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ABSTRACT : 9 -
Previous research has) shown that dinterviewers need to
be aware of job requirements .in order to make valid selection
decisions. Such job information may be provided in several d1£ferent
formats. To determine if the type of job information influences L.
decisions, management psychology students (N=48) received information-
about a job that stressed either the tasks involved or the basic
'‘abilities required. They then rated an applicant who was either
technically average or -superior, and who was either male or female.
It was hypothes1zed that the task description would yiéld less
accurate ratings and that the ability description would be
discriminatory toward females. Contrary to the predictions, both
types of descriptions produced decisions that were reflective of
technical qualifications and neither discriminated against women. The
ability oriented description yielded more 1en1ent ratings on many
scales, and participants felt more confident in their ‘decisions when
given this type of information. (Author/WAS) :
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- ' Abstract

—

Previous research had shown that interviewers need to be aware of job require-

. = N T T 4
Yy \ .
ments in order ,to make valid selection decisions. {Such job:information may.

4 . R ’ . ) !
be provided in severa} different formats. To determiné if the type of job

.

information influenced decisions, 48 participants received information about..
. ’ 1

4

~

a job that stressed eftheﬁgthe tasks involved ox_the basic abilities required.

They then rated an applicant who was either technically average or superior
. . . /1 ) . ; ’ - )
who was either male or female. It was hypothesized that the "task description

would yield less accurate ratings and that the ability description would be

discriminatory towards females. Contrary to the predictions, both types of

b -

a

and neither discriminated against'females. The ability oriented desc¢ription

yielded wmore lenient ratings on many scales, and participants felt more

contident in their decisions when given this type of information.

it

inis Lapuaicll vas supported in part by funds from the Foundation of the
Uuntversity of Nordh Carolina at Charlotte and from the State of North ﬂ;/
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descriptions produced decisions that were reflective of technical qudlifications
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Ostensibly the employment interview is an easy and quick way to select
employees: the interviewer assesses the qualifications of the applicant,
S ) e e ! ‘ . !? '
determines if these match t requirements of the job, and renders the
appropriate decision. However, despite the popularity of interviewers
(Landy and Trumbo, 1976, estimate that over 90% of all companies use them)
there 1» little evideyce to support their effectiveness. Different inter=

viewers oeldom agree On their decisions (Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965) which accounts

Lot the dlswal vulé?ity of the interview in predicting job success‘ (Carlson,
197, lu fact, decisivns are orften influenced by the applicant's sex (Roéen
a Jeed . av/4), ape (Dipbuye, riomhiu, & Wiback, 1975), race (Arvey, 1979),

0r physic.! altiactlveness (Laun, Siegfried, & Pearce, 1981). The reéason for

.

such dlowtluindtlon may be that interviewers often. select people based on

-

whetlet i nol they wmatch the interviewer's stereotype of the 'ideal

appdloant” ratter Lhan on thelr ability to do the job (Rowe, 1963).

when Job Lequirements are strongly emphasized, interviewers will consider
thew ja thelir decisions (Carlson, 19/2), discount irrelevant information,
even 10 1U's unfavorable (Siegfried, 1974), be able to agree with each other
(Langdate & weltz, 1973), and render accurate dec¥sions (Siegfried, 1975)

. B La

based wmostl, un job~relevant information (Wiener & Schneiderman, 1974). The -
use ol jub requirements to reduce sex discrimination has shown mixed results.

Interviewers will still prefer male applicants (Heneman, 1977) and will

atlribute o male's performance to, skill and a female's performance to luck



£~

(Deaux & Emswiller, 1974).. Interviewers will . .also raise their ratings of
male appliCants above comparable females)when males are evaluated second -
. e 4

Y

’ (Siegfried & Pohlman, 1981). When job re uirements are accompanied by a

3

warning to not discriminateé based on sex, male.interviewers will rate very
: N ‘ . ’

leniently (Siegfried, l982)[ On the other hand, when raters ‘are able to

‘

directly observe performance on a work sample théy will rate in a non-
discriminatory manner (Hamner, Kim, Baird, & Bigoness, 1974). Forcing inter-
viewers tou rate applicants on specific job, requ1€iﬁents instead of general

ability has increased accuracy (Osburn, Timmreck & Bigby, 1981), although

forcing interviewers to attend to general applicant qualifications has not

(Canu, Siegfried, & Pearce, 1981). : -
Clearly the use of job requirements shows some promise as a way to

teduce unwanted discrimination. The somewhat inconsistent results may be due

to the ditfering ways in which job inftormation was presented to t e inter-
. Foe
viewels. orneltus, Carron, and Collins (1979), and others, have outlined 3

