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ABSTRACT

AN INTERACTIONIST PERSPECTIVE 0N

PERSONNEL SELECTION

By

Michael Patrick Fitzgerald

The traditional selection research model is discussed and

critiqued. The phenomena of the validity ceiling and the vanishing

validity coefficient are described as evidence of the inaccuracy of

two assumptions of human behavior inherent in traditional selection

research. This research is described as "trait" oriented, because

it denies the existence of person/work environment interaction pro-

cesses. An interactionist approach to selection research is developed.

This perspective assumes behavior to be a function of individual

characteristics, the environment and their interaction.

The present study addressed the question of how an environ-

ment might affect the expression of performance behavior. Based on

Mischel's (l977) work in the area of personality research, it was

hypothesized that different work environments provide various levels

of information concerning appropriate behavior, that ultimately

influence the performance effectiveness of individuals in that

environment. This leVel of information inherent in an environment

was tapped via the construct of climate. In particular, the concept

of "climates for the expression of specific criterion behavior" was

developed.



Michael Patrick Fitzgerald

Empirical evidence of the effect of highly developed criterion-

related climates on the performance behavior of ninety-nine school

administrators was sought. Individual characteristics of these

administrators were measured in an assessment center. Their perfor-

mance and climates at their schools were subsequently evaluated.

Results of hierarchical regression analyses indicated an

increase in prediction when climate scores were entered for two of

six criterion behavior dimensions examined. The findings are

described as evidence that environmental factors can influence the

behavior of individuals and, ultimately, prediction levels. More

importantly, the investigation of these environmental influences

provides a means for understanding prediction-criterion links. By

incorporating criterion-relevant situational characteristics in

selection research, low or vanishing levels of prediction may be

alleviated. Limitations and suggestions for future research are

discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

If one were to consider the ultimate goals of Industrial]

Organizational psychology as a field of scientific inquiry, a major

objective could be described as the prediction and understanding of

human behavior in the work setting. Generally speaking, traditional

industrial psychologists and organizational psychologists have

approached this objective from two different perspectives. Indus-

trial psychologists have eschewed organizational factors and concen-

trated on the assessment of individual differences for the predic-

tion of work behavior. Conversely.organizational psychologists have

concentrated on the properties and processes of organizations, not

the personal attributes of people, as the important data in predict-

ing and understanding behavior in the work setting (Schneider, 1978).

Many psychologists have pointed to the tenuous marriage of

industrial psychology and organizational psychology (c.f. Guion,

1976). Although "married" in the sense of ultimate goals, research-

ers in the two subdisciplines have often ignored one another's

theories, research paradigms and variables of interest (TenOpyr,

1981). For example, in a recent review of organizational behavior

research in the Annual Review of Psychology, the concept of ability
 

is never mentioned (Mitchell, 1979).

The purpose of the present research is to attempt to inte-

grate industrial and organizational concepts in an appropriate

1



theoretical framework for predicting and understanding work behavior.

The need for this integration will be demonstrated by critiquing the

"traditional" selection model and its implicit assumptions concerning

human behavior. The traditional model's individual difference or

"trait" orientation, which assumes individual characteristics as the

prime determinant of behavior, will be contrasted with an “inter-

actionist perspective," which assumes that the individual, environ-

mental stimuli and their interaction are the prime determinants of

behavior. In particular, the model of behavioral consistency and

the assessment center method, one of the most sophisticated personnel

research measurement techniques based on this model, will be critiqued.

The interactionist perspective is presented as a more appro-

priate model of human behavior, one that will allow personnel

researchers to understand why long-term prediction of work behavior

based on individual difference (person) variables alone is not

possible. A climate approach to indexing the situation will be

presented as a viable method to understand how person and situational

variables interact to influence human behavior in the work setting.

The present research effort investigates the role of individual dif-

ference data as measured in an assessment center and criterion-

relevant climate data in realizing the ultimate goals of both pre-

dicting and understanding work behavior.



THE TRADITIONAL SELECTION MODEL--

A CRITIQUE

The first recorded piece of research in the use of tests for

the prediction of job performance was Muensterburg's (1913) experi-

ment investigating the selection of motormen. Shortly thereafter,

during World War I, large-scale testing of soldiers provided a basic

methodology and respectability to the use of preemployment tests as

predictors of performance. This prototypical research led to a post-

war surge of systematic research in personnel testing. During the

twenties a great deal of data became available concerning the

validity of various sorts of tests for many different jobs. Accept-

able practices in scientific personnel selection were recorded in

Freyd's (1923) Measurement in Vocational Selection.
 

Freyd's review of the steps to conduct selection research

is surprisingly up to date. He described ten steps, outlined below:

Step One. Job analysis--the purpose of which is to

determine individual characteristics leading

to success or failure on a particular job.

Step Two. Criterion development.

Step Three. Sample selection.

Step Four. Development of a list of abilities, skills,

knowledge and traits required for success.



Step Five. Find or develop appropriate measuring instru-

ments to determine level of individual charac-

teristics deemed necessary for successful per-

formance.

Step Six. Administration of "predictor tests" under care-

fully controlled conditions.

Step Seven. Statistical comparison of predictor and crite-

rion scores.

Step Eight. Combination of predictor scores for optimal

correlation.

Step Nine. Utility analysis. Freyd noted that tests must

be justified by comparing their predictive

accuracy with that of the methods of selection

already in use.

Step Ten. Installation of new predictors in selection

procedure and continual evaluation of predic-

tive accuracy.

Freyd's basic steps have stood the test of time. Indeed,

these basic ten steps describe quite adequately the major components

of what will be referred to as the traditional selection model. The

majority of personnel selection research conducted today uses Freyd's

model. Guion (1976) expressed dismay that "little of substance has

been added or changed in the same century since [Freyd's time]"

(p. 782).



It is unfortunate that Guion has taken such a negative view

of this time-worn model. Rather than point to its age as a symp-

tom of obsolescence, the fact that it has undergone so little

revision in sixty years reflects the traditional selection model's

success as a research paradigm for the prediction of work performance.

Additionally, research conducted within the traditional selection

model framework has provided major contributions to the personnel

selection process. Reflecting the functionalist tradition of the

field, industrial psychologists, for the most part, chose not to

question that which seemed to work so well.

Much of the work done in Industrial Psychology since Freyd's

time has focused on raising the level of sophistication of various

elements of the traditional selection model. As a result, great

progress has been made in many areas, such as the selection of pre-

dictors, more extensive criterion assessments, the development of

taxonomies of human abilities and personalities, procedures with

which we can combine information into predictive equations, the

global assessment of individuals (i.e., assessment centers) and

quantification of the utilities of selection procedures. Despite

the fact that there have been many developments in the field, some

have pointed to this plethora of research dealing with the components

of the traditional selection model as an obfuscation of questioning

any real problems of the model.

In fact, Roberts, Hulin and Rousseau (1981) in their critical

evaluation of selection research, proclaim most of selection research

as simply "tinkering with the same shoddy paradigm" (p. 11). These



authors question the ability of the traditional model to adequately

predict performance variance within the confines of the traditional

model. They point to the inability of personnel researchers to

predict high levels of performance variance asha failure of the

traditional selection model. However, the ceiling on levels of

prediction was hypothesized many years ago.

The Validity Ceiling,
 

The first attempt to review personnel selection research

was made by Hull (1928) in his classic book, Aptitude Testing. Hull
 

concluded that upper limits for the validity of tests were about

.50, corresponding to a forecasting efficiency of only 13%. He felt

that with continuing research efforts, the typical predictor-perfor—

mance correlations of that time (the 20's) would improve. However,

he felt that validity coefficients of over .70 were inaccessible

because of performance variance due to "chance or accident."

Over thirty years later, results of Ghiselli's (1966) com-

prehensive review proved consistent with Hull's earlier prophecy.

Examining both published and unpublished studies, he showed average

validities ranging in the .305 and low .405; validity of over .50

was a distinct rarity. In an update of this review, Ghiselli (1973)

found little improvement in validity coefficient levels. More

recently, Boehm (1982) reviewed criterion-related validity studies

published in the Journal of Applied Psychology_and Personnel
 

Psychology between 1960 and 1979. She found that although there has
 

been an increase in the average sample size, there was no significant



change in the absolute magnitude of reported validity coefficients.

The mean validity over the 176 studies that the author reviewed was

.22, with a standard deviation of only .056.

Low validities have apparently led some psychologists to

become disenchanted with selection research. Roberts, Hulin, and

Rousseau (1978) claim, "This lack of progress was noted in all areas

related to selection and placement: levels of empirically estab-

lished validities, major theoretical development, innovations in

paradigms, and development of more appropriate modes of task and

worker characteristics" (p. 112). Although levels of validities

have not increased dramatically over 50 years of selection research,

such a denouncement of all aspects of this research is unwarranted.

Rather than simply attacking all aspects of the traditional selec-

tion model and relevant research, it is more appropriate to deter-

mine why the traditional selection model research paradigm prohibits

more accurate prediction. This question of why the validity ceiling

exists has been addressed by several personnel researchers from

various perspectives.

Explanations for the Validity

Ceiling

Currently, the most popular explanation for the validity

ceiling can be found in Schmidt and Hunter's (1976, 1979) validity

generalization hypothesis. In their work, unreliable measures,

biased criteria, restrictions of range and small sample sizes are

listed as sources of low validities and variable validity. However,



the corrected population validities computed using Schmidt and

Hunter's procedures tend not to exceed .50.

Recently, Schmitt and Schneider (1983) have questioned the

appropriateness of corrections for attenuation and for restriction

of range used in the Schmidt/Hunter procedures. The two authors

claim that if the rate-rerate performance interval includes changes

in the importance of performance factors, an inappropriately low

estimate of reliability will result. If this is true, the correction

for unreliability in the criterion would overestimate the "true"

population test validity. Providing a convincing argument that job

experience serves to enhance individual differences, Schmitt and

Schneider claim that the Schmidt/Hunter correction for range restric-

tion procedures seriously overcorrected "true" validities. Schmidt

and Hunter (1976) have typically assumed range restriction effects

of about 40% of the original range; consequently, their corrections

of observed validities for restriction of range are substantial.

An earlier attempt to deal with the question of the vali-

dity ceiling was concerned with the use of tests as predictors. In

1968, Wernimont and Campbell (1968) developed the "behavioral consis-

tency model" in response to concern for the low validity coefficients

found in personnel research. They argued that the traditional

selection model's focus on the use of tests as signs of predisposi-

tions to behave in a certain manner was the reason for depressed

validity coefficients. In contrast, the behavioral consistency

model emphasized samples of work behavior as predictors of future

work behavior.



Wernimont and Campbell (1968) identified two basic methods

of trait measurement in personnel selection. The more traditional

psychometric measurement method, the authors asserted, was unsatis-

factory because it focused on the use of tests as "signs" of predis-

positions to behave in certain ways on the job. They proposed an

emphasis on samples of actual work behavior as predictors of future

work behavior. The behavioral consistency model seeks to establish

consistencies between relevant dimensions of job behavior and pre-

employment behavior samples obtained from real or simulated situa-

tions.

Assessment center research has often been discussed as

demonstrating the advantages of the consistency approach in select-

ing managers (Campion, 1972). The assessment center method is based

on the theory of behavioral consistency (Thornton and Byham, 1982).

The exercises are designed so that the job applicant undergoing

assessment displays actual behavior relevant to the behavioral

domain of a particular job. In contrast, typical paper and pencil

type selection instruments are usually only signs of that behavioral

domain.

A review of assessment center validation studies (e.g.,

Hucky, 1973) could lead one to believe that the ultimate selection

device for management personnel has been developed. Comparisons of

the assessment method to more traditional psychometric methods for

predicting managerial success reveal that the average validity of
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the assessment center is about as high as the maximum validity

attained by the use of these traditional methods (Norton, 1976).

However, the vast majority of these validation efforts have

failed to conform to the behavioral consistency model. All too

often, the criteria used in these studies have been some form of

promotion/progress or general ratings of performance. Although

management progress is an important criteria, it does not necessarily

reflect a behaviorally based performance criteria. The consistency

model, to be consistent, requires that the measures to be predicted

must also be measures of behavior. Wernimont and Campbell (1968)

specifically warned against the use of a behavioral sample to predict

such criteria as salary progression or organizational level achieved.

The promotion criteria are obviously several steps removed from

actual job behavior. These authors claimed that the use of such

non-performance behavior criteria will place a ceiling on the maximum

predictive efficiency to be expected.

