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Abstract 

 A commonly accepted practice in employment selection is to collect biographical 

information in the form of résumés.  Surprisingly, little research is conducted in this area to learn 

how reviewers evaluate relevant biographical information and considerable less research is 

devoted to exploring possible methods on how to improve this evaluation process.  Current 

research explored one possible training method that may later show great utility in improving 

accuracy and consistency in ratings for a number of work-related constructs.  Frame-of-reference 

training, which is primarily utilized in the field of performance appraisal, was hypothesized to be 

a beneficial training technique in an effort to improve accuracy.  Frame-of-reference (FOR) 

training attempts to create a common frame of reference among raters when assessing ratees’ 

behaviors.  Through a process of practice and feedback, FOR training tunes raters to common 

notions of what good or poor would be on a particular dimension.  The result is often more 

accurate ratings with less variation between raters.  Personality (conscientiousness, extraversion, 

and agreeableness only), general cognitive ability, and organizational citizenship behaviors were 

the constructs of interest.  The analysis provided initial support for most of the hypotheses which 

suggested that frame-of-reference training would create more accurate and reliable estimates of 

applicant’s personality, cognitive ability, and even organizational citizenship behaviors.  In 

addition to influencing participants’ estimates of applicant’s scores on a number of workplace 

constructs, it was also found that participants were influenced as a function of type of training on 

their willingness to interview and overall impressions of the applicants.  Limitations and 

suggestions for future research are also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 - Introduction 

Past behavior is the best predictor of future behavior.  This general notion serves as the 

premise for one of the oldest methods for predicting performance.  The common use of 

biographical information can be attributed to the straightforward logical assumptions on which 

the approach is based on: People act in consistent ways.  The best way to know how a person 

may act in a future situation is to assess how the person as acted in the past in similar situations 

(Levy, 2006).   Understanding biographical information, even information on hobbies or 

activities that do not appear directly related to the job, can be considered potentially useful and 

indicative of future job performance (Mael, 1991).  Biographical information, obtained through 

biographical information blanks (BIBs) or résumés, can cover a host of topics, such as club 

membership, leadership experience, family life, etc.  This information has been shown to be 

predictive of training success, absenteeism, turnover, delinquency, substance abuse, 

achievement, accidents, etc. (Stokes, 1999).  

Currently, employers reviewing biographical information make many inferences from 

biodata information that is presented to them by applicants.  However, empirically little is known 

as to how information is processed and how employment screening decisions are made.  

Additionally, few techniques have been demonstrated to improve the accuracy of such 

inferences.  Scoring the biodata information in a meaningful way can be difficult.  In order for 

BIBs to add valuable information to the selection process, a great deal of effort is needed to 

ensure reliability in scoring the information provided.   The proposed research will make an 

effort to contribute to the literature in this area and suggest that a technique from the realm of 

performance appraisal, called frame-of-reference training, may increase interrater reliability and 
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reduce the consideration given by raters to information that has been deemed invalid or not 

worthy of consideration, therefore increasing the accuracy of the inferences drawn from biodata 

information.   

Biodata  
Biodata is generally obtained through biographical information blanks, on which personal 

historical information is collected for review and for making selection decisions.  Applicants are 

asked numerous questions about their past experiences, attitudes, hobbies, etc., painting a more 

complete picture of the applicant’s knowledge, skills, and abilities than can be obtained through 

other traditional methods of personnel selection.  Schmidt & Hunter (1998) have found that 

biographical data can predict general cognitive ability well.  According to Bohlander and Snell 

(2004), researchers have found BIBs to add incremental validity to most traditional selection 

processes.  Others (Mumford, 1999; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Mumford & Stokes, 1992) suggest 

that biographical information has been proven to be the best available alternative to cognitive 

ability measures.  Additionally, background data has often provided less evidence for, and 

concerns with, adverse impact than has cognitive ability (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Mumford & 

Stokes, 1992). 

In short, Levy (2006) suggests that the evidence for biodata and its validity for work 

performance are consistent and quite clear.  Vinchur, Shipmen, Switzer, and Roth (1998) 

suggest, in their review of predictors of job performance, that biodata was the strongest predictor 

for salespeople’s performance.  In fact, they found very strong correlation coefficients (r=.52) 

when relating biodata and managerial assessments of sales performance.  Schmitt et al. (1984) 

found validity coefficients consistent with Hunter and Hunter’s (1984) more extensive review 

(r=.32 and r =.37 respectively).  Using biodata to predict a variety of criteria such as leadership 
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performance, training, productivity, or even employee theft generally yields very acceptable 

validities (Asher, 1972; Ghiselli, 1973; Hunter and Hunter, 1984; Mumford and Owens, 1987; 

Owens, 1976; Reilly and Chao, 1982).  It is clear that biodata validity is generally well 

established (Allworth and Hesketh, 2000).  Overall, most psychologists understand the 

importance of biodata and agree that its validity for important work constructs is satisfactory.   

History 
The history of biodata can be traced back to the late nineteenth century, when questions 

were asked of insurance agents regarding life experiences.  The Washington Life Insurance 

Company of Atlanta asked questions regarding previous experience, where applicants lived, and 

even marital status, and found success in predicting performance (Ferguson, 1961, cited in 

Owens, 1976).  Asking respondents questions, such as number of dependents, place of residence, 

and marital details, allowed researchers to predict sales performance quite well (Hogan, 1994).  

It is important to note that many of the early approaches to the development of biodata items and 

scaling used this purely empirical approach, and were left lacking in theoretical support for the 

relationship between items and work-related constructs.   

In the Biodata Handbook (1994), Stokes suggests that as early as 1915, Woods identified 

good performers in sales on the basis of application blank information.  In 1917 Scott, in his Aids 

in the Selection of Salesmen, discussed the use of life histories as a valuable selection instrument.  

Weighting procedures for background information can be seen in Goldsmith’s (1922) article 

describing procedures for predicting sales professionals’ success.  According to Stokes (1994), 

many studies continued to establish the importance of life histories for sales professionals 

(Kenagy & Yoakum, 1925; Manson, 1925) and even for other jobs (Viteles, 1932). 
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New formats, including the multiple-choice format developed in a military setting, 

showed a great deal of success in predicting training achievement from biodata information 

(Guilford & Lacey, 1947; Levine & Zacherty, 1951; Parish & Drucker, 1957; Roy, Brueckel, & 

Drucker, 1954).  During the same time period, the civilian sector experienced other important 

revolutions in the use of biodata information, such as the weighted application blank (England, 

1961, 1971; as cited in Stokes, 1994).   

Stokes (1994) credits William Owens’ pool of biodata items for providing, through 

principle components analysis, the structure of many biodata constructs that were found to be 

valid predictors of a number of important workplace criteria.  Owens’ factors were predictive of 

job satisfaction, career choice, and a variety of other criteria. Ward and Hook (1963) furthered 

the cause by identifying subgroups of applicants that moderated this predictive validity.   

A fundamental shift in the history of biodata can be seen in item-generation approaches 

developed in response to criticisms that existed at the time suggesting that generation of items 

had been atheoretical in nature, and could be considered examples of “dustbowl empiricism.”  

This criticism is still cited today as well.  The basic argument stems from the nature of biodata 

having, at times, little logical or theoretical connection with the criterion of interest.  For 

example, an item asking if the respondent had ever made a model airplane surfaced in World 

War II as one of the best predictors of pilot training success.  To many practitioners, knowing 

that the factors are related is enough, without understanding why.  However, understanding why 

is important for more reasons than just being scientifically sound.   

The “why” question regarding the validity of biodata items is an important one that needs 

to be addressed.  For instance, prospective employees and many employers generally have 

favored selection procedures that have a high degree of “face validity.”  Evidence for this can be 
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seen with a survey of over 200 human resource executives (Terpstra, 1996), in which subjects 

rated selection methods to their ability to produce good employees.  Biographical information 

blanks were cited as being below average, and were the lowest rated selection instrument.  It is 

also important to note that the second lowest ranked predictor by HR executives in this study was 

general cognitive ability, which of course is generally regarded as the most valid predictor for 

workplace performance (Hunter and Hunter, 1984; Schmidt and Hunter, 1998). 

Other evidence demonstrating preference for instruments that applicants perceive as 

possessing high degree of face validity can be seen in the meta-analysis conducted by 

Hausknecht, Day, and Thomas (2004).  Their findings suggest that applicants’ perceptions of 

selection instruments correspond most to face validity issues and perceived predictive validity.  

Applicants’ positive perceptions led to higher ratings of procedural justice, distributive justice, 

and attitudes toward selection tests with high face validity.   

The current state of biodata measurement has little to concern itself with in regards to 

charges of “dustbowl empiricism.”  Today, most researchers and practitioners are using more 

rational methods for scoring and developing items for biodata measures, which in turn increases 

the acceptance from applicants as described above.  Clearly, selection methods using job-related 

factors have been favored and this trend can be seen in biodata measures that first identify 

important constructs from a job analysis and create items appropriately.  Now, most biodata 

measures have both theoretical support as well as statistical support for the relationships upon 

which they are based.   

In conclusion, the history of biodata measurements for employee selection shows the 

robust nature of biodata and its ability to maintain a high degree of validity for work constructs, 

with or without theoretical support.  The majority of biodata measures benefit from the logical 
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assumptions upon which they are based.  Knowing ones’ past behavior can be an excellent 

source of information and will reasonably predict future behavior.  Using this knowledge for 

purposes of selection has been done for over a hundred years and is likely to continue for the 

foreseeable future. 

Biodata Validity and Utility 
Review of the literature regarding biodata shows tremendous support for the validity of 

this information in predicting a number of work-related outcomes.  There has been an almost 

exclusive emphasis on research validating biodata for work performance.  Due to this focus, 

most discussions regarding validity only look at criterion-related validity, specifically predicting 

performance, and thus ignore other important validity approaches that would be suitable to 

biodata such as construct validity and content validity.  Biodata’s meaningfulness could be 

characterized as having a great deal of untapped potential in its ability to define constructs and 

perhaps even identify subgroups of applicants that moderate the empirical validity. 

Although a variety of biodata instruments have been used for employee selection for over 

a hundred years, it is sometimes considered an alternative predictor due to the widely accepted 

use of cognitive ability tests.  Biodata has often been characterized as possibly being a source of 

some unique validity to an employee selection process.  An excellent review of the utility and 

validity of predictors of job performance, and the special case of biodata, can be found in Hunter 

and Hunter (1984).  These authors make a case for the difficulty of using cognitive ability test 

today in the selection of employees.  Adverse impact develops strong concerns in the use of 

cognitive ability tests because of the differences in mean ability scores across protected classes.  

However, lowering cognitive ability cut scores or eliminating test bias and improving test 

construction is ineffective (Schmidt & Hunter, 1981).  As Hunter and Hunter (1984) point out, 
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adverse impact charges resulting from the use of cognitive ability tests can only be eliminated by 

sacrificing the benefits of the tests.  Their assumptions and research suggest that altering 

cognitive ability scores to exclude differences corresponding to racial groups also decreases the 

scores’ predictive validity.    

More recently, Potosky, Bobko, and Roth (2005) have conducted research that questions 

some of the assumptions about biodata’s ability to reduce adverse impact.  It was found that 

adding a biodata predictor to a cognitive ability measure actually increased adverse impact 

potential when compared to the cognitive ability measure alone.  Also of interest is the finding 

that adding any alternative predictor to cognitive ability measures in an effort to reduce the 

likelihood of adverse impact usually results in only modest improvements.  This is similar to the 

finding of Ryan and associates (1998), who conclude that it is difficult to use alternative 

predictors to reduce adverse impact. 

Meta-analyses focusing on the validity of selection instruments generally draw a great 

deal of support for biodata measures.  Reilly and Chao (1982) found that biographical 

inventories as a predictor for performance have an average validity of .38.  A meta-analysis 

(Hunter & Hunter, 1984) has found average validities from .20 to .29, depending on the 

performance measures used, in military studies with the criterion being supervisory ratings.  

Dunnette (1972), as described in Hunter and Hunter (1984), in a meta-analysis study reviewing 

selection methods, found biographical inventories (average validity = .34) to be the only method 

in the range of cognitive ability (average validity = .45).   

However, it is necessary to concede that the difference between biographical measures 

and cognitive ability is too large to disregard as insignificant.  Hunter and Hunter (1984) estimate 

that the average validity of biodata being .37 and cognitive ability being .47 would in essence 
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mean a loss of near 30% of the value gained by using cognitive ability tests as opposed to no 

selection techniques being used.  The above issue is clearly significant, but does nothing to 

remove biodata as the leading alternative to cognitive ability.   

