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Well, yoon seanch has just ended!
S.F. CHECKOSKY & ASSOCIATES INC.

is the time-proven expert in
computer-based job skills assessment.

We work in cooperation with you to develop customizgt'i computer-
based selection and training procedures for your specific needs, or
we can convert existing procedures to be adm.lnlstered _and sco;ed
by a computer. In addition, we provide ;_Jrofesspnal services such as
job analysis and validation studies.

With SFC&A there’s no need to go in-house_ for youir specialized |
software. We can save you time and frustration. Through coopera-
tive efforts, we put our seven years of software development and

' experience with over 1,000 clients to work for you.

Our flexible, easy to use software fornjat can be adapted for
cognitive ability tests, biodata, tests involving text and d.ata en‘gy, as
well as specialized testing using voice boards a_nd graphycs. And, our

software is compatible with many major networks.

For increased productivity in the 90s,
you need SFC&A today!

Call us at 1-800-521-6833 for a personal demonstration of
our test programs. :

- F. CHECKOSKY & ASSOCIATES INC.‘v
s [SFC&A]

’ P.0. Box 5116
Syracuse, NY 13220
1-800-521-6833

A PARTING EDITORIAL
Steve W, J. Kozlowski

This issue marks the end of my three year term as the Editor of TIP.

Kurt Kraiger, who has been contributing the Vantage 2000 column, will
be assuming my former position. I trust that he will have the same high
level of support from SIOP members and TIP readers that I have en-
joyed. ' :
One of the major perks (in fact, the only perk!) of the editorship is that
the effort is widely appreciated by SIOP members. I have been the
fortunate beneficiary of many positive and supportive comments regard-
ing the quality of TIP and its content, Thank you all; thosé comments
and your support really make all the effort worthwhile.

TIP, however, is the product of many contributors. Although some of
the content in TIP has been solicited, most of the features and news is
provided by members. I have been fortunate to have had an abundance of
high quality submissions _from the membership. I thank all of you for
your excellent contributions,

The TIP Editorial Board coordinates several colemns that are de-
signed to keep our diverse membership informed on issues of particular
interest. Tom Baker writes Practice Network, a column dedicated 10
problems and news for those who must deal with the day-to-day realities
of HRM. Kurt Kraiger writcs Vantage 2000, a column devoted 1o issues
related to the changing workforce and issues of diversity (Kurt, by the
way, needs to replace himself — in case anyone is interested). Craig
Russell has been providing interviews with some of our senior col-
leagues who were formative in the development of our field. Ed Salas
has recently initiated a new column designed to highlight research fund-
ing opportunities. Jim Sharf helps to provide up-to-date information on
relevant legal developments. And Peggy Wagner provides summaries of
SIOP Commiittee activities (16 standing committees!) to help members
stay abreast of all the voluntary effort on their behalf, T thank you all for
your fine work.,

T'would also like to acknowiedge the many people who “work behind
the scenes,” but whose contributions are critical to TIP, Mike Lindell
has “taken care of business™ for TIP. That role now moves 1o the Admin-
istrative Office. The Administrative Office and in particular, Jennifer
Rhinas, provides all sorts of support. Julie Rheinstein (of External
Affairs) compiles the list of meetings that is printed in every issue. Vicki
Alexander, my sccretary at Michigan State University, has provided
assistance of all kinds. And, finally, my appreciation to the people at
Stoyles Graphic Services who take very rough copy and transform it into
a slick package. My thanks 1o all. .

As T have said before: TIP works so well because S0 many work so
hard.

Dhi—




1992 SIOP Conference
Montreal
Saturday May 2, 1992

The Conference Committee will inaugurate a SIOP road race at the 1992
conference in Montreal. The distance will be SK (3.1 miles). The race will be
held Saturday, May 2 at 7:30 a.m.

There will be several categories for competition, both individoal and team,
Individual prizes will be awarded for male and female age group winners. The
age groups will be defined as follows: 20-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50+. There will
also be a “Cadillac” Division for high self-esteem competitors who would
describe themselves as “full-size” models rather than “compacts.” There will
also be a prize awarded to the overall male and female winners. Team compe-
tition will include the following categories and will be “open” competition
categories (i.e. no “within-group™ norms by age or gender):

Mixed double (two person malelfemale teams)
Advisor/Advisee ((two person teams, no temporal limits)
Science/Practice (two person team, one academic, one non-academic)
University
Industry/Government
Consulting

For all but mixed doubles teams, adviser/fadvisec teams and science/prac-
tice teams, winning times will be calculated as the average time of the best two
finishers per team. Team roster limited to five individuals from the same unit
(ie, University, consulting firm, govenment agency or private sector em-
ployer). Graduate students and spouses may compete in any individual or team
categories.

