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16 Abstract (qoﬁf.) ‘ - '

wade_available or supported by the company. We found short
for employees who were young, female,

and who had transferable skills. Black———
employees and those with 1low performance ratings also had hi Wt.ruina_ionulutc..
After the first two years, younger, female, and black employees had lower t
rates. The resruiting and selection process has a built

, -in bias| against minority
applicants, and only atrong affitmative a¢tion will enable blacks ta enter this’
relatively stable internal labor nnrket.‘t : .
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INTRODUCTION.

-

Individuals tin& employment in our economy through a complex ”

.brOCQlI that involves search on the part of the pro.poetiv.~iﬁ§Ib§iii_m‘~

and selectién processes utilized by employers. To & .large extent job
lchlrl know. vcry litcle about the crttcria and decision rules that-
"they ‘tace when thoy qpply for employmeh:. )

Except for highly skilled jobu, Employers are usually faced
' with&la:ga numb’ru of job npplicntinnl from which they must select
the luccclofuf candidatel. Their success or ‘failure is a function
of their ability to pass through the omployer s screening process.
Labor market specialists frequently réfer to the "matching" process,
but th:(:fployer with a vacancy providas little infdrmltion'about‘
exactly what characteristics are being sought in a new employee, and
sach ewpioyor has its own criteria for selection. Consequently,
job applicants are forced to play the game without knowing the
fuiel, since they are get anew by each prospective employer.' The game
1s not necessarily a fair one. Some groups in the labor force may
have more information than-.others concerning ﬁhle mlr‘ailability of jobs
QSf the criteria used 5y those who do the screening. Some will have

‘anl advantagée because they have characteristics that-are given poéitive

weight in the selection process. In the absence ¢f speclal effort,
it is‘likely that minority groups in the labor force will
and by’ t

advantaged by their relative lack of information;
to satisfy criteria that depend on experience or elationghips that
are less available to them. From the employer's ée spective, the - 7
aelection process is difficult to control and monitors

have a gqg_(deal of latitude in carrying out the hif{ng function, and

it 1s extremely difficult amd costly to evaluate the results of their

' activities. First of gll, there may be considerable discrepancy between

!

ir nability

g‘nagement'sperception of the process,and the effective screening rules.

9d

rsonnel officers

The actual hiring criteria can only be determined by examining the results

_of the hiring decizions. Then there is the problem of validating the

process, that is, determining the extent to _which the criteria utilized

_, >
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in the screening of applicants are releuho to .the job performance of
successful candidates. The problem'i- complicated by the fact that the

makeup ena_i!‘iifiﬁiﬁiiiwofhih‘Eﬁﬁlé}i?‘i_liBof‘tofEEdic any point
of time is the result not only of its aoloccion procodureu, buc also
- of the dociaion rules utilized in the firm's "intetnal labor merket "
An employee' . performance is a funccion of poruonel cherecteriacicc
and backgrdund, brought with the individual to the employer, qnd Fho
omployoo s organizational experience with the employer. ‘
The efficiency of individual figms, and the economy's potentiel

/
for growth is dependent in part on the extent to whig{ all groups 1in
eﬁployment. This
\v

the labor force ate able to find their most producti
_ is more likely to occur Lf job seekers are more aware of the criteria
! r used by the firmu and industries in selecting employees, and if employers
take steps to insure that their selection piaqedures, and the administration
of their "internal labor markets' make the most effective use of the
‘availadble labor supply. ' Through the examinacion of a éelacive stable
Utility Company, this study has attempted to provide some insight into
the selection process, and into the faetore*ﬁﬂggﬁgppear to affect an
employee's relative success in the organization Although limited
to a single firm, our results add to our under&taﬁding of the fectors
that determine how individuals move into prnductive employment , and
progress through the job matrix of a firm. The study. serves as an illus-
tration of the importance, as well as the difficulty, of testing assumpﬂons
made by employers when they screen applicants for employment, and of
assessing the effects of their manpower policies and procedures
The cooperating employer is a Gas Utility company that employs

approximately 1600 individuals, of whom two hundred are supervision or
management, five hundred are white‘collar workers, and nine hundred
. are blue collar wage earners. The study was based ;Rapplication files,

interviews with management personnel, and on the records of imdividuals

who were on the company's payroll as o%kJanuary 1, 1968, and wﬁo werﬁv

hired gy the company from that time through January 1, 1972,




“« : ) . . “
The applicnn:u for employment durlﬁp cho Reriod of the ltudyl
were over 70% male and 91% white. Their average age was about 24, and
almost all of them had ac least & high school degree. Only .bout Ly

had no prior vnrk experience, and over one-third of tho applicantn
wvere currontly employed when they applied. About 457 of the total
had left their prior employment voluntarily. Apbroxima;ely.351 of the
”gpplicangbkllkod for employmerit at "(ny" job, and over 70% were '‘walk-
ins" who cama,io the company without any specific r;ferral._Of those
who were rofﬁrred to the employer, the predominant source of referral
was an employee of the company. Although the company hired only 92
- employees during the period of the study, it recelved 3013 job applications.
v 1t ie particularly interesting to observe the large numbar of walk-in 3
‘ applicants for the small number of available openinga. In view of the
substantial number of ipplicants'who were apparently willing to change
jobs to come to work for the company, it was appatently.viewed-ns a
relatively desirable place to work.

3

Refer Jo Appendix A, Table 1 for the.Characteristics of the Applicant
Population




THE COMPANY'S EMPLOYMENT PROCEDURES .

The llrgo number of lppltcatlons-Oroatol an lntormatlon procesaing

problem. Vacancies are not always avsilable when the nppllcatlonu 'f°4mw,,mi:;

~

xeceived, and in spite of the volume 3f job seekers, the employer may
not'bo able to identify an acceptable applicant for a particular jobd
at the time that it must be filled. When an opening {s to bde filled,
the employer must be able to find a candidate who is acceptable’ to the
management from the spplications that are on hand, or if that fails, from
some other source. The fullowing description of the company‘'s employ-
ment procedures is based on the perceptions of the personnel staff who
are rouponnlblc for the activity.

The company carries on its actlvltlea at a central of fice and at
seven division offices. Applications are acccpted at all locations
from anyone who widhes to apply for a job. Normally, the application
will bc'fllled out: at the point of appllcatlé&. although some are mallod

An. All offices have been 1nstructéd to mark application forms from black °

lppllcnntn with some identifying code on the bottom of the form. (The

?employmont supervisor learned from us that one of the division offices

- hnd not complied with this instruction. )

At the central office, the eisployment supervlaor s legretnry (K)
_screens all of the applications received there, ‘and picks out those that
seem to her best suited for any current or expected openings. Slie gives
these to the employmené pupervisor (J) who states that he also reviews
all of the applications and plska out any others.that appear to him to
have special promise. Normally applications are retained for one year.
The applications selected by K and J are kept in a special file (the
hot file) in the employment supervisor's desk for quick reference should
an opening occur. The hot file may also contain applicatlons of a fe
individuals who have been interviewed but not hired. When an opeﬁlng
occurs, J goes. first to the applications in his hot file. If he has
an individual who has been interviewed recently and who appears to be
partlculurly qualified, he may simple offer the job to that person with-
out considering other applications. Normally, however, “he dill examine

¥

a few file from the hot file and ask K to go back through recent applicationa

-

LS
o
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— individuaty with parttcular specificattions.  This latter procodure

in a general file for qualified individuals. Those ulocicd in this way |
are called in for interviews and testings Llf there are not endugh
prospsctive candidates, employment agencies will be asked to refer

{s usually followed tor jobs that require some advanced skilla dncluding
key punch and is not ‘followed for lower level jobs such’ as mail clerks
or clerk-typist. Individuals who are referred frow the employment
agencies in this mander fill out,application forms, are interviewed, and

| .tested. J works , regularly with four employment a;onotoq that are

familiar with hia requirements and who normally can be countcd’qpon to
send him qualified people. ,
After 1nt¢rV1owl and testing; the omploynont supervisor pickn out-
a few of the best cnndidatel qnd these are interviewed by the dopa;tn.nt

head.: The above procedures gﬁbly to individuals who apply for work at the

"centdal office for work at that office or at Division D which is nearby,

In océ:cting 4individuals to be interviewed, proximf;y to the job

‘and.rcfctral source are given heavy weight. Of the two, referral by a

relative employed by thg'compinx appears to be the moat.important_coniid-
.eration. The company also makes a peint\?f interviewing plack applicants
who are referred by certain social agencies. - ) .

At the divisions, it appears that some screening takes place in
advance, that is, at the fLme the ‘application is filled out. There is no
e stablished procedure angd the process varies from a casual evaluétion by

‘somecne in khe office to a short interview. However, if this initiaF .

‘séreening does not result in some sort of positiVve opinion, the ‘“

applieant probably will not be selected for interview and testing when

& job opening.occurs. Normally, wheﬁ a job opens up aé the divfkion,xthe

division manager will scteen his applicaéiona and pick out seven o} eight.
The employment supe isor (J) will then g8Q to the division to interview

the applicants seti::ed +py the division manager. J will pick out the

, Ly
‘topdtwo or three on the basis of the 1nterv1ews and the final employment

decision v111 be made by the division manager and the employment
aupervisor Jointly. . ' ( '



'Divtlion B ié'an exception to 'this procedure, since the division
manager -sends &11 of his applicationifto the central office where J does.

gthe initial screening-add ~E‘]:ection of individuals for interview. The

_division manager instituted this procedure primarily to get away from the
problem of‘feferral from relatives. employed by the company. It is

. . apparent that for some time the. company has made general usé of the

F

'referrals from empkoyed re1atives as a prescreening device._ The

'"aasumptionwhas been that- the company would get'superior applicants if f
%

_eference to: relatives referred to them by their employees.

- J asserts?that although preference is given in selection for interviews

4nd testing, that after the,aﬁ“/tional information made available thrOugh

B the interviews and test is obtained relatives are given preference Tnly

| way so that K and_ J would have to depend. upon ‘their memories to pick them v #

if they are as well-qualified as. the other applicants._

| ‘An - interesting aspect of the employment procedure is- the disposition

of applicants whd-are selected for interview and testing but who are not .
hired Although some[exceptional applicants are retained An the "“"hot " “
file“ it appears fh'at the gtherszne put back into the general office R4
application file. Thesb applications are not marked or identified in any -

. out 9f a Jfrelevant job openipg appeared in the r@ month or two., - o
Tests - .;.°'- - - - - ) ) SR ]

Applicants for blue-collar jobs are given the Wonderlic test and the
Bennett mechanical test. Applicants for white= collar jobs ‘have been given

"a‘total of 11 tests during our’ sample period. The test selection depends

'-on the type of. job for- which the ndividual is being considered The parent
-company-established norms for three of the tests, including the Wonderlic
j(whites only). Black applicants are rated on the- publisher s national )

norms. In other cases, the company utilizes norms devehg?ed by the publisﬁ;r;“—\

"gf the individual tests., . T » : -):

{-After interview and'testing, selection is based‘primarily on the
‘applicants’ related skills, aS'measured‘by.test scores, and orn their

. attitudesrtoward work, as‘measured by the‘interviewersl In addition‘ .

persOnality is’ considered to see if the applicant would "fit in" with ‘the

‘°'other people already in the section where the opening exists. Finally,

S
L

'.as indicated above, additional preference may be given to relativeslgf

e

current emplpyees.._ S R . -

\) ‘ .5._'._"- ‘ “ ‘».. . . o .,_ A » ’ S .‘
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’ Minority Employment , T T .-

u

-._poaitive action  program. J has a black—assistant (T) whose primary~

The coupany has developed . and is presumably complying with a ]
duties are the recruitment and screening of mihority applicants. ‘When, -
minority ap‘licants appear at the central personnel office, they are '

introduced to T who interviews them and‘hay note his comments on. their

'ﬂ,application forms. -He identifies minority employees with the most

lptomise and holds their applications- in his files for further consideration

. -when an opening occurs. if .a. ‘minority applicant with special qualifications;

‘is located, a special effort is made to place that individual as soon as

‘_possible.' Two . of their divisions prefer td recrult their own minority

-

-process unless J, as indicated above,

'employees, and very little has been done to_recruit black employees in ~

two of the other’ divisions. 1In any case, minozity hiring is normall done

_as a result of stimulation from the central. office.. (Note that this is

'the procedure as seen from the central office) For about every “third or

~fourth hire, J suggests tq the division manager that the opening should ;:
" be filled with a.black employee. He will then ask T to chedd his files

‘(The Affirmative Action. file) to see if he has any qualified ap Ticants. -

If a qualified blaok applicant is on file at ‘this point, hé may be hired

immediately without making further comparisons with othér applicants,

provided that the approva{ of the division “manager has been obtained. E .

In soine cases, the division official. may wish to talk with the prospecb-

ive employee before the final hiring decision is made, but the minority

applicant may be hired without the division manager.s active participation..

If there is no qualified ‘black applicant in the file, T attempts to find .

one through active recruitment. o )

T is aware of all job openings and he can suggest minority employees *

if he has qualified applications in his file. However, unless he does, it

is unlikely that a black applicant vzillparticipate in the screening o :
: 8 suggested that the azrticular »

z

opening should -be filled with a black emplayee.

applicants .are tested or int ﬂiewod for employment.~ This intiai cut

) L}

~ B . N * - ¢ BN
. — . < \
. - B r . g
Y R v . . . 5 . B . R -
. . « . . . . 7
' . . . ' - ~
. . o .



appeara tdfbe very informal, and there.was li€tle indi tion that the

' criteria used at this: state had been developed on' the basis ofdpredieted
job success. In many cases relatively untrained perso nel at the centra!‘
offlce and at. the divisions made choices that eliminated most of the ;
agplicsnts from urther serious consideration. The procedure appears to -
operate in such _ way as to produce acceptablé(candidates far employment
with a minimum of information processing. Given the volume1of spplications

e4ﬁhmber of openings, this may be - the most efficient way to

i relative to ;
' 1 }{ire satisfactory employees.- However, it would bh easy . for - .
qualiffed’applicants to remain dormant in the files while less qualified
candidates are selected for interview and testing. The initial screeuning
at the divisions, and the weight apparently given to referrals by employe&
';relatives, and tO\"fitting in" are' factors that could limit the company 8

LY

-

R ability to.locate and hire the most productive employees, an ,that could
T make_it difficult for job applicants who are'different" to oBbtain employment
.'.“with the compsny.f*The affirmative action "push"-from the central office '

helps to ameliorate’ the problem with respect so minority jobJ!Splicants,
e of '

N but the informsl‘ﬁhitial screening process is a.potential so A
- inequity and inefficiency The hiring decisions are based on a cotfibination °.
of tests and interviewer ratings, with the final- choices ‘made by operating
| management together with the employment supervisor._ Each case 'is considereat
separately,. and the only way to determine the critbria that are used in the |

exercise of managerial judgment 1is- through an examination of the results.

e g . ’ ' ‘ ) + ‘
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ANALYSTS OF SELECTION PROCEDURES.

| ‘The proof of the pudding is in the eating, and the only way to
o identify the aignificant criitria in the two-step screening of job d”
'hﬁapplicanta is by atudying the charadteriaticaﬂgﬁgthe individuals who
are aelected._ The initial screening, for interview and testing, and _
the hiring decisions, were studied separately.. ‘.hlyzing the information
that was available to the company at each step, we tried to fit mode lg s
that would 1dentify the significant variables in the ablection proceaa.~-‘3
Applicanta foér blue-collar jobs, all of whom were male, and -applicants. v
tfor white-Collar jobs, were studikd separately, ‘because .the twod types";' _.1_-k~
of joba are not eompa able. Wherever poasihle,?an attestwas made €o - -7
£it aeparate modela for® ‘black and white job appliéants. | '

9
-

8e1ectlon for Interview and Testing | T : -'J : S .
White Male Applicants for Blue-Collar Jobs? For white male applicanta ﬁ:?gl

Lo

,‘selection for. interview waa overwhelmingiy dominated by relationships ‘
l‘with individuals already employed by ~thé company. "The most significant d '.*iﬁ
: variahlp wdg having a relative employed by the company, and the ne*t ' .
moat impoxtant variable was a referral from an unrelated employee. The
; other}varidbdea that were - positiveljjcorrelated with aeledtion for interview
 were working at the time of applicatjion, a high échool degree, anﬂ other ;'
fedUcation. A relatively amall F: ‘and coeﬁficient for the high school degree
variable is probably explained by the fact that a higﬁ proportion of the
| _ appliéanta had a high school degree. . 'In aummary, the selection for 1n- -
e .terview was muich wmore probable for those’ individuala‘who had relatives )
| '5working for the’ company or-were referred‘to the\company by an.employee.
} ll'The chance of- selection for interview was somewhat improved if the
| ';;applicant was currently working, had -a high ‘school degree anﬂ had aome f*
addtcional education There were,gmall but atatiatically aignificant :
- negatiVe re1ationshipa between selection for interview and having held -~
'other emplOyment, in particular, having worked in the steel induatry, and
having a college degree,"It appeara that the company ‘may have been less >
willing to 1ntervieW'individuala who might return to employment in. another

' induatry and c011ege degrees were apparently considefed to be over-qualification.

o ° ‘ - ) . - . ) ) . . “’ 4
- - “Refer to Appendix B : . : L - : .