In other settings supervisor ratings yield average validities of .37 for biodata 

measurements.  Biodata’s average validity for promotion is .26, while training success is 

predicted by biodata with a average validity of .30.  Tenure is also reliably predicted by biodata 

with an average validity of .26 commonly found.  Although many of the above validity 

coefficients do not seem extremely impressive, biodata measures are generally only second in 

rank to that of cognitive ability measures. (Hunter & Hunter, 1984) 

Although it is true that biodata validity is not as high as most practitioners would want, 

there appears to be a number of factors that may be unfairly restricting the validities of 

biographical information in research studies that probably wouldn’t have such an impact in 

applied practice.  Hunter and Hunter (1984) provide a list of arguments for why most research 

studies are likely to report lower validity coefficients regarding biodata than other selection 

instruments.  Arguably, biodata measures are uniquely affected by these factors compared to 

other selection tools.  First, biodata measures are commonly keyed for an individual organization 

or business.  However, it is reasonable to assume that keying of these biodata measures are not 

robust to transferability issues.  That is, meta-analyses cannot account for the fact that almost all 

biodata instruments are designed and constructed to be suitable and specialized for the 

organization in which they will be used.  Second, it is most likely necessary that every biodata 

key be designed specifically for a particular criterion measure.  It seems reasonable to assume 

that it is possible that one biodata key could predict a particular criterion quite well, but the same 

key could be only weakly predictive, or not predictive at all, of another criterion of interest (i.e. 
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Tucker, Cline, and Schmitt, 1967).  Due to the specific nature of biodata measures, it should not 

be surprising that biodata keys may also suffer from validity decay over time.  For example, 

Schuh (1967) found that in one series of studies the validity coefficients fell from .66 to .52 to 

.36 to .07.  Brown (1978) used data from a biodata key that was designed for insurance salesman 

in 1939 (.22) and in 1970 (.08).  Clearly this decay could be understood as the result of changes 

that occur in common life events over time.  Life histories of applicants today probably would 

only vaguely resemble life histories of the applicants’ grandparents.  Changes in education, 

technology, leisure activities, etc. happen quickly in the 20th and 21st century, and it is therefore 

reasonable to expect that common life events will differ dramatically between generations.     

There are a few other concerns relevant to the discussion of the validation of biodata 

measures.  Even though most biodata research boasts large to moderate validity coefficients, this 

only speaks to predictability.  That is, it would be incorrect to conclude that the high correlations 

suggest any kind of causal relationships.  It is very possible that other causal relationships, or 

currently unmeasured factors, are creating the effects (James, Muliak, & Brett, 1982; Mumford 

1999). 

Résumés as Biodata Information 
Brown and Campion (1994) make two strong arguments for the importance of studying 

biodata information from a recruiter’s perspective.  Their contention is based on the widespread 

use of application blank information and résumés, and the logical assumption that nearly every 

selection decision has been affected, directly or indirectly, by some evaluation or judgment made 

about information presented in the biodata realm.  Despite the accepted use of these selection 

instruments, little evidence exists in the literature to suggest how employers use this information, 

or how they develop conclusions and make selection decisions.  Research commonly focuses 
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more on developing processes that ensure the validity of using such an approach, usually through 

standardizing and structuring biodata assessments.  Little evidence focuses on how employers 

make decisions and judgments about this information in common practice.  It is likely that most 

of these decisions are made by reviewers who have been provided with little structure and 

education about how to use these measures.     

Biodata information taken from résumés and application blanks has been used widely for 

the last half century.  In 1975, Levine & Flory suggested that over one billion résumés and 

applications are screened every year.  Today, estimates range a great deal, but it reasonable to 

assume the popularity of these approaches is at the very least remaining stable.   

Résumés are often collected and used as an initial step in the selection process, and are by 

far one of the most common practices in making selection decisions (Dipboye & Jackson, 1999).  

The practice of reviewing résumés can be thought of as an inexpensive, pain-free, and extremely 

convenient source of valuable information.  Many, if not most, potential job applicants keep 

résumés prepared and can readily provide biographical information if called upon to do so.  

Reviewers can quickly evaluate and draw several conclusions based on information assessed 

from a rapid review of many résumés.  Formal reviews and evaluation are rarely conducted, and 

most appraisals of information provided in a résumé can be described as superficial at best.  A 

larger concern is that résumé evaluation training is virtually never conducted, yet could prove to 

be extremely useful.  Résumé information also can provide a great deal of information to 

compare between applicants, as other sources of information may not vary a great deal.  That is, 

education, work experiences, and other information are routinely provided in a brief summary in 

the résumé format.   
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In practice, proper evaluation of résumé information is essential to the personnel 

selection procedure, since errors can be disastrous for organizations, reducing the pool of 

acceptable and possibly high-performing candidates.  The decision to advance a candidate 

beyond the initial step should be based on sound psychometric principles, yet little effort has 

been made by organizations to improve accuracy and validity of this decision.  Recently, the 

literature has seen an advance in the breadth of research devoted to empirically improving the 

predictions of recruiters’ impressions and the decisions they make.   

An appropriate way to analyze résumé information is to assume that this information is 

an adequate representation of an applicants’ experience.  This culmination of work experience 

and educational attainments are presented naturally in a way that is important for the workplace 

domain.  As discussed previously regarding biodata in general, résumé biodata provides 

employers with the same information, such as interests, work experience, abilities, and possibly 

personality.  This information can of course be used to predict work-related criteria.  Clearly it is 

difficult to quantify information extracted from résumés and therefore it may be a challenge to 

establish a great deal of its predictive validity.  However, the basic premise behind these 

assumptions of validity is also equivalent for biodata in general.  Past behavior is the best 

predictor of future behavior. 

Emerging research shows the ability of résumé biodata information to predict 

dispositional attributes and personality.  This recent addition to the literature demonstrates a 

great deal of promise as to the validity of using applicants’ résumé biodata.  For instance, Cole, 

Feild, & Giles (2003) found evidence to support the notion that it is possible to infer personality, 

and even cognitive ability, from job applicants’ résumés.   First, support was found testing the 

notion that recruiters could reliably assemble information from an applicant résumé, and would 
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be able to reasonably apply it to specific biodata areas.  Also, recruiters’ inferences of academic 

achievement and education background on résumés were significantly related to applicant mental 

ability.  Divergent validity could also be seen in social/extracurricular activities not being 

significantly correlated with cognitive ability.  Also of interest was the finding that electing to 

report versus not report GPA information on a résumé was a significant predictor of 

conscientiousness scores and cognitive ability.  Likewise, applicants’ résumés that report 

academic achievement information are more likely to be submitted by applicants high in 

conscientiousness.  That is, the mere reporting of academic achievement apparently suggest a 

conscientious individual, while exclusion of academic information would suggest the individual 

is low in conscientiousness.  Social/extracurricular scores, not surprisingly, correlated with 

extraversion scores.  Generally, this study demonstrated the ability of résumé inferences to 

predict mental ability and personality.  It is reasonable to assume if these authors had used a 

more experienced candidate pool (using an all student population creates little variance in work 

experience), even greater accuracy of inferences and comparisons could have possibly been 

found.  Also, while this research is important in establishing that it is possible for organizations 

to infer such biographical information from résumés, it does not address possible techniques for 

strengthening the inferences’ accuracy.   

In 2005, Cole, Feild, & Stafford explored the notion that applicant information provided 

through the medium of résumés could provide valid information on applicant personality.  It is 

interesting that this had not been frequently investigated in the previous research since reviewers 

and employers commonly make assumptions about applicant personality based on résumés.  That 

is, employers reviewing application materials make assumptions based on an applicant’s résumés 

as to what the person is like and could be like.  These assumptions could guide future 
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interactions with the applicant, and directly influence the decision to allow applicants to advance 

in the selection process.   

Cole and associates (2005) investigated whether applicant personality can be inferred 

from résumés.  Fifty-two undergraduates pretended to be in a hypothetical hiring scenario, in 

which their role was to be résumé reviewers.  Participants were provided with common 

employee selection materials, including job description.  From this description, reviewers were 

asked to pay attention to possible knowledge, skills, and abilities that would be important for a 

person to perform successfully on the job.  Next, participants were asked to think about how the 

information provided on the résumé may reflect the applicant’s characteristics, specifically their 

personality.   A lengthy lecture was used to educate the participants on the Big 5 personality 

traits, résumé screening procedures, and how the information could be used to determine 

personality of a possible applicant.  Results showed that openness to experience and 

conscientiousness are associated with the applicants’ personality self-report measure.  

Additionally, extraversion, conscientiousness, and neuroticism improved after the training when 

compared to estimates made before the training.  Limitations included sample size, using 

undergraduates as résumé reviewers, and the lack of a control group. 

The current research will in some respects expand on the work of Cole, Feild, and 

Stafford (2005).  That is, using a control group may be a better approach than looking at before-

training versus after-training effects.  The within-subjects design lends itself naturally to benefit 

from practice affects.  Additionally, the participants were undergraduates enrolled in a capstone 

strategic management course in a college of business.  The study took place with eight weeks 

between time 1 and time 2.  It is reasonable to assume that participants gained valuable 

knowledge about personnel selection procedures since many of them likely would have been 
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interviewing and applying for jobs themselves during the same time frame.  This lag in time was 

probably necessary in the previous within-subjects design, since subjects would evaluate the 

same résumé they had received before the training.  If the research had been conducted using a 

between-subjects design, with a control group that did not receive the training, it would have 

been possible to compare training versus no training more accurately.  It is important to note that 

this research (Cole, Feild, and Stafford, 2005) was not as interested in the effect of training as 

they were in the general notion that résumé reviewers can draw valid inferences about applicant 

personality from résumé information.     

It is fascinating that common business practice includes résumés and application blanks, 

but little is known by practitioners as to how to use these selection instruments.  Employers often 

fail to recognize that recruiters and managers are not born with a skill set that includes making 

good personnel-selection decisions.  More specifically, managers are not bestowed with the 

ability to extract the appropriate information from résumés and applications, cognitively evaluate 

information free of biases, assign appropriate weights, and then ultimately make the right 

decisions.  At the same time, evaluating the biodata information is not something that is 

cognitively demanding, provided that reviewers have had an opportunity to practice these skills 

and educate themselves on possible pitfalls, and on the benefits of making these evaluations 

correctly.          

Frame-of-reference training 
A training model showing a great deal of utility in the literature and in practice is known 

as frame-of-reference (FOR) training.  In essence, FOR training attempts to create a common 

frame of reference among raters when assessing ratees’ behavior, most commonly the 

assessment is some aspect of performance.  FOR training attempts to “tune” raters to common 
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notions of what good or poor performance behaviors are.  The goal of the training would be to 

reduce or minimize between-rater variations, as well as within-rater variations.  Typically, FOR 

training helps to focus evaluators on certain aspects of the information that have been shown to 

have predictive validity.  That is, FOR training works to have evaluators correctly identify many 

behaviors that are important for work (i.e. OCBs, leadership constructs, etc.) or are indicative of 

good performance.  

One of the earliest research studies to identify FOR training terminology and 

methodology was conducted by Bernardin and Buckley (1981).  Bernadin and Buckley showed 

videotapes that demonstrated critical incidents of job performance.  In this methodology, the 

videotaped incidents were illustrative of different levels of performance, including excellent, 

average, and unsatisfactory.  Participants then made judgments and provided their justifications 

for those judgments.  The trainer then provided feedback and correct ratings, based on normative 

information already collected.  Any discrepancies were discussed and corrected.  The results 

displayed greater congruence of assessments across participants following training sessions.   

The basic design of Bernardin and Buckley’s (1981) frame-of-reference training study 

was maintained in McIntyre, Smith, and Hassett’s (1984) research comparing FOR training to a 

control group that did not receive the training.  Halo error likelihood was reduced with FOR 

training, while accuracy of ratings increased.  Basic components of FOR training were identified 

as information describing the job to be evaluated, practice and feedback with ratings, and 

behavioral rationales for ratings given by expert raters.   

Research conducted by Athey and McIntyre (1987) found that FOR training improves 

retention of rater training information when compared to an information-only group.  Also, 

accuracy improved in the FOR training condition compared to information-only and no training 
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conditions.  Additionally, halo error was reduced, though no significant effect was obtained on 

leniency or severity.  It is speculated that the critical factor in improved learning with FOR 

training must be the rating standards and behavioral examples of rating dimensions that are a 

major component to FOR training. 

Frame-of-reference (FOR) training has gained popularity in recent years as an excellent 

method for improving rater accuracy.  Although there are multiple approaches to rater training 

programs, frame-of-reference training has been shown to be a straightforward, simple method for 

establishing inter-rater reliability of ratings.  A fair amount of research (McIntyre et al., 1984; 

Athey & McIntyre, 1987; Pulakos, 1984, 1986) has shown FOR training to be superior to 

traditional error training in decreasing errors and improving rater accuracy.  To date, virtually no 

research has used frame-of-reference training principles outside the area of performance 

appraisal.  The current research applies the lessons and approaches established from frame-of-

reference techniques in the area of personnel selection in order to improve the evaluation of 

biodata information.   

