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A highly structured employment interviewing technique is proposed, which
includes the following steps: (1) develop questions based on a job anal-
ysis, (2) ask the same questions of each candidate, (3) anchor the rating
scales for scoring answers with examples and illustrations, (4) have an
interview panel record and rate answers, (5) consistently administer the
process to all candidates, and (6) give special attention to job related-
ness, fairness, and documentation in accordance with testing guidelines.
Examination of psychometric properties for hiring entry-level production
employees (n = 149) reveals high interrater reliability (r = .88) and
predictive validity (uncorrected r = .34, corrected r = .56), as well as
evidence for test fairness and utility. The levels of these properties are
comparable to those of a comparison battery of typical employment tests,
and correlations with the tests suggest that the interview has a strong cog-
nitive aptitude component. Potential explanations for the effectiveness of
this structured interviewing technique are discussed.

The reliability and validity of the employment interview has been ques-
tioned throughout the history of industrial psychology, starting early in
the century (e.g., Hollingworth, 1922; Scott, 1915) and in every review
since (Arvey & J. Campion, 1982; Carlson, Thayer, Mayfield, & Peter-
son, 1971; J. Hunter & R. Hunter, 1984; Mayfield, 1964; Reilly & Chao,
1982; Schmitt, 1976; Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965; Wagner, 1949; Webster,
1964; O. Wright, 1969). Structuring the interview has often been proposed
as a means of improvement, but the operationalization of structure has
varied widely across studies, with at least three different forms observed.
First, many studies developed semistructured interviews in that the process
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was not completely specified but some form of assistance was provided in
conducting the interview or evaluating responses. Yonge (1956) used an
outline and rating scale. Barrett, Svetlik, and Prien (1967) had interview-
ers take notes during the interview and make ratings afterwards. Landy
(1976) used dimensional rating scales and an interview panel. Mayfield,
Brown, and Hamstra (1980) developed an interview guide and summary
form with suggested questions. Zedeck, Tziner, and Middlestadt (1983)
made evaluations on behaviorally anchored rating scales. Arvey, Miller,
Gould, and Burch (1987) developed a job-analysis-based interview sched-
ule. In addition, many other studies provided some form of structure for
the interview, but the detail given was insufficient for understanding the
nature or degree of the structure (e.g., Albrecht, Glaser, & Marks, 1964;
Borman, 1982; Campbell, Prien, & Brailey, 1960; Freeman, Manson, Kat-
zoff, & Pathman, 1942; Gardner & Williams, 1973; Ghiselli, 1966; Glaser,
Schwarz, & Flanagan, 1958; Huse, 1962; Tubiana & Ben-Shakhar, 1982).

Second, some studies “patterned” the interview as suggested by Mc-
Murry (1947). With this approach, the interviewer did not have to ask the
same questions of each candidate but, instead, selected from an array (or
pattern) of questions. Maas (1965) improved the patterned interview by
using behavioral expectation scales (Smith & Kendall, 1963). Janz (1982)
and Orpen (1985) evaluated a further variant called the “patterned behav-
ior description interview,” which involved a critical incident job analysis
(Flanagan, 1954), recorded responses, and rating scales. Finally, Schwab
and Heneman (1969) and Heneman, Schwab, Huett, and Ford (1975) en-
hanced structure in a manner similar to patterning, in which interviewers
could not deviate from a predetermined job-analysis-based interview format
(i.e., application form).

Third, Latham, Saari, Pursell, and M. Campion (1980), Latham and
Saari (1984), and recently, Weekley and Gier (1987) evaluated an approach
called “situational” interviewing. This approach was more structured than
previous efforts in that it used the same questions for each candidate, an-
chored rating scales, and an interview panel to record and evaluate re-
sponses. On the basis of the goal-setting assumption that intentions are
related to behavior (Locke, 1968), candidates’ responses as to what they
would do in hypotheticai job situations were hypothesized to be predictive
of what they would actually do on the job. Situations were generated using
critical incident job analyses (Flanagan, 1954).

