 
generalization information. In all cases, these effects 
accounted for a fairly large percentage of the variance in 
validity 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 effects for the 16 sales 
SKAP judgments showed a consistent pattern for quantitative, 
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 SKAP 
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 differences 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 judgeB 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 
consistent 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 
quantitative, .095 for perceptual speed, .09 8 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 involving quantitative 
ability, perceptual speed, memory, 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 quantitative, 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 job 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 28 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 
quantitative, .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 did 
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. Of 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 
generalization 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 the 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 t orresponding 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 generalization results are consistent with 
these results 8 5.7% 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 been 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 tl 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 
different 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). In addition, 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 14.

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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combinations 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. In 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 interaction 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). ^he 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 
between 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 and 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 judges. 
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' average 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 
critical 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. In 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 tajk-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 of 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 
concern 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 recognize 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 judgment 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 this 
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



201

jobs. Although this information was equally 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 situation, it appears that experts are 
rather homogenous regarding 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 preconceived notions of the range of 
judgments exist. This is 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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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 infeasible (Schmidt, Hunter, 
Croll & McKenzie, 1983; Hirsh, Schmidt t Hunter, 19B6). This 
suggestion has important implications for the practice of 
industrial/organizational psychology. However, additional 
research is needed before 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 involving 
several different types *■' criteria. Because Division 14 is the 
likely source of experts for organizations seeking to 
substantiate test use based on rational estimates of employment 
validities, it is the logical source of subjects for research 
that concerns rational estimation procedures. As a Division 14 
member, your assistance 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 materials and information 
you will need to estimate the true validities 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 confidential 
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 provided. Again, thank you.

Sincerely,

Karen Weinberg
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— m ug U B ixtioii m b  wflcmm

The talk that you tri about to perform simulates a judgment task 
concerning tha value of various employment testa. The Judgment 
material# accurately rapraaant tha typaa of materials aval labia to 
psychologist* who might actually ba aaad to Judge employment 
validities. You ere aakad to review tha aatariala and approach tha 
validity Judgment taak aa If you were actually providing a raal 
organltation with your judgpanta of tha trua validity of employment 
taata for two dlffarant joba.

To anaura that all judges approach tha taak In a uni fora manner 
you hava baan provided with thla aat of instruction#. It nay be 
helpful for you to flrat brow** through and fanillariie youraalf with 
the paterlali ancloaad In thla packet lercept tha folder narked JOB H  

- thii ahould only ba opened when you hava flnlahed Judging valldltlaa 
for JOB 11). Than, after reading thaaa In#truction*, you can review 
the peteriel* aore thoroughly and proceed with the judgpent taak.

general Description of tha Judgment Taak

The nain focue of thla reaearch ia on obtaining 'expert*
Judgpanta of the true validity of aevaral cognitive predictora and 
four type* of criteria for two different Job* - a clerical and a aalet 
Job. You have been provided with different type* of Information that 
way be uaeful in making the** Judgment* - i.e., organlaational job 
deacriptiona of the Job* in question, job analyala reeult* 
laklll/ability rating*) , examples of teata which oeaaure potentially 
relevant cognitive abilitiaa, etc.

In addition to tha Judgment* of true validity, you #r* alao t*ked 
to Indicate your degree of oonfldmace in each of your true validity 
Judgment* by placing a confidence Interval around each Judged 
validity. Finally, to clarify the type* of information needed to make
auch judgment*, you are aakad to indicate bow lemortamt each type of
information in when estimating true valldltlaa. (Bow the** Judgpanta 
will be made will be diacuaaed in greater detail below.)

Procedure* for baking Tour Judgment#

before you begin the judgment taak you ehould place the following 
material# within reachi

(1) Beferenow Sheet fl 4‘Description# of Predictor#* end 
‘Description# of Criterion Maaeuraa'I)

ID Beferemce Sheet |i (‘The Sffact# of Criterion Unreliability
and bang* beatrlction on Observed Validity*)) and

(3) Folders marked *J0b #1* *ad *jaa #2* (The** number# indicate 
the order in trtiich you are to make your judgment*.)
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Than, plaaaa follow thee* a tap* whan making your judgment* for tha t*o 
job* by etartlng With JOB fit

RTTP tli Read carefully tha Job daacriptiv* Information for JOB 11 
and than any othar Information fra tha rafaranca ahaata that la 
relevant to tha flrat validity Judgment you ara baking. (Thla la 
probably a battar atratagy than reviewing all of tha Information flrat 
and than making all of tha Judgment*.)