FOR training developed from a need of both researchers and practitioners to increase the 

reliability and validity of performance appraisal ratings.  Rater training has done well to reduce 

rating errors, and FOR training can improve accuracy.  Borman (1979, 1983), Ilgen & Feldman, 

(1983), and Pulakos (1986) have all focused on increasing accuracy by teaching raters to use a 

common mental concept or frame of reference for observing and judging what is meant by good 

performance.  Interestingly, it appears that FOR training doesn’t just train raters to make better 

ratings, but it may also profoundly change how raters search for, observe, and collect 

information that is conducive to accurate assessments (Pulakos, 1984; McIntyre et al., 1984).    

The latter research has suggested that FOR training can affect how we seek out information that 
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is relevant for future assessments we will need to make.  The proposed research will attempt to 

use FOR training in this manner.  FOR training should be able to create a mental set or cognitive 

orientation for the rater that will likely enable more accurate assessments of biodata information, 

specifically résumé and biographical information items.   

Accuracy Hypotheses  

Hypothesis 1:   

Participants with FOR training will be more accurate in their assessment of applicant’s 

personality than will be participants without FOR training. 

Hypothesis 2:   

Participants with FOR training will be more accurate in their assessment of applicant’s 

cognitive ability than will be participants without FOR training. 

Hypothesis 3:   

Participants with FOR training will be more accurate in their assessment of applicant’s 

organizational citizenship behaviors than will be participants without FOR training. 

 

It appears that the intuitive conclusions drawn from biographical information in 

predicting work-related criteria may actually make it unlikely that organizations will devote 

resources toward making these predictions more accurate.  The assumption that managers and 

reviewers naturally have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to analyze and extract appropriate 

information from résumés and biographical information blanks seems to be erroneous.  However, 

it may be possible to train raters to attend to the appropriate information, weight information 

correctly, ignore irrelevant factors, and make accurate selection predictions.  Frame-of-reference 

training may be one vehicle for developing raters who are able to do this, therefore, improving 
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selection procedures that had been done in a haphazard manner.  Frame-of-reference training can 

provide reviewers with feedback and create within them an appropriate framework to evaluate 

candidate information.  An attempt was made during the training to develop prototypes that 

accurately represent how candidates with certain attributes should appear on the basis of biodata 

information.  Certain factors can be drawn from the research (Cole, Feild, and Giles, 2003) that 

would suggest specific biographical information and résumé information will suggest personality 

types, as well as specific information that has been shown to be correlated with cognitive ability.  

Inferring the likelihood of candidates to perform extra-role behaviors is not as commonly 

studied.  However this is a possibility, since much attention in résumé information often speaks 

to past behaviors where candidates take on new projects, helping behaviors at work, as well as 

situations where civic virtue have been displayed.   

Interrater Reliability Hypotheses  

Hypothesis 4:   

Interrater reliability for participants in FOR training will be higher than participants in 

INFO-only training in terms of their assessments of applicant’s personality. 

Hypothesis 5:   

Interrater reliability for participants in FOR training will be higher than participants in 

INFO-only training in terms of their assessments of applicant’s cognitive ability. 

Hypothesis 6:   

Interrater reliability for participants in FOR training will be higher than participants in 

INFO-only training in terms of their assessments of applicant’s organizational citizenship 

behaviors. 
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A great deal of logical support for the above hypotheses is readily available.  It is likely 

that the more interaction reviewers have with each other, the more feedback received on their 

assessments, and more opportunities creating images or frames for high and low performance 

will aid in making their ratings more homogenous.  Also, more interaction between the raters and 

the experimenter should create a learning environment that would help raters to come to more 

agreement.  Further, if raters are creating categories and references for the important constructs 

that they are asked to assess, then these categories should become more defined and structured as 

they are given more examples of what each construct would look like when displayed in the 

applicant’s biographical information.  Logically, many reviewers may not have a well-defined 

framework already developed in their minds for either personality factors or organizational 

citizenship behaviors, so a training session devoted to the development of a framework would 

more than likely increase agreement. 

CHAPTER 2 - Method 

Participants  
Participants were 105 community college students with an average age of 25 years.  

15.8% of the participants were male and 84.2% were female.  The community college is located 

on a military installation in the Midwest, thus the majority of students were active military or 

dependents.   

Procedure 
Participants completed an informed consent form followed by a brief overview of the 

project.  All participants went through identical basic training and lecture explaining the general 

concepts on which participants would be asked to rate applicants.  Specifically, a brief lecture 
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and question-and-answer period were used to inform all participants of definitions and examples 

of personality factors (agreeableness, extraversion, and conscientiousness), cognitive ability, and 

organizational citizenship behaviors.  All participants were then given a list of biographical 

information blank items (see Appendix A) to review, from which, along with the applicant’s 

résumé information, they would later be asked to infer applicants’ characteristics.  All 

participants were asked to evaluate the job candidates’ responses to the biographical information 

blanks and their respective résumés on the dimensions of agreeableness, extraversion, 

conscientiousness, cognitive ability and organizational citizenship behaviors (Appendix B).   

The first two practice trials included applicant materials for the first and second applicant, 

identified to participants as Joan D. Smith and Joan J. Smith respectively.   Participants were 

then asked to evaluate the last two applicants in order, labeled as John D. Smith’s and John T. 

Smith’s materials.   

Frame-of-reference training 

Participants in the FOR training condition initially began as described above using 

materials presented in Appendix C.  The FOR training included some initial references to how 

different evaluations may be represented in résumé information and biographical information 

blank responses (Appendix C).  Participants in the control condition more abbreviated references 

to how applicant’s personality could be displayed in résumé information and biographical 

information blank responses (Appendix D).  Participants were first given the application 

materials for Joan D. Smith.  At the participant’s disposal were a résumé and a list of 10 

biographical information blank responses from applicant Joan D. Smith (Appendices E and F).  

The application materials were then analyzed and participants made a judgment based on the 

materials as to how the applicant might score on a personality measure, general cognitive ability 
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measure, and an organizational citizenship behavior measure.  Participants completed an 

evaluation form represented in Appendix B.  Participants then discussed with each other 

examples of biographical information blank responses and résumé information justifying their 

evaluation of the applicant.  Researchers explained that certain attributes are more important than 

others and participants should have identified certain components as most relevant for a 

particular dimension.  Researchers gave example of evaluation using biographical information 

blank responses and résumés as well as the proper interpretation of results. 

Application materials for Joan J. Smith were presented as the second practice session.  

Joan J. Smith’s résumé and respective responses to the biographical information blank responses 

are presented in Appendices G and H and were distributed to the participants.  Participants then 

scored the applicant on personality, cognitive ability, and organizational citizenship.  Then, again 

participants were given the opportunity to discuss their respective interpretations and methods 

for extracting information.  Participants then were given feedback and responses and scores were 

compared to actual reported scores.  Discrepancies were discussed and questions were answered.  

Application materials were then distributed for John D. Smith (Appendix I and J).  

Participants were asked once again to review the applicant’s résumé information and 

biographical information blank responses, and then evaluate the applicant on personality 

variables, general cognitive ability, and likelihood of participating in organizational citizenship 

behaviors.  Participants were no longer given an opportunity to discuss.  Finally, applicant 

materials were distributed for John T. Smith, including résumé information (Appendix K) and 

biographical information blank responses (Appendix L).  John T. Smith was used primarily as 

the unit of analysis for testing the relevant hypotheses.     
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INFO-Only Training 

INFO-Only training was used as a control condition in the current study.  Participants in 

this condition followed a similar sequence of reviewing applicant materials and were instructed 

to estimate applicant’s personality, cognitive ability, and organizational citizenship behaviors in 

an identical fashion.  Training (Appendix D) was conducted using a lecture method, followed by 

a question and answer period.  INFO-Only training included the same two practice sessions, but 

participants were not given an opportunity to discuss estimates with others, and were not given 

frames of reference for high and low performance.  INFO-Only participants also completed the 

overall evaluation form (Appendix B) similar to the FOR training condition.  The feedback, 

frames of reference suggestions, and discussions were the critical difference between FOR and 

INFO-Only conditions.   

Upon completion of either FOR training or INFO-Only training participants were asked a 

number of follow-up questions (Appendix M).  First, participants were asked about their basic 

understanding of conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, cognitive ability, and 

organizational citizenship behaviors.  Participants were also asked how enjoyable they found the 

training provided and how useful and helpful they found the practice sessions provided.  

Additionally, questions were asked in an attempt to assess if people were creating frames of 

reference in their mind while comparing biodata information.  Participants were asked “Do you 

feel you created an image in your head for what high or low would be for each concept?” and 

“When evaluating the candidates did you match new information about the candidates to your 

existing image in your head for what high or low meant for each concept?”    

Materials 
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Applicant Materials 

Five sets of applicant materials (1 example, 2 for practice, 2 for analysis) were compiled 

and distributed.  Applicant materials included actual résumés and biographical information blank 

responses from five different people in a variety of industries.  Since the current research was 

exploring the usefulness of FOR training versus an INFO-only training in reviewers’ evaluations, 

it was not important for reviewers to have access to other information about the job, recruitment 

methods, or other information about the applicants.  It is important to note that all identifiers 

were removed on the résumés to avoid any issues of confidentiality.  

Biographical Information Blanks 

Biographical information blanks were compiled from a variety of sources (e.g., 

Bohlander & Snell, 2004; Howard & Howard, 2001; Guion, 1998; Stokes, Mumford, & Owens, 

1994) that included a diverse set of items in part relating to many of the dimensions of interest.  

Applicants were asked to submit their responses via email and information was organized before 

distribution to participants.  The biographical information blanks are included below in Table 1. 
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Table 1 Biographical Information Blanks 

  Biographical Information Blank Items 

1. What social clubs are you members of or have been in the past? 
2. When you were a student during your teens, you preferred homework assignment that were:

a. Detailed and explicit as to what was expected 
b. Fairly specific but with a fair amount of leeway in following procedural instructions
c. Quite general and open-ended, allowing you to follow the instructions according to 

your own understanding 
3. When working on a project which part do you like best 

a. Planning it 
b. Carrying out the specified tasks 
c. Working out unexpected problems 
d. Showing the finished product 

4. In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved with: 
a. Reading 
b. Social activities 
c. Making things in your own workroom 
d. Sports 
e. None of the above 

5. Others look to me to answer difficult questions and solve problems that they do not 
understand 

a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Always 

6. Describe experiences you have speaking in front of others.  Did you feel comfortable? 
7. Do you prefer reading? 

a. Information almost only about my business 
b. Materials based on a variety of areas 

8. Describe activities in the past that you have done with new employees at your business that 
you were not asked to do. 

9. Do you attend religious services often? 
10. Do you find yourself staying late after work, even though, nobody is around to notice? 

Explain briefly. 
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Personality 

Applicants’ personality was assessed first by the Big Five Inventory (BFI).  The Big Five 

Inventory (see Appendix N) is a commonly used assessment instrument for measuring the five 

personality dimensions of conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, openness to 

experience, and neuroticism (John and Srivastva, 1999).  The scoring key for the BFI is 

presented in Appendix O.  The current research elected to only draw inferences about 

conscientiousness, agreeableness, and extraversion, which have been shown to have greater 

implications in the workplace.  That is, the decision to exclude neuroticism (emotional stability) 

and openness to experience has to do with their lack of validity for general work-related criteria.  

Clearly, these can be important for specific career fields, but generally these are regarded as less 

important in predicting workplace criteria.  Also, exclusion of these is not due to any expected 

inability of biodata inferences to predict them.  In fact, it is likely that biodata can provide 

evidence for all five of the traits.  The decision to exclude neuroticism and openness to 

experiences was also due to the already large amount of new information to be learned by the 

participants.  The ability of reviewers to be cognitively vigilant and astute in inferring so many 

constructs that they are more than likely unfamiliar with was, and continues to be, a concern.  

Assessing cognitive ability, organizational citizenship behaviors, conscientiousness, 

agreeableness, and extraversion requires an extensive review and lengthy training session in 

order to develop familiarity with these topics, and a basic knowledge of how biodata inferences 

can be made.  Prior to conducting the research, it seemed that including other unfamiliar 

constructs may reduce our ability to make accurate measures of the effect frame-of-reference 

training can have on developing accurate inferences.  It is important to note that participants 

reported a very good understanding of the constructs they were asked to evaluate after the study 
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was conducted (see Table 10).  This finding would suggest, contrary to previous expectations, 

that it is likely that participants could learn to evaluate neuroticism and openness to experience in 

addition to the other constructs studied.   

General Cognitive Ability 

General cognitive ability was measured using the Wonderlic Personnel Test.  The 

Wonderlic is a twelve-minute, fifty-question exam assessing cognitive ability.  Scores are simply 

calculated as the number of correct answers given in the allotted time, with an average of a 21 

and a standard deviation of 7.2 (Wonderlic Personnel Test, 2002).       

Organizational Citizenship Behavior  

Organizational citizenship behaviors were self-reported by a commonly used 

questionnaire (Moorman, et al., 1998) containing 22 items (see Appendix P).  The items were 

measured on a 7-point likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  Sample 

items include the following:  

1. Encourage others to try new and more effective ways of doing their job. 

2. Frequently communicate to co-workers suggestions on how the work unit can improve. 

3. Rarely return late from breaks or meals. 

4. Always go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group. 

5. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward co-workers, even under the most trying 

business or personal concerns. 