Purpose of this Study
This study extends previous research in four ways. First, it presents a

more highly structured interviewing technique than most other efforts. Pre-
viously this technique was only described in a nonresearch journal (Pursell,
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M. Campion, & Gaylord, 1980) and in unpublished sources (M. Cam-
pion & Pursell, 1981; Pursell & Gaylord, 1976). This technique begins
with the same research theme as Latham et al. (1980), but it extends the
methodology to other question types in addition to situational questions.
Also included are job knowledge, worker requirements, and job sample
and simulation questions. Second, more so than with other approaches
to interviewing, greater explicit attention is afforded to the guidelines on
test development from both the professional perspective (Validation Prin-
ciples, Society of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Inc., 1987)
and the legal perspective (Uniform Guidelines; Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission, Civil Service Commission, Department of Labor, &
Department of Justice, 1978) in order to enhance the likelihood of validity
and legal defensibility. Third, aside from presenting the usual psychome-
tric quality indicators of interrater reliability and predictive validity, this
study also presents evidence of test fairness and utility. Fourth, a battery
of typical employment aptitude tests are examined to determine whether
the psychometric properties of the interview can be raised to the level of
these traditional selection devices and to explore the constructs measured
by the interview.

Overview of the Structured Interviewing Technique

Both the Uniform Guidelines (p. 38296) and the Validation Principles
(p. 1) consider interviews to require validation just as any other selection
procedure. The aforementioned common belief in the lack of validity of
the traditional unstructured interview, along with its inherent subjectivity
and apparent susceptibility to bias, may make it particularly vulnerable to
legal attack (Arvey, 1979). The proposed approach to interviewing attempts
to reduce subjectivity and inconsistency by highly structuring the process
with the following six steps.

Step 1: Develop questions based on a job analysis. Adequate job
analysis for any selection procedure is not only encouraged by the Uni-
form Guidelines (pp. 38304-38306) and Validation Principles (pp. 5-6),
but there is evidence of its importance both in court decisions (Kleiman &
Faley, 1985) and in avoiding bias (Kesselman & Lopez, 1979). All ques-
tions must be clearly job related. Any method of job analysis can be used,
as long as it includes a determination of knowledge, skills, abilities, and
other requirements upon which to base interview questions. There should
be a measure of importance of job tasks so that questions only assess
prerequisites for performing critical work (Uniform Guidelines, p. 38302;
Validation Principles, pp. 22-23). Additionally, questions should not gener-
ally be based on the requirements of higher-level jobs (Uniform Guidelines,
p. 38298; Validation Principles, pp. 13-14) or on knowledge or skills the
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employee will learn with brief training or experience on the job (Uniform
Guidelines, p. 38298; Validation Principles, p. 22).

A variety of question types can be used, including situational questions
as described above (Latham et al., 1980), questions on job knowledge that
is related to performance, and job sample or simulation questions where
possible. These latter questions can range from actually performing part
of the job to mock-ups of job tasks, or to simply phrasing questions in
terminology and examples from the job. It is important, however, that they
assess requirements at the same complexity level as that needed on the job
(Uniform Guidelines, pp. 38305-38306). Samples and simulations not only
enhance content and face validity but, when properly developed, can exhibit
criterion-related validity (J. Campion, 1972) and avoid bias (Brugnoli, J.
Campion, & Basen, 1979; Schmidt, Greenthal, J. Hunter, Berner, & Seaton,
1977). Finally, other worker requirement questions also are included. They
frequently involve questions on background (e.g., experience, education) or
“willingness” questions (e.g., shift work, travel). They also serve as warm-
up questions at the beginning of the interview, and as realistic job previews
(Wanous, 1980).

Aside from the criteria already mentioned, questions should be re-
viewed to make certain they are accurate, complete, and unambiguous.
Furthermore, they should be reviewed by independent job experts who are
members of protected groups to check for any potential for bias or misin-
terpretation.

Step 2: Ask the same questions of each candidate. All candidates are
asked the same questions. There is no prompting or follow-up questioning,
although the questions can be repeated.

