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Job analysis is a fundamental tool that can be used in every phase of
employment research and administration; in fact, job analysis is to the
human resources professional what the wrench is to the plumber

(Cascio & Aguinis, 2005, p. 111)

Job analysis is a fundamental tool in human resource management
(HRM). Information gathered through job analysis is used for staffing,
training, performance management, and many other HRM activities
(Aguinis, 2009; Cascio & Aguinis, 2005). Accordingly, the accuracy of the
information gathered during the job analysis process is a key determinant
of the effectiveness of the HRM function. As such, there is an ongoing
interest in the development of improved job analysis tools. One recent
addition to the job analysis toolkit is the use of personality-based job
analysis (PBJA; Hogan & Rybicki, 1998; Meyer & Foster, 2007; Meyer,
Foster, & Anderson, 2006; Raymark, Schmit, & Guion, 1997). In contrast
to more traditional job analysis methods that focus on tasks or behaviors,
PBJA provides explicit links between a job and the personality character-
istics required for that job. Following a general trend in the globalization
of HRM practices (Bjorkman & Stahl, 2006; Cascio & Aguinis, 2008b;
Myors et al., 2008), the use of PBJA is becoming increasingly popular in
the United States (Sackett & Laczo, 2001) as well as in other countries
around the world, including France (e.g., Touzé & Steiner, 2002) and
Turkey (e.g., Sümer, Sümer, Demirutku, & Çifci, 2001).

The first purpose of this article is to derive and test theory-based hy-
potheses suggesting that PBJA ratings are vulnerable to cognitive biases
(i.e., self-serving bias, implicit trait policies, social projection, false con-
sensus, and self-presentation). Ignoring the operation of these biases has
important implications because, overall, it may lead to a workforce that
is increasingly homogenous in terms of personality but not necessarily a
workforce with improved levels of performance. For example, if biased
PBJA ratings lead to the conclusion that a trait is related to job performance
when, in fact, this trait is not an important determinant, then a selection
system created on the basis of the PBJA ratings would be expected to
result in the hiring of individuals who would perform suboptimally.

The second purpose of this article is to use established principles de-
rived from frame-of-reference (FOR) training to implement a Web-based
intervention that mitigates the impact of these biases. To enhance our
confidence in the obtained results, we implemented a true field experi-
mental design including complete random assignment of participants to
conditions. Also, to enhance confidence in the generalizability of our
conclusions, our study included two independent samples (i.e., adminis-
trative support assistants and supervisors working in a city government).
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Although we found some differences between the samples, results were
fairly consistent in showing the effectiveness of FOR training. We describe
the FOR training program in detail and make it available upon request so
that it can be used in future PBJA research and applications.

Benefits of Using PBJA

There are several potential benefits associated with the use of PBJA.
One of these benefits is related to the increased emphasis on customer
service and emotional labor and the concomitant need to include per-
sonality characteristics in the job analysis process (Sanchez & Levine,
2000b). When employees engage in emotional labor, they facilitate posi-
tive customer interactions by showing appropriate emotions they may not
feel, creating appropriate emotions within the self, or suppressing inap-
propriate emotions during the transaction (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993;
Morris & Feldman, 1996). Therefore, the selection of individuals who
can successfully engage in emotional labor has become relevant for many
organizations. Initial research linking personality and emotional labor has
shown that personality characteristics are correlated with effective perfor-
mance of emotional labor (Diefendorff, Croyle, & Gosserand, 2005) and
therefore should be included in job analysis. In short, PBJA can allow
for an identification of which personality characteristics may facilitate
customer interactions.

A second potential benefit of using PBJA is based on the positive rela-
tionship between some personality characteristics and job performance in
some contexts (Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007; Tett & Chris-
tiansen, 2007). Although there is controversy regarding the value-added
contribution of personality relative to other predictors of performance
(Morgeson, et al., 2007), some personality traits, such as Conscientious-
ness, can be used as valid predictors for many different types of occupa-
tions (Ones et al., 2007). Using PBJA allows for a more clear identification
of which traits may be better predictors of which facets of performance
for various types of jobs.

There are additional potential advantages of using PBJA. For exam-
ple, conducting a PBJA may lead to not only improved predictive valid-
ity but also improved face validity of personality assessments. Jenkins
and Griffith (2004) found that using a PBJA instrument led to the de-
velopment of more valid selection instruments and that job applicants
perceived these instruments to be more job related compared to more
general selection instruments with less perceived job relatedness. Second,
it can be used to develop selection instruments for a variety of jobs re-
gardless of their hierarchical position in the organization. For example,
Sümer et al. (2001) conducted PBJA interviews and surveys to identify
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personality characteristics needed for various officer positions in the
Turkish Army, Navy, and Gendarme. Results indicated that there
were some personality traits (e.g., Conscientiousness–self-discipline,
Agreeableness–Extraversion) that were common to all officer positions.
Third, PBJA may be particularly useful for cross-functional and difficult-
to-define jobs that cannot be described in terms of simple tasks or dis-
crete knowledge, skills, and abilities (Brannick, Levine, & Morgeson,
2007). These types of jobs are becoming increasingly pervasive in the
21st-century organizations given that a large number of jobs are depart-
ing from traditional conceptualizations of fixed jobs (Cascio & Aguinis,
2008b; Shippmann et al., 2000). In sum, there seems to be a compelling
business as well as HRM best practices case for using PBJA.

Although there is considerable conceptual (e.g., Morgeson &
Campion, 1997) and some empirical (e.g., Dierdorff & Rubin, 2007;
Morgeson, Delaney-Klinger, Mayfield, Ferrara, & Campion, 2004) re-
search on the factors that can affect job analysis ratings in general, little
is known about factors affecting PBJA ratings. Thus, although PBJA is an
attractive tool to practitioners, caution must be exercised in the use of that
tool until more is known about the possible biases in the resulting ratings.

One explanation for the lack of systematic research on PBJA, and ways
to improve its accuracy, is the widely documented gap between science and
practice in HRM, industrial and organizational (I-O) psychology, and re-
lated fields (Aguinis & Pierce, 2008; Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; McHenry,
2007; Rynes, Colbert, & Brown, 2002; Rynes, Giluk, & Brown, 2007).
For example, Muchinsky (2004) noted that researchers, in general, are not
necessarily concerned about how their theories, principles, and methods
are put into practice outside of academic study. In fact, Latham (2007) re-
cently issued a severe warning that “we, as applied scientists, exist largely
for the purpose of communicating knowledge to one another. One might
shudder if this were also true of another applied science, medicine” (p.
1031). On the other hand, Muchinsky (2004) noted that practitioners, in
general, are deeply concerned with matters of implementation. The lack of
systematic research on PBJA may be another indicator of the gap between
science and practice in HRM and I-O psychology in general and in the
area of job analysis in particular.

The Personality-Related Personnel Requirements Form (PPRF)

Raymark et al. (1997) developed the PPRF as a supplement to
more traditional nonpersonality-based methods of analyzing jobs. The
Raymark et al. (1997) study followed best practices, and although we
are aware of one other PBJA instrument (i.e., Performance Improvement
Characteristics by Hogan & Rybicki, 1998), the PPRF is arguably the
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most credible peer-reviewed PBJA tool available in the public domain.
In addition to the PPRF development team, the project included the par-
ticipation of “44 psychologists with extensive knowledge of psycholog-
ical aspects of work, personality theory, or both” (Raymark et al., 1997,
p. 725). The sample used to gather evidence in support of the useful-
ness of the PPRF included job incumbents who had held their positions
for more than 6 months, who were working more than 20 hours per
week, and who were holding 260 demonstrably different jobs. Finally,
evidence supporting the usefulness of the PPRF included its ability to dif-
ferentiate among occupational categories and its reliability in describing
jobs.