The organizational citizenship behaviors instrument was originally developed by 

Moorman and Blakely (1995).  It was later refined by Moorman, et al. (1998) and was also used 

by Cushman (2000).  Cushman (2000) reported acceptable levels of reliability (α = .93). 
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CHAPTER 3 - Results 

Data was obtained from 105 participants.  Fifty-three participated in frame-of-reference 

training and 52 participated in the information-only training condition.  The average age was 

25.15 years (SD = 7.28).  Sixteen percent of the participants were male and 84% of participants 

were female.  Thirty-nine and a half percent of participants reported themselves as Caucasian 

and 60.5% of participants reported minority standing.  Table 2 summarizes the above 

demographic variables. 

Table 2 Demographics 

Demographic   

  M SD 

Age (Years) 25.15 7.28 

Gender   

Male 15.8%  

Female 84.2%  

 Ethnicity   

 Caucasian 39.5%  

 Minority 60.5%  

   

   

N = 105 

 A qualitative analysis was necessary to determine a true score that would be used to 

evaluate the accuracy hypotheses of the participants’ inferences.  This estimated true score was 

computed by a incorporating a number of considerations and factors.  Table 3 includes the 

approximate scores that could be drawn from the applicant’s résumé and biographical 

information item responses, as well as the measured results on each of the specific constructs’ 
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instruments.  These scores, labeled as target scores, could be considered the “correct” scores for 

each construct.   

These target scores were determined primarily from the examination of résumé and 

biographical information blank responses, but also from the constructs’ respective instruments 

given prior to conducting the study.  For example, organizational citizenship behaviors were 

inferred from the self-reported questionnaire (Moorman, et al., 1998), in addition to the other 

applicant information.  Applicants were asked about their past willingness to participate in extra-

role behaviors by the biographical information item, “Do you find yourself staying late after 

work, even though, nobody is around to notice? Explain briefly.”  The last applicant, John T. 

Smith, responded, “No, I don't believe in taking time from myself and my family working late.  I 

feel that if an employee works hard and efficiently during business hours that they should be able 

to complete their work load.”  This is rated as a low OCB response and is in congruent with John 

T. Smith’s OCB score on the 22-item questionnaire.  A process similar to this was conducted to 

determine the applicant’s target score for each construct. (See Table 3) 

For personality, the BFI was distributed and used to determine the applicants’ scores.  

This result, in combination with the evaluation of the résumé and biographical information blank 

responses indicated the applicant’s target score.  John T. Smith’s BFI score indicated average 

conscientiousness.  Appendix L shows high conscientiousness indicated by John T. Smith’s 

response to item number three on biographical information items; in contrast to low 

conscientiousness which was indicated by misspelled words and typos in his response to item 

number 6.  For the multiple-choice item #2, John T. Smith selected the middle response, once 

again indicating average conscientiousness.  An examination of his résumé indicates few 

mistakes, yet a poorly organized display of information.  Appendix G shows John T. Smith’s 
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submitted résumé, where text is difficult to follow, bullets are not used properly, and important 

information is either absent or difficult to interpret.  Incorporating all of the above information in 

the analysis, researchers determine an average conscientiousness level and a target score of 3 on 

the 5-point Likert scale.  (See Table 3)   

Agreeableness was scored on the BFI and suggested that John T. Smith was the highest 

of all of the applicants.  Agreeableness otherwise, was indicated by the response to one 

biographical information item and by work experience.  Research by Cole and associates (2003) 

indicated a negative relationship between work experience and agreeableness.  John T. Smith’s 

résumé indicated only one full-time position (lasting 3 years) in the last 15 years of work life, 

indicating high agreeableness.  The biographical information blank involving religious 

experience was affirmative, once again, suggesting high agreeableness.  The conclusion 

indicated John T. Smith to be extremely high on agreeableness.  (See Table 3)           

Low extraversion was indicated by no social club memberships and preferring to work 

alone in the first and fourth biographical information blank responses.  The sixth biographical 

information blank asked about public speaking experience.  John T. Smith indicated that is 

public speaking experience is mostly limited to work-related issues.  At first he reported being 

extremely nervous, but as his knowledge of the subject matter grew, he became less anxious.  

This response indicates low- to middle-levels of extraversion.  John T. Smith’s BFI score was the 

lowest of all of the applicants sampled.  A low score was then derived from the above 

information for John T. Smith on the dimension of extraversion.  (See Table 3) 

Cognitive ability was directly measured by the 50-item Wonderlic test.  John T. Smith 

scored 21, which was average for the version used of the Wonderlic.  John T. Smith’s cognitive 

ability could have been indicated by academic achievement or GPA, however GPA was 
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unreported.  There was only one biographical information blank that indicated cognitive ability 

directly.   Item number 5 asked, “Others look to me to answer difficult questions and solve 

problems that they do not understand?”  John T. Smith’s response was “often” which was the 

neutral or middle response, therefore also suggesting an average cognitive ability score.  (See 

Table 3) 
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Table 3 Evaluation Considerations for Target Score for John T. Smith 

 Biographical Information Blank Responses Résumé 
     
Target

 Question Response Indication  Score 
 
Conscientiousness – BFI 30 (Middle) 
    3.00 

 
When you were a student during your teens, you 
preferred homework assignment that were: 

Fairly specific but with a fair amount of 
leeway in instructions Medium 

Low to 
Mid  

    
When working on a project which part do you like 
best Planning It High  
    
Describe experiences you have speaking in front of 
others.   Typos Low  

    
 
Extraversion – BFI 27 (Low) 
    2.00 

 
Describe experiences you have speaking in front of 
others Extremely nervous, but now improved 

Low to 
Mid Low  

     
 In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved with: Making things in own workroom Low  
     
 
Agreeableness – BFI 44 (High) 
    5.00 
 Work Experience  Middle   
      
 Religious attendance Yes High High  
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Cognitive Ability – Wonderlic 21 (Middle) 
    3.00 

 
Others look to me to answer difficult questions and 
solve problems that they do not understand Often Mid 

Low to 
Mid  

      
 
 
OCB – Instrument 62 (Low) 
    

 
 
 

1.50 
Describe activities in the past that you have done with 
new employees at your business that you were not 
asked to do. 

Distributed personality measure and get 
to know employees better None None  

    
Do you find yourself staying late after work, even 
though, nobody is around to notice? 

No, I don't believe in taking time from 
my family working late.  Low  
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It should be noted that the following analyses used the last applicant résumé and 

biographical information responses (John T. Smith, Appendix K and L) only, unless otherwise 

noted.  This decision was made since the other critical trial applicant information (John D. Smith, 

Appendix I and J) demonstrated ceiling effects on nearly all of the constructs (Table 4).  For 

example, the applicant’s Wonderlic score was 30 (M = 21), and was the highest among all of the 

applicants.  The applicant also was the only applicant with a PhD on his résumé.  Another 

example of the ceiling effect was this applicant’s high BFI conscientiousness score.  For 

participants, his high conscientiousness was indicated clearly by his detailed and well-organized 

five-page résumé, educational attainments, and biographical information blank responses.    The 

biographical information blank item most indicative of conscientiousness was the second item, 

where the applicant responded that he preferred work that was detailed and explicit as to what 

was expected.  Another ceiling effect was found for the construct of OCB.  The applicant 

responded to the biographical information blank questions for OCB in a way that explicitly 

suggested a history of high extra-role behavior.  For example, the applicant indicated high 

likelihood to participate in OCBs when describing volunteer activities with new employees at his 

business that he was not asked to do.  He responded, “I am a constant resource for questions 

about anything, and not just with new employees, but seasoned veterans as well.  I also always 

reach out to new employees to make sure that their transition is going smoothly, often asking 

them out to do something socially so that they feel like they 'fit in'.”  Additionally when asked, 

“Do you find yourself staying late after work, even though, nobody is around to notice?”  The 

applicant responded, “I do not ever really consider whether someone is here or not if I work late. 

 If there is work to do, I am here to get it done.  The nature of my job is 24 hours a day, so 

working late or early in the morning just depends on the requirements at that point in the year.”  
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These items indicate an extremely high score for extra-role behaviors, such as OCBs.  Therefore 

it is reasonable to expect that FOR training would not make a difference when scores had already 

reach a maximum allowed by the Likert scale.  It was therefore concluded that this applicant’s 

résumé (Appendix I) and biographical information blanks (Appendix J) would not be suitable to 

indicate the effect of training. The above qualitative analysis was used to determine John D. 

Smith’s target scores and is outlined in Table 4. 
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Table 4 Evaluation Considerations for Target Score for John D. Smith 

 Biographical Information Blank Responses Résumé 
     
Target

 Question Response Indication Indication Score 
 
Conscientiousness – BFI 43 (Very High) 
    7.00 

 
When you were a student during your teens, you 
preferred homework assignment that were: Detailed and explicit as to what was expected High   
    
When working on a project which part do you 
like best Showing the finished product Low  
    
Detailed and organized five-page résumé     Very High
    
PhD on his résumé.     Very High

    
 
Extraversion – BFI 33 (Middle) 
    5.00 

 
Describe experiences you have speaking in front 
of others 

I was a very shy child…Then I became an RA 
and had to be comfortable in front of people.  
Thus, my shell didn't just crack, it broke off in 
huge pieces and I am comfortable now talking 
to groups. 

Mid to 
High 

Mid to 
High  

     

 Do you prefer reading?  

Materials based on a variety of areas. YES - I 
like social reading on numerous areas to 
expand my horizons High  

     

 
In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved 
with: Social Activities High  
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Agreeableness – BFI 37 (Average) 
    4.00 
 Work experience A lot of work experience  Low  

 Religious attendance 

I try to attend at least every other week; 
however, time gets away from me sometimes 
and I do not make it a priority.  I am trying to 
make this more of a priority for this year.  High  

     
 
Cognitive Ability – Wonderlic 30 (Very High) 
    7.00 
 PhD on his résumé   Very High  
      

 
Others look to me to answer difficult questions 
and solve problems that they do not understand Often Mid   

      
 
OCB – Instrument 62 (High) 
    

 
7.00 

Describe activities in the past that you have 
done with new employees at your business that 
you were not asked to do. 

I also always reach out to new employees to 
make sure that their transition is going 
smoothly, often asking them out to do 
something socially so that they feel like they 
'fit in'. Very High Very High  

    

Do you find yourself staying late after work, 
even though, nobody is around to notice? 

I do not ever really consider whether someone 
is here or not if I work late.  If there is work to 
do, I am here to get it done.  The nature of my 
job is 24 hours a day, so working late or early 
in the morning just depends on the 
requirements at that point in the year. Very High  
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Table 5 below provides a summary of the descriptives for the applicant labeled as John 

D. Smith.  John D. Smith was excluded from some of the analysis due to the ceiling effect 

limitations experienced on the majority of constructs.  Conscientiousness (FOR: M = 6.05, SD = 

0.94, INFO: M = 5.88, SD = 1.25), Cognitive Ability (FOR: M = 6.25, SD = 0.94; INFO: M = 

6.46, SD = 0.82), and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (FOR: M = 6.02, SD = 0.97; INFO: 

M = 5.92, SD = 1.21) all experienced difficulty achieving significance more than likely due to 

ceiling effects and due to the obvious evaluations that were made from the biodata provided.  

Table 5 Descriptives for Excluded Applicant Evaluations 

Construct Target Score FOR (n = 53) INFO (n = 52) 

   M SD M SD 

    

Conscientiousness 7.00 6.05 0.94 5.88 1.25

Extraversion 5.00 5.50 1.25 6.04 1.24

Agreeableness 4.00 4.58 1.10 5.02 1.51

Cognitive Ability 7.00 6.25 0.94 6.46 0.82

OCB 7.00 6.02 0.97 5.92 1.21

     

N = 105 

The figure below further demonstrates the ceiling effects experienced for the participant 

evaluations of applicant information labeled as John D. Smith.  It is interesting that all but one 

construct exhibits FOR training scores closer to the target scores than the INFO-Only training 

scores.  Figure 1 displays the means and their respective differences between training conditions 

for all five constructs, including target scores.   
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Figure 1 Means for All Constructs for Training Conditions Compared to Target Scores for Excluded Applicant 
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Table 4 below gives means and standard deviations for data obtained from the last 

application materials that were evaluated.  The biographical information blanks (Appendix L) 

and résumé (Appendix K) were labeled as John T. Smith.   