»TtP IIi Naka your judgment of traa validity for tha flrat predictcr-
criterion pair by placing a vertical llna through tha value that
eorraapond* to vour aatlmata on tha acala on tha right. Tour Judgment 
of tha tru* validity for may pradlctor-crltarlon pair ahould 
oorrmapond to tha uraatrlctmd, anattanuatad, population validity that 
you would axpact la that particular Job.

ITP 13: Make your eonfldaaca judgment for th* flrat pradlctor'
crltarlon pair by placing brackata to tha laft and right of your tru* 
validity aatlmata to lndicat* tha lowar-bound I t t and uppar-bourn)
I J ) of your 90% confidence latarval. Tha *0t confidence intarval 1* 
tha rang* of validity value* within which yoru art *01 carta In th* true 
valua actually fall*.

BT*P_M: Maka and racord your judgment* of tru* validity and your
confldanca judgment* for aach of th* regaining pradictor-crltarlon 
palra for JOB 11 .

FTEP 15: Follow th* aaa* atapi (STEPS 1 - 4) to wake your judgment*
for JOB II,

STEP l<: hfter completing all of th* truv validity and confldanca
Judgment* for JOB (1 and JOB 12, than aaka your Importance Rating* for 
th* variou* typaa of infrir'̂ ation you uaad in baking your Judgbanta.
Tha ahaat for making thr .a Judgwanta la Included in th* foldar for 
JOB 12. Tha direction* for baking thaa* judgbanta ara at th* top of 
th* page labalad 'lt^ortanc* Rating*'.

RT1P |7 = Complete th* Damngraphic Qua*tIona and fill out th* 
poatcard.

STEP II: Plata* check that you have bad* *11 of th* Jodgmanta, that
you hav* racordad your raaponaaa accurately, and that you hava not 
laft any of th* demographic quaationa blank. Than, mall th* two 
Judgment Racord* aed tha X^ortaac* Batlaga mad Damn graphic {Riajtlon* 
In tha ataapad, addraaaad envelop* provided. (It la not oacaaaary to 
return any of th* othar jud^ent material*.) Th* poatcard la to ba 
mailed aaparataly.

TURK TOO MJUR FOR TOO* UlItTUCI
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REFERENCE SHEET #1 
Descriptions Of Pr*dk*ors
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REFERENCE SHEET 12
THE EFFECTS OF CRITERION UNRELIABILITY AND 

RANGE RESTRICTION ON OBSERVED VALIDITY

Observed validities that most industrial/organizational 
psychologists 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 i s ...........  .60 .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 so as to obtain 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 observed validity for criterion unreliability;

r
true validity - ________________

where r »= observed validity
rx>( » criterion reliability (e.g., .70}

To correct an observed validity for range restriction:

true validity * / , .
V  (1 + kRRi(l/r^ - 1)]

where r “ observed validity
k , * ratio of test score SD in the selected group to 

test score SD in the unselected group.
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Instructions: talon la a Hat of tha different typa* of infortatlon■filch vara included In Uw jalgaant tatariala and ahUh you aiy hava naad when asking your trui validity and confidence judgments. After reviewing thla llat, plea** add to tha ltat Ion tba blank spaces provided) a brlaf description of any general typa of additional Information which you uaad (e.g., Hrat-tvand research experience, published .‘udiaa, ate.). Than, rank order all of tba typaa of Information baaad on how iaportant (l.a., influential) they vara whan you wara taking your validity judgment*. Place tha ranka you ara assigning In tha epacea provldad on tha laft. (A lover Btafeer indicate* qraatar l^ortaeoe. Please, no tlaa.)
*££* try* of Infoitatlon
  Job Tit la/Job Family  Description of dutlaa/reaponalbi1itlaa  (kill and ability rating*  Predictor and erltarlon daacription*  Validity generaliiatIon raaulta

d w o c a a p h i c ocBsnans
EDUCAT3 ONAL BACUGPOWIE
1. Typa of degree (clrcla highest degree attalnad)i 

Ph.D. Pay.D. Ed.D, NA/KBA/MS 
1. Taar degree completed:
3. Tltla of thla degree (e.g., Ph.D. in Appllad Aocial Psychology)i

