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Introduction

A growing body of research literature suggests that the arrival over a decade ago of

podular/direct supervision New Generation” jails on the correctional horizon constituted

a watershed in the management and supervision of inmate populations. The innovative

podular architectural design, coupled with direct supervision of inmates by staff, has re-

sulted in the development of facilities that are cost efficient, staff “job enriched” and safer

and more humane for inmates (Nelson, 1986, 1987: Zupan et al., 1986; Zupan and Stohr-

Gillmore, 1988). P revious work done by Menke et al. (1986) and Manning et al. (1988)

would suggest that the success of direct supervision is contingent on several controllable

organizational level factors. Among these factors is the development of selection processes

for correctional officers which are capable of discriminating between those job applicants

who are talented and able (the gold) and those who are more mediocre and less quali-

fied (the pebbles). This pa er examines whether a critical incident, behaviorally-basedp

situational interview process, helps New Generation jail managers identify the requisite

talents in prospective officers.

New Generation Jails

Since its inception, the American jail has been plagued by innumerable difficulties.

The American jail as a public institution has demonstrated a poor track record regarding

the ability to incarcerate citizens suspected and/or convicted of crimes without overcrowd-
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ing, without noise, without rampant violence, without abuse of power by staff, without

the development of a collateral inmate subculture, and without mind-numbing boredom.

This systematic failure to incarcerate in a safe and humane fashion reached a point where

the federal and state courts intervened in the internal affairs of executive branch law en-

forcement and correctional agency affairs-a step seldom taken by the American bench

(Reid, 1976; Clear and Cole, 1986; Stohr-Gillmore, 1987).

Given this backdrop, the evolution of the podular/direct supervision “New Genera-

tion” jail represents a milestone in institutional corrections. The innovative concepts of

podular architecture and direct supervision management of inmates are the basic com-

ponents of these jails, making them far different in operation from the traditional jail’s

linear architecture and intermittent supervision of inmates. In fact, some proponents of

the New Generation jail concept claim that the podular/direct supervision jail’s underly-

ing philosophy may in time revolutionize incarceration. In place of the violent, degrading,

crowded, boring, dilapidated and poorly supervised traditional jail, the podular/direct

supervision jail gives hope of a humane, safe and secure domicile for inmates (Gettinger,

1984).

Through direct proactive supervision of inmates: the podular/direct supervision jail:

in contrast to the traditional facility, seeks as a main objective to insure the safety of staff

and inmates (Gettinger: 1984). The threat of and actual wielding of physical coercion:

while still available, is rarely resorted to as compliance is gained through persuasion

and remuneration. Inmates in podular/direct supervision jails have more to “lose” by

failing to comply in terms of the benefits of autonomy within their living unit, recreation,

easy access to telephones, visitors and T.V. Therefore, one would expect that inmates
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in podular/direct supervision jails would tend, in their own self-interest, to incite fewer

disturbances.1

The New Generation jail concept does, then, signify a new role for the correctional

officer. Instead of dealing with inmates in a removed and intermittent fashion, a correc-

tional officer in the New Generation jail is in the same “pod” (secure dormitory-like area

containing approximately forty inmates) with the inmates 24 hours a day. Rather than a

job that is routine, fragmented and menial, the correctional officer’s job in the New Gener-

ation jail requires considerable supervisory, leadership and communication skills (Zupan,

1987). In fact, the job of the correctional officer in the New Generation jail might be

termed “enriched” by the standards set by Hackman et al. (1981). That is, the correc-

tional officer in the New Generation jail may find more satisfaction in his/her job than

the correctional officer in a traditional jail because the New Generation jail correctional

officer’s job is meaningful, provides direct responsibility for outcomes: and gives regular

feedback about performance on the job (Zupan and Menke, 1987). Because of the new

job responsibilities and skills required of correctional officers in New Generation jails, it

is imperative that correctional managers have a selection process that screens effectively

for such talented individuals.

Selection Processes

The Supreme Court ruled in Griggs v. Duke Power Company (1971) that “...an

employer could not use a selection technique having an adverse impact on minorities

unless that technique had been shown to measure job-related skills” (Thomas and Heisel,

1. Much of the information in the above on the New Generation Jails was taken from
the unpublished thesis of Stohr-Gillmore (1987).
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1983).2 Because of the Griggs ruling, public managers are faced with a selection process

dilemma: (1) continue with use of standardized but unvalidated tests and risk lawsuits if it

can be shown that those tests have an adverse impact on minority groups; or, (2) resort to

unstructured interviews that have no adverse impact, but which are also likely to represent

poor selection practice for the identification of quality personnel. Students of selection

processes make note that many public managers have chosen the latter course of action in

the interest of meeting affirmative action goals. Instead of developing selection tests that

can be validated, these employers have elected to take the “course of least resistance” and

have returned to the interview format for employee selection to the detriment of employee

quality (Daniel, 1986).