The PPRF is a worker-oriented job analysis method but goes be-
yond other worker- and task-oriented approaches in that it assesses the
extent to which each of the Big Five personality traits is needed for
a particular job. The Big Five is the most established and thoroughly
researched personality taxonomy in work settings (Barrick & Mount,
2003; Ones et al., 2007), and it includes factors that are fairly stable
over time and are considered to be fundamental characteristics of person-
ality (Goldberg, 1993). Someone who is high in Extraversion is likely
to be talkative, outgoing, affectionate, and social. Conscientiousness de-
scribes a person’s tendency to be organized, responsible, and reliable.
Emotional Stability represents a person’s tendency to not worry exces-
sively, be anxious, or insecure. Openness to Experience describes a per-
son’s preference for the creative, artistic, and novel. Agreeableness de-
scribes an individual’s tendency to be trusting, modest, and generally good
natured.

Prior to the development of the PPRF, those who wanted to generate
hypotheses about the extent to which each of the Big Five personality
traits was needed for a particular job had to make inferences based on data
from other job analysis methods (Raymark et al., 1997). For example, if a
task-based job analysis procedure indicated that incumbents spend most of
their time operating equipment in the absence of others, one could make
the inference that Extraversion was not a job-relevant or job-necessary
trait. This process of linking personality characteristics to job tasks is
haphazard, unsystematic, and dependent upon the job analyst’s knowledge
of personality theory. Accordingly, Raymark et al. (1997) created the
PPRF to directly assess Big Five personality traits relevant to a particular
job. The PPRF consists of sets of behavioral indicators associated with
the five personality traits. Respondents indicate the extent to which each
behavioral indicator is relevant to the job under consideration. Like most
job analysis instruments, the PPRF utilizes survey methodology as the data
collection procedure and typically uses job incumbents as the source of
data. After data collection is complete, averaged scores across respondents
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indicate the extent to which each trait (or subdimension of each trait) is
relevant to the job.

Biases in PBJA

As noted earlier, there is a body of literature on factors that can af-
fect the validity of traditional (i.e., nonpersonality-based) job analysis
ratings. In their conceptual article, Morgeson and Campion (1997) clas-
sified such potential factors into social sources (i.e., due to norms in the
social environment) or cognitive sources (i.e., due to limitations of people
as information processors). In an empirical test of some of the Morgeson
and Campion (1997) propositions, Morgeson et al. (2004) investigated
the potential impact of one particular source of bias: self-presentation.
Self-presentation is a type of social source by which “individuals attempt
to control the impressions others form of them” (Leary & Kowalski, 1990,
p. 34). Morgeson et al. (2004) found evidence that self-presentation may
be responsible for rating inflation, particularly in the case of ability state-
ments. Although Morgeson and Campion (1997) and Morgeson et al.
(2004) did not discuss the specific case of PBJA or the relationship be-
tween rater personality and PBJA ratings, we rely on and expand upon
their work to argue that there are four cognitive processes that are likely
to affect the accuracy of PBJA ratings: self-serving bias, implicit trait
policies (ITPs), social projection, and false consensus. We discuss each
of these next.

Self-Serving Bias and ITPs

PBJA ratings may be biased due to self-serving bias and ITPs. Self-
serving bias is a tendency for individuals to assume that successful per-
formance is due to personal, internal characteristics whereas failure is
attributed to factors outside the control of the individual. ITPs are indi-
vidually held beliefs about the causal effect of certain personality charac-
teristics on effective performance.

Regarding the effect of self-serving bias, a typical finding is that par-
ticipants assume greater personal responsibility for success when they
are randomly assigned to a “success” group than failure when randomly
assigned to a “failure” group (Duval & Silvia, 2002; Urban & Witt, 1990).
Specifically related to the study of personality at work, Cucina, Vasilopou-
los, and Sehgal (2005) found that students rating the job of “student” had
a tendency to report that self-descriptive personality traits were necessary
for successful academic performance. Thus, if individuals make the as-
sumption that they are good performers on a particular job, they may take
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this notion further and assume that their own personal traits are the best
or even the only traits that are necessary to do a job correctly.

Regarding the biasing effect of ITPs, Motowidlo, Hooper, and Jackson
(2006) provided empirical evidence that individuals who were agreeable
and extraverted believed the relationship between these two traits and ef-
fectiveness was more strongly positive than those who were low on the
two traits. These researchers also showed that individual differences in
ITPs were related to trait-relevant behavior at work. These results sug-
gest that individuals who were high on Extraversion would: (a) engage
in extraverted behaviors at work, and (b) hold the implicit theory that
extraverted behaviors are related to performance across a number of sit-
uations. If one of these individuals were asked to rate the relevance of
extraverted behaviors to job performance, it seems likely that he or she
would endorse a large number of these behaviors relative to another job
incumbent who is not as high on the Extraversion trait. Thus, the ITPs
demonstrated to date appear to be consistent with self-serving bias.

Social Projection and False Consensus

Social projection is a cognitive bias that leads individuals to expect
others to be similar to themselves (Robbins & Krueger, 2005). In other
words, individuals reference their own characteristics when making pre-
dictions of other people’s behavior and use projection as a judgmental
heuristic. In the context of PBJA, due to social projection, individuals
completing the questionnaire may assume a greater degree of similarity in
personality traits with others than warranted. Thus, PBJA ratings are likely
to be more reflective of an individual’s particular personality as compared
to the traits needed for the job in general because the respondent would
assume that his or her personality is similar to that of others.

The false consensus effect is similar to social projection because it
involves a process through which people assume that their views, traits,
and behaviors are indicative of the views, traits, and behaviors of others
(Mullen et al., 1985). In a review of false consensus research, Marks
and Miller (1987) noted that selective exposure to similar others or the
availability of information in memory may lead an individual to conclude
that his or her views, opinions, and styles are similar to those of his or her
peers. The operation of the false consensus effect was confirmed by a study
demonstrating that individuals tend to project their own job characteristics
when rating jobs held by other people using the Job Diagnostic Survey
(Oliver, Bakker, Demerouti, & de Jong, 2005).

Summarizing the preceding section on biases in PBJA, individuals are
likely to believe that their personality traits lead to successful performance
due to the operation of self-serving bias and ITPs, and that others are
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similar to them in terms of personality traits due to social projection and
false consensus effect. Note that self-presentation is a different mechanism
compared to each of these four cognitive processes. Self-presentation
takes place when a rater attempts to control the impressions of others, for
example, by providing inflated ratings of the need for the same personality
traits that he or she possesses. On the other hand, self-serving bias, ITPs,
social projection, and false consensus may or may not involve an attempt to
control the impressions of others. In addition, self-presentation appears to
be mostly conscious and less relevant when ratings are private (Tedeschi,
1981), whereas each of the four cognitive mechanisms we have described
is mostly unconscious and, in our study, participants received several
reassurances that their ratings were strictly confidential. However, each of
these five sources of bias appears to have complementary and somewhat
overlapping effects because the predicted end result is similar in terms
of the resulting bias: There is an expected inflation in the relationship
between a rater’s personality and the personality characteristics believed
to be needed for his or her job.