1. Araa of apacla 11 cation (If applicable (e.g., Busan Pactoral)

AtLEVANT EAPIBIEWCE
S. Pritary work location Icircla ona which appllaa)t

Academia Private Induatry Public tactorPrivate Consulting Hilitary Other
(. brief daacription of thla poaltlon (e.g., associate profaaaor - teaching/research in organlaational psychologyi external consultant - training prograaa, atc.lt

7. Taar* In currant position! __________________
t. Total year* of experience In work described In It above:

I. Brlaf description of other relevant work experience (Including years) within the field of Industrial/Organisational Psychology:
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H M H M K 1  USTHB
Imtmcilom: hlow la a Hat of tha different type* of information■Men war* Included In tha judgment materials and which you say have need whan taking your true validity and confidence judgmente. After reviewing thie 11 at, pleeae add to tha liet (on the blank epacea provided! a brief daecrlption of any general type of additional infortatlon which you need (e.g., r list-hand research experience, pnbllehed etudlee, etc.). Than, rank order all of the types of infortatlon beeed on how inportant (i.e., influential) they wore when you were taking your validity judgments. Piece the ranke you are assigning in the epacee provided on tha left. (A lower aaber iadicatee greater l^ortaeca. Pleeae, no tlee.)

hank Type of Information
  Job Title/Job Fanily  Daacription of dutlee/reaponelbllitiee  Skill and ability ratlnge  Predictor end criterion deecriptione

DMOGIIAFRTC ODIItlOkS
EDUCATIONAL BACECROWP
1. Type of degree (circle hi gheet degree attained):

Ph.D. Pey.D. Ed.D. NA/MhA/KS
I .  fear degree cowpleted: _____________________
3. Title of thie degree (e.g., Ph.C. In Applied Social Psychology)!

4. Area of eperialitetlon (if applicable le.g.. hutan factore))

RELEVAMT EXPERIENCE
5, Pritary work location Iclrcle one which applied i

Academia Private Induetry Public Sector Private Coneulting Military Other
C. Brief deacription of thie poeltlon (e.g., aeeociata profeeaor - teaching/raeearch in organieat lone 1 peychologyi aitarnal consultant - training progress, etc.lt

T. lean in current position: __________________
S. Total years of experience in work described in It abovet

I, Brief daacription of other relevant work experience (including yearsl within tha field of Induetrial/Organ!tattone 1 Peychologyi
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r e  n r a m n o i  t n  
j n  m a l t #  i #  n m . n

Job Titlet Clerical haaiatant ( In con gru en t )

?utl»» and heaponelbllltleai Til* k iwuit ClarlMl ItlltUtt job 1* seated In H.a Account M*rkttlng group of a ili'iln ooapany. An Individual in thla job la raaponelblo fox handling m t o a r i ' ordara that come In orar tha phona or through tha sail. T h i l  lnclodae traoaferrlng caatomer ordara onto order forma and antarlog tha ordara Into a computerlied datahaaa, determining tha proper eodaa and prlcaa of product# being ordarad baaad on intonation found in product eat#laguna, aaaigning ordar coaptation dataa baaad on availability of product# and requeitad data of ahlpaant, determining ooat and aathod of delivery baaad or alia of ahipmert, and preparing cnatoaar oerraapondanca.
Iklll and Ability Importance Rating# i An aaplrical job analyal# 
Involving tha full population (M “ 3171 of incMbant# In tha icooast Clarical haa1atant job and thalr auparvlaor# «aa conducted, hater# vara aeked to rata tha importance of each of tha eki1la/abilltlea on a S-point Llkert-typa acala U-*not at all important for auccaaaful job performance* i 5»"extremely i^ortant for auccaaaf ul job performance*!.
Tha numerical raaulta provided below are tha parcantaga of respondent! rating tha akill/ability either 4 {’Important*I or 5 {’extremely important*).

a w maatil'aaility tmaum
aval oa— Hatlaa  ........................................*’*

tK» ■ETTTtyTp i p p t i  f lo + r i t ly  U  ■ 4 e r e t* » 4  opM **«9r4# HiMK«i Ift u iiuti,
Tty to M4antia4 «rhuti kfllfli «■! t o  «tlt* 

f e tf lU K  w  M t  a t l H l t  W ill  M l t r i U M .