The courts’ and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission’s (EEOC) stringent
requirements have reduced employment testing efforts in the United States without necessarily
improving the position of women and minorities in the labor force. The argument that EEO
standards have upgraded selection by stimulating increased validation may be true for a few
organizations, but for others the strict requirements have had a chilling effect leading to the
abandonment of old tests and an unwillingness to develop new ones. (Daniel, 1986: 1)

As a consequence of the widespread return to the old unstructured interviews, some

authors (e.g., Dyer, 1981) argue that the quality of the workforce will deteriorate primarily

because interviews are not very good in discriminating between ‘those applicants who

prove to be good and those who prove to be poor employees. Specifically, scholars are

skeptical of the utility of interviews for predicting applicant success on most kinds of

jobs (Wagner,1949; Mayfield, 1964; Ghiselli, 1966; Latham and Saari, 1980; Silverman

and Wexley, 1987), they question the utility of face-to-face interviews for gathering true

impressions of personality characteristics (Ulrich and Trumbo, 1965), and they decry the

2. “Under the new guidelines (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission’s), a se-
lection rate for any minority group which is less than 80 percent of the rate for the group
with the highest rate will generally be regarded as evidence of adverse impact’ (Robertson,
1981).
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generally “nebulous and intangible character” of most interview processes (Ghiselli, 1966:

389; Dyer, 1981).

As should be clear from the foregoing, the Griggs ruling clearly placed public person-

nel managers in a fix. If they continued to use unvalidated tests they risked discrimination

charges, but if they returned to subjective interviewing techniques they risked hiring per-

sons who would be incapable of performing well on the job. It is in this context of an

unenviable choice between a rock and a hard place that the proponents of the “situa-

tional interview” process laud their technique as the solution to this personnel dilemma.

According to Latham and Wexley (1982), a proper selection procedure is important both

because it alleviates concerns about adverse impact (it can be validated) and because it

assists organizations in screening for quality employees.

Before a proper situational interview can be constructed, however, the effective be-

haviors for a particular job must first be identified.

A valid selection test cannot be developed until the organization agrees upon an accept-
able definition (i.e., measure) of employee behavior. This is because the validity of a test is
determined by measuring the performance of people on the test and measuring the perfor-
mance of the same people on important aspects of the job. If there is a significant correlation
between these two measures the selection procedure is valid (Latham and Wexley, 1982: 3).

The Critical Incident Technique

The critical incident technique was developed by Flanagan (1954) and is utilized in

the job analysis process by personnel specialists to identify the effective and ineffective

behaviors associated with a given job (Flanagan, 1954; Latham and Wexley, 1982). In this

technique those persons (job incumbents and supervisors) who currently perform or have

recently observed the performance of the job in question are asked to give examples of ef-

fective and ineffective behaviors related to that job. Upon collection of these critical job
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behaviors, researchers distribute the behaviors under logical dimensions-such as “Man-

aging the living unit to assure a safe and humane environment”3 in New Generation Jails

(Latham and Wesley, 1982). In order to minimize sampling bias, a new representative

group of job incumbents and supervisors are then contacted and asked to assign relative

weights of importance to the dimensions specified, to categorize the effective and ineffec-

tive behaviors into the several dimensions, and to indicate the relative importance of each

behavior under each job dimension (Latham and Wexley, 1982). From these weightings

and categorizations the job analyst is able to construct a “situational interview” and a

performance appraisal instrument which are intrinsically related to effective behavior on

the job.

Development of the Situational Interview Instrument

The situational interview is devised as a job-related, structured and standardized

procedure.’ That is, the same questions are asked of all applicants, the questions posed

to applicants are job-related, and the applicants’ answers are benchmarked (Menke et al.,

1986). This regimented process is followed in order to avoid the wide range of problems

associated with unstructured interviews (e.g., rambling, digression, failure to cover all

important material, lack of uniform treatment of applicants, etc.), to exclude legally

prohibited discriminatory questions that are unrelated to job performance, to include

“real life” decisions to be made on the job in the interview process, and to increase the

likelihood of achieving a high degree of interobserver reliability between raters (Wagner,

3. This is an actual dimension developed for correctional officers under a grant from
the National Institute of Corrections for Spokane County, Washington under the title,
“Personnel Administration in New Generation Jails.”
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1949; Mayfield, 1964; Latham and Saari, 1980; Menke et al., 1986; Silverman and Wexley,

1987; Maurer and Fay, 1988). The candidates are asked how they would react to several

critical incidents; their answers are then compared to the most effective and least effective

behaviors for dealing with those incidents identified by job occupants and supervisors. The

situational interview technique is premised on the assumption that intentions are related

to behavior (Silverman and Wexley, 1987) -that is, that what an applicant says s/he will

do in the selection interview is “predictive” of actual subsequent job behavior.