In addition to PBJA ratings being potentially biased due to a rela-
tionship with the respondents’ own personality characteristics, we argue
that self-serving bias, ITPs, social projection, false consensus, and self-
presentation can also have an additional effect: inflation of PBJA ratings.
PBJA ratings may be upwardly biased by job incumbents’ own standing on
the Big Five personality traits. Specifically, because of the influence of the
biasing factors described earlier (e.g., ITPs), raters may be more likely to
endorse a large number of behavioral indicators related to their own traits.
So, overall, and given that it is reasonable to assume that at least some of
the job incumbents will identify with each of the Big Five, PBJA ratings
should, on average, provide an exaggerated (i.e., upwardly biased) view of
the personality traits needed for the job. In addition, even if individuals do
not possess a particular trait, it is likely that they would attempt to protect
their self-concepts by providing favorable information about their jobs
because such information is likely to lead to others’ positive impressions
(Morgeson et al., 2004). In support of this logic, Morgeson et al. (2004)
found an upward bias in people’s endorsements of the abilities required
for their jobs.

Thus far, our discussion has focused on the theory-based reasons why
PBJA ratings may be biased in two different ways: (a) the relationship be-
tween PBJA ratings and raters’ personality may be greater than it should
be (i.e., inflation in correlations), and (b) PBJA ratings may be higher than
they should be (i.e., inflation in means). These biases have important im-
plications for practice. For example, practitioners using PBJA information
to develop a selection test would end up selecting individuals who are sim-
ilar to the current workforce in terms of personality but not necessarily
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the best possible performers. Similarly, if PBJA information is used as
input in creating standards and objectives in a performance management
system (cf. Aguinis, 2009), employees would receive feedback suggesting
that they should display behaviors that would make them more similar in
terms of personality to other coworkers but not necessarily more effec-
tive on the job. In addition, they may have an exaggerated (i.e., upwardly
biased) view of the extent to which personality traits are related to job
performance. If this information were to be used in the creation of a se-
lection system, then otherwise qualified individuals could be screened out
for having personality scores that are “too low,” leading to false negative
errors (cf. Aguinis & Smith, 2007).

Web-Based FOR Training

Job analysis best practices suggest that all individuals involved in the
process should receive some form of training (Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009;
Gael, 1988; McCormick & Jeanneret, 1988). Regarding job incumbents,
who are the ones typically filling out the job analysis questionnaire, it is
commonly recommended that training be offered regarding the kind of
information the organization is seeking about the job and how to fill out
the questionnaire correctly (Gael, 1988; Hakel, Stalder, & Van De Voort,
1988). Our intervention consists of the design and delivery of a Web-based
FOR training program specifically created to mitigate the impact of biases
hypothesized to affect PBJA ratings.

FOR training was originally developed for use in performance ap-
praisal (e.g., Aguinis, 2009; Bernardin & Buckley, 1981; Pulakos, 1984).
FOR training seeks to minimize rater biases by including the following
steps: (a) providing raters with a definition of each rating dimension, (b)
defining the scale anchors, (c) describing what behaviors were indicative
of each dimension, (d) allowing judges to practice their rating skills, and
(e) providing feedback on the practice (Cascio & Aguinis, 2005). FOR
training participants learn which job-relevant behaviors are indicative of
good or poor performance. Thus, FOR training provides a common frame
of reference and a system for the raters to use. Several narrative and meta-
analytic reviews suggest that FOR training is one of the most effective
methods for increasing rater accuracy (Aguinis, 2009; Woehr & Huffcutt,
1994).

We are not aware of any FOR training application in the context of job
analysis. However, given the evidence regarding the effectiveness of FOR
training in the context of performance appraisal, we decided to adopt this
approach in an attempt to mitigate the effects of biases in PBJA ratings.
FOR training is likely to be effective because its goal is to impose a com-
mon mental framework on all raters. This solves a problem that PBJA and
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performance appraisal share in common: the use of idiosyncratic standards
during a rating task. In the context of performance appraisal, individuals
in FOR training are provided with instructions regarding: (a) which di-
mensions constitute performance, (b) which behaviors are indicative of
those dimensions, and (c) how to map those behaviors on to a rating scale.
FOR training for a PBJA rating task would only differ from a performance
appraisal FOR training in terms of the first step. In PBJA FOR training,
individuals are not necessarily told which dimensions constitute perfor-
mance because this is the purpose of the job analysis process (respondents
are rating the job on these dimensions). Instead, respondents must be in-
structed on what constitutes the performance domain for a given job. In
short, they are told that job performance consists of what all individuals
do, on average, to perform their jobs successfully; they are given an op-
portunity to practice; and then receive feedback so they can improve the
accuracy of their ratings. One key point is that job incumbents should not
rely exclusively on their own experiences when assigning PBJA ratings. In
short, if our intervention is successful, we should find evidence in support
of the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: The relationship between job incumbents’ PBJA ratings
and their own personality traits will be weaker for partic-
ipants in a PBJA FOR training condition in comparison
to those who receive the standard instructions.

Hypothesis 2: PBJA ratings will be lower for participants in a PBJA
FOR training condition in comparison to those who
receive the standard instructions.

Method

Participants

To enhance the confidence in our results in terms of internal valid-
ity and generalizability, we used two independent samples of employees
working for a large city government in the western United States: an ad-
ministrative support assistant sample (including three job categories) and a
supervisor sample (also including three job categories). The administrative
support assistant sample included 96 individuals (80 women, 83.33%; 2 in-
dividuals did not indicate their gender). Within the administrative support
assistant job family, the first job category involves standard/intermediate-
performance-level office support work (n = 13), the second job category
involves performing a variety of full-performance-level office support
work (n = 37), and the third one involves performing specialized and/or
technical office support work that required detailed knowledge of the
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specialized/technical area (n = 46). Mean job tenure for these employees
was more than 6 years (i.e., 77.71 months, Mdn = 60 months) with a
range of 3 to 365 months.

The supervisor sample included 95 individuals (51 women, 53.7%).
Mean job tenure for these individuals was more than 13 years (i.e., 159.64
months, Mdn = 141 months) with a range of 4 to 520 months. The
three job categories within the supervisor job family were supervisors of
professionals (n = 45), supervisors of support (n = 31), and supervisors of
labor/trade (n = 19). Note that the city government includes a wide variety
of functional areas including park management, financial management,
public safety, customer service, legal services, business development, and
many others. Although members of the same job family, individuals in
the supervisor sample varied in terms of hierarchy and included first-line
supervisors as well as higher-level supervisors.

Measures

Job incumbent personality. We used the 50-item sample questionnaire
included on the Web site for the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP;
http://ipip.ori.org/ipip/) to gather self-assessments of the participants’ per-
sonality. This set of IPIP items was designed to measure the Big Five
personality traits and is publicly available for use in academic research.
Each trait is assessed by 10 items. Participants responded to the items
using Likert-type scales ranging from 1 = very inaccurate to 7 = very
accurate. Sample items include the following: “I am the life of the party,”
“I feel little concern for others,” and “I am always prepared.” Scale scores
were calculated as an additive composite of responses across the items for
each scale. We used the standard instructions for administering the IPIP:

On the following pages, there are phrases describing people’s behaviors.
Please use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement
describes you. Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you
wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in
relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly
your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your
responses will be kept in absolute confidence. There is no way for us to
identify individual respondents. Please read each statement carefully, and
then click on the bubble that corresponds to the response on the scale. Using
the following scale, select the response that best represents the accuracy
level of each item.