®

majoir appivaches to listing job analysis information: a task-oriented approach,

wherte the job 1s bioken luto the tasks and duties; a worker-oriented’approach,
— vV . .

where geheral behaviols requiired on the job are given, (such as judging

<

. ~
dista..cs or teadlug directlons), and an abilities-oriented approach where

the uudérlylug general abilitles are listed, such as\cognitive skills or

phy.leal proflolency. Because each of these methiods stresses different view-

poluls ol the work, they are likely to have difterent effects ou interviewers.
Ihe teobLanique- produce different results when used by job analysts to cluster
<3, ‘
Jobo (Gosnella., Lariton, & Collins, 1979) or to develop testing proccdures g -
Lor clection (l ovine, Ash, & Bennevt, 1980). leviue, et al found the task-

N had

O
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1

oriented approach produced the most detailed testing plans and was most

B

o

popular, although therworker—ofiented approach was least cost{y. Cornelius,
et al. suggested-that the worker-oriented appfqéch_be used for §etting‘
salariés, the task—orientedrapproach for develbping selection strategies,
and th% ability-oriented approach for gét;blishing training needs.

1t is likely that interviewing strategies bésed on éaEh approach may

N

yileld dlrfcfing results with varying degrees of sex discrimination. The ta

Iuntervicwer mustl stlll exercise a greal deal of judgment to determine if

.

iR

the applicant woald bLe able Lo perform those tasks. With the other two

Lechtlyues, Che IntirvieweI neced ovunly ellclt information about' the applicant's

4
past poetfolwallice o Lxulnih5 to Jdeterwlne it the neceded tehaviors or

abilicties aie proesednt The luwfeased acculacy mwa, owe with a cost, howéver,
Liv ducaiea od docriwmlastlon The effectlveness,ut the worker-oriented aﬁd
abvdie s vardcoted approaches 1, increasiung acvouracy results from reducing the
ot Gl dlelyetion and judgment left to Lhi ince.viewer.. Interviewers have .

Levit i Lo tedel aepatlvely whon thls Jdiscretion and freedom are curtailed.

4 oltong wartulng that Jdeclslouns should nqﬁ be based on. applicant

o hnuuk:l&,
.

sen did lusuic that females and males werc hired equally; however, the inter-
: Vg
vicsels se asscited their treedom by offering the females lower starting
salarle: (Kvoen & Mcricle, 1979). In yet another study, such warnings led to
lultedscd hiring of males (Siegfried, 1982). Therefore, bgcausg the inter-—
vlewer ha. more freedom when only job duties are specified, the paradoxical

hypothusls is that there will be less discrimination against females.

‘éV
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!

The purpose of the present investigation was to determine how the type

of job infdrmatiuq affected two thiggs: the accuracy of inter&iewer judgments

arld the presence of sex discrimination. Two hypotheses were drawn from the

k4

literature reviewed: ¥irfst, the use of a task-oriented apprdach would produce

'y . .

. . v e A .
less accurate interviewer ratings; but second, the .task-oriented approach

would lead to less sex discrimination.

- -

Method ‘ .

Participants. The participants were 48 students enrolled in management
) 2 . ¢ . LARu LR

‘ -+

psychology courses. All were familiar with the legal aspects of seléﬁtion as
well as the theoretical concepts of validity and utility. Two'survexé were

not able to be processed.  The participaats were 19 females-and 26 males,

30 of whowm were singlé. All except 2 I... some previous work experience. Their

. ) ¢
average age was 23.8 years.

Matertals. Staudard one-pdge job umes were prepared that listed various

1emo of background information (i.e., age, home address, phone), previous
. . . N N 2

. C g N

wvrh expoileuce, grade polnt average, and persanal interests. A picture

i - A

appeoLed in the uéycl Liﬁht—haud\ebrﬁef}ﬁqlﬂese'Bad been préviously judged
Ly college ctudentls aon Lelng "average' in attractiveness. Four different4
phio Cograplic wele used Lol both wales and females to c0ntral for any %giosyn~
vlatle svacilons Lu.d speclific yhuLuéréph, but differences in attractiveness
émong wcacl st w4 wore uon sigulficant.  The wmale applicants were named
"ranlt uad the Lewate appllcants "Paula®™.