Registration will take place at Conference on Thursday and Friday and
on race day at race site. The race will take place within walking distance of
the Conference hotel. Awards will be presented at the SIOP Luncheon,

For more Frank Landy
information Center for Applied Behavioral Sciences
contact: Research Building D

Penn State University (814) 865-3312
University Park, PA 16802 (814) 865-3309 FAX

A Message From Your President

Richard Klimoski

Some relevant developments:

Those of you who read this column in the last issue of TIP might remember
my references to the Soroka v. Dayton Hudson Stores case that was “simmer-
ing” then on the west coast. Well the heat has been turned up a bit.

The case is one that was brought by job applicants nominally on the basis
of their claim of rights to privacy (guaranieed by California State law). The
plaintiffs were offended by the items on the CPYMMPI test battery used in the
selection/screening process dealing with sexual orientation and religious be-
liefs, But it is far more complex than this. In the eyes of many (myself
mcluded), the appeals court interpretations used in support of their decision to
overturn the original decision (which was in favor of the defendants—the
Dayton Hudson Stores) have substantial implications for both the practice and
science of personnel selection.

Recently, many practicing members of the Society have contacted me with
their concerns as to where this case would ultimately take the field. All were
urging some form of response/fintervention on the part of SIOP. So 1 wasn’t
surprised when I was called by the APA Science Directorate to see if I would
be willing to participate in a conference call to discuss the merits of filing an
Amicus brief with the California State Supreme court. Subsequently, materials
were circulated to me and to about a dozen individnals representing the APA
Directorates, the APA Commitice on Legal Issues (COLI), APA Legal Coun-
sel, and APA’s Committee on Psychological Tests and Assessment, many of
whom took part in the call.

The focus of the conversation (if you can label a conference hookup with
that many people involved a “conversation™) was on the implications of the
Appeals Court opinion for psychological testing in employment contexs.
After lengthy discussion, it was agreed that there were indeed many problem-
atic aspects of the opinion, which, if allowed to stand, would seriously affect
Psychology.

An outcome of the conference call was a decision to formally request a
State Supreme Court review of the Appeals court position. And, if the Court
does get involved, we want to be granted amicus status in the case (taking
neither the plaintiffs’ nor the company’s side). A letter communicating APA’s



desires was prepared by outside counsel, reviewed b_:!' APA staff, and (I am
told) was delivered just in time to meet the filing deadline. . 7

These events were discussed at the last Executive Commitice where a vote
was taken to have STOP formally involved in any futare developments on_the
case. More specifically, should the State Supreme Court grant APA amicus
status, we felt that SIOP should participate in the a_ctual firaﬂmg _of the Jan-
guage of the brief. Toward this end, Wayne Cascio, incoming President of tlt{lie
Society, is staffing and coordinating at Ad Hoc panel being set up f;])r besi
purpose. Whatever unfolds in this case, we will be ready o IBSPOIId in the
interests of our members and of science based personnel selecuorg. ‘

In a similar vein, there have also been a few developments in the unple?-
mentation of the Americans with Disability Act. As most of you know, organi-
zations are gearing up to meet the compliance deadlines of this Act. In many
cases, this involves a review and realignment of hm resources practices,

i se associated with selection and screening. .

eSDiC ;:urt);ctf]ll(;ﬂy .troublesome part of the Act for /O Psyc.holloglsts has to (%0
with the way that the EEOC will view psychological tests in light of the nfzclzt 3
prohibition against pre-hire (offer) medical exams. If tests (e.g., persod u;tly
tests) are deemed to constitute a medical examination or inquiry, individuals
with disabilities could only be assessed with tests after an offer was made.
Thus, contrary 1o current practice, the (presumably job-rel_evant) test would be
used as a final screening device. Clearly, how tests are viewed !?y the EE'OC
will have profound consequences as it could transform selection practices

