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Abstract
Virtually every previous review has concluded that structuring the selection
interview inproves its psychonetric properties. This paper reviews the
research literature in order to describe and evaluate the many ways interviews
can be structured. Based on nearly 200 articles and books, 15 conponents of
structure are identified that may enhance either the content of the interview
or the evaluation process in the interview. Each conponent is explained in
terns of its various operationalizations in the literature. Then, each
component is critiqued in terns of its inpact on numerous forns of reliability,
validity, and user reactions. Finally, recommendations for research and
practice are presented. It is concluded that interviews can be easily enhanced
by using sone of the many possi bl e conmponents of structure, and the inprovenent
of this popul ar selection procedure should be a high priority for future

research and practice



A Review of Structure 3

A Review of Structure in the Selection Interview
In the 80-year history of published research on enploynment interview ng
(dating back to Scott, 1915), few conclusions have been nore w dely supported
than the idea that structuring the interview enhances reliability and validity.

Brief Summary of Previous Reviews

Early narrative reviews were particularly graphic in their descriptions of
the benefits of structure. Wagner (1949) stated that all interviews should be
conducted according to a "standardi zed form' because "this prevents ainless
ranbling, lengthy digressions, and the possibility of omtting inportant areas"”
(p- 42). Mayfield (1964) concluded that "in alnost all cases where a
satisfactory reliability for the selection interview was reported, the
interview was of a structured form' (p. 250). Finally, in recomendi ng
structured interviews, Urich and Trunbo (1965) noted that "...it is difficult
to see how the interviewer can arrive at anything like an optinmal strategy if
the information available to himis continually different in kind" (p. 112).
Subsequent narrative revi ews have continued to support the use of structure
(Arvey & J. Canpion, 1982; Harris, 1989; Schmitt, 1976; Wight, 1969)

Met a- anal ytic reviews of validity studies have al so unani nously supported
the superiority of structured interviews. They differed somewhat in the
studi es they sunmari zed and in the corrections they used for range restriction
and unreliability, but their overall findings were very simlar. Wesner and
Cronshaw (1988) anal yzed 87 validity coefficients and found validities of .34
(.62 corrected) for structured interviews and .17 (.31) for unstructured
interviews. Wight, Lichtenfels, and Pursell (1989) reviewed 13 coefficients
for structured interviews and found a validity of .27 (.35 corrected for
unreliability only), which they conpared to an estimate of .14 for unstructured
interviews (J. Hunter & R Hunter, 1984). Huffcutt and Arthur (1994)
summari zed 114 coefficients in relation to degree of structure and found that
validity ranged from.11 (.20 corrected) for the | owest level to .34 (.57) for
t he hi ghest |evel of structure. MDaniel, Wetzel, Schmdt, and Maurer (1994)

summari zed 145 coefficients and found a validity of .24 (.44 corrected) for
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structured compared to .18 (.33) for unstructured interviews. Marchese and
Muchi nsky (1993) summari zed 31 coefficients and showed that validity was
correlated .45 with degree of structure. Finally, Conway, Jako, and Goodnan
(1995) sunmarized 160 reliability coefficients and showed that reliability was
correlated from.26 to .56 with degree of structure. They also estinmated that
reliability placed an upper limt on validity of .67 for highly structured and
.34 for unstructured interviews.

Overvi ew of Paper

Conceptual i zations of structure are fragnented in the literature, wth
di fferent researchers using different approaches. Previous reviews have not
t horoughly exam ned the various ways interviews can be structured. The purpose
of this paper is to intensively reviewthe literature in order to summari ze,
integrate, and evaluate the many ways interviews can be structured to inprove
psychonetric properties.

Thi s paper conpl enents previous narrative reviews in that it is not an
i nclusi ve exam nation of all research topics since the last review, instead, it
focuses only on structure but considers the entire literature. The review by
D pboye and Gaugler (1993) simlarly exam ned structure, but the present paper
differs by focusing on psychonetric (as opposed to behavioral and cognitive)
consequences and by considering a broader range of structural conponents.

Thi s paper conpl enents neta-analytic reviews by offering potentia
expl anations for higher validities. Al so, neta-analyses have used only very
general distinctions in ternms of structure and have not enhanced our conceptua
under st andi ng. Furthernore, many conponents of structure have received too
little enpirical attention to allow neta-anal yses, and those that have been
studied tend to be confounded, thus not allow ng neta-analytic tests.

This paper attenpts to nmeet the criteria for literature reviews (M
Campi on, 1993). First, it sunmarizes a |large body of literature in a thorough
and inclusive fashion. Second, it goes beyond previous reviews because of its
uni que focus. Third, it analyzes the literature critically as needed. Fourth,

it organi zes and explains findings across studies. Fifth, it identifies
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l[imtations in the literature and defines questions for future research
Finally, it casts the literature within a single framework consisting of
components of structure and their psychonetric inplications.

The literature for this reviewwas drawn fromthe citations in previous
reviews, conputerized and manual searches, and cross-referencing. Nearly 200
articles and books that address the topic are examined in this paper.

The paper will use the term"structured" interviews, but other terns have

been used such as "standardi zed," "guided," "systematic," and "patterned.” The
paper defines “structure” very broadly as any enhancenent of the interview that
i ncreases psychonetric properties by assisting the interviewer in deternining
what questions to ask or how to eval uate responses. The review of the
l[iterature yielded 15 conmponents of structure that are listed in Table 1 and
formthe framework of the paper. The purpose is to objectively describe and
eval uate these conponents of structure, but not to advocate that they all be
used in every situation.

The 15 conponents are divided into two categories. The first includes
components that influence the content of the interview. They structure the
nature of the information that is elicited during the interview The second
category includes conponents that influence the evaluation process. They help
the interviewer judge the information that is elicited. Although sone
components could be included in both categories, this distinction is usefu
because it highlights a primary difference between the conponents.

The i npact of each conponent is evaluated in terns of reliability,
validity, and user reactions. Eight types of reliability are considered:

1. Test-retest reliability of the content of the interview-- |Is the sanme
interview content elicited each tine by the interviewer?

2. Test-retest reliability of the evaluation of the interview-- Is the
same eval uation process consistently used each tine by the interviewer?

3. Interrater reliability of the content of the interview -- Do different
interviewers elicit the sane content?

4. Interrater reliability of the evaluation of the interview -- Do
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different interviewers eval uate candi dates consistently?

5. Candi date consistency -- Does the interview elicit consistent
respondi ng fromthe candidate? Wuld transient variability in the candidate's
interviewing skills, nmood, stress, or simlar factors influence the results?

6. Interviewer-candidate interaction -- Does the interview limt possible
error variance due to differences in interactions between interviewers and
candi dates? Would differences or sinmlarities between interviewers and
candi dates in personalities, conmmunication styles, interpersonal attraction, or
simlar factors influence the results? Variation nmay be possible in the
energent relationship between interviewers and candi dates (D pboye, 1992).

7. Internal consistency -- Are the interview itens sufficiently numerous
and intercorrelated such that the conposite nmeasures a honbgeneous construct?

8. Interrater agreenent -- Do interviewers agree on their ratings or
judgnents? |Is the difference in |level between their ratings small, such that
simlar decisions wuld be made? Reliability refers to covariation, and is
thus not the sanme as agreenent which refers to nean differences (Tinsley &

Wei ss, 1975). Components that enhance reliability may not enhance agreenent.

Three types of validity information are consi dered:

1. Job-relatedness -- Is the interviewrelated to the content of the job?

2. Reduced deficiency -- Is neasurenent deficiency reduced? Does the
interviewelicit a |large anmount of useful information?

3. Reduced contam nation -- Does the interview prevent contam nation
(e.g., faking or irrelevant information) fromentering the process?

Three types of user reactions are al so consi dered:

1. Reduced EEO bias -- WII| the conmponents of structure reduce potentia
bi as agai nst subgroups of candi dates protected by equal enploynent opportunity
(EEO laws? This includes reducing potential adverse inpact and di sparate
treatnent, as well as increasing perceptions of fairness. Sone structured
i nterviews have been specifically devel oped to enhance | egal defensibility
(Pursell, M Canpion, & Gaylord, 1980). Research has found many conponents of

structure to be enpirically related to court verdicts (J. Canpion & Arvey,
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1989; ol lub-WIIliamson, J. Canpion, Malos, M Campion, & Roehling 1995).

2. Candidate reactions -- WII| candidates view the interview positively?
There is increasing recognition of the inportance of candidate reactions to
sel ection procedures (Smither, Reilly, MIIlsap, Pearlman, & Stoffey, 1993).
Such reactions reflect the perceived (face) validity of selection procedures,
and they influence job choice, affective reactions, and referrals of other
candi dates. Candi dates may prefer interviews over sonme psychol ogical tests
(Wlson, 1948), but structured interviews may not elicit as positive a response
as unstructured interviews (Latham & Fi nnegan, 1993).

3. Interviewer reactions -- WII interviewers viewthe interview
positively? These include reactions to face validity and usability. Managers
may recogni ze the job-rel atedness and defensibility of structured interviews
(Lat ham & Fi nnegan, 1993), but there may be political forces that encourage
themto use unstructured interviews (D pboye, 1994).

The 15 conponents of structure are reviewed individually below First,

t he component is explained, and alternative operationalizations reflecting
different levels of structure are described. The literature is exhaustively
sumarized in terms of howit illustrates the levels of structure. Second, the
component is exam ned and critiqued on each type of reliability, validity, and
user reaction (as shown in Table 2). Third, research and practice issues and
reconmendat i ons are presented.

Revi ew of Components of Structure

1. Base Questions on a Job Anal ysis

Expl anation and Alternatives. A variety of job analysis methods have been

used to devel op structured interviews. Both worker- and job-oriented nethods
have val ue (McCorm ck, 1976). Wrker-oriented nethods determ ne the know edge,
skills, abilities, and other attributes upon which to develop interview
guestions. Job-oriented nmethods determ ne tasks, equipment, and situations
that allow the questions to be worded in the proper term nol ogy and context.
Critical incidents job analysis (Flanagan, 1954) is the nost comon

approach mentioned in interviewing articles (M Canpion, J. Canpion, & Hudson
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1994; M Canpion, Pursell, & Brown, 1988; Delery, Wight, MArthur, & Anderson,
1994; Janz, 1982; Latham & Saari, 1984; Latham Saari, Pursell, & M Canpion
1980; Latham & Skarlicki, 1995; Mdtow dl o, Carter, Dunnette, Tippins, Werner
Burnett, & Vaughan, 1992; Robertson, Gatton, & Rout, 1990; Schmitt & Ostroff,
1986; Weekley & Ger, 1987; Zedeck, Tziner, & Mddlestadt, 1983). Typically,
meetings with job experts were used to collect incidents, but surveys were al so
used (Weekley & Ger, 1987).

The value of critical incidents is that they provide ideas for interesting
and job-related interview questions. However, the devel opment of questions
fromincidents is part of the art or, at least, the unwitten aspects of
structured interviewi ng. Sone authors acknow edge that "literary license" is
needed (Latham & Saari, 1984, p. 569). Incidents are often grouped into
di mensions first (Motowidlo et al., 1992; Robertson et al., 1990), then the
incidents that best represent the dinensions are turned into questions (Latham
et al., 1980). This presumably enhances content validity.

Anal ogous to critical incidents analysis, contrasting groups of high and
| ow perform ng enpl oyees are soneti mes exam ned as an approach to job anal ysis
(Holt, 1958; Robertson et al., 1990). One such technique is repertory grid
analysis (V. Stewart & A. Stewart, 1981). 1t asks job experts to consider
enpl oyees in groups of three and try to identify aspects of performance-rel ated
behavi or that are simlar between two enployees and different fromthe third
(Robertson et al., 1990). Ohers suggest that a behavi oral consistency
approach (\Werni nont & Canpbell, 1968) is a useful way of devel oping interview
guestions fromjob anal yses (Feild & Gatewood, 1989; G ove, 1981; Schmtt &
Gstroff, 1986).

Finally, there is the issue of who wites the questions. Some articles
state that job experts are used, such as incunbents, managers, and interviewers
(Janz, 1982; Lathamet al., 1980; Orpen, 1985; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992). Most
articles do not discuss it, thus inplying they are witten by researchers.

There are at |least three (unstructured) alternatives to job anal ysis.

First, many interviews are conducted by psychol ogi sts and focus on personality
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traits but are not based on job analysis (Bobbitt & Newran, 1944; Fi sher,
Epstein, & M Harris, 1967; J. Harris, 1972; Hilton, Bolin, Parker, Taylor, &
Wal ker, 1955; M schel, 1965; Plag, 1961; Raines & Rohrer, 1955; Waldron, 1974,
but cf. Holt, 1958). Second, interviewers may ask traditional questions that
are conmon in unstructured interviews but not based on job analysis (e.g., Tel
me about yoursel f? What are your strengths/weaknesses? What are your goal s?).
Third, an intuitive approach can be used wherein interviewers ask whatever
guestions are thought rel evant.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Job analysis is a

basic requirenent for devel oping valid selection procedures according to both
prof essional (Society for Industrial and O gani zati onal Psychol ogy, 1987) and
| egal (Equal Enployment Opportunity Commission, Cvil Service Conm ssion
Departnent of Labor, & Departnent of Justice, 1978) testing guidelines. |Its
val ue for structuring interviews was recogni zed very early (MMrry, 1947), vyet
it is noteworthy that relatively few articles nmention it.