\

Lo b tier o ool 2 Commendatl nl weie alo.. Lol ludad, one fiow o peevious

vloyer and vl fiiwoa formel prolessus Tie 11t 1ctter)\<s used Lo manipulate

N\

, .
the appld.can ‘o uallidcationsy, as descrhied bulow. The letter from the former .

A

A\
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professor was the same in all cases, and described the sociai ability of thel

v

applicant based on class performance. All applican\s were described as being
- 4

very interpersonally adep<.

Participants were then given a booklet that contained a set of information
S

about the exXperimenter, how to receive more information, and a statement

. . s - - / . .
about their right to not participate in the experiment. This booklet also

cuontained a description of thé job and a series of rating schles.

, . . . - .
! Variables Manipulated. There were 3 manipulated v%rlables: subject sex;

. - . § . . . . . .
type of job description; and applicant qualificarions. " Applicant qualifications
- - ' ' - .

wele chauged oo thal applicants were either highly qualified or moderately
‘ 4

quallited Lo, the jot of tralulag LepTresgntative. This is done to”"see if .

fntciview.lo  ould acourately pervelve applicant qualifications to test hypo- -
chesly 1 fie manlpulat ton was dune i the letters of recommendation by
fnooa Cing che wlolement that the applicant . . Lis cxtremely’well quilified
Co u“th( ke the Job aud petlfvimed al o supcrior level in our organization.'
I, v viape quwlafiiacden ledtler stated that the person . . .has average

[ .
Gearilicatd ae . Laud pesfoiwed at au average level." T?is manipulation is

cluwdlor Lo Lhat Jdood 1u Slegtried, CGauu, and Gilmore (1982), and has been shown

to be eitleotlve
fLe [lnsl . uiiable Wanipuldted was the method of presenting }he job.
. ’ ) “' ) ' 3
Lnj..metion.  the tash vilented description was taken from the Dictibnary of
1( * .
b u %

‘.' i3 ¢ . . . , ."‘ -
Uecopdtlon lidles for the job of Training Representatives This job was

.

selected since 1t 1clated to the previous experience the applicant had as a

-
clerh fu pgrsonnet 1ecords without being so identical .that a snap judgment

L]

-




» ,/‘ ‘ ' } 8
could be made. It was also felt that such a position would be somewhat familiar

* <
to the participants. The task—orienteq’description was the paragraph from the

N

programs. . .confers wi%h management. . .formulates teaching outline.

~

: [§ p L
DOT.listing common*duties of this job: .prepares and conducts training

selects teaching aids. . .conducts general or specialized training sessions. .

The aBility—oriented description waé also drawn from the DOT'by listing
information pertaining to: 1) worker,requirementé (interest in communicating
‘ideas; intellectuai'ability; analytic ability); 2) 6the§,(preference for

public-contact work; experience in general personnel work); 3) training (back-
. C
ground in personnel relations); 4) types of situations to which worker must
L .

adjust (frequent change; direction of others); 5) preferences (concerned with

people, business Coucacn); and 6) required aptitudes (intelligence, verbal e

ability nuumestcal ability, clerical perception)?”:n - &

’

iLe necessaly information tor a "worker-oriented" approach was not

Selull. 1oi (hils job aud this condition was therefore not investigated. This

tuloawatl o ds ool duwmeralally but not readily obtainable.

-~
Livoe Heaoated After recading all the information the raters

o

Var d

.

s deted Littcen / pouluy scaleo including: hiring (ranging frow defiEiLely

» ,

s bavon s te detinitet, opposcd, 1l slasting salary; expetL;d pcxtormaﬁze;
P

ab. ity W) pusovuallty 1htbs/mCuSUfCu pardll%} those found etfective in

olitr ool (v L dlepfiled, Cann, & Gllmore, 1982). To check on the

eflei vl cueen ol G wmanlpulations, .u. scale acked participants to rate the

¥ ' : . » ,
cdudldat.' o t holcatr okllls and a cecuud asked thewm to rate the candidate s

rarticipants were a4lso asked to indicate their own technical

wocladl obhalo

Jh111 sevel, ho. much they had becn intluenced by the applicant’s technical

»

3

ERIC N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P : B “. I. k9
+ : o s /

-~ / . .
skill and gocial gkiIl. They also indicated hbw similar they believed they

were to the applicant. The final 4 scales dealt with ﬁhe job information they

A\ .
\

: ) ’- ) . ¥
had received. Participants were asked how confident they were that the

appligant fit the job, how much they had relied on ‘the job description, how

-

much the description he%?ed them decide if the applicant met minimum

standards, and how much the descrijtion gave them a good overall picture of the A

job. Finally, participants indicated their age, marital status, sex, and work

A Y

expulience.