There is substantial evidence in support of the reliability and construct va-
lidity of the IPIP (Goldberg, 1999; Goldberg et al., 2006; Lim & Ployhart,
2006; Mihura, Meyer, Bel-Bahar, & Gunderson, 2003). In addition, in
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this study, internal consistency reliability coefficients (i.e., Cronbach’s α)
were as follows for the supervisor and administrative support assistant
samples, respectively: Emotional Stability, .84 and .82; Extraversion, .88
and .84; Openness, .81 and .80; Agreeableness, .81 and .75; and Conscien-
tiousness, .76 and .73. As a further check on the psychometric properties
of the personality scales, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis at
the item level using data from both samples to compare a five-factor model
to a single-factor model. To assess the fit of each model, we examined
three different fit indexes: comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), and the expected cross-validation in-
dex (ECVI). Because the models were not nested, our comparison of the
five-factor and one-factor models was based primarily on a comparison
of the RMSEA and the ECVI statistics. The five-factor model can be said
to fit better to the extent that the RMSEA and the ECVI are smaller than
for the single-factor model (Levy & Hancock, 2007). As expected, the
five-factor model had an excellent fit (CFI = .97; RMSEA = .06; ECVI =
11.99). Moreover, the five-factor model had a better fit compared to a
competing single-factor model (CFI = .93; RMSEA = .09; ECVI =
18.06).

PBJA tool. We used the PPRF (Raymark et al., 1997) to conduct
the PBJA. As noted earlier, the development of the PPRF followed best
scientific practices, it has been peer reviewed, and it reliably differentiates
between occupations. The PPRF includes 12 sets of items that are broken
down as follows: sets 1, 2, and 3 include 28 items that describe job
behaviors related to Extraversion; sets 4, 5, and 6 include 24 items for
Agreeableness; sets 7, 8, and 9 include 29 items for Conscientiousness;
set 10 includes 9 items for Neuroticism (polar opposite to Emotional
Stability); and sets 11 and 12 include 17 items for Openness to Experience.
Therefore, the measure includes a total of 107 items meant to measure each
of the Big Five factors. Sample items include the following: “persuade
coworkers or subordinates to take actions (at first they may not want to
take) to maintain work effectiveness,” “start conversations with strangers
easily,” and “work until the task is done rather than stopping at quitting
time.” As suggested by Raymark et al. (1997), participants responded to
each item on a Likert-type scale ranging from 0 = not required to 2 =
essential. Scale scores were calculated as the mean item response across
the items of each of the five trait scales.

In this study, internal consistency reliability coefficients (i.e., Cron-
bach’s α) were as follows for the supervisor and administrative support
assistant samples, respectively: Emotional Stability, .82 and .80; Extraver-
sion, .90 and .90; Openness, .93 and .90; Agreeableness, .87 and .86; and
Conscientiousness, .85 and .86. As a further check on the psychometric
properties of the PBJA tool, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses
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at the item level using data from both samples to compare a five-factor
model to a single-factor model. As expected, the five-factor model (CFI =
.92; RMSEA = .07; ECVI = 34.47) had a superior fit than the competing
single-factor model (CFI = .87; RMSEA = .09; ECVI = 44.14).

Manipulation check. After completing the PPRF, all participants were
asked about the reference they used when completing the questionnaire.
Specifically, participants were asked “When filling out questions about
your job, which of these did you think of?” and were presented with two
response options: “mostly my own experiences” and “people in general
who work this job.”

Demographic information. Participants were asked to indicate the
length of time they had worked for the organization and their gender. The
organization was concerned about confidentiality and privacy issues so
we were not able to ask questions regarding other demographic charac-
teristics. On the other hand, the organization was not concerned about us
collecting tenure and gender information. As a consequence of not collect-
ing any additional demographic information, participants were reassured
that we would not be able to track their individual responses. Although
initially not intentional on our part, we see the exclusion of any addi-
tional demographic information as an advantage of our procedures given
concerns about intentional distortion in completing personality measures
(Ellingson, Sackett, & Connelly, 2007).

Procedure and Experimental Design

Participants from both samples were recruited via an e-mail invitation
sent by the organization’s head of human resources. The e-mail directed
individuals to our study’s Web site and made them aware that their par-
ticipation would enter them in a lottery where they could win $100 (for
supervisors) or free admission to a regional professional conference (for
administrative support assistants). A follow-up e-mail was sent 2 weeks
later. As an additional means of recruiting from the administrative sup-
port assistant population, flyers announcing the study were distributed at a
work-related conference sponsored by the organization. Individuals were
informed that they could participate in the study during work hours from
their office computers or, alternatively, they could also participate from
home or any other Internet-enabled location.

All study materials were presented and responded to over the Inter-
net. When a participant visited the study Web site, he or she was given
a brief introduction to the study. They then were given the option to
continue, thereby giving their consent to participate in the study, or to
exit and not participate in the study. Individuals choosing to participate
began by indicating their job category. At this point, participants were
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randomly assigned to the FOR training or standard instructions group.
Participants completed the IPIP and the PPRF, the order of which was
counterbalanced to eliminate possible order effects. Thus, our study was
a true field experimental study including complete random assignment to
conditions.

Note that for participants in the FOR training condition, the training
procedure was always administered immediately prior to the completion
of the PPRF regardless of whether the PPRF was administered before or
after the IPIP. All participants completed the manipulation check ques-
tion immediately after completing the PPRF. The demographic questions
regarding tenure and gender were presented last. Following the demo-
graphic questions, participants were thanked for their participation and
were directed to a follow-up Web page that assigned them a random lot-
tery number that they could print. We announced the winning numbers
after the study was completed and the holders of these numbers were able
to claim their prizes using the number they had printed previously.

Standard instructions condition. Participants who were randomly as-
signed to the standard instructions condition received the usual instructions
that accompany the administration of the PPRF. Specifically, participants
read the following information before completing the PBJA tool:

This inventory is a list of statements used to describe jobs or individual
positions. It is an inventory of “general” position requirements. These po-
sition requirements are general in that they are things most people can do;
most of them can be done without special training or unique abilities. Even
so, some of them are things that can, if done well, add to success or effec-
tiveness in the position or job. Some of them may be things that should be
left for others to do—not part of this position’s requirements.

Each item in this inventory begins with the words, “Effective performance
in this position requires the person to . . . ” Each item is one way to finish the
sentence. The finished sentences describe things some people, on some jobs,
should do. An item may be true for the position or job being described, or it
may not be. For each item, decide which of these statements best describes
the accuracy of the item for the position being analyzed:

Doing this is not a requirement for this position (Not Required)

Doing this helps one perform successfully in this position (Helpful)

Doing this is essential for successful performance in this position (Essen-
tial)

Show which of these describes the importance of the statement for your
position by selecting the response under “Not Required,” “Helpful,” or
“Essential.”

FOR training condition. In the FOR training condition, participants
were provided with a Web-based interactive training session on how to
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respond to the items on the PPRF. We make the entire set of FOR training
materials available free of charge upon request in html, text, or Microsoft
Word format so that users can upload them on their own Web sites for
future research or applications.

As noted earlier, our training program was based on theory and was
guided by the principles of FOR training. Specifically, our Web-based
training program defined the scale anchors clearly, included examples of
which behaviors (of all people who do the job successfully) would be
indicative of each item, allowed participants to practice providing ratings,
and gave them feedback regarding their practice ratings.

The first series of Web pages introduced participants to the PPRF re-
sponse scale and provided definitions for each of the response options. On
the first of these pages, an example of a PPRF item (“Effective performance
in this position requires the person to take control in group situations”)
was presented. Participants then read a short passage above the sample
item to introduce the response options. Specifically, participants read the
following instructions:

The first response option is “Not Required.” Checking this response means
this behavior is not necessary for satisfactory performance because it’s
not really relevant for people in general doing your job. In the example
below, let’s assume the person filling out this questionnaire works on an
assembly line. Taking control in group situations doesn’t really apply to any-
one doing this particular job. Therefore, “Not Required” would be a good
answer.