Job analysis is not expected to enhance reliability, even though there
m ght be a weak positive relationship if it limts the domain of inquiry in the
interview. The Conway et al. (1995) neta-anal ysis showed a | ow positive
rel ati onship between job analysis and reliability, which they interpreted as
suggesting an indirect effect. It is expected to influence all three types of
validity, however (Table 2). By definition, job analysis should enhance job-
rel atedness. This may occur partly because it allows the interviewer to obtain
job-rel ated sanmpl es of applicant behavi or (D pboye & Gaugler, 1993). A job
anal ysi s shoul d enhance the anpbunt of job information brought into the
i nterview, thus decreasing deficiency. Simlarly, by focusing the interview on
job-related content, it should reduce contam nation. Wthout a job analysis to
provide interviewers with a common franme of reference, they m ght base the
i nterview on idiosyncratic beliefs about job requirenents (D pboye, 1994).

The three nost recent narrative reviews have enphasi zed the inportance of
job analysis for inproving validity (Arvey & J. Canpion, 1982; Harris, 1989;

Schmitt, 1976). Likew se, the neta-analytic review of Wesner and Cronshaw
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(1988) found an average uncorrected validity of .48 when a formal job analysis
was conducted, .35 when an informal analysis was conducted, and .31 when it was
unknown if an anal ysis was conducted. MDaniel et al. (1994) found average
uncorrected validities of .21 and .27 for interviews based on a job analysis
and .15 for psychol ogical interviews not based on a job analysis. There is
al so evidence that interview questions with higher content validity nay have
hi gher criterion-related validity (Carrier, Dalessio, & Brown, 1990).

Job analysis is expected to enhance all user reactions (Table 2). It has
been shown to reduce EEO bias (Kessel man & Lopez, 1979) and hel p defend
organi zations in court (Kl eimn & Faley, 1985) for other selection procedures.
It is likely to do the same for interviews (Arvey & Faley, 1988; J. Canpion &
Arvey, 1989), and there is evidence to this effect fromcourt cases on
interviewing (Gollub-WIlianson et al., 1995). Job-rel atedness shoul d enhance
perceptions of face validity for both candi dates and interviewers. Finally,
involving interviewers in the job anal yses should i nprove their acceptance.

Research and Practice Issues. Job analysis deternines the content of the

interview If job analysis is nore likely to identify know edges, skills, and
abilities, rather than personality traits and other attributes (Harvey, 1991),
then a key question is raised: Are structured interviews nore valid than
unstructured intervi ews because they tap into cognitive ability? This is
i nportant because tests of cognitive ability are inexpensive and avail abl e.
Structured interviews have shown both high and | ow correlations with
cognitive ability tests. M Canpion et al. (1988; 1994) found correl ati ons of
.43 and .60. Conversely, Pulakos and Schmitt (1995) found a correlation of
.09, and Motowidlo et al. (1992) found a correlation with grades and cl ass rank
of .15. These results are not due to the apparent constructs assessed by the
interviews. M Canpion et al. (1994) were attenpting to neasure attributes not
usual Iy considered cognitive abilities (e.g., teamwrk, comm tnment, safety
orientation, etc.), while Pulakos and Schmtt were measuring attributes that
appeared cognitive (e.g., planning, problemsolving, comunicating, etc.). The

studies differed in other ways that offer nore plausible explanations for these
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differences. |In particular, the M Canpion et al. studies used nore highly
structured interviews and sanples with a wi der range of cognitive ability.

A recent neta-analysis of 48 studies found a correlation of .34 (.40
corrected) between interview ratings and ability test scores (Huffcutt, Roth, &
McDani el , 1995). Ratings with higher cognitive |oading were also nore valid.

Anot her approach to this issue is to exam ne whether structured interviews
have increnmental validity beyond cognitive ability tests. Again, the results
have been equivocal, with some studies finding increnental validity (M Canpion
et al., 1994; Pulakos & Schmtt, 1995) and others not (M Canpion et al., 1988;
Delery et al., 1994; Walters, Mller, & Ree, 1993). The findings are not due
sinply to the cognitive loading of the interview, M Canpion et al. (1994) had
t he highest correlation with cognitive tests and Pul akos and Schmitt had the
| owest, and both showed increnmental validity.

Future research could address this issue in several ways. First, studies
shoul d include traditional measures of cognitive abilities so further data can
be accumul ated. Second, the constructs assessed by interviews should be
exam ned at both conceptual and enpirical levels. Evidence of the constructs
underlying the criteria would al so be helpful. Third, because of the
availability and | ow cost of tests, interviews should be designed to conpl enent
rather than duplicate tests. For exanple, attributes such as interpersona
skills mght be ideally neasured in an interview where both verbal and
nonver bal information can be judged (Urich & Trunmbo, 1965). Finally, the
effects of the level of interview structure on other conponents and the range
of cognitive abilities in the sanple should be considered when interpreting
rel ati onships with tests.

Anot her research and practice topic is whether some forns of job anal yses
are nore useful for developing structured interviews. Many issues revolve
around the popular critical incidents technique, such as how the information is
turned into interview questions, whether unique insight can be gai ned using
contrasting groups or the repertory grid, and whet her behavi oral consistency

m ght lead to questions that are face valid but fakable. |In practice, critica
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i nci dents shoul d be supplenmented with information on job tasks and requirenents
(Feild & Gatewood, 1989; Langdale & Weitz, 1973; Wener & Schneiderman, 1974).
Finally, other nmethods of job analysis have not been extensively exam ned for

t he purpose of devel oping interview questions (e.g., protocol analyses,
diaries, or questionnaires linked to interviewitens).

2. Ask Exact Sane Questions of Each Candi date

Expl anation and Alternatives. The nost basic conponent of structure is

standar di zati on of questioning. It may be the first conponent that energed in
the literature, with early studies stipulating question content and sequence
t hrough such means as interview guides (Hovland & Wonderlic, 1939) and question
patterns or arrays (McMirry, 1947). An early review defined a structured
i nterview as "one conducted according to an established pattern" (Wagner, 1949,
p. 29). Early authors suggested that the idea of structuring interviews for
enpl oynent purposes was inspired by Binet's success using structured interviews
for intelligence testing of children (Wagner, 1949; Wnderlic, 1942).

The range of alternatives on this conmponent can be summarized by four
| evel s of structure. These levels are sinilar to those used by Huffcutt and
Arthur (1994), except here this conponent is separated from pronpting and
foll ow up questioning (conponent 3). The first and hi ghest |evel requires that
t he exact sane questions be asked of each candidate in the exact same order (M
Campion et al., 1988, 1994; Delery et al., 1994; Edwards, Johnson, & Mblidor,
1990; G een, Alter, & Carr, 1993; Hakel, 1971; Latham & Saari, 1984; Latham et
al ., 1980; Latham & Skarlicki, 1995; Reynolds, 1979; Robertson et al., 1990; M
K. Stohr-Gllnore, M W Stohr-Gllnore, & Kistler, 1990; Walters et al., 1993,
Weekl ey & Ger, 1987).

The second hi ghest level requires primarily that the same questions be
asked, but allows sone flexibility to tailor the interviewto different
candi dates or to pursue interesting lines of discussion. These interviews nmay
consist of lists of specific initial questions to use (Carlson, Thayer,
Mayfield, & Peterson, 1971; Freeman, Manson, Katzoff, & Pathman, 1942; Hovl and

& Wonderlic, 1939; Mayfield, Brown, & Hanstra, 1980; MMirry, 1947), exanple
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guestions (Anderson, 1954), or arrays or patterns of questions to pick from
(Janz, 1982; Nevo & Berman, 1994; Orpen, 1985) that are often organi zed by the

construct assessed (Motowidlo et al., 1992; Pulakos & Schmtt, 1995).

The third | evel does not provide any actual questions. Instead, these
interviews only provide outlines of topics to cover (Ghiselli, 1966; Yonge,
1956), lists of desirable candidate attributes or job requirenents (Arvey,

MIller, Gould, & Burch, 1987; G ove, 1981), or scales or fornms to be filled out
(Adans & Sneltzer, 1936; Barrett, Svetlik, & Prien, 1967; Carlson, Schwab, &
Heneman, 1970). Oher interviews in the literature are not described in
sufficient detail to determine their structure precisely, but they al so appear
to provide only nodest guidance (Canpbell, Prien, & Brailey, 1960; Shaw, 1952).

The fourth and | owest |evel of structure is no structure. The interviewer
is free to ask whatever questions he or she deens appropriate.

Hybrids are possible. For exanple, interviewers may pick questions from
an array, but this would be done in advance and the sane questions used for al
candi dates. An interview m ght conbine required and di scretionary questions or
standard questions and a period of free questioning (Schuler, 1989).

Asi de from whet her the sane questions are asked, it may be advantageous to
sequence or group the questions within an interview. O ganizing questions
around rating dinmensions, education or work history, or other |ogical systens
may enhance the structure by sinplifying the judgment process.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Interviews are

essentially psychol ogi cal tests and, as such, should be standardi zed sanpl es of
behavi or. *“Standardi zation inplies uniformty of procedure in admnistration
and scoring” (Anastasi, 1976, p. 25). Therefore, using the same questions may
be the nost basic requirenent for converting the interview froma conversation
into a scientific measurenent.

Thi s conponent may increase interrater and test-retest reliability of the
content of the interview (Table 2) because different interviewers will not ask
di fferent questions, and the sane interviewer will not ask different questions

of different candidates. There may be | ess opportunity for interviewer-
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candi date interactions with the sane questions, and candi date consi stency may
i ncrease because questioning will follow a controlled and predictable pattern

Aski ng questions in the same order might further enhance the same types of
reliability because it further increases the consistency of the interview.

Al so, grouping questions has been shown to increase internal consistency
reliability (Schriesheim Solonon, & Kopel man, 1989). This effect is not shown
in Table 2 because it is not a result of using the same questions per se.

It was recogni zed early that standardized questioning m ght ease candi date
comparisons and inprove validity (Ois, 1944). The sane questions wll not
ensure job-rel atedness, but may reduce deficiency by not omtting questions
(Table 2). It may reduce contam nation by preventing discussion of tangential
topi cs and other biasing influences on questions (D pboye & Gaugler, 1993) and
by reduci ng cognitive overload of the interviewer by focusing attention only on
speci fic questions (D pboye & Gaugler, 1993; Maurer & Fay, 1988). G ouping
guestions mght further reduce deficiency and contam nation by focusing the
di scussion on one topic at a tine, as long as it does not enhance socially
desirabl e respondi ng by maki ng the assessnent di nensi ons obvi ous. Finally,
nmet a- anal ytic reviews provide strong evidence for the reliability and validity
benefits because they use this conponent as the primary defining characteristic
of structured interviews (Conway et al., 1995; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994;

McDani el et al., 1994; Wesner & Cronshaw, 1988; Wight et al., 1989).

Thi s conponent shoul d reduce EEO bi as and | egal exposure because of the
obvi ous fairness of asking all candidates the same questions (Table 2). It
limts many of the sources of potential bias in the interview (D pboye, 1994).
Interviews with this conponent have been viewed as nore defensible by attorneys
(Lat ham & Fi nnegan, 1993), and it relates enpirically to positive outcones in
court cases involving the interview (Gollub-WIlianmson et al., 1995).

Thi s conponent may show both positive and negative effects on reactions,
however. Candi dates judge structured interviews as somewhat nore face valid
(Smither et al., 1993), but candidates may prefer the interactional freedom of

unstructured interviews so they can display their credentials in the nost
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positive manner (Latham & Fi nnegan, 1993). A predeterm ned question order may
al so i nconveni ence candidates if they were prepared to describe their
background in a different order (e.g., chronol ogically).

Li kewi se, interviewers may prefer the freedom of unstructured interviews
in order to maintain power and control over decision making, comunicate the
organi zation's values, and qualitatively assess candidate fit (D pboye, 1994).
Conversely, interviewers may prefer a well-devel oped set of questions to
enhance face validity, help them be organi zed and prepared for the interview,
and objectively compare candi dates (Latham & Fi nnegan, 1993). A question plan
may give the interviewer a feeling of control and be a courtesy to candi dates
(Hakel , 1982). To date, research concerning reactions is anbi guous.

Research and Practice Issues. One question is what |evel of structure is

needed on this conponent to attain high validity. Huffcutt and Arthur's (1994)
nmet a- anal ysi s indicates that structure beyond the second hi ghest |evel has no
addi tional value. But neta-analyses are linmted by the nunber and variety of
studies in the literature, and conponents of structure tend to be confounded.
Their result contradicts the psychonetric |ogic that askingexactly the same
guestions is nore standardi zed than asking nostly the same questions.

If the sane questions are not used, validity will be influenced by the
guestions selected. Future research m ght exam ne optimal strategies for
selecting items during an interview. Potentially, concepts fromItem Response
Theory and adaptive testing could be used (Drasgow & Hulin, 1990). The idea
woul d be to subsequently ask nore difficult questions if the candidate
correctly answered previous questions, and vice versa. The goal is to get an
accurate measure of candidate aptitudes with the fewest nunber of questions.

Research is needed on user reactions. How nuch does standardized
guestions bother candi dates? After all, it could enhance perceptions of
fairness and interviewer preparation. Likew se, research is needed to
det erm ne whether interviewers see this conponent as hel pful (Latham &

Fi nnegan, 1993) or an unnecessary restriction of their freedom (D pboye, 1994).

Both parties may view the nodest inconveni ence as a worthwhile trade-off.
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Past research on reactions has not been enpirical (D pboye, 1994) or
met hodol ogically strong. Oten structured interviews are sinply described to
respondents and their reactions neasured (Latham & Fi nnegan, 1993; Smither et
al ., 1993), rather than studying reactions in real selection contexts.