W B f f l  y to  p i r t e r i  a i i t l k i t l f  d p a t n l t n t
b o le k ly .  h w i i i It , i p p r t p r l i t i l y  in  m p O B M  t o
p i b k l A i  r d t u i f l t t  f p M t l U U * *  H l i t i w i .

n t  i k i i i i r  to  m o  to
M * o r« t* M  * p f t b l H ,  M oolo i*  t  lo o tc * ]  u o o o r  t o  * 
b ro b Jo * . o r  M «L«* •  M r M  o f  w i l d *  t o  f f t i i a a

m — Wl NlH  ......... *......
TM a b i l i t y  to  w d  to  » v t«  i l a l U r i i l M ^ i t f i r t i * * *
M a t  f t ) K t «  o r  <« i . .  m N i .  « •* » « , r a t a t

n i l ,  i u . I  f f e l l l l f  « M  • r c i l i U l T

1 y t o  p i l K l p l i i
* n i  h ta  to  * f f ) r  U i h  t o  o r to o l  • * } • « * ,  u e l i ,  on* 
k i e t i w i

     •*«
lltty i* rraotai *onlo**t litimtlar toe* •• 

n i l *  Of p rw t t a i n ,  U M »  I t i e r i p l i M i ,  ■ w n f , o t c .

OOAMOtrOtO M  ■ toot iitf lliltllfi 
o f f i c i i * *  p » rfo * M n c «  o iu w e f t i  U m i t t i M t  ora p n r a t  In  
i t a  u i l  o t v i r w i M ,

T i m  a m  r i i m m i i .................................................................................................w «n o  A i m ?  to t a a i ^ a u  M i l  Mlocta by aatlH W i  
H i m . viati, **4 taili fntltair Lo raofMM to U r n )
O tiM l i .

ftliwirajal - -.....   i4i
V m  M i l  Ivy  to ■**• f l t f t n ,  wloto, t t o  M M o  « •  r a f l l l r  
u  p M i l k l t  M o ra  K i H i f r  lo  l o o t  i ^ o f U d t  M m  m *4

_ 1,-1 t t r r y t o r t a i  l u k i  l i n f t l y  u l  M H f i t o l y  by
i i t n t « *  *11 i f  u «  m i l  i t o t w d t  *y to *  t o o t ,

V u f l M M l a i  t t o  h i k i f i w  M i / o r  o f■torn by fnvlltoi Mm vIUi H t a t t o i H  i o f w r a t i * * .

M i l l  ■— I t l o i l * ....................  - ........................
B m  I r U t o t y n l l M  lb *  M I I U ,  t t o l l i f i .  M i  t a l o t t o f  
# f  r t o o i i  * * i  n f l y m i H  *9p * * p r l* to ly  t o  m m  •  
t o o l i t o  o f  f o r t .
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jo* nroMkno* in  JO* lULIIta nSDLTE

job Titi*i kooo«*t Clerical biiitut (Congruent)
?utla* and haanonnlbllltlaai Tha lumal Clerical taiiltut job 10 ocafced In th* Account Marketing group of * Mid-all* krindividual In thla job la roaponalbl* for handling coatoaata' ordara that conn In star th* phon# or through tha aail. Thla lnclodaa tranafarrlng rattmai ordara onto order ( M i l  and aatarlng tha ordara Into a coaputerlaed databaaa, determining tha propar codaa and prlcaa of producta being ordarad baaad an information found In product catalogue*. aaalgning ordar completion dataa baaad on availability of product* and raquaatad data of ahlpaant, determining eoat and nathod of dallvary baaad or alia of ahipment, and preparing cuatnar oorraapondanca.
fhlll and ability Initirtanca lattnua; An empirical Job analyala nvolving th* full population <l< • 111) of lncunbanta In tha Account Clarion! Jka a latent job and thalr anporvlaora «** conducted, hater* aara naked to rat* tha iagwrtanca of aach of tha ekilla/abllltle* on a S-point LIkart-typa aeal* lla'not at all Important for aoccaaaful job parfornanca*j S-*axtr*m*ly Inportant for auccaaaful Job performance’).
The numerical raaulta provided balov ar* tha percentage of raapondanta rating tha aki11/abl11ty althar 4 l*inportant*l or S I’eatramaly Important") .

4 Uilit
BLUl'Mlutr Ia*ert*nt
a»i i— irttio...............   in

T?|* ailllr t« U l  t» »tirittl4 ipotlr
bfiilil — *4# M l  t M t f M H  *» • f f M I l W  M M i r .

Wlity to ud « n u > l  n i i U «  — ^lloh to v r l t o
u  Utt K M r a  m i  — 4»rat*ad.