Development of the Situational Questions

The situational questions and the benchmarked answers for each dimension were

created through a three-stage group process developed by Latham et al. (1980: 422-427;

Menke et al., 1986).4 In the first stage of the process participants individually reviewed

the dimensions and behaviors developed through the critical incident job analysis, and

each one selected the three behaviors they personally felt best represented the dimension

in question. The group then reviewed the individual selections and came to a consensus

on the one behavior which best represented each dimension. Participants then described

actual situations on the job where they had observed the critical behavior selected for

each dimension. One situation was then selected by the group of participants which

they felt best exemplified the critical behavior. The situation was then translated into a

4. The correctional facility personnel involved in this three-stage process included
one lieutenant, sergeant and correctional officer at the Las Vegas Detention Center; one
captain, lieutenant and sergeant at the Pima County Detention Center; and, one director
and deputy chief at the Contra Costa Detention Center. “All of the participants had
experience working as or supervising direct supervision correctional officers and most had
experience interviewing correctional officer applicants. The inclusion of administrators,
supervisors and line personnel ensured that a variety of perceptions and perspectives
were represented in the interview questions and answers” (Menke et al., 1986: 36).
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question like the one shown in the following section entitled “The Selection Process With

the Situational Interview.“’ In order to construct the benchmarked answers, the group

described responses to the situation that would be considered outstanding, tolerable and

poor; consensus was achieved by the group of correctional personnel on each benchmarked

answer.

Methodology

The data for this study were collected from a New Generation jail in the North-

western portion of the United States (hereafter referred to as the “Newjail”). The data

is longitudinal in that the first group of applicants (collected in late 1985) includes job

applicants selected for the correctional officer job before the situational interview was

included in the selection process; the second group (collected in early 1987) includes job

applicants selected with the assistance of the situational interview technique. The two

groups of applicants included in this study were hired and represent the population of ap-

plicants hired during 1985, 1986 and 1987. In addition, each of these applicants were sent

through the state correctional officers’ academy, completed a 15-day on-the-job training

routine, and were evaluated on their job performance in the summer of 1988 and again

in the fall of 1988.5 The number of hirees in the first group is 36, and the number of

successful applicants in the second group is 33.

5. Both the summer and the fall evaluations were developed through the critical inci-
dent process. However, in the summer evaluation employees were rated only on the broad
dimensions, whereas in the fall evaluation employees were rated on the fully developed
correctional officer evaluation which includes the specific behaviors within the dimensions.
In addition, in the fall evaluation, specialized forms (also developed through the critical
incident process and in addition to the standard form developed for module officers) ap-
plicable to those officers assigned to booking, transport and the control room were used
when appropriate.



The Selection Process Without the Situational Interview

The job screening process at the Newjail facility consisted of three general phases.

In the first phase relevant background information was gathered on each applicant to

screen out those individuals who did not meet the legal and ethical standards for work in

a correctional facility. The second phase consisted of a written civil service exam and a

physical fitness test. Both of these tests are intended to be job related and nondiscrim-

inatory toward protected groups (Menke et al.: 1986). The third phase of the selection

process is the interview phase. During this final stage a board of three interviewers makes

the summary hiring recommendation to the civil service commission on the remaining ap-

plicants. The selection process for the two groups included in this study was very nearly

identical, except, of course, for the interview phase.

In the first group interview condition, applicants were asked questions and rated by

a board of three interviewers concerning some personal traits of the applicants thought

important to the successful mastery and conduct of the position of correctional officer.

The 11 rating categories of this phase included scores on the following: appearance and

grooming, personality projection, temperament, poise, maturity, judgment, employment

experience, police aptitude, military experience: career preparation and self confidence. In

addition, a. total rating was obtained by aggregating over all of the categories. Appended

to each category were a few brief phrases describing the criteria for rating an applicant.

For instance, the phrases “appears neat and well groomed” (high criteria score) and

“spends little time on appearance” (low criteria score) were appended to the appearance

and grooming category. The interviewer was instructed to consider these criteria as the

extremes for a. category, with a low criteria score warranting a rating of “one” and a. high
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criteria score a “ten.” The interviewers were instructed to rate the applicant between the

one and ten extremes, using a five as the “average” individual standard.