Step 3: Anchor the rating scales for scoring answers with examples and
illustrations. A scoring system is developed for each question by generating
examples or definitions for good (5), marginal (3), and poor (1) answers.
One approach is to ask job experts for example answers they have actually
heard that subsequently distinguished different levels of performers on the
job (Latham et al., 1980). A simpler approach is to brainstorm potential
answers with experts and personnel representatives familiar with the job
and with interviewing comparable candidates. Often both approaches are
used to generate potential answers. Either way, example answers must
be scaled to the requirements of the job so that good answers do not far
exceed the requirements, and poor answers are not so low that they do not
help distinguish between candidates. Predetermined answer-rating scales
enhance consistency across interviews and objectivity of judging candidate
responses. Making the scoring system explicit is essential to justifying
the content validity of assessment procedures (Sackett, 1987; Validation
Principles, p. 24). In addition, developing example answers serves as an
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evaluation of the questions; difficulty in generating answers suggests that
restructuring or elimination of the questions may be warranted.

Step 4: Have an interview panel record and rate answers. Using an
interview panel reduces the impact of idiosyncratic biases that single in-
terviewers might introduce (Validation Principles, p. 12). If possible, the
panel should consist of a subset of the job experts who helped analyze
the job and develop the interview questions because they are most familiar
with the job and the questions. Three members are typically used, includ-
ing supervisors of the job to be filled and a personnel representative. It
is advisable to use the same members for all interviews to enhance con-
sistency. However, an excessively large number of interviews or other
constraints (e.g., turnover) may make this infeasible. The panel assembles
in advance to review job duties and requirements, questions and answers,
the interview process, and ways to avoid rating errors that can bias eval-
uations (Latham, Wexley, & Pursell, 1975). Application forms are not
reviewed prior to the interview to avoid influencing the evaluation process
(cf. Dipboye, Fontenelle, & Garner, 1984; Tucker & Rowe, 1977). All
members independently record and rate each candidate’s answers during
the actual interview.

Step 5: Consistently administer the process to all candidates. The
same panel member should conduct all interviews and ask all questions.
Panel members do not discuss questions, answers, or candidates between
interviews in order to avoid potential bias from changing standards or com-
parisons among candidates. After all interviews are complete for a given
job, any large discrepancies between ratings are discussed (Thornton & By-
ham, 1982; but cf. Sackett & Wilson, 1982). Memory decay for candidate
answers is avoided by the extensive note taking of panel members. The
ratings and items are averaged to ensure equal weighting because differ-
ential weighting schemes are generally not preferred (Einhorn & Hogarth,
1975; Wainer, 1976). Differences in importance between job requirements
is addressed by the number of items assessing each requirement. Every at-
tempt is made to conduct interviews in as nonstressful a manner as possible
(e.g., introductions of panel members, comfortable interview setting, only
one member asks all questions). Candidates are allowed to ask questions
in a subsequent nonevaluation interview with a personnel representative.

Step 6. Give special attention to job relatedness, fairness, and doc-
umentation in accordance with testing guidelines. Counsideration of the
Uniform Guidelines and Validation Principles has been noted throughout
the process. Components needing documentation include the job analysis
and interview development procedure, candidate responses and scores, evi-
dence for content or criterion-related validity, adverse impact analyses, and
other aspects as appropriate.
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Method
' Setting and Sample

The structured interview was used for hiring entry-level labor-pool em-
ployees in a large pulp and paper mill located in the rural Southeast. The
traditional unionized facility placed new employees in bottom-level jobs in
the various union lines of progression throughout the mill. Interest was in
selecting employees with the basic skills needed to perform any of these
entry-level jobs.