Finally, there are many practical issues. For exanple, questions that are
used too often mght be | eaked to candidates. One solution is to have a |arge
battery of questions fromwhich to develop different interviews. The sanme set
of questions could be used for a given hiring wave, but changed between waves.
Equi val ence coul d be established by using itemanalysis to equate question
difficulty or, nore sinply, by selecting questions to equate content validity.

3. Limt Pronpting, Follow up Questioning, and El aborati on on Questions

Expl anation and Alternatives. To many authors, the "essential character”

of the interviewis the "dynanmic interaction between two people” (Yonge, 1956,
p. 27). However, the use of pronpts and foll owup questions is a primary neans
by which interviewers mght bias information gathering (D pboye, 1994).
The range of alternatives on this conmponent can be summari zed by four
| evels. The first and highest level is the prohibition of any pronpting,
foll owup questioning, or elaboration. |If necessary, questions can be
repeated, or candi dates can be given a card containing the question (G een et
al ., 1993). This level tends to occur with those approaches that al so use the
exact sane questions (M Canpion et al., 1988, 1994; Latham & Saari, 1984;
Lat hamet al., 1980; Lowy, 1994; Walters et al., 1993; Wekley & Ger, 1987).
The second highest level is to only allowlimted or pre-planned pronpts
and foll owup questions. For exanple, suggested probes m ght be provided that
the interviewer can use if needed (Carlson, et al. 1971; Myfield et al., 1980),
only probes using the sane wordi ng as the assessnent di nension may be used,
interviewers can be allowed a specified nunber of foll owup questions (Freeman
et al., 1942), or after each answer the interviewer can be allowed to sinply
ask, "lIs there anything el se you would like to add?" (Robertson et al., 1990).
The third level is to allow and even encourage the unlimted use of probes

and followups. Sonetimes follow ups and probes are required to get pertinent
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information (McMurry, 1947), explore negative answers (Hovland & Wonderli c,
1939), keep the candidate on track and avoi d evadi ng questions (Janz, 1982;

O pen, 1985), test hypotheses about the candi date (Drake, 1982), seek

di sconfirm ng evi dence before draw ng concl usions (Geen, 1995), or sinply get
a specific and detailed answer or otherw se satisfy the need for information
(Geen et al., 1993; Hakel, 1971; Motowidlo et al., 1992; Reynolds, 1979). 1In
panel interviews, probing is often assigned to interviewers not asking the
guestions (Roth & J. Canpion, 1992). Unlimted probing has been used as a

di stingui shing feature between sem -structured and structured interviews
(Heneman, Schwab, Huett, & Ford, 1975; Schwab & Heneman, 1969).

The fourth and | owest |l evel is no guidance to the interviewer on probing
and followup. This is the nost frequent |level of structure on this conponent.
This level mght also include sonme clinically oriented interviews that attenpt
to go beyond the content of the answers to probe the underlying meaning of the
candi date’ s responses (Kelly & Fiske, 1950).

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Limting pronpting

and followup questions is expected to have the sane effects on reliability as
usi ng the same questions (Table 2). Because of variation between interviewers
on the types and extent of pronpts used, structuring may increase interrater
reliability of the content. Because the sane interviewer mght use different
pronpts and foll ow ups across candi dates, test-retest reliability may increase,
and interviewer-candidate interactions may decrease. Finally, candidate

consi stency m ght increase because questioning woul d be | ess spont aneous.

Thi s conponent may have varied effects on validity (Table 2). Because
pronpting and foll owup questioning are intended to clarify answers and seek
additional information, limting their use might create deficiency (Huffcutt &
Arthur, 1994). However, they could also create contam nation if they introduce
extraneous information into the interview, or if they coach candidates into
giving the right answers. Therefore, the net effect on validity is unclear.

The effects on user reactions are also varied (Table 2). It may have a

positive effect on reduci ng EEO bi as because the potential for asking illega
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guestions or showing favoritismthrough coaching is reduced. Conversely, this
component may have negative effects on reactions. Candidates may prefer
pronpting and foll ow ups because they enhance the conversational nature of the
interview, thus allowing the flexibility to best highlight their credentials.
Interviewers may al so prefer no limtations so they can use their intuition to
probe for useful information or influence the interview (D pboye, 1994).

Research and Practice Issues. First, do pronpting, follow up questioning,

and el aborating on questions lead to increased or decreased validity? |nproved
reliability and reduced contam nation should increase validity, but validity
coul d decrease if deficiency occurs. Second, how much of this conponent is
needed? Foll ow up questions that clarify confusion are not likely to have
negative effects. However, pronpting that influences candi date answers or
changes the constructs assessed woul d be undesirable.

Rat her than focusing on whether these limtations should be inposed,
future research mght focus on inproving their use so that both deficiency and
contam nation are avoi ded. For exanple, standardi zed pronpts and foll ow ups
linked to job requirements coul d reduce deficiency without creating
contam nation. Simlarly, neutral pronpts and foll owups (e.g., "Please tel
me nore." "Could you explain further?" "Please provide an exanple.") would
not change the construct assessed, yet could be standardized in their placenent
and frequency of usage (e.g., one after each question; Robertson et al., 1990).
Pronpts can al so be coded and anal yzed for their effects on interview content
(Dillman, 1978), thus allowi ng their use and an assessnment of biasing effects.

Finally, research is needed on the anticipated user reactions. Do these
[imtations actually make the interview too unnatural? Do they limt
i nterviewer freedom unnecessarily? Wuld these lintations be accepted if
their advantages in ternms of consistency and fairness were explai ned?

4. Use Better Types of Questions

Expl anation and Alternatives. Question type can refer to either how the

guestion is asked or its content. For exanple, questions mght ask for self-

descriptions, reactions to hypothetical situations, or answers describing past
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behavi ors. Questions m ght ask about general background, specific know edge or
skills, notivation, or other constructs.

Unl i ke nost ot her conponents, different types of questions cannot be
neatly ordered in ternms of increasing structure. However, certain types of
guestions are nore structured than others for tw reasons. First, sone
guestions are nore frequently used with high | evels of structure on other
components (e.g., situational questions tend to use the sanme questions and
l[imt pronpting). Second, sone types of questions are nore specific because of
their focused nature (e.g., asking for past behaviors to support answers).
Therefore, question structure is only distinguished in a general way, based
largely on the types that have been empirically exam ned.

One type that has been wi dely studied and is considered relatively
structured is situational questions (M Canpion et al., 1988, 1994; Delery et
al ., 1994; Freenman et al., 1942; Hakel, 1971; Latham & Saari, 1984; Latham et
al ., 1980; Latham & Skarlicki, 1995; Robertson et al., 1990; Schmitt & Ostroff,
1986; Stohr-Gllnore et al., 1990; Walters et al., 1993; Wekley & Ger, 1987).
They pose hypothetical situations that may occur on the job, and the candi dates
are asked what they would do. Situational questions are usually used with high
| evel s of structure on other conponents, including job analysis, same
guestions, limted pronpting, and ones yet to be discussed. Also, situationa
guestions tend to be highly specific, which further enhances their structure.

A second widely studied and fairly structured type is past behavior
guestions (Geen et al., 1993; Gove, 1981; Janz, 1982; Mtowidlo et al., 1992;
O pen, 1985; Pul akos & Schmitt, 1995). |In contrast to situational questions
that focus on future behavior, these focus on past behavior by asking
candi dates to describe what they did in past jobs as it relates to requirenents
of the job they are seeking. A slight variant asks for past acconplishments to
support the answers (Tarico, Altrmaier, Smth, Franken, & Berbaum 1986) based
on research using acconplishment records for personnel selection (Hough, 1984).
Past behavi or questions are usually used with noderately high structure on

ot her conponents (e.g., job analysis, simlar questions across interviews), and
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their highly specific nature further enhances structure.

Athird fairly structured type is background questions. They focus on
wor k experience, education, and other qualifications (Carlson et al., 1971;
Lopez, 1966; Myfield et al., 1980; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992). Early interviews
of ten asked about fanmily and personal background (Hovl and & Wonderlic, 1939;
McMurry, 1947), which is illegal or ill-advised today.

A fourth relatively structured type is job knowl edge questi ons.
Interviews in the literature have tended to m x these questions with other
types (Arvey et al., 1987; M Canpion et al., 1988, Walters et al., 1993). 1In
addition to asking for docunmentation of job know edge, these questions may ask
candi dates to actually denmonstrate specific job know edge. The highly specific
nature of these questions enhances structure.

These four types of questions are illustrated in Table 3. Parallel
exanpl es are given to allow for conparison

O her question types also |l end thenselves to structured interviews, such
as job samples or sinulations that present actual job tasks, or "wllingness"”
guestions that query candi date understandi ng of aversive job requirenents
(e.g., travel, shift work). No research has focused uniquely on these types,
but they have been included in structured interviews (Canpion et al., 1988).

Many question types could be considered relatively | ess structured because
they tend to be vague. Exanples include questions on opinions and attitudes,
goal s and aspirations, and self-descriptions and self-evaluations. They are
sufficiently anmbiguous to allow candidates to present their credentials in an
overly favorable manner or to subvert questions they cannot answer. They al so
tend to focus on poorly defined traits with uncertain links to job performance.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Conparative studies

have confounded question type with other conponents of structure, such as job
anal ysi s and sane questions (Heneman et al., 1975; Janz, 1982; Maurer & Fay,
1988; Orpen, 1985; Schwab & Heneman, 1969), thus the effect of question type on
reliability has not been examined in isolation. Better questions may increase

reliability if their specific and unambi guous nature enhances consistency in
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the candidates, or if better and nore sinm|ar questions have higher interna
consi stency (Table 2). However, there is little evidence at this tine on the
effects of question type on reliability, so these expectations are specul ative.

The nost likely effect is enhanced validity (Table 2). This should occur
t hrough enhanced job-rel atedness and by reducing contam nation fromlow quality
guestions. There are also theoretical argunents and enpirical evidence.

Si tuational questions may predict because of the well-established rel ationship
bet ween goal s or intentions and future behavior (Locke & Latham 1984). Past
behavi or questions may predict because of the well-established axi omthat past
behavi or predicts future behavior. Al so, past behavior questions in the form
of biodata instrunents have shown good validity (Munford & Stokes, 1992). Most
of the articles on situational and past behavior questions revi ewed above
present validity evidence. Job know edge questions are supported by validity
generalization evidence (J. Hunter & R Hunter, 1984). Job sanple and
simul ati on questions may predict because they are sanples rather than signs of
behavi or (Werni mont & Canpbell, 1968), and willingness questions may predict
based on evi dence supporting realistic job previews (Wanous, 1980).

Better questions may positively influence user reactims (Table 2).
Reduced EEO bias is expected due to the prelimnary test fairness evidence for
both situational (M Canpion et al., 1988) and past behavi or questions (Pul akos
& Schmtt, 1995). Interviewer reactions may be positive if they believe that
t he questions enable themto make better decisions (Latham & Fi nnegan, 1993).

Research and Practice Issues. The search for better question types has

been a popular topic in recent years. Sone studies have conpared questions.
For exanmple, M Canpion et al. (1994) conpared future (situational) versus past
(behavior) questions in a highly structured interview in an actual selection
context in a pulp mll. Both types had enpirical validity agai nst supervisor
ratings, but past questions were nore valid. Simlarly, Pulakos and Schmitt
(1995) conpared situational versus past behavior questions in a fairly
structured interviewin a research study of |aw enforcenent enpl oyees. They

found that only past behavior questions were valid against supervisor ratings.
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Conversely, Latham and Saari (1984) conpared situational versus past
behavi or questions in a research study of clerical personnel and found that
only situational questions were valid agai nst supervisory and peer rating
criteria. Maurer and Fay (1988) simlarly conpared situational versus past
behavi or questions in a laboratory study and found that situational questions
had hi gher interrater agreenent. Note that both studies operationalized past
behavi or questions in terns of fairly broad inquiries about past experiences
and training, rather than specific questions that required candi dates to give
speci fi c exanpl es of past experiences. Latham and Skarlicki (1995)
operationalized past behavior questions correctly in a conparison wth
situational questions in a research study of college faculty, and they again
found only situational questions were valid against peer rating criteria.

Furthernore, MDaniel et al. (1994) conpared 16 validity coefficients for
situational with 127 coefficients for job-related interviews and found
situational interviews slightly nore valid. However, this does not address the
i ssue well because the “job-related” interviews were very heterogeneous,

i ncludi ng many ot her question types in addition to past behavior. There were
too few coefficients to anal yze past behavior interviews al one

In sunmary, validity superiority between situational and past behavior
guestions cannot be determned fromthe current evidence. Differences in
validity may be due nore to the constructs assessed than to question type. The
constructs that can be appropriately assessed with different question types
shoul d be examined in future research

Aside fromvalidity, future research m ght conpare other dinensions. For
exanpl e, situational questions m ght work better with candi dates | acking
sufficient work experience to respond to past behavi or questions. Previous
compar ati ve studi es have tended to use only experienced candi dates. Al so, past
behavi or questions may be | ess fakable than situational questions due to their
potentially verifiable nature, but this has not been tested.

There are al so subtle nuances in using these questions that may be very

i nmportant. For exanple, past behavior questions may require highly specific
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responses to be valid (Geen et al., 1993), and situational questions may
require posing a dilemma to reduce the potential for faking (Latham &
Skarlicki, 1995) as illustrated in the first exanple in Table 3.