The other two response options (i.e., “Helpful” and “Essential”) were
explained in a similar manner.

Next, participants were given the following instructions:

Make sure you answer based on what everyone MUST DO and not just
yourself. We’re trying to study the job in general, and not your specific
style.

On this page also, participants were shown a sample PPRF item (“Effective
performance in this position requires the person to keep your work area
as organized as possible”) and were given the following information:

Consider the example item below: While I may be a top performer at the
organization and I keep my work area organized, most people don’t always
do this and they perform acceptably. Therefore, instead of rating this as
“essential,” I will rate it as “helpful.”

On the next page, participants were given the following information:

You should not rely only on your personal experiences when responding
to the items. Rather, you should think about everyone who does your job.
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Consider the item below: While you may be an outstanding performer and
you have a clean work area, it does not mean that having a clean work area
is ‘essential’ for doing the job well. If your work area were not tidy, would
you still be able to do the job effectively?

On the next series of Web pages, participants were given a chance
to answer an item and receive feedback. The first of these pages read as
follows:

Try it out. Click on one of the bubbles below to answer the question and
then press “submit” for feedback!

Participants were then shown another sample PPRF item (“Effective per-
formance in this position requires the person to: . . . develop new ideas”)
and asked to provide a response. Depending upon which response anchor
the participant selected, he or she was provided with appropriate feed-
back. For example, if the participant selected the option “Not Required,”
the next page displayed the following text:

You selected “Not Required.” This means for your job, developing new
ideas is not essential for effective job performance. In other words, you do
not need to develop new ideas to be considered a satisfactory employee.”

The other two response options were followed with similar information.
Finally, participants read the following statement:

This concludes our training! Thank you for your participation. Please click
on the “Submit” button to begin filling out the actual survey.

Results

First, we describe analyses and results regarding the similarity of
members in the FOR training and standard instructions groups on key
individual characteristics and the extent to which FOR training was ef-
fective at changing the reference point from self to people in general in
completing the PPRF (i.e., manipulation check). These analyses are im-
portant because they provide evidence regarding whether our intervention
was successful and whether differences between groups can be attributed
to our intervention or other extraneous factors including job incumbents’
personality traits, gender, or tenure with the organization. Second, we pro-
vide descriptive statistics and results of an exploratory interrater reliability
analysis. Finally, we describe analyses and results regarding the test of
each of our substantive hypotheses.
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Base-Line Similarity of FOR Training and Standard Instructions Groups

Our first set of analyses involved gathering evidence to rule out that
substantive study results are due to extraneous factors and not our study’s
use of FOR training. Specifically, we conducted a multivariate analyses of
variance (MANOVA) with each of the two independent samples to evalu-
ate the similarity of the FOR training (i.e., experimental) and the standard
instructions (i.e., control) groups. For each of the two MANOVAs, we
used group (i.e., experimental vs. control) as the independent variable and
scores on the five IPIP scales, months of tenure, and respondent gender as
the seven dependent variables.

As expected, given that individuals were randomly assigned to con-
ditions, the multivariate main effect was not statistically significant in
the administrative support assistant sample (F6,88 = .33, p > .05, partial
η2 = .02). Nevertheless, to further evaluate the similarity of the groups,
we conducted post hoc univariate analyses (i.e., ANOVAs). Each of the
seven tests assessing possible differences between the groups was not
statistically significant (p > .05).

Similarly, the multivariate main effect was not statistically significant
in the supervisor sample (F6,88 = 1.21, p > .05, partial η2 = .08). We
conducted the seven follow-up ANOVAs and found a statistically signifi-
cant main effect for Extraversion (F1,93 = 4.82, p < .05, partial η2 = .05).
However, given that the initial omnibus test was not statistically signifi-
cant and that we conducted seven post hoc tests each using α = .05, the
presence of only one statistically significant result could be explained by
chance alone. Specifically, applying a simple Bonferroni correction would
lead to α = .05/7 = .007. Using this corrected type I error rate leads to
the conclusion that the effect for Extraversion is also not statistically
significant.

In sum, results indicate that possible differences between FOR training
and standard instructions groups are not explained by differences in job
incumbents’ personality traits, gender, or tenure with the organization.

Manipulation Check

Although we did not obtain the ideal result (i.e., 100% of raters in the
FOR training condition used people in general as the referent point), an
examination of the responses to the manipulation check question suggests
that FOR training was successful in changing the reference point used by
respondents in completing the PPRF. For the administrative support assis-
tant sample, 64.8% of participants who received FOR training indicated
they thought of people in general when responding to the PPRF items.
On the other hand, only 22.0% of participants in the standard instructions
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group indicated that they thought of people in general. Results of a formal
statistical test indicated that the proportion of participants endorsing the
“people in general” option was statistically significantly different across
the two conditions (χ2

1 = 17.22, p < .01). We found a similar result in
the supervisor sample. Specifically, 62.5% of participants who received
FOR training indicated they thought of people in general when respond-
ing to the PPRF items, whereas only 29.1% of participants in the standard
instructions group indicated that they thought of people in general. This
difference in the proportion of participants endorsing the “people in gen-
eral” option across the two conditions was also statistically significant
(χ2

1 = 10.54, p < .01).
We computed effect sizes in the form of odds ratios to get further

insight into the practical significance of the results regarding the manipu-
lation check (Cohen, 2000). The odds ratio is a good indicator of the size
of the effect of an intervention, particularly with dichotomous dependent
variables. Based on the percentages reported above, the odds ratio for the
administrative support assistant sample is 64.8/22.0 = 2.95. This means
that the odds of a participant in the FOR training group thinking about
people in general when providing job analysis ratings was 2.95 times
greater than the odds of a participant in the standard instructions condi-
tion thinking about people in general. The odds ratio for the supervisor
sample was 2.15, meaning that the odds of a supervisor in the FOR train-
ing group thinking about people in general when providing job analysis
ratings was 2.15 times greater than the odds of a participant in the standard
instructions condition thinking about people in general. In sum, results
based on descriptive statistics (i.e., percentages), tests of significance (i.e.,
χ2s), and effect sizes (i.e., odds ratios) support the effectiveness of the
experimental manipulation.

Descriptive Statistics and Interrater Reliability Analysis

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for all study variables for
the administrative support assistant and supervisor samples are included
in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. In each of these tables, the correlations
below the main diagonal are those for the standard instructions group, and
the correlations above the main diagonal are those for the FOR training
group. The main diagonals include internal consistency reliability (i.e.,
alpha) estimates for each sample combining the control and experimental
groups.