Of the 243 applicants interviewed, 149 were hired. The hires were
37.6% minority and 20.1% female, which was representative of the commu-
nity work force and likely future candidates (Uniform Guidelines, p. 38301;
Validation Principles, p. 12). Age averaged 30.4 (SD = 7.9) and education
averaged 12.2 (SD = 2.1) years. Adequate statistical power was ensured
(Validation Principles, p. 8) by the fact that the 149 hires provided 90%
power to detect an observed correlation of .24 (i.e., uncorrected for range
restriction and criterion unreliability; p < .05, one-tailed test; Schmidt, J.
Hunter, & Urry, 1976).

Structured Interview

Analyses of the labor pool revealed that a subset of 17 jobs were most
frequently staffed by entry-level employees. Job analysis conferences were
conducted with incumbents and supervisors for each job. Lists of duties
and requirements were generated, and duties were evaluated in terms of im-
portance and time spent. The jobs were highly similar in terms of 25 shared
requirements (i.e., knowledge, skills, abilities, and other worker character-
istics), which suggested support for a job family for selection purposes
(Pearlman, 1980; Uniform Guidelines, p. 38304). Interview questions were
developed to assess the requirements needed to perform the most impor-
tant and time-consuming duties. Detailed content validity procedures and
analyses were described in M. Campion and Pursell (1981).

The developmental procedures described above were followed, and a
20-item interview resulied. All the previously mentioned question types
were included, with most questions representing a combination of the vari-
ous types. Three examples provided below illustrate the range of questions.
a. Job knowledge question assessed mechanical comprehension: “When

putting a piece of machinery back together after repairing it, why would

you clean all the parts first?”

(5) Particles of dust and dirt can cause wear on moving parts. Need

to have parts clean to inspect for wear and damage.

(3) Parts will go together easier. Equipment will run better.



MICHAEL A. CAMPION ET AL. 31

(1) So it will all be clean. I don’t know.

b. Simulation question assessed low level reading ability: “Many of the
jobs require the operation of a forklift. Please read this (90-word)
forklift checkout procedure aloud.”

"~ (5) Reads fluently pronouncing all words accurately.

(3) Can read most words but hesitates.

(1) Reads with great difficulty.

c. Worker characteristic or willingness question assessed fear of heights:
“Some jobs require climbing ladders to a height of a five-story build-
ing and going out on a catwalk to work. Give us your feeling about
performing a task such as this.”

(5) Heights do not bother me. I have done similar work at heights in

the past (and gives examples). ‘

(3) Ido not think I am afraid of heights. I know that this would have

to be done as part of the job.

(1) I am afraid of heights. I would do it if absolutely necessary.

A cutting score of 4.0 was set for the interview based on a modified
Angoff (1971) procedure. Job experts judged the minimum acceptable
performance level on each item, and the average across the items was
used as the cutting score. This helped ensure that the interview assessed
requirements at a similar complexity level to the job (Uniform Guidelines,
pp- 38305-38306).

Because of the magnitude of this hiring program, many interview panel
members were needed. But in all cases, the three panel members included
two supervisors familiar with the different entry-level jobs and a personnel
representative. Interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes.

Performance Criterion

Behavioral observation scales (Latham & Wexley, 1977, 1981) were
developed because more objective, behavioral, and job-analysis-based per-
formance appraisals may be more legally defensible (Kleiman & Faley,
1985; Uniform Guidelines, p. 38300). This procedure began with a crit-
ical incident job analysis (Flanagan, 1954), which was separate from the
analysis used to develop the interview. Content coverage was ensured by
collecting 6,150 critical incidents from 100 supervisors describing the per-
formance of 393 employees. Incidents were condensed into 75 items and
coupled with 5-point frequency scales to constitute the behavioral obser-
vation instrument. Reproducibility was demonstrated by having an inde-
pendent analyst reclassify a.9% sample of the critical incidents into the
75 items. Approximately 96% accuracy was observed. Total scores were
calculated as sums of the items. Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach,
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1951) was .99, indicating substantial homogeneity. Interrater reliability be-
tween independent supervisory evaluations over a one-month time period
on a sample of 30 employees was .76 (p < .05).