The i nfluence of question type on reliability is unresolved. Unlike past
studi es, future conparisons of reliability should be certain to hold other
components of structure constant. Finally, future research should explore
ot her question types, such as simulations and willingness questions

In practice, it is not likely that the sole use of just one question type
is desirable. As long as different types have adequate validity, a range of
guestions offers variety for both the candidate and interviewer.

5. Use Longer Interview or Larger Nunber of Questions

Expl anation and Alternatives. Length is a basic, but overl ooked,

component of structure. Wthin reasonable limts, longer interviews are nore
structured because they obtain a |arger anount of information. Length can be
reflected in either admnistration time or number of questions.

Surprisingly, many articles do not report this essential information. O
those that do, a very wide range is seen. The 38 studies reporting tine range
from3 to 120 mnutes, with a nean of 38.95 (SD = 25.79). The 14 reporting the
nunber of questions range from4 to 34, with a mean of 16.50 (SD = 8.71). No
articles explain the reasoni ng behind the choice of interview |ength.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions The nost direct

effect of length is on internal consistency reliability (Cronbach, 1951).
Length may indirectly affect test-retest and interrater reliability of the
eval uati on process because |l onger interviews may produce nore stable and
compar abl e measurenments (Table 2). Length should affect validity because
| onger measures should be less deficient. Longer interviews may be nore
i nportant for higher quality candidates (Tullar, Millins, & Caldwell, 1979),
per haps because there is nore information to eval uate.

Par adoxi cal | y, Marchese and Muchi nsky (1993) found interview | ength
negatively related to validity (r = -.29). However, this may be spurious

because it was only marginally significant (p < .10), was not well explained,
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and did not control for the other conponents of structure. Yet, overly |ong
interviews may collect too nuch information such that overload occurs, and
decision quality is reduced (D pboye, Fontenelle, & Garner, 1984; Oskanp, 1965).

Finally, longer interviews could elicit somewhat negative reactions from
candi dates and intervi ewers because they are nore effortful to conplete.

Research and Practice Issues. Psychonetrics are probably adequate to

understand the theoretical influences of interview length, thus the issues are
related to practice. What are the reasonable upper and lower limts? Probably
interviews that exceed an hour tax the patience of participants, and very brief
interviews may be inadequately reliable. Two-thirds of the interviews in the
literature are between 30 and 60 minutes, and half contain 15 to 20 questi ons.

6. Control Ancillary Information

Expl anation and Alternatives. A considerable threat to structure is the

uncontrol l ed use of ancillary information. This includes application forns,
work histories, test scores, recomrendations, results of previous interviews,
transcripts, personnel files, and so on. Many interviews have consi dered
ancillary information (Al brecht, d aser, & Marks, 1964; Bobbitt & Newran, 1944,
Bol anovi ch, 1944; Dougherty, Ebert, & Callender, 1986; G ove, 1981; Hakel

1971; Handysi de & Duncan, 1954; Harris, 1972; Holt, 1958; Huse, 1962; Kelly &
Fi ske, 1950; Putney, 1947; Raines & Rohrer, 1955; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992;
Shaw, 1952; Trankell, 1959; Waldron, 1974).

Wth exceptions (Roth & J. Canpion, 1992), these interviews had severa
things in common. First, they were anong the nore unstructured interviews.
Second, they were often conducted by psychol ogi sts as part of individual
assessnents. Third, sometinmes the studies were enbedded in the debate between
clinical versus statistical prediction during the 1950s and 1960s (Meehl, 1954,
Sawyer, 1966). Fourth, sonetimes the interviews were in an assessnent center
where many types of information were collected. Last, often the article was
uncl ear as to precisely what information was available to interviewers.

Two problens are created by ancillary information. First, it confounds

the interpretation of the value of the interview It is uncertain if validity
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is due to information gained in the interviewor to this other informtion
(Urich & Trunbo, 1965; Webster, 1959). Second, it creates unreliability if
the same information is not available for all candidates or not given to al
interviewers, or if interviewers evaluate the information differently.

To enhance structure, ancillary information can ke withheld fromthe
interviewers (M Canpion et al., 1988; Lathamet al., 1980). This is not to
suggest that such information should be excluded from consideration. |Instead,
it should be used as a separate predictor, or the interview should be
structured so the information is available for all candidates and eval uated in
a standardi zed manner (Carlson et al., 1971; Mayfield et al., 1980).

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Either w thholding

this informati on or standardizing it should increase the test-retest and
interrater reliability of the interview (Table 2). There is even sone evidence
to this effect (Di pboye et al., 1984).

The effects on validity are uncertain, however. Wthholding this
informati on could reduce contami nation if it is not valid or is used
incorrectly, but withholding it could increase deficiency if it is valid. In
suppl ement ary anal yses of 66 validity coefficients, MDaniel et al. (1994)
found that average validities were higher when test information was not
avai l able, and this result held even when interview structure was controll ed.

This result seens counter to the expectation that such information could
make the interview nore conplete (Tucker & Rowe, 1977) or the validity support
for some types of information such as tests (J. Hunter & R Hunter, 1984).
Conversely, test information can be used unreliably, prescreening on ancillary
i nformation can cause restriction of range, and the effect may depend on the
information (Dalessio & Silverhart, 1994). Also, nost studies are anmbi guous
regarding the availability of ancillary information, thus meta-anal yses nust be
viewed with caution. Yet, the weight of evidence suggests that stardardi zing,
if not withholding, ancillary information is advised.

The effects on user reactions may be m xed. EEO bias night be reduced if

it prevents the consideration of personal, famly, social, or other information
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unrel ated to the job. However, interviewers may react negatively to not having
access to relevant information before the interview Likew se, candidates may

react negatively to an interviewer who is unaware of relevant information that

was submitted on applications and resunmes before the interview

Research and Practice |ssues. Future research should determine if this

component has the expected effects on reliability and validity and how such
informati on can be standardi zed.

A practical issue is howto avoid potential negative reactions. It may be
sufficient to sinply explain. Another practical issue is howto nake sure
critical background information is conplete (e.g., education and enpl oynent,
address and phone, etc.) if it is not verified in the interview. One solution
is to have a clerk verify the information

7. Do Not Allow Questions from Candidate Until After the Interview

Expl anation and Alternatives. Candidates naturally have many questions

about the job and organi zation (e.g., pay and benefits, working conditions,
etc.). Selling the organization to the candidate is part of sone interviews.
However, uncontrolled questions fromthe candi date reduces standardi zation by
changing the interview content in unpredictable ways. Thus, structure can be
enhanced by not allow ng candi date questions during the interview. Instead,
time should be allowed outside the interview for these questions.

Most articles do not mention this conponent. The notion in unstructured
interviews is that the atnosphere is conversational, with both parties asking
guestions (Drucker, 1957). Some articles even note that the interview provides
val uabl e informati on for the candi date (Kom ves, Wiss, & Rosa, 1984). Only
one article nmentioned this conponent by stating that candi dates were allowed to
ask questions in a later, nonevaluation interview (M Canpion et al., 1988).

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Not allow ng

guestions from candi dates shoul d hel p standardi ze the content, thus increasing
test-retest and interrater reliability (Table 2). Reducing the conversationa
nat ure shoul d enhance candi date consi stency and reduce effects of interviewer-

candi date interactions. However, the effects on validity may be m xed. It
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coul d decrease contanmination, but it could also increase deficiency if it
precludes relevant information fromenmerging. Finally, not allow ng candidate
guestions could elicit negative candidate and interviewer reactions because it
restricts their freedomand may | ead to an awkward conversation. It also
prevents interviewers fromusing the nature of candi date questions to judge
candi dates, and it precludes candi dates fromtaking the popul ar advice to ask
guestions and use the information to shape their answers (Beatty, 1986).

Research and Practice Issues. First, is the net effect on validity

positive or negative? 1s the potential increase in reliability and decrease in
contam nation nore inportant than the potential increase in deficiency?

Second, are candidate and interviewer reactions sufficiently negative such that
this conponent of structure should not be used?

A conmpromise is to allow questions that clarify anbiguity, but not
guestions that are tangential. Further, anple tine can be allowed afterward to
answer questions, and this should be made known in advance. If the informal
chattiness of the interviewis reduced, it may be justified because it is a
focused conversation with a specific purpose. Another possibility would be to
provi de a separate neeting for answering questions. For exanple, organizations
of ten conduct socials with college candidates to provide conpany information

8. Rate Each Answer or Use Miultiple Scal es

Expl anation and Alternatives. There are two elenments to this conponent.

First, ratings can be made as the candidate is responding or at the end.
Second, nultiple ratings or only a single global rating can be made. Rating
during the interviewis nore structured because judgnents are nore directly
linked to specific responses. Miltiple ratings are nore structured because
they are nore detail ed and thorough. These el enents are consi dered together
because they define three commonly observed | evels of structure. These |levels
are sinmlar to those suggested by Huffcutt and Arthur (1994).

The first and highest level is to rate each answer as it is given, often
with scales tailored to each question. This is used by the nost structured

approaches (M Canpion et al., 1988; Delery et al., 1994; Latham & Saari, 1984,
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Lat ham et al., 1980; Latham & Skarlicki, 1995; Wekley & Ger, 1987) and sone
fairly structured approaches (Geen et al., 1993; Mtowidlo et al., 1992).

The second level is to make nultiple ratings at the end. Ratings are nade
on dinmensions or scales, ranging from2 to 12 or nore, based on answers to
mul ti ple questions or on the entire interview. This level is |ess structured
than rating every answer because judgnents are not as |inked to individua
answers, and there are fewer scal es than questions so fewer ratings are nade.

Due to flexibility, this level is used in interviews that span the range
of structure on other conponents, including highly structured (Robertson et
al ., 1990; Valters et al., 1993), noderately structured (Arvey et al., 1987;
Barrett et al., 1967; Borman, 1982; Gove, 1981; Hakel, 1971; Janz, 1982
Landy, 1976; Muyfield et al., 1980; O pen, 1985; Pul akos & Schmtt, 1995;
Reynol ds, 1979; Roth & J. Campion, 1992; Yonge, 1956; Zedeck et al., 1983), and
fairly unstructured (Anderson, 1954; Bol anovich, 1944; Canmpbell, 1962;
Dougherty et al., 1986; Drucker, 1957; DuBois & Watson, 1950; Fisher et al.
1967; Freeman et al., 1942; d aser, Schwarz, & Flanagan, 1958; Hilton et al.
1955; Hovl and & Wonderlic, 1939; Huse, 1962; Komives et al., 1984; Mias, 1965;
Morse & Hawt horne, 1946; Rafferty & Deener, 1950; Raines & Rohrer, 1955; Reeb,
1969; Shaw, 1952; Trankell, 1959; Tubi ana & Ben- Shakhar, 1982; Waldron, 1974).

The third level is to make one overall judgment or prediction at the end
of the interview This level is typical, but not unique, to |ess structured
and ol der approaches (Canpbell et al., 1960; Ghiselli, 1966; Harris, 1972;
McMurry, 1947; Meyer, 1956; M schel, 1965; Plag, 1961; Pulos, Nichols,

Lewi nsohn, & Kol dj eski, 1962). Many interviews that nake ratings on nultiple
di mensions will al so nmake an overall rating at the end. Sinmilarly, sonetinmes
the candidates will be ranked (Carlson et al., 1970; Schwab & Heneman, 1969).

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Rating each answer

shoul d increase test-retest and interrater reliability because each rating is
based on the response to the same question (Table 2). Wth ratings conducted
at the end, ratings of different candidates (or by different interviewers) on a

gi ven scal e may be based on different questions. Also, reliability may be
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i ncreased because rating each answer as it is given is less cognitively conmpl ex
than rating a set of dinmensions at the end, both in ternms of nenory

requi rements (because ratings are done i medi ately) and processing requirenents
(because ratings are based on single behavioral events). There is also sone
evi dence that deconposed judgnents are nore reliable than holistic judgments
(Arnmstrong, Denniston, & Gordon, 1975; Butler & Harvey, 1988; Ei nhorn, 1972;

but cf. Cornelius & Lyness, 1980). Finally, nmoving up levels of this component
typically neans making nore ratings, thus internal consistency nmay increase.
The met a-anal ysis by Conway et al. (1995) supports the strong reliability
benefits of making multiple ratings.

Thi s conponent should increase validity. Deficiency is reduced because
nore behaviors are evaluated. Wth specific scales, contamnation is reduced
because only rel evant behaviors are evaluated. Also, the construct validity of
rating individual questions may be better than rating dinmensions across
guestions because of the assessnent center findings that ratings reflect
exerci ses nore than di nensions (Sackett & Dreher, 1982).

Thi s conponent shoul d not influence user reactions unless ratings are nade
in an obvious manner that creates eval uati on apprehension for the candi dates,
or unless interviewers feel rushed making ratings during the interview.

Research and Practice Issues. Mnor practical difficulties rating each

guestion can be overcone. For exanple, dinmension subscores are often desired.
They can help match candidate attributes to job requirenments, provide feedback
to candi dates, or understand results at a detailed level. One solutionis to
rate each question, then sumthe questions that bear on a given dinension. If
di mension ratings are desired, questions on the sanme di mension can be clustered
together or clearly indicated (Schmtt & Ostroff, 1986) to reduce conplexity.
Al so, rather than wait until the end, ratings can be nade during the interview
as questions on each di mension are conpl et ed.