The Selection Process With the Situational Interview

The second group interview condition required that the interviewers rate the appli-

cant on six factors at several points in the interview-(l) after a review of the applicant

folder, (2) after asking the applicant general questions, (3) during and (4) after asking the

applicant five situational questions, (5) after the applicant has asked questions, and (6)

after a discussion of the applicant among the interviewers and consensus is reached.6 The

6. Training of the interviewers in how to use the situational questions was conducted
in the month prior to the the actual hiring process. The training workshop consisted
of several phases: (1) overview of the workshop objectives; (2) discussion of problems
with interviewer bias; (3) discussion of effective interviewing guidelines; (4) instruction
on Equal Employment Opportunity guidelines; (5) discussion of research on the use of
situational questions; (6) A skill building exercise; and (7) a discussion and wrap-up. As
part of the skill building exercise prospective interviewers practiced the use of the situa-
tional questions in a “mock interview format” on a recent correctional officer hire. After
a practice reading of each of the original seven situational questions, each question was
read aloud to the role play applicant. Responses were independently scored by the trainees
and scores were shared and discussed to aid in the interpretation of each response against
the behavioral anchors provided. Five of the seven questions were then chosen for use in
the initial experimental use of this type of questioning. A follow-up training session was
conducted six months later, after the interviewers had the chance to use the situational
questions in “real life” selection situations, in order to identify any difficulties encoun-
tered when using the situational questions in the selection interview. During this session,
the trainees raised three positive and two negative points. On the positive side: (1) the
trainees felt that the situational question helped them spot “disciplinarian types” of ap-
plicants who lack effective interpersonal and “parenting skills” and who would be more
likely to resort to one-on-one physical force; (2) the trainees felt that they were in better
control of the interview content and were more likely to delay a positive recommendation
to hire until the applicant had performed favorably on the situational questions; (3) the
trainees also regarded the situational questions as explicit justification for rejecting a can-
didate. However, on the negative side: (1) the trainees felt the placement of the situational
questions in the first section of the interview was awkward in that it didn’t allow for an
“ice breaking period” (this was resolved by rearranging the interview format); (2) the
trainees pointed out that some of the applicants might be receiving some coaching on the
situational questions (this was resolved by expanding the pool of situational questions).
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rating scale employed was a seven-point scale, with the “one” endpoint meaning unac-

ceptable and the “seven” endpoint meaning outstanding. The six rating criteria used at

five rating points were: communication skills, reasoning ability/judgment, interpersonal

skills, relevant experience and education, interest in the position, and appearance. The

questions employed at each point in the interview were structured, uniform and specific

to jail work.

The rating scale for the situational questions was based on five points rather than

the seven points utilized in the other scales. A five indicated that the applicant had given

an outstanding response, a three indicated a mediocre or tolerable response, and a one

indicated that the response was poor. The five situational questions used in each interview

were related to a specific job situation that a correctional officer in a New Generation

jail might encounter. Each question was “benchmarked” with possible answers that the

correctional officer candidates might give; for some questions more than one answer might

be benchmarked with the same number because the answers are different, but they have

the same approximate value in the eyes of correctional personnel who participated in the

creation of the questions. For example, the following question had two responses that

were benchmarked with a value of one.

Question #l: A facility rule states that inmates will be out of bed at 7:00 A.M. in the
morning. In making your morning inspection of the module you notice that an inmate is still
in bed. When you order him to get up he states that an officer on another shift has given him
permission to stay in bed because he has a cold. What would you do?
5 = Verify the claim of the inmate by looking for documentation or contacting the officer.
3 = Call your supervisor and ask him/her whether its okay for the inmate to stay in bed or
ask him/her what to do.
1 = Follow the rule of the facility without checking the inmate’s claim (make him get up).
1 = Don’t verify the claim and allow the inmate to stay in bed.
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Measures of Behavior

The two groups of hirees in this study participated in a 15-day on-the-job training

course, an academy training course, and two performance evaluations. In the academy

training the new hire was scored and evaluated on the following: competency in first aid,

competency in interpersonal communication, report writing in the academy notebook,

punctuality, interactions, attentiveness and appearance. In the on-the-job training the

new hire was rated by one training officer on the following factors: personal appearance,

personality, interest in work, quantity of work, quality of work, dependability, attitude,

knowledge of job, and leadership qualities. An overall additive index score was calculated

for both the academy training and for the on-the-job training.

