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1) Job and Work Analysis

a) O*Net database combines information to match worker attributes (e.g., KSAs, interests) with work (e.g., job, organizational context, work characteristics).

b) Morgeson & Campion (1997) 16 potential cognitive and social sources of rating inacccraucy in JA outlined.  

2) Criteria

a) Taxonomic Issues

i) Muphry & Shiarella (1997) meta-analysis shows that correlations vary greatly for predictors depending on what performance criterion (e.g., OCB, task performance, conscientiousness) is being used. 

ii) Coleman & Borman (1999) classify OCBs into 3 cateogries: 1) interpersonal citizenship (benefiting employees), 2) organizational citizenship performance (benefiting the org), 3) job/task conscientiousness (benefiting work itself)

b) Measurement Issues

i) IRR more appropriate for measuring reliability of criterion than intrarater (alpha)

ii) IRR is higher for supervisors than for peer ratings (Viswesvaran et al., 1996)

iii) Range restriction (or enhancement may be an actual org phenomenon rater than statistical artifact (James et al., 1992)

c) Dynamic Criteria

i) Changes in job perf and determinants (knowledge, motivation) necessitates longitudinal models of reliability and validity (Tisak & Tisak, 1996)

3) Predictors

a) Cognitive Abilities and Job Knowledge 

i) For prediction in less complex jobs, g is less useful but rarely useless (Gottfreson, 1997)

ii) g weaker for individuals with more prior job knowledge and better for those with less prior job knowledge

b) Personality

i) The median uncorrected validity in Ghiselle (1966) meta-analysis was .24

ii) FFM in Barrick and Mount (1991) was .15

iii) Facets within FFM used to evaluate performance

(1) Emotionality/Affectivity – dispositional measure predicts performance (Wright & Staw, 1999)

(2) Social competence: consists of social insight, social maladjustment, social appropriateness, social openness, social influence, warmth, and extraversion.

iv) Conscientiousness thought to be valid across organizations (Hogan & Ones, 1997, Mount and Barrick, 1995). 

c) Integrity tests

i) Composed of: Conscientiousness, agreeableness, adjustment (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998)

ii) Overt vs. Personality discriminants:

(1) Punitive attitudes, admission of illegal drug use, reliability, and admissions of theft 

d) Customer Service Orientation

i) Compound variable of agreeableness, adjustment, and conscientiouness (Ones and Viswesvaran, 1996). 

e) Core Self Evaluations

i) Compound variable of self-esteem, locus of control, and emotional stability (Judge et al., 1998). 

ii) Predicts job performance .30 (Judge and Bono, in press?), but shown that self-efficacy predicts better than the whole construct of core self-eval (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) 

f) Conditional Reasoning (James, 1998, 1999)

i) Assumes that individual personalities are differentiated by the type of logical reasoning use dot justify their actions

ii) Ex. People that score high on achievement motivation tend to attribute success to internal causes and consider demanding tasks challenging rather than frustrating. 

iii) An achievement conditional reasoning scale correlated positively with scholastic criteria, in basket perf, and other achievement scales.

iv) Aggression conditional reasoning correlated negatively with counterproductive work behavior and positively with counterproductive work behaviors. 

g) Faking

i) Large mean score differences between honest and direct-faking condition (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999)

ii) Ability and motivation to fake key determinants in amount of distortion (Snell et al., 1999)

iii) Explicit warnings, do reduce distortion (Dwight and Donovan, 1998)

iv) Many assert that distortion does not moderate, mediate, suppress or attenuate the criterion related validities of personality scales (Barrick and Mount, 1996; Hogan, 1998; Hough, 1997, 1998; Ones and Viswesvaren, 1998; Ones et al., 1996)

v) Other say distortion reduces criterion related validities (Snell & McDaniels, 1998; Zickar & Draskow, 1996)

vi) Hough (1998) resolved apparent conflict:

(1) In directed faking settings: validities lowed in comparison to actual applicants

(2) There doesn’t seem to be much concern with actual applicants, they are either the same or slightly lower. 

vii) Subtle items better to guard against faking

4) Multiple Predictors

a) Regression analysis across job samples, performance criteria, and different ability and motivation measures have yielded nonexistent or very slight incremental ability-motivation interaction effects (Sackett et al., 1998) 

5) Assessment Methods

a) Interview

i) Why use Structured Interviews

(1) Higher IRR .67 versus .35 (meta-analysis; Conway et al, 1995)

(2) Standardization: less susceptible to rating biases

(3) Fairness: consistent manner of treatment.

ii) Court outcomes prefer: standardization of administration, high on job relatedness, and multiple raters (Williamson et al., 1997) 

b) Assessment Centers

i) Long noted for evidence of content and criterion validity ratings lacking construct validity (Arthur et al., 1999)

ii) Features improving AC ratings

(1) Few conceptually distinct constructs

(2) Concrete, job related construct definitions

(3) Frame of reference assessor training with evaluative standards

(4) Cross exercise assessment

(5) Several psychology trained assessors

iii) Generalizability study: Examinees and Dimensions account for 60% of variance, while assessors account for 11% (Arthur, et al., 1999)

c) Biodata

i) Rational, empirical keying, and factor analytic scale strategies may iteratively inform one another. 

6) Measurement Issues and Valdiation

a) Statistical power caused by range restriction issues can influence the detection of differential prediction (Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997), larger differences detected and lower ones are not. 

b) Evan a non-cognitive composite can violate the 4/5th rule when the selection ratio is <50%; mean differences on non-cogn should be determined before assuming that it will reduce adverse impact. 

7) Emerging topics

a) Team Member Selection: 

i) Conscientiousness does not predict team perf on creative task

ii) Task perf: team better with all high on conscientiousness and g

b) Cross-cultural Selection Issues