All supervisors using the instrument were given a half-day training
program on minimizing rating errors (Latham et al., 1975). Appraisals
were conducted after six months of employment. To avoid potential bias,
in no case were the same supervisors involved in both the interviews and
performance appraisals (Schoorman, 1988; Uniform Guidelines, p. 38300;
Validation Principles, p. 14). ' '

Employment Aptitude Tests

Before starting work, all candidates hired were examined on an exper-
imental battery of four typical paper-and-pencil employment tests, which
were chosen to assess cognitive aptitudes suggested by the job analysis.

1. Mathematical aptitude was measured with the Flanagan Industrial
Test—Arithmetic (Form A). Its 60 items measured ability to perform simple
addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division of whole numbers (Flana-
gan, 1975). A time limit of 15 minutes was allowed, and the score was
the number correct. The manual reported an alternative forms reliability of
9.

2. Mechanical aptitude was measured with the mechanical knowledge
test of the SRA Mechanical Aptitudes battery (Form AH). Its 45 items mea-
sured ability to recognize a variety of common tools (Richardson, Bellows,
Henry, & Company, Inc., 1947). It was timed at 10 minutes and scored
in terms of number correct. The manual only reported internal consistency
reliability, which was inappropriate for speeded tests (Nunnally, 1978).

3. Following oral instructions was measured with the Personnel Tests
for Industry—Oral Directions Test (Form S). Its 16 items measured ability
to follow oral instructions on a 15-minute audio tape (Langmuir, 1974).
The score was a weighted total of number correct (39 maximum). The
manual reported a mean corrected split-half reliability of .80 and a mean
retest reliability of .84.

4. Reading scales was measured by the 12-item Can You Read a Scale?
test, which assessed ability to read standard scales or rules (Lawshe, 1943).
It was timed at four minutes and scored as number correct. No manual was
available.

Results

All measures appeared to have substantial range and variation (Ta-
ble 1). Internal consistency reliability of the structured interview was .72,



MICHAEL A. CAMPION ET AL. 33

TABLE 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
among the Measures

Correlations®
n M sSD 1 2 3 4 5 ¢

1. Structured

interview 149 421 39 40 70 52 66 49/56
2. Mathematical

aptitude 140 5395 7.8 27 38 58 51 33/38
3. Mechanical

aptitude 140 2716 825 54 27 45 74 45/52
4. Following oral

instructions 140 3272 474 37 53 31 63 40/46
5. Reading
 soales 140 695 377 50 44 64 54 44/51
" apprasal . 149 27830 5342 34 25 32 30 32

*Decimals omitted. All significant at p<.05. Correlations below the diagonal are uncor-
rected; those above are corrected for range restriction. Corrections involving the interview are
for direct restriction, while those not involving interview are for indirect restriction (Guilford,
1965, pp. 343 and 344, respectively).

®Correlations to left of slash (/) corrected for range restriction; those to right also corrected
for criterion unreliability (Guilford, 1965, p. 487).

indicating some heterogeneity among the 20 items. Interrater reliability
(intraclass correlation) among the three raters was quite high at .88. The
reliability of the mean of the three raters was very high at .96 (Cronbach,
Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972). Interrater agreement was also exam-
ined (Tinsley & Weiss, 1975) because hiring decisions were made based
on the absolute level of interview scores. Agreement among interviewers
was within a criterion of .5 points on the total scores in 95% of the cases
(p < .05; Lawlis & Lu, 1972).

The validity coefficient between the structured interview and perfor-
mance appraisal was .34 (p < .05). Correcting for direct range restriction
caused by selection based on the interview (restricted SD in the sample
hired of .39 versus unrestricted SD in the total sample interviewed of .60)
and criterion unreliability (interrater r = .76) yielded correlations of .49 and
.39, respectively (Guilford, 1965, pp. 343 and 487). Correcting for both
factors yielded a correlation of .56 (Schmidt et al., 1976).