We computed intraclass correlations (ICCs) to examine the degree
of interrater agreement on the job analysis ratings. Our study included
a total of six jobs grouped into two categories (i.e., administrative sup-
port assistants and supervisors). Thus, this was an exploratory analysis
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TABLE 3
Intraclass Correlations (ICC) for PPRF (Personality Traits Needed for the Job)

Ratings by Job and Training Condition

Standard instructions
group FOR training

Adjusted Adjusted
n ICC ICC n ICC ICC

ASAs (standard/
intermediate
performance-level
office support)

5 .37 .37 8 .72 .62

ASAs (full-
performance-level
office support)

18 .88 .67 18 .80 .53

ASAs (specialized
and/or technical
office support work)

18 .86 .62 27 .91 .64

Supervisors of
professionals

19 .69 .37 26 .76 .38

Supervisors of support 22 .79 .46 9 .66 .51
Supervisors of

labor/trade
14 .74 .50 5 .29 .29

Notes. ASA = administrative support assistant, n = number of raters. Adjusted ICCs
were computed using the Spearman–Brown formula to a case of n = 5.

because it would be easier to determine whether FOR training increases
the reliability of ratings if more jobs were included in the analysis. Nev-
ertheless, we expected that the degree of interrater agreement would be at
least as high for the FOR training as compared to the standard instructions
condition. Stated differently, if FOR training is effective, trained raters
should be more interchangeable (Morgeson & Campion, 1997) than raters
who have not received training and are being differentially affected by
biasing factors (Voskuijl & van Sliedregt, 2002). Given that we had more
than one rater in each job and the raters were considered a random set of
possible raters, our situation is what has been labeled Case 2 (ICC2, k;
Aguinis, Henle, & Ostroff, 2001; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). The ICCs for the
experimental and control groups for each of the six positions are included
in Table 3. This table also shows that the number of raters within each
position varied from as few as five to as many as 27. Because reliability
estimates increase as the number of raters increases, the 12 ICCs are not
directly comparable. Accordingly, we adjusted each of the ICCs using
the Spearman–Brown formula to estimate the reliability of a mean rating
based on five raters. We chose n = 5 as the adjustment factor because
this is the smallest n across jobs. As shown in Table 3, the adjusted ICCs
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TABLE 4
Correlations Between IPIP (Job Incumbents’ Self-Reported Personality) and

PPRF (Personality Traits Needed for the Job) Ratings

Standard FOR training Difference Test of
instructions group group (Standard – FOR) difference (z or t)

Administrative support
assistant sample
Extraversion .27 .05 .22 1.08
Agreeableness .30 .06 .24 1.12
Conscientiousness .29 .30

∗ −.01 −0.03
Emotional Stability .05 −.13 .18 0.85
Openness .45

∗ ∗
.05 .40 2.00

∗

Mean .27 .07 .20 2.20
∗

Supervisor sample
Extraversion .13 −.00 .13 0.61
Agreeableness .20 .11 .09 0.41
Conscientiousness .40

∗ ∗
.06 .34 1.69

∗

Emotional Stability .27
∗

.09 .18 0.87
Openness .51

∗ ∗
.17 .34 1.82

∗

Mean .30 .09 .21 2.92
∗ ∗

Notes. Tests of the difference between correlations are independent-sample z tests for
individual traits and t tests (Neter, Wasserman, & Whitmore, 1988, p. 402) for mean corre-
lations. IPIP = international personality item pool, PPRF = personality-related personnel
requirements form.

For administrative support assistants, n = 41 (standard instructions), and n = 54 (FOR
training); for supervisors, n = 55 (standard instructions), and n = 40 (FOR training).

∗p < .05, ∗∗p < .01.

were as large or larger in the FOR training condition than in the control
condition for four of the six positions.

Tests of Substantive Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the FOR training program would be ef-
fective at decreasing the positive relationship between job incumbents’
PBJA ratings and their self-reported ratings of their own personality traits.
Table 4 displays results relevant to this hypothesis. For the administrative
support assistant sample, the self–job correlation for Openness decreased
by .40, the correlation for Agreeableness decreased by .24, the correlation
for Extraversion decreased by .22, the correlation for Emotional Stability
decreased by .18, and the correlation for Conscientiousness remained vir-
tually identical (i.e., increased by .01). Across all of the personality traits,
the overall correlation for self (i.e., IPIP) and job (i.e., PPRF) ratings was
r̄ = .27 for the standard instructions condition and r̄ = .07 for the FOR
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training condition (t8 = 2.20, p < .05 for the difference between these
correlations). This represents an average decrease of �r̄ = .20. Note that
all of the correlations in both conditions are positive except for Emotional
Stability, which decreased from .05 in the standard instructions condition
to −.13 in the FOR training condition. Although negative in value, this
is not necessarily inconsistent with the theory-based prediction that, after
being exposed to FOR training, participants will report a less positive
relationship between their self-reported traits and the traits reported as
needed for their jobs.

For the supervisor sample, the self–job correlations for Openness and
Conscientiousness decreased by .34, the correlation for Emotional Stabil-
ity decreased by .18, the correlation for Extraversion decreased by .13,
and the correlation for Agreeableness decreased by .09. The mean cor-
relations across the five traits were r̄ = .30 for the standard instructions
condition and r̄ = .09 for the FOR training condition for the supervisor
sample (t8 = 2.92, p < .01 for the difference between these correlations).
This represents an average decrease of �r̄ = .21.

We squared the correlations to gain a better understanding of the
meaning of the average decrease in each of the two samples. For the ad-
ministrative support assistant sample, self-reported personality explained
7.29% (i.e., .272) of variance in PPRF ratings under standard adminis-
tration conditions but only 0.49% (i.e., .072) of variance in PPRF ratings
in the FOR training condition. For the supervisor sample, self-reported
personality explained 9.0% (i.e., .302) of variance in PPRF ratings under
standard administration conditions but only 0.81% (i.e., .092) of variance
in PPRF ratings when our proposed FOR training program is used. Taken
together, these results provide support for Hypothesis 1.

As is predicted by Schneider’s (1987) attraction–selection–attrition
model (ASA; see also De Fruyt & Mervielde, 1999; Ployhart, Weekley,
& Baughman, 2006; Schaubroeck, Ganster, & Jones, 1998), as well as
research on the gravitation hypothesis (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003; Wilk,
Desmarais, & Sackett, 1995), PBJA ratings should not be completely
uncorrelated with incumbent personality, even for the FOR training group.
Although the two job families (i.e., supervisors and administrative support
assistants) include three job categories each, the two job groupings are
separate job families, which means that job requirements are considered
to be similar (but not identical) for the jobs within each family. Within a
single homogeneous job, the correlation between personality and PBJA
ratings should be close to zero in the FOR training condition. But, given
that each of the two job families includes heterogeneous (yet similar)
jobs, we would expect that FOR training would decrease correlations but
not completely eliminate them. Results are consistent overall with this
expectation.
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Hypothesis 2 predicted that the FOR training intervention would de-
crease the PBJA ratings observed in the standard instructions condition.
Results of analyses conducted to test this hypothesis are displayed in
Table 5. This table shows that the mean ratings for the individual traits are
higher for the standard instructions condition for each of the five traits in
each of the two samples. Also, the standardized mean differences between
the two conditions are d = .44 for administrative support assistants and
d = .68 for supervisors.

In addition to the means and standardized mean differences effect
sizes between conditions (i.e., d scores), Table 5 displays common lan-
guage effect size statistics (CLs; McGraw & Wong, 1992). CLs, which are
expressed in percentages, indicate the probability that a randomly selected
score from one population will be greater than a randomly sampled score
from the other population. To compute CLs, we used the ds displayed in
Table 5 to obtain normal standard scores using the equation z = d/

√
2

and then located the probability of obtaining a z less than the computed
value. For example, for the administrative support assistant sample, the
overall CL across the five personality traits is 62%. This means that there
is a 62% chance that an individual completing the PPRF using the stan-
dard instructions would provide a higher rating than if she or he were
exposed to the FOR training prior to completing the PPRF. In terms of the
other sample, Table 5 shows that there is a 68% chance that a supervisor
will provide higher PPRF scores under the usual administration procedure
compared to participating in our FOR training program prior to providing
his or her PPRF ratings. Table 5 shows that, across the five personality
traits, CLs are greater than 50% in each case and range from 57% to 67%
for the administrative support assistant sample and from 66% to 74% in
the supervisor sample. Table 5 also shows that, for the administrative sup-
port assistant sample, differences between means across conditions were
statistically significant for Agreeableness (t93 = 1.99, p < .05), Consci-
entiousness (t93 = 3.06, p < .01), and Openness (t93 = 2.73, p < .01).
For the supervisor sample, differences between means were statistically
significant for each of the individual traits: Extraversion (t93 = 2.92, p <

.01), Agreeableness (t93 = 4.38, p < .01), Conscientiousness (t93 = 3.69,
p < .01), Emotional Stability (t93 = 2.75, p < .01), and Openness (t93 =
2.69, p < .01). Thus, we found support for Hypothesis 2.