However, when this statement is compared with validation

results, the opposite is found. After surveying hundreds of studies,

Thornton and Byham (1982) found a mean correlation of .63 between

assessment center ratings and ratings of management promotion, but

found a mean correlation of only .33 between assessment center pre-

dictions and ratings of actual job performance. Although the

correlation of .33 is by no means trivial, it is significantly lower

than the correlation of .63. In fact, the assessment center method,

when judged against performance ratings, seems less than the
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ultimate selection device and must be reviewed as another falli-

ble measurement tool in the prediction of job behavior.

Summary

Both the validity generalization procedures and the behavioral

consistency models have attempted to deal with the problem of the

validity ceiling. However, empirical results have indicated that

the predictiveness of work behavior remains low. Claims for the

utility of the procedures have led personnel researchers to be

relatively comfortable with the validity ceiling. Indeed, when

costs and savings are computed, the average validity of .30 does

have substantial utility. However, the validity ceiling does hint

at the inadequacy of the traditional selection model as a paradigm

for predicting and understanding the complexities of work behavior.

When one considers job performance over time, the traditional

model's deficiencies become even more apparent. A phenomenon

labelled as the "vanishing validity coefficient", is discussed in

the context of the prediction of work behavior in the following

section.

The Vanishing Validity

Coefficient
 

An even more discouraging aspect of the results of selection

research can be referred to as the "vanishing validity coefficient."

This phenomenon is evidenced by levels of validities that become

depressed over time. As an employee accumulates experience at

tasks, initial levels of validity drop. Even if one uses initial
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levels of performance on the task or job, rather than some ability

measure, the capacity to predict later performance drops (Alvares

and Hulin, 1972, 1973; Dunham, 1974; Humphreys, 1962).

The case of the vanishing validity coefficient is best

described in Figure l. The curve is the expected relation between

predictor and criterion in selection research if one were to sum-

marize predictor-criterion relationships as a function of time at

which the criterion is collected. The curve indicates that the

more experience employees have in a work environment, the lower

the validity. It should be noted that this depression of vali-

dity over time is also evidenced in areas of research which attempt

to predict other types of performance. For example, Humphreys (1968)

found that American College Testing (ACT) scores obtained during

a student's junior year of high school used to predict first college

semester G.P.A. have validities in the thirties. However, by the

eighth college semester these validities drop to almost zero.

One type of personnel selection predictor that appears to

defy the law of the vanishing validity coefficient is the assessment

center. Mitchell (1975) found that when 24 assessment center pre-

dictors were correlated with a criterion of salary growth measured

one, three, and five years after assessment, the validity tended to

increase over time. In the Hinrich's (1978) research, predictive

validity of overall assessment ratings against a criterion of manage-

ment promotion after one year on the job was .26; eight years later

it was .46. However, these studies did not predict management per;

formance, but rather management progress. Klimoski and Strickland
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(1977) questioned these studies as real tests of validity. Their

criticism assumes that promotion/survival is not an adequate measure

of management performance. On an empirical basis, one would also

expect validities to increase over time with a criterion of manage-

ment promotion, simply because of the increase in range expected in

the criterion over a longer period of time.

The Traditional Selection Model

and Implicit Assumptions of

Human Behavior

 

 

 

The traditional selection model used over the past sixty-

five years has provided personnel researchers with a valuable paradigm

for the prediction of employee performance. However, the validity

ceiling forecast by Hull (1929) remains. In addition, evidence of

vanishing validity coefficients over time has not been addressed

by many personnel researchers. Empirical evidence of lowered predic-

tiveness over time implicitly suggests the short-term perspective

of personnel research. This concern for short-term results in the

absence of long-range prediction reflects the functionalist tradi-

tion of industrial psychology. The question of "how much" as

opposed to a real understanding of why and how predictors work has

been the primary focus of personnel research. The question of why

validities drop over time would require an understanding of processes

within the work environment that affect worker attributes and,

consequently, performance.

The traditional selection model is based on an implicit theory

of human behavior which, if followed, usurps the researchers ability
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to understand these processes. This implicit model of behavior is

evidenced by two assumptions personnel researchers must make when

working within the confines of the traditional selection model.

First, it is assumed that experience in an organization (a situation)

has no systematic effects on the members of that organization in

terms of the characteristics on which selection is based. This is

evidenced in the frequent use of range restriction corrections which

assume that the work environment, over time, has no effect on the

individual characteristics measured as predictors. However, Alvares

and Hulin (1973), Brousseau (1978) and the sociologists Kohn and

Schooler (1973, 1978) all provide evidence that experience on a job

can have a marked effect on individual characteristics. Second,

there is an implicit denial that the work environment (a situation)

interacts with individual characteristics to produce a certain level

of performance.

Summar

The traditional selection model has provided personnel

researchers with a successful research paradigm which allows for

highly utilitarian prediction of work behavior. However, the

phenomena of the validity ceiling and the vanishing validity coeffi-

cient provide evidence of problems with the model in terms of level

of prediction and the short-sightedness of that prediction. Attempts

to deal with the validity ceiling, such as validity generalization

procedures and selection-based on a behavioral consistency model,
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have failed to account for greater levels of work performance vari-

ance.

It is suggested that research conducted within the boundaries

of the traditional model is hampered by an inaccurate theory of

human behavior. This implicit theory of behavior precludes an

examination of work processes that can influence individual character-

istics and determine performance. In the following section, this

implicit model of behavior will be contrasted with a model which

suggests an investigation of these work processes in relation to

criterion-based behaviors. This alternative model of behavior will

permit personnel researchers to investigate predictor-criterion

links which, hopefully, provide for an understanding of the vanish-

ing validity coefficient and how the validity ceiling can be

alleviated.



AN INTERACTIONIST PERSPECTIVE ON

WORK BEHAVIOR

Trait vs Interactionist Perspec-

tive on Human Behavior and the

Traditional Selection ModeT

 

 

 

The traditional selection paradigm is cast in a psychological

tradition of individual differences research. In the traditional

model, the focus of the research is on individual characteristics

that are considered the prime determinants of behavior. During the

job analysis phase of selection research, all job analysis methods

seek to determine what level of individual skill, ability, or other

personal characteristics (traits) are needed to perform successfully

in a particular job. These individual characteristics are assumed

to be stable dispositions which serve as the major determinant of

later success or failure. As suggested earlier, prior research has

addressed the stability of these individual characteristics in varied

situations over time. When considering skills, research by Alvares

and Hulin (1973) and Dunham (1974) provides empirical evidence of

the development of abilities and skills when the individual gains

experience at a particular task. In the realm of personal character-

istics (traits), Brousseau (1978) has shown how individual traits

might be affected by exposure to qualitatively different work environ-

ments.

17
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This individual difference perspective assumes a model of

human behavior which is parallel to the trait model of human behav-

ior developed by personality psychologists. The trait theory of

behavior assumes that the sources for the initiation and direction

of human behavior come primarily from within the organism. The

individual can be categorized by traits which are tendencies or

predispositions to respond that are not linked to specific stimuli

or responses (Allport, 1937). Thus, it is assumed that the rank

order of individuals with respect to a particular behavior is con-

sistent across a wide variety of situations (Endler and Magnusson,

1976).

The Interactionist Perspective

The assumptions of the trait model of behavior described

above are in contrast to the theoretical assumptions of inter-

actional psychology. Interactional psychology (Endler and Magnusson,

1976; Pervin and Lewis, 1977) is an approach to the study of behavior

that emphasizes a continuous and multidirectional interaction between

person characteristics and situation characteristics. Unlike the

trait perspective, the interactional model assumes that the sources

for the initiation and direction of behavior come primarily from the

continuous interaction between the person and the situation. The

individual's behavior is influenced by meaningful aspects of the

situation, and in addition, the individual selects and interprets

the situation in which behavior occurs. Subsequently, the person's

behavior affects these situations and their meanings. Therefore,
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accurate measurement of both individual traits and relevant aspects

of the situation are necessary to account for behavior.

Endler and Magnusson (1976) presented the basic propositions

of the interactionist approach to the study of human behavior. They

are:

1. Actual behavior is a function of a continuous process

or multidirectional interaction (feedback) between the

individual and the situation.

2. The individual is an intentional active agent in this

interaction process.

3. On the person side of the interaction, cognitive

factors (including ability, motivation, and emotional

components) are the essential determinants of behavior.

4. On the situation side, the psychological meaning of the

situation and the behavior potential of the situation

are the essential determinants of behavior.

Despite the fact that the trait and interactionist models

of human behavior were developed in personality research, they

delineate some key theoretical issues when one considers the

models of human behavior that are implicit in the traditional

selection model. In personnel selection research, it is assumed that

the abilities, skills and traits (referred to hereafter as individual

characteristics) measured as predictors are stable individual char-

acteristics which serve as the prime determinants of work behavior.

However, the phenomena of the validity ceiling and the vanishing

validity coefficient suggest that work behavior is determined by
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more than simply individual characteristics. The model of human

behavior that is implicit in selection research could be charac-

terized as a "trait perspective."

This trait perspective of the traditional selection model

ignores the fact that behavior in a work setting is best understood

as a function of both individual characteristics 35g the environment

within which that behavior occurs. Indeed, some have claimed that

the slowly accumulating literature in organizational research sug-

gests that characteristics of intraorganizational environment account

for a greater portion of responses by people than individual differ-

ences do (Roberts, Hulin, & Rousseau, 1978). The denial of situa-

tional influence in the traditional selection paradigm treats the

effects of the environment on performance as error variance. This

trait perspective inhibits personnel researchers' ability to fully

understand predictor-criterion links that would provide for an under-

standing and possibly an alleviation of the validity ceiling and the

vanishing validity coefficient.

Predictor-Criterion Links and

the Prediction of Work

Behavior

 

 

Concern for the processes by which individual characteristics

measured as predictors and environmental influences interact to

influence work behavior in the personnel selection process is not

new. Dunnette (1963) characterizes the traditional selection model's
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attempt to index the relationship between predictors and criterion

by a simple correlation as simplistic.

Guetzkow and Forehand (1961) first suggested a modification

of the classic validation model. This richer schematization for

selection research allows for an accounting of the mediating events

between predictor and criterion. Figure 2 presents this revised

model as modified by Dunnette (1963).
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Figure 2.--Dunnette's Modified Model for Test Validation and Selec-

tion Research.
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This modified model takes into account the complex inter-

actions which may occur between predictors and various predictor

combinations, different groups of individuals, different behaviors

on the job, and the consequences of these behaviors relative to the

goals of the organization. More importantly, the model recognizes

the fact that job behaviors and situation characteristics are both

responsible for ultimate performance consequences. Dunnette claimed

the model implies nothing concerning the form of relationships to

be expected among the different components of the model. One of

the unfortunate consequences of utilizing the classic validation

model is its overemphasis on the correlation as the sole statistics

of validation research. Dunnette's more complex prediction model

focuses on complex linkages between predictors and performance and

necessitates more complex and SOphisticated tools of analysis in

studying these linkages.

Dunnette saw the basic problem with the traditional model

as its lack of concern for an understanding of the process of how

applicants who perform well on a selection test go on to, presumably,

perform well on the job. He claimed that most previous selection

research had been rather fixedly concerned with predicting organiza-

tional consequences directly without first seeking to learn the nature

of possible linkages between such consequences and all that is used

to predict those consequences--most notably, the patterns of situa-

tional circumstances and the possible differences in job behavior

that result. Dunnette's model is no less concerned in predicting

organizational outcomes than the traditional model, but it does
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direct research efforts toward a more careful analysis of behavioral

and situational attributes with the hope of understanding these

organizational outcomes better and of predicting them more accurately.

Dunnette's revised selection model was an attempt to develop

a more interactional model for personnel research. Unlike the tradi-

tional model, it realizes the role of situational characteristics

in accounting for performance variance. However, Dunnette's model

does not specifically address two questions that must be answered

in research conducted within an interactionist framework. First,

Dunnette does not outline what situational characteristics are rele-

vant or how one can determine such relevant characteristics.

Secondly, his revised model does not explicitly state how or why

situational and individual characteristics might interact to result

in the response of interest. Parenthetically, the model does not

include a temporal dimension which addresses the question of indi-

vidual characteristic/situation interactions over time on a job.