3Be‘fer~to Appendix C Table 2 _ g e I j A
N i . ' ° . ) ) )
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Bllck Male Applicsnts for Blue-Collar Jobs@ 'Although having an
employod relative helped black applfcsnts be selected ‘foxr interview - .

;he smsll numbers made this an insignificant factor in the selection Tyooea
process. The most significant vdriable in being selected for interview
for blsck applicants was being referredqto the company by a social .
sgsncy. The company apparently gave significsntly more sttention to
_bliack applicsnts who came to~them.from social agenqy sources than to

those who made application inf@ny other way. Another relstively Big- S
nificsnt varisble was having white collar experience, and the comPﬂny |
showed some preference for blach applicants who had worked previou81y e L
at -such jobs as switchboard operator, lsb technician, ‘and inspector. The.'-

chsnce of selection for interview for these spplicants‘wss'reduced 1f they

. hsg previous work experience and in pgrticulsr, if they had worked in -

F

-

,-~pre ed as a negative reaction -to individusls with-thst ‘type. of experience’

‘ the steel industry. The . previoﬁs job varisble is. moderstelyF;;?relsted
wibh unskilled work experience, and results should probably be inter-

¥

well as a reluctance ro i nterview indfviduals who might return to

sr ther job. Years of edﬁéstion wss_pegstively conrelsted with GeleCtion
interview an this msy be explained by ‘the: dominance of the terming)
egree and W reluctance to interview individusls with more

educst_" . In summary, ‘the company wss substantially more likely to -

- interview black applicants whio hsd come tq them from a social agency ‘and

ihdividuals ‘who had. previous white collar employment ‘experience.’ The - °

- latter may have been used- a5 an implicit quslity indicator snd is con=-

~

'sistent with the negative effect .of the previous job vsriable which to- a
substsntial degree indicates previous unskilled employment. “In the Y

‘,1snalysis of all male applicantg, the race vsrisble and socisl agency referrals

were. identified as significant variables, indicating that the ‘company had

,shown some preference for black applicants.v .

White Collar Job Applicsnts v : . ' S . . B ' 3

t

‘Since hiring for white collar jobs is done for specific job openingB' ‘:-

thst cover a wide rsnge of employment requirements, it was necesarry to seg-'r

Tw .
? . e - . o
- -

4Refer"to Appendix C Table'ji ‘_ . © : i‘i_'
PRefer to Appendix C.Table 4 | e Sy
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s .ment the data by the type of job for which the individual applied. -”’_w

\ Separate ahalysis was done for spplications for key punch home '

' economist.‘ accounting clerk and secretary clerk jobs. The latter 3roup
which combined applicants for clerk, secretary, and steno-clerk jobs, S

.was lsrge enough to permit analxsis of white and .black applicants

. loparately as well as an analysis of'the total applicant populetion..

a

. KReyP ch6 N e | | "
o The first screen of applitants for key punch jobs was hcavily '

weightegbby private ‘agency. referrals and individuals ‘who were currently
-working, primarily with key punch experience, ‘were selected for interview.

it would appear that th private agency eferrqls selected ﬁpr interview : 7
were primarily those wizh cleariy relevant skills and it appears that only il

such individuals were probably referred to ‘the company . . _
#' -

Home Econamist7 i - . ‘_‘ .. S
| In selecting applicants to be interviewed for the home economist job
"-the company appears to have responded positively to appIicants who were

referred by employees, those with college degrees and applicants with

some blue coller experience. The latter would. fnclude previous work as a‘

cook. * The chance of being'selected‘for interview was somewhat negatively

_sffected by having worked in manufacturing and by early availability for. -

employment. Noisingteavariable was dominant, although an employee re--

iference was the most significant variable. - , "‘

‘Accounti g Clerk8 g - ‘ - -

o

-~ As In the case of the key punch job, selection of applicants for vt

interview for the accounting clerk _job was dominated by sgency referral ¥

,_The.ability to operate adding machines and other of fice equipment 'also
'helped\individuals be selected for interviews, and secretarial ‘experience '
had a negative effect. It would appear that for a job ‘that can utilize .
'specific skilIs, the company relied very heavily on referrals from employ-

ro.,

" ment agenciés and that specific skills were helpful

l
6efer to Appendi ":1-:‘151 5,6,7 o o
_ Refer to Appendix C . l'able o, ,_._ L w. e
o 7Refer*to Appendix C Table 8 >v-"€{- - R » | ? ::4
'IPRefer to Apppndix C Table 9 o o S T i E
\‘ ] J ., 7 . ) ..~ rd i ) ) . e . . b -
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. s.crotagz-CIerk _ : : T‘

’rbf being referred to‘the company by a private employment agency.

9 o o : .
- - white applicantstere more likely to. be selected for intenview
1if they‘were referred to the company by an employee or by an embloyment .
agency ‘and 1f they had some period of other education. There is-also
°lome indication of preference [or upplicants who were not married.at

the time of their application. For *lack applicants the .only significant \

;' variable that can be identified is referral by a private employment

agency. In additiom to .being significant, private agency referral had

a very high, coefficient in'the model and no other variable added
oignificantly to the variance explained. In summary, the chance of :g-
being selected fof interview for the secretary-clerk job was substantially
improved if the applicant was referred by a private employment agency

or by a company employee. There was some preference given to black

applicants but their selection for interview was substantially a function

Hiring;glue-Collar Employees10 ' L

Two hundred individuals were interviewed for blue collar jobs and
fifty were hired. The problem of identifying those factors that were
most significant in determining which individuals to'hire is made difficult

”’

by the -fact’ that there are high correlations among’ the variables at could

- &:b group% of theagighly .correlated interview variables. ~

have been considered in the selection .process. This ‘s partiCularly true
Erm There is" a strong possibility ;

of various categories on the interview £
of a halo effect, particularly since the tests were administered and their
resplts seen by the gersonnel representative prior to the interview. One
response to this problem was to test separate model's using different
The'first model included appearance, attitude, and overall verbal‘v
,rating from among the interview variables. Analysis showed that the
attitude rating on the interview was the most significant variable in
the model with the. highest beta value.‘ The appearance rating was .also

significanﬁ. Having a relative employed by the company was positively
relafed to selection for hires and the score achieved An the mechanical

test was positively related to being hired. Omn the other hand,;individuals

who had- some other education (nonacademic post high school) were less

likely to be hired by the company.. Although our analysis dropped them

] S

9Refer to Appendix %'Eables 10, L!?f? s : |

RS =fer to, Appendix C Tables 13, 14

13
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from tho modol, it should “be .noticed’ that’ race and referral by a coﬂpeny
c.plévne just missed our ‘test of significance. Black employees were more

liLely to be selected ‘for hire as were applicants who were referred to

" the coupepy by empioyees. ’ ' D . e -

. 1
*  ‘The second model substithed the overall rating for the interView

: variableo that had been\uaed in the first model; and none of.the tedts

were included. The: tests were dropped from this model becaus they were
highly correlated with the overall interview Trating. In this second '
model the overall interview rating dominated as an indicator of those
individuals ﬁho were hired ‘by the company. - Having»a relatiVe employed by
the company was positively related to being selected for hire, while having
lon’other education appeared to deécrease the probability of being hired.
The very high eigniv’cance of the overall rating in the blue collar hiring'
mndel may simply indicate that it is the interviewer s summary estimate ﬁ
of all the other information obtained from the ‘job applf:ant. Thé overall

rating ia highly correlated with appearance, personality, ambition and the.
other cubjective interview ratings, as well as with the mechanical and
Wonderlic test scores. - C | . ' .

It would appear that the interviewees mechanicai test: score and the :
interviewer s judgment of his attitude and appearance wefe ‘highly sig- .
nificant in being selected for a job. There Was also signifioant evidence
that-individuals ‘with rélatives egbloyed by the company wvere given some 3
preference in being hired for blue collar. jobs._ It is interesting that-

having had some other education was, not onIy not helpful but appeared
to decrease the probability of being selected‘for employment.

During the period studied,. 10 individualb were ‘hired for blue-collar -
jobs without going through the interview and test procedures. Five 02
them had previously worked for the .company, possibly as summer employees,

-i_and'four of the others were referred to the company by employees. Since

these individuals represent a'aubstantiel fraction of the‘totai numberx
hired, their experience adds to the eyidence that the informal commﬁnication .

.network, knowing sompone.on the'iﬁside is important in gaining entry\intof.

company employment. In this_regard, the data show that none of the black

-applicants who were hired were related to company employees'or had been
‘ referred'to the company by an employee. But four of the eleven blacks hired
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~ for blaa-collar jobs'vere referred to_the company by the Employment |
Service.’ o

' ~ Since all hlue-dollar hired were analyzed together, théiresults do
nogqindicate the significance of variables that may be important to a L,

liqgted nunber of jobs. - - For example, a review of the tabulated data indicates
that particular skills and prior experience with the company increased the |

-

probability of being hired. i~ e /- v
irigg whi te Collar Em 4pgoyees , - o ( o -

Sipce only 21 white collar employees’here hired' from the interviewed
group, regression analysis was,ruled out. However, the‘data‘was examined
_carefnlly invan attempt to identify the factors that distinguished‘the ' Yo

_ individuals hired from the interviewed populatgpn-for those.jobs for

which several employees were hired in the same period. » |

. Except for key. punch jobe, the company apparently used the Wonderlic .

test either as a screening device to eliminate those with low scores, .
or as a criterion in selecting applicants who did partichlary well on the

" test.. For all jobs, the company preferred applicants with the specific
skills required for the job and with experience in performing the particular
type of work._ Spec®fic teats, such as typing, clerical, and number were ’
utilized in selecting employees for jobs that used those skills. The
agplicant ranked highest on.any one of these factors was not neceesarily
selected for employment, although a very high ranking—on one criterion
apparently could balance a: relativeiy lower ranking on another. Selection
for all of the jobs considered was based in substantial part on inter-
viewer ratings, particularly on appearance and the overall interviewer
rating. Personality, attitude and verbal ratings were ' also given weiaht.‘-
‘The applicant with the highest appearance ratins was h&red in four of the
five job categories considered, and in all five the successful applicanta
were on average rated higher on verbal and nPPearance than those rejected
However, in all but two cases, there was an overlap of ratings between J
thoae-hired and those who were not.. That is, a rejected applicant had

an interview rating that was at least as ‘high as the lowest score of an
o indiyidual who was. hired.11 The company was more likely to hire applicants
- referred by private employment agencies for Key Punch jobs, but agency

- referral’ was not a factor in hiring fJr the other‘jobs.

4

-

11 o : _
_Refer to Appendix C Table 15
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- Five vhi;e collar employees were hired without going through the
__teeting and - interview procese, but four ,of them had p eviously worked -
'for the cenpeny and the fifth was an engineer who had been ‘-referred by an
.enployee. Evidently prior emplt yment withi&he company made it possible
to go through an informal hiring procese, since the applicant was, in some
sense, a known quantity. k B o . ’
For those hired. through the normal procedure, the selections were
bceed on skills, experience, tests, and interviewer ratinge. The weighte "1:
' . given to the various criteria veriedvin individual cases, and’ it is clear _
ﬁ ' that -subjective judgments were, involved ‘both in .the interviewer ratings, and
in the way the retings and other Verieb}ee were-considered in meking the |
hiring decieione. It would' appear thet the employnent office had more
influence over the hiring of white collnr then blue- collnr employeee,
hend thnt as a consequence, the preference for relatives of employeee
and for those referred by employees, that played a. role in hiring for‘

*blue-collar jobs, does ndt 3urfece asqignificent criteria.

L

e
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\ = VHITE COLLAR EMPLOVER PERFORMANCE :

‘The company's acreehing process for the selection of new employees
1is baoed on the belief, that the criteria used will identify s uccessful
genploycel. But after joinins the comnany, the abtlities and pergon,] , v
characte stics of .the employees interact with experiences in and out of the
.'oerganiution to -determine their relative performance. Courses taken = —_—
outside the firm, internal training, job assignments and tenure with .

’ tha employeér are among the factors that can affect the employee 8 effect-

; ivaneoo in the organization. Theoretically, in order to- assess the SR
effectivoness of the company s hiring process, the performance of |
groups of e-ployeea with identical job assigrments and job histories
should be studied to determine if the hiring criteria were related '

to the observed differences in performance.lz

As' an approximation,

we - analyzed the performance ratings of: employees at each job level, and,
tried to identify significant relationships between the ratings and

 the information available for the individual employeesl3 To assess the
company ] screening process we were interested in the possible significance
of variables that were available at the time of hire. 1In addition, we
tried to obtain some insight into the operation of the firm 8 internal
labor market by examining the impact of such organizational variables

',a tenure, location, and training. Unfortunately, interview forms

— had not been standardized over an extended time period, and it was not
possible to include the various interviewer ratings in our analysis. _ .
'Howevyer, test scores, which ‘had been found to be correlated with in-
_terviewer ratings, were utilized to the extent. that they were available.

‘The annual performance rating given to white collar workers was - : S .
used as a dependent variable in models based on personal and organizational ;
variables. The amouni of variance explained by the models-varied by
white collar job level,and variables were identified as being related
to the performance measure at different levels of significance.’ The details
of the analysis ‘are presented in‘Appendix D, but in the discussion that
follows, the paossible role of a variable in affecting perform;ate was
judged on the basis of both the level of statistical significance and the

12 -
-For an excellent discussion of this problem see Personnel Selection and

 Placement, Marvin Dunnette, Wadsworth Publishing Tompany, Belmont, Callfornia,.

1966, Particularly, Chapter b, "A Model for Test Validation and Selection
B=gsearch."” ~ o

fer to Appendix D for the analysis -of White Collar Performance Ratings.
-19-
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fraquaney with thich the variable was identified as having a signifiqant» -

- relationship uith performance ratings.

Although referral by a private employment agency was one of the
significant criteria in the screening process, there was no indigation -
‘ \\§hat was related to the relative success of white collar employees
at -hy‘job level. It is tempting to suggest that the agency referral
criterion is not;an,effeeti predictor of performance, but it must be
‘remembered that we. havé no- :\}ormation on' hou well épplicanta rejected
. on that. basis would have performed. . The uae of p vate agepcy referral

as one of ‘the criteria used in selecting new employees could have helped _
- the company-recruit satisfactory employees in spite‘qf the fact that tha o

criterion is mnot significantly related to. the rolative performance -

of those who were, hired. Nevertheless, the data indicates that employees

selected’ on other bases did not perform significantly worse than those

who were referred by private empld»ment agencies. The same can be said

for applicants who were referred to the company by employees.~ Although

that criterion was used in part of the acreening process for some white

collar jobs, there is no evidence that employees who came to the company _

from that source perfo&med any better than walk-ins or individnals ﬂmo
__were_referred by others. Howe fer, in some jobs the informal communication

network may have an effect. I the lowest -and highest jobs in the clerical-

technical group (level 1 and level 7). employees who were related to

employees of the company whenthey were hired received sig:xificantly high-

er performanpe ratings. But the evidence is mixed, since in job level

3, there 18 some indgéation that such employees received lower ratings.

The company used evidence of specific skills and experience to screen’

jop applicants, and there is mixed evidence concerning the effectiveness _ e

of those criteria. The clerical test was identified as a significant

variable in models for job level 2 and for job level 4 clerks, tending

to validate the company s use of that criterion for secretarial-clerk .

jobs. On the -other- hand the data indicate that employees who had . L

office akills vhen they were hired receive lower performance ratings -in

job levels 1 and 6. Of,particular interest 1s the fact that the criterion




- “

. &
‘does not appear to have been significant for relative performance in the
"other five job lsvels. . ’ «

Thers is also nixed evidenco on the utility of r_he Honderlic test as

..a eriterion for lelection 1t s apparently used as a factor in the

hiring process in four of the fiv ite collar job groups considered.
Hou.vor, analysis of the performpance atings shows evidence of some pos--
itive reletionship to the ponderlic test in only two of the seven job

levels, joh~1evels 2 snd 4. The Wonderlic test results had a negstive
relstionship with performance ratings in job levels 1 and -6, and the strong- N

‘est evidence of significance was negative for job class 1. The key punch

job, for which :he‘ﬁonderiic vas eﬁident&y not'used as a hiring criterion,
is in job level 2. '

In summary, there sppears to be niixed evidence concerning the effect- .
ivsness of the hiring ‘criteria that were available for study. The psucity
of evidence of significance 1is ‘underlined by the vsrisbles that were iden:f'
tified as being significantly related to pcrfornsnce ratings. In six of
the seven job‘leVels; at the highest level of significance used in'the 7wg4
analysis; the data showed that msle employees received ‘higher performance
ratings than females in the same ]Job levels. Since sech job level is msde
up of a variety of jobs in some of which I am sure women are not equally
represen;ed the sex variable may be a proxy for job title. However, the'
same result was obtained in the analysis of the job level &4 clerks, a group

-~

that was more homogeneous than the totsl job level population. Only in

" job level 7, which includes skilled technicians, exécutive secretsries and

accountants, was there some evidence that female employees received higher

. ratings than their male counterparts . -

There wis also uniform evidence that performsnce ratings were positively
related to length of tenure with the company. The ''total years'' variable
was significant in models for all of the white collar job levelsl.é There
is no way of determining whether this reflects learning snd_improvément
on the job, or whether the social norm of the organization results in

_ higher ratings for longey service employees. Possibly related to this

finding is the evidence that in job clsss 1, employees with high school ‘;

degrees received lower performance ratings than others at thxt level

i v
Age was also a significant variable, but if was highly correlated with -

total years, and the analysis indicated that it was the period of
engloyment, rather than age that was related to higher’ performance ratings.