The third measure of job performance was obtained by rating all participants on their

job performance in June of 1988. Each participant was rated by a reviewing correctional

supervisor on seven dimensions which were developed through the use of the critical

incident technique. The reviewing supervisor was asked to rate each correctional officer

on a scale of one to five on each dimension; one indicated a “poor” performance on the

dimension, two indicates “below average”, three indicates “average”, four indicates “above

average” and five indicated “outstanding” performance. For example, each correctional

officer was evaluated under the “Resolving Inmate Problems and Conflicts” dimension

with the following explanation appended: The extent to which the correctional officer

provides guidance for the solution of inmate problems.7

7. The other six dimensions included in this evaluation were: Building Positive Rap-
port and Personal Credibility With Inmates, Maintaining Effective Administrative and
Staff Relations, Managing the Living Unit to Assure a Safe and Humane Environment,
Responding to Inmate Requests, Handling Inmate Discipline and Supervising in a Clear,
Well-Organized and Attention-Getting Manner.
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The fourth measure of job performance, like the third, was obtained by rating all

participants on their job performance, but in the fall of 1988. Each participant was

rated by a reviewing correctional supervisor on dimensions and their attendant behaviors

developed through the use of the critical incident technique.8 The reviewing supervisor

was asked to rate each correctional officer with the appropriate form on each behavior

by assigning a letter which represented the frequency with which a given behavior was

observed by the supervisor. The letters A through E were utilized and defined thusly:

l A represents almost always or 95 to 100 percent of the time

l B represents frequently or 85 to 94 percent of the time

l C represents sometimes or 75 to 84 percent of the time

l D represents seldom or 65 to 74 percent of the time

l E represents almost never or 0 to 64 percent of the time

For example, the supervisor would choose one of the above designations when rating

the officer on the following behavior: The correctional officer is courteous and polite when

responding to public or other department inquiries. If the correctional officer is courteous

and polite when responding to public or other department inquiries 95 to 100 percent of

the time, the supervisor would circle A.

Research Questions

As established in the above, the correctional officer in the New Generation jail must

8. The number of dimensions and their attendant behaviors differed for those correc-
tional officers evaluated with the “specialized” forms (e.g., booking, transport and control
room officers). The “main” correctional officer form included seven dimensions and 56 be-
haviors, whereas the booking form included four dimensions and 36 behaviors, the control
room form included five dimensions and 16 behaviors and the transport form included
five dimensions and 32 behaviors.
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possess skills commensurate with the requirements of an enriched and demanding job.

Consequently, it is quite imperative that the selection process for such correctional fa-

cilities be tailored to select persons who possess the critical abilities demanded of the

correctional officer job which requires the performance of continuous and prolonged direct

supervision of forty or more inmates. Our main research, of course, is determining the de-

gree to which the critical incident-based situational questions add to our ability to predict

the scores of candidates in the academy, in the 15-day on-the-job evaluation, and in the

performance rating earned after a year and more in service. We would expect to find evi-

dence of a positive association between our dependent variables On-the-job, Academy,

Performance and Performance-2 (abbreviated as acad, perform and perform-2 in the

tables) and our independent variables Situational and After Situational (abbreviated

as sit and aftersit in the tables). More importantly, we would expect that the addition of

the situational questions to the interview would result in an improvement in prediction

of success in the academy, success on early job placement, and success on the job one

year and more later. We expect to find that a comparison of overall board ratings for

the two types of interviews (labeled Total for the first group and Final for the second

group) would show that the second group produces a stronger positive relationship with

the dependent performance variables. 9 Finally, research indicates that ratings based on

discussion. of the applicant among the panel of selection interviewers where consensus is

reached yields higher validities (Silverman and Wexley, 1987). Therefore, we expected

that the rating given after discussion and consensus is reached by the interviewers (in the

9. The independent variable Final represents cumulative ratings for the second group
where the interviewer is asked to rate the applicant after the rest of the interview is
completed. The first group cumulative rating (Total) is also arrived at by the interviewers
after the interview has been completed.
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second group only) would positively correlate with the dependent variables.

Discussion and Analysis

Findings

Table 1 sets forth a comparison of personal and background characteristics for cor-

rectional officers in the group selected without the situational interview and the group

selected with the situational interview. As illustrated by this table, the two groups are

highly similar in composition, with only slight percentage differences on a few factors.
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Table 1
Distribution of Correctional Officer Characteristics

Characteristic First Group Second Group
Without Questions With Questions

NUMBER OF CASES:
N 36

AGE:
Mean 33.9
Standard Deviation 6.8

SEX:
Female 22.6%
Male 77.4

RACE:
White 90.3
Black 0.0
Hispanic 3.2
Other 6.5

EDUCATION:
Less than high school 3.2
High school or GED 16.1
Some college, technical
school or AA 58.1
Four year degree 19.4
Masters degree or above 3.2

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE:
Military 16.1
Law enforcement 12.9
Security Officer 22.6
Correctional Experience 3.2
None 45.2