v ) N
0 fz;i)‘lg:: credit of APA’s Science Directorate, the individuals ﬁlere_have béen
trying 10 get SIOP’s views across (o EEQC/ADA sta.ff m order to insure th:i:
those drafting EEOC/ADA policy understand the scientific and pfotjessmn
issues involved in employment testing. The fact is,‘h(?wcver, on this issue we
are dealing with Commission policy and policy wording does not rcaﬂy ha\;:
to work though any public review process (as was the case of the AD
“Guidelines™). So, for some period of time, it was uncertain as to whett.ner
SIOP would ever be heard. Therefore it was somewhat of a pleasant. Surprise
that. staff members working on this issue decided to contact me 1;‘01'. input. In
fact, I have had several opportunities to converse with them on this important
masvgll;ile it is impossible to guarantee what the fina_l wqrdin_g will say regard-
ing what does or does not constitate a pre-offer medical inquiry, there sel:]erils to
be a willingness to distinguish the latter from emplpyment—re]gted psychologi-
cal testing. At the time of this writing, staff thanking cmphasuffs the purpose
or the goal of pre-offer inquiries. To the exter_lt tha_t psyf:h_ologxcal testf.lfng ui
employment contexts exists to assess job qualifications, it is clearl_.y di eren
from a medical examination. The latter, ostensibly, has as its goal diagnosis or
clinical classification. Therefore such pre-offer job-relevant assessments
would not be prohibited or restricted under the ADA.
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We will just have to see if all this effort has had a material impact on future
policy statements comin g out of the EEOC relevant to the ADA (look for such
special policy guidance information o appear in the BNA’s Daily Labor
Report or Commerce Clearinghouse),

For the past year or so, Loriann Roberson and Jeff McHenry have con-
tributed a great deal of personal effort toward the goal of increasing ethnic
minority participation in SIOP. Their work has already had an Impact on
SIOP/APA Conference programming. But I thonght that we should approach
this area more systematically, Thus I was very pleased when the Executive

- Committee supported my recommendation to create a special task force to

address participation issues.

The task force would be charged with the responsibility of developing and
presenting proposals regarding what, we asa Society, could (and should) do to
promote the goal of increased minority participation (as students, as regular
members and as leaders). Loriann and Jeff have agreed to co-chair this task
force (which bodes well for the project). They have an article outlining some
of their thoughts in this issue of TIP. I urge you all to look it over. Morcover, if
you have any ideas or concerns relevant to the charge of the task force, you
might share them with ns,

Finally, by way of good news, I did wanl to report that SIOP has retained ali
four of its seats on APA Council, This is becanse enough of you took the time
to vote (and to allocate all ten of your votes to Division 14) in the recent
apportionment ballot. The significance of this is that we will have effective
representation in a Governing body that, for better or worse, continues to have
the capacity to affect the affairs of Psychologists in the U.S. This also means
that SIOP/APA members should look forward to receiving materials relative o
the election of a new SIOP/APA rep (o ultimately succeed Shelly Zedeck). 1
urge you o vote in that election as well.

Some well deserved recognition:

Last year, when Past-President Frank Landy “rehabilitated” the phrase
“Office of the Presidency™ in his atempts to capture the nature of the leader-
ship function of the Society, I sort of understood what he meant. However,
after going through my own office, I really have come to appreciate the
significance of the concept. Our committee structure, the operation of the
Executive Committee and the good people who have agreed to serve the
Society in some format capacity really have made a difference in the quality of
my tenure. In this, my last report to you in TIP, I would like to acknowledge
some of the people who make up this collectivity.

In terms of meeting day-to-day functions of the Society, T want to recognize
the work and support of Bill Macy and his staff (especially Jennifer Rinas). I
am contimually amazed at how much he gets done on behalf of SIOP while still
sticking by the mandate we have given to him. Similarly, (particularly because