Table 6 Descriptives for Last Applicant Evaluations 

Construct Target Score FOR (n = 53) INFO (n = 52) 

   M SD M SD 

    

Conscientiousness 3.00 3.61 1.49 4.33 1.53

Extraversion 2.00 2.57 1.12 3.46 1.41

Agreeableness 5.00 4.74 1.50 4.12 1.23

Cognitive Ability 3.00 4.18 1.17 4.65 1.30

OCB 1.50 2.68 1.34 3.23 1.58

     

N = 105 

The first three hypotheses addressed the question of improved accuracy resulting from 

frame-of-reference training.  First, information was compiled regarding each applicant’s scores 

for measures of personality, cognitive ability, and organizational citizenship behaviors.  Then, 

the scores were compared to the average scores reported by participants reviewing the applicant 

résumé and biographical information blank responses.  In order to determine truly if frame-of-

reference training had an effect, there should be a significant difference between the frame-of-

reference training group and the information-only training group. 

Table 4 indicates means and standard deviations for all of the constructs for the 

application materials labeled as John T. Smith (last set of application materials).  

Conscientiousness (FOR: M = 3.61, SD = 1.49; INFO: M = 4.33, SD = 1.53) Extraversion (FOR: 

M = 2.57, SD = 1.12; INFO: M = 3.46, SD = 1.41), Agreeableness (FOR: M = 4.74, SD = 1.50; 

INFO: M = 4.12, SD = 1.23), Cognitive Ability (FOR: M = 4.18, SD = 1.17; INFO: M = 4.65, SD 
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= 1.30), and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (FOR: M = 2.68, SD = 1.34; INFO: M = 3.23, 

SD = 1.58) all suggested differences indicating improved accuracy with FOR training compared 

to INFO-only training.   

All five of the ratings for the last applicant were closer to the target scores in the FOR 

training condition than in the INFO-Only training condition.  That is, participants in the FOR 

training condition average evaluations that were more accurate than the average evaluations of 

participants in the INFO-Only conditions for all five constructs evaluated.  Figure 2 displays the 

means and their respective differences between training conditions for all five constructs, as well 

as target scores.  It should be noted that although FOR participants were more accurate than 

INFO-Only participants, there was still often a difference between target scores and the average 

for FOR scores.    
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Figure 2  Means for All Constructs for Training Conditions Compared to Target Scores for Last Applicant 
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The second criterion test of the hypotheses of greater accuracy with FOR training 

compared to INFO-only training suggested that there should also be a significant difference 

between the two groups based on the five constructs.   Results of one-way analyses of variance 

are reported in Table 6.  Personality traits Conscientiousness (F (1, 104) = 5.817, p < .05), 

Extraversion (F (1, 104) = 12.909, p < .01), and Agreeableness (F (1, 104) = 5.321, p < .05) all 

report significant differences between means.  Cognitive ability (F (1, 104) = 3.822, p = .053) 

and Organizational Citizenship Behavior (F (1, 104) = 3.691, p = .06) approached significance.    
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Table 7 ANOVA Summary Table for All Constructs 

*p<.05, ** p<.01 

 Source SS Df MS F Sig. 

Conscientiousness       

 Between 13.370 1 13.370 5.817* .018

 Within 236.763 103 2.299

 Total 250.133 104

Extraversion  

 Between 21.049 1 21.049 12.909** .001

 Within 167.942 103 1.631

 Total 188.990 104

Agreeableness  

 Between 10.105 1 10.105 5.321* .023

 Within 195.610 103 1.899

 Total 205.714 104

Cognitive Ability  

 Between 5.912 1 5.912 3.822 .053

 Within 159.316 103 1.547

 Total 165.229 104

OCB  

 Between 7.984 1 7.984 3.691 .057

 Within 222.778 103 2.163

 Total 230.762 104   
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 Accuracy Hypotheses  

Hypothesis 1:   

Participants with FOR training will be more accurate in their assessment of applicant’s 

personality than will be participants without FOR training. 

Hypothesis 1 is supported by the data obtained.  Table 4 showed that all five constructs 

showed a difference in mean ratings in the hypothesized direction.  That is, evidence suggested 

that FOR training improved the accuracy for applicants’ personality.  Also, Table 6 shows the 

results of a one-way analysis of variance testing differences between FOR training and INFO 

training for the personality factors of interest and conscientiousness, agreeableness, and 

extraversion showed significant differences (p < .05).  Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported.    

Hypothesis 2:   

Participants with FOR training will be more accurate in their assessment of applicant’s 

cognitive ability than will be participants without FOR training. 

Cognitive ability was evaluated more accurately in the FOR training group compared to 

the INFO-only group.  The means reflected a difference in the hypothesized direction of greater 

accuracy with FOR training compared to the INFO-only training condition.  Table 6 displays the 

difference between training conditions in cognitive ability as it approached statistical 

significance (F (1, 104) = 3.822, p = .053).  It is suggested that FOR training likely can affect 

participants’ ability to accurately infer applicant’s cognitive ability from biographical 

information.    
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Hypothesis 3:   

Participants with FOR training will be more accurate in their assessment of applicant’s 

organizational citizenship behaviors than will be participants without FOR training. 

 The hypothesis regarding organizational citizenship behaviors was largely speculative in 

nature, due to lack of previous research attempting to infer any kind of extra-role behaviors from 

biographical information.  However, a moderate amount of support was found suggesting that 

FOR training can make participants’ inferences from biodata more accurate.  For instance, Table 

4 shows differences between conditions that found means to differ in the hypothesized direction 

(FOR: M = 2.68, SD = 1.34; INFO: M = 3.23, SD = 1.58).  Testing of significant differences 

failed to achieve significance at the p < .05 level (F (1, 104) = 3.691, p = .06), as displayed in 

Table 6.  The accuracy hypotheses are suggesting that FOR training would lead to greater 

accuracy in comparison to INFO-Only training, which all of the means differed in the 

hypothesized directions as discussed above.  In conclusion, it can be argued that Hypothesis 3 is 

partially supported.  

Interrater Reliability Hypotheses  

Intraclass correlations (ICC) were used as the measure of interrater reliability. Intraclass 

correlations (Fagot, 1991; McGraw & Wong, 1996; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) are often used when 

researchers are evaluating agreement among judges in their evaluations of some construct or 

various people.  MacLennan (1993) suggests that the index of the reliability for a single, typical 

judge should be used when raters have been trained together, but will make decisions or 

assessments as individuals.  Then, the single-item statistic will serve as the reliability estimate 

for a single, typical judge.  All of the following reliability analyses report the single measure 

intraclass correlation.  The single measure ICC is appropriate, since all judges, within their 
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training condition, were trained together and it is reasonable to assume that similar assessment 

decisions in the future will be made by a single judge. 

Hypothesis 4:   

Interrater reliability for participants in FOR training will be higher than participants in 

INFO-only training in terms of their assessments of applicant’s personality. 

Reliability Analysis for Evaluations of Personality  

The table below summarizes the testing of Hypothesis 4 which focuses on the interrater 

reliability of personality estimates by participants under study.  It was suggested that greater 

reliability would be obtained from the FOR training condition compared to the INFO training 

condition.  Reliability varied between training conditions and the intraclass correlation 

coefficient was higher for FOR than INFO-only training (INFO: r1= .111, FOR r1= .473), thus 

indicating full support for Hypothesis 4 (Table 7).  

 

Table 8 Reliability Analysis for Personality Evaluations 

Training Condition Intraclass Correlation 

INFO Only .111 

 

FOR Training .473 

 

N = 105, 3 items included in analysis 

Hypothesis 5:   

Interrater reliability for participants in FOR training will be higher than participants in 

INFO-only training in terms of their assessments of applicant’s cognitive ability. 
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Reliability Analysis for Evaluation of General Cognitive Ability 

The table below summarizes the interrater reliability observed from the participants’ 

assessment of the applicants’ cognitive ability.  It was hypothesized that greater reliability would 

be obtained from the FOR training condition compared to the INFO training condition.  

Hypothesis 5 was supported.  Information-only training estimate reliability for the typical judge 

(INFO: r1= .599) is lower than the same estimate for the frame-of-reference training condition 

(FOR r1= .694) for cognitive ability.  The unit of analysis to obtain this measure was expanded to 

include the last two applicant evaluations in order to have more than one item on our measure of 

cognitive ability amongst all of the judges. 

 

Table 9 Reliability Analysis for Cognitive Ability Evaluations 

Training Condition Intraclass Correlation 

INFO Only .599 

 

FOR Training .694 

 

N = 105, 2 items included in analysis 

Hypothesis 6:   

Interrater reliability for participants in FOR training will be higher than participants in 

INFO-only training in terms of their assessments of applicant’s organizational citizenship 

behaviors. 

Reliability Analysis for Evaluation of Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

The interrater reliability of organizational citizenship behavior evaluations are displayed 

in Table 9.  It was hypothesized that greater reliability would be obtained from the FOR training 

condition compared to the INFO training condition.  Again, in order to compute the interrater 
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reliability our focus was expanded to include the last two applicant evaluations.  Agreement was 

clearly improved from the FOR training in comparison to the INFO-only training condition 

(INFO: r1= .684, FOR r1= .781).    

Table 10 Reliability Analysis for OCB Evaluations 

Training Condition Intraclass Correlation 

INFO Only .684 

 

FOR Training .781 

 

N = 105, 2 items included in analysis 

Self-Report Evaluation for Understanding of Constructs 

Table 10 below summarizes the means and standard deviations of the ratings of 

participants’ reports of their understanding of the constructs discussed at the end of the 

evaluation period.  The questions was phrased as, “How well do you feel you understand the 

concept of ____.”  Participants were asked to evaluate their understanding based on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from “very weak understanding” to “very strong understanding.”  It was not 

formally hypothesized, but it was thought that it would be reasonable to observe a stronger 

understanding of the constructs from the frame-of-reference training group, when compared to 

the information only training group.  There are no significant differences between any of the 

means obtained from the respondents’ self-reported understanding.  Conscientiousness (FOR: M 

= 3.98, SD = 0.84; INFO: M = 3.87, SD = 0.84), Extraversion (FOR: M = 4.26, SD = 0.79; INFO: 

M = 4.31, SD = 0.78), Agreeableness (FOR: M = 4.13, SD = 0.90; INFO: M = 4.17, SD = 0.83), 

Cognitive Ability (FOR: M = 4.15, SD = 0.91; INFO: M = 4.21, SD = 0.78), and Organizational 
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Citizenship Behavior (FOR: M = 4.21, SD = 0.79; INFO: M = 4.40, SD = 0.66) all report 

differences that are not significant.     

 

Table 11 Descriptive Analysis of Self-Evaluations for Construct Comprehension 

Training Condition Construct M SD 

INFO Only   

             N = 52 Conscientiousness 3.87 .84 

Extraversion 4.31 .78 

Agreeableness 4.17 .83 

Cognitive Ability 4.21 .78 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 4.40 .66 

FOR Training   

                N = 53  Conscientiousness 3.98 .84 

 Extraversion 4.26 .79 

 Agreeableness 4.13 .90 

 Cognitive Ability 4.15 .91 

 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 4.21 .79 

    

N = 105 

Other Analysis 

Subjective information regarding participants’ willingness to interview the applicant and 

general impression of the applicant were also investigated.  No hypotheses were drawn as to 

effects of FOR training versus INFO-only training.  It was informally suggested that there may 

be a difference, by comparison to the previous applicant (John D. Smith); John T. Smith’s 

applicant was much lower in most construct areas.  Specifically, participants were asked, 

“Taking everything into consideration regarding the applicant's résumé, what is your overall 
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evaluation of the candidate?”  A 5-point Likert response was recorded ranging from “1 = Very 

Negative” to “5 = Very Positive.”  Participants were also asked, “How likely is it that you would 

be interested in interviewing the applicant?”  A 5-point Likert response was use to gauge 

helpfulness of training from “1 = Extremely Unlikely” to “5 = Extremely Likely.”  Data is 

summarized in the table below.  It is important to note that participants displayed a general 

disgust toward this question in conversations during the experiment, since they were not 

provided any job description information.  Researchers asked participants to respond to these 

questions assuming the applicant was applying for a job that he/she was qualified for.  Table 11 

shows differences between conditions that found means to differ in the suggested direction for 

overall evaluation (FOR: M = 2.68, SD = 1.34; INFO: M = 3.15, SD = 0.72) and interview 

interest (FOR: M = 2.68, SD = 1.34; INFO: M = 3.23, SD = 1.58).     

Table 12 Overall Evaluation of Applicant 

Training Condition Item M SD  

INFO Only  

N = 52 Overall evaluation of applicant 3.15 .72 

   

Interview interest 3.02 1.07 

FOR   

N = 53 Overall evaluation of applicant 2.82 .64 

   

 Interview interest 2.51 .78 

  

  

   

N = 105 
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 In Table 12, findings regarding a one-way analysis of variance are displayed testing 

significant differences between frame-of-reference training and the information-only training.  

As previously discussed, it was suggested that there may be difference, but it was not formally 

hypothesized.  Participants did respond differently in overall evaluation of applicant (F (1, 104) 

= 6.028, p < .05) and interview interest (F (1, 104) = 7.787, p < .01).  That is, participants who 

had completed FOR training were less favorable of the applicant.  Specifically, they reported 

they were less likely to express interest in interview the applicant and rated them lower on their 

overall evaluation of the applicant. 