Leneral Procedpre.  The participants were first given the survey book

Lhal began wlth a brier desCription of the research, the extent to which con-
fideatliallity would be malutained, and the identificaﬁﬂpn of the experimenter

and Low te gt Lu contact u}kﬁ/;;;§\ﬂThc bolunt&fy nature of the experiment

Iy wete theu told that they were to evaluate a resume of a

. -

vao ol oonod.

canildate fur .+ Job as "part ot a study on people's reactionstoﬁiér candidates".

e woie dlotributed at various class meetings uand returned anonymously to

Dl ok,
Liie “aye el e
Results .
! : o L)
Eaon ot e 1> ratiug scales was subjected to a 2:°x 2 x 2 analysis-of
. aance (ANOVA) The r-sults may best be understood by -discussing }ﬁem in
~

the following groupings: \

Manipulation checks. The participants all saw the applicants as highly

+

suclally skilled (Mean®6.00) with no significant differences due to experimental

conditions. There w&s a significant differgnce (F(1,37)=18.51, p<.001) in
percelved technical ability in the appropriate direction (Means=3.50 and 4.74).

[

-

™,

~

Vai
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However, there was also a significant effect .on this scale for the type of

: ' RS E:
job description (F(1,37)=10.26, p <01). Those participants who received the
task list (M=3.68) saw the applicant as less technically "qualified than those . «

who received the abilities description (M=4.57). This indic%ges that per-
s '

ceived technical competence was a function of both the information embedded

in the letter of recommendation and the type of job information presented.
L EY .

" All participants saw theéﬁélves as'beihg Eechnically_skilleﬁ (M=5.02) with" -

7 B f
no differences among the conditions. Those who saw a technically skilled

14

app;icauL (M=4.48) saw theméelves as more.similar to the applicant (F(1,37)=

:
Criterion scales. The 5 major scales of interest (hiring, salarx, ) oL

11.36, p ~Ul) than those who saw a lesser skilled applicant (M=3.05)

dblilLy, cxpected performance, and persohality) showed various effects. The
Wirlug scale appropgiapely showed a m&gn effect for the applicant's technical
- , ; ’ :

sk1lls (F(1,38)=9.99, p<.0l), with the more skilled applicant more likely

to be hired (M=3.95, 5.21). This scale also showed a s%gnificant effectlfor
(Lo type of JOL dc§;tiyt10u (F(1,38)=14.12, p<.001), wfth_those receiving the
a;lllLy des. tipcdion more l;&cly to hire than those\receiQing the task
deoo L kpoton (M=> 33, J.BZ).g
N _

I sdwe twe vllells wele p;chuL whensparticipants rated the applicant's.
Aatily. there wds @ mafn effect tor Lechnical'gkill (F(l,38)=7.71, p<.01)
and ot ..uyxiétign (F(1,38)~18.78, p\.OOJ): These again appeared when
raling zapedted peilolmalce: (r(l,Jé)—JJ.59, px.QOl) and (¥F(1,38)=7.65,
Pl le Paclern ol wmedns was the sawe as with the hiring decision.

¥ * ) . .
Scartlang salary showed only an ciicct for technical qualification

(i (1,38, 1< v p< oul) with the technically competent being offered more

»
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‘money (M=2.32, 3.88).- The appllcant s/éérsbﬁaliﬁy'shbwed'bni§ an interaction-
l

betyegn the typevof JOb descrlptlon and applicant sex.(F(l 38) 4o 54 If*OJ) -
. Efk &

lale awpllcants were glven hlgher ratlngs 1n the presence of the. abilities
- B - -s LY ~
description thap anv other condition. '

.

Surprisingly, participants reported no 'significant differences in how
. 1. 3 . o . )

much -thev had been influenbgﬁ by the applicaht'é’technical skills in the \\
' Y

- B . B . . L4

different conditions. .However, they.were significantly more influenced by .