he is in his final weeks as financial officer), I wish to cite the valuable

contribution made by Manny London. He has done a great job keeping our
9



increasingly complex financial matters under d;:a(;n_tml. Ela'ineﬁilgﬂ::gsc’oisdii:
f the Society, has helped me a great deal in coordinal
ﬁmgug Executivety(‘,‘()mmit’tee meetings. Thanks to her, I have_ neve;el:lae{é ttg
W(g)rry about local arrangements for these meetings o; the materials n
flectively.
i that they are conducted smoothly and e : .
lnSlll?r‘reank La:dy (as Past-President) and Wayne C;ascmt(as Pres:mggli HE‘;luecgtl)1
i i d advice. I can’t thank
were always available for consulta_tlon an A
ir time and useful perspectives. Our Represen _ °
fcc:i)tth ;l;' well appraised of developments at APA. Moreo“‘r‘?r, it h?:s;lsace;)n rzz;;
Borman, Wayne .
ing that 1 could always count on Wally - : :
;‘I](r)l:fgrd and Shelly Zedeck to stand up for our Sometg‘( 5 pe_st mtf;rlests': '1)11 that
forum (I will note that none of these people are anctly _‘wlltmg vio ets d Jim
This year, our Long Range Planning Committce, Mlkfe lClaltn;;ml:) :-‘knto i
, i kson, had an awful lot-of w do.
Farr under the leadership of SusaI.1 Jac| . \ (
In fact, in light of this, Susan coordinated anci ran :jtt tsélecc;faseftl;:ll mogﬁnégﬁ
. . . mi y
session just before our winter Exccutive Committee e e ot
i ered the operation of our administrative o i !
Slre{naii;gw gef::nds placed on it and the kind of formal rel_‘z:‘luonshlp t}’l’at SI_OP
should have vis-a-vis APS. This was in addition to the *sunsetting” review
i up would usually carry out. )
wmhl/iaﬂ;;tgizlirogzowio have attended recent SIOP conferences proll)éiblé do)n lst
realize fri ” it of (to borrow his term
ize that the “user friendly” nature of the everit o . )
largely the result of the efforts of Ron Johnson ‘and his Conference Planmdneg_r
Committee. This “no hassles” atmosphere contributes ';(';ﬁ the p}eaIime :;1 -
i - i is i i lar venue. This year Ron
¢ from attending this increasingly popu il b
1s-j;pping down as chair of that hard working group. So when you sce him in
. give him a special “merci.” . o
MoI?lufearlmgl of succession planning, most of you knpw that tl'ns fllnCtlzllllel;
performed for SIOP by our Committee on (an’ mittees. Tlius yealt', Allen
Kraut has chaired this committee. While Al{en 5 _hard work canno ot be
fully appreciated until the next (Cascio) administration, I }(111(])3 '\:reatint toina[c;re o
i ing all of you who have exhibited an :
ledge his efforts at accommodating 5 | erest
ing inv¢ i P. I belong to a lot of profess
iting involved in some formal way in SIO! _ 0 alot :
gsesocgtions, but I believe that the work of this committee is exemplary in
keeping the Society open to (especialliy ne(;v) gloemb?;;mgng;ng:rn;n 4 did an
Wayne Camara ook over the Awards mm Jid o
j i ttee has expanded to inclu
excellent job. The scope of work for this committec ha nclude
istingui butions in the name o
ard for distinguished early career contri 1
ﬁc??wormick So the Awards Commitiece had to innovate as \lpvc(l)lnat; ;;(; apply
ices in doing i ill se¢ from an article wards
t practices in doing its work. As you wi cfr aws
gr?:gf')am elsewhere in this issue, we had a gratifying numbers of nominations
is and a great group of winners. . _
ﬂugeej:gia Chirtfaand Craig Williams, with the help of their gomrmt;lee,shlag;
assembled an excellent set of workshops scheduled just prior to the
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conference. In light of the fact that we are no longer sponsoring workshops at
APA, Georgia and Craig are looking for ways 10 increase accessibility of
members for those workshops that we do offer while still maintaining the
quality of the experience.

The E and T Committee has several continuing responsibilitics. But this
year Greg Dobbins and his group put out special effort at updating our
Society publication dealing with graduate education opportunities in I/0 Psy-
chology and related programs. New listings have been sought out, and the
masters level of training section has been expanded. This is a very popular
booklet as it is used to maich up applicants to educational opportunities in our
field. Look for announcements as to when the newest update will be available
(some time in *92).

Lois Tetrick, as chair of our External Affairs Committce, has continued to
find ways 0 promote /O Psychology and the Society. Especially noteworthy
this year is the fact that we now have an official position for ways of relating
to foreign applicd psychological associations in general and the Canadian
Psychological Association (I/O Section) in particular. The latter is very timely
in so far as it can be showcased at onr conference in Montreal this year.

In my experience, the work (and achievements) of the Fellowship Commit-
tee is, to a large extent, influenced by the initiative of the chair, This year has
been no exception. Thanks to the leadership of Angelo DiNisi and the diligent
work of his committee, we have a very large slate of Fellow candidates to vote
on during the business meeting at the SIOP conference. As in the past, a subset
of these will go on to have thejr candidacy approved by APA or APS, so that
they might enjoy Fellow status in these organizations as weil.

The Society publishes and promotes two book series, the Frontiers and
Professional Practice. Ag the second Editor of the Frontiers Series, Irv Gold-
stein has done an outstanding job identifying and bringing along several
volumes this year, He is now anticipating the publication of a new book in
each year for the foreseeable future, Doug Bray, as the original Editor of the
Practice Series, has taken what was just a publishing concept and has shaped
three volumes to date, which is no small feat. Please be on the lookout for
displays of the books in both of these series