In addition, devel oping a customi zed rating scale for each question can be
cunber sone, but this can be handl ed by using a comon rating scale for al

gquestions. Finally, different questions are sonetinmes asked across interviews,
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but each question can still be rated and a sinple average cal cul ated

9. Use Detail ed Anchored Rating Scal es

Expl anation and Alternatives. Like standardizing questions, this was an

early conponent of structure to energe (Adans & Sneltzer, 1936; Freeman et al.
1942; Smeltzer & Adans, 1936). Enhancenents to interview rating scales reflect
devel opnments in measurement in other areas. For exanple, after extensive
research on anchored scal es for performance appraisal in the 1970's (Landy &
Farr, 1980), subsequent published interviews nearly all have anchored scal es.

Anchored rating scal es use behavioral exanples to illustrate the levels to
make them | ess anbi guous and to elimnate semantic differences possible with
adj ective anchors (Smith & Kendall, 1963). Mbodel ed after Thurstone (1927),
devel opi ng such scal es involves collecting actual candi date answers, judging
t he goodness of the answers by experts, and sel ecting unanbi guous answers to
illustrate points along the scale. Sinpler procedures involve intuitively
devel opi ng exanples for good, average, and poor answers on a scale.

At | east four types of anchors have been used (Table 4). First, anchors
can be exanple answers or illustrations. They m ght not be the exact words
candi dates use but only exanples they m ght be expected to use (Smith &
Kendal |, 1963). Second, anchors can be descriptions or definitions of answers.
Here, the quality of the answer is described narratively, rather than in terns
of potential candidate words. These anchors avoid the tendency of interviewers
to |l ook for exact matches with the exanple answers. Third, anchors can contain
eval uations of the answers (e.g., excellent, good, poor). Fourth, anchors can
contain relative conparisons (e.g., answer given by the top 20% of candi dates).

There are four levels of structure. The highest |evel uses multiple types
of anchors (Anderson, 1954; M Canpion et al., 1988, 1994; Geen et al., 1993).

The second hi ghest |evel uses primarily a single type of anchor. They
usual Iy use either exanple answers (Edwards et al., 1990; Hakel, 1971; Latham &
Saari, 1984; Lathamet al., 1980; Latham & Skarlicki, 1995; Lowy, 1994; Maas,
1965; Nevo & Bernman, 1994; Schmitt & Ostroff, 1986; Vance, Kuhnert, & Farr,

1978; Weekley & G er, 1987) or descriptions of answers (Canpbell, 1962; G ove
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1981; Janz, 1982; Mdtowidlo et al., 1992; Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995; Robertson et
al., 1990; Stohr-Gllnore et al., 1990; Tarico et al., 1986; Zedeck et al.
1983) al though the anchors may include eval uative words as well.

The third | evel uses either unanchored scal es or nunbers or adjetives as
anchors. On average, these are older interviews (Arvey et al., 1987; Barrett
et al., 1967; Bender & Lovel ess, 1958; Dougherty et al., 1986; DuBois & Watson,
1950; Fisher et al., 1967; Holt, 1958; Huse, 1962; Kom ves et al., 1984; Landy,
1976; McMurry, 1947; M schel, 1965; Mrse & Hawt horne, 1946; Reeb, 1969
Reynol ds, 1979; Shahani, Di pboye, & Gehrlein, 1991; Walters et al., 1993).

The fourth level does not require quantitative judgnents. Instead, they
use witten sumrari es (Bobbitt & Newman, 1944), rel ative rankings (Al brecht et
al ., 1964; Carlson et al., 1971), or group discussion (Flynn & Peterson, 1972;
Gardner & Wlliams, 1973; Handysi de & Duncan, 1954; Kelly & Fi ske, 1950).

There are other approaches that do not fit into the above typol ogy. For
exanpl e, graphic scales can be enhanced by rating a | arge nunber of behaviora
statenents (Canpbell et al., 1960; Drucker, 1957; Mayfield et al., 1980). Any
scal e can be enhanced by providing a detail ed description of the underlying
di mensi on (Canpbel |, 1962; Dougherty et al., 1986). Oher scaling approaches
used with interviews include checklists (Hovland & Wonderlic, 1939; Raines &
Rohrer, 1955), forced choice itens (Drucker, 1957), forced distributions
(Fisher et al., 1967), and stanine scales (Trankell, 1959).

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Anchored rating

scal es are presuned to enhance objectivity; thus, they are expected to increase
test-retest and interrater reliability and interrater agreement (Table 2). |If
enhanced objectivity increases accuracy, they nmay al so reduce contam nati on and
deficiency. Because anchors are usually in terns of job behaviors or
attributes, they also m ght increase job rel at edness.

Two studies found that anchored scal es have higher interrater reliability
t han unanchored scales in an interview (Maas, 1965; Vance et al., 1978), and
one study al so found hi gher accuracy (Vance et al., 1978). However, nore

ext ensi ve research on performance apprai sal does not unanbi guously support the
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val ue of anchored rating scales over sinpler scales (Landy & Farr, 1980).
Anchored scal es should positively influence user reactions. The enhanced

objectivity and prepl anned nature of anchoring should reduce EEO bias (Arvey &

Fal ey, 1988). Collub-WIlliamson et al. (1995) found that behavioral criteria

ininterviews were related to positive court decisions. Anchored scal es may

al so enhance interviewer reactions by easing the difficulty of judging answers.

Research and Practice Issues. The |ogical appeal of such scales nmay be

contributing to their popularity, rather than strong evidence. Thus, future
research nust clearly determne their effects on reliability and validity.
Just as past studies borrowed from performance appraisal research in the
1970s, future studies mght borrow from apprai sal research in the 1980s. For
exanpl e, that research suggests supervisors renmenber their past concl usions
about enpl oyee performance better than the facts about perfornmance (Mirphy &
O evel and, 1995). Does this suggest ratings should be made during the
i nterview before specific answers are forgotten? The research al so discovered
that cognitive schenmas or nental nodels may influence judgnents. Should
interviews be structured to elicit, change, or capitalize on these schenas?
A pragmatic issue is how to devel op anchors. Several mnethods have been
suggested. Exanple answers could be obtained from actual candi dates using
pilot interviews for this purpose. Records of answers to simlar questions
from previous candi dates could be used (Geen et al., 1993). Interviewers
coul d be asked about answers given by previous candi dates (Lathamet al.
1980). Brainstormng could be conducted with job experts (M Canpion et al.
1988), such as incumbents and supervisors (Robertson et al., 1990; Wekley &
G er, 1987) and personnel representatives.

10. Take Detail ed Notes

Expl anation and Alternatives. Notetaking is presumed to enhance interview

structure because it reduces nenory decay (M Canpion et al., 1988) and hel ps
avoi d recency and primacy effects (Schmtt & Gstroff, 1986). These effects may
be nost apparent when ratings are nade at the end or when ratings are based on

mul ti pl e questions. Notetaking requires justifying or docunenting the rating
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given. This encourages interviewers to attend to candi date answers in nore
detail and to organize their thoughts, thus possibly increasing accuracy.
There are several distinctions in notetaking with inplications for the
degree of structure. First, notetaking can be extensive or brief. Cbviously,
nor e extensive notetaking, such as summari zi ng each answer, is nore structured.
Second, notetaking can be required or optional, with required being nore
structured. Third, notetaking can record candi date answers or facts about
credentials, or it can record evaluations or judgnents. Recording answers and
facts is nore structured because it hel ps ensure that information is perceived
accurately before judgnents are made. Fourth, notetaking can occur during or
after the interview, with during nore structured due to | ess nenory | oss.
Three levels of structure can be seen in the literature. The highest
| evel involves extensive, required notetaking of answers during the interview
(M Canpion et al., 1988, 1994; Geen et al., 1993; Janz, 1982; Lathamet al.
1980; Mayfield et al., 1980; Mdtowidlo et al., 1992; O pen, 1985; Pul akos &
Schmitt, 1995; Robertson et al., 1990; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992). The next
| evel involves optional or brief notes of either answers or eval uations, often
only at the end of the interview (Drucker, 1957; Heneman et al., 1975; Shaw,
1952; Tarico et al., 1986; Yonge, 1956). The |owest |evel is no notetaking.
Also related to structure, sonme studi es devel oped special fornms to record
notes. For exanple, Gove (1981) had an "evi dence organi zer," Handysi de and
Duncan (1954) used record sheets, and McMirry (1947) used a biographical data
form The independent effects of such forns are inpossible to assess because
they are confounded with other conponents, |ike using the sane questions.
Not et aki ng probably occurred in other interviews, but was not considered
i nportant enough to the researcher to nmention. However, notetaking is very
inmportant to interviewers. |In fact, it has been observed that interviewers my
concentrate nmore on providing detailed notes than on making accurate ratings,
much to the chagrin of the researcher (Meyer, 1956).

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions If interviewers

take detailed notes, evaluation should be nore consistent, thus increasing
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test-retest and interrater reliability (Table 2). There should be |ess
di sagreenent on what candi dates said, thus higher interrater agreenent.

There is evidence that notetaking can enhance recall in interviews (Macan
& Di pboye, 1994; Schuh, 1980). It is analogous to using diaries in performance
apprai sal, and research suggests that diaries help organize information and
i ncrease accuracy (DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984; DeN si, Robbins, &
Cafferty, 1989). There is extensive research in education show ng that the
process of notetaking may increase |learning, and being able to revi ew notes
|ater is also very inportant to learning (Carrier & Titus, 1979; Kiewa et al.,
1991). There is some research show ng notetaking hel ps jurors make correct
di stinctions (ForsterlLee, Horowitz, & Bourgeois, 1994). Al this suggests
not et aki ng shoul d i ncrease accuracy and, perhaps, job-relatedness.
Furt hernore, notetaking shoul d reduce deficiency because it hel ps ensure that
important information is recorded and considered, and it should reduce
contam nati on because of its verifiable nature.

Not et aki ng coul d have a m xed influence on user reactions. It may reduce
EEO bi as by focusing interviewer attention on candi date answers and away from
illegal factors. Being able to reconstruct answers provi des docunentation
needed for |egal defensibility (Pursell et al., 1980), and keeping records of
interviews is related to positive court decisions (Gollub-WIIlianson et al.
1995). However, interviewers may not be positive if requirements for detail ed
notes are burdensone. Notetaking has been found to be distracting in a
clinical interview (L. Hckling, E. Hickling, Sison, & Radetsky, 1984).
Candi date reactions are ambi guous. Notetaking may reduce eye contact, increase
eval uati on apprehensi on, and decrease conversational natural ness (D pboye &
Gaugl er, 1993). Sone evi dence suggests people prefer counselors who refrain
fromnotetaking (MIller, 1992). Nevertheless, it shows that the interviewer is
paying attention to the answers and the answers are inportant enough to record.

Research and Practice Issues. There is inadequate evidence on the effects

of notetaking on reliability and validity. Research should al so exam ne the

processes through whi ch notetaki ng works, such as organizing informtion,
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reduci ng nenory decay, or abating rating errors. It is also anbi guous whet her
not et aki ng hurts candi date reacti ons and how such drawbacks can be avoi ded.

Vi deo or audio taping could be used in place of notetaking, but review ng
tapes is time consum ng, and taping does not elicit the cognitive processing
not et aki ng requires. Taping could provide a record for defensibility, however,
and its nonitoring function may notivate the interviewer to admnister the
i nterview conscientiously. Having raters evaluate tapes may enhance structure
by minimzing effects of interactions between candi dates and intervi ewers.

This m ght be cost effective for screening interviews if it reduces travel.

11. Use Miltiple Interviewers

Expl anation and Alternatives. Prior reviews have described the use of

multiple interviewers, such as the panel interview, as a "prom sing" approach
for inproving reliability and validity (Mayfield, 1964, p. 252; Arvey & J.
Campi on, 1982, p. 293). Miltiple interviewers may be beneficial for severa
reasons. Sharing different perceptions may hel p interviewers becone aware of
irrelevant inferences they nake about variables that are not job-related (Arvey
& J. Canpion, 1982). Miltiple interviewers may reduce the inpact of
i di osyncratic biases anong individual interviewers (M Canpion et al., 1988
Hakel , 1982), and aggregating multiple judgnents bal ances out random errors
(Di pboye, 1992; Hakel, 1982). Recall of information nmay be better with
multiple interviewers (Stasser & Titus, 1987). The range of information and
judgnents that different interviewers contribute may lead to nore accurate
predi ctions (Di pboye, 1992). Finally, nore interviewers is akin to a |onger
test, thus the conbined score should be nore reliable (Hakel, 1982).

There are two distinctions here. First, multiple interviewers can conduct
i nterviews together, or they can conduct interviews separately. The former is
called a panel, board, or group interview, while the latter could be called a
"serial" interview (D pboye, 1992, p. 211). The forner is nore structured
because all the interviewers hear the sanme candi date responses, while the same
guestions are typically not asked in serial interviews to avoid repetition.

Second, the nunber of interviewers influences structure, with |arger numnbers
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consi dered nore structured. The upper range in the literature is five (DuBois
& Watson, 1950) and nine (Hakel, 1971), with two or three nost comon.

Based on the first distinction, three levels of structure appear in the
literature. The highest level is the panel interview (M Canpion et al., 1988,
1994; Drucker, 1957; DuBois & Watson, 1950; Edwards et al., 1990; Flynn &
Peterson, 1972; Freeman et al., 1942; daser et al., 1958, Geen et al., 1993
Landy, 1976; Latham & Saari, 1984; Lathamet al., 1980; Latham & Skarli cki
1995; Lowy, 1994; Morse & Hawt horne, 1946; Nevo & Berman, 1994; Pul akos &
Schmtt, 1995; Reynolds, 1979; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992; Stohr-Gllnore et al.
1990; Vernon, 1950). The next level is multiple interviews conducted
separately (Bobbitt & Newran, 1944; Borman, 1982; Dougherty et al., 1986;
Gardner & Wllianms, 1973; Handysi de & Duncan, 1954; Hilton et al., 1955; Huse,
1962; Trankell, 1959). The |l owest level is one interviewer.