33

34.0
10.4

27.6%
72.4

93.1
6.9
0.0
0.0

0.0
34.5

58.6
6.9
0.0

24.1
3.4
13.8
6.9
51.7
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The relationship between the independent variables in the first group and the de-

pendent variables is delineated in Table 2. 10 While only military experience appears

strongly related (though not statistically significant) to success at the academy, temper-

ament and poise are significantly correlated to the 15-day on-the-job evaluations and the

appearance variable is significantly correlated with the performance variable.11 The latter

relationship is particularly troubling inasmuch as out of all of the independent variables

included in the first group selection process, appearance is the most vulnerable to

legal challenge. Despite the stated criteria for rating appearance (“appears neat and

well groomed” or “spends little time on appearance”) use of the measure necessarily en-

tails ratings based on attributes that individual applicants have relatively little control

over-namely, their race, gender, age or physical impairment. The nebulous qualities of

what constitutes “good looks” undoubtedly include those personal likes and dislikes that

IO. The Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient (r) is used here to determine the degree of
association (with the exception of the last column). The reader should bear in mind when
perusing these correlations that the range of applicants included in this study is necessarily
restricted. The hiring process for the Newjail jail, as in most organizations, is a sifting
process; those applicants who survive the first two phases of the process are graduated to
the interviewer phase and, of course, only those who were hired were sent to the academy,
trained on the job and given a performance evaluation. Therefore, since those persons who
were hired ostensibly represent the “best” of those who applied for the job of correctional
officer in Newjail, the correlations presented here may be correspondingly attenuated.

11. By the time the performance-2 evaluation was administered in the Fall of 1988,
the numbers in each group had diminished through attrition to below 30. Given that
the smaller the sample size the more likely that the results are to have occurred by
chance and that a sample size smaller than 30 may be violating the assumption of a
normal distribution (one of the assumptions which underlie the use of Pearson’s (r) ) a
supplemental measure of association, Kendall’s tau-c, is also included in this analysis.
Kendall’s tau-c was chosen over other ordinal measures of association (e.g., Kendall’s
tau-b and gamma) for a couple of reasons. First, tau-c is particularly suited over tau-b
when “...dea ng with variables having a different number of categories” (Weisberg, 1974:li
1653). Secondly, the conventional wisdom is that gamma overstates the magnitude of
a relationship, more so than tau-b or tau-c, when the N in the cells are low. Despite
these justifications, however, the magnitude of all three in this analysis--tau-c, tau-b,
and gamma-were remarkably similar.
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make us all unique individuals, but which likely have little to do with doing a good job.

Consequently, the need to develop a selection process that does not assign a major role

to appearance becomes a matter of consequence.

Notably, none of the independent variables are strongly related to the performance-2

variable. In fact, five of those variables are negatively related. The tau-c measure of

association indicates similar negative relationships between the “without-the-Situtional-

Interview Group” variables and the performance-2 variable.

Table 2
Without-the-Situational-InterviewGroupt

Acad On-the-job Perform Perform-2

N=36 N=26 tau-c
Appearance -.136 .017 .455++ -.162 -.144
Personality .071 .279 .267 .134 .106
Temperament .002 .329++ .209 .OlO -.006
Poise -.004 .354++ .295 .171 .103
Maturity .039 .245 .165 .041 .065
Judgement -227 -194 .283 .044 .068
Experience .217 .179 .076 -.068 -.108
Aptitude .029 .195 .123 -.137 -.094
Military* .369 .200 -.187 -.158 -.156
Preparation -.038 .003 .084 -.118 -.063
Confidence .131 .138 .294 .OOl .077
Total .114 .144 .148 -.044 -.037

tPearson’s correlation (r) was used here with the exception of the last column.
++ Statistically significant at .05 level.
*There were only 13 applicants with military experience.

The third table reports the strength of the linear relationships between the dependent

variables used to assess performance with the situational interview group independent

variables. These findings suggest that the individual situational question answers are far
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less important than the composite after situational ratings12 in predicting high academy

performance, and they are also less important than the file, general, final or discussion

ratings in predicting success on the 15-day initial job placement (On-the-job).13 However,

the situational questions are more strongly related to success on the job a year

or more later (Performance and Performance-2) than any other independent

variable in this group. Moreover, strong significant relationships between the Final and

Discussion variables with the Performance-2 variables are also detected. Again, however,

the Pearson’s correlations between the second group variables and the Performance-2

variable must be viewed with caution due to a low sample number. The tau-c measure of

association, though, further indicates the importance of the Discussion variable, and to a

lessor degree, the General, Situational, After Situational and and Final variables, as they

relate to the Performance-2 dependent variable.

12. The after situational ratings are post-session perceptions gained by the interviewers
as a result of hearing applicants respond to the entire set of five situational questions.