Test fairness was evaluated using a moderated regression strategy, which
assessed equality of intercepts and slopes (Bartlett, Bobko, Mosier, & Han-
nan, 1978). In the equation in which the interview is used to predict the
performance appraisal, intercept differences were tested by adding race to
the equation, and the slope differences were tested by also adding the race
by interview interaction to the equation. A similar analysis was performed
for sex. Results showed a significant intercept difference for race (incre-
mental R squared = .11, F' = 20.30, df = 1,146, p < .05), but a plot of
the separate regression lines indicated that a common line slightly over-
predicted (i.e., was not unfair) for minorities. No slope differences were
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observed for race, and no intercept or slope differences were observed for
sex (p > .05).

Gain in utility from using the structured interview over random selec-
tion (Validation Principles, pp. 17-18) was estimated using formulas and
procedures from Schmidt, J. Hunter, McKenzie, and Muldrow (1979). Rel-
evant data included interviewer time and administrative costs of $30 per
applicant, selection ratio of .62, average standard score on the interview of
those selected of .42, and validity coefficients of .34 uncorrected and .56
corrected. The standard deviation of job performance in dollar terms was
estimated at $5,000 per year by supervisors using the Schmidt et al. direct
estimate technique. This value was 33% of annual mean wages, which was
slightly below the 40% estimate often discussed in utility research (Schmidt
& J. Hunter, 1983; Schmidt, J. Hunter, Outerbridge, & Trattner, 1986). Us-
ing these figures, the one-year utility from the 149 hires was estimated at
approximately $100,000 using the uncorrected validity and $168,000 using
the corrected validity. Assuming a 10% annual interest rate and no separa-
tions (Boudreau & Berger, 1985), the estimated gain in 10 years would be
over $1 million in net present value in the year 1980. Precise development
costs were unknown, but they would be small compared with this gain in
utility (e.g., $20,000 to $30,000 in salaries).

The four employment aptitude tests were also positively correlated with
the performance appraisal (Table 1). Correcting for indirect range restric-
tion caused by the interview substantially increased their size (Guilford,
1965, p. 344). Although the correlations were slightly. smaller than the
interview, none were significantly smaller (p > .05).

Test fairness analyses of the tests resulted in findings similar to the
interview with regard to race. No slope differences occurred, but intercept
differences were significant in all cases (incremental R squared = .07 to
A1, F =12.02 10 18.46, df = 1,137, p < .05). Again, plots of the separate
regression lines indicated that a common line slightly overpredicted (i.e.,
was not unfair) for minorities. With regard to sex, the tests showed no slope
differences, but intercept differences were significant for the mechanical
aptitude and following oral directions tests (incremental R squared = .06
and .05, respectively, F' = 9.86 and 8.28, df = 1,137, p < .05). Plots of
regression lines indicated that the common line slightly overpredicted (i.e.,
was not unfair) for females.

Gain in utility from using the tests over random selection was analyzed
assuming the same selection ratio, standard score for selectees, and standard
deviation of job performance in dollars, but administrative costs of only
$5 per applicant. The one-year gain in utility ranged from approximately
$77,000 to $100,000 using the uncorrected validities and from $118,000 to
$160,000 using the corrected validities. These values were slightly smaller
than those with the interview. Therefore, even though the tests would
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have reduced development costs (i.e., job analysis still required, but no
instrument development costs), the tests and interview would likely have
comparable utility.

An examination of incremental value revealed that the tests explained
additional variance in the performance appraisal beyond that explained by
the interview (incremental R squared = .07, F' = 11.17, df = 4,135, p <
.05), but the interview did not explain additional variance in the appraisal
beyond that explained by the tests combined (incremental R squared = .01,
F =230, df = 1,135, ns.). Consequently, the interview would not have
incremental utility beyond the tests, and there may even be a slight negative
utility because of the development costs of the interview.

Correlations between the interview and tests were positive and moderate
to large in size (Table 1), with a multiple correlation of .59 (F' = 17.99,
df = 4,135, p < .05). Correcting for range restriction on the interview
substantially increased their size and resulted in a multiple correlation of
.75. This suggested a strong cognitive aptitude component to the interview.