It is noteworthy that this conponent is not strongly associated with other
components of structure. Interviews that are unstructured on nost other
components may still use multiple interviewers. Second, a disproportionately
| arge nunmber of the studies on panels are in public sector settings. Selecting
police is the nmost common (DuBois & Watson, 1950; Flynn & Peterson, 1972
Freeman et al., 1942; Landy, 1976; Lowy, 1994; Reynolds, 1979), but they have
been used for a w de range of other civil service jobs (Bobbitt & Newran, 1944;
G aser et al., 1958; Mrse & Hawt horne, 1946; Pul akos & Schmitt, 1995; Stohr-
Gllnore et al., 1990; Vernon, 1950) including the mlitary (Borman, 1982;
Drucker, 1957; Gardner & Wl lianms, 1973). This nmay be due to a hei ghtened need
for fairness perceptions when staffing governnment jobs.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Because nmultiple

i nterviewers judge each candi date, total scores are based on multiple raters.
Such scores should be nore reliable than those based on single raters
(Cronbach, deser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam 1972). |If interviewers are exposed to
t he exact sane answers (e.g., as in a panel), interrater agreenent should be

hi gher as well. Internal consistency should be higher because a greater nunber

of judgnments nake up the total scores. Also, the potential for interviewer-
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candi date interactions should be diluted with rmultiple interviewers.

Defici ency should be reduced because relevant information is less likdy
to be m ssed or overl ooked with nmultiple interviewers. Contanination should be
reduced because interviewers provide a check on each other to ensure irrel evant
i nformati on does not enter the decision (Arvey & J. Canpion, 1982).

Met a- anal yses have exam ned this component. Conway et al. (1995) found
t hat panel (versus separate) interviews were correlated .56 with reliability.

W esner and Cronshaw (1988) found that anmong unstructured interviews, panels
were nore valid than individual interviews (.21 versus .11, or .37 versus .20
corrected). But ampong structured interviews, there was no real difference (.33
versus .35, .60 versus .63 corrected). MDaniel et al. (1994) found no

di fference between panel and individual formats anong unstructured interviews
(.18 versus .18, .33 versus .34), but a slight advantage for individual formats
anong structured interviews (.20 versus .25, .38 versus .46 corrected).

Final Iy, Marchese and Miuchi nsky (1993) found no correl ati on between nunber of
interviewers and validity.

Therefore, equivocal evidence exists for the validity benefits of multiple
interviewers. However, there are three caveats. First, nmany panels were
unstructured on other conponents, thus reducing their validity. The neta-
anal yses controlled for these other conponents in only a very gross way (e.g.
structured versus unstructured dichotony). Second, the preponderance of public
sector settings for panel interviews may have an unknown confoundi ng effect on
validities. Third, there can be process |losses with groups (e.g., conformty,
conflict, domi nation, social loafing, etc.; Steiner, 1972), which may reduce
the advantage of using rmultiple interviewers in some applications.

Multiple interviewers may reduce EEO bias if they reduce the effects of
i di osyncratic biases. Having a system where decisions are reviewed by other
interviewers has been related to positive court outconmes (Collub-WIIlianson et
al., 1995). Also, multiple interviewers allow nenbers of different races or
sexes to be represented, thus enhancing perceptions of fairness (Hakel, 1982).

It is a common practice to ensure diversity on interview ng teans.
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On the other hand, panels can be stressful for candidates. Stress may
occur if panel nenbers ask questions too quickly and overload the candi date,
and the nere presence of multiple interviewers may enhance eval uation
apprehension. This may occur intentionally when stress tolerance is a job
requi rement, such as in police work (Freeman et al., 1942). Either way,
candi date reactions nmight be negative if panels are stressful.

Research and Practice Issues. One central question is whether nultiple

i nterviewers have an appreciable positive effect on reliability and validity.

If yes, is it due to a |onger neasure, or do different interviewers eval uate

di fferent aspects of candidates? Also, are multiple interviewers needed when
structure is high on other conmponents? They may be nost hel pful when structure
is noderate or judgments are difficult. Finally, research is needed on

candi date reactions to this conmponent.

There are many practical issues. For exanple, what is the best role for
panel nenmbers? Shoul d questions be asked by the same nmenber, or shoul d they
rotate? Should all nenbers take notes, or should one nmenber run the interview
and have the others take notes? Who should ask foll ow up questions? M ght
panel s be useful with self-nmanaged work teans? They could allow team
i nvol vement yet ensure that the selection systemis valid.

12. Use Same Interviewer(s) Across All Candi dates

Expl anation and Alternatives. Using the sanme interviewer is very

i nportant when ot her conponents are unstructured because different interviewers
ask different questions, evaluate answers differently, consider different
ancillary information, and so on. Wth different interviewers, there is no way
to distinguish variance due to rating tendencies anong interviewers (e.g.,

| eni ency/severity) fromtrue score variance anong candi dates.

Dreher, Ash, and Hancock (1988) provided a series of argunents for how
aggregating across interviewers mght underestimte validity. First, nearly
all studies conmbine interviewer data, thus concealing the problem Second,

i nterviewers make constant rating errors (e.g., leniency/severity). Third,

interviewers differ in validity. Finally, validities aggregated across
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interviewers are lower than individual validities due to these constant errors.
Several studies have found differences in validities between interviewers
(Di pboye, CGaugler, & Hayes, 1990; Gehrlein, D pboye, & Shahani, 1993; G een et
al ., 1993). Ohers have found differences in cue utilization which transl ated
into differences in validities (Dougherty et al., 1986; Kinicki, Lockwood, Hom
& Giffeth, 1990; Zedeck et al., 1983). Al so, differences in decision
strategi es have been related to differences in judged interviewer effectiveness
(Graves & Karren, 1992). More skilled interviewers have elicited nore
i nformati on and nmade nore accurate judgnents (Motowidlo et al., 1992), and
i nterviewers higher in conscientiousness and other positive personality traits
have made nore accurate judgments (Pul akos, Nee, & Kolnmstetter, 1995).
However, recent evidence suggests that differences in interviewer validities
may be due to sanpling error (Pulakos, Schmitt, Witney, & Smith, 1996), but
that evi dence was based on an interview that was structured on other conponents
whi ch may have di m ni shed the possible effects of interviewer differences.
The range of structure is fromone person conducting all interviews to
di fferent people conducting each interview. Using one interviewer is often
i npractical, so the level of structure is a matter of degree, with relatively
fewer interviewers considered nore structured. A conpronise wth panel
interviews is to keep one nmenber the sane (Handysi de & Duncan, 1954; Landy,
1976). Unfortunately, few articles nention this conmponent of structure; thus,
the range of typical practice cannot be ascert ai ned.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Certainly, using

the same interviewers should increase test-retest reliability (Table 2). This
should influence the reliability of both the evaluation and the content. Error
variance due to interactions with candi dates should be reduced due to |ess
variation in interviewers. Fewer interviewers should reduce contamination to
the extent constant rating errors and differences in skill across interviewers
are reduced. Conversely, using fewer interviewers mght increase perceptions
of EEO bias if it makes the process appear nore idiosyncratic and subjective.

Research and Practice Issues. Although there are good argunents and sone
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evi dence, there is not a clear understanding of differences in interviewer
validities. This idiographic approach is an area for future research (Quion
1987). Research might continue to enphasize strategies of cue utilization and
i ntervi ewer behaviors to | earn why such differences occur (Dougherty et al.
1986; Kinicki et al., 1990; Mdtowidlo et al., 1992).

If consistent differences exist, then research should focus on possible
solutions. One solution is interviewing training (see conponent 14 bel ow).
Anot her is selecting better interviewers. No research has been conducted, but
it may be possible to hypothesize distinguishing attributes between nore versus
| ess effective interviewers. For exanple, having experience with the job being
staffed (e.g., incunbents and supervisors) m ght enhance know edge of job
requi rements, as well as enhance candi date and interviewer reactions. Draw ng
fromother literatures, D pboye (1992) suggests these attributes m ght include
verbal reasoning, intelligence, listening skills, self-nonitoring, ability to
decode nonverbal behavior, and notivation to be accurate.

Anot her possible solution is to use a high level of structure on other
components so that different interviewers do not matter. For exanple, using a
hi ghly structured interview and only nodestly skilled interviewers, M Canpion
et al. (1994) found an interrater reliability of .97. This solution may be
practical in situations where the nunber of candidates or other pragmatic
concerns nmake it infeasible to use the sane interviewers.

13. Do Not Discuss Candi dates or Answers Between | nterviews

Expl anation and Alternatives. Discussing candidates may lead to irrel evant

information entering the eval uation process, as well as instrunentation effects
(Cook & Canpbell, 1979) such as changi ng standards between interviews. This
component easily applies to panels because the interviewers are all present and
there is a tenmptation to discuss candidates. But it is just as applicable to
i ndi vidual interviewers when interviews are spread out in tinme because there are
opportunities to discuss candidates with others outside the hiring process.

Most articles do not mention this conponent, so typical practice cannot be

assessed. Neverthel ess, two | evels of structure can be envi sioned, either
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interviewers are instructed not to discuss candi dates between interviews, or
they are not so instructed. Only several experimental studies (Carlson et al.
1970; Heneman et al., 1975; Schwab & Henenman, 1969) and one field study (M
Campion et al., 1988) nention using this conponent of structure.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Reliability effects

may be m xed. Avoiding conversations about candi dates shoul d enhance test-
retest reliability because it reduces the potential for changi ng standards and
other instrumentation effects (Table 2). However, avoiding conversations anong
interviewers mght reduce interrater reliability and agreenment because it
prevents differences in evaluations frombeing identified and corrected.

Unless reliability is reduced, this conmponent should enhance validity
because it reduces the potential for contam nation. 1t may enhance perceptions
of procedural justice if it prevents consideration of irrelevant information
and the emergence of inplicit favorites (M Canpion et al., 1988). Conversely,
this restriction of interviewer freedomnay create negative reactions.

Research and Practice Issues. All predicted effects of this conponent

need to be subjected to enpirical investigation. The potential positive and
negative effects suggest this conponent cannot be unequivocally recomrended
wi thout further evidence. Also, there nmay be interaction effects with other
components. In particular, this conmponent may not matter if other components
are structured, and the potential negative effects on interrater reliability
and agreement may be prevented by proper training.

14. Provide Extensive Interview ng Training

Expl anation and Alternatives. Training is probably the nbost conmon step

taken by conpanies to inprove their interview (D pboye, 1992). However,
training is less a conponent itself than it is a way to ensure other conponents
are inplemented correctly. Interviewing training is anal ogous to training test
adm ni strators, which is highly reconmended by professional testing guidelines
(Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychol ogy, 1987). Conponents of
interview structure can be easily taught (Howard, Dailey, & Gulanick, 1979).

Table 5 presents the topical content and teaching processes used in
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i nterview ng training progranms based on a content analysis of the literature.
Interviews require nore highly skilled adm nistrators than other selection
devi ces, such as tests. Thus, training has been discussed since the early
literature (Anderson, 1954; Bol anovich, 1944; Handysi de & Duncan, 1954; Hovl and
& Wonderlic, 1939; Raines & Rohrer, 1955; Wbnderlic, 1942). Al though nany
articles do not nmention details of their training, nost probably begin with a
description of the background and purpose of the interview (Anderson, 1954;
Bol anovi ch, 1944; Walters et al., 1993). Many prograns then discuss the
interview itself (Bol anovich, 1944; Carlson et al., 1971; Carrier et al., 1990;
Hovl and & Wbnderlic, 1939; Mdtowi dlo et al., 1992; Pulakos & Schmtt, 1995;
Robertson et al., 1990; Walters et al., 1993). The training may include how to
wite interview questions (Janz, 1982; Lathamet al., 1980; O pen, 1985; Roth &
J. Canpion, 1992) or, nore typically, how to use questions already witten.
Training frequently includes a discussion of job requirenents, so that
i nterviewers understand how the questions are related to the job (Pursell et
al ., 1980). Sone prograns have trainees conplete a job analysis survey (G een
et al., 1993). Many al so discuss rapport building techni ques (Mtow dl o et
al ., 1992; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992; Robertson et al., 1990).
Training how to ask questions is inmportant if there is discretion as to
whi ch questions to select froman array or howto probe (Carlson et al., 1971,
Janz, 1982; Mtowidlo et al., 1992; O pen, 1985; Pul akos & Schmitt, 1995;
Robertson et al., 1990; Wnderlic, 1942). A comon topic is how to evaluate
answers and use rating scales (Borman, 1982; Carrier et al., 1990; Geen et
al ., 1993; Lathamet al., 1980; Maurer & Fay, 1988; Mtowidlo et al., 1992;
O pen, 1985; Pul akos & Schmitt, 1995; Pursell et al., 1980; Robertson et al.
1990; Vance et al., 1978; Walters et al., 1993). It is also common to discuss
avoiding rating errors (Carrier et al., 1990; Maurer & Fay, 1988; VWalters et
al., 1993).
Not et aki ng i s addressed in many prograns, either to prepare for rating
(Janz, 1982; Mayfield et al., 1980; Orpen, 1985; Robertson et al., 1990) or to

buil d docunentation (Pursell et al., 1980). EEO |laws and requirenments are
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addressed in many prograns (Carrier et al., 1990; Maurer & Fay, 1988; Roth & J.
Campi on, 1992). Finally, some progranms deal w th how hiring decisions should
be made frominterviewr results, such as weighting questions (Janz, 1982; O pen,
1985) and using ranking or cut-off scores (Pursell et al., 1980).