Summary

The traditional selection model has been characterized as

a trait-oriented model of human behavior. The trait orientation of

the model is evidenced by a lack of attention to predictor-criterion

processes by which environmental influences are accepted as deter-

minants of work behavior. It is suggested that an interactional

model would be more appropriate for understanding the complexities

of behavior in the work environment. Although Dunnette's revised

model for selection provided a recognition of environmental
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influences, it failed to delineate how situations and individual

characteristics might interact to produce a certain level of work

behavior over time and it did not address what form this interaction

might take.

If, indeed, personnel researchers are to accept an inter-

actionist perspective, these two questions must be examined. In

the next section, past research by Industrial[Organizational

psychologists which invokes this question will be critiqued. A

cognitive social learning conceptualization of situation influence

is suggested as an alternative to past theory and a climate approach

to situation categorization is developed. Finally, the question of

what form an interaction can take is reviewed.



THE SITUATION AND WORK BEHAVIOR

Work Behavior and the Situation

as Viewed by Industrial/Organi-

zational Psychology

 

 

The interactionist perspective stresses the hypothesis that

behavior is a function of both person and situation. Industrial]

Organizational psychology has accomplished much in developing stan-

dardized measures of many dimensions of individual characteristics

(abilities and traits) emphasized as predictors of job performance.

However, little work has been done in developing criterion-relevant

dimensions of environments and relating these to individual charac-

teristics. Guion (1976) recognized this problem and commented, "The

problem is that environmental factors influencing performance have

not been considered very often in attempting predictions during the

hiring process" (p. 798).

This problem is most obvious when one considers the behav-

ioral consistency model. Behaviors exhibited in a standardized job

simulation are assumed to match the behaviors to be exhibited in

the complex work environment. The interactionist perspective ques-

tions the appropriateness of this cross-situational behavioral con-

sistency assumption. Indeed, even in the standardized environment

of an assessment center, Turnage and Muchinsky (1982) found evidence

of behavioral inconsistencies within individuals across different

exercises.

25
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Evidence of behavioral inconsistency is even more apparent

when one considers the results of the Management Progress Study,

(Bray, Campbell and Grant, 1974). These authors indexed the degree

of "job challenge” various employees experienced over the course of

eight years. Job challenge was defined as a composite of four dif—

ferent constructs, (l) the achievement models provided by super-

visors, (2) job stimulation and challenge, (3) supervisory respon-

sibilities and (4) the degree of unstructured assignments. When fre-

quency data reported by the authors is converted to correlations,

individual characteristics measured via behavior observed during the

assessment center were found to have substantially lower validity (.15)

for employees in situtaions characterized by high challenge than the

validity (.45) for those employees in low challenge positions.

The discrepancy between these validity coefficiency suggests

that situational variables can affect performance and hence, the

predictiveness of individual characteristics. The authors concluded

that the situation had a direct effect on individual motivation,

which in turn translated into higher job performance, as indicated

by the statistically greater proportion of promoted employees in the

high challenge environments. Had this actually been the case, higher

validity would have been expected in those situations in which

employees were motivated to display individual abilities. An alter-

native explanation is that these high challenge environments, charac-

terized by fewer constraints on performance, allowed employees the

opportunity to display successful behavior that might have been

inhibited in the assessment center situation.
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Unfortunately, the results of this research are confounded

by the composition of the job challenge variable. Although concepts

such as the degree to which a supervisor provided an achievement

model and the degree of unstructured assignments are highly corre—

lated situational influences on performance, they may produce differ-

ent psychological effects. For example, the degree to which super-

visors provide an achievement model suggests employees might exhibit

more effective behavior on the job by shaping their behavior to cor-

respond to that of an effective role model. On the other hand, the

degree of structure in job assignments suggests that the situation

simply inhibits or constrains the expression of effective behaviors.

This question of how the situation psychologically affects the

individual is further clarified when empirical research and conceptual

models of performance are reviewed in the next section.

A Review of Ability/Situation

Interaction Research
 

Empirical research in Industrial/Organizational psychology

that has addressed the person/situation interaction in the prediction

of work behavior is characterized by the assumption that generic

situational properties primarily affect behavior through their direct

impact on motivation, as concluded in the Management Progress Study

by Bray, Campbell and Grant (1974). In a review of ability/situation

research, Schneider (1978a) noted that all of the research reviewed

tended to view the situation as an inference of an individual's

internal motivational state. In particular, the author found
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that only three sets of variables, incentive systems, job character-

istics and leadership style/management philosophy, have been investi-

gated as situational variables. Following is a summary of some of

the major laboratory and field studies investigating ability/situa-

tion interactions in the prediction of work performance.

Weinstein and Holzbach (1973) conducted a laboratory study

in which they investigated task-flow interdependence and type of

reward (differential vs. equal) as situational characteristics in the

prediction of productivity by individual ability. The investigators

conducted a differential validity analysis and found that both of

the situational characteristics moderated the validity of the

Minnesota Clerical Test in the prediction of task performance. More

importantly, an ANOVA analysis uncovered main effects for both reward

conditions and task interdependence. The authors pointed to this

finding as evidence of the limitation of the traditional personnel-

differential approach to selection because of its lack of account-

ability for mean differences in productivity across various job

conditions.

Another set of laboratory experiments that indexed type of

reward condition as a situational characteristics was conducted by

Dunnette (Note 1). Dunnette found that, in general, ability is

reflected in performance more often under incentive reward conditions

than under hourly reward conditions, but that these differences are

not large. Dunnette also found that changes in reward systems may

depress the ability-performance relationships. He found that this

effect is especially critical when moving from an incentive reward
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system to an hourly pay condition, regardless of the equity condition.

As in Weinstein and Holzbach's research, Dunnette found differences

in performance levels in different reward conditions. In essentially

every case in this group of studies, average performance was superior

under incentive conditions as compared to performance under hourly

pay conditions.

Lawler (1966) also investigated the type of reward system

as a situational characteristic in a study of the ability/performance

relationship in the field. Although his research was hampered by

methodological problems, he did find an ability/type of reward

contingency algebraic interaction. He claimed that ". . . (T)he

performance scores supported the hypothesis that a multiplicative

relationship exists between the [type of reward] contingency and

ability" (pp. 159-160). However, this clearly significant inter-

action term must be questioned in light of Lawler's dichotomization

scheme and subsequent analysis of variance procedures. It is

important to note, however, that a main effect was also found for

type of reward contingency.

A laboratory study which examined reward contingencies as

a situational variable that could interact with individual abilities

in the prediction of performance was conducted by Terborg, Richardson,

and Pritchard (1980). In this laboratory study, the researchers

acknowledged the fact that different types of interaction could be

examined. However, the researchers sought out evidence of differen-

tial validity and a significant multiplicative interaction term in

a regression analysis. Although main effects were found for both
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ability and reward contingency, there was no evidence of differen-

tial validity or significant increases in validity when cross pro-

ducts were entered into the regression equation. However, the main

effects for both abilities and reward contingency did provide support

for the interactionist position that behavior is a function of both

the person and the situation.

Howard (Note 2) investigated task characteristics as measured

by the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) as a situational factor. She

regressed supervisory performance ratings on ability ratings, total

JDS score, and various multiplicative ability x JDS subdimension

score interactions. She found main effects for both the ability and

JDS situation measures, but the interaction terms were found to be

nonsignificant.

Forehand (1968), using an inferred climate approach, divided

120 government executives into Group-Centered or Rules-Centered work

climates. His results revealed a strong effect of climate on both

levels of performance and patterns of correlations between ability

and performance. Frederickson, Jensen, and Beaton (1968) inves-

tigated the effects of different types of organizational climate on

the performance of an In-Basket Test. Inferred climates, as opposed

to self-perceived climates, were created by experimentally manipulat-

ing administrative procedures ("to be innovative" or “to follow the

rules") and supervisory style ("global" or "detailed"). They then

defined "consistent" climate (innovative/global or rules/detailed)

and "inconsistent“ climate (innovative/detailed or rules/global).

In consistent climates,production on an in-basket test was higher
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than in the inconsistent climates. Additionally, the researchers

found that relationships between the dimensions of performance on

the in-basket varied as a function of the type of climate under which

people worked. Thus, not only were effects on the lgygl of perfor-

mance found, but patterns of performance were also shown to be

attributable to the climate under which the people worked.

Hoffman (1979) conceptualized instructor behavior as a

situational variable in the same manner that Hellriegal and Slocum

(1974) interpreted leadership or managerial style as a climate vari-

able. His research sought a moderated multiple regression inter-

action of student ability and instructor behavior on student perfor-

mance. Although Hoffman found no interactions in his results which

utilized aggregated instruction behavior ratings for each classroom,

he found a larger proportion of the performance variance is accounted

for by an additive combination of ability and climate measures than

by any one kind of variable by itself. Additionally, mean levels of

performance were higher for those students in more favorable instruc-

tional environments.

Schneider (Note 6) conducted a study in which the results

suggest that ability predicts success in an environment in which an

employer has almost no contact with the person whose behavior is

being predicted. He concluded that two kinds of environments exist

in which ability is most likely to predict behavior. The first

type of environment he refers to is one which supports, encourages,

and rewards the display of individual differences. The second is

one in which the person is left alone. This second condition can
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be thought of as a natural selection environment in which the indi-

vidual's ability is the best predictor of performance. In a final

recommendation, Schneider (1974) urges that research focus on the

criterion behavior of interest and ask, "What kinds of situational
 

variables might constrain or facilitate the display of abilities

necessary to perform on the criterion (or criteria) of concern?"

Forehand (1968) alludes to constraints and facilitators of

the display of individual attributes and interests and the rele-

vance of the situational issue for the performance of concern. He

claims, "An environment (a) may or may not demand manifestation of

a trait (for example, intelligence or aggressiveness) and (b) may or

may not sustain such manifestations“ (p. 67). Dunnette (1968)

focused on constraints and facilitators of individual performance:

however, his research dealt only with different incentive systems

and only inferred that they constrain or facilitate individual per-

formance. In later work summarizing this research, Dunnette con-

cluded that an employer's major goal, quite simply, should be to

do everything he can to assure each employee gives full expression

of his abilities, skills and aptitudes (1973).

Peters and O'Connor (1980) presented a conceptual framework

specifying the hypothesized influences of situational constraints

on work outcomes and individual differences to work outcome associa-

tions. Their conceptual framework borrows much from Schneider's

(1975, 1978) discussions of performance and situational constraints.

A proposed taxonomy of "Situational Resource Variables" stems from

a piece of research conducted by Peters, O'Connor, and Rudolf (1980).
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This taxonomy includes dimensions such as Amount of Job-Related

Information, Tools and Equipment, and the Work Environment.

Unfortunately, Peters and O'Connor's work practically ignores

social interpersonal factors of the situation that might also con-

strain or facilitate work performance and affect validities. Hackman,

(1976) among others, has already shown quite convincingly that group

norms do affect individual work behavior. A social phenomenon, such

as group norms, could restrict behavior, even when the Peters and

O'Connor physical-technological constraints are accounted for.

Summary

This discussion of the person/situation interaction litera-

ture has raised many issues. First, what aspects of the situation

are salient when one considers individual differences as predictors

of job performance? The studies reviewed have shown that researchers

have been guided in their choice by motivational theory rather than

interest in the specific criterion behavior of interest. Secondly,

why and how does the situation interact with individual characteris-

tics to influence behavior in the work setting?

For the most part, the empirical research has viewed the

situation as an inference of individual motivation. On the other

hand, others have suggested the situation serves as "gatekeeper" for

the display of individual abilities and characteristics. However,

these theories often treat the situation as an entity that the

individual behaves in rather than addressing the issue of how the

situation might psychologically affect the individual. These two
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questions will be addressed next from an interactionaist perspective

that will provide further insight.

A Social Learning Conceptualiza-

tion of the PersonlSituation

Interaction in the Work

Setting

The interactionist perspective emphasizes that individual

 

 

and situational characteristics should be studied as joint deter-

miners of individual behavior. However, the interactional approach

does not provide a clear guide as to what aspects of the situation

are relevant. Terborg (1981) believes this lack of guidance is

important to the interactionist perspective because researchers are

required to consider person and situation factors prior to research

design and data collection. The first step is to clearly identify

a dependent variable of interest. Once this dependent variable is

identified, the researcher must consider individual and situational

characteristics which might have impact. By considering the depen-

dent variable as the focus, the research will, hopefully, consider

only those individual and situational characteristics that have

direct relevance to that criterion behavior of interest. This con-

cern for the criterion behavior was suggested by Schneider (1978a).