13. None of the independent variables are significantly correlated with the academy
variable; the file and discussion variables are significantly correlated with the on-the-job
variable, and only the situational variable is significantly correlated with the one-year-plus
performance variable.
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Table 3
Situational Interview Groupt

Acad On- the-job Perform Perform-2

N=33
File
General
Sit
Aftersit
Final
Discussion

.135 .312++

.155 .305

.184 .004

.249 .304

.156 .353

.197 .380++

N=28
-.129
.125
.373++

.227

.189

.154

N=20 tau-c
.203 -.006
.354 .204
.482++ .221
.337 .228
.385++ .260
.454++ .288++

tPearson’s correlation (r) was used here with the exception of the last column.
++ Statistically significant at .05 level.

A comparison between the cumulative ratings’ (Total and Final) predictive quality is

presented in Table 4. As illustrated by this table, the Final rating was more highly corre-

lated with all of the dependent variables than was the comparison Total ratings, indicating

that the inclusion of the situational questions likely improves the overall predictability of

the selection instrument for each of these performance measures employed.

Table 4
Summary Comparison of Interview Score Predictive Quality for With and Without

Situational Questions

Acad On-the-Job Perform Perform-2

First Group
Total .114 .144 .148 -.044
Second Group
Final .156 .353 .189 .385++

++ Statistically significant at .05 level.

Tables 5 through 6 report the inter-rater agreement reliability coefficients (Pearson’s

correlation coefficient r) for the three raters in the first and second group interview condi-



tions. The inter-rater agreement reliability measure is assessed in order to determine the

degree of consistency between raters achieved in evaluating all applicants. Low levels of

agreement among raters is considered to constitute evidence that an assortment of inter-

viewer biases might be operating (e.g., contrast error, “similar to me,” first impression,

and halo) (Maurer and Fay, 1988). If this were the case, interview ratings likely would

be reflective of something related to the interview structure or the interviewer as opposed

to reflecting the ability of the applicant to do the job. When appraising an incumbent

employee, a correlation of .60 is considered respectable; on this point Latham and Wesley

argue that when “... the agreement is less than .60...it is likely that the appraisal is not

measuring the employee’s performance, but rather the different attitudes and biases of the

appraisers” (1982: 66). Given that the raters in this case were evaluating a job applicant

based on a short interview rather than a history of employment spanning months or years,

a correlation perhaps as low as .51 (correlation between Raters 2 and 3 in Table 5) should

be considered acceptable. Of note here, the raters of the second group of applicants (the

interviewer condition in which the situational questions were included) have higher agree-

ment than the raters of the first group of applicants (the interviewer condition without

the situational questions).
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Table 5
Inter-rater Agreement Reliability Coefficients For the Without-the-Situational-Interview
Group

Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3

Rater 1
Rater 2
Rater 3

.680++ .632++

.680++ .511++

.632++ .511++

++ Statistically significant at .05 level.

Table 6
Inter-rater Agreement Reliability Coefficients For the Situational Interview Group

Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3

Rater 1
Rater 2
Rater 3

.653++ .711++

.653++ .548++

.711++ .548++

++ Statistically significant at .05 level.
The inter-rater agreement reliability coefficients for select second group independent

variables are displayed in Tables 7 through 10. 14 By comparison, the situational question
raters (Table 7) and the discussion raters (Table 10) have the highest overall level of
inter-rater agreement. One would expect high agreement scores between the discussion
raters inasmuch as they are instructed to reach consensus on their final ratings. However,
high agreement between the situational raters is a more unexpected finding, and may be
indicative of the power of such questions to channel agreement between raters on applicant
ability to perform the job.15

14. These variables were selected solely because they have the most relevance in terms
of the impact of the situational questions on the interview process.

15. Maurer and Fay (1988: 339) made a similar discovery when they found that the
situational interview is “...more effective than conventional structured interviews in pro-
ducing agreement about job applicants among raters...”
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Table 7
Inter-rater Agreement Reliability Coefficients For the Situational Questions

Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3

Rater 1
Rater 2
Rater 3

.639++ .645++

.639++ -416++

.645++ .416++

++ Statistically significant at .05 level.

Table 8
Inter-rater Reliability Coefficients For the After Situational Ratings

Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3

Rater 1
Rater 2
Rater 3

.361++ .643++

.361++ .261

.643++ .261

++Statistically significant at .05 level.

Table 9 .
Inter-rater Agreement Reliability Coefficients For the Final Ratings

Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3

Rater 1 -467++ .665++

Rater 2 .467++ .321
Rater 3 .665++ .321

++ Statistically significant at .05 level.
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Table 10
Inter-rater Agreement Reliability Coefficients For the Discussion Ratings

Rater 1
Rater 2
Rater 3

Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3

.758$ .696$

.758$ .632$

.696$ .632$

$Statistically significant at -03 level.