There are also sinmilarities in training process. Lecture and discussion
are nost common. Many prograns use behavioral nodeling to show correct
i nterview ng procedures, role-playing and practice interviews to build skills,
and then feedback and reinforcenent fromthe trainer and classmates to inprove
the skills (M Canpion et al., 1994; Carlson et al., 1971; Dougherty et al.,
1986; Geen et al., 1993; Maurer & Fay, 1988; Motowidlo et al., 1992; Pul akos &
Schmtt, 1995; Robertson et al., 1990; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992; Walters et al.
1993). Even though these techni ques are popular now, their value for interview
training was recogni zed early (Wnderlic, 1942). Videotaping can be used for
many reasons, including nodeling proper behaviors (Dougherty et al., 1986;
Robertson et al., 1990), presenting candidates to the trainees to evaluate
(Heneman et al., 1975; Maurer & Fay, 1988; Vance et al., 1978), and recording
interviews for feedback (Motowidlo et al., 1992; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992).

Many prograns provide interview ng manual s (Anderson, 1954; Carlson et
al., 1971; Carrier et al., 1990; Gove, 1981, Holt, 1958; Hovland & Whnderlic
1939; Mayfield et al., 1980; Raines & Rohrer, 1955; Reeb, 1969; Robertson et
al ., 1990; Shaw, 1952). It is likely that npst classes are small and highly
interactive. Finally, the progranms range from several hours (Anderson, 1954;
Rai nes & Rohrer, 1955) to a week (Bol anovich, 1944) but the mpjority are one or
two days (Borman, 1982; Dougherty et al., 1986; Geen et al., 1993; Handyside &
Duncan, 1954; Maurer & Fay, 1988; Mdtowidlo et al., 1992; Pul akos & Schmitt,
1995; Robertson et al., 1990; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992; VWalters et al., 1993).

Unli ke nost other conponents, it is difficult to see gradations in the
degree of structure. However, extensive training would appear to include nost
topics and processes in Table 5 and take a day or two.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Training could have

many positive effects. |If properly trained, interviewers should be able to
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elicit interview content and evaluate it consistently, thus inproving all forns
of test-retest and interrater reliability and agreenent (Table 2). Trained

i nterviewers should be able to put candi dates at ease, thus enhancing their
consi stency and mninzing differences in interactions. The only negative
effect is on internal consistency because many progranms encourage avoi ding the
appearance of "halo" effects (i.e., high correlations anong ratings). The
Conway et al. (1995) neta-analysis supports the prediction of a positive effect
on interrater reliability and no effect on internal consistency.

Al t hough many studi es have shown that structured interviews with proper
training can have high reliability, there is little research denonstrating the
uni que effects of training. Vance et al. (1978) found that brief “rating
error” training did not inprove reliability. However, this type of training
tells raters to avoid the appearance of error, but may not inprove reliability
(Bernardin & Pence, 1980). This led Maurer and Fay (1988) to conbine "frame of
ref erence” training (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981), which enphasi zes consi stency
of evaluation, with rater error training, but again found no effects. Neither
study is a strong test because their primary focus on rating errors is only a
smal |l part of interviewing training (conpared to Table 5).

Trai ning focusing on job-rel ated questions and objectively scoring
answers, and away from non job-rel ated questions and eval uati on approaches,
shoul d not only increase job-rel atedness, but shoul d al so decrease deficiency
and contami nation. The training by Vance et al. (1978) on rating errors had no
positive effect on accuracy. However, Dougherty et al. (1986) found that nore
extensive training involving job-rel ated questions, rating scales, and practice
interviews with feedback did inprove the interviewers' predictive validities.

Li kewi se, Pul akos et al., (1995) found that an extensive interviewer training
program did i nprove rating accuracy.

EEO is a key part of nost training prograns, enphasizing candi date |ega
rights, questions that mght be discrimnatory, and how bias can enter into
i nterview deci sions. Such training should reduce EEO bias, and reviews of

court cases have found that training relates to verdicts for the organization
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(Gol lub-Wlliamson et al., 1995). Candidate reactions should be positive if
interviewers are trained in establishing rapport and putting candi dates at
ease, as well as being organized for the interview Interviewers may respond
positively to training, not only because training progranms often elicit
positive reactions, but because such training mght help them nake better
deci si ons (Lat ham & Fi nnegan, 1993).

Research and Practice Issues. A primary research issue is whether

trai ni ng has uni que positive effects. Based on the popularity of training and
t he nunmber of consulting firns offering such prograns, it can be specul ated
t hat organi zati ons are spending nore noney on interview ng training than on any
ot her single personnel selection system As is unfortunately the case with
nost areas of training, little noney is spent on evaluation (CGoldstein, 1991).

Anot her issue is whether there is a trade-off between training and other
components. If an interviewis highly structured in other respects, extensive
training may not be needed because there would be fewer discretionary behaviors
for the interviewer, |less subjectivity, and fewer conplex skill requirenents.
Both Vance et al. (1978) and Maurer and Fay (1988) conpared training with other
components of structure (e.g., behavioral rating scales and situationa
guestions, respectively), and both found that only the other conponents had a
positive effect. |If there are a |large nunber of interviewers, it may be nore
cost effective to develop a highly structured interview and a short training
programthan to provide extensive training on a | ess structured interview.

Anot her question is whether training candi dates inproves the interview
(Di pboye, 1992). This training could be an orientation session or a handout
focusing on such topics as what to expect during the interview, howto give
good answers (e.g., specific exanples of behavior), and how to prepare.
Al though training in interviewtaking skills has uncertain benefits for
experienced candi dates (M Canpion & J. Canpion, 1987), an explanation of the
i nterview m ght hel p i nexperienced candi dates, and it may reduce anxi ety and
enhance reactions of all candidates.

A final issue is whether the effects of training decay over tine. The
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i nportance of following up on interviewers to ensure proper inplementation was
recogni zed early (Wnderlic, 1942). There have been cases where interviewers
failed to follow structured interview processes. For exanple, Latham and Saari
(1984) found that sone interviewers did not score each answer as instructed,

but instead used the scoring guide only to formoverall inpressions. Wekley
and G er (1987) found that, despite training, some interviewers read the rating
scal e anchors to the candidates and then asked which was best. Interviewers
may add their "personal touch,” and the variance in inplenentation may increase
over tinme after training (D pboye & Gaugler, 1993, p. 156).

One neans of training interviewers and preventing decay of structure is to
put the interview protocol on a conputer (Geen, 1995). The interviewer could
read questions, type notes, and rate answers on the conmputer. Also, this would
all ow structured pronpting and question branching, as well as a w de range of
normati ve data, feedback, and other on-line analyses.

15. Use Statistical Rather than Cinical Prediction

Expl anation and Alternatives. Different interviewers typically weigh

information differently (Graves & Karren, 1992), thus another way to enhance
structure is to use statistical procedures rather than interviewer judgnments to
conmbi ne informati on to make predictions (D pboye, 1992). There was a
controversy on statistical versus clinical prediction in the 1950s (Meehl
1954). The debate was over whether purely statistical or mechanical nethods of
combi ni ng data were better than clinical nmethods where expert judgnent was used
to consider all the unique nuances of the data and situation in each case to
render a nore accurate prediction. Early interview ng research was enbroil ed
in this controversy (Holt, 1958; Rafferty & Deener, 1950; Trankell, 1959). The
evi dence from many contexts, however, overwhelmngly favors statistica
prediction (Faust, 1984; Meehl, 1954, 1986; Sawyer, 1966).

The statistical versus clinical distinction applies to nmeasurenent as wel |l
as prediction (Sawyer, 1966). Information can be collected in nechanical ways
with [ittle judgnent and subjectivity or in clinical ways with intuition and

perceptions guiding the information collected. In the present paper, this was
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addressed by the other components of structure. Using the sane questions,
rating scales, and so on, mnechani zes the neasurenent process. The concern in
this section is with statistical prediction based on the measurenents.

There are three situations where statistical prediction is relevant in
structured interviewing. First, nultiple ratings fromdifferent questions or
di mensi ons nust be conbi ned to nmake predictions. A clinical approach would
combi ne ratings subjectively. No articles were found using this approach. A
statistical approach would combine ratings using a fornula. Sone formulas use
differential weights for each rating, based on either judgnent (Adams &

Snel tzer, 1936; Janz, 1982; Maas, 1965; Orpen, 1985) or enpirical relationships
with a criterion (Dougherty et al., 1986; Walters et al., 1993).

O her formulas use unit weighting (i.e., weights of 1.0) wherein each
rating is given equal weight. Unit weighting does not require cross-validation
because there is no capitalization on chance. It typically yields validities
as high as differential weighting and is nore robust (Ei nhorn & Hogarth, 1975;
Wai ner, 1976). This usually involves taking a sinple average or sum across al
guestions or dinensions, and it is the nmost common approach (Arvey et al.

1987; M Canpion et al., 1988, 1994; Delery et al., 1994; DuBois & \Watson,

1950; Freeman et al., 1942; Geen et al., 1993; Hakel, 1971; Hovland &
Wonderlic, 1939; Komives et al., 1984; Landy, 1976; Lathamet al., 1980; Latham
& Skarlicki, 1995; Maurer & Fay, 1988; Mtowidlo et al., 1992; Pul akos &
Schmtt, 1995; Reynolds, 1979; Robertson et al., 1990; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992;
Shahani et al., 1991; Stohr-Gllnore et al., 1990; Wekley & Ger, 1987).

Ei ther statistical approach is nmore structured than the clinical approach.
Probably unit weighting is preferred due to its sinplicity, lack of need for
criterion data or cross-validation, and likely conparable results.

The second situation is conbining data across interviewers. The nost
structured approach is to use a fornula, of which averaging or sunming is nost
common (M Canpion et al., 1988, 1994; Delery et al., 1994; DuBois & Watson,
1950; Freeman et al., 1942; d aser et al., 1958; Komi ves et al., 1984; Landy,

1976; Reynolds, 1979). A less structured and nore clinical approach has
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i nterviewers discuss differences to consensus. This approach is common (Flynn
& Peterson, 1972; Geen et al., 1993; Gove, 1981; Lathamet al., 1980; Latham
& Skarlicki, 1995; Pul akos & Schmitt, 1995; Roth & J. Canpion, 1992; Stohr-
Gllnore et al., 1990; Tarico et al., 1986), possibly because the di scussion

m ght lead to nore accurate consensus ratings or because such di scussions are
typical in other assessment contexts (Thornton & Byham 1982). The | east-
structured and purely clinical approach woul d have one person combi ne

i nformati on on a case-by-case basis (Huse, 1962).

The third situation is outside the interview per se, but is considered
here because it has a substantial inmpact on validity. In many contexts, the
interviewis combined with other information (e.g., test scores, references,
etc.) to make final decisions. This does not refer to withholding ancillary
i nformation before the interview (conponent nunber 6), instead it refers to
combining information after the interview. This creates slippage in the
structure of the hiring process because it allows subjectivity. Judgnents are
often made clinically because the data are not directly conparable. One way to
structure the process is to convert scores to percentiles or standard scores so
they will be conparable and then devel op wei ghts (probably through judgnment) to
combi ne the data. The only requirenment to make the prediction statistical is
that the rules for conbining data be consistently applied.

Effects on Reliability, Validity, and User Reactions Based on the

evi dence favoring statistical prediction, it is expected that the reliability
will inprove (Table 2). Internal consistency nmay al so i nprove because a
mechani cal formula for conbining itens should increase itemtotal correl ations
A statistical approach should reduce the likelihood that contam nating
information will enter the score or that information will be neglected (i.e.,
deficiency). Consistency in nmaking interview decisions predicts favorable
court decisions (Gollub-WIllianmson et al., 1995) and shoul d, thus, reduce EEO
bi as. User reactions should be unaffected because statistical rules are
largely invisible to candidates and interviewers. Also, interviewer reactions

are hard to predict because consensus di scussions may enhance commitnent to the
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final ratings, but discussing each rating can nmake the process nore effortful.
It should be noted, however, that neta-anal yses have yiel ded m xed
results. Conway et al. (1995) found nechani cal conbination yielded higher
reliabilities than subjective nmethods when nutiple ratings were used. But in
W esner and Cronshaw (1988), six studies of panel interviews using averagi ng
had a nean validity of .23 (.41 corrected) conpared to .35 (.64 corrected) for
seven studies using consensus. The interviews using consensus al so had hi gher
reliabilities (.74 versus .84). These results were contrary to their
hypot hesis and past findings. |In a recent individual study, Pulakos et al.
(1996) found that consensus and averaged ratings had sinmlar validities in a
structured interview Perhaps consensus ratings reflect the best of both
approaches in that they require i ndependent ratings considered in a consistent
manner |ike the statistical approach, and rational resolution of differences
like the clinical approach

Research and Practice Issues. Mdst interviews conbine ratings into tota

scores based on statistical rules. Averaging or sunmng is the nost common,

but sonetinmes differential weighting is desired due to differences in

i nportance between job requirements. Unit weighting can still be used in these
cases, with differences in requirenments reflected in the nunber of questions
witten to assess each requirenent (M Canpion et al., 1988).