Discussion

This article presents a highly structured interviewing technique that
includes the following steps: (1) develop questions based on a job analysis,
(2) ask the same questions of each candidate, (3) anchor the rating scales
for scoring answers with examples and illustrations, (4) have an interview
panel record and rate answers, (5) consistently administer the process to all
candidates, and (6) give special attention to job relatedness, fairness, and
documentation in accordance with testing guidelines. In a field study, an
interview developed using this technique demonstrates interrater reliability,
predictive validity, test fairness for minorities and females, and cost/ benefit
utility.

Paper-and-pencil cognitive aptitude tests have historically been viewed
as the best predictors of job performance (J. Hunter & R. Hunter, 1984;
Reilly & Chao, 1982). Four typical employment tests are used to deter-
mine whether highly structuring the interview can raise its psychometric
properties to the levels of these traditional selection instruments. The level
of reliability of the interview seems comparable to those of the tests, to
the extent that reliabilities for the tests are available in the manuals. The
level of validity of the interview is slightly larger than the tests, but not
significantly so. The corrected interview validity of .56 is also quite similar
to the mean validity of .53 for cognitive aptitude predictors in general, and
far larger than the mean validity of .14 for traditional interviews, for entry-
level jobs as discovered in a large-scale meta-analytic study (J. Hunter &
R. Hunter, 1984). Test fairness analyses yield similar results for both the
interview and tests with regard to race, with a slight overprediction for
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minorities. While the interview shows no difference for sex, however, the
tests slightly overpredict females. Intercept differences are a frequent form
of differential prediction (Bartlett et al., 1978), but slight overprediction is
not unfair to minorities and females. Finally, the utilities of the interview
and the tests are quite comparable, even with the larger development costs
of the interview. Using expectancy tables (Taylor & Russell, 1939) and
assuming base rates and selection ratios of 50%, the traditional interview
(r = .14) yields 55% successful employees, and this structured interview
(r = .58) yields nearly 70% successful employees.

The effectiveness of this approach to structured interviewing may be
explained in terms of both method and content. Both clearly represent
characteristics that are central to professional and legal testing guidelines.
The methods used to structure the interview give it an advantage in terms of
standardization (Uniform Guidelines, p. 38298; Validation Principles, pp. 7
and 14). Having multiple interviewers consistently evaluate candidates on
the same questions using the same criteria may reduce idiosyncratic biases
of interviewers, as well as their susceptibility to order or contrast effects
among the candidates. Other methodological features may also enhance va-
lidity. All the question types have some prior empirical validity evidence:
situational (e.g., Latham et al., 1980), knowledge (e.g., J. Hunter, 1986),
sample/ simulation (e.g., J. Campion, 1972), and worker requirements (e.g.,
Wanous, 1980). Content validity may be enhanced by attempting to assess
requirements at the same complexity level as needed on the job (Uniform
Guidelines, p. 38305-38306) and by explicitly predetermining the scoring
system (Sackett, 1987). Training interviewers to avoid common response
errors (Latham et al., 1975) may also help improve validity (Pursell, Dos-
sett, & Latham, 1980).

The content of the structured interview may make it effective in that it
is based on job analysis (Uniform Guidelines, pp. 38304-38306; Valida-
tion Principles, pp. 5-6). Examination of a battery of typical employment
aptitude tests bears on the content of the interview by providing an as-
sessment of the constructs it taps. The large correlations suggest that the
interview has a substantial job knowledge or cognitive ability component.
Thus, the content of the structured interview may be more like that of an
orally administered cognitive ability test. The predictability of job perfor-
mance through measures of job knowledge or general cognitive ability is
well documented (Gottfredson, 1986; J. Hunter, 1986).

The superiority of structured interviews over unstructured interviews
and the potential method versus content explanations for that superiority
have also been noted by recent unpublished meta-analytic studies (Mc-
Daniel et al., 1987; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1987; P. Wright, Lichtenfels,
& Pursell, 1987). It is important to attend to the constructs underlying
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interviews in meta-analyses. Lumping cognitive-oriented with motivation-
oriented interviews would be misleading.