=k£4ittH r t« pt'hn oi^i* u i t A M t U  ■vanti**!* 
filelily, tcntdtily, M l  i^repriittly In Nffan»« t« 
f l t k l M  f«fglflH MlftiMl.
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•! IdllfTi i a « v M  «ctl« to foil —

U  d M M n  u l  M t i  o LjM  lar ltloa/01 tf«ra—
■ H f  «b)oot* «r im f . nrli, « i a > .
i m w U j ole. I ft Ioily •—  *o— *«t«Ly.
•1

(» to ttidfiUal yviMlflM
u <  ho* tc apply tM»* U  tcttti |h 1<, m 4mcU mi

 * ..................................................
J l l t y  t o  n w o t d r  p o r t l — n t  l i f i m t l a r  n r h  at 

nil* oi prKblirii. m o m , cpieriftiMt, w w u  iti,

III

 -
• f l i n l f i  p « i f * n t m  i t i l M f h  l i p i i t n i M *  i n  pro—  m  I*
M »  — I m l f t — it.

n il m m  fiwriiMilr ........................................................m  M i m y  ti ■ u i t t i i u  — oil m m c m  top — * 1m  —
iLBfOPP. —  L l U , — 4 M i l l  |TMI—  Ip U  I M M I M  t* 01— 0 1
Mt1—mlL .

■urnwr tor*....................... lf*Pto atointp to ■—  tlifirt, nrl«i, m d  to— 4* n  rapllly 
M  p H l M l l  Mgra i m n t y  1* Mil lipWtMl t l w  IfMl

B y n f M i tMfei M t n t p l l y  ppi i— i u  ip top 
• l U b l l M  U  til Of M >  — Oil t M t — l * f  U t  t«»t.

— I—  ‘ito'tot w iir M i / u  i i u i U i *  ■»
PMtrt hr intillif M m  pltk — I— I n

totui iiMhiriti....................... **•
A L h  il U M r p r t t M t  M t  — 1*««. f M l l t f * .  — 4 M t f l t i  
•r t M t f i  u i  n « p M « M i  ippriptlaitly to i M i t n  i 
f b i l n i  oftoct.



k * * ft hi: i
l< (fzzI ** 1 i:i iN *• .

i i* :
m

I i ?*- j t
H !

. 1-
J t f ! i f :
III, 1;

: . [ •
:? !V 1
 ̂9 H '

i i i
Hi.

f r;-  
HI.*^-4 i*
S-S■ V

alrK .
K* U

*!=?sn*3 9 
9ttl

!:■<"8
3

« • ft H*• I ft ft 3 WITS-->r h* < . _ • • 0 
O ** £k •  fcj 
1 3  4r
3 P  ft 4» 
/> »**! *••* * » • +

ft cfT ►*
+-■ (t M ft 4ft
M-
ft4J   ̂*1 O • 4

• ft r+- * :-S-B'K m  '• *:■Tit ft i 
*n i
51

5?• A
4

"3
a *
33
4
r* i* ft S’ 9 *

, . #4 *  ft

_ , O ►-
.3

* h ati-» ft i-— ft * f* #K 3 ?■*—  f* ft ►**- ft f- oI *13B* S ■ —  L
, 0  C a r *  ft ft ftft ft ft •t» ft n *t rt •* V 4 I

h*« *— ->% ft O ft *O ^ ^ o -
tf ^  1 a

i * i o L  •  K  : r  -H* isf-l-l 8.o o • » b*6 **

1

n n n it« „ ,
J r*(tr* j o  g4 ft ft ft 0 &
£k ►- *• C
ft 9 i  4 «  <*

:~ f  a -3i E ft >
  no ?**■***I??

3 ( * ( * i » 0 , B .. (h^« O H 1 ft 
O ' #  4 fl ft

0 3 ft 4- •  ■ tft Cf- 0 3 ft 9 3ft ft «  «  *4 41
"  S 3  t r ?  a  ft* J9 ̂-4 4 4ft a»«t ft **4 O
s ^ i i o i r i e« a ft ft 3 Mlft -ft _ ft 4»* ■ ̂  »- ft pi oo 

ft 4  41 5 *ft0 • 3 4 O ■ *1 Sfl Q h m * _
- 4 0  4 JOft iv kH •p 4♦ ■ „ 4 ftfcft 4 fc* B

f t l g 4 0 o  a #  ft 6 ft ftp ft 4 I f  
“ o i t c f t ^ f t a n  a ft o 4 i» ̂ ftjrr.:! strs ■

i

-  C B 4ft ft 4
u O  Vi*ft .0 4 *- ft o 
t r  * * a * + t t

■ ►*- ■ 9ftCd ft 
ft o  ►* ft 9  100191 -* ft • ft ft *- 
Oft f* •< 
4 ft o ft ft t a 41 e ft
a  i -  »  
o  «* *1* ft n
• O 4 ft