 

Table 13 ANOVA Summary Table for Overall Evaluation and Interview Interest 

*p<.05, ** p<.01 

 A one-way analysis of variance was also conducted testing for differences between 

training conditions for the excluded applicant, John D. Smith.  John D. Smith’s biodata 

(Appendix I & J) was excluded from most of the analyses due to large ceiling effects found for 

 Source SS Df MS F Sig. 

Overall Evaluation       

 Between 2.912 1 2.912 6.208* .014
 Within 48.316 103 .469
 Total 51.229 104

Interview Interest  

 Between 6.822 1 6.822 7.787** .006
 Within 90.226 103 .876
 Total 97.048 104
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many of the constructs.  Lack of differences in John D. Smith’s assessments between training 

conditions in regards to interview interest and overall evaluation would further give support to 

the exclusion of his biodata information from many of the analyses.  Table 13 shows no 

significant difference between FOR training and INFO-Only training in regards to overall 

evaluation of applicant (F (1, 104) = 0.365, p > .05) and interview interest (F (1, 104) = 1.421, p 

> .05). 

 

Table 14 ANOVA Summary Table for Evaluation of the Excluded Applicant 

*p<.05, ** p<.01 

 

Table 14 below summarizes the frequencies of responses for two questions asked after 

the evaluation period.  The questions were an attempt to understand if the frame-of-reference 

training created the desirable affects among participants.  41 respondents in the information-only 

training reported creating an image for high or low, while 47 reported in the FOR training 

 Source SS Df MS F Sig. 

Overall Evaluation       

 Between .197 1 .197 .365 .547
 Within 55.765 103 .541
 Total 55.962 104

Interview Interest  

 Between 1.061 1 1.062 1.421 .236
 Within 76.901 103 .747
 Total 77.962 104
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creating an image.  However, little difference was noticed in participants were asked about using 

a prototype-matching process.  Similar to before, it is likely that the social desirability effect 

encourages respondents to answer yes to the following questions, since they feel like the 

“correct” response.   

Table 15 Frequencies of FOR Training Relevant Questions 

Training 

Condition Construct Yes No Maybe 

INFO  

Only 

Training   

N = 52 

Do you feel you created an image in your head for what 

high or low would be for each concept? 41 0 11 

   

When evaluating the candidates did you match new 

information about the candidates to your existing image in 

your head for what high or low meant for each concept? 39 3 10 

FOR 

Training    

 

N = 53 

Do you feel you created an image in your head for what 

high or low would be for each concept? 

 

47 

 

1 

 

5 

    

 

When evaluating the candidates did you match new 

information about the candidates to your existing image in 

your head for what high or low meant for each concept? 41 1 11 

   

   

    

N = 105 
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The table below summarizes the means and standard deviations of two questions asked 

after the evaluation period.  Participants were asked, “How enjoyable did you find the training 

provided?”  A 5-point Likert response was recorded ranging from “1 = Not at all Enjoyable” to 

“5 = Very Enjoyable.”  Participants were also asked, “How useful/helpful did you find the 

practice sessions provided?” and “How helpful did you find the practice sessions provided?”  A 

5-point Likert response was use to gauge helpfulness of training and practice sessions which 

ranged from “1 = Not at all Helpful” to “5 = Very Helpful.”   

 

Table 16 Descriptive Analysis of FOR Training Relevant Questions 

Training 

Condition Construct M SD 

INFO  

Only 

Training   

  N = 52 How enjoyable did you find the training provided? 3.56 .69 

   

How useful/helpful did you find the training provided? 3.98 .75 

    

 How helpful did you find the practice sessions? 3.87 .79 

FOR 

Training    

  N = 53 How enjoyable did you find the training provided? 3.85 .77 

    

 How useful/helpful did you find the training provided? 4.08 .73 

   

 How helpful did you find the practice sessions? 4.03 .74 

    

N = 105 
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Table 15 shows that frame-of-reference training only made a slight improvement in 

respondents reporting enjoyability of training, usefulness/helpfulness of training, and how 

helpful the practice sessions were.  However, these improvements are not significant.  

Specifically, enjoyability reported little change (FOR: M = 3.85, SD = 0.77; INFO: M = 3.56, SD 

= 0.69).  Participants reported little difference between training conditions for usefulness and 

helpfulness of the training (FOR: M = 4.08, SD = 0.73; INFO: M = 3.98, SD = 0.75).  When 

participants were asked about the practice sessions and their helpfulness, frame-of-reference 

training (M = 4.03, SD = 0.74) was slightly higher than the information-only training (M = 3.87, 

SD = 0.79).     

    In summary, frame-of-reference training led respondents to report that the training was 

more enjoyable and more useful and helpful, yet the difference was small and not significant.  

This issue is clouded since length of training clearly would affect respondents’ answers to 

subjective items asking about enjoyment and perceived usefulness.  Length of training was about 

65-70 minutes for information only and 80 minutes for FOR training condition.  In other words, 

length of training may have kept frame-of-reference training from creating an even larger 

difference on the above items.  However, enjoyment of the training may not be important in 

determining frame-of-reference training applicability to analyzing biodata information, and self-

assessments of helpfulness and usefulness may not be an adequate test of validity.        

CHAPTER 4 - Discussion 

The current research has found support for many of the hypotheses.  Hypothesis 1 

suggested that biodata inferences regarding applicants’ personality would be better with FOR 

training compared to INFO-Only training in terms of accuracy.  The results indicated that 
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accuracy was improved in the direction of the target scores.  Factors such as applicants’ 

agreeableness, extraversion, and conscientiousness are difficult to assess from biodata 

information such as résumés, so employers more than likely need to utilize any techniques that 

can increase accuracy of these assessments.  Frame-of-reference training, which is relatively easy 

and straight-forward, can help evaluators improve these predictions.   

It should be noted that personality, in this case, only refers to the three factors of interest 

in this study, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness, while neuroticism and 

openness to experience were unexplored.  Students reported (Table 10) that their understanding 

of the conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness, as well as cognitive ability and 

organizational citizenship behavior was good.  This would suggest that it may have been possible 

for students to attend to additional personality constructs during the experiment.  However, 

exclusion of neuroticism and openness to experience from the current research was also due to 

their lack of validity to predict most work-related outcomes.  Although it is difficult to know for 

sure whether two more constructs would have been too many to establish a good understanding, 

it is likely their exclusion wasn’t necessary.   

Since the measure of participant understanding was a self-report item, it does make any 

analysis or conclusions in this area suspect.  It is likely that students were not well-suited to 

make this judgment.  It is possible that students succumbed to the social desirability effect and 

therefore, regardless of training condition, reported a high degree of understanding for all of the 

constructs included in the study.  The evidence for this is reported in Table 10 which shows no 

significant differences between training conditions.  If frame-of-reference training is effective, it 

could be expected that there should have been a significant improvement of understanding 

between the information-only training condition and the frame-of-reference training condition.     
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These results were surprising, considering that other indicators suggested improved 

accuracy of participants in the FOR training condition.  Virtually no differences were reported in 

understanding of the various constructs studied and a one-way analysis of variance indicated no 

significant differences between training conditions.  In hindsight, a more objective measure of 

understanding of constructs would have likely achieved very different results.  Although, the 

participants session were already lengthy, researchers more than likely would have indicated 

having gained more insight in this area if an objective measure would have been used.  Future 

research could include a couple of open-ended questions, asking participants to summarize the 

definition of each construct, or identifying examples of high or low on a particular construct.  

This may be a better measure of participant understanding, and more than likely would lead to 

differences between frame-of-reference training and information-only training, as other 

indicators demonstrated the effectiveness of frame-of-reference. 

Although cognitive ability’s predictive validity is well established, potential employees 

and employers have shown a dislike for this used as a selection technique.  Also, general 

cognitive ability may raise issues of adverse impact.  The current research not only gave 

evidence for biodata’s ability to be evaluated in terms of cognitive ability, but also suggested 

frame-of-reference training as a method to further improve accuracy.  Hypothesis 2 approached 

significance and Hypothesis 5 was supported, thus providing further support for the usefulness of 

frame-of-reference training in assessing constructs relating to specific applicants.  FOR training 

led participants to more accuracy and to greater inter-rater reliability than INFO-Only training.       

 Inferences about applicants’ likelihood to participate in organizational citizenship 

behaviors were hypothesized to be more accurate for participants in the FOR training than in 

INFO-Only training.  This hypothesis was only partially supported by the evidence.  A one-way 
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analysis of variance did not achieve significance; however, there was difference between the 

means in the direction of improved accuracy.  That is, FOR training achieved a more accurate 

average rating than the information-only training condition, yet the difference was not large 

enough to support significance at the p < .05 level.  Future research should continue to examine 

the ability of FOR training to improve rater accuracy, though logically it should first be 

established whether biographical information blanks and résumés provide enough information to 

allow raters to effectively infer a construct as complex as organizational citizenship behaviors.  It 

would also be useful to expand the research to include all contextual performance or extra-role 

behaviors, to get a more clear understanding of the dynamics involved in these relationships.   

Most importantly, it was hypothesized, and later supported, that reviewers’ estimates 

would be more reliable in the FOR training condition compared to the INFO-only training 

condition.  It should not be surprising that agreement among raters is higher after receiving FOR 

training, as this training technique is well established in the performance appraisal area.  FOR 

training includes more interaction among participants, more review and reflection time, feedback 

as to accuracy or practice sessions, and more discussion on creating a frame of reference for how 

a high score or low score on a particular dimension should appear in the biodata.  All of the 

above techniques, as part of the FOR training, makes it more likely that participants would 

develop more mainstream perspectives and assessments.  All five of the constructs involved in 

the study identified greater agreement among FOR training participants and INFO-Only training 

participants.    

These initial results suggest that participants’ inferences improve in accuracy with FOR 

training.  This finding gives support for the general notion, which was unexplored previously in 

the literature, that frame-of-reference training can be an acceptable method to improve selection 
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decisions and assessments specifically in the area of biodata.  As discussed earlier, frame-of-

reference training had been primarily investigated in the realm of performance appraisal and 

never been explored in the area of selection and analyzing biodata information.    

Application 

Most organizations are currently collecting biodata information in terms of résumés.  It is 

logical to assume that résumés are being reviewed by largely untrained supervisors and managers 

who are attempting to make inferences about the applicant on dimensions they feel are important 

for the workplace.  Organizations should recognize the need to offer training in an effort to make 

the inferences for applicants as accurate as possible.  Inferences will be made whether 

organizations provide adequate training or not, so cost-effective, simply-managed training that 

can improve accuracy should be considered.  FOR training, at least from this initial investigation, 

appears to be a likely candidate to fill this identified need.  

Organizations are interested in applicants’ personality, cognitive ability, and extra-role 

behaviors due to their inherent predictive validity for workplace criteria.  This information is 

available in sources already being collected.  Successful selection decisions in the future depend 

on the employer’s ability to extract the proper information, ignore irrelevant information, and 

draw accurate inferences about applicant’s characteristics.  FOR training can help in making 

better selection decisions.   

It was noted earlier, and is displayed in Figure 2, that a difference was still found between 

target scores and the average evaluations from participants in the FOR training condition.  That 

is, FOR training participants were found to be more accurate than INFO-only training 

participants, yet they were still not equivalent to the “correct” scores or target scores.  However, 

despite these differences, the improved accuracy of those with FOR training would result in 



 60

more valid normative comparisons among candidates, which is important since selection 

decisions are often normative. 

Limitations 

Clearly, having undergraduate students with little or no selection experience may not 

translate well to an actual employment situation.  These subjects may come in as a blank slate, 

and therefore be more willing to accept feedback and change their behavior in compliance with 

researchers’ directions.  Although, as discussed by Cole and associates (2005), little evidence has 

been found suggesting that there is a difference between subjects and practitioners selection 

ratings (e.g., Watkins & Johnston, 2000).   

The demographics of the participants in general may be a concern.  The sample was 

obtained in a community college at a military installation.  The majority of the sample is either 

military or dependants of the military.  Additionally, the population was over four-fifths female 

and about two-thirds minority.  Although the population demographics are disappointing, there 

was no evidence that would suggest that this is a problem in analyzing the information. 

Researchers asked individuals providing résumé and biographical information to provide 

a résumé that they would actually submit in applying for a job that they were qualified for.  

However, all the résumés were obtained without giving a job description, salary, or even job 

title, so individuals chose to provide researchers with a résumé that can be described as a 

‘master’ résumé.  These résumés contained a great deal more information than would normally 

be provided to a prospective employer.  However, since all applicants chose to include this 

information, it was not a concern for current researchers.  It is important to note that this issue 

may be a concern for external validity issues.  
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Unfortunately, external validity and ecological validity concerns are warranted.  Of 

course, the trade off between experimental controls and generalizability are common to this line 

of research, and sacrifices are always made.  Since this is a new line of research and avenue to 

use frame-of-reference training, conclusions should be drawn only after taking into account 

concerns of generalizability.  It may be a concern that undergraduates with no experience 

evaluating biodata may not evaluate information in the same manner as managers who are 

actually reviewing possible employees for a couple of reasons.  There is no cost of an incorrect 

judgment or decision for our participants; however, managers who might work with an applicant 

in the future would clearly have an increased vested interest in making accurate judgments and 

conclusions. 