Discussion

Given the central role of job analysis for most HRM activities and
what appears to be a trend toward an increased use of PBJA tools, the pur-
pose of our article was to describe a novel and practical application that
solves a business problem. In terms of identifying the problem, we offered



HERMAN AGUINIS ET AL. 429

TA
B

L
E

5
M

ea
ns

,S
ta

nd
ar

d
D

ev
ia

ti
on

s,
an

d
E

ffe
ct

Si
ze

s
fo

r
P

P
R

F
Sc

or
es

by
C

on
di

ti
on

W
it

hi
n

E
ac

h
Sa

m
pl

e

A
dm

in
is

tr
at

iv
e

su
pp

or
ta

ss
is

ta
nt

sa
m

pl
e

Su
pe

rv
is

or
sa

m
pl

e

St
an

da
rd

in
st

ru
ct

io
ns

gr
ou

p
FO

R
tr

ai
ni

ng
gr

ou
p

St
an

da
rd

in
st

ru
ct

io
ns

gr
ou

p
FO

R
tr

ai
ni

ng
gr

ou
p

M
ea

n
SD

M
ea

n
SD

d
C

L
M

ea
n

SD
M

ea
n

SD
d

C
L

E
xt

ra
ve

rs
io

n
1.

07
.3

1
0.

96
.3

6
.3

2
.5

9
1.

54
.3

0
1.

36
.3

1
.5

9∗∗
.6

6
A

gr
ee

ab
le

ne
ss

1.
27

.3
1

1.
13

.3
4

.4
3∗

.6
2

1.
34

.2
8

1.
08

.3
0

.9
0∗∗

.7
4

C
on

sc
ie

nt
io

us
ne

ss
1.

54
.2

4
1.

36
.3

1
.6

4∗∗
.6

7
1.

57
.2

2
1.

38
.2

8
.7

7∗∗
.7

1
E

m
ot

io
na

lS
ta

bi
lit

y
1.

47
.3

9
1.

37
.4

4
.2

4
.5

7
1.

55
.3

3
1.

34
.4

2
.5

7∗∗
.6

6
O

pe
nn

es
s

1.
15

.4
1

0.
95

.3
2

.5
5∗∗

.6
5

1.
44

.4
0

1.
21

.3
9

.5
8∗∗

.6
6

M
ea

n
1.

30
1.

15
.4

4a
.6

2
1.

49
1.

27
.6

8a
.6

8

N
ot

es
.S

D
=

st
an

da
rd

de
vi

at
io

n,
d

=
st

an
da

rd
iz

ed
m

ea
n

di
ff

er
en

ce
ef

fe
ct

si
ze

,C
L

=
co

m
m

on
la

ng
ua

ge
ef

fe
ct

si
ze

(e
xp

re
ss

ed
in

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
s)

.
∗ p

<
.0

5,
∗∗

p
<

.0
1.

a W
e

di
d

no
tc

om
pu

te
te

st
s

of
st

at
is

tic
al

si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e

fo
rt

he
m

ea
n

d
sc

or
es

be
ca

us
e

th
e

nu
m

be
ro

fd
s

us
ed

to
co

m
pu

te
ea

ch
d̄

is
on

ly
5.

Fo
ra

dm
in

is
tr

at
iv

e
su

pp
or

ta
ss

is
ta

nt
s,

n
=

41
(s

ta
nd

ar
d

in
st

ru
ct

io
ns

)
an

d
n

=
54

(F
O

R
tr

ai
ni

ng
);

fo
r

su
pe

rv
is

or
s,

n
=

55
(s

ta
nd

ar
d

in
st

ru
ct

io
ns

)
an

d
n

=
40

(F
O

R
tr

ai
ni

ng
).



430 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

theory-based hypotheses regarding biases operating in the process of con-
ducting a PBJA. In terms of the solution, we designed and administered
a FOR training program that weakened the relationship between incum-
bents’ self-reported personality traits and the personality traits reported
to be necessary for the job (Hypothesis 1). The FOR training program
was also effective at lowering the PBJA scores (Hypothesis 2). Our study
implemented a field experimental design including complete random as-
signment of participants to conditions to increase the confidence that our
proposed intervention actually caused the intended outcomes. Also, we
used two independent samples to increase the confidence that our proposed
intervention can be used with a variety of jobs.

Implications for Practice

As noted in the opening quote of our article, “job analysis is to the
human resources professional what the wrench is to the plumber” (Cascio
& Aguinis, 2005, p. 111). Accordingly, if there is a problem with the data
gathered using job analysis, then it is likely that there will be a problem
with the many uses of these data ranging from the development and
implementation of selection tools to the design and use of performance
management and succession planning systems.

PBJA is a very promising tool. However, as noted by the authors of
the instrument, “the PPRF is offered to both researchers and practitioners
for use, refinement, and further testing of its technical merits and intended
purposes” (Raymark et al., 1997, p. 723). This comment must also be con-
sidered within the broader context of what some consider an overemphasis
on personality in staffing decisions (Morgeson et al., 2007). Consistent
with Raymark et al.’s offer, our study focused on the technical merits of
conducting a PBJA and identified two types of problems. First, ratings
of personality traits deemed necessary for a particular job are overall re-
lated to the personality traits of the incumbents providing the ratings. In
a sample of supervisors, their own personalities accounted for 9% of the
variance in the PBJA ratings. In a separate sample of administrative sup-
port assistants, their own personalities accounted for a similar percentage
of variance in the PBJA ratings (i.e., 7.29%). In terms of practice, this
means that HRM interventions using data gathered via a PBJA may not
produce the anticipated results in terms of their utility because organiza-
tions may make staffing decisions based on traits that may not be essential
for the job (cf. Cascio & Boudreau, 2008). In addition, perhaps even more
important at the organizational level, such HRM interventions are likely to
produce a workforce similar to this workforce rather than a workforce that
is more competent than this one. For example, using the resulting PBJA
ratings to create a selection system would lead to selecting individuals
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based on the personality traits of this workforce. Similarly, using PBJA
ratings to design a 360-degree feedback system would lead to individuals
receiving feedback that they should behave in ways that reflect similar
personality traits as those of the current workforce. In short, using PBJA
ratings is likely to lead to a workforce that is increasingly homogenous in
terms of personality but not necessarily a workforce with improved levels
of performance. We also hypothesized and found support for a second type
of problem, that PBJA ratings may be exaggerated (i.e., upwardly biased).
In terms of practice, this means that the increased workforce homogeneity
problem is exacerbated.