He concluded that motivation theory-based situation indices are inade-

quate for realizing the true potential for environmental influence

on specific behaviors.

Before salient situational characteristics can be extracted

from the complex work environment, one must understand how behavior
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enfolds in that environment. Mischel (1973, 1977) has addressed

this issue by conceptualizing the situation as a cognitive social

learning environment. This conceptualization provides a basis for

understanding how "situations" function psychologically. The environ-

ment is described as providing information to the individual as to

the most appropraite behavior in a given situation.

Situations are viewed as powerful determinents of behavior to

the degree that they lead individuals in environment to construe the

particular events (stimuli) in the same way, induce uniform expectan-

cies regarding the most appropraite response pattern, and provide

adequate incentives for the performance of that response pattern.

Conversely, situations are weak to the degree that they are not uni-

formly encoded, do not generate uniform expectancies concerning the

desired behavior, do not offer sufficient incentives for its perfor-

mance or fail to provide the learning conditions required for success-

ful genesis of the behavior (Mischel, 1977). Situations function

psychologically by providing individuals information concerning

appropriate behavior. But why and how do individuals perceive infor-

mation in the environment?

Social psychologists from the Gestalt tradition have stressed

that individuals strive to create order in environments and behave

on the bases of that apprehended order (cf. Chaplin and Krawiec,

1968). People create perceptions of total realities consisting of

inferred as well as actual practices and procedures that exist.

While psychologists working in a gestalt tradition claim that
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individuals have no choice but to perceive this order, those working

from a functionalist tradition propose that people apprehend and

create order in their environments so that they can function adap-

tively (Schneider, 1975).

The question of how individuals derive meaning and understand-

ing from a work environment has been the source of much debate in

organizational psychology. Certainly one of the most popular and

controversial approaches to this question is found in the construct

of climate. Briefly, climate is a construct which suggests that

individuals apprehend order in their work environment based on per-

ceived and inferred cues and behave in ways that fit the order they

apprehend (Schneider, 1975). Next, the construct of climate will

be discussed as a phenomena by which a work environment provides

information concerning appropriate behavior in that environment.

A ClimateyApproach to Defining

Criterion-Relevant SituationaT

Characteristics

 

 

The concept of climate has been the focus of 12 reviews in

the past 20 years (cf., Forehand and Gilner, 1964; Taguiri and Litwin,

1968; James and Jones, 1974; Schneider, 1975). These reviewers have

all adopted different positions on the conceptualizations of climate

and its measurement. For example, Payne and Pugh (1976) view climate

as a function of various macro-organizational concerns. In another

review and conceptual piece, James and Jones (1979) approach the

climate construct from a social learning perspective.
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Schneider (Note 7), in a review of the climate literature

reviews, however, found several major theoretical advances that

seemed to run through many of the conceptually different reviews, two

of which are reviewed below. First, he claims there has been a

demise of the search for "objective" organizational structural

antecedents of climate. Practically all climate researchers feel

that climates reside in the perceptions of organizational process,

not in "objective" data on organizational structure. Second, there

is a general concensus concerning the distinction between psychologi-

cal climate and organizational climate. Briefly, psychological

climate is the meaning an individual attaches to a work context;

organizational climate is the aggregated meaning over individuals.

In both forms, climate refers to a psychological construct, through

which people are able to make sense out of all the stimuli that

surround them (Naylor, Pritchard, and Ilgen, 1980).

Schneider (1975) refers to climate as "molar perceptions

people have to their work setting" (p. 473). He clarifies this

statement in his 1981 review by describing it as an attribute of

the setting in a sense that people in a setting are an integral part

of it and their perceptions of it may be important for their behavior

in it.

In his paper presented at the Third Annual Symposium on

Applied Behavior Science in 1980, Schneider (Note 7) described the

processes by which a climate might emerge. His major contention was

that climates are not just there, such as aspects of the physical/

technological environment, or even more concrete concepts, such as
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organizational structure. Rather, they "emerge out of the goal-

oriented activities of people which, in turn, emerge from similar

people interacting with each other and their changing environments"

(p. 24).

In 1973 Dunnette asked "Performance equals ability and what?"

Certainly, organizational psychologists have addressed this question

time and again as a function of individual motivation. Schneider

(1975), however, directly addressed the lack of situational influences

when accounting for performance variance. He answered Dunnette's

question,"Performance equals ability and a climate which stresses the

display of individual differences" (p. 457). Schneider (1973)

reviewed a number of studies investigating climate as a moderator

or predictor-criterion relationships which suggests the accuracy of

this contention.

However, the majority of the research which has addressed

this issue (cf. Frederiksen, Jensen, & Beaton, 1968) has dealt

with inferred climates from objective situational attributes as

opposed to perceptions of climate. Perhaps even more importantly,

the climate indices used were not specifically criterion-relevant.

It is proposed that response-relevant situational characteristics

(response-relevant climates) should be developed for specific compo-

nents of job performance. Most applied psychologists agree that

job performance is multi-dimensional in nature, and that adequate

measurement of job performance requires parallel multi-dimensionality

in criteria. If it is argued that criteria represent behavioral or

psychological constructs that are behaviorally heterogeneous
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(Dunnette, 1963, Guion, 1965), is it not expected that different

aspects of the situation will affect different criterion-behaviors?

For this reason, it is proposed that different dimensions of climate

will affect performance in different behavioral dimensions of a

job. As it was found that predictor measures not tailored to

specific behavioral criteria are not valid (Guion and Gottlieb,

1965), it is expected that climate indices not tailored to specific

criteria will not be valid or provide for an understanding of how

much information the situation provides the individual as to

appropriate behaviors.

Summar

The question of what aspects of a situation are salient to

performance behavior has been addressed from a cognitive social learn-

ing perspective. Situations are seen as important influences on

behavior to the extent that they provide the individual with suffi-

cient information concerning appropriate behavior. The climate

approach is cited as a method of tapping this concept in the work

setting. Indeed, past research suggests that this hypothesis has

merit. However, inadequate conceptualization and measurement has

not fully addressed the concept of climate in relation to specific

criterion behaviors. It is suggested that climates for the expres-

sion of specific behavioral criteria may indeed exist and provide

for an understanding of work experience processes that inhibit long-

term prediction solely from individual characteristics, including

abilities or individual characteristics.
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Past research efforts in search of empirical support of

person/situation interactions in the prediction of work performance

have often met with failure (cf. Schneider, 1978a). However, this

finding must be viewed in the context of the narrow definition of

an "interaction" in industrial/organizational research. Next, the

traditional view of the interaction is examined and an expanded view

is suggested.

What is an Interaction?
 

Another important characteristic of interactional research,

when compared with either a trait or situational approach, is the

expanded view of the concept of an interaction. As noted earlier,

the basic propositions of interactional psychology encourage many

different meanings of person/situation interaction. All too often

in the past, the view of interaction in personnel research has been

limited to the notion of the moderator variable. This use of the

multiplicative term in regression analysis as the sole determinant

of an interaction must be reviewed and an expanded view of how an

interaction can be measured must be acknowledged.

Schneider (1978b) speculated on why statistically signifi-

cant multiplicative interaction terms are so rare in organizational

research in field settings. First, in most work settings extreme

scores on either predictor or criterion, needed for statistical signi-

ficance, are rare. The range of abilities people bring to work

settings and the range of competence displayed or rated in work

settings is most probably rather restricted. Second, the level of
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measurement needed to create multiplicative interaction terms is not

typically found in behavioral research. Third, and most importantly,

the multiplicative interaction might be redundant in research already

employing a work condition variable as a predictor of performance.

This is most likely in those studies utilizing climate as a situa-

tional attribute contributing to the prediction of performance. The

natural interaction of people in work settings creates the very work

conditions being used as a predictor and the creation of multiplica-

tive interaction terms over and above a linear combination of ability

and situation would be redundant.

This argument is similar to the criticism Mobley and Locke

(1970) made of attempts to weight job facet satisfaction responses

by importance. If Schneider's (Note 7) presumptions fbr assessing

climate as an aggregate of the perceptions of individuals is followed,

then the collective data should be less systematically contaminated

by individual differences and therefore more likely to exhibit

person/situation interactive effects.

Interactional psychology has broadened the view of what form

an interaction can take. In fact, the basic propositions of inter-

actional psycholOgy (Endler and Magnusson, 1976) encourage many dif-

ferent meanings for the concept of person/situation interaction.

Pervin and Lewis (1978) present five different meanings of inter-

actions:

1. Descriptive interaction. This refers to a mere

description of the interpersonal relationship(s)
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between two people. There is no reference to personal

and contextual characteristics which might explain the

nature of the interaction.

Statistical interaction. This is the form of inter-

action which most psychologists are familiar with. It

includes both the lack of additive effects in an Analysis

of Variance (ANOVA) design and the search for a moderator

in a multiple regression design, which were discussed

earlier. Unlike the regression interaction, the ANOVA

interaction does consider mean levels on the criterion,

as opposed to the strength of relationship among groups.

An ANOVA interaction is present when the effect of one

independent variable on the dependent variable varies

across different levels of a second independent variable.

This type of interaction is typically found only

in controlled and contrived laboratory settings.

Schneider (1978b) has speculated that this type of

interaction is most likely to be found statistically

significant in laboratory research. However, the

extremes of either persons or situations necessary for

such terms to be significant rarely occur in natural

settings (c.f., Cronbach and Snow, 1977). Terborg

(1981) points to the fact that because researchers have

control over how they select levels of person character-

istics and levels of situation characteristics in the
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lab, main effects and interactions can be viewed as

artifacts except in truly random ANOVA designs.

Additive influences. A third interpretation of the

person/situation interaction is one in which two or

more person and situation factors may make independent

and linear, but not nonlinear, contributions to a depen-

dent variable. Behavior is viewed as the jOint function

of both the person and the situation. This type of

interaction is represented by main effects of both

person and situation attributes, rather than an algebraic

interaction term. This type of interaction was con-

sidered in the work of Howard (Note 2), but is all too

often implicitly denied by organization and personnel

researchers.

Interdependent interactions. This fourth meaning of

situation/person interaction refers to the case in

which facets of people and setting are potentially

independently measurable but, because the people and

situation do not exist in isolation from each other,

they are understood only by assessing reciprocal effects.

This type is more easily understood when one adds a

dynamic time element, which is considered as a fifth

form of interaction.

Reciprocal action-~transaction interaction. People not

only react to situations, they also create or enact

them (Weick, 1979). The new situation influences future
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behavior, which, in turn, can change the situation again.

Hackman's (1976) task redefinition process is one which

captures the idea of reciprocal causation between the

situation and the individual.

In most Industrial[Organizational research, when an interaction is

considered, a moderator effect is often what is sought. A moderator

variable is one which affects the bivariate relationship between a

predictor and a criterion. Nothing is implied about differences in

group means in either the predictor or the criterion. The failure

to consider mean differences in performance, in addition to rela-

tionship differences, which may be caused by situational differences,

is a major concern for those who are interested in using the inter-

actionist approach as a source of understanding human behavior.

Schneider (1978b) commented on the search for the statis-

tically significant algebriac interaction term and furnishes an

explanation for why it is inadequate for many types of interactional

research. He states, "The problem is that whenever we think of

predicting performance by combining the effects of ability and some

other variable, we think of a multiplicative combination implying

not only effects on intercepts (main effects) but, slopes (inter-

actions) as well" (p. 301).

Locke, Mento, and Katcher (1978) developed a theoretical

rationale as to why multiplicative interactions should not be

strongly considered when investigating ability-performance relation-

ships under different goal-setting conditions. They developed a

homogeneity hypothesis which stated that moderator effects are due
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to different degrees of homogeneity with respect to a causal vari-

able among different subgroups. Thus, the main focus of an investi-

gation of goal-setting impact should be main effects, rather than

multiplicative interactions.

Locke et al., (1978) manipulated goal difficulty and goal

specificity in a laboratory study. It was found that ability pre-

dicted performance better in groups that were homogeneous with

respect to goal setting than in those groups which were hetero-

geneous. More interestingly, a moderated regression analysis showed

that most of the differential validity was reducible to the main

effects of both ability and goal-setting conditions.



SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW OF

RESEARCH

The phenomena of the validity ceiling and the vanishing

validity coefficient are outcomes of the short-term perspective of

the traditional selection model. Long-range prediction is improbable

given the "trait" orientation of the implicit model of behavior

assumed in personnel selection research. It has been suggested that

researchers must adopt an interactional model of human behavior to

study predictor-criterion links in order to understand and increase

long-term predictiveness.

This interactionist perspective necessitates an understand-

ing of situational influences on behavior. In a review of ability/

situation interaction research it has been found that the situation

is often treated as an inference of an individual's internal moti-

vation state. Conceptual models of performance and other empirical

studies have viewed the situation as a source of constraints and

facilitators of performance without addressing how the situation

functions psychologically to influence behavior.

Mischel's (1973) cognitive social learning conceptualization

of the situation is cited as a theoretical framework by which one

can understand how the environment influences an individual's behav-

ior. The concept of climate has been described as a method by

46
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which the individual is able to attach meaning to the environment

and understand what appropriate behavior should be displayed.

Although past research has addressed ability/climate interaction

in the prediction of behavior, conceptual and measurement problems

have prohibited any definitive conclusions with regards to psycho-

logical effects of climate. Most importantly, a lack of concern

for specific behavioral criteria in explaining salient situational

climates has characterized this research. It is hypothesized that

highly developed "climates for the expression of specific behavioral

criteria" might exist and provide rich cognitive social learning

environments which allow for considerable situational influence on

performance behaviors.

The present research effort was designed to determine if

”climates for the performance of specific behavioral criteria" do

indeed exist. The existence of such climates is based on the assump-

tion that environmental climates represent a "shared assignment of

psychological meaning". From an operational standpoint this implies,

and is implied by, a reasonably high level of interrater agreement

(James, Note 3). Climate measures have been developed which are

designed to measure the extent to which individuals perceive prac-

tices and procedures in an environment that would allow an employee

in that environment a rich source of information guiding appropriate

behaviors for successful performance. These individual level percep-

tions can presumably be aggregated within an environment to indicate

higher order or molar perceptions of shared meaning. It was expected

that these highly developed climates would increase predictive
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accuracy significantly over validities obtained when only individual

characteristics are considered. Individual characteristics con-

sidered are skills and traits measured in an assessment center

designed to elicit behaviors that are necessary for successful per-

formance in the work setting.

Although evidence of such a individual characteristic/

situation interaction has typically entailed a search for a multi-

plicative interaction term, this index might be superfluous when

one considers a climate approach to index the situation. Thus, it

has been suggested that an expanded view of the interaction be

adopted. Given the existence of "climates for the performance of

specific behavioral criteria" alluded to above, it is hypothesized

that an individual characteristic/climate interaction in the pre-

diction of performance behavior could be empirically manifested by

evidence of two independent main effects for person and climate

variables.



METHODOLOGY

Sample

The study focused on the selection of individuals for the

jobs of secondary, middle, and elementary school principal and

assistant principal positions. These school administrators had been

assessed in a two-day assessment center developed under the auspices

of members of the Society for Industrial[Organizational Psychology

of the American Psychological Association. After assessment, scales

measuring climate for expression of specific criteria were adminis-

tered within schools in which the applicants were placed. Performance

of these principals and assistant principals was evaluated during

the second year of data collection. These three sets of measures,

initially developed for a validation study, were used to evaluate

how both individual and situational characteristics serve to predict

performance behavior.

Ninety-nine school administrators participated in the study,

including 33 from elementary schools, 16 from middle schools, and

50 from senior high schools. Of the total group, 13% had been pro-

moted to principal, 25% had been promoted to assistant principal

and the remaining 62% were assistant principals who had been assessed,

but not promoted. At the time of the first data collection, all

of the principals had tenure of two years or less. However the

range of tenure in position of the assistant principals was much

49
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greater. This group had an average of sixteen years experience

with a standard deviation of seven years.

Measures

Individual Characteristics

Abilities and individual characteristics were measured before

promotion to an administrative position using behaviors exhibited in

the assessment center. A job analysis conducted prior to the

development of the center indicated that 12 abilities and personal

characteristics were important for successful performance as a school

principal. These predictor variables are outlined in Table l with

brief explanations.

Assessing these abilities and characteristics involved the

use of two in-baskets, a semi-structured interview, a fact-finding

and decision-making simulation with an oral presentation and an

analysis and group discussion of a case study. Six trained assessors

rated each applicant on each ability and characteristic using a

five-point Likert-type scale. As in most assessment centers, the

assessors met after the completion of the exercises to reach consensus

for each applicant on each ability dimension and a summary placement

recommendation. These consensus ratings served as predictors for

the analyses.

Behavioral Criteria

Job analysis interviews were conducted in 13 school districts

throughout the country. These group interviews included the parti-

cipation of principals, students, parents, teachers, support staff
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TABLE 1. Abilities/Individual Characteristics Assessed

 

l.

10.

Problem

Analysis

Judgment

Organizational

Ability

Decisiveness

Leadership

Sensitivity

Range of

Interest

Personal

Motivation

Educational

Values

Stress

Tolerance

Ability to seek out relevant data and analyze

complex information to determine the important

elements of a problem situation; searching

for information with a purpose.

Skill in identifying educational needs and

setting priorities; ability to reach logical

conclusions and make high-quality decisions

based on available information; ability to

critically evaluate written communications.

Ability to plan, schedule, and control the work

of others; skill in using resources in an

optimal fashion; ability to deal with a volume

of paper work and heavy demands on one's time.

Ability to recognize when a decision is required

and act quickly (disregarding the quality of

the decision).

Ability to recognize when a group required

direction; ability to get others involved in

solving problems; to effectively interact with

a group to guide them to the accomplishment of

a task.

Ability to perceive the needs, concerns, and

personal problems of others; tact in dealing

with persons from different backgrounds; skill

in resolving conflicts; ability to deal effec-

tively with people concerning emotional issues;

knowing what information to communicate and to

om.

Competence to discuss a variety of subjects-—

educational, political, economic, etc.; desire

to actively participate in events.

Showing that work is important in personal

satisfaction; a need to achieve in all activities

attempted; ability to be self-policing.

Possession of a well-reasoned educational philoso—

phy; receptiveness to change and new ideas.

Ability to perform under pressure and opposition;

ability to think on one's feet.
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11.

12.

Oral

Communication

Skill

Written

Communication

Skill

Ability to make a clear oral presentation of

ideas or facts.

Ability to express ideas clearly in writing;

to write appropriately for different audiences
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personnel, and district staff. The outcome of these interviews was

the development of 10 behaviorally anchored rating scales to measure

performance on the six criterion dimensions of interest (see Appendix

A). Those scales used to measure each criterion dimension are out-

lined in Table 2. These behavioral scales were the criterion measures

of interest to the study. In all districts, supervisors were asked

to supply ratings on the 10 behaviorally-anchored performance scales.

Two teachers were also asked to supply a similar set of ratings.

The district coordinator was instructed to select senior level

teachers who would be able to observe and know the administrator's

work. Raters who felt that they did not know the principal's work

well enough to make a judgment were instructed not to do so in those

cases. In addition, self ratings were collected.

Performance ratings from each group for each criterion dimen-

sion were averaged. The average response for each group served as a

performance index. As is evident in Table 2, five of the criterion

dimensions have more than one behaviorally anchored rating scale as

an index of that dimension. For these five dimensions, the ratings

were sunmed as a composite behavioral performance rating.

The ratings from each of the three groups were expected to

serve as three criteria measures for each performance dimension.

Comparisons of different types of rater suggest that, in general,

one should expect only low to moderate correlations among different

groups of raters (Landy and Farr, 1980). This has been attributed

to the fact that appraisers see different aspects of an employee's

behavior and employees behave differently with their boss, peers,
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Criteria Dimension
 

1. Curriculum and Instruc-

tional Leadership

Coordination of Student

Activities

Direction of School

Support Services

Staff Evaluation and

Development

Development and

Maintenance of Community

Relations

Maintenance of School

Plant

Scales

- Monitoring Curriculum Objectives

- Monitoring Individual Progress

- Supervision

- Participation

- Direction of Support Services

- Directing the Behavior of Students

- Staff Evaluation

- Developmental Activities

- Community Relations

- Interpersonal Effectiveness

- Community Relations: Parents

- Maintenance of School Plant
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and subordinates (Latham and Wexley, 1981). Also, Borman (1974) has

suggested that raters have different perspectives on performance that

influence their ratings. Although it cannot be stated that one group

of raters will be more "valid," one would expect that the teachers,

support staff, and supervisors perceive different aspects of the

principal's behavior and will rate accordingly. However, this multi-

variate consideration of the criterion was deemed inappropriate,

given the small size of the full-data sample and the moderate to

high degree of interrater agreement among the rater groups.

Outlined below are the specific individual characteristics

rated as essential by subject matter experts (i.e. incumbent school

administrators) in a related study for each of the criterion dimen-

sions of interest (see Schmitt, Meritt, Fitzgerald and Noe, Note 5).

These individual characteristics were averaged in a composite for

each behavioral criterion dimension.

1. Curriculum and Instructional Leadership Behavior--

Problem Analysis, Judgment, Organizational Ability,

and Decisiveness.

2. Coordination of Student Activities Behavior--Judgment,

Organizational Ability, and Decisiveness.

3. Direction of Support Services of the School Behavior--

Problem Analysis, Judgment, Organizational Ability,

and Stress Tolerance.

4. Staff Evaluation and Development Behavior--Judgment,

Organizational Ability and Written Communication.
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5. Development and Maintenance of Community Relations

Behavior--Judgment and Written Communication.

6. Maintenance of School Plant Behavior--Judgment and

Decisiveness.

Climates for Expression of

Specific Behavioral Criteria

Climate research is one of many areas of psychological

research which has been beset by measurement problems. The present

effort has taken advantage of the lessons learned from earlier

research. Perhaps the most perplexing concern for the operationali-

zation of climate is the confusion of climate measurement with job

attitude measurement. Schneider (1975) has argued that climate

measures must emphasize descriptions of practices and procedures,

rather than evaluations of those practices and procedures. Joyce

and Slocum (1979), Newman (1975), and others have shown that when

operationalized as different facets, climate (belief) and job satis-

faction (affect) do not correlate particularly well.

Scales assigned to measure the degree to which a climate for

the expression of specific behavioral criteria were developed for

six behavioral criterion dimensions listed below.

1. Curriculum and Instructional Leadership Climate.

Climate for Student Activities and Participation.

Climate for School Support Services.

Climate for Staff Evaluation and Development.

0
1
-
w
a

Climate for Community Relations
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6. Climate for Maintenance of the School Building

Facilities.

The items contained in each climate scale are presented in Appendix 8.

Participants responded to the climate items using a 5-point scale as

shown below.

1. Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

0
1
w
a

No opinion/no experience

A rating of 5 was treated as missing data and the ratings of 1 through

4 were reverse scored in the analyses conducted. Scale scores index

the degree to which a school's practices and procedures fostered a

positive environment for each behavioral criterion. Higher ratings

are indicative of a more highly developed climate.

The climate scales were developed from extensive interview-

ing of job incumbents and a "Program Audit" survey used by the Fairfax,

Virginia Public School System. This latter resource used in the

development of climate scales is rather atypical of most measures of

school climate in that it focuses on descriptions of school policies

and procedures, rather than an evaluation of those policies and

procedures. The field of education has quite a burgeoning literature

on the assessment of educational "environment" (cf., Walberg, 1979).

Unfortunately, in practically all of the research, climate is measured

only at the indiVidual level and is really more of an affective



58

measure than a description of the environment. Within each school

environment, four students, two teachers and two support staff

personnel were asked to respond to the climate measures. School

administrators were requested to select teachers and support staff

of sufficient tenure and students more actively involved in school

affairs to ensure more accurate climate ratings.

As defined earlier, the concept of climate as used in this

research refers to the shared perceptions of participants in a work

setting. Joyce and Slocum (Note 4) showed that, indeed, people can

be clustered into groups based on their shared perceptions of organi-

zation events, practices, and procedures. Schneider and Synder

(1975) showed that position within the organization can impact per-

ceptions of organizational climate. For this reason, in the present

research effort, different subgroups within the school setting were

surveyed for perceptions of the various criterion climates. Responses

from the climate raters within each school were collected and examined

for interrater reliability to determine if school environments do

exhibit "climates for specific behavioral criteria". Agreement

among the school climate raters was examined by a within-group

procedure for determining interrater agreement described by James

(1982). This within-group approach to reliability is distinguished

from the typical between-group procedure which assumes differences

among group aggregate scores as a basis for determining "aggregate

agreement."