Although it is unlikely, it is possible the difference in length of the training from the two 

conditions could have had an effect on the results.   It may be difficult for researchers to control 

for this factor without compromising other issues, but it needs to be considered.  Additionally, 

the overall length of the training session may not be important, but having multiple sessions may 

prove to be useful.  It is likely that reviewing the constructs and establishing various “frame of 

references” over multiple sessions would increase practice and should, more than likely, increase 

the accuracy and reliability as well.   

Future Research 

Future research should consider the above limitations.  Clearly, a more extensive body of 

research is called for before practical utility can adequately be established, but the initial results 

are encouraging.  A variety of research questions are raised.  Some research questions are 

important for biodata in general and some are specific to using FOR training to improve biodata 

analysis.  What are the critical components to FOR training?  Initial results suggest the training 
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of what is high or low in a particular constructs seem to be as important, if not more than, the 

practice and feedback, which in past research has been suggested to be the critical elements.    

Additionally, biographical information blank items, résumé characteristics, and applicants’ 

personality need to be varied to explore any possible variables that may influence findings, but 

are currently thought to be inconsequential. 

Future research could benefit from using professionals that commonly evaluate biodata 

information.  It has been considered and discussed whether evaluators in actual practice evaluate 

information the same way as the participants under the current study.  More commonly reviewers 

are not asked to evaluate applicants on specific dimensions with specific scores, but are asked to 

evaluate them in general terms.  Researchers could remove the likert scale technique used to 

score the dimensions and could move to categorical identifiers.  That is, reviewers typically 

would score high or low on a dimension when evaluating candidates, but would not likely make 

a specific assessment.  Therefore, researchers could ask participants to score dimensions 

categorically rather than continuously to further reflect actual practice. 

Surprisingly, little research has been conducted in an effort to learn how reviewers 

evaluate relevant biographical information in regular practice, and even less research has been 

devoted to exploring possible methods to improve this evaluation process.  Current research 

explored one possible training method that may possess great utility in improving accuracy and 

consistency in ratings for a number of work-related constructs.  However, it is possible that other 

training initiatives and possible learning theories could provide similar results and less time and 

resources.  This may be unlikely since most materials required to conduct frame-of-reference 

training could be found in the results of a validation study, which should have been conducted 

prior to using biodata as a selection instrument.         
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Conclusion 

Collecting and using biographical information to make employment selection decisions 

has been an accepted practice for the last century and will continue to be an accepted practice for 

the foreseeable future.  Biodata provides an intuitively simple approach to making selection 

decisions.  Past behavior is the best predictor of future behavior.  Little evidence, however, has 

been developed in the literature, or in common practice, regarding how to improve or train 

employers on making more reliable and accurate decisions based on biodata information.  It is 

evident that FOR training shows a great deal of promise in the area of evaluation of biodata 

information.  More research in this area could and more than likely would further the argument 

that FOR training can create more accurate assessments from raters and employers using this 

approach would be encouraged from its utility and validity.   
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Appendix A - FOR Training Biographical Information Blank 

Training Sheet 

Biographical information blanks 
1. What social clubs are you members of or have been in the past? 

 

Extraversion – High in extraversion would be indicated by many social clubs. 

 

2. When you were a student during your teens, you preferred homework assignment that 
were: 

a. Detailed and explicit as to what was expected 
b. Fairly specific but with a fair amount of leeway in following procedural 

instructions 
c. Quite general and open-ended, allowing you to follow the instructions according 

to your own understanding 
 

Conscientiousness  -High in conscientiousness would be indicated by choice (a.) 

   -Low in conscientiousness would be indicated by choice (c.) 

 

3. When working on a project which part do you like best 
a. Planning it 
b. Carrying out the specified tasks 
c. Working out unexpected problems 
d. Showing the finished product 

 

Conscientiousness  -High in conscientiousness would be indicated by choice (a.) 

   -Low in conscientiousness would be indicated by choice (d.) 

 

4. In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved with: 
a. Reading 
b. Social activities 
c. Making things in your own workroom 
d. Sports 
e. None of the above 

 

Extraversion   

-High extraversion would be indicated by (b.) social activities and (d.) sports 
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-Low extraversion would be indicated by (a.) reading and (c.) making things in your won 

workroom 

 

5. Others look to me to answer difficult questions and solve problems that they do not 
understand? 

a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Always 

 

Cognitive ability  -Always or often would indicate higher cognitive ability 

   -Never or sometimes would indicate lower cognitive ability 

 

6. Describe experiences you have speaking in front of others.  Did you feel comfortable? 
 

Extraversion  -High would feel very comfortable and would likely have more experience 

  -Low would feel very uncomfortable and little experience 

 

7. Do you prefer reading? 
a. Information almost only about my business 
b. Materials based on a variety of areas 

 

Extraversion -Maybe high variation in interest indicates high extraversion 

-Maybe little variation in interest indicates low extraversion 

 

8.  Describe activities in the past that you have done with new employees at your business 

that you were not asked to do. 

 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors – Possible many orientation activities or time 

devoted would indicate high likelihood to participate in Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

 

       9. Do you attend religious services often? 

 

Research shows that highly religious individuals are high in agreeableness 
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        10.  Do you find yourself staying late after work, even though, nobody is around to notice? 

Explain briefly. 

 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors - Staying late and doing extra-role activities would 

indicate high OCB 

- Low OCBs maybe indicated by unwillingness to participate 
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Appendix B - Participants Rating Sheet 
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Appendix C - FOR Training 
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Appendix D - INFO-Only Training Materials 
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Appendix E - Résumé for Joan D. Smith 

Joan D. Smith 
Professional 
Experience 

State University 
2007-present 

 

Grant and Contract Administrator 

 

 Facilitate State University’s involvement in projects and programs funded by 
external sponsors 

 Assist with budget development and formatting of proposals to meet agency 
requirements and guidelines 

 Provide administrative oversight including negotiating terms and conditions of 
awards and sub-awards, and monitoring them for compliance with given standards 

 Develop contracts with the major funding agencies and match potential funding 
sources with faculty research interests 

 Coordinate the development of proposals with individuals, departments, colleges, 
centers, and institutes 

 
Soup Kitchen, Anytown, USA                                                                                                
2005-2007 

 

Assistant Director 
 

 Develop and implement marketing plan to create awareness in community for 
nonprofit organization 

 Manage and expand outreach programs to 13 counties 
 Coordinate and execute promotional events including community charity golf 

tournament and athlete food collections 
 Design and expand organization media relations through the creation of television, 

radio, and print advertising 
 Create and give informational presentations to diverse groups and individuals 

including State Representatives and Senators, university students, organizations, 
and children 

 Assist with preparation of firm budget and donation forecast 
 Organize and supervise over 1800 volunteers at athletic and community events 

 
Phil & Smith, Inc., Anytown, USA  2002-2005 
 

 Manager/Bookkeeper 

 Managed small independent boutique with 6 employees;  delegated duties and daily  
tasks 
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 Performed daily audit packet of cash and sales 
 Generated yearly budgets and cash flow statements 
 Created advertisements for local publications   
 Received inventory and priced merchandise; completed monthly payables to hundreds 

of vendors 
 Managed Layaway and House Charge receivables utilizing QuickBooks 

 
 National Magazine, Anytown, USA  2003-2004 

Public Relations Department Head (Internship, UCCS) 

 Organized a team of 5 students to launch an integrated public relations campaign 
 Designed a detailed media kit, which included information regarding the project  
 Established and developed relationships with local media to distribute information 
 Completed press releases and public  service announcements targeted at public 
 Solicited donations from local businesses and individuals to support  event benefiting 

the Breast Cancer Foundation 
 Created and distributed invitation to project event  

 
 Mountain Soccer Club, Anytown, USA  2002-2003 

Marketing Coordinator 

 Coordinated nationwide competitive soccer tournament of over 250 teams 
 Consolidated and maintained company database of customers 
 Researched potential target markets, developed and implemented grass roots 

marketing plan 
 

 
Education University of Colorado, Colorado Springs, CO  2004 

 B.S., Bachelor of Science in Business Administration emphasis in Marketing 
 

Athletic 
Activities 

 Member of University of Colorado, Colorado Springs Club Soccer Team 
 Youth Coach, Pikes Peak Soccer Club 
 Trainer, Colorado Springs Sports Center 

Skills  Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, Excel, and additional office applications 
 Oracle database applications, QuickBooks 
 Internet Explorer, Navigator, and e-mail 
 Basic office equipment; fax machine, copy machine, phones 
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Appendix F - Biographical Information Blanks for Joan D. Smith 

 

Joan D. Smith 
Biographical information blanks 

 
1. What social clubs are you members of or have been in the past? 

National Honor Society, Younglife, soccer, cross country 
  

2. When you were a student during your teens, you preferred homework assignment that 
were: 

a. Detailed and explicit as to what was expected 
b. Fairly specific but with a fair amount of leeway in following procedural 

instructions 
c. Quite general and open-ended, allowing you to follow the instructions according 

to your own understanding 
 

3. When working on a project which part do you like best 
a. Planning it 
b. Carrying out the specified tasks 
c. Working out unexpected problems 
d. Showing the finished product 

 
4. In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved with: 

a. Reading 
b. Social activities 
c. Making things in your own workroom 
d. Sports 
e. None of the above 

 
5. Others look to me to answer difficult questions and solve problems that they do not 

understand? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Always 

 
6. Describe experiences you have speaking in front of others.  Did you feel comfortable? 

 
        I am generally comfortable speaking in front of others, there is always a little bit of nervousness, 
especially around new people.  But usually the more prepared I am, the less nervous I feel.  

 
7. Do you prefer reading? 

a. Information almost only about my business 
b. Materials based on a variety of areas 
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8.  Describe activities in the past that you have done with new employees at your 
business that you were not asked to do. 

 
I have engaged new employees on a personal level, to help make the environment 

comfortable. 
 
9. Do you attend religious services often? 
 
No. 
 
10.  Do you find yourself staying late after work, even though, nobody is around to 

notice? Explain briefly. 
 

 
 Not unless my workload requires me to stay late. 
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Appendix G - Résumé for Joan J. Smith 



 88

 



 89

 

 
 



 90

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 91

Appendix H - Biographical Information Blanks for Joan J. Smith 

Joan J. Smith 
Biographical information blanks 

 
1. What social clubs are you members of or have been in the past? 

Sisters of Society (women's social sorority), Social Chair (UNI residence hall council), 
Student Council, Basketball/Football Cheerleading, Dance, Softball, Drama Club, and 
Spanish Club 
 

2. When you were a student during your teens, you preferred homework assignment that 
were: 

a. Detailed and explicit as to what was expected 
b. Fairly specific but with a fair amount of leeway in following procedural 

instructions 
c. Quite general and open-ended, allowing you to follow the instructions according 

to your own understanding 
 

3. When working on a project which part do you like best 
a. Planning it 
b. Carrying out the specified tasks 
c. Working out unexpected problems 
d. Showing the finished product 

 
4. In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved with: 

a. Reading 
b. Social activities 
c. Making things in your own workroom 
d. Sports 
e. None of the above 

 
5. Others look to me to answer difficult questions and solve problems that they do not 

understand? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Always 

 
6. Describe experiences you have speaking in front of others.  Did you feel comfortable? 

 
For me it depends on the size of the group I am up in front of.  I present to my group of 

managers which is usually between 20 - 40 people and I am completely comfortable.  With a larger group, 
say the entire region I get more nervous. Usually I start off nervous, with my voice cracking, but as I get 
further into the presentation the more comfortable I feel.  I speak very fast so sometimes I get anxious 
about how it will all come out to the audience.  I like to put together presentations and I do like being able 
to train or teach people so I find the experience usually very satisfying. 
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7. Do you prefer reading? 
a. Information almost only about my business 
b. Materials based on a variety of areas 

 
8.  Describe activities in the past that you have done with new employees at your business 
that you were not asked to do. 

 
I let them travel to other stores with me to gain some perspective.  I partner them with another 

top manager and usually that person comes and spends a week with them helping them get acclimated to 
the business.  Alot of our training now is done online, but I often take the materials and go through the 
information one on one with the new employees as well.  I set up follow-up calls weekly to discuss their 
progress for usually the first 3 months they are on the job. 

 
      9. Do you attend religious services often? 

 
Mostly holidays and maybe once every 4-6 weeks.  I attend more during the school year than 

during the summer times when things are busy. 
 