Further analyses of the employment aptitude tests reveal that they also
predict the performance criterion, and they add incrementally to the predic-
tion beyond the interview but not the reverse. This raises the question of
why spend the additional effort and expense of using a structured interview,
when commercially available and inexpensive paper-and-pencil ability tests
predict just as well. At least three explanations can be offered. First, many
(if not most) managers believe in the value of interviews, and they will fre-
quently conduct interviews and allow them to influence hiring decisions,
even when other more valid selection devices are available. In fact, there
is no evidence that the continual warnings of researchers over the last 40
years about the limitations of the traditional interview have decreased its
prevalence. Structured interviewing allows managers to take part in the
selection process in an interviewer role, yet it gives the usually haphazard
interview psychometric qualities comparable to a cognitive ability test.

Second, the development procedures of the structured interview may
make it easier to content validate than commercially available written tests,
which makes the technique especially appealing to small employers (Robin-
son, 1981). Third, there is some evidence that content-oriented job sample
tests are perceived by both minority and majority applicants as fairer and
more appropriate than written tests (Schmidt et al., 1977). Thus, the struc-
tured interviewing approach in this study may have greater face validity to
applicants than commercially available aptitude tests. -

At least four directions for future research can be suggested. First,
future research could explore the usefulness of this structured interviewing
technique for other jobs and settings. Both this study and research on the
highly similar situational interview (Latham et al., 1980; Latham & Saari,
1984) have focused on jobs in the forest products industry. With the ex-
ception of small samples of foremen and hourly workers in Latham et al.
and a small sample of sales people in the recent study by Weekley and Gier
(1987), most data have come from entry-level hiring. Although the authors
are aware of many other applications with different and higher-level jobs,
further reliability and validity evidence is needed. It may be that higher-
level jobs (e.g., management) would require some probing and follow-up
questioning. Perhaps coding schemes for recording probes can be borrowed
from survey interviewing research (e.g., Survey Research Center’s Inter-
viewing Manual, 1976). In addition, employment interviewing research
might benefit by consideration of other findings in survey interviewing re-
search, such as the importance of interviewer—interviewee interactions and
nonverbal behavior (e.g., Beed & Stimson, 1985; Kahn & Cannell, 1957;
Warwick & Lininger, 1975).
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Second, future research could examine the relative effectiveness of
the various types of questions. In the present study, most questions rep-
resented combinations of situational questions, job knowledge questions,
sample/ simulation. questions, and worker requirement questions. But re-
search on purer forms, such as the Latham et al. (1980) study on situational
questions, could be undertaken.

Third, a potential advantage of the proposed form of structured inter-
viewing is management acceptance. This is not the case if selection pro-
grams are too cumbersome (Mayfield et al., 1980). The experience of the
authors is that managers appreciate the obvious fairness of asking the exact
same questions of all candidates and having predetermined answer-rating
scales. Participation in the interview panel is an interesting and involving
experience for the managers. They feel the process makes an otherwise
subjective and “soft” interview seem more objective and worthwhile. Al-
though this structured interview may be somewhat constraining relative to
traditional interviews (e.g., no follow-up questions, one member asking all
questions), there is an unpublished study suggesting managers and attor-
neys view structured interviews as more practical and defensible (Latham &
Finnegan, 1987). That study also found that employee hires did not differ
in preferences for types of interviews, but student applicants believed the
unstructured interview was advantageous in winning a lawsuit. This latter
finding, along with the enhanced fairness perceptions of content-oriented
measures observed by Schmidt et al. (1977), suggests candidate reactions
to structured interviewing may also be favorable for the company. Future
research could further explore both managerial and candidate reactions to
structured interviews.

Fourth, future research could examine underlying mechanisms. Is this
highly structured interviewing technique effective because of its degree of
standardization and other methodological advantages; is it effective because
it is job related and taps general cognitive ability which is predictive of
performance on most jobs; or are both mechanisms operating?
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