59

Data Analysis
 

Separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses were per-

formed for each of the six criterion behavior dimensions as outlined

in Table 3. In each regression tenure in position was added first,

so that experience in the principalship would not confound the rela-

tionships of interest. Behaviorally anchored performance ratings,

averaged over three rater groups, served as the dependent variable.

Within each performance dimension regression, individual characteris-

tics were entered as a composite in the second step. These individual

characteristics were hypothesized to account for a significant propor-

tion of performance variance. In the third step, climate scores

were entered. It was expected that this variable would account for

a significant increase in R2. Although this increase in R2 when

adding climate to the regression on performance behavior would suggest

the existence of an additive influence of person and situation vari-

ables, a multiplicative interaction term was examined in the final

step of the regression. However, this multiplicative interaction

term was expected to be nonsignificant.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Interrater Agreement of Climates

for the Expression of BehavioraT

Criteria and Behavioral Perfor-

mance Ratings

 

 

 

 

As noted in the earlier discussion, climate is represented

by a shared assignment of psychological meaning. James (Note 3),

has claimed that shared assignment of meaning is tested by assessing

the interrater agreement among perceivers who have experienced the

same or similar situational stimuli. James has suggested that

typical reliability procedures utilizing a between group design

seriously underestimate interrater reliability/perceptive agreement.

The primary problem is found when between group differences are

small and within group variation is low. This being the case, the

F-ratio procedure (cf. Winer, 197l),the intraclass correlation and

other statistics that employ between group vs. within group pro-

cedures as a method of determining level of interrater agreement

are unacceptable.

Based on work by Finn (1970) and Cooper (1976), James (1982)

developed a within-group design by which interrater reliability is

assessed separately for each group. This procedure views agreement

within a group as a function of two variances; (l) the observed

variance among ratings on an item and (2) the expected variance

among the ratings in a condition of no agreement, designated 0E2.

This second variance is considered a statistical benchmark for
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random responses and an absence of agreement. Essentially, the

observed variance is compared with this statistical benchmark to

determine the nonerror variance in the observed ratings, resulting

in a computation of a within group reliability coeffient rwg(xi)'

Table 4 displays within-group reliability indices for each

school's six climates of interest. Reliabilities within each school,

for the most part, show very high levels of agreement within each

environment for each of the six climates. Given the overall similarity

of the rwg(xi

these coefficients over all schools to provide an average estimate

) for each school, it was deemed appropriate to average

of interrater agreement among all schools (James, 1982). These

averaged r are reported in the final row of Table 5. This high

wg(>'<1')

level of agreement within schools provides evidence that these cli-

mates for the expression of criterion behavior do indeed exist as a

shared psychological reality within the school environment.

Table 5 displays coefficient alphas which summarize the

degree of agreement among different raters of school administrator

effectiveness. In this analysis each rater was treated as a separate

"item" and coefficient alpha was computed to determine the degree of

internal consistency of the raters. As noted earlier, the different

raters displayed moderate to high agreement within each performance

dimension rating. As a result these ratings were combined into a

composite performance scale.
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TABLE 4.--Hithin-group Reliability (“9””) for Schools with Cowlete Climate Cowosite Scores.

 

 

Curricula and Student School Staff Develop-ent enmity School Plant

School Instructional Leadership Activities rt and Evaluation Relations Maintenance

8 items) (5 its-s) 1 its-s) (5 itels) (7 items) (4 items)

1 .94 .95 .Q .93 .97 .94

2 .83 .83 .89 .89 .92 .82

3 93 .86 .97 .97 .96 95

4 94 .94 .96 .86 93 74

5 88 .78 .98 .86 94 94

6 85 .78 93 .91 88 93

7 95 .91 .93 .91 94 93

8 97 .91 .97 .89 90 89

9 96 .90 .97 .89 89 80

10 94 .87 .98 .88 93 79

11 92 88 .97 93 93 .87

12 97 96 .99 96 97 .92

13 88 83 .94 .90 .88 .89

14 88 84 .94 83 .82 .84

13 94 86 .97 84 78 .77

16 88 87 .96 87 89 .86

17 93 87 .95 91 87 .83

18 96 88 .98 92 .94 .93

19 97 97 .97 95 95 .93

20 91 85 .98 85 87 .82

21 92 93 .97 91 93 .92

22 93 78 .97 .92 91 .84

23 90 87 .96 79 93 .77

24 91 95 .98 93 94 .89

25 96 .90 .97 92 95 .93

26 95 .87 .98 93 94 .92

27 79 .81 .96 .87 .89 .87

28 93 92 .98 93 .95

29 96 97 .98 95 94 .91

30 90 .83 .94 84 .81 .70

31 91 .65 .91 .90 .93 .80

32 88 .90 95 .89 .86 .91

33 89 .80 96 .87 .92 .74

34 .90 .74 98 93 .93 .92

35 .91 .73 .94 93 .95 .74

36 .92 .86 97 82 .94 .67

37 .75 .91 .94 .82 .89 .85

38 .94 .52 .97 .89 .88 .62

39 .96 .91 .96 .87 .91 .86

40 .95 .88 .98 .94 .95 .92

41 .95 .93 .97 .88 .94 .89

42 .95 .96 .98 .97 .96 .93

43 .93 88 .98 .93 .98 .87

44 .93 94 .99 .97 .98 .89

45 .93 86 .98 .91 .95 .91

46 .93 84 .98 .91 .95 .91

47 .93 93 .98 .89 .97 89

48 .93 .87 .95 .91 .87 83

49 .91 87 .95 .92 74

50 .97 96 .98 95 .97 .92

51 . 92 .87 . 95 85 . 92 . 74

52 .84 .96 79 .85 .88

53 .83 97 .98 90 .92 .87

54 .98 84 .97 91 .89 .93

55 .87 95 .95 93 .94 .86

56 .94 .86 .97 89 .93 95

57 .79 .94 .98 96 .89 81

58 .87 .93 .98 93 .92 92

59 .91 .97 79 .88 84

60 .88 78 .96 89 .93 93

61 .93 .93 .98 91 .90 91

62 .91 .92 .97 94 .96 73

63 .93 .95 .98 89 .92 87

64 .94 .89 .96 88 .92 93

65 .98 .84 .97 91 .90 93

66 .83 .91 .97 84 .88 80

67 .86 .77 .97 87 .97 83

68 .88 .84 .95 90 .93 89

69 .96 .94 .97 94 .98 94

70 .92 .87 .95 85 .92 74

71 .97 .84 .97 91 .90 93

72 .96 93 .96 92 .92 92

73 .83 91 .97 83 .88 80

74 .96 84 .98 83 .98 75

75 .97 91 .98 97 .97 93

76 .88 84 .95 9O .93 89

Average .90 .88 96 91 .90 88

r 1490”)

 

'Those schools in which three or less raters constituted climate connosite scores were not included in

this analysis.
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TABLE 5.--Interrater Reliabilities of Performance Ratings

 

 

Coefficient

Performance Dimension Alpha

Curriculum and instructional leadership .57

Coordination of student activities .55

Direction of support services .53

Staff evaluation, selection and development .70

Community relations .58

Maintenance of school plant .56
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Regression Analyses
 

As noted earlier, each behavioral performance dimension was

treated as a separate regression analyses. To determine the appropri-

ateness of drawing conclusions from separate dimensions, zero order

correlations were computed for all of the variables of interest.

Table 6 displays these correlations. As expected, individual char-

acteristics for each dimension were highly correlated as a result of

overlap of variables in the composition of the composite indices.

Climate scales were found to be moderately correlated with each other.

In addition, performance behavior scales were found to be moderately

to highly correlated with each other. Although these intercorrela-

tions might preclude a comparison of different dimension regressions,

it was deemed important to analyze each behavioral dimension sepa-

rately. Although behaviors and climate among dimensions are highly

related, they are conceptually different.

Table 6 also shows low intercorrelations among climate and

individual characteristic variables, which suggests that multi-

collinearity was not a problem. In addition, this table provides

means, zero-order correlations and standard deviations of the vari-

ables of interest. The lowest level of variability occurs in climate

scores.

Zero-order correlations among individual characteristics,

tenure, climate and performance behaviors within each behavioral

dimension of interest are presented in Tables 7-12. Individual

characteristics, as measured by the assessment center method, are

related to performance behavior in only three dimensions-~curricu1um
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TABLE 7.--Curriculum and Instructional Leadership Dimensions:

Correlation Among Tenure, Individual Characteristics (I.C.),

Climate, I.C. x Climate and Performance Behavior

 

 

 

 

Individual I.C. x

Tenure Characteristics Climate Climate

Individual

Characteristics -.13

Climate -.O9 .18

I.C. x Climate -.15 .97* .39*

Performance

Behavior -.20 .23* .23* .27*

#9 < .05

Note: N for Curriculum and Instructional Leadership Dimension

Analysis was 67 due to missing data.

TABLE 8.--Student Activities Dimension: Correlation Among Tenure,

Individual Characteristics (I.C.), Climate, I.C. x Climate

and Performance Behavior

 

 

 

Individual I.C. x

Tenure Characteristics Climate Climate

Individual

Characteristics --01

Climate .05 .29*

I.C. x Climate -.03 .93* .60*

Performance -.23* .13 .08 .06

Behavior

fp,< .05

Note: N for Student Activities Dimension Analysis was 67 due to

missing data.
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TABLE 9.--School Support Services Dimension: Correlation Among

Tenure.1ndividual Characteristics (I.C.), Climate, I.C.

x Climate and Performance Behavior

 

 

 

Individual I.C. x

Tenure Characteristics Climate Climate

Individual

Characteristics -.07

Climate -.15 .17

I.C. x Climate -.10 .97* .36*

Performance

Behavior -.21 -.O4 .08 -.02

*2 < .05

Note: N for School Support Services Dimension Analysis was 66 due

to missing data.

TABLE Hl--Staff Development and Evaluation Dimension: Correlation

Among Tenure, Individual Characteristics (I.C.L Climate,

I.C. x Climate and Performance Behavior

 

 

 

Individual I.C. x

Tenure Characteristics Climate Climate

Individual

Characteristics -.01

Climate -.24* .09

I.C. x Climate -.08 .94* .39*

Performance —.18 .31* .18 .35

Behavior

* < .05

ote: N for staff development and evaluation dimension was 66 due

to missing data.
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TABLE 11.--Community Relations Dimension: Correlations Among Tenure,

Individual Characteristics (I.C.), Climate, I.C. x Climate

and Performance Behavior

 

 

 

Individual I.C. x

Tenure Characteristics Climate Climate

Individual

Characteristics -.01

Climate -.ll .09

I.C. x Climate -.05 .83* .43*

Performance -.22 .32* .25* .38

Behavior

{9 < .05

Note: N for community relations dimension analysis was due to

missing data.

TABLE 12.--School Plant Maintenance Dimension: Correlation Among

Tenure, Individual Characteristics (I.C.), Climate, I.C.

x Climate, and Performance Behavior

 

 

 

Individual I.C. x

Tenure Characteristics Climate Climate

Individual

Characteristics .00

Climate —.05 .Ol

I.C. x Climate —.02 .93* .36*

Performance -.21 -.Ol .15 .03

Behavior

* < .05

ote: N for school plant maintenance dimension analysis was 66 due

to missing data.
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and instructional leadership, staff development and evaluation, and

community relations. Additionally, climate was significantly related

to performance behavior in only two dimensions-~curriculum and instruc-

tional leadership, and community relations. As expected, these cor-

relations are positive, indicating that more highly developed cli-

mates and individual characteristics are associated with the exhibi-

tion of more effective performance behaviors.

Although these zero order correlations indicate the degree

of variance shared by the variables of interest, they do not provide

an appropriate test of how individual characteristics, climate and

their multiplicative interaction each contribute to the prediction

of performance behavior variance. This question of how the variables

of interest contribute to prediction was investigated utilizing

hierarchical regression analysis within each performance behavior

dimension. Tables 13-18 display summaries of these regressions.

Only two of the performance behavior dimensions, curriculum

and instructional leadership (Table 13) and community relations

(Table 16), revealed a significant portion of performance behavior

accounted for, as indicated by the overall F tests. However, given

the conservativeness of this overall F test and the small sample

size, this is not surprising. Furthermore, these two dimensions and

a third, the school plant maintenance dimension, revealed a statis-

tically significant increase in R2 when climate scores were added

after the individual characteristics step. Of these three dimen-

sions, the multiplicative interaction term significantly increased

the proportion of explained performance behavior variance in the
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school plant maintenance dimension. However, these significant

increases in R2 in this dimension are impossible to interpret, given

the nonsignificant overall F.