Pointing to a problem in the absence of a proposed solution would be
unhelpful. Accordingly, our proposed Web-based FOR training program
helped to mitigate each of the problems described above. Addressing
the first problem, the FOR training program decreased the relationships
between self- and job ratings of personality to .07 for the administra-
tive support assistant sample and .09 for the supervisor sample. The de-
crease in the average correlation across the five personality traits was
similar across samples: .20 (administrative support assistants) and .21
(supervisors). In terms of the second problem, using our proposed FOR
training decreased the mean PBJA rating score across the five person-
ality traits by d = .44 for administrative support assistants and by d =
.68 for supervisors. Another way to describe these results is to com-
pute common language effect sizes, which indicated that, across the five
personality traits, an individual providing PBJA under the typical ad-
ministration condition would be 62% (administrative support assistants)
and 68% (supervisors) more likely to provide a higher rating than if the
same individual provided the PBJA ratings after participating in our FOR
training. The FOR training effect was also similar across the two occu-
pational types and, when considering individual traits, ranged from 57%
to 67% for administrative support assistants and from 66% to 74% for
supervisors.

Limitations and Research Needs

We note three potential limitations of our study as well as some di-
rections for future research. First, although in the expected direction,
some of the IPIP–PPRF correlations at the trait level were not statisti-
cally significant in the standard instructions condition. These results are
possibly due to low statistical power given that we had a sample size
of about 50 per cell but also to the fact that some of the traits may not
be as needed for some types of jobs as compared to others. Related to
this issue, results indicate some differences across samples in terms of
the self–job correlations for the FOR training conditions. Although we



432 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

do not have data to test this possibility directly, these differences could
also be due to actual differences regarding job requirements. To test this
possibility more thoroughly, future research could include a research de-
sign like ours but expand the types and number of jobs to include several
clearly distinct jobs ideally across different organizations and even types
of industries. Accordingly, future research could test specific hypotheses
regarding which traits are likely to show the largest correlations depending
on the moderating effect of specific occupations and types of occupations
and traits for which the implementation of our FOR training intervention
is most effective. On a related issue, future research could also examine
extensions of our FOR training intervention to other types of job analysis,
including task-oriented (e.g., focused on knowledge, skills, and abilities)
as well as physical-ability job analysis, for which it may seem especially
difficult for raters to focus on people in general doing the job instead of
themselves.

Second, focusing on one’s own position or everyone doing the job is
not intrinsic to the standard instructions or FOR training. In other words,
the standard instructions could be written such that raters are asked to
focus on how everyone does their job in general. However, the fact is
that the standard instructions that accompany the PPRF and are used by
anyone using the PPRF do not include this type of language. Until the
publication of this article, users of the PPRF had no reason to believe
PPRF ratings may be biased and, hence, also had no reason to believe that
the instructions should be changed in any way. Thus, it is quite likely that
every past use of the PPRF included the standard instructions and resulted
in biased ratings. Nevertheless, is it possible that revising the standard
instructions in an attempt to change the referent point may result in less
biased ratings? Yes, this is certainly possible. However, note that the FOR
training intervention involves more than merely changing the referent
point from the rater to people in general. Specifically, FOR training goes
beyond a mere change in instructions because it first defines the scale
anchors clearly, then it includes examples of which behaviors (of all
people who do the job successfully) would be indicative of each item; it
also allows participants to practice providing ratings and, finally, gives
them feedback regarding their practice ratings. The inclusion of all of
these components serves the purpose of creating a common frame of
reference among raters. We readily acknowledge that the manipulation
check we used was limited and focused only on whether ratings were
based on the raters’ own experiences or people in general who work their
jobs. However, in spite of the limited scope of our manipulation check, the
preponderance of the evidence supports the conclusion that FOR training
worked as intended and resulted in more accurate ratings, as is described
next.
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Third, we have argued that FOR training minimizes biases and, hence,
produces more accurate PBJA ratings. The topic of rating accuracy is a
central yet unresolved issue in the job analysis literature. For example,
Morgeson and Campion (2000) noted that “The entire job analysis do-
main has struggled with questions about what constitutes accuracy. That
is, how do we know that job analysis information is accurate or ‘true?’” (p.
819). Similarly, Sanchez and Levine (2000a) argued that “we must caution
that a basic assumption of any attempt to assess JA [job analysis] accu-
racy is that there is some underlying ‘gold standard’ or unquestionably
correct depiction of the job. This assumption is problematic at best, for
any depiction of a complex set of behaviors, tasks, or actions subsumed
under the label of the term job is of necessity a social construction”
(p. 810). Given the absence of a gold standard or true score, Sanchez and
Levine (2000a) and Morgeson and Campion (2000) argued for the use of
an inference-based approach for understanding the extent to which job
analysis ratings are accurate. Morgeson et al. (2004) used this approach to
understand whether ability ratings were inflated compared to task ratings
because, as they noted, “absent some true score, however, it is difficult
to definitively establish whether these [ability] ratings are truly inflated”
(p. 684). This inference-based approach is similar to the approach used
in gathering validity evidence regarding a selection test (Binning & Bar-
rett, 1989), which is based on the more general idea of validation as
hypothesis testing (Landy, 1986). In addition, although not mentioned in
the job analysis literature, the inference-based approach is also related
to the concept of triangulation, which occurs when a similar conclusion
is reached through different conceptualizations or operationalizations of
the same research question (Scandura & Williams, 2000). Essentially,
an inference-based approach to understanding the accuracy of job anal-
ysis ratings entails deriving theory-based expectations about how scores
should behave under various conditions and assessing the extent to which
these expectations receive support.

In our study, we had seven different expectations about the data that we
collected. First, participants’ personality, job tenure, and gender should
be unrelated to their assignment to either the standard instructions or
FOR training conditions. Second, a majority of participants in the FOR
training condition were expected to provide ratings using “other people”
as opposed to “self” as the reference point. Third, self–job personality
correlations were expected to be more strongly positive for the standard
instructions condition compared to the FOR training condition. Fourth,
mean ratings were expected to be higher for the standard instructions
condition compared to the FOR training condition. Fifth, we expected
that, overall, interrater agreement would be at least as high among trained
raters as among untrained raters. Sixth, based on the discussion of the ASA
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framework and the gravitation hypothesis, self–job correlations in the FOR
training condition were not expected to be uniformly zero. Finally, also
based on the ASA framework and the gravitation hypothesis, self–job
correlations were not expected to be identical across job families (i.e.,
supervisors vs. administrative support assistants). The data conformed to
each of these seven expectations. As an additional and more indirect type
of evidence, a review of meta-analyses by Morgeson et al. (2007) found
that the uncorrected correlations between Big Five personality traits and
performance range from −.02 to .15. Note that in our study the average
self–job correlations were .27 (administrative support assistants) and .30
(supervisors) in the standard instructions conditions. On the other hand,
in the FOR training conditions, these correlations were .07 and .09, re-
spectively, which puts the correlations virtually in the center of the range
of trait–performance correlations described by Morgeson et al. (2007). In
short, similar to Morgeson et al. (2004), we cannot make a definitive state-
ment about the accuracy of ratings. However, taken together, the evidence
gathered points to the effectiveness of the FOR training intervention.

Closing Comments

The overall purpose of our article was to address a contemporary issue
in practice, a problem that practitioners face in applying research and
theory in the real world, and also to present solutions, insights, tools, and
methods for addressing problems faced by practitioners (cf. Hollenbeck
& Smither, 1998). Our FOR training program is easy to implement and
takes less than 15 minutes to administer online and proved effective at
decreasing biases in PBJA ratings. We are making the entire set of FOR
training materials available upon request free of charge so that future
PBJA research and applications can benefit from it. In closing, given the
central role of job analysis in HRM and I-O psychology practice, we hope
our article will stimulate further research and applications in the area of
PBJA.
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