10.  Do you find yourself staying late after work, even though, nobody is around to notice? 
Explain briefly. 

 
Yes - I work independently in my role in that I don't work directly with my boss or my peers.  I 

do not have to clock in and out each day so I truly get to determine the amount of time I put in each day. 
 So I always find myself staying up late working on my laptop, I receive calls during off hours often, I am 
pretty accessible 24 hours a day and of course my supervisors are located in another state so there is no 
one really to see my work.  I believe the more you put into your job the better results you will achieve, so 
I do whatever it takes to get things accomplished and to meet and exceed the goals and expectations that 
have been set before me. 
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Appendix I - Résumé for John D. Smith 

JOHN D. SMITH 
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Appendix J - Biographical Information Blanks for John D. Smith 

John D. Smith 
Biographical information blanks 

 
1. What social clubs are you members of or have been in the past? 

Bowling teams / league, and other than that, a lot of social time surrounding 
my job, but no 'club.'  

 
2. When you were a student during your teens, you preferred homework assignment that 

were: 
a. Detailed and explicit as to what was expected 
b. Fairly specific but with a fair amount of leeway in following procedural 

instructions 
c. Quite general and open-ended, allowing you to follow the instructions according 

to your own understanding 
 

3. When working on a project which part do you like best 
a. Planning it 
b. Carrying out the specified tasks 
c. Working out unexpected problems 
d. Showing the finished product 

 
4. In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved with: 

a. Reading 
b. Social activities 
c. Making things in your own workroom 
d. Sports 
e. None of the above 

 
5. Others look to me to answer difficult questions and solve problems that they do not 

understand? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Always 

 
6. Describe experiences you have speaking in front of others.  Did you feel comfortable? 

 
I was a very shy child through high school and freshman year of college.  Then I 

became an RA and had to be comfortable in front of people.  Thus, my shell didn't just 
crack, it broke off in huge pieces and I am comfortable now talking to groups. 
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7. Do you prefer reading? 
a. Information almost only about my business 
b. Materials based on a variety of areas 

YES - I like social reading  
on numerous areas to expand my horizons 

 
8.  Describe activities in the past that you have done with new employees at your 

business that you were not asked to do. 
 
I am a constant resource for questions about anything, and not just with new 

employees, but seasoned veterans as well.  I also always reach out to new employees to 
make sure that their transition is going smoothly, often asking them out to do 
something socially so that they feel like they 'fit in'. 

 
9. Do you attend religious services often? 
 
I try to attend at least every other week; however, time gets away from  

me sometime and I do not make it a priority.  I am trying to make this  
more of a priority for this year. 

 
10.  Do you find yourself staying late after work, even though, nobody is around to 

notice? Explain briefly. 
 

I do not ever really consider whether someone is here or not if I work late.  If 
there is work to do, I am here to get it done.  The nature of my job is 24 hours a day, so 
working late or early in the morning just depends on the requirements at that point in 
the year. 
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Appendix K - Résumé for John T. Smith 

John T. Smith 
1313 Mocking Bird Lane 
Anytown, USA 55555 

Home: 555-555-7756 Work: 555-555-0265 
EMAIL: Smith3@cox.net 

 
OBJECTIVE: 
 
SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS: 
 
WORK EXPERIENCE:  
May we contact your current supervisor: Yes 
 
10/20/2004 Present 40 Hours per week Construction Manager/ Family 

Coordinator/ Director for Self-Help Housing, Anytown, USA  Joe Smith 555-555-
3103 

 
Responsible for the overall coordination of the Self-Help Housing Program to 

assure compliance with the purpose of the Rural Development Section 523 procedures and 
instructions.  Supervise the Self-Help grant program efforts to carry out the housing 
program management from recruitment of interested borrowers to occupancy of completed 
homes.  Assure that all program management methods were professionally implemented and 
executed within rural development guidelines.  Responsible for all technical 
assistance grant expenditures are properly authorized under appropriate RD 
instructions.  Perform supervision over the packaging of borrower applications and 
maintain status and availability of land suitable for building sites.  Supervise bid 
solicitations from interested sub-contractors.  Supervise the financial accountability 
of borrower funds.  Assure the program staff provides proper assistance and 
supervision of borrowers while they construct their homes.  Supervise the management 
of the two-year grant program to achieve the proposed goals set forth in the housing 
development program.  Act as a coordinator between RD and the grant program to promote 
efficient and continual cooperation to accomplish the goals.  Review and report 
program procedures and difficulties and seek solutions to these problems.  Required to 
be knowledgeable in and understanding uniformed building, electrical, plumbing, 
mechanical codes.  Required to oversee and evaluate all construction techniques and 
methods in all facets of residential constructions. Responsible for recording and 
evaluation all proposed bids as well as contracts. Drafted and evaluated all 
invitations to bid.  Projected budgets for home construction costs.  Keep accurate 
records of family work hours.  Responsible for making sure all materials with regards 
to proper quantity and type are delivered to job site. Keep accurate track of 
materials delivered and returned. Oversee the advertising and marketing of the Self-
Help program.  Coordinate loan packaging in conjunction with RD.  Evaluate financial 
situations and credit risk factors to approve or disapprove housing loans.  Advise 
families of financing, financial management and advise them of other sources of 
available assistance.  Directed and administrated financial control of supervised bank 
accounts, maintenance, insurance and other detail accounts.  Recruitment of low-income 
families to enter the Self-Help Housing program.  Responsible for all budgets for 523 
and 502 RD programs.  Packaged grant application for continuation of program.  
Responsible for hiring and maintaining Self-Help housing staff. Assisted in developing 
a cooperative program between The City of Junction City and Junction City’s High 
School construction technologies class.  The class provides students the opportunity 
to build a home from start to finish.  Acted as the general contractor for this 
program.  Provided instruction to high school students on several projects. Headed a 
committee to oversee the renovation and addition to the skate ring for the City of 
Junction City. 
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08/01/2004 10/1/2004 25 Hours per week Farm Assistant 8.00/HR 
Smith Farms Anytown, USA Frank Smith 555-555-5555 
Evaluated grazing status of bovine and cared for cow/calf operations. 

Determined if adequate nutritional needs are met. Analyzed health of cattle and 
administer medication as needed. Kept acurate records of number of cattle as well as 
any health related issues.  Assisted the calving procedures to minimize birth risks. 
Tagged and marked calves. Repaired farm equipment and performed agricultural welding. 
Evaluated farm macherinery breakdowns, order parts and complete repairs. Loaded and 
delivered argicultural goods. Coordinate other employees work schedules. 

                                                                 
12/01/2000 07/07/2004 25 Hours per week Owner/Manager  
Smith Repair and Property Management Anytown, USA Self-employed  
 
Researched area real estate. Purchased and renovated repossessed homes. 

Investigated abandoned home ownership, dealt with HUD to obtain ownership, Contacted 
owners and organized closing procedures. Analyzed repair and cost estimates. Replaced 
floors, replaced outdated water lines. Fabricated and installed wood cabinets. Rewired 
electrical system. Installed windows, doors, vinyl siding, tile, ceiling lights, 
ceiling fans, trim work. Designed and build storage buildings and workshops. Installed 
all electrical and shelving needs. Painted interior/exterior, Installed metal roof and 
new trim.  Maintained landscape.  

 
01/01/1998 03/01/2000 25 Hours per week Owner/Operator  
Smith Property Management and Development Anytown, USA Self-employed  
 
Owned and operated a small ranch. Market and resale property analysis,Planned 

and designed ranch layout. Designed and fabricated metal barns, arena and pipe 
fencing. Installed water and electrical systems. Trained, marketed and sold Quarter 
Horses. Managed feeding and healthcare for horses and cattle.   

 
01/01/1991 08/01/2004 200 days per year Professional Rodeo Cowboy  
Professional Rodeo Cowboys Association Colorado Springs, CO Self-

employed  
 
Managed a National Competition schedule. Analyzed upcoming events and 

formulated most productive course, Assessed costs and risks for scheduling purposes, 
researched and reported on stock selections, met strick entry deadlines for 125 events 
per year, coordinate travel plans for 2-10 individuals, organized and scheduled flight 
plans and lodging accomodations, participated in media events, served as Regional 
Saddle Bronc Director for 5 years, competed in over 100 rodeos per year with a Top 20 
National Ranking for 7 years. 

 

 

 

01/01/1970 01/01/1995 200 days per year Smith Family Ranch, Pavillion, WY. 555-555-
6229 

 
Worked and helped manage 300 cow calf operation.  Analyzed cows to determine 

age, pregnancy status, health condition, determine short and long term production.  
Calved cows preventing birthing complications.  Examined calves for proper nutritional 
and health needs. Branded and doctored calves. Farmed land to produce feed for 
animals.  Irrigated and put up hay for feed. Located and gathered cattle off large 
acreges.  Helped market and negotaite price for pending cattle sales.  Produce annual 
quarter horse sale, ride and show over 100 horses per year.  Designed and build 
facilities to hold large auction.  Advertised horse sale in print as well as on the 
internet.  Talked to public to help them in the buying process of horses. 
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EDUCATION:  
University of Wyoming, Industrial Education Bachelors of Science, 1992 
Chadron State College 1988-1989 
                                       
Wind River High School, Graduation Date: 1988 
 
SPECIALIZED TRAINING:  
Property Management and Contracts Course at Texas School of Real Estate. 
Home Inspection courses from the Professional Career Development Institute 

(est. graduation May 2007) 
Licensed General Contractor in City of Junction, KS (#013380) 
Graduate of 2006 Crossroads of Leadership 
Courses in “Green building” 2006 HAC Conference 
2007 Kansas Renewable energy conference 
2006-Present Board Member of the National Self-Help Housing Steering Committee 
  
LICENSES/CERTIFICATES:  
Class C Drivers Licence  
 
AWARDS: 
Recipient of the 2006 Mark of Excellence Award of the City of Junction City 
Selected for the 2006 Crossroads of Leadership Training 
   
REFERENCES: Available upon request  
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Appendix L - Biographical Information Blanks for John T. Smith 

John T. Smith 

Biographical information blanks 

 

1. What social clubs are you members of or have been in the past? 
None 

2. When you were a student during your teens, you preferred homework assignment that 
were: 

a. Detailed and explicit as to what was expected 
b. Fairly specific but with a fair amount of leeway in following procedural 

instructions 
c. Quite general and open-ended, allowing you to follow the instructions according 

to your own understanding 
 

3. When working on a project which part do you like best 
a. Planning it 
b. Carrying out the specified tasks 
c. Working out unexpected problems 
d. Showing the finished product 

 
4. In your leisure time, you prefer to be involved with: 

a. Reading 
b. Social activities 
c. Making things in your own workroom 
d. Sports 
e. None of the above 

 
5. Others look to me to answer difficult questions and solve problems that they do not 

understand? 
a. Never 
b. Sometimes 
c. Often 
d. Always 

 
6. Describe experiences you have speaking in front of others.  Did you feel comfortable? 

 
My public speaking experience is mostly limited to work related issues.  At first I was extremly 

nervous, but as my knowledge of the subject matter to which I was speaking about increased I 
experienced less anxois and became a better speaker. 

 
7. Do you prefer reading? 

a. Information almost only about my business 
b. Materials based on a variety of areas 
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8.  Describe activities in the past that you have done with new employees at your 
business that you were not asked to do. 

 
I had all my employees take a personality test to help better understand how they processed 

information. I also tried to spend some one on one time to share experiences outside the office to create a 
level of comfort for both of us. 

 
9. Do you attend religious services often? 
 
Yes, all of the time.   
 
10.  Do you find yourself staying late after work, even though, nobody is around to 

notice? Explain briefly. 
 

No, I don't believe in taking time from myself and my family working late.  I feel that if an 
employee works hard and efficiently during business hours that they should be able to complete their 
work load.  
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Appendix M - Participants Overall Rating Form   
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Appendix N - Big Five Inventory 
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Appendix O - The Big Five Inventory Scoring Guide 
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Appendix P - Organizational Citizenship Behavior Measure 

OCB Measure 

Please score on the enclosed excel sheet to the degree the item describes you and behavior you 

are likely to exhibit in your workplace. 

 Strongly                       Slightly        Slightly        Strongly 

 Disagree        Disagree        Disagree         Neutral         Agree         Agree         Agree 

     1                      2                     3                  4                   5                6                  7 

 

1. Defend the organization when other employees criticize it. 

2. Encourage friends and family to patronize this organization. 

3. Emphasize to people outside the organization the positive aspects of working for the 

organization. 

4. Defend the organization when outsiders criticize it. 

5. Show pride when representing the organization to the public. 

6. Never publicly complains about changes in the organization. 

7. For issues that may have serious consequences, I express opinions honestly even when 

others may disagree. 

8. Often motivate others to express their ideas and opinions.  

9. Encourage others to try new and more effective ways of doing their job. 

10. Encourage hesitant or quiet workers to voice their opinions when they otherwise might 

not speak-up 

11. Frequently communicates to co-workers suggestions on how the work unit can improve. 

12. Rarely returns late from breaks or meals. 

13. Perform your duties with unusually few errors. 

14. Perform your duties with extra special care. 

15. Always finish your work on time. 

16. Always willing to listen to co-workers problems and worries. 

17. Always goes out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group. 

18. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward co-workers, even under the most trying 

business or personal concerns. 
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