In Table 11 the average intercorrelations among the composite elements composing

several second group independent variables is reported. A clear difference is in evidence

between the mean intercorrelation of the five situational questions and the mean intercor-

relations of the other second group multi-item index variables; the high intercorrelations

of the other variables indicates the presence of a single hidden dimension of variance

underlying each particular measure. Low intercorrelations between the composite rating

criteria, however, are traditionally considered in a positive light-as demonstrating evi-

dence of a lack of halo error and as providing evidence that applicants are being rated on

several different, independent job dimensions (Latham and Wexley, 1982).

Table 11
Average Intercorrelations For Select Multi-item Index Variables for the Situational

Interview Group

Sit Aftersit Final Discussion

Situational
Questions .090
After Situational Ratings
Final Rating
Discussion Ratings

.728
.760

.741
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Table 12 reports the correlations between each of the situational questions and the

dependent variables. It is evident from this table that questions one and four have

the strongest linear relationship with the job performance evaluations (performance and

performance-2). Such a finding has potential for practical application in directing the

performance specialist in how to hone the selection instrument to its most predictive and

valid elements.

Table 12
Dependent Variable Correlation Coefficients With the Five Situational Questions

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

On-The-Job -.093 .064 -.038 .256 -.126
A c a d e m y  . 1 8 4 -.094 .194 -.046 .166
Performance .468$ -.060 .038 .332 .214
Performance-2 .418$ -061 .254 .298 .296

$Statistically significant at .05 level.

In sum, the findings from this analysis indicate that the situational interview tech-

nique is better at predicting long term job performance than at predicting success on

initial job placement for correctional officers in a New Generation jail. Since the situa-

tional question ratings are job-based and do not hinge on the attribution of traits (e.g.,

appearance) to applicants as our comparison selection procedures did, they are less vul-

nerable to legal challenge. Moreover, we found that inclusion of the situational questions

improves, in a cumulative sense, the ability of a selection instrument to predict effective

behavior at the academy, on-the-job, and on the two subsequent performance evaluations.

Finally, there is some indication that the situational questions are measuring several dis-

tinct dimensions of job behavior, creating confidence that content validity is being served
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by the addition of the five situational questions to the standardized interview process.

Implications and Recommendations For Further Analysis

The situational interview questions employed in this study appear to have content

validity because they were created via a systematic job analysis and were judged as appro-

priate and related to effective job behaviors by a panel of New Generation jail correctional

personnel. Furthermore, psychometric analysis of the five situational questions suggests

that each question gets at a distinct dimension of performance-as would be expected

from the critical incident methodology employed. In addition, analysis of criterion va-

lidity data indicates that the situational interview process, particularly the situational

questions themselves, have some predictive validity over the long term. That is, high

scores on the situational question ratings were correlated (.37 and .48) with high perfor-

mance on the job at the June and September 1988 evaluations.

The job of the correctional officer in a New Generation Jail can be both demanding

and enriching. The ability to lead, supervise and interact with inmates in the confines

of a pod requires that a correctional officer possess substantial “people” skills. In order

to screen for these skills among applicants, and in order to forestall legal charges of

discriminatory hiring practices, the selection process should be demonstrably job-related

and subject to validation. The findings from this analysis demonstrate that the situational

interview instrument has the potential to meet the twin challenges of creating a validated,

job-related selection device for the correctional officer position in New Generation jails.

However, it is necessary that more data at different sites be collected to further document

the predictive validity of situational interviews. A single location study is instructive,
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but it cannot provide the level of confirmation required for broader generalizations. This

analysis will also be greatly strengthened by the addition of more long term performance

appraisal information to the existing data available on Newjail correctional officers.

The findings presented here are particularly timely given the recent Supreme Court

ruling in Watson v. Fort Worth Bank and Trust, 108 S. Ct. 2777 (1988). In this unan-

imous opinion, the court agreed with the plaintiff that a disparate impact analysis may

be applied “...to a subjective or discretionary promotion system in claims of a violation

of Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act” (Adams, 1988). Although the court did not

go so far as to say all promotional practices must be validated to the same degree as

formal selection and promotion tests, it did hold that informal selection tests such as the

oft-used interview must be standardized and uniformly administered to avoid discrimi-

nation charges made on the basis of disparate impact in protected classes of applicants

and/or employees. The situational interview may well represent a highly useful middle

ground for public employers-providing some of the much needed flexibility to assess the

more intangible aspects of fitness for service and-at the same time-providing enough

standardization and uniformity of process to pass muster with the courts in the case of

contested outcomes. At the very least, the findings reported here indicate the wisdom of

further research in this area of newly immediate concern to public sector managers.
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