Q
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Since almost all recent new hires have high school degrees, thi! may reflect
the fact: that employeee with greeter seniority tend to receive higher ratings.
There is some indication that: white employees received higher ratings el
than blacks in job level 2 which ingluded 137 black emPloyeee,iend job level
3, in wich 7.8% Gf the eméloyeea verg black. The evidence for the disparity -
vas ctronger for the letter job level. Job, lével 1 included 31% black
e-ployeee, and there was no evidence of any racigl difference in performance
ratings. fhere were no black employees at levels 6 and 7, end black re- .

[y

presentation at levels 4 amd 5 was less than 31. .
There was mixed evidence on the imporsance of pdst enpf!ﬁpedt treining-—~—.
and education for white col&ar employeee Secretarial courses had a neg-
_ative relationship with performance ratinge'for emplgﬁees,%f'ﬁob levels 1
“and &, and general external courses, not’ eupported by the employer, were
aeeocieted with lower retinge for job levela 6 and 7. The direction of
causation is not clear, eince the data may simply indicate thet enployees
‘ with shortcomings take outside craining of this type to improve their
status. Gas- distribution course%‘were aasocieted with higher retinge tn
job levels 4 and 6; approved business courses had a positive reletionehip
-nith ratings in job level S; niscellaneous approved coure had a sig-
nificant positive relationehip with performance reginge in job level 3;
-and, internal training and technical courses wexé’essocieted with higher
ratings in job level 7. It cannot be conciuded that these courses helped
improve employee retings, since the employer may have selected those with
‘higher retings for internal training or for sponsorship of outside courses.
- It must be noted that the amount of variance .in performance ratings s
in some job levels was I::atively low and all cases most of the variance
is a function of indivi
have not been captured by-our models. However, there is enough evidénce

-

to raise questions about the effectiveness of some of the screening

1 differences and organizational factors that

criteria used by the company, and substantial evidence that female employees
_are at a disadvantage in performance ratings. In the stable -environment
of the Utility company it appears’ that tenure of employment has a sub- .
stantial impact on performance ratings, and that some post-employment '
’ trginin“!s either an ald to performance rating or a sign of recognition

of superior performarice.

-
»
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',to their scores on the Bennett mechanical test. At this level foremen - .

Perfonmance ;atlngs were analyzed for ‘three lovels of the sxempt '
Supethtory, Adminlstrutive and Professlnnnl Personnel For Job Level
20 which igcluded Buyers Office Managers, Sales Representativcs, and
Instructors among its Job titles, olden employees with longer tenure

with the Company received higher ratings/ .The same was true for individuals

- who had’ prior work experience, particularly in the ‘gas industry Employees
in thfﬁ grdup who had moved up in the organization most rapidly also '

" appeared to receive higher performance ratings At this levol the female

omployees received higher-ratings than their male counﬂ'rpaﬁ%s._*‘

) Performance ratings of foremen who are at job level 30, were studied. _
One interesting result ,was that their ratings were negatiVely related L

‘ who moved to their positiona in the smallest number of ateps received

. higher ratings than others, as did individualséﬁho took high school o A
equiValency courses.. Once again, the direction of causation is suspeot
since those with the best performance ratings mmght have been moved up

' fastest, and those with the drive snd motivation to achieve higher per-

formance ratings might also have had the motivation to complete their -

: hﬂgh school education. s ;;- e IR S ‘,- -

r .

~ .

’ actual performance._ They represent one indication of the organizaq!bn 8

Job Level 40 included a wide variety of supervisory positions, and:
there may not have been enoughahomogengity to obtain meaningful resultsf
However, at this level rapid promotion and prior experience in the gas
industry were negatively related to performance ratings. it may be i
thatﬁadministrators at this level are mostly long service employees who have
mude stable careers with the company. The only variable that had :
a positive relationship with performance ratings was the Dale Carnegie Lo
course. At this level successful humal relations may be.the key to E

success, or: at least a successful evaluation

Validityjof Performance Rati g N

All of: the above anslysis was based on performance ratings, not on,

evaluation of its employees but they may not be acchrate measure of
employees' éffectiveness. 0ver ‘the period from 196f through 1973, there- |

% T PR
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. were some persiatent differences in the average perforjbnce ratings‘
« awarded by the.piffersnt divistons. 'In three of the five years (1971-;
_1973). location G. had the highest average per formance. rating gnd in~
| the other two years, only one other division )\ad a higher aver%ge.“ :

' Similarly, .Location F gave the lowest average rating for three of the .:' .
£ive years (1969-11) ani was, ‘one away from the. bottom in & fou th ysar. R
Persistent differences of this kind may represent different standards '

f‘of evaluation, .but they msy also reflect differences in age, seniority,,.,

‘ snd time in grade. at the different locations. “The - normal expectation .
is. :hex individual ratipgs will move toward the top as - an individual
remains in a job, and the evidence shows that‘pattern In some years, e

' Location G had a model £ gure of 5 (top) for its performanca ratings. - -;
Of the 32 year to year anges in average ratings.represented by the
data, ‘21 were increases while the ratings went down only 11 times.

Thése figuree raise serious questions about the true. relationship between '

‘the* ratings and individual peiiormances.fp . T

Performance Rat;_ggrand Merit Increases *:‘
- Presumably one role for- performance ratings is to motivate superior
‘performance.‘ At the company studied “the: yearly salary increases are
ff partly‘a response to the individusl's 1evel of performance, but in the,7 ;
system used by the company, the salary chsnge is ‘a mgchanism through\.-
-_which the individual's selary level within grade in brought into con-
sistency wit!ﬁhis relative performance ratings., As a consequence of .

the letter constraint, individuals with salaries at the upper ‘end of :

.the range may not- receive annual merit. increases that reflect their .
_relative performance. The data show a strong relationship between f
lperformance ratings and the salaries of the individuals beirg rated.
'This can be tahe ag a form ‘of confirmation of the system. i.e. that
_ individuals who have mdved to the upper end of the salary range through
' ,merit continue to perform in a relatively superior fashiqn..HoWever, :

it may also indicate a reluctance on the part of the supervisors to gﬁxe B

individuals»relative ratings that are ldwer thsh their relative

) . -, B c - Y .’
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-tposition on the salary scaled Aswsn“EipGEEedicoﬁiéﬁﬁéncéi;thE“rétﬁtion:*“4<*’.
.1‘ship botween performance ratings and the resultaq; percentage merit o f.l,: ~
-'increaso is very small and in some cases, negative. A,systqm of this -
.kind does not provide a differential reward for’differential performance, 3-‘1
-ﬂalthough.theoretically individuels at the upper end of ‘the range who.' ."'i |
pcrformance fells would receive smnll increases. In practice, however, o
the constraints of the salary range and the reluctance to reduce per-' s _Jlj
'Eormance ratings appear to dominate and ‘the ‘net result is éhat there is L -
rio effeotive differential reward for performnnce. _ e . ?'f. ,-h
Tho«structure of the system also prpduces a negative relationship : |
-between the salary of the individual being reted”and the percentage
'-increas awarded Those who are at thq upper end of the range tend to
vrecoive lower perceﬁtage increases than’ individuals at the bottom of the b
range. This is another -way of looking et the absence of" incentive in the
'conatﬁﬁined merit system. Individuals near'the top of the range tend

]

J“to receive higher performanqg rat{ngs but lower percentege merit increases.
_' Analysis of normalized merit increase dgta established performancei

“A rdtings, and salery level before the iné'!hse, as. the only variables b_f'.
v that’ explained significant variance._ Job level ;ocation, and super- o

‘visory endorsements did not appear. to be significent.. Prior to the
1971 imposition of wage controls, supervisors were asked to select’

la per cent increame within a ‘range that would bring the individual 's
“salary,and performance ‘rating into confbrmity. This added E‘constreint
to the'system at the intermediate level similar to the structural

- constraint af the top of the range. After the imposition of the 1971
wage- controls, a; more, strdctured method of calculating ésern increasesj_ﬁ;_?h;;:
was instituted and as a bonsequence the individual'a merit increase ' '
was more directly and automatically responsive to a. comgination of  the '
performance rating and the indivtdual's relative salary within the range.
‘The data show much more unexplained verisnce in the i969 to 1§71 pgriod
than in 1972 and 1973.. In the latter two years the two variable model
,explains over 70% of the vsriance and over 80%. in 1973. When, both

. variables are included im the model performance rating is significantly
'releted to the/merit increases L Ie. indicates that given the salery level




1

, 'merlt 1ncreaaea are directly and positively related to performance ratingd

. flevel in a given salary. range the incentive aa measured by

But that given the-performance ratlng, ‘merit 1ncreascs are sluﬁlflcnnlly

and negntlbaly rolated to the salary lchl at which thv indiv duul In

_-tated In summary, the data ehows,‘ua one would oxpect fro

unalysls : . 4 .
. of tha atrucutre of the system, that as 1ndi.vidual.s moved t l"the upper .
L rit ln'e—x’eeees . "_'-
':-tendtd to decrease. PR L e T
'The uae of the more: structured eystem of aWardlng merit 1ncrcases "

1ncreaaed the relative fmpact, .he perfomance ratings on the merit
.”changes. Although the hegative relationshlp betweeﬂ ealary'levé1 and o
wege changea eont:l.nued ‘to be stfongly negeti.ve, there was viaible

"
oy

.evldence that performance ratings’ were positlvely associated with the ' -
merit increasee,. » \ SRR L R {- ,
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. S g
' IR
' ”
n'.b ".‘ o 3
Q : - . :
I ‘
) . _ I o
b \ ' . w'. l - ’.. 4
o J . -




‘.. . . .7 7+ HITE COLLAR PROMOTION RATES . TR

R . . . . . . .
A J A\ ' . ' . » o . ’

' Another mcasure of white collar employ;: performance, or rather of

_ the employer 8- recognitlon of performance, is ‘an employee s rate of
o progression in the organization. This variable was - .analyzed to see 1f
.‘.f- any of the screening variables, or other information .available at the ,'.f
.time of hire, was significantly related to the promotion rate%p' In.
addition, organizational datd were studied to see if we could identify .,'Tv:,
other factors that were related to upward mobility in.the firm. '_ v e '
' For employees in exempt classifications, there was little evidence

that the hiring criteria that could.be studied were related to this
measure ‘of success. In fact, scores on the clerical test had a

‘epignificant negative relationshib with- the rate ‘of promotion, and. there'

.was some indication that employees who had specific office skills when ‘%(-
hired were promoted less rapidly than others.» There wa some. evidence | '

“that EEE judgment test “'P positively. related and the fo ory -test ' _

: negatively related to promotion Weaker evidence (low'level of signifi-
cance in a single model) suggested that rhe Mechanical and Wonderlic tests_,
were positively related to the promotion rate._ _ _

Of the other information available at the:timE'of hire, prior utility

'industry experience appeared to be positively related,to promotion, ‘with
small. tetail experience having the. opposite relationship.‘ of. particular'
significance is the finding ‘that individuals who, were related to company :

.lemployees ‘'when they were hired had significantly higher rates of promotion.. e

‘The promotion rates of exempt employees were significantlysrelated Y PR

'f:to their work 1ocations, with compan¥ headquarters havfnh the strqngest ;;‘ig

' positive relationship'with progression. This is largely explained by the ,?f.h

_ grester opportunities for advancement at’ headquarters, but there is SR

o evidence of other significant differences 4n upward mobili.y at the various

) locationb. “'; ‘ ’

Refer to the tables in Appendix E for the statistical an ysis of
white. collar promotion rates._ As indicated above, interview ratings
were not available for Use in.oor, models of performance.
'analysis of hiringi&ata indicated a positiVe correlation bet¥Ween test

_scores and over-all iAterviewer ratings. When test data were included

. in these ‘models, the sample was limited to individuals who had been 4
1° ‘fjogiven at least one test. Averages were usedvto fill in for missing data.,

R
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r Younger'nmpioyees, or these with Eewer years of employment with '

————

the company, had higher promotion rates than their more mature collesgues.

'This finding reflects the pyramidal structure of the orgeni“stton ~whichrrrr——“——
provides fewer opporcunities for -advancement as one progfesses up the |
,job ladder. As'employees gain experience with the company and are . ;f
' promoted to more- responsible positions, they reduce'their chances for '
subeequent promotions. Since corporate’ maﬂsgement does not QVe an Pup
- out“ philosophy, older employees in terms of age and expex ience with - v. _ §,
the compsny, will have lower promotion rates than those who are still :
on the way up. ’ o ) : o 1,,
. Exempt em£loyees/ﬁay hsve been able !p help tﬂgir promotion .
'proepecrs throtgh continued education and trainlng, although.only two of o
the ¢ourse.typ s aVailable to them had a significant positive relation- '
| ship with promotions. Gas Distribution courses had ansignificant positiVe -
{-_Jrelationship with progression, and there was some evidence that engineering
‘,courses were positively sssociated with promption. There is, of" course,
the possibility that sponsorship for these courses was an independent : sign L
of recognition, and thst they did not have -any effect on promotion oppor--'
tunity. Business courses, "and miscellaneous other courses approved by ‘
- the company, hada.negstive relationship with the'promotion rate. ‘s
" For non-exempt employees, ‘two of the screening criteria were '
'positively associated with promotion rates. Employeﬁs who had special
office ‘skills before being"hired, ‘and those with some post-high school
_technical education had higher promotion rates than their, ‘Peers. As in e
_the case of exempt employees, the'results of the clerical tests had a '
... —-significant negative relationship with the rate of progression, and there
h-°ﬂ.w%’rwenk éVid?nce that. ﬁnose with hlghef scores on the Wonderlic test ;,
‘were more likely to be. promoted.- ; e ' : L
L . - Although not significant in the screening process, prior utility R ‘-j:
ﬁ““-ﬂ'experience was positively related to ‘promotion while experience in man-_""rl

'-Uablishments was associateﬂ with lower .

_f"ufactu}ing and small rﬁtai
‘ _proubtbon rates, For‘ ‘these 1
academic éﬁucation was not. related to upward mobility.‘ Employees)with

‘college degrees had lower rates of progression, and there is some . L

?,-exempt positions, it would appesr thst 4

:’evidence that years of educstion was negatively reldted ‘to the promotion ~£¢f1.

rate.v For non-exempt employees the age variable éppeared to dominate

- ~




. theﬁplstesu“ effect o£1company tenure. Younger, employteswh;d

 higher promotion rstes thsn their older colleagues. Dif erential

opportunity may exptitn“purt “of" the“effect——butmthere~it1somsnindieetien—-————L
that the company promoted younger employees more rspidly. One possi-

v bility is that the youngéer employees were rewarded for greater efficiency.

| But the dsts do not support the hypothesis that performance ratings-were et
'sﬂgnificsnt in determing promotions. The performance rsFings of exempt S
.white coller'employees were not significsntly releted to promotion rates,
-snd,tor non-exempt employees there was a signijicsnt ne stive reletion- -
ship between performance ratings and the raté of progre sion. This . :

SE

.fJ?,tuppor;gf ce ratings were
‘ distotted .

a valid measure. of perfbrmsnce., Performsnce ratings for white collar

{8- view, suggested earlfer, that the perfo'

their role in salary administrstion, and may not represent
employees were positivelysassocisted with age and tenure, and sdminis-..

| traicrs were epp ently reluctant to give snything but e highest |

~ rating to individuals who had schieved'the top of thein job range. Since

, older employees had lowez rates of progression, this bias would chuse a,
mnegative relationship between ratings- and promotions. )

BNy . “Again in the ‘nén-exempt group, individuals who were related to

- compeny employees when they were hired appear to hsve been promoted more

g rapidly than those who were not,, There is also some evidence that mmle '
employees may have had higher rates of progression thsp their femele v
colleagues. _ _

Hon-exempt employees were apparently able to improve their . promotion o

rates through job related training and ‘education. Those who topk 8as.

. distrihption, engineering, technical, secreunrial and otherfspproved
‘courses, hsd ‘higher promotion rstes. However, ihdividuals who took

courses toward the &qmpletion of a college degree sppesr to have had SRR
prer rates of progression. ’ s o
. It must be emphssized that most of the variance in promotions rstes

. » was determined by charscteristics, experience, ‘and refstionships thst were R

. not included in our analytical models. Particularly for non-exempt P;@-'
employees, our’ models explained a relatively- .small fraction of the totel
.. vsrisnce snd the best models for this group were bssed on a curtsiled

sample of employees in job levels 5, 6 snd 7 However, in»summsry, the .;,
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data suggest that for some levels of white collar workers, office skills
and non-acadcmic education, which were used to screen job &pplicants,

m_—n—awer‘—pes%E$velyu:elatetho,promotionm:ates,ﬂthe“avidenggﬁgnnggggg_ia
mixed, slnce the clérgcuf tosts appear to predlct in the wrong Uimection,
and the cvidente of a positive assoclation of the progrosslpp rate with
the Wonderlic test was weak. Prior exparience in the-utility 1ndustfy
was positively related to progressions, and the informdl communication
naxcw0tk appears to impact on promotions. Hsvlﬁg a relative with‘the
company was nsaociated with more rapid promotion for both exempt andrnon-
-exempt employees. The data cagt some doubt on white collar performnnce
ratings as a measure of effective pergormance3 since they were either
not significant, or negatively related to‘pragotion rates. Employees ma
have been able to improve their pfomotion‘pr?spscts By taking jqb :glated
courses, and there is sdme evidence that?youﬁget and male employees were
more upwardly mobile than others. Promotion expetience varied among
the company 's locations, and the best prospects for promotion were found

at headquarters. : - SRS
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- T WHITE COLLAR TURNOVER
".

Wy ) R [§

'; . From the co&pany s point of view, another measure of successful
| -*toiptrformanee 18 -the rate of. retention._,rurnover raflects the N
;'f unsitis!actory mployees, and the firm's inability‘to retain

pany's standards. In either case the termin-

_o;thg c any's costs. In the subject company,
ployees’ left voluntarily, 297’ to take ahéthd!*“
ss of leaving the laboxr force. Only 6% of -

-Job, and 25% iﬂfthe proc
those torminatod. were e

" leaving. Alﬁost.37% of
~ puitstanding, and over 75

ther discharged or essentially coerced inmto
hose terminated were. Yated as above average o
were average o sbove. These ratings nay bej/’
subject to) some question
~ mot, to re-hire ‘about 60%
| We analyzed'the~com

since supervision indicated that it would prefer
of the terminated. employees.
. any s turnover experience in an attempt to '
‘determine if,enployment creening criteria were related to this measure of
employee performance;:an to try to identify some of the factors that
night affect terminatio
who were hired since 19 8, and identified the variables that were signifi-

cantly related to termi ation in theé first two years of employment.. At

the 95%. 1evel of significance, our models indicated that younger employees .

had higher termination rates, and tﬂat the employer found it easier to
retain new employees who received higher performance ratings. High school
graduates and individuals with some nd&pacademic education were more
‘likely to stay through the first two years, but ﬁaving prior misoellaneous
vork experience increased the probability of ‘early: termination. At a
1awe: level of significance, the first two years, and the same was true

tor college graduates. Employees who were related to employees when hired v,

-

had .a higher retention rate than those without family connections._
Sinceé the turnover problem 1s not confined to new hires, we used an

'"on-board" model to study the- retention of employees who were already

| e-ployed by the company, at the beginning of the study. A continuous -

variable was ugsed as a measure of their retention during the period of

[] ! r ’

the study. The_results.show a dramatic contrast._ When compared with the

’

16
Refer to the tables in Appendix F for the statistical analysis of
ternination rates. -

Q
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rates.16 We first studied white collar emplopeesf
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turnover aﬁalylio of nev hires, the rclnftoﬁnhipa‘wcrc reversed for the
sex, age, performance rating, and other education variables. Employees
h"on-board" were more likely to leave the company's employm.nt ig. th.y

were n.n, older, had received high performancd'iicing., and had.some
nou-nead.mtc po-t-high lchool education. Some part of these results can
be c;plained by the retirement of older employees, who, as we have seen,
tend to receive higher performance ratings. But the evidence seems to .
1ndtcace that relatively good employees were more likely to leave. 'That
conclusion is supported by the fact that higher promotion rates were
dssociated with higher rates of terminationm.

These results 1llustrate the fact that turncver ‘;pariancc ;1th
new employees does not provide a valid base for manpower planning. Although
young employeea and female employees may leave their employment more
readily than older and male wotkers when they are first hired, they become
a reiatively stable part of the labor force after they have baen regular
employees for some time. '

Apd
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N BLUE COLLAR PERFORMANCE RATINGS

Blue collar workers were gtvon pcriodlc perfnrmunce ratings, and

-

o ehip between test reeults and ratings were made up of eantry 1eve1 jobs,‘

we tricd to use thase data to dotermine if the company's omployment
screening criteria were rclated to this measure of performance. ‘In addition,

wa tried to ident‘if'y other factors that might have an impact on the perfor-

mance rntinge.17 .
We were able to place the blue collar jobs into logical groups for

the purpese of analysis, soyghat the results would not be distorted by
di!ferencee in the type of ﬁ(. For example,,separate groups were ihfined
for epprenticee, unskilled workerl, meter readers end similar jobs, semi-
ekilled and skilled wofkere, and truck.drivers. The groups were then
broken dowu into job levele, and each level was analyszed separately, beeed
on the performance retinga for that level. These groupings were necessary
for the development of satisfactory models, although as a consequence,
some groups could not be analyzed because they were not large enough to '
provide significant results. ‘The diecuepion below ia based on the analysis
of two levels of group 2, general lnbot and trainees, and four levels of ‘
group 5, semi-skilled and skilled workers. |

The,Mechanical test. used by the Company to screen job epplicents
proved to be a signficant variable in four of the eix job groups  that were’
enelyzed. In three of them (5-5, 2-1, 2-2) employeee with higher test
results received higher performance ratings. In .one group (5-4) thc*‘
relationehip was negative. Employeee with . higher test scores received
lawer retinge than those who did not do as well on the tests. It is
intereeting to note that two of the groups that showed a poeitive relation-

-
-

where general mechanical aptitude is more likely to have rel:yﬁnce than in .
higir level jobs that requitb substantial treining and experdience.
A!though the interviewer retings given during the/hiring process could not
be used for this analysis, the test scores were correlated wiqp overall

interviever recings, This would indicate that for three of the groups blue

. coIlar performence ratings were poeitively releted to interviewer judgnents.

‘a
’ 5

laefer,te.AppeneixVG for a table Ehowing'tne significent veriabfes in the
analysis of blue collar evaluatign. . ‘ : '

F g
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Our i&rlicr analysis had indicated that job applicants were more
likely to bd\rajaczed it they had more than a high school education, and
that haying & college degree had a negative effect on the chance of being

selected. Ih the analysis of performance ratings, the education variables
showed mixed rcaaltl. Wn two of the. semi-skilled and skilled groups

(3-4, 5-7) a college degree and.years of education showed a negative “
iﬁlatidnnhip with the ratings. However,.iﬁ the lowest skilled group léudiad
.(2-1),‘:here vis a significant politive'relationlhip becwecn ycara of _\\\
education and performance xatings. The po.itive ralationlhip batwaen |
education and ratings for lower level jobs was reenforced by t . fact that

in group 2-2 (trainees), having a high school degree was positively related

to ratings. The opposite relationship was seen for one of the highor

skilled .groups (5-5). ‘
rHe have seen that job applicauts who were related to company employees

LK +

had a b.ccgr chance'of being selected for enploxmant than others. There
was some evidence that being & relative of an employee was associated with
he;performance\ratinge that were given in  four of the six groups. In three
of them (2-), 2-'2,' 5-2) having a relati{e workipg for the—compa't_‘whea hired
was aasociated with higher performance ratings. . In one of the groups (5-5),
VIbeing - relative had the opposite effect. In the abaenca of an independent
, measure of performance, there is no way of decermining whether the h gher
| ’ratinza for relatives resulted fro‘pﬁsferential treat:mant:, or whet:l'{r the
: pthference given to relatives in the h ing proceaa led to the employmant of j
'1" rior workers. Thia result may be associated with the fact that in. EFZ
| three groups that appear to have given ‘higher ratings to relativea, there was

A aignricant relationship between race and ratings. In all three groups, -
‘black" employees received lower ratings than ‘whites. There are many possibple
explanaq"ns of the results. The blacK emp loyees iﬁ’%heae entry lavel ,
unskilled or low level semi-skilled jobs may not perform as Weii as others.
_in their groupa. This would suggest that the preference given. to black job
7applicants led to the hiring of less qualified workera.. There; 18 also the |
'poaaibility of racial bias in the ratings, poaaibly compounded by the fact :
Athat the blacn employees are less likely to benefit from any halo effect °
‘alaociated with having a relative working for]the company. O&r analysis-
canpot deternine which of the- explanations ia valid. but the res




. - : . : /
be used to alert an enployer to the possible existence of a'problem. »
- The Hondorlic test, which was not a significant variable {n the blus

_'collar salection process, was positive rolated ta performance ratings in .

two of tho groups (2-2,35-7), and showod the revorso relationship in one
(5-%5). Employees who had indicated chnrmtkey posscsisod specific manual
work lkilll when they were hired rcceived significantly lower per formanco
ratings in three of the groups (2-2, 5-2, 5-7),. Thiﬁ is e lurprising
results, and nny‘indicete\ghet enployeetwwithout specific skills ere'mere
open to training, and that the company's bBlue collar jobs did not permit
them to use the skills’ they brought with them.% "

Less surprising was the findinq‘fhl: in the entry level group (2-1)
older employeess eeceived higher perfarnence req}n;? than younger e-ploynen
in these jobs. Thil nny indicate soms bias I!’inlt you:h. but it is likely
that more mature workers” took their jobs more aerioully. 4t this level,
age lndtlength of service measure differenc dipeantqpl. The higher ratings
v.nt to older employees, not those with norgkoeniori:y. In thres of the

_ groupa, (2-1, 5-2, 5-5-), length of service with the company was negatively
Qrelenpd to performnhce ratingl. “In only one group.(51ﬁ) was there a positive
relationship. For the entry level unskilled job, end for the lowest level
of semi~-skilded classifications, this suggeatl that newer employeeés perZorm
'better than those who have stayed in the 'job fqr some period of time. In

( generel there results indicate’ that emploxpel who progress more slowly ere
those who receivealouer racinga. It 1is interelting to note that the group
in which seniority was positively associated with per!oernce ratings, ;ae

_ the same group in whith the'nnchenicel ci-c results had a negetive relationa ‘
~ lhip wich the ratings. 1t appears thet in thin group experi‘nce vni:an
'»thOrtlnt factor, ™ R ' - ) :

h - OQug analysis indiceted that performnnce retingu in five of the -ix
groups studied were posicively related to a number of the treining couraer
. taken by cmployees.v Only tn group 5~ 2 was there no aignificant relationship

’
.

_betueen ‘ratings and. any of the courses. - Gas ‘distribution training and ,-_
zeneral internal training were each associated with higher ratinga in three
of the groups.' In a few cases training activities’ were asaociated with

B lou.r ratings, which may indicate thet iﬁ .one instances courses were used

N

_'l:o try to mke up -deficienc:.es.. . ‘ B o .
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Work location is another factor that may have affected performance
‘rating. Place of work was identified as a highly significant variable
—La—.odlll—tot—lll__nL the work groups, but the direction of the relationship

.was not uniform for most locations. One division was- associated with .
htghor performance ratings in five of the wark groups, and in another :h.‘
rolutton-htp was positive in three Vha four groups for vh ich that ?7
particular location was a gignificant factor. Anothcr division of the .
company was associated with lower ratings in three uroupa and with higher
rlti.nun in a !ourtl\. 1t was not pouibte to dotomi.no if those dlf‘.nce-
ware associated with differenl. standards or with different mixes o! employees.
However, cvtdonce of persistent and relatively uniform bias in one or the
other dttoctton should roccivo ocln- attention from managemsnt. o .
In SUNNATY, Our .'-mly-u !.ndtcnr.od that some of the criteria used by )
~ the tompany in screening Job nppucmts were - rolntod to blue collar performs -
ance ratings, nlthough thé r-lntion-hipo Mare not unifom. _The mischanical
test nppenud to have -on. validi.ty, and for BOmS groups, the wonderlic test:
‘scores were ponitivqu associated with rncingc. znployooa who had ralatives .
working for the compmy recoivcd higher . ratings, whtnh is evidence for the
existence of, or the effectivencu of the informal coulﬁmi.clti.on network. -
' The data rniaed the poolibillcy that black cnplo”p. did not perform as
whites j.n lower level jobs, or that their ratings suffered from racial
bias. Rntings were appnrently not used to reward senior employees, which
” _:supports the view that the performance ratings were roa-onablc indicators
of employee effact‘.iveneas. Ratings were affected by location, and by poat-
,mployment training. The lattet resulc indicating that in many cases "
. employees could effect their ratingu through training and aducation oppor- ‘

btunitiel made available by or aupported by the enployer. A +
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‘ R v [, BLUE COLLAR TURNOVER. . ) |
‘flf:ln In Our 4iecussion of; white ‘collar employees we have alreﬁdy noted
the importance of turnover as a.cost item and -as 4 measure of suofessful ‘
employee recruitment. As expected, our analysis of’ blue collar workers : _“~lf .
; ﬂindicated that younger employees and Women were mmre li ly to” leave the EEALES

ﬁjg?company s employment in the first. two years._ There is some evidence ;Q'.ﬁ

g
g

‘that,black applicants were given preference in the employment screenin

process, but that*group appears ‘to have a higher thau average short term

e *turnover rate.. "A college degree, which appeared toadecrease the probability e
R Qf selection for employment Was also adsociated with higher rates of o KL;E
f'turnovnr in ‘the first two years. There was evidence of preference for*:;. RN
‘,;"relatives of company employees in the rehiring process, a#p our analysis -;aiﬁ
*;_indicates that individuals An this category were more likely to stay with o
the company for the first two years. New employees who had sdﬁé post-high
school education wgre more likely to leave, as were those who had sOme blue'
jcollar work gkills.. High scores on the Wonderlic test were associated
'with a high turnover rate in the first year of employment, and the same
is true for employees who had prior work experience in the Utility industry._-
-fTo.some degree these results indicate, that the mdbile, ‘better: ‘edicated; .
more intelligent, new, employees were mﬂre likely to leave their jobs in ;r
.,less than two years. They presumably had more opportunities and could
take advantage o[ them. Of course some. of the terminations were inVOluntary, g :
. or the result of unsatisfactory performance, and our analysis shows that B
' employéees with low periormance ratings were more likely to. terminate their
§ e -employment during the first two years than were employees with higher ratings.
To the extent that the short run termination data can be used to. assess T
the criteria used in hiring, it appears that the employment screening '
process helped short run stability through the recruitment of relatives, 3

and- through the negative weight given tp college degrees and post-high L

g school education. _ :
BV L o

-,

As was true in the case of white collar workers, the picture changes
‘dramatically when the turnover of regular employees is exsmindﬂ In contrast
to the results of our analysis of new hires, omen and younger employecs
, } _ iill' o
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'had lower turnover rates, and employees with college degrees were’ moreA

,'likely ‘than others to remain with the company.' Regular blue collar - ,
A'J.employees with high performance retings left the company after shorter
. periods of employment than did those with lower ratings,'and there is
x*"some evidence thax white employees and those with relatives employed bypifﬂﬁfy
: _the company, had higher turnover rates.. of- particular interest is the A.flh‘@
. finding that! higher scores on the Mechanical test. were. associated with =~ .-
:-wa higher probability of. eermination, and thera was some evidence of thefg;f";m
A'dame relationship for Honderlic scores. Io some degree these findings_”frll”m
“_Hreflect the retirement.of older workers, but they illustrate againvthe AN

fact that the attachment of employees to a firm changes substantially e

after the initial period of employment, and’ after a regular employment .
irelationship has been established. Short runm turnover is substantially,
A'arch

Ney,
mployees who are able . to obtain high performance ratings find rﬁenforce-'f
.- ment. With the company, and those who‘ﬁre discouraged. by low ratings tend to fr”

1affected by . that-part~of the labor force that is engaged in activa

» and has not yet made a commitment ‘to an occupation or an employer.-ll ,
. N _}-

;Wleave.. The regular labor force is more: stable, and tqrnover in thi up
. 1is related to. different factors, White émp10yees, those with higher xest c
,spores, and higher performance ratings undoubtedly have: the best alternative’

t'-riﬁemployment opportunities, and as a result are more likely to terminate .
o voluntarily. e e SRR -‘7 o :fﬁ“'~: Lvﬁﬁfff'“"";‘{; . _i
ﬁjﬁ[i " -our analysis of the turnover experience of regular employees has i1-

4i# f}1ustrated an interestdng dilemma._ The employment criteria are d@signed to .
.recruit the hest employees from among the job applicants.; To the extent ”H-'
‘that the selections are’ successfulﬁby this measure, short run turnover mdy 3
'vbe curtailed. In partiéular, there will be a. low level of involuntary 5

- y‘termination._ But after the initial period of employment those . employees o

y:“:with high mechanical aptitude, ard who are ‘able to ‘achieve high- performance_
-A?'s:[ratings are - those who are. more likely to 1eave for alternative opportunities.
- Even the company 's investment in training opportunities may make it easier '
‘for employees to, go elsewhere. To . some: degree retention is made more-
tdifficult by the quality achieved through employment screenihg. oPerhaps
*‘the most unkind cut is that even . those “whé had relatives employed by the"

company when they were hired, and who may have been shown some preference Sl

. - . ]
!.I.-' ‘
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' as a result, appear to have the higher termina.tion rates after the

1n:|.t:Lai period of employment than do t:hose who have not benefi.t:ed from
sucl-‘f re lationship .

»
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’{ Perhaps the most impprtant lesson to be 1earned from this study

J'_ is the difficulty of pinning down and identifying the signiflcant variablesﬂ75

fo‘that may be" related to personnel decisions and empl yee performance. Per*r dfff

EOnnel record systems are normally not designed or administered to provide

for an audit~of the company 8 decisions, and the processes that the records::’

jtrack are themselves subjecr to frequent change._ Application forma, tests,_

.”3ﬂand interview‘procedures are modified in ﬁesponse to the employer s ex-f R

L‘aperience and requirements. The jobs to be filled change over time,_"
d‘and with them,the criteria'for selection.’ Interviewer ratings that .are ‘f
Epart of the selection process are the- result of subjective judgments ;"
V.f'made by a number of different individuals. The recorded data do not -
;‘ Jprovide a basis for distinguishing between,variance in spplication | ‘
tpopulation and variance caused by differences among the interviewers.'{

'LPerformance meesurdb are difficult to come by, and those that are available i i;

may not always reflect employee effectiveness._*In this study, periodic 51_'

f:“ratings given to‘ihite collar employees were used il one measure of
iemployee performahce. "But the ratings were awarded within the context

ey & I3

fof a merit increase system, and the constraints of that system led

to ratings that were' not solel e\\ms of performance.v Even the pro-
Tmotiog rate, which was also usedj easure of employee success in '
the organizatiqn, may be more of a. reflection of the company s promotion .

‘philosophy and- policies, than a valid indicator of relative performance.

‘But’ even 1f a11 of the data were true measures of relevant factors, the"'"u.

,i‘complexity and instability of the system would make it very difficult to

identify variables that were significantly related to the selection and - P."‘r

liperforunnce of. mgi:;ees,“ Each individual considered is a. unique case,:
r_and the decision. rules that result in the acceptance or’ rejection of job
':_applicants may vary considerably as different applicants:are considered .
by different management personnel “In this study we made the heroic ‘
.assumption tha threre would be sufficient stability in the process and -
"that the avail le measures would be relfable enough to enable us to
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. : identify some‘;f the factors that may be related to selection and per-
llf formance. Our analysis provided some insight into the company 8 selection
"of new employees, and we yere able to identify variables that appear to be
"_frelated to different measures of employee success. These findings may
.?;be useful as indicators of some of the factors that influence the company 8 -
decisions that affect employee success, but. our models ‘were able to . t ‘;i:;T{f

explain only a fraction of the gariance in any case. ' The unexplained

va;iance rgpresents characteristics, pr ocesses, and circumaﬁangeag_that R,
affected employee selection and performance ‘But- were not captured by our‘[}af;ffﬁjb'f

B analysis. The failure of many apparently relevant variables to survive ‘. 'ﬁv\al
the tests of significance is a dication of the complexity and limited ";fl;‘nl

'i stabilitytv _ '
' The Ut yity company received a large number of unsolicited Job’ applicat-’iilrﬁll

the processes that were studied.
: ions, most of which ere walk ins, in - spite of the fact that they hired
few employees. Thi made it possible for the “company - to rely primarily .
. on its most recent applications when ‘an opening occurred -and’ an '

) individual

'_o was not hired after going through the interview and testing ‘
process w uld normally not be. considered again unless his or her .qual-
,ificationd‘were o) l_tanding. Under this system the moat qualified applicants oL ,;:
*in’ the file h'could easily be overlooked A - N - R
. v . Walk- ins and referrals from employees produced more than enough job
applications in most areas. However, for some specialized white collar jobs
the company made regular use. of a- few private employment agencies.. N "-;1<:‘ .

g Referral from_ commercial agencies was a significant factor 4n the initial J_' S

_ screening for all ghite collar jobs. “The company depended on the agencies o -

h to send it applicants who met its normal’rcquirements. X o _;ﬁ‘ F

The initial selection of 1ndividuals to de considered from the pool

of applicants was very: informal, and apparently ndt based on- any explicit

o criteria. To some degree the process wgs decentralized with some  of the,‘ . :'
e first level screening, particularly for blue collar qus, ‘done at the ' ‘

divisions by managers mho used their own criteria for selection. This nmde . e
"';.. T . T . -'/ S : : ' e
18Gordon Margaret S. and Margaret Thsl-Larsen EmplqygriPolicies in a Changing

- Labor Market Instituteof Industrial Relations, University of Calgfornia, Berkeley,

- July " 1969. ‘
' . Trevor’ Bain Labor Market Analysis. A Review and Analysis of Manpower Research
~..' and Development ‘Draft: Repoft Center for Policy Resegrch Inc. NeW'York N.Y.

-~ June, 1975. .~ . , : a .
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ﬁﬂ it diffieult for the company 8’ personnel officer to:influence ﬁhe initial
. screening except at the headquarters 1ocation. It is*not surprising, there-”
;:’fore, thst in thedzelection -of blue collar employees for interview snd 4'}

) testing, applican reLeted to. oompany employees, .and those who were .
referred by employees were giVen preference. This ' preference was significant
only for white applicants. Presumably because the personnel officer'. -

had moreinfluence over white collar hiring, their selection for in‘grview

and testing was’ not significantly biased in faVor of relatives,_although
e employee referral was a. factor. : B B "t '
% }Applicants were recommended for.employment on. the hasis of a number N
ﬁ”of interviewer ratings and tesqgscores.~ The ‘final decisions were made _m_f.';
;, jointly by the division managers and the personnel officer. Particularly
',;for blue collsr workers, the selection process appeared to be very subjective, ‘
with emphasis on selecting employees who ‘would. fit in. Relatives of.
o employees were given preference, employee referral seemed to have some
: influence, and the’ interviewer 8 ratings of attitude and appesrance were
1significant factors. However, 'scores on the Mechanical aptitude test .
'were significsnt in the hiring decisions, 8o that selection was. not based-
_ simply on subjective udgments.:-In hiring white collar employees, bcores
f _on ‘the anderlic test, ardd on specific skill. tests were significant ’
dtfactors, and evidence -of - specific skills agd relevant experience was .

‘ considered.r However, interviewer ratings of appearan&h attitude, and

| personality, were apparently given considerable weight leaving-room for
'-Fsubjective interviever judgment. ' "_ L . "
_ The study shows that" there is an informal communication network based
"'on employees who are relatives, or who refer applicants to the company, that
‘is significsnt in the employment of white workers., Some whites find their .
paths smoothed because of previous summer employment or other contacts. '
tBlacks evidently do’ not benefit from the same informal .process, and their'
'employment is more likely ‘to be the result of the _company's- explicit
sffirmative action program.‘ The personnel officer.actively seeks out (

qualified black applicants, and urges. their consideration on division managers. :
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Social agqnples and the. employment servfce are sources ‘of candidates.
The letter sgency provided almost half of the black/applicants hired for ,
_ blue ‘éollar jobs. The informality of the inttial screening, the hiring
.y process, nd the subjective nature of some of the criteria tHat are sig-.

nfg;cant in the selection decisions, leave the system open to preferential ‘;;
s treatment, and ‘discrimination. But as a result of the strong push. from ' t_
u' the personnel officer at headquert&hs it appears that overell black applicants i
__,_hmsn_e_somewhatchettermchance*of—beingfhired—than—whttes """ were o

lees then 9% of the total applicants, and they represent over 17% of those
hired Our analysis of the hiring process established that- preference
for blecks was a significant factor in blue collar selection and in '

"‘“"‘ >

L2 ! c . E

i [
e .
r

’h hiring for some white collar jobd ' N - ,
' l of]thefcompany sghiring criteria.

_ There is mixed evidence on the validy
f_pUnfortunately interview ratiné data were ne

E available, but test _scores .

" that were correlated with overall intervi, r ratings were studied The

L_¢;...

Hechanical aptitutde test sed to screen blue collar applicants ‘was a

significant variable in.models of blue coﬁlar performance-ratings in three
of six wvage earnger groups including two éntry Tevel groupings. There !
was a negative relationsh&p/}n one group. .Of interest 18 the. fact that the
-'Mechsnical tpst ‘had- a negative relationship with performance ratings given
'_to foremen. ' The selection of relatives was associated with higher per-'

formsnce ratings in: three groups, and with lower ratings in F fourth

| '-Relatives also gppeared ‘to have lower short run turnover rates.; Itﬂ',
_that the factors that were gignificant in selegting blue colla”wo_ ers;
- particularly white employees, were positively associaqed with perf rmance
in some groups. However, ‘in some cases. the relationéhip was reversed,
and the picture 1s clouded by the fact that black employees received lower.
blue collar performance ratings than whites. : : L N
. For white collar employees the record does not provide strong evidence\a‘\..
:for ‘the efﬂ'. iveness of the hiring criteria. Neiqper agency referral ‘d o
V,or employee referral were related .to any performance measure. High scores L.
. on the clerical test were associated with high performance ‘ratings,’ but -

 they were also_associated with lower promotion rates. The Wonderlic test




dhownd hp;h positive and” negative relationships with erformance rat*ig\v ey
at. dffferent levels, and a weak positive rela onship to rate of progres on.
:Office skills showed " a negative relationahip w h-performance ratings at
“htwo levels, and with the promotion rate of exempt employees._ There was a ’
:'f;positive relationship.with ‘the. rate of progression of non-exempt white '_ i
';1collar worhsrs.f Parsdoxically, “employees who’ had relatives working for

lﬁdthe company'when they were hired were associated with higher performance
¥ \sures in two rating groups, with higher exempt and - non-exempt promotion

fv?frates, and with lawer short run turnoVer. The &nalysis did not indicate
_“_[that relatives were given significant preference for white collar jobs. ;
iVIt 18 poidibl «that the relationship affected their ratings and promotions.
‘.: It im'slso*possible that enployees who have relatives working for the-. =
‘company f:l.nd 1t easier to idéntify with %he company g goals,- are more '
'“_highly motivated, or have other characteristics that enable them to
_ outperfotm other employees. The. mixed eviddnce on -the- effectiveness :
" of the hiring criteria 1s underlimed by qhe fidding-that male employees L
: and white employees were significantly associated w;th higher white collar v
vperfornnnce ratings.: The racial differential“in ratings 'was. signficant -
in levels 2 and 3, each of" which included a relaﬁﬁvely small percentagea
‘hof black employees. It was not present in the lowest level where 31%° .
'-ldf ‘the employees were black “In addition; male employees in non-exempt
: claseifications had’ higher . ‘Tates of promotion than women,' The: analysis_
‘jsuggests the possibility of discrimination against women ‘and blacks. But'>.;17
for whatever reasons, they were rated. lower on the available indicators of
- performance. S ? - oy "

White collar performance ratings were higher for older, more senior
employeee, and there was pome evidence that this finding was related to a
bias in the rating system caused by the constraints imposed by the com-
~any' 5 merit rating system.' There was ‘some evidence -that older blue collat
workers at some levels ceived higher ratings, but the higher ratings '

" )‘were not associated wi longer tennre_for this group. Both blue collar

L . ) . .
' . L N - "
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- vorkers snd white collar workers appearedtn be able to 1mprove theiri ar~
fformance indicators th ough training or egucation made avajilable. by the
to technical job-relate

- company. Thie effect dps largely confine
courses. Academic courdes ‘taken as part. of degree programs were not
:sssociated with higher retings or promotion rstes.._ , ’ C o
' '-'Our study found that. short run turnover was highest ‘for employees y'L

“jtnr1nnnr1nnnn;-femste—and~uhc“hnd*trsnsfer‘bte‘skitls. ‘New‘hires‘with
_ _-relatives vorking for the company showed closer ties to the company snd .
.;'had lower .turnover rstes in the first two years of employment. "Black -
-employees, and those with low performance ratings vere more likely to
;terminate their employment in this period. We found that after ﬁhe first ."
two years,' younger and female emplqyees, snd black employees, ‘had. lower '
turnover rates. White empIByeds and those wvith higher performance ratings,'
.who wguld find it easier to ‘obtain alternative employment had higher
-»termination rates. - B | | .
d Our study provides convincing ebidence for the importance of effective,'
"monitored affirmative action- programs. The seleetion process includes
~very informal elements that eliminate job applicants from considerstion
without reference to sny explicit criteria, An informaL communication
hnetwork appears to result in preference for relatives, and :;her with
The : Y

: hiring decisions are based in part on subjective judgments, and on N o

ginside connections, and its benefits accrue only to whites.

" some criteria that are not clearly related ‘to job performsnce. . The perfor-‘
mante measures themselves are. subject to- some question, and there is
evishnce of possible discrimination in the rating process. The selection

o decisions are partly decentralized .sq,thst they are not necessarily

| based on uniform standards or policies. ‘The hiring of black employees
is largely the result of‘explicit pressure from the ersonnel officer

‘at headquarters who hss limited ability to influence the decentralized

b

selection process. Although the company has been successful in recruiting |

. £
Iﬁiestand Dale L., Discrimination in Empl 'ent. Ann Arbor Institute of Labor N
. and Industrial Relations, The University of Michigan-Wayne State University,, _

February, 1970. . - e
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lnd hiring black employees. its resulta have . been achieved -in spite of the
Byctem that haa a built- in preference for whites. At some point black '
applican s may find their paths smoothed b; same type of informal communication
netumrk that nou operates in favor of whites, but that time has not yet -,, o
_ arriVed ’Until it doea, the ability of black employees to enter the company 8’ -
L internal tabor market and the progress of blacks and. women in. the organm
"i-ii‘liﬁelz to/ depend in large part on effective affirmative action.v

-

o szicienpy as wall as equity is a goal of midnpower management. The
5_ ebsencs of - ¢ T&cit selection criteria, and the informal d‘centralized decision ,
”‘process, sugsestsd.limited the company's ability to hire the best svai]pble .
employeee. The informal preference system appeared tp l‘lect individuala~”
W Iho fared well on :the. performance measures, but . there,remains thefpossibility ol
that the same preference that’ resulted in their employment, improved their
lilperformance indicators. Our study indicates that«the company should ' .
._‘conduct ‘a critical examination of . its rating systems There appeara,to _.

- be the possibility of systematic differences among the company 8 diviaiona
distortions related to the constraints of the merit increase system, and |
'informal norms that keep the ratings from being ‘used as reliable indicators ‘
of performance. R ‘ . S -
| v dﬂr project illustrates the difficulty of administering a rational

 internal labor market.' A continuous research activity ‘'would be required
to insure that the system was operating in accordance with the organization 8
goals. Performance measurea,personnel records, ‘and data collection would ‘Rﬁv

. have to be designed so that they c“fld be utilized effectively in making

:ng the resulta of internal lahpr'market

personnel decisions,’ and ‘in asae:\
of the,system, and the large number of factors

”policies. The complexj
that may be involved An each decision, suggests that . statistical analysis

;uould ‘have to be s pplemehted by a continuoua audit of . the process itaelf
to insure that the nformal ayatem, that alwaya Operatea, doea not ' '

‘ frustffate the’compa

. ' . . P f o . . . . .
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U | “_" JOB APPLICANTS .

B NN | Total - __Only 1  Bired
;?-Individel gharacterisgﬁcs‘ N % | T % |.n %

B

Men = PR : 2122

o | | 7 1537 69.2 | 11 —77.2
e Wonnn | o 891 - 2

4
.6{ 68 . 30.8 | 21 . 22.8

Age : . o B - 1 - . - -
Avcrtge L - F .. 23.6 - .| . 24.3
{' ' Less than 18 -+ - .1 165 : Lo :
——30-oxr—over : 337
25 or over . 790 -

]

N W

f—8—8:6

SN
- Owi -

Race - . I _' — 1 — 1 — -
White . :| 275 er.1| 177- go.0-| 76  82.6]:
plack oo ] 268 o

[

1
7, Marrtea ¥ - ' IT1222  %0.6} .106 : . 48.0_| 40~ S 43i5]
2.6

Divorced and Separated - 1 2 75 ;.-'ﬁ '10,-“‘ 4.5 1 "Hﬁi.i_‘i

- Dependents = - NEE ' BE
0w | o go0%  e6.5| 139 .6
2 - 1 331 . 11.0

3 N . 166 > . 5
>3 - ' 88 2.9

Education - years . , _
Average . _ 12.9
12 . 1961 65.1

>12 o, . | 982, .. 32.6
- .12 or greater - 2944 97.7

y O e

: High Schoal Degree .(tiose whb' e B

' Academic o specifipd)1070 39.4, 58 - 2
‘Business : ‘ 724 . 26.7 55 2
General -1 618 22.8| . 74 3
' Technical/Vocational A 255 . 9.4 14
None - , 47 P17 5

'Collegg Degree’ ' - e
: Accounting and Bus. Adm. 170 5.7} - et 2 L
Engineéértrg and Science 81 " | 2.7 0
Liberal Arts 141 4.7 -5 -2
‘Associate  Degree , "+ 150 5.0 ‘ 4

WOWNWe

" v . Other Educatioh- - o S - C , 1.
‘ At least 1 year 278 9.5 18 ) 4 - -1
'j(of those who did) Averag% ’9 mps,-‘ - 7,9'mqs. 1 7.0 mos{.
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~ 7. APPENDIX A’

© TABLE 1 (Cont.)

'?r.viou.<job (any)
None

LS

Tt o N‘
= r

Total

.

. , 275
Rawworktns .. .. _jr008:

2 months . ‘k;= -

' ‘_Lnot job - Induotry

PRI N A
e

';aHad an on-the-job accident

‘Lalt job - Occupacian S,
". . Sales . ‘-

'Rnnson for. Termlnationv _ :

Quit - : - |1349
- 657
566

Previons Employmznt : ':_“‘: |

- Pa;t wotk'Exbetience

. ‘Gas. utility . :
':lnginoering and Mfg.-

'v Retalil , -
COns;ructton — .
.Other (Service or L :

th}ities

46

549

643 -

166

‘Clerical -
~ Laborer =
+  Skilled LaSor

'.‘Secret-ry
Hanng-anc

A 176

405
910
186
129
114

Lnyoff ' . .

. Temporary wor o
Dicmissed L N

45.
21.
18.

0.

ss

10

16

. Gas Utility work

Company C work

- 78
28

167
13 -

-

' Number .of permanent jobs

PR TRY

- (of those with more exp.) Ay. /-
- Two or -more jobs.for those 1163

with work experience .
"~ _Permanent jobs in past 5. yrg.
(% of those with 2 or
Y™ " more. jobs) :
&gﬁ.‘

962

1.976-

'55.6

46.5

102

- 88

6044,

' 51.8

;\! -

37

30

107

.3..6 :

14

6.3

-

A i

.

92
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: "TABLE 1 (cont) .
: 1 . InterCiewed. e
Licatton Data (I Ty | Hized O
[11" (work applied for) f—— e ,
O Unskilled white « - | . 456 - = 15 31 164.0 9 . - -9.8
- Skilled white _ " 819 27 35 14.8" 14 - 15.2
Unskilled blue’ - 509 17 ©49 22,2 22- 7. 23.9
"+ .Skilled blue, 142 5 16 . 7.2 . 6 6.5
: 'Any} 1077 . 36 90 - -40.7 41 44 .6
Rolatives : : v - : s ST
Related to white collat - 88 ‘ ., 2.9 16 * 7.2° .4 - "15.2
» lnlltcd to blue collar| 165 5.5 - 36 16.3 14 16.3
: : : : -
ngferredby A g .. -
Walk in B 2205 - 73.2 99 - 44,8 "] .42 . - 45.7.
" Employee of company 485 16.1 64 29.0 ‘31 33.7
.. 'Schoql - : 66 2.2 1" . 3.2 -3 3.3
o .Ccuuarcial Agency ’ - 41 1.4 23 . 10,4 8 . 8.7
“. OtHer 149 4.9, 40 " 4.5 1 % T O
- Bmplqyment’ Service . 35 1.2 9 - 4.1 4 4,3
Chanber of Counlerce - 6 0.2 . 0 0.0 - - :
0. I.C.r- . - 3. 0.1 3- 1,4
Politician , 2 0.1 -0 o
U.T.D. (black program) b ¥ RS 1 5 o
Urban League - 8 -..0.3 2 '- E R
"Kay's Boys' Club 4 0. 0 : - B -
. P.ELR.. - R 1 .5 L
" C.E.P. . ‘ 2 - 0.1 1l 0:5 1 1.1
NAACP ~ ! 3 0.1 1 0.5 0 0.0
Ko nity. Act: Pg'h., 1 - - 0 0.0 1 1.1
“Part-time to _full Lt 17, 0 0.0 .1 1.1
T .-
Faculty . % S 592 - '19.6 .|° 36 “ 16.3 18 0 19.8
Professional 580 19.3 |, .36 16.3 22 . 23.9
~ _ N
‘ .
| 93
! 51 -
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_ .
TARLE 1 cont) ot -
( - . Interviewed
Individul. Chlracterittics (Cont) "~ -+ Totdl ’ Only o ‘Hired
‘. . . ) - - "- .‘ . ] " - .
o qkula I N E_N Y S DT SN
Typing - « ._ 1083 _36.0}".8’} . 37.6) - 10 32.6 °
Teletype : 56 1.97. 6. 2.7 o2 2.2
. Adding Mach./Calculator ' 910 3o.8| 72 . 28.1 26 24,0,
Computer Operator - ‘' |~ 86 2.9 2 .9 L
Key Punch . | 21 7.0] i8: Baf o & 16
office-other (1 or y ©'519.  17.21..3% ° ‘15.9] . b 6.5
. . N . : &
‘c U . SIS SR ... 3"
s Blue-Collar -trucks - Cre| -282 . 9.4 25.  11.3) | TR '»Ii.o
. . _michine op. 359 11.9| 31 -7 14.0]. 18 FV.19.6
S -heavy equip. 129 4.4}°13 T 5.9) U4 F 4.3
Military Service . S e — W
officer | .20 co0a| 2 e 0 XLTonp
Clerical L. [ 132 a4 7 3.24 1’3 5.3
Equip. Op. = . 73 < 2.5 9 ' 4.1‘f T N 2 T |
(truck) . K h : . N S
Skilled Labor ' g 184 6.1] 18 8 11 8 8.7 .
. ) ‘ o R
-Dishonorable Discharge 2 N 2 . .9?-;’ 0 ‘p,p, R
\ . / ‘.-..' “ . \
. , .
Vo ' .- ) p
, > ‘ co- » “ 3 . .
» -
- ) 3
. '.l, ,, }:&;. x L
. ¥ I
- ?4 . h ‘ ‘?éﬁ"‘..' " £
5 - . A o 0§ N
: L ‘ » \a‘c . "‘1 . P.




Aggendix B
:m;xm'u gi‘:og',au;.,j e
:{l , From the dete collicted ‘a set of epproximntely 60 verieblee P

"'were selected for preliminery enelyeie. Some of the, deta could

o not be utilized beceuee of missing data probleme, end‘in some -
s ceee;-veriebj}” were cone;\\fted,by eggrt ﬂ_ion from data collectedgt‘
“‘Inter-corﬂtletione were calculated and” erieblee were elhminlted _

"if correletione were higher than .5, or if the varieble definitions e

| _euggeeted the po%eibility thet the two verieblexe were meesuring .

A'etepdwise regression procedure was ueed thet permitted the

'entry or removel of veriebles as a function of the E etetietic.j‘

" The iteretion ‘process was followed until Ehe regreesion equetion
ﬁincIuded only those variables with an F etetietic greeter than 1.
Thie resulted in a lineer model that. meximized the R2 e;etietic.

In the. text discuseion, it is aeeumed that there ie some evidence

o _for thé.iignificance of variables thet remained in the equetion e
"at this level of enelyaie. The enelysie was continued by removing .

i.vqriablee'hccording to ‘the value of the F etatietic,—until it wes'

determined that the remeinfﬁg varieblee added significently to tl the

expleined variance at the 95% level of eignificence._ ‘The tables
nly the final modele '

-

that have been included in the report includ

‘that were developed through the ebove procedure.

-~

. ‘ . e N
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1] Lo ] ) . v'. <
5 .' i T ‘. . h ;
a P L. , .
LT N e
. . _ . . g
] . o j X . ¢ . v N
a . K .
-k v s
. - L ) lad »
= ® < . ' " =
- N . " ~ ¥ ‘l ?
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/ - s @, . - s
L . .. . { * e hS
- e . - Ed —
- ! o S e - . :
‘ K : %‘-, ’ .
G —- . e .
Q . ., . - -~ .

-’Nthe same characteristic end the correlation wne greeter -than .35, -~
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. ~ APPENDIX C T
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e . S , _ - 'I.ABI‘

‘Relative -
_'Steel“iob‘ )
- Other Job:
. High School Degree
qulese Degree
Other Education

. ,' Nonrelative Employee Referral

C n ta t Lo
onstan - R
. Multiple R

4

-Wh 11&' Ma le

e yariablé

-

)' .
Lo '-' 1

T .04
v .39
' £ L.07..

CL.04

. .07

-.08
.05 - ¢ .

13
.04

16

TABLE3

Applicants belected for Lnterview

: »_Coeff%cieﬁte,

o

" - 4110 .
145 31 ..

> 4,72 - .
LU sar
v 5L46 T
.. 8.61 <

- 8.61 SR
4, 38 '
18.97.

Black Malé‘Applicants Selected for Interview
' ~

A .
N -

!esiehls

Years of'Edueet;on |

Previous Job
Steel Job

-

‘White Col lar Experi‘

- N .
. . r -

Coefficient ..

-.08
R <
(8 ] ‘-.33
. .45

o

.47

' .Social Agency: Referral

ﬁfrired'
Constant

4

-

~ 0 % Multple ﬁ 357, - R
K} ) ' ( & LS ——ea L. . .s P 4
\ ® . " L ! . A - -~
. -~ \ ) - . ' -
- - L s . :
p NS S o . - . -
. o i R . - o : - " . a
S SR ) T S .
] ' L e S . . . P . b4 ’ v -
N '?-L’- f-ﬂ ‘ﬁ‘: = ) ) . B
N LT L A ‘
: kTN : R R Co .
B ‘w e - . .‘ A \_: . » , - - . '-_ A - .
.o ’/’.’ ] N % SRE
. . ‘58 A ) ' h-
- .. . . - vr‘— : ~ o . .' S
[} - : " hd "° . { . ] . [ 4 r

ST AR R
1,43 7
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Al . g 'TotaI’Hale'Applicants SeleCCed_for”Interview; -

Variable . ' . ceefficient

I

Work Now |~ w. T les A . 4.69°
‘Beflagive . L390 T 7 140.97
Steel Job e -.08- . 5.65°
< Social Agency Referrab.- . 40 T 423800
0011ege Degree T ‘ T ..08 - ) -, S 8.42 |
 Other EBducation . . . . .04 . . 435
. Race S L. .8 i 431 o

' Nonrelative Employee Referral .. .13 T - 19.20
-COnatant Lo _ .- .08 G |
2 _ : - S . ' e

Multiple R’ «17 o E | ) _ s _ | l‘%

-
«

S . TABLE 5

-

R . . Selection for Interview for Key Punch Job:; v
T PR S S
o Variable o . . Coefficient . - 3 - F
Adding Machine Skill’ ©o,23 o T sa1
Key Punch Exﬁerienee ' ,‘. (fis - .f ) ’ 7_;r*-- >16150%%
Agency Referral (Employment) . .55 5 - . L4,59\
Constant ST T, -;04" ' o ' ' .
Multiple RZ> .50 = - < - . o L
X L L : : . ) ) .
y ~
v V\\. a o
) . a S §
. - K 4
k. = e : ) -
N . Vit ’ . - ..‘ *
e ‘ ;{‘; - ’ * * A ’ ’ s
P .
N . v ) t




~APPENDIX G = S W
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T e : : | A . . - T ' -
« s ) . - . N . S . . R

.. ] -\:‘ . e _“.‘ . ‘; <. . co v" TABI.EG _‘. X ‘ . \,- .“ ’

J : . L o o
.Sé'lection for Interview for Key lunch Job*
“(Kay Punch Experiencée variable Oomitted)

- . B
,

- ‘ -

-v;tiable . N ' .. C&efficientb

. Im

','Adding Machine skilll - oL  4.22
Working Now - _ B 18.10 -
- Agency Refbrral (Employment) A L .50 L h s i5;§7'
Constant o FE - =.06 Lo
Multiple R = .56 - L e

P

TABLE 7 N

Selection for Interview for Key Punch Job _
(ggencyﬁie£erra1£VarLab1e Omitted). - o ;l
. v IR . S

‘yariable . ., . Coefficiemnt - = i A F %
"*'T;fe”;_type Skill “ T ' )‘ .68 T 8.08 oy
Working Now =~ ' & .0 . .+ - 3186, . -
Steel’ Job B .48 -7 5.18.
J'Management Experience S .?//i-1.32-“ _ ,j_’ i'~‘.- 10.49
' . N . ) .

FYR

f Constant ~ _ ) . . .04 N T ‘
{ Mult}pl{dk .54 | S / S .
\- : ... \’ . he . i/ - . : Bl ‘ . -
S LS . .
. ° ‘ . 1 z
» ‘ . - [




S E - TABLE 8. & X :
. 1*‘ Sdlectign for. Interview for Home Economist Job
Vetieble T f Ooefficient F .
N \- -’ B . - ) ’ . h
_Date Avaﬂ.abl.e BT -.03 ' 2.40
o umuuccurins Job - =18 ~ 3.30
" Blue Collar.Experience 21 : 3.98
"Employee Reference L .22 - 6.49
' _ College Degree N .{E//'. s 4 64
Constant ., =~ =-.03 . ST
Multiple R2 .28 ' :
- 4 v
| : —_. [ dj TET *
| . TABLE 9-
'vselectton for Intg?t@e&ﬁ&ar Accounting_clerk Job- :
Variable L, - Coefficient ‘E'
Adding Mnchine Skill o o .16 3.99.
Other Office Equipment skill J14 4. 18
»Secretarial Experience : -.17 . 2. 87
Agency Referral (Employment) .81 '-2,&7
;COnstant - o =02, . 53.72
Multiple Rz .64 ' = I
- .-7"‘_.\ ) I, .,a' q . . ) -' 3
L J . ) I
."s._'_.__. ) . . .
¥ 3 ; )
.v ’ . “"7 “
. T _T,
< o j . - »
. ’; . ‘A.
. * e .
3 B 59 . , . . -.. 
. - ) o -.‘.-,sig-f, PR .1“ _‘ “
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T ‘APPBNDIX c . Ty ;.‘
ocretﬁry-clark Job-=Total
SR V.aribabl.c LT 'C.oeffki'.cien't»_,. . ) F
© o RAGe S e DR N
o Otltér Bduecptlon . L0 . ' . 13.87
- Manufncturi.ng Job S .10 o - 5,39
Alone . . % - . oco.z2r. T - 8.38
*‘Employee'}heferral : - .21 ‘ | 22.39
Agency Referral (Employment) .55 * ) L7 39.33
Constant" - ‘ : . '.01 ‘ :
Multiple 132 S .34 ’ ' . . .
) - . . “ l_l'
TABLEII | : .
Selecti.on for Interv:l.aw for Secretary-Clerk
« e : White Agplicants
. variable . Coefficient F
Alone - A .23 . 10.10°,
Employee Referral ' - L.21. o | . 24.75
Agency Referral (Employment) 4.9 18,03
_ Other Education - . N 15,52 s
_Constantdm* ~T . .01 S '
" Multiple R® .21
L | -TABLE_.IZ-.. N
. Selectim for Interview gqr Secretary-clerk
o . Black Appli.cants v ’ -
- Varfhable ‘ - cOefficihnt s 3 S L
. Agency Referral (Employment) ..64 .~ gt & - 11.77 T
Constant . = * gl WBer T L o
: M,ult:iple. R2 19 A i
N R o KR
~ . ' LR
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TABLE 13 | : .
Blus-Collar Hiring - Model 1 .

’ V!riable : 1 ‘."L ‘ Beta _céeffigient . -f_ | T
Appearance = w12 : : 42 | f.' 1. 88
‘Attitude = 40 ..10-'-1- - T

Relative Employed ' . 12 a2z S 2,02
_ other Education , R T S L2076
" Mechanical Test 21 S L8 ; - 3.35° o
% Multiple R .29 . S ' SR T
 TABLE 14 & o . )
'#. Blue-Collar Hiring -"Model 2*
Variable Beta 'fCoégficient D T
" Overall Rating . . .50, a3, .. 8.05"
Relative Employed. - . » .16 N - as. L . 72,66
Other Education . .  =.17 RO - -2.83

) Muicip_re R® 27

*The averall rating used as the aingle variable 1n a8 hiring mudal resultsm
ftn an R?'of .21 compared with ‘an R? of .27 for the imodel thaﬁ“includes all
"of the significant variablea. The mechanical teat ;scores were reinsetted '
in. this second model to see if they would havgtany significance iﬂ a odel
tha; also/included the overall rating. The mechanical test variable d nop'f
add significantly to the multiple Rz, 1nd&i'ting that it does not have a’ '
signiiicant effect 1ndependent of the overall rating.

..
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e - 7 APPENDIX C - A
&  TABLE 15 R

“v 7 . .. ' _Relative Importance of Interview Categories . o
: : - . (Number of White Collar Job Groups) -

-

u_iﬁsii-“o’dtﬁﬁu ighest Hired ~  No Range Overlap .

L . -, N - .
' " 'Experience 2 .0 .0
~ Attitude B 4 2 . - s o .
. Overall Verbal 5 - 3 o
“Appearance 5 . b 1_
Ambition’ 4 2 ‘ 1
- Personality 4 . 2 -0
()_Gerall . *4 : .2 -0 .
Voice T ) 3 ' 1 o
- ' ' )
S N | :
) K
- .
. -
. ¢
L4 . \ )




.. ____ APPENDIX D -
; ¢ - ik
. Analysin of Veriablee Related to White Coller Empl ea Performance Reting

, f Hhito collar employeee received regular performance ratinge on a ecele
frum 1 to 5. In order to use thie reting A8 a measurs of relative performance '
"~ they were normalized to adjust for time in a particular job level. The .
ra:ing for the firet year in a job Ievel was increeeed by two, the eecond.
year rating was increased by one, and for a11 rating beyond that the : ,;ﬁ
!i;uree were used as given. The retinge were then evqpased fgp each ‘
4 individual for the time epent at -perciculer job level producing a
. performance conatruct with three as the approximare "average" measure of o
aperformance. The first anglysis of the data was deligned to identify
~ the-variables that were available aE the time ©of hire that appeared’ to
-be rolated to subsequent. job performance as measured by the ratings. Un-
fortunately, . intervieu forms have not beenketendard over an extended’
period of time end the subjective informatichn' obtained quing the
interviewe was not - included in the analysie. Test ecoree, houever, were

utilized to the extent that. they vere aveilhble. - : R ol

~Job Level 1 . ) ’ ;§ N S ;' AU ;
There were 35 individuals studied in this job level, 117 of whom
were male and 31% of whom were black. Because of high correlations among

what may have been important variablea, several models were utilized

in attempting to identify the correlatee of performance ratings. In v"L_w
the first model, race, .age and- the Wonderlic test were included ‘but sex '
was not._ This model indicates.;hat tbeaﬁonderlic test was aignificantly
negetivaly related to performance ratings ‘and’ utility work. experience
‘was theonly variable that appeared to be positively related. Both race

- and age dropped out of the modei because no significant relationship

. could be found. Iri(t:he second model the sex variable was included
and the age, high ‘sachool degree, and race varial les dropped. The
numerical test was, aubstiquted for the. Wondérlic test end the office -
‘skills variable was utilized In this model only the sex variable wae'
positively associated with performance rating, while the acquisition of
office ekilla appeared to have a negative effect. Since office_skille o

. @

63 -

63 . - 5




':‘ . L A
. o APPENDIX D'

vere hidhly corralatod wi;h high school- degree and age, the latter vnriabl.s =
- were lubltitutaéﬁin the next model. The rcaultn indicate once again that
'n.x ull tizniftcantly related to performance ratings, as was nnnufnctur;ng
oxpeticncc. . Other experience ‘and a high school ddﬁree appenred to be _—
n-;ntivolywrclnt.d to performance rating: . In a final andlysis of the
firat lovcl joho. the Wonderlic test, hgé, -ex,"ahd high school degrees
vare 1nclud¢d in the model, The anaiyuia 1nd1cites that sex Gau po.itively.&
 ,t.1atcd to perfotnnnce ratiﬁga, as ‘was the’ mnnufacturiif oxperienoe. The :
wondcrlic Test vas n‘gntively related to performance. Although they
=fdtopp¢d out in;;he final stages_ of thip analysis there is some indication
thn:.age and having a relative vOrking with fhe company offoct performance
) raLingl poaitively. o : :
| The first model used was (Model 1), the next model (nqdél-zya

-
A .

é. Job Level 1 Performance Ratingé - Model 1 k
. yariable L Beta Coefficient 'Q,z‘
Wonderlit Test . -.39 N -.28 - -2.54
Utility Expérience . .32 | .93 ._4\ . 2.13
‘MultipIe-Rz .25 - A . o - ‘ .:ﬁ:.
' | ) . e :
Job _Levgl_ 1 Per formance’ Ratingé - Hodei‘.'Z_ - w2 ,'..} - )
P Var;able ' : hl_ o Beta o R Coefficient . ‘ - I |
Csex o 26 o .67 1.76 ,
offtce Skills . Y T -~ 78 © .0 -2.97
Mulcplf_ng .35 o -
F+«. . - R
_ Job Level 1 Performance Ratings - Modeli 3
Variable _ : Beta ) Coefficient T
Sex - 46 .12 . 3.06
Manufacturixltg Experience .28 .72 -1 8‘8' o,
Other ﬁxpe:ignce -.28 - =.46 i f L el
~ High School Degree - -.28 -~.97 - =1.84
" Multiple R .35 . S : :




1

‘tr?tﬁﬁtx B

- Job vaol  § P-rformnnca Ratings - Model & .
Yariabte .~ Dbheta . '/ .. Coeffictent . . T
Sox - - .38 . .89 .28
Wondexrlic Test - -.26 n -.19 -1.48
.-Hﬂhufacturins Rxp. - .21 _ . > .83 s 1.35.
\ ‘Mulciple 2 .28 '. e ' -

-

ggg_ggvol 1~ Inc;-aing Organt;ation.xarinble- - - - - o -
The final analy‘r; did not eatablich that lny of thc organiuation ,"’
- variable. impacted on performance ratings. Hqunver,‘thc mnxinal R2 modol "
” in the analy-is that included sex and total years with _the conpany

indicates the poasibility that total yaar- had some poaitivc cffcct on

'pcrfornanco ratings. Secretarial courses appcarcd to. be nogntivnly

related with porformancc ratings at this’ level These: annlysel also
»‘iudicatcd that male eqployees tended to, racoivc highor ratings, that utilicy ’
' cxperience was associated with good ratings: nnd office -kill- applar to ,
have somn negative effect on performance ratinga. Although che variable
dropped out in the final steps of analysis, a maximal R2 model indicated

that the Wonderlic test scores were negatively_rqlated to performance

: ratings. o - - .
: ~ Job Level 1 Performance Ratings - Model 5
Variable . Beta Coefficient 'gy :
Sex . - .42 © .10 2.64
Multiple B> .17 . - zi
Job Level 1 Performance Ratingo - Model 6
Variable- * - - 'Beta | ‘Coefficient T
‘Utility Experiencée 32 .91 e L 2.30
Office &ktlls , o535 , -.93 . c-3.88 .
Multiple R .39 . e : :
. | - . . ‘ s
- Job Level 2 . IR ’ | .

There were 161 employees studied in this job level 8% of whom were

A .

£ ‘{/- - ] . N ' ' .

] - | - | N 65 | 6.5 ) ’_ . ‘. \.
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-uﬂ- and 13% of whom were black.: | In this group charc wa- an 1nvor|c cor-
rlintton betweun o!!lce skill and agc, the first model used to .nalyue

‘the dnc. tnc tuded age, nnd dropped the offlce skills varfable. The

ltgnlflcln: results of thil analy.ll indicate that men, and oldor-cnploycq-. .

. tondod to receive higher ratinga. and that cnnll ratail oxpcricnco "'\
\ t.ctod ratiugl positively. Scores on thc‘ numerical tgpc‘takcn by
‘-cnploy-o- before being hired were negatively related to their per- .
. ce ratings. The last variable to drop out of the an.ly-il was rnco,
' which indicaccn the po:;ibility that .white employoe- receivad higher :f"

rlninas thcn th.lr black countcrpart-. Similarly, the andnrlic . tast .score

- -varisble dropp-d out in the final ;stage of analysis, and thct- 13 somé

'"‘po-aibility tifat the scores on ‘this test. vers positively :elaccd to per-
formance ratingl.‘lt should be noted that the Rz nchicved in this analysis
-is rolatively -mall indicating that most of the variuncc is not explained,
by our,nodel A’ second model 1nc1udihg the office skills variable in Place
of age was used to ahalyze the data. The results were similar to the

firat model, with the office skills variable showing a ncgative relation-
ship with performance rating, as would be expected’ “because of the invetse
correlation with age. I Ty, 1: appears that at this job level,
‘older male. euployees tend receive higher rhbings, and that numberical -
test scores were negatively rclated to performance rating. There 13 some-
additional evidence that white employees wvere vtqwed more positively, and
that the Wonderlic test scores were positively related to perfqpnanée rating. -

1) . L
14

Job Level 2 Perfommance Ratings - Model 1

 Variable . Beta - ' Coefficient T
Sexy . o L22 L .69 : 2.97
meALc;‘l “Test -.15 -.17 -2.11
Small Rctait Eggeriencg .15 - .37 _ , 2;b8 .
Age K .23 oL .16 - 3.09 .
Multiple rR? .19 ‘ : ‘ o o »' -~

66




. | . . -8
s Job Level 2 Performance Ratings - Moded 2 ) . -
., Marinble - ' Beta Cocofficlont T
Sex . - .21 64 2.47
Numerical Test -.14 . =.l6 . «1.96
Small Retail Experience .17 BT © C 2.28
 Oftice Skills- -8 . -.6l ' -2.15

Multiple RZ - .17~

Job Level 2 - Including Organization Variables
Further ;nnlyaia of the Job Level 2 enploycca indicated that performance

rattngo were pooitivcly affected by cloqid‘hl courogl sponsored by the . '
couplny. When total years with the conp.ny was substituted for .s. in
tho nodcl, total. years was cigniticcntyw and po.i:ivcly rulatod to i
portomnce r.ti.ngs, although this model ‘xplainn souvh.t less v.r!.apcc
than the model which included age. Although they dropped out in the final.
otage of analyn‘tu, the maximum adjusted- R2 model gave .some indigiation that
black enployeea received lower ratings’ an their wvhite coum:erpnrt:s

,at this level, that scores on the cl.e.ti.cal test were. pocitivel.y rclatod
-to perfomnce ratings, and that rate of advmcemnt was posittvely

ns.ociated with the perfomnce tutingn. The models are com’tent with

t:ho ‘other analyses that showed mpl.e employees receiving: higher

pcrfomncg ratings tHan  their female counterp‘rtl. ~ o
_ ” -

Job Level 2 Performance Ratings - Model 3

Variahle ‘ Beta . . - ~ GCoef¥icient - . T .
Sex : 2 .23 71 3.08
. Clerical Course .16 39 . 2,29 ‘
Number Test -.16 - -7 o -2.23
Small Retail Experience a2 .31 o 1.71 . ..
Age .26 .16 a 3.20

Multiple R® .22 | ‘ ;
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Job Level 2 Performance Ratings - Model & LN
Varisble . Deta Cosffictent = .%* r e
Sex . .. © .23 .70 5. .98
Total Yoars = 21, .23 Stl2ar .
Clerical Course A5 o e ——_— ' , 2.08 ‘ |
Number Test -6 . ka8 , 2,29 g

Small Retail Experience . .13 .33 : 182 |
| Mmultiple 32 ‘.21 R :
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" : ed’ 3 ob 31%,of whom _

were‘male and 7 8%.of uhom'wérc;black The office skills-variabic was..
o not'lncluded in the modei used to‘analyze these datacbecause of e
iﬁt}i significantly high correlations with the sgé'and sex variables.‘ The

-

' than their white codhterparts.“ Utility experience was’ also negatfvely
"cotrelated with performsnce ratihgs.@'l‘he last variaBle to drop out. of
_'the snalysis uas Relative which indicates that there'is same evidence
:thst employees who had relatives working for the qompany when they

K
‘ were hired received lower performance ratings than others
"t_-achieved with this model is relatively high indicating thatra substantial

: ; fraction of the variance is explained by the model. fg;, "d';- N
T Job Level 3 Performance Rat__g_ - ﬁ - _
_ variable = .> Eggg - - Coefficient B -fﬁ‘ 1&
Sex .. ﬂ 30 . .se T 343,
Race LU '173, .23 3 TR -.80 - o, -2,66 L
. Utility Experience»l"._-;ZO SR f ,e-éBl'ﬁ_ . ﬁf T Te2.33
Age | .59 a2 T e 666
meleple 47 . o0 e )

Job level 3 -" Including Organizational Experienpe Variables
'4*5’ When the organizational variables were _added. to the model with

1;, total years substituting for age, the results again indicated that .
*Uﬁ.i;a, and .men tended to receive higher performance ratings than others.‘w
",JTotsl number of years with the company wssﬁpositively related to
L performance ratings as- was previous manufacturing experience. The 1/
- »promotion rate was not significant but individuals Who had-taken mis-,
, cellsﬂeous approved courses supported by the company appeqred to’ have
_;vimproved their pe‘formanc%fratings*’ When sge was susstituted for totab\
years in the’ model;, " the results were similar,'with age replacing totai -
'years as the significant variable positively related to performance . «n‘

' "g -
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;;. In this model d
.expeInce wa> once more :
Thi lzst varfahle to droplout io the final stage of analysis was having a.
:relative employed by the company, which was negacively associaced with

ility

_ gatively associated with’ performance ratings._'v

nufhctuping experience droppéd out an

perfornance ratings. A !- " oo : - : S

. - . ;‘ Job Level 3 Performance Ratings - Hoael 2

e -TEEEEEEEE "Ti - Beta_ N Coefficient L o I;;‘;

‘Race L e =20 S '-.68‘ e -230 0 7T
Total Years . .4 .51 . T ceal

~bther Approved Course ,i ;QOE'H _i_:;_. . .62 . .')Q'i o 2.29 T
Manufacturing Experience™ i9 ST AT 7}-..-5'27;;'-

= Multiple RZ‘.Slz ©
. '_hi qu Level 3 Perforﬂhnce Ratig§§ - Model 3.

) ':Variable - P{”?_. Beta"LHﬁD:;; ;f“ Coe£¥icient : o
 Sex - e e 30 - ‘. o @ .60 T - 3.43
.Race . < -23% - W.._..80°  ~. '~ +2,66
" Utility Experience -.21 S T=.63 . . _f . | -2.33
- Kge _ .59 L. 43 . 6.66 "

Multiple R? .47 o ' ’ ' '
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: }é_‘f“ There were 219 employees studied 1n this jobflevel Sé-QZ:of'whom'

o
.o

o &resgpfxn , L

" Job: Level & ] ',:' BRI N .L -

were male and 2 7% o whom were black The race _ariabletwas-not Lnt%uded
1n the anglysis‘because of the small representation of plack employees.,_;,;
The R? achieved with the model utilized to analyzevthe datofwaq/ais-,"-‘ﬁﬁi

”f. eourgsinsly small at thls 1eve1.~ quever: th‘ aﬂ?1791q Qﬂdicated that .

e

h and that older emploxees tended toireceive higher ratings. Employees

h:ving a college degree wus pdaitivelj'releted with perfo nce' ating
Z\_..
thﬂs level who. had’ pnevioua manufacturing experience appeared to. ‘have SR
received“looer ratings than»others -¢hls job level rncludﬂa n number of
sccqunting jobs that are probably aaaociated with college degrees and the _
analyela may refleet some-upward bias in- the rating givenwto-employees—~~~¥3f

"*'wlth such jobs. gi‘”ﬂ;--'-'» S R T e . s
_j f'1 _i;m__-i Job Level 4 Performence Rstingg - Mbdél l\ -,:?f;iLFV?
Variable : c 7 -Beta K ‘_"‘Coefficlent _-fp‘; !i;;*jg '
'uMenufacturingiEﬁperlence —.19: S 1_:;;39 T fﬁ";ei;x;s.ﬁd
" College*begree = . : 1:.88' R '546~." SR 2.96
“Age . T T l2s. 6 a2

: ﬁpltlple-Rz_-}l3
ey . _ ‘5351. |
Further enalysia wag performed on job 1eve1 4 classifications for a-
population of clerka who were more homogeneous tlﬁn the total po;ulati:on . .-§
at ‘that job level.’ A model which’ 1nc1uded the Wonderlic and clerical teSts |
showed that older and male employees apparently recelved hlgher performance
_ ratings than their counterparts. ‘Scores on the clerical tests werek v 1ﬂ£
pooitively related with performance ratinga, as was previoua government
y experience. Although it. dropped out in the last stage of analysis' the
Honderlic test scores were positively related to performance ratings.'
e A model'which substituted the number test for the Wonderlic produced
the same ﬁinel resu ts. However, the number test dropped out at an early_
etage of the‘analys .8 and was{ t positively related to. performance ratings.
~ Although the collegy degree variqblé dropped out in the- final analysia, lt

- was aignificant in the maximum adjusted R2 model and was positively related

to performance rqtings.. - - _;, P




S e
o » i . Lo .q.- '

jl_;@;; 7 goh L::E%\a Performance Ratingg - Model Z(Clerkq) L L f;.
r‘ L Varieblee s peta L Coefficient NN e
N 'Sek.-'f ST '_--'-'-?.29.._ . A os
i,Clerlcal Test E. 2 s 24 . S ?‘ 2.24 -
-Illidcovernment Expeq}enCe--f';l7' P .'tl:-453- - v} / 1.80_ B ER
B ‘H\;Itiple -‘.R'_ -20 S S R R .
"fﬂﬂii' T ',a;.fi. B - ot ,'; A S f R .
= Hhen organizational experience variables'were added to the‘model _and>
;fiﬁtotal yearﬁﬁvas included rather than age as'.a- variable, the results *_ﬁ<o_'=*

.v-indicated that mele employees and ‘thosge git.h longen‘vurs of syvice
f_tended to receive higher perfdrmance rafings.u This mod!& also indicated

IS PO

SRS - hat zmployees with college degrees and !hose.th' 'had taken company

papproved courses to complete their B S e .re quirements received

umber test re.alao
_.l.Tszitivaly related to the ratings,r When t fwonderlic test waa.sub-
'.‘_f‘stituted for the mumber test it dropped out in the final stages as

whigher performance ratings.- Results on the_

a significant variable.‘ However, analysis of the' data utilizing a model:_g
;.which included age rather than total yeara, and the Wonderlic test,_ '
fndicated the possible importance of other variables. The ‘final level fl.w
7-g‘of analysis indieated that male: employees received higher ratings, but ...
-'fage did not’ add significantly to the explained variance. Althongh the :
.f-government experience variable was positively related to .the performance.'
‘7ratings, employees who had held previous jobs in general appeared to
‘; receive higher ratings. Employees who had taken secretarial courses and
approved courses to complete the requirements for a“B.A. degree received
'lower performance ratings. The Wonderlic test was pqsitively assoc iated
' _with performance ratings, and employees who ‘had taken Gas distribution '
training appeared to have improved their ratings. Although it dropped _
out -at the last stage of the analysis, courses designed to complete the
" 'B.S. degree were positively related to performance ratings. Office 'f&?
-skills ‘were highly correlated with both tco¥al years and’ agdﬁ but’ office
" skills did not show 0p as a significant vat -

) office skills rather than age or total years, ‘was used to analyze the data.i‘

iable when ‘a model including N

DS
..



L “,' :y, 1: woul.d eppear- ;hemale clerks and tl'mse employed fo’a longer :
) with the company rece:l..vedchighev ratings and that a col.le;_,e ' .

peri' f _

2P S
‘-) de ee end coursea whi.ch 1&1\?50 e cg p etion. of the B s degtee‘ L ".'_‘."_Y.'
fion training.. 'I'here gr,e. apne '

hnptoved raclnp ‘as’ dd.d Gaa distri s
. i.ndicati . from- these analysee the the period of o-ploymem: with- i

',k'l:he conp rathevr than ige by itself improved performance teti.nga,' sin e
nge wao not :l.dent:lf:l.ed * siqficant vaz‘:l.able. In e model 1nc1ud'1n3
hge, employeea who had held ‘previous, jobs, ‘that 1s “‘who presumably had -
. fewer yeqra wi.th the cohpany st a g:l.ven age, tended to receive lower

_‘.

t—‘.‘

DY perfomance r:atings. L
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. : : - v S e I 2

-fﬂ.:iafﬂ - Job Level 4 Parfornance Ratings - uodel 3 (1nc1ud£ggﬁtota1 yeatsif
i'rif-_:'AVariables ' S
Sex 2
 Total Year: e 1
B B.8. @courae "',-1;-E&:Kﬂ:.Q
Mr ‘T_e'-t:;.‘f'i |
lCQilege;DeéEee' T : 2 -
- Muletple RS .26 - G . s e

S g Level % Pe‘““m“ce RitinL- Model 4 (ugluding age) L
“7 o Variablea M-ég—'_t»am‘; . Coeff:lt::l.ent— ST "if““;‘v‘“:.‘:‘“"“f—-"t
Previous. Job. , ,1}; T -.40 | ﬂi; r.1.81
. »iGi stribution Trainin3'17 . : ;' ;_ .61 ._;.;':ft ) '.1'19 _
!fi:-.Se tarial Course:e_grjg,17 o ].f;a;4z S ".'.5'e f”;1577't
"“5‘_B;A Degree Course : .f54322' - .-.,;{63};”;f’}'_- : 42;385:

| Monderlic Test < .17 S iaz0 0 o =a7e

e

Csex. T .

GoVernment Expetience S ¥: R _Q,-_ - e26 S F{-j;g,oo

-

Multiple Rz .26 . ‘ . - c _ - \:gi¥’i"
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. Job Level 5 e ’f(f-~a' R . -
There were 83 individuals studied in this job level, 45 71 of whom
were male and" 1. 2% of whom were black The .race fvariable was not- utilized
_ -in" the snalysie becauae of the 11 repreaentat:SE\pf black - employees. 7
ﬁt;although the Rz achieved in the' analyaia .of- this job lével was relatively
. -small, the results indicate again that older employeea tendéd to. receive‘
= higher performance ratinga than othera. At this level‘t appears that
d‘?the acorea on the nnmericab teat w&re positively related to performance‘*
;Qratings. In thia job level sex &nd’ age were highly correlated 5G that S
,@iit is poaaible that the ageiéifect indicated above reflecta a tendcnoy L

higher performancg ratings.

. . : L . . R

for. male employees to recei
. U
: " Job Level 51Performance Ratings - Modeh 1 ‘

Vart&ble L Beta -_-'f? o coefficient ;T“Vf-";r'; o

 J

M ~
»

m”"ﬂ T 2 0t
Cage M . w0 21 . tae
__Hulf;‘iple R .18 R B |

A T ST - .

-

Job Level 5 Including Organizational Variables
| Hhen organizational experience variablea were added to the model
fwith total years aubstituting for age, there was an increase in the
.« .variance explained Sywthﬁanalyais.f Total years with the company f *f,’
and scores on the number test were both qignificantly ‘and poaitively “?
related to performance ratings._ Although it dzopped out juat before‘“.
' the final analysis, there s some indication that scores on the b
mechanics teat\were negatively related to performance ratings at this

A model which included age but not total yearsa of experience
phowed age as a ‘significant variable, and also indicated that employeea
who had taken approved business courses succeeded in: obtaining .7fﬂq? . ' jc_
‘higher performance ratinga. Both experience in the gas industry and o
ateel industry experience werenegatively related to performance ratings.
.The number test scores were the last variables to drop out of the.. - »64:; .
‘analysis, but’ there is indication in thia model that they were positively

lrelited to pertormance ratings.

-
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Job Level 5 Perfomnce Rntings = Model 2- (1nc1uding total ye rs)

Vari.blec . . Beta _ . . Coefficfent ‘T

.

'rotnl. ch '.7 - ‘_;_46 ot 36 R a2

llu.ber -rnc B = B R S 2,28
lll.lltiple Rz o23 ) o n- ) - T ) . ’  _' L - t

Al : 2T B
* » -

- ...r -

- Jdb .l’..evel S\Perfomnce Ratings - Model 3 ( E!l . . : , .
. “5':""‘*"""““”""'"'“?:-;5”. | -19‘:7-..; S zi‘ SRR 3% £ AR

Gas Experiencé ._.-.21'_" B -—‘_667 T ’1;99?'-#"";

sneel nxpeuen_ce :_',..-i' a9 Tl -80 -z T 83
 Age . .oteme w0027 - 93"
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f.’_b_le_vel_é. C T s s .

, " There tere 85 indivfduelo atudied in this job level 90. 51 of whom were -
nnl end none .of whom were black.: High correletiona nmong the age, sex,gfnd
fcollegn dggree variablen poned difficult problemas for the analysis of thia
4ob lavel.: The model that did not 1nclude sex or age indicated that retnil
fexpcricnce and office skilla were negatively associated with perfornance
ratingl, end the college degree variahle dropped out before-the final stage
of the analyuis. nIt would appear ;hatﬂtheae results reflectpd the relation-. SN
lhip between sengnd performence retings. The college degree and sex’ %’ri-.vl |
-able. uerc highLy ‘correlated (.6) with the degrce being essocinted wi '
fennlc enployeee.; In‘tﬁfh, the college degree variabldﬁwna ne vely

'f.,- R

relatod to g}rfornnncl ratinge suggelting thdt femnle empfbyees tcnded to
recegve lqwcr ri%inga.. Tﬁe negative relationship- betﬁeen*retutt—experience“*'f9~'

«and office dkilla probnbly haVe the same basis. R — _
e T SO
R Job LeVel 6 Performance Rntinggg; Model 1 o . o '

B Variable _f’j";l_ggg | v o . (Coefficient \ S 1-‘, ’
‘Previous Job .- . A& o . 45 . . . L84
Large Retail Experience -.24 gt ;'§- o L -.78 f Y }5 -2.37
Small Retail Experience ffiélZS-V-_ . ;1@' L 'ém65; -_iri,g ‘ -2.84

Office skills - -  -.29 S _ .. =53 . T -2.83
‘ Multiple R2 .27 | | A | L
- A second model was utilized which included sex, but which did not include.c“
either the college degree or age variables. .. The results indicated that
’ nale employees tended to receive higher performance ratings a8 did employees
who had’ held other jobs hefore being employed by the company. In. spite of
the inclusion of the sex variable, small retail experience and office lkills )
‘were eignif!bqntly and negatively associated with performance ratings. The
- Last variable to drop ouc of the analysis was: the Wonderlic test, which had b

-a negktive relationship with performance rntings © . . L
. Lo . . . .. __‘\. ' . - e . . &

. - . . - : . . .
-1 - 4 - . - ..

< . o B . - L & L i . - A‘.q.‘ -
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. ~ Job uvel. 6 Performance Ratings - Model 2 - ' .
Bex ™ ., 'j~ .o zzv ﬁ” SR - SUL B 2. 26
Previ.oul Job o '_ . ,19.. R - N A . 1.9 _
' Small Retail !xperience T .28 . - S -66 . -2.89
Office Skilla . . -.32 S T C -3u16

mlt:l.ple Rz .27 SRR ' . - B T

[

, A chit'd npdel wu celted. wh:l.ch aubstituted t:he age vatiable for ;ex.
renultc 1nd1c¢t1ng'a donind‘ting hnpact of l:he age veriibl.e with older .
e-ployeu reeeiving ﬁig\er perfommce rat:l.ngs Mmmfacturing experience -
and gna - pump experience we;e also aaaoc‘lated with perfornnnee rati.ngl. T
The lstter my/be picking.%p the effedl:a of the scx vari.nble uh:l.ch was. -
excl:uded from t.)hi.s modeh Ln sumary, it appeeta that l:here 13 sipificant '
hvidence that older edployeen and; ﬂmle enployees tend ‘to receive)xigher S
petforunce rati..ngs at this’ level and that 1f ‘the’ 1ntelli.gence test glven * .
‘to job applicants has a\{y ptedictive validity {o: joba at ;his level, higher “} '

.
test scores are associated wir.h‘l.ower periomnce tatingx.

© . -

. V_"'ﬁ L ~, :

: Job Level 6 Petformance Rat:ingg - Model 3 T _

’ Veridble JBeta - NO Cgafficient T
Hanufact:uting Experience © .16 . v . L .30 ' 1.73
Gas Pumpvxxperience L 1}5{: o ' o .54 :, - i.61 '

_Age - 3y Y et 5,39

. .ml:j,ale_ TRZ»' .l - |

)

' Job Level 6 - Incl.uding Orggniza,tional Variables o N e

A model ‘that. included ‘gex; and . r.otal yeats with the company 1ndicated t:hat
-both variables added significantly to the- exp;ained vatinnce. Male elnployeea
_and those with longer service. received higher perfomance :'ati.n‘gs._ Gas d:l.s-,‘.:f :

ttibqtion ttain : h'lped 'tmprove performance ratings. . Althougﬁ employees C
e 9']. treinipg not, paid for.by .t:h”e ccupan‘y received ~1qiw3i'

. 1 ) _ .
rat.i.ngs Mher the; derlic nor: t‘(cletical test waa significant, and both .

; dtopped out of .khe analyaia at a very earfy stage in a model that did not = -

-
» - ..f:
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| 51nc1udcrcex, buc'din include {;rge retail experience and high school degree, -an
’yle:vhich aubatituted‘the numbers teat for the wonderlic and clerical test, totai -
- yeers with the qompany ‘and qne Gas dlstribution traintnh were posittvely asaoctnted ‘

L vith p‘tformnnce rattngs while external trainings not supportcd by the ‘company
. and lllll rntnil experlence were . negatively reieted to the ratings. In tion,'

large rcte::.:frerience was negati}(}i'related to performance ratings and

.5¢nplpyeea took courses to compllete a 'B.S degree reguirenent appeared to -

"have rcceived 1oner performance ratings.‘ Small retnil experience wne associeced .
vith louer rntings. ‘A third model which exclﬁded sex and tubetituted college
degree 1ndicated again that the college degree was negatively related to per-
'fornnnce retinga and uhat manufacturing experience appeared to heve ﬂgytogpd che.

rntingi.‘ It il possible that both " the, latter findings reflec; higher per-

RN

/. formance ratinga given to male,employees. - i . -‘L-nf_jh_: R .,gl"
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TN T gob Lovnl 6 Perfomnnnce Rnting! Model & (includingASex)
Y _!g;;g!;;;_ Beta COeffictunc B T

Sex < i3_ S S sz B IF  E

Total Years. B 36 T 404
Gas ‘Distribution Trainlng .22 . .53 - 2,34
 General External Traiming -.16 a2z .70
" oial1l n.:.11 Experience 18 « =4l . -1.81

nnltlple B? .}47,, ji - o Jv‘T- '_ A

. "  f Job Lewel 6 Perforunnce Rntiggs - Modcl S gexcludggg )
T . Vggiables o o .gggg,_ o o §22§££E§225 - T o
S  §;fToEn1 Years = . _ . .37 5i‘f, T "’33f o Y

o " Gas. Dicttibution Training .26 Lo .64 - T . |2.85 '
o ;Gennrll External Training . ¥ . - -.24.'f,_ r . 41.591

- - BiS. :Degree COurse 'ﬂh":'fQISA L ‘1.;f;353' S XY
_ .Largp Retail Experienc;  .9;27 T e 89 fi"': E ‘*;;2.87;
'Snnll Rc:ail Experienca -.18 SO se2 e ";1;91
Hultiple 2 .3 - ' o ' S

‘4 N 4',‘3{ * [ - : R 'J_

. . . ‘.1: '» ) ) S

:?7¥ffj_ﬁ_jﬂ oo Job Level 6 Performnnce Ra{i;;;\:\hkﬁel 6 {exgiuﬂlﬁg.nex)-
’”;f‘*fj Variables = , | Beta’ R Coefficient . . T
- 'iTotal Years . w; e ':j*?:39 o I .34 —— 3.91 -
Ghs Diltribution Train{ng 28 l / . .68 K . . 2.98
_ LManufacturing Experience Jd7 0, , ) ¢ .~»3' o 1.79.
. College Degree . =.4:174 _ 'HE“VA -t=?~;a;139 e ,'4-1.6§j |
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. - ‘cases. the organizetional variebles mbatantially increeeed ‘the varience

i:‘w

- APPENDIX D

Job lavel 77 - - . .Y
‘!heu wefe 31 individuals studied in this job. level 581 of vhom were
-ele end none of whom were bleck The R2 echieved by the -odel ugsed to
. analyse thie job level ve’ reletively mll Bowever, there ia 'ignificant
'~wide’ce that el: thie level individuah ﬂho were teleted Xo’ ‘emp e

“time they vere hired tended to recqive lonewhnt figher perfo

There is- elao some indice:ion t:het wonen received h,igher ratings then men |
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