The need for a consensus di scussi on when conbi ning ratings across
interviewers is an unresolved issue, however. This is a good topic for future
research because current evidence is counter to usual findings that statistica
nmet hods are better, and few studi es have been conducted. Future research
shoul d determ ne how a consensus di scussion mght add value, simlar to
research on the assessnment center (Sackett & WIson, 1982). For exanple,

di scussion mght identify errors in perceptions, clarify msinterpretations, or
confront biases. A conpromise is to average across interviewers and only

di scuss large differences (e.g., 2 points or nore on a 5-point scale; M
Campion et al., 1988) or sinply drop deviant ratings (Freeman et al., 1942).

Combi ning the interview with information such as test scores, resunes,
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references, etc., is an inportant issue for future research. O the situations
consi dered here, this nmay be the best way to inprove the hiring process through
statistical prediction. Some evidence supports the value of statistical over
clinical methods in conbining diverse information in assessnent centers
(Borman, 1982; Wl lowi ck & McNamara, 1969), but nore research is needed.

Di scussi on

Structure and Psychonetric Properties

This review supports several conclusions. First, interview structure is
nore conpl ex than previously supposed. Structure is often equated with nerely
usi ng the same questions or rating scales. However, this review identified 15
di scernabl e conponents. Second, the interview can be easily enhanced by using
at | east some of these components. All had either enpirical or rational I|inks
to enhanced reliability or validity. Wth so many ideas and such a | arge body
of supportive literature, there is little reason to continue to use traditiona
unstructured interviews. Third, the inprovenent of this popul ar technique
shoul d be a high priority for future research. The ubiquity of interviews in
organi zations, along with the numerous issues surrounding virtually every
component, suggest a great potential payoff for research in this area.

There is no consensus anong experts as to which conponents of structure
are nost inportant (M Canpion & Palner, 1995). Research is needed that
mani pul at es conmponents of structure to determ ne which are nost inportant and
how nmuch structure is mininmally required. Neverthel ess, based on (a) anount of
previ ous research, (b) strongest psychonetric argunents, and (c) greatest
opportunity for gain over typical practices, sone conponents appear nore
i nportant. Regarding content, the use of job analysis, same questions, and
better questions appear nore inportant than other conponents. The others have
| ess certain value (e.g., limting pronpting and controlling ancillary
i nformation), can be addressed in other ways (e.d., no questions from
candi date), or may not be a problemin practice (e.g., longer interview.
Regar di ng eval uation, rating each answer or having nmultiple scales, using

anchored scal es, and training appear nore inportant. The other conponents have
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| ess certain value (e.g., no discussion between interviews), are comon already
(e.g., notetaking, statistical prediction), or may not be a problemif other
components are structured (e.g., multiple or sane interviewers).

Structure and User Reactions

Most potential negative effects are in ternms of user reactions.

Components such as limted pronpting and foll owup, |onger interviews, contro
of ancillary information, and no questions from candi dates nay cause

unf avorabl e reactions from both candi dates and interviewers. Further, pane
interviews may be stressful for candi dates, and being required to take detail ed
notes and not allowed to discuss candi dates may be resented by interviewers.

These possi bl e drawbacks may not necessarily cause participants to dislike
and resist the interview for several reasons. First, they are based primarily
on a rational analysis of expected outcones and not on enpirical research
Second, the obvious fairness of structured interviews should be recogni zabl e by
both parties (M Canpion et al., 1988; Pursell et al., 1980), especially if
properly explained. Third, users realize the value of such interviews for
maki ng difficult personnel decisions (Latham & Fi nnegan, 1993). Fourth, the
clear validity advantages make them a conpel ling busi ness choi ce, despite m nor
i nconveni ence for participants. Fifth, the success of consulting firms in
mar keting these interviews attests to their appeal to organizations, even
t hough the nost popul ar systens are not the nost highly structured (Hauenstein,
1995). Finally, the conponents with the nbst negative expected user inpact
(e.g., limting pronpting, controlling ancillary information, not allow ng
guestions from candi dates, etc.) may be the least critical to the interviews
psychonetric performance. |If a very high level of structure results in sone
negative reactions, a nore noderate | evel mght be acceptable.

Clearly, future research should not only exam ne which conponents create
negative reactions, but also which characteristics of participants predi spose
themto react negatively. For exanple, candidates with greater inpression
managenent needs nmay object more to structure (Fletcher, 1989). Likew se,

hi ghly experienced interviewers nay object nore to structure since it can
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reduce the interview to a mndl ess exercise (Langer, Blank, & Chanowitz, 1978).

Anot her aspect of user reactions is notivation to conduct the interview
properly. This is key to inplenentation (Pul akos, 1995). Mbdtivation arises in
several ways. First, interviewers may prefer the flexibility of unstructured
interviews (D pboye, 1994) and, thus, resist or nodify the interview (D pboye &
Gaugl er, 1993). Second, structure may reduce the enriching characteristics (M
Campi on, 1988) of the interview ng task (D pboye, 1995), thus inadvertently
degrading intrinsic notivation. Third, specific notivations can influence
ratings. For exanple, hiring quotas or tight |abor markets may lead to
inflated ratings (Carlson et al., 1971; Wbster, 1982), and margi nal candi dates
who will become co-workers may receive inordinately low ratings (Eder, 1989).
Finally, one way to maintain notivation is to require accountability. It has
been shown to lead to nore accurate assessnents (Rozelle & Baxter, 1981), and
it may be enhanced by sinple nonitoring (Pul akos, 1995).

O her aspects of interviews could be structured to inprove user reactions
as well as other outcones, but have been inadequately studied to draw any
concl usions. For exanple, physical environnent factors such as disconfort
(e.g., hard chair), lack of privacy (e.g., interviewin public area), and |ack
of personal presence (e.g., telephone or conputer interviews) may create
negative reactions and reduce reliability by distracting the participants.
Psychol ogi cal environment factors such as rapport, explaining the interview,
and stress may influence candi date reactions, candi date consistency, and
interactions with interviewers. Finally, interviews are not usually structured
to either avoid or neasure nonverbal behavior, which can influence ratings
(Forbes & Jackson, 1980; Mdtowi dlo & Burnett, 1995).

Theory Relevant to Structured Interviews

Anot her conclusion is that theory has not played an inportant role in this
area. Past research was very applied; it was conducted to solve practica
probl ens rather than to test theory. This paper relied mainly on psychonetric
theory to explain the operation of structured interviews. However, other nore

content- (as opposed to neasurenent-) oriented theories may offer additiona
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insight. For exanple, cognitive theory (Lord & Maher, 1991) m ght be used to
consi der underlying nechani snms. Structure may reduce information processing
requi rements and potential for overload, thus allowing interviewers to attend
nore fully to candi date responses (Arvey, 1995). Structure may also clarify
the cognitive schemata used to interpret responses (G een, 1995), thus allow ng
responses to be classified and judged nore systematically and accurately.

Anot her potentially useful perspective is attribution theory (Kell ey,
1967). Structure may reduce variance due to differences in attribution style.
Tendencies to attribute candi date responses to either internal or externa
factors may be controlled with defined standards of evaluation. Simlarly,
interviewers may hold inplicit personality theories (Schneider, 1973) for
desirabl e candi date characteristics. Again, structure may reduce these
di fferences by defining the inportant ones explicitly.

Finally, Webster (1982) describes several interviewer decision making
nodel s. A conflict nodel explains how conflict and stress influence decision
maki ng, an information processi ng nodel expl ains decision making in terns of
mat hemat i cal nodel s, and an affect nodel explains the role of feelings and
preferences in decision making. Structure m ght define the decision making
task such that the influence of these processes may be | essened.

The State of the Literature

Reviews of the literature often note the lack of detail in nost articles
This review is no exception. Mst studies did not contain enough information
to judge the level of structure on all conponents. This is partly due to
article length considerations and the fact that many studi es focused on issues
other than structure. Also, interviews are often just one of many sel ection
procedures exam ned (e.g., within an assessnent center) and may not have been
the primary enphasis. Further progress in accunul ati ng know edge of interview
structure woul d be enhanced if future studies reported fuller informtion

More di sconcerting is the overall quality of the literature. Mich of it
is old, clinical in orientation, conducted in anbi guous settings, or confounded

in many ways. Studies tend to have small sanmples, sinple criteria, restriction
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of range, and neasures with nodest reliability and unknown construct validity.

These problens are troubling for neta-analyses. Such techniques can
correct for statistical limtations (e.g., sanple, range, and reliability), but
t hey cannot nake preci se conpari sons between conponents of structure when
information is |acking, conponents are confounded, or sufficient primary
studi es not conduct ed.

An equally difficult issue is the unknown construct validity of many

interviews. Interviews are measurenment techniques that are not |inked to
particul ar constructs. |If the content of interviews is unclear, meta-analytic
results rmust be correspondi ngly ambi guous. To illustrate, neta-analyses have

included clinical interviews. They differ fromselection interviews in focus
(i.e., maladjustnment and psychopat hol ogy versus job performance) and tine
orientation (i.e., current identification versus future prediction). They also
rely on conplex clinical judgment that nay not easily translate into practice
for managers. Such studies should not be used in neta-anal yses, or they should
be anal yzed separately (MDaniel et al., 1994). More attention should be given
to what constructs are neasured by interviews as well as how they are neasured.
Concl usi on

Structured interviews are clearly superior psychonetrically. Yet,
adm ni strative innovations, such as structured interviews, are rarely based on
technical nerit (Johns, 1993). |Instead, researchers m ght have to enphasize
environmental threats (e.g., |ow candidate quality), governnent regul ations
(e.g., EEOlaws), or sinple imtative or conpetitive processes to convince
organi zati ons to adopt them (Johns, 1993).

In conclusion, the selection interview can be enhanced by using sone of
the many possi bl e components of structure, and the inprovenent of this popul ar

sel ecti on procedure should be a high priority for future research and practi ce.
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Table 1

Conmponents of Interview Structure

Cont ent

1. Base questions on a job analysis

2. Ask exact sane questions of each candi date

3. Limt pronpting, followup questioning, and el aboration

4. Use better types of questions (e.g., situational, past
background, job know edge, etc.)

5. Use longer interview or |arger nunber of questions

6. Wthhold or control ancillary information (e.g., applic
scores, etc.)

7. Do not allow questions fromcandidate until after the i

Eval uati on
8. Rate each answer or use nultiple scales
9. Use detail ed anchored rating scal es
10. Take detail ed notes
11. Use multiple interviewers
12. Use sane interviewer(s) across all candi dates
13. Do not discuss candidates or answers between interviews
14. Provide extensive interview ng training

15. Use statistical rather than clinical prediction (e.g.
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on questions

behavi or,

ation forms, test

nt ervi ew

add up item scores

rat her than subjectively conbine, average across interviewers rather than

di scuss to consensus, etc.)
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Table 3

Exanpl es of Different Types of Structured Interview Questions

Si tuati onal Questi ons:

1. Suppose a co-worker was not follow ng standard work procedures. The
co-wor ker was nore experienced than you and cl ai red the new procedure was
better. Wuld you use the new procedure?

2. Suppose you were giving a sales presentation and a difficult technica
guestion arose that you could not answer. Wat would you do?

Past Behavi or Questi ons:

3. Based on your past work experience, what is the nost significant
action you have ever taken to help out a co-worker?

4. Can you provide an exanple of a specific instance where you devel oped
a sales presentation that was highly effective?

Background Questi ons:

5. What work experiences, training, or other qualifications do you have
for working in a teamwork environnent?
6. \What experience have you had with direct point-of-purchase sal es?

Job Know edge Questi ons:

7. \Wat steps would you follow to conduct a brainstorm ng session with a
group of enpl oyees on safety?

8. What factors should you consider when devel oping a tel evision
adverti si ng campai gn?
Note. So that direct conparisons can be nmade, an exanple is presented to
assess both teammork (1, 3, 5, and 7) and sales attributes (2, 4, 6, and 8) for

each type of question.
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Tabl e 4

Al ternative Approaches for Anchoring Structured Interview Rating Scal es

Question: Setting priorities and planning are inportant job requirenents.
Can you pl ease give specific exanples fromyour past jobs or other

experiences where you had to set priorities and plan your work?

Scal ed exanpl es Descri ptions Eval uati ons Conpari sons
5. * Used a specific * Excel | ent * Top 20% of
* On aircraft engines, | system i nvol vi ng answer candi dat es
classified tasks into listing the tasks
A/ B/ C system and assi gni ng
4. priorities. * Next 20% of

candi dat es
* In food preparation, |

f ound out what was

3. needed and when, then * Consi dered task * Good * Mddle
made out a schedul e. i mportance and answer 20% of
did the nost candi dat es

i mportant first.
2. * | did inportant tasks * Next 20% of

first. candi dat es

* | did first come first
1. serve, or | asked the * No real system * Margi nal * Bottom
supervi sor. used. answer 20% of
candi dat es
Note. Illustration of four approaches to anchoring using a past behavi or

guestion assessing the ability to work w thout supervision.
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Table 5
Typical Structured Interview ng Training Prograns
Cont ent :
1. Background information and purpose of program
2. Nature of interview (preparation for interview)
3. Job requirenents
4. Establishing rapport
5.  Asking questions (and probing)
6. Evaluating answers
7. Using rating scales
8. Avoiding rating errors
9. Taking notes and docunentation
10. Equal enpl oynent opportunity
11. Making hiring decisions
Process
1. Lecture
2. Discussion
3. Modeling
5. Practice and rol e-playing
6. Feedback
7. Videot api ng
8. Instructional materials
9. Small classes and highly interactive
10. One or two days in duration
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