Although only three of the six regressions showed a signi-

ficant level of performance behavior accounted for, two of these

2
dimensions included a significant increase in R when the climate

I
l
‘

scales were added to the equations. It appears that a climate for

curriculum and instructional leadership and a climate for community

relations could account for greater performance levels within these

criterion dimensions. These results suggest that the degree of

information concerning appropriate behaviors for effective community

relations and curriculum leadership that exists in an environment

can have a marked effect on what types of behavior a school adminis-

trator will exhibit. As expected, no evidence of a multiplicative

interaction was found in either of these dimensions. Rather than

affecting the behavior of various principals in a different manner,

climate was found to increase performance levels for all of the

administrators.



CONCLUSIONS

Although combined into the field of Industrial[Organizational

Psychology, traditional industrial psychologists and organizational

psychologists have approached the problem of predicting work behavior

from two different perspectives. Industrial psychologists have dealt

almost exclusively with individual difference variables and organi-

zational psychologists have focused on organizational properties and

process variables. The present research effort has integrated these

two different perspectives in an attempt to better understand and,

hopefully, better predict work behavior. The phenomena of the

validity ceiling and the vanishing validity coefficient have been

pointed to as two major areas of concern for industrial psychologists

that cannot be understood or alleviated within the research boundaries

of the traditional selection model. This model has been described

as a trait-oriented research paradigm that denies the existence of

individual characteristic/work environment interaction processes.

The traditional selection model is hampered by two assumptions

of human behavior that do not allow for an examination of individual/

environment interaction processes. The experience in a work environ-

ment is assumed to have no systematic effect on the characteristics

on which selection is based. Additionally, there is an implicit

denial that the work environment and the person characteristics

interact to produce certain types of behavior that, in turn, lead

75
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to a certain level of performance. The research reported here has

attempted to demonstrate the inaccuracy of this assumption.

In particular, the concept of a "behavioral consistency

hypothesis" has been questioned. This hypothesis, which provides the

basic theoretical framework for the assessment center method, assumes

that those behaviors exhibited or inferred during the testing phase

of selection research accurately represent those behaviors that will

be displayed in the actual work environment.

However, the effect of environmental influence on performance

behavior has been well documented. Research reviewed has shown that

type of reward, contingency, job characteristics and leadership style/

management philosophy have marked effects on levels of performance.

However, the studies reviewed have generally treated the situation

as an inference of an individual's internal motivational state.

The present study has addressed the question of how the

environment might effect the expression of expected behaviors as

measured by employment testing from a social learning perspective.

Based on Mischel's (1977) work in the area of personality research,

it was hypothesized that different work environments provide various

levels of information concerning apprOpriate effective behavior.

In particular, certain school environments were thought to

directly influence behavior exhibited by school administrators by

the level of information concerning appropriate behavior inherent

in that environment. This level of information concerning appropriate

behavior was tapped via the construct of climate. The concept of

"climates for the expression of specific criterion behavior" was
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developed and high levels of interrater reliability within schools

provided evidence that such climates did exist. In particular,

climate scales were constructed for each of seven behavioral criteria

of interest. It was expected that highly developed climates would

provide a principal a rich source of information concerning approp-

riate effective behaviors. As a result, these climates would increase

the level of prediction above that of individual characteristics

inferred from the behaviors exhibited in an assessment center.

Additionally, the typical empirical indices of such individual/

situation interactions has been challenged. It has been suggested

that multiplicative interaction terms are inappropriate for field

research and might prove misleading when a climate approach to index--

ing the situation is employed. Thus, it has been suggested that the

concept of interaction can also include the presence of “additive

influence" of both individual and situational variables on behavior.

The results of the hierarchical regression analyses showed

that an increase in prediction was evident with the inclusion of

climate scores in two of the six criterion behavior dimensions

examined. In the curriculum and instructional leadership and com-

munity relations dimensions, social learning cues inherent in an

environment, as measured by climate, apparently informed all admin-

istrators what behaviors should or should not be exhibited. This

provides evidence that, indeed, the characteristics of a work environ-

ment can have a direct effect on performance behaviors. Evidence

of the "missing link" of environmental influences between the measure

of individual characteristics as predictors and the measure of
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criterion behavior suggests that the phenomena of the validity

coefficient and the vanishing validity coefficient may, in reality,

be pseudo-issues. By incorporating criterion relevant situational

characteristics into the framework of the traditional selection model,

low or vanishing levels of prediction may be alleviated.

Limitations and Suggestions for

Future Research

 

 

Although increased prediction was evident in two of seven

criterion dimensions by the inclusion of a climate predictor, this

provides scant evidence of a social learning environmental influence

on performance behavior. In light of the results, the hypothesis

that the concept of climate can be utilized to tap the degree of

social learning cues available to the individuals in a particular

environment must be questioned. Climate, as operationalized in this

study, is premised on the notion of a shared psychological reality.

However, this assumption that the climate measures used adequately

reflected the degree of social learning information inherent in

the school environments must be investigated. Although the climate

raters (i.e. teachers, students and support staff) within each school

were found to be in agreement on the level of various climates, the

administrators might not have shared in these perceptions. In parti-

cular, the administrators investigated in the study might not have

encoded the policies and procedures (climate) of the school environ-

ment as social learning cues.

Mischel (1973) has stressed the concept of idiosyncratic

stimulus meanings in his discussion of social learning cues.
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Individuals cognitively transform the meaning and impact of stimuli

in any given situation because of idiosyncratic social learning

histories. Climate, as employed in this study, assumes that indivi-

duals experiencing the same environment over time or choosing to

select into a particular environment share common encoding schemes.

However, many of the administrators in the sample were relatively

new to their schools. It is likely that these principals brought

to their new school environments social learning encoding schemes

from their previous school experiences.

In future research, the assumption that the concept of climate

adequately measures social learning cues must be tested. In parti-

cular, the degree to which climate induces appropriate performance

behaviors for various individuals in an environment must be studied.

Parenthetically, the degree to which individuals perceive adequate

incentives to perform these behaviors should also be of interest.

This suggests a movement away from simply indexing shared perceptions

of climates and towards the measurement of individual psychological

climate perceptions.

Additionally, evidence of a climate effect on performance in

the other behavioral dimensions might have been obfuscated by the

sample of school administrators examined. This sample included a

number of assistant principals whose presence might have confounded

the relationships of interest. Although assistant principals are

certainly important members of an administrative team within a school,

few, if any, have all the responsibilities of the principalship.
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In many schools the assistant principal is designated a specific

function such as student discipline or curriculum development. As

a result, these assistant principals' activities and behaviors are

limited and an evaluation of climate effects on and the evaluation

of certain areas of criterion performance might have been unwarranted.

Additionally, these two levels of school administration might have

encoded climate perceptions differently in relation to appropriate

behavior. Hopefully, future research efforts would include only

principals or investigate only those behavioral domains relevant to

speCific school administrators.

The present research was also hampered by the fact that the

reciprocal influence of the situation and the individual character—

istics on one another could not be examined. To fully understand

predictor-criterion links, research must seek empirical evidence of

situational influence on performance behavior, and on the level of

individual characteristics measured as predictors. A longitudinal

data strategy that provides for a reevaluation of individual charac-

teristics after exposure to a particular work environment is a logical

next step. Such a strategy would provide for a more thorough test

of a social learning hypothesis in that preemployment behavior can

be compared with learned appr0priate behaviors.

Although the identification and understanding of predictor-

criterion links does not necessarily provide for greater utilitarian

prediction than the traditional model, it does provide a key data

source when one considers long-term prediction. If personnel

researchers understand how behavior "evolves" in a given work
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environment, long term prediction is possible. This might take the

form of two different kinds of prediction in personnel research: (1)

prediction of short-term performance and (2) prediction of expected

performance after exposure to a given situation over a period of time.

Suchaniexpanded view of prediction would not only increase long-term

prediction but serve as an aid to management development and affirma-

tive action programs. Personnel researchers could become more

proactive in terms of placing employees in situations which could

allow them to develop needed abilities and personal characteristics.
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APPENDIX A

BEHAVIORAL PERFORMANCE

EVALUATION SCALES
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

Maintenance of School Plant

Typical High Behavior

-Works with new students to develop

school pride 6 reduce vandalism.

Older students are given responsi-

bility for taking new students

"under_their wing".

-Initiaces a program to clean up graf-

fiti in school; provides students with

cleaning materials 6 develops a con-

test for cleanest area thereby

unifying students 6 staff.

~8scablishes a process which allows

staff 6 community members to provide

input for the orderly improvement

of school plant facilities 6 equipment.

Typical Average Behavior

-Takes an active part in keeping the

building clean (e.g., picking up the

paper in hallways, repairing bulletin

boards).

-Obtains necessary materials when

things need to be fixed for ongoing

daily functions in the building.

-Set up a graffiti board in the

restrooms to minimise vandalism.

Iypical Low Behavior

-Unilaterally determines which school

facilities are to be improved.

-Does not provide a safe storage place

for expensive merchandise.

-Never foresees equipment problems;

reacts to peoples' requests 6

emergencies.

-Ignorea a report of unsafe playground

equipment until something happens to

a child.  
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average” on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually raced "Law”

on this dimension.

Fiscal or Monetary Management

Typical High Behavior

-Involves all staff in establishing

priorities for the allocation of

resources 6 materials.

-Periodically reviews 6 shifts alloca-

tions based on current needs; obtains

agreement from all department heads.

-Maintains strict requirements on the

procedures to follow with purchase

orders 6 budgets of departments.

-Acquaints the staff with the daily

operations budget and how it relates

to their curriculum.

-Calls several other schools 6 sources

to get materials when they are not

available at the local school.

Iypical Average Behavior

-Honitors expenditures of students'

activity funds.

-Submits a yearly budget to the Board

of Education or district.

-Provides funds for special art pro-

jects so that students would not need

to bring materials from home.

-Keeps staff informed of budget.

Typical Low Behavior

~Does not comply with standard

accounting procedures.

-Hisspends school money in one

area 6 compensates by taking money

out of budget in another area.

-Spends an inordinate amount of

school funds on athletics.

-Requires staff to fill in requisi-

tion forms for small items such as

toilet paper 6 light bulbs.  
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

Coordination with District and Other Schools

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "high"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

Typical High Behavior

-Participates in professional organi-

zation problem solving projects aimed

at improving the functioning of central

administration services which impact

directly on the school.

-Balances district activities against

building priorities.

~Encourages use of district resource

personnel to develop needed programs.

-lnforms central office of possible

complaints or problems at school or

in community so they will be aware

of it ahead of time.

Typical Average Behavior

-Arranges meetihgs with’central of-

fice administration to speak to

staff at the school on various

issues.

-Implements decisions at the building

which were made at the district

level even if not involved in

making decisions.

-Participates in district-level

committees when called upon.

 

gypical Low Behavior

-Hakes all decisions without the

advice of any immediate superior.

-Is so involved in district committees

that he/she is always out of the

building.

-Does not communicate with district

personnel unless absolutely necessary.

-Never volunteers for district

committees.  
O
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

Community Relations: Parents

Typical High Behavior

-Starts a procedure whereby parents

come to meet teachers individually

to discuss child's progress.

~0rganises coffees in parents' homes

to interact with parents in a

nonschool environment.

-Writes a letter to all parents

inviting them to school. spends

an evening talking to them 6

answering questions.

-Distributes a monthly newsletter to

parents. as well as an annual report

discussing the progress of the school

in meeting its goals 6 objectives.

Typical Average Behavior

-Initiates a program in which parents

follow the class schedule of their

students for a shortened day.

-Organizes a system for buses to pick

up parents 6 bring them to school

events in order to promote community

involvement.

-Calls parents to remind them of

parent-teacher meetings so as to in-

sure attendance.

 

Iypical Low Behavior

-Refuses to develop or initiate a

parent advisory group.

-Controls P.T.A. by dominating of—

ficers, promoting participation of

only one segment of school population,

or failing to follow through on their

requests or suggestions.

-Does not have a system of reporting

students' discipline problems to

parents. .

-Tells parents they do not really know

their chldren when problems arise.