— tr ft

O t* r* !* “
8
rt 4 4  g P it

9 ft ft pi •

. -  -8 <7~3p ft ■ I i* o 
a d ft 4 » g  j

h-

a I

a
ttr«
t
■
t*i

s? srij t* -1 ̂ - a r mft OOft«9^ **4 C tf-9 • j ft 3
—3 *osEWSt g

4  a i H O I ^  4 A  » t * ( t f t a f t  O  
o o  t* a »- 9 & O 9 9 f t  Oft &4 ft rt 4 ft ftftfttii* **• T# a jr* *T do 

9  w  t  9  u  n  i t  p* 4  ■ I* a f t  v** 
tft ft

i- O ft r* 5 ft »■* ftft^S

* i l s h M f  I

ft 4 (k".f* e & -
rt o  o  •  ft ft“44 •-'’ft • ft (k f*a a • ** ft4 3 ft ft-

Oft 3

II

:sIsii

220



221

jtM nromnai m  IftfcLTSXI WtlLn

job Titi»» Protect u io i  Aoeietant (C on gru en t)
Putlea and Aeaoonalbilltleet A Protect teloa Ameletaet la located in the Product Hark*ting group of a mid-elae company and oay ba rotated to one of the eo^eny'a regional atoraa aa Baited. An individual In thla poaltlon la reeponelble for receiving and taking eaatooer ordara over tha phone or In peraon, providing teecriptlona of the featurea of protecta to euttoaert by reading product menuala and giving cuetomera product pamphlets, nalng reference materials to obtain relevant product intonation, writing correepondence to cuatvara concerning their ordara, end obtaining payment and credit information.
■kill and Ability Importance Patinasi An empirical Job anelyele Involvl-g (lie lull population (« - 1UI of incumbents In tha Product •alee Aaalatent job and their auparvieore wee conducted. Aatara vara aeked to rate tha importance of each of the akilla/abilltlea on a S-point LIkart-type ecale (l-"not at all important for aucceaaful job performance*i S-’eetremaly iaportant for aucceaaful job performance*).
The nvMerical reaulta provided belov are the percentage of reapontenta rating the aklll/ability either 4 (‘important*I or S (‘aitremaly important*) .
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VALIDITY GENERALIZATION RESULTS 

FOR CLERICAL JOBS®

Type of Criterion

Type of 
Predictor

Rating Ranking Work Production
Sample Quality i Quantity

Genera 1
Mental
Ability

Verba 1
Abili ty

Quantitat ive 
Ability

Perceptua1 
Speed

Memory

Spatial/ 
Mechanics 1 
Abili ty

Psychomotor 
Abili ty

.44

.32 

.40 

. 36 

. 32

. 24

.27

,66

.52

, 64

,45

,35

, 37 

, 23

.60 

.50 

. 55 

.61 

. 53

.42

.54

.31

.22

*35

.37

.34

.17

.31

Re.ults reported are the mean estimated true validities. 
This is a composite of production quality and quantity.

These results were obtained from:
Nathan, B.R., a Alexander, R.A. (1985). The predictability and

substitutability of criteria: A meta-analytic investigation. 
Unpublished manuscript.
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VALIDITY GEWERALIIATIOH RESULTS 
TOR SALES JOBS8

Type of Criterion

Type of Rating Ranking Work Production
Predictor Sample Quality a Quantity

General
Hental
Ability .22
Ve rba1
Ability .14
Quantitative 
Ability .09
Perceptual
Speed .OS

Memory .IB
Spatial/
Mechanical
Ability .06
Paychoaotor 
Ability .05

.28 .43 .17

.36 .50 .35

.18 .36 .13

.32 .09 .00

.22 .28 .14

.13 .13 .03

.08 ' .10 .01

f Results reported are the mean estimated true validities. 
This is a composite of production quality and quantity.

These results were sussnarized from all relevant published validity 
studies in the Journal of Applied Psychology and Personnel Psychology 
from 1918 to present. A complete bibliography is available upon request.
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