, -

v

“#social skillsl(g(l,38)=10155, p¢.01) in the pfesence of the ability-oriented

: - 3
description. - A . k o . §. v

Job information. Participants were significantly more confident that the,

applicant fit the ‘job when technical skitls were high (F(1,38)=15.60, p<.001)

and thn the «bility-oriented descriptién was used (F(l,38);20.70, p<1001);

HoweVel, they believed that the taskjggggﬁféd description/gave them a better

picture of the job (F(1,38)=10.74, p<.0l). There were no 51gn1f1cant \

ption or how muché-.

. attterences in how much tney relied on either d.
AN
ant met minimum standards.

desciiption helped them determine if\the

s ‘ Discussion
A ,‘

-, .. A . . \r‘-

1he results of this investigation supported neither hypothesis. The

task—oriented description proved to be no less sensitive than'thé abilities- -

ofiented description; sex dlscrlmlnatlon was not less prevalent with the task-'

[ -
' 'v..

u;iq“éeq description.  Yet these findipgs are far from disapp01nt1ng, the task—
vo%iéntéd ébproaéh désﬁnq lesé acqu;age becaus@ boéh descriptions'yielde§
ratings . that refiec;edltechn;cal compé;eﬁce} .Tﬁe ta§k‘description.didlngtl
“lead to lesa‘dibc:iminétibn simﬁi§gbetaU59 thér; was ébpe to_beéih witﬁ. ..
' R , R L g '

O K o ' . - "ﬂj y - ,\:1 . »q.':_:.;" "J h/r L . v,
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nParticipants‘in'this investigation relied greatly on technical competenCe in,:-
Y making their hiring, ability, salary, and expected performance ratings,
xegardless of the type of job description they received "This heavy reliahce

Y B ls

on teehnical ability and the appropriate disrega;d for.the applicant s sex

N fmay“have been_dQe ta seVeral reasons.' First, the participants were all well';
. hd L'o"‘-."\. - NS /'u Lo n CT N '.' - ’ - -
informed:.about equai -employment ‘oppottunity regulations which may have kept

. e .« . .

. them frOm-exhibiting anylprejqﬂices they'might_have,feft. Sec¢ond, because
rd : /‘(J . ..
they were also well‘wersed in the theory of employee selectionnthey may have

(R} .0 LI

'recognized the importancd of making valid decisions based o+ ability and

o C technical competence; Third,‘the preSence ofgany Jobzdescription, regardless,
of its format, may have led-to decisions based on job relevant informationb'

J(c,frwwgener &'Schneidermaﬁf 19743}3'Finally,:the‘ tudent participants mayv

fnot have been representative of practicing decisio makers, yet evidence,

presented by Bernstein, Hakel, and Harlan (1975) argues to the cdntrary.

An unekpected finding was the effect for the type of JQb description on

o -

almost all of the scales.. Those who received the abilities—oriented

- .
¢ . . ‘

‘. description saw the applicant as more technically qualified, more able, more

’

likely to perform and were_thus more likely to hire them. Although both
vtypes of description\helped participants,determine if the applicant:met
minimum standards, they were more confident.in their decisions when;the
ability-oriented description was. used. Most‘likely the ability description
conveyed more information about the person than the job¥oriented'description.
The\participants then'received some information about.theIcandidate,whichﬂthey
codld easily mmatch—dp" with the information about the desired'applicant. As

4

A
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discussed above, this is an easier task than attemptiﬁg to judge whether an

Ce ':‘f’appiiqant could pgrﬁoﬁm a series'bf tasks. The ease of this task iéd to- a
_ confident, decision: Although they felt they knew less aboyt the job,
. ¥ C 1 o ’

participants probabiy felt they knew more about the ﬁersonfin this condition,.
L ~ B - ! .
Perhaps the major implication, should these” results. be borne out in
furthér testing in applied settings, is that both typéé"bﬁ job descfiptiohé

T . » e : :
will produce accurate, non-discriminatory decisions. r, However, the use of

' 9 ! . :
. an ability-oriented ‘description may result in more lenient, ratings and

-

decisions. Whether such leniency is justifiable in Jight of actual success

gon the job rémains to be tésted. Yet it is clear that interviewérs will

use job information to0 make decisions and that the form of that .information

¢’ .
’ ’

ﬁay influence who they ultimately decide to hiréf ‘ ‘

<

N
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