 

 



Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated “High”

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usunl ly rated "bow"

on this dimension.

Interpersonal Effectiveness

Typical High Behaviog

-Shows a sense of humor in times

of conflict.

pinteracts with students during the

lunch hour in the cafeteria.

-Encourages parents to go directly

to a teacher with a compliment in-

stead of relaying the message him/

herself to the teacher.

-Displays students' art work in main

office as encouragement.

-Comes from behind desk to discuss

problems. takes notes. 6 refers to

this file later when another

discussion takes place.

Typical Average Behavior

-Leaves a note of encouragement to

someone who has made a mistake to

carry on 6 start over.

-Provides staff with knowledge of

all other faculty's contributions

to school activities 6 communicates

appreciation.

-Allows staff member to go home

during the day to solve a family

problem.

Typical Low Behavior

-Delegates work but then takes

work away or interferes because he/

she thinks it is not getting done

correctly.

-Uses language 6 words which the

students do not understand when

communicating with them.

-£stablishes a policy without giving

staff or students a rationale.

-Gets into shout-outs with students

in the hallways.
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated ”High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

Community Relations

Typical High Behavior

-Informs community about the basics

of operating the school 6 educational

objectives; asks for the ideas.

opinions, 6 support of these people

6 listens to their suggestion.

~Works with various community 6 local

groups to develop cooperation with

the school (e.g., coop programs).

-Institutes a course which is aimed

at developing cultural awareness in

an integrated community.

Typical Average Behavior

-Sends stories to the community news-

paper and/or invites newspaper

correspondents to school events.

-Organizes senior citizen breakfasts

to explain school programs.

-Coordinates school activities

with church 6 community events.

-Takes 2 students to the Rotary Club

every month as a reward 6 to promote

good relations.

Typical Low Behavior

-Stays away from community organiza-

tions such as Jaycees, Lions.

Kiwanis. etc.

-Defends his/her position to the

community rather than listening to

their requests for certain programs.

-Speaks in educational jargon to

explain school programs to community

members.

-Speaks badly of the school system

to the news media.
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated ”High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "lav"

on this dimension.

Developmental Activities

Typical High Behavior

-Initiates management by objectives.

provides training to write objectives.

to determine ways to evaluate. 6 sets

a time frame for accomplishment of

objectives.

-Provides in-service prograss for staff

which include dealing with student be-

havior problems and interactions with

parents.

~Attends sesdnars. workshops. etc. for

professional growth.

-Provides time for teachers who have

attended developmental activities to

communicate information to the rest of

the staff.

Typical Average Behavior

-Devises class schedule to allow

for staff development periods.

-Uses staff meetings to encourage

and publicise in-service training.

-Allows teachers time off to

attend meetings and classes.

Typical Low Behavior

-Tells staff to get involved in

staff development problems when

helshe does not get involved.

-P1ans staff development activities

with no staff input.

-Does not help teachers who have

problems but works toward docu-

menting problem 6 removing

teacher.

-Does not allow staff to go to

professional meetings even on their

own expense.

 

 

 L—
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "high"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

Staff Evaluation

TypTcai High Behavior

-Provides constructive feedback after

observations 6 calls in specialists

if additional help is needed; then

observes again 6 gives more feedback.

-£ncourages evaluation of him/herself

by staff.

-Consults with individual staff members

on a periodic basis to develop in-

dividual standards of performance

(goals 6 objectives) and reviews

subsequent accomplishment of goals.

-Hrites a note to a teacher who has

led a particular event or done some-

thing special to show appreciation and

give praise.

Typical Average Behavior

-Disciplines employee wh6*is not

functioning properly.

-Asks permission to come to observe

classroom.

Typig§T_Low Behavior

—Does not question a teacher

before taking disciplinary action

on the word of 2 of the teacher's

students.

-Circulates a staff bulletin

criticizing teachers when only 3 or

6 teachers were guilty 6 should be

reprimanded individually.

-Criticiaes or belittles staff mem-

bers in front of other staff members.

students. or parents.

6.—_W__—

5._____.

4.______

3 ._____.

2 ______

1 ._____ 
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

Support Services: Directing the Behavior of Students

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated “High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated “Law"

on this dimension.

Typical High_§ehavior

-Haintains up-to-date staff manuals.

including statements on discipline

policies. which communicate all pro-

cedural matters.

-works with teachers 6 students to

handle discipline problems.

-Relps counselor develop programs for

incoming students. such as orientation.

-Sets guidelines for student behavior

which are not threatening 6 enforces

them objectively.

-Conducts a cafeteria survey to

determine student needs in that

area.

Typical Average Behavior

-Develops a staggered release schedule

on rainy days to alleviate traffic

jams in front of school caused by

parents picking up their children.

-Develops special instructional pro-

grams for lunch period so that

students do not just play in gym or

hang around.

-Starts a program in which highest

attending classroom is recognized

with a free period 6 a party.

Typical Low Behaviog

-Discontinues an arts program because

a small group of students ruined a

kiln.

-Suspends a student with whom the

counseling staff is working closely-~

does not check with staff first.

—Does not discipline students because

helshe does not know what to do or

does'not have time.

-Places a student in a special educa-

tion program for reading problems

without proper evaluation.
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "high"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in—

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

Direction of Support Services

Typical High Behavig;

-Devises a system whereby librarianis

able to coordinate library resources

(books. magazines) with needs of teachers

as indicated by lesson plans.

-lncludes clerical/custodial staff in

all school parties 6 meetings

-Verbally acknowledges the completion

of tasks by school maintenance 6

food services personnel.

 

Typical Ayerage Behavior

-Initiates a program to have parents

receive first aid training so there

can be personnel in nurse's office

during lunch hour.

-Organizes groups of support services

people so they have a more unified

voice.

-Asks cafeteria 6 custodial staff

for input in school decisions.

-Asks teachers to periodically

complete a form concerning the

quality of support services as an

aid in monitoring these activities.

Typical Low Behavior

—Assigns hall 6 cafeteria duty with-

out staff input.

-Allows a community group to use

a school projector without the

permission of the media specialists.

-Does not consult with custodians

when making requisitions for supplies.

-Neglects to inform secretary of

school programs 6 events.

6——]——
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "high"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated ”Law"

on this dimension.

Student Activities: Participation

Typical High Behavior

-lnitlates a program so that handi-

capped students are incorporated

into various activities, such as

plays or sports.

-Participates in extracurricular

school activity by actually working

at the function. such as fun fair.

schoo l dinne rs .

-Sets up class for student government

officers to help them solicit

student participation.

Typical Average Behavior

-Talks to students who are not parti-

cipating in extracurricular activities

to get them involved.

~Attends extracurricular activities.

-Encourages staff to participate in

extracurricular activities but does

not demand such participation.

Typical Low Behavior

-Tells the students that certain

activities are important 6 then

doesn't support them by his/her presence

or allowing time in the schedule for

them.

-Selectively participates in only

certain school activities (e.g.

football).
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

Coordination of Student Activities: Supervision

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

”Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

Typical High Behavior

-lnitiates an awards banquet 6 esta-

blishes a letter for superior academic

performance.

-Evaluates all activities 6 student

needs with input from faculty. student

council. 6 student surveys. then acts

on results.

-Heets regularly with student leaders

to coordinate activities 6 take

suggestions.

-Reschedules a homecoming event which

had been scheduled for the night

before the SAT.

Typical Average Behavior

-Schedules a sporting event during the

academic day for the benefit of bussed

and poor students who can not come to

night activities.

-0rganlzes parent-student teams to work

on fund raising activities.

-Organizes faculty teams to play

against varsity teams.

Typical Low Behavior

-Organizes a student fund raising

activity without talking with students.

-Cancels a pep meeting because of a

drinking party by a few students.

-Allows extra-curricular activity 6

school classes to conflict so that

students have to be pulled out of

class to participate in band or

sports.  



Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment: about this individual's behavior for this

dimension-of perfrormance.

Curtziculum 6 Instructional Leadership:

.Honitoring Individual Progress

Typical High Behavior

The examples to the -lnitiates a program with the help of

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

"Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "bow"

on this dimension.

student-parent associations to allow

students to take advanced classes

offered at nearby schools.

-Organizes student help sessions which

meet after school hours for students

who are failing.

T gigglnégeravc Behavior

-Reviews records of individual—student

progress - including standardized

scores 6 basic skills program.

~Institutes a classroom where several

things are taught (e.g., ceramics.

painting) because of a lack of

enough interest in any one of them to

justify individual classes.

-Sponsors a biweekly reading rally in

which all students stop what they are

doing 6 read for 20 minutes.

Typical Low Behavior

-Allows students to hand carry scores

of certain tests home; students are able

to open these unsealed envelopes and

compare scores.

-Schedu1es all advanced courses in the

morning so that academic students can

take only 2 out of S.  
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Check to the left if you have insufficient information with which

to make a judgment about this individual's behavior for this

dimension of performance.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "High"

on this dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated

“Average" on this

dimension.

The examples to the

right are examples

of behavior of in-

dividuals who are

usually rated "Law"

on this dimension.

'Curriculum 6 Instructional Leadership:

Honitoring Curriculum Objectives

Typical High Behavior

-Takes a stand on issues even when they

are controversial; supports 6 stands

up for educational values.

-Constructs a schedule which maximizes

student options, yet minisdtes

course conflicts.

-Visits classrooms to monitor the cur-

riculum actually being taught in

school.

112353} Average Behavior

-Reads necessary materials to have a

thorough knowledge of state or

district curriculum standards 6

requirements.

-Looks at new texts so that helshe

can influence the selection of

materials and textbooks.

-Reviews 6 makes comments on weekly

lesson plans in terms of overall

curriculum objectives.

Typical Low Behavior

-Does not utilize special curriculum

programs provided by the district.

—Adopts curriculum materials without

the input of teachers or in spite of

their recommendations.

-Does not allow any curricular experi-

mentation by faculty members.  
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APPENDIX B

CLIMATE SURVEY
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ASSESSMENT OF SCHOOL CLIMATE

Curriculum and Instruction
 

Sometimes students help the teacher plan class activities.

Teachers encourage students to think for themselves.

Students are assigned too much homework.

There are opportunities for small group work and/or independent

study.

Students feel too much pressure to get good grades.

Studentsirnthis school are highly motivated and involved in

learning.

This school offers the courses students need and would like

to take.

Teachers challenge students to work to the best of their abilities.

Student Activities
 

A sufficient variety of student activities and clubs is available.

There is equal opportunity for all to participate in student

activities and clubs.

Teachers seem interested in sponsoring clubs and activities.

The student government is effective.

A fair amount of emphasis is given to the athletic programs.

Support Services
 

The school rules and regulations are too strict.

Students behave well at school (in and outside of classes).

Rules on tardiness and class attendance are enforced regularly.



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

lOO

Students are not safe in school.

Discipline is administered fairly at this school by teachers

and principals.

Drugs and alcohol are easily available at this school.

Students are treated fairly.

The library/media center adequately supports the instructional

program and is useful.

I am satisfied with the report card used at this school.

Counselors and teachers cooperate in giving students extra

academic or personal help.

It is easy to arrange a conference with guidance counselors.

I am satisfied with the quality of the guidance service students

receive.

Counselors and teachers cooperate in helping students select

appropriate courses.

Students feel free to talk to counselors about personal problems.

Counselors help students make choices about future careers.

The transportation of students is provided for in an orderly,

safe manner.

Lunch period is always a time of chaos; there is little super-

vision of students in the cafeteria and the cafeteria staff and

school administrators do not seem to cooperate.

Secretarial staff seem genuinely helpful to students, teachers,

and public.

Staff Evaluation and Development
 

Teachers and/or staff receive helpful supervision.

There is strong support for professional development activities.

Staff development programs meet staff needs.

Teachers are well organized and make good use of class time.

As a whole, members of the staff respect one another.



37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.
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Community Relations
 

Businesses/homeowners near the school grounds have relatively

few problems with students.

Parents feel welcome in the school.

Parents are promptly informed about students' academic and

behavior problems.

Parents received sufficient information about their children's

academic achievement.

Parents' opinions are requested and respected.

Parents received information about curriculum objectives and

requirements.

The principal and teachers are involved in community activities

and affairs.

Maintenance of School Building and Facilities
 

School facilities and equipment are adequate.

Measures are taken to stop vandalism of the school plant.

The school grounds are kept in good condition.

Graffiti is at a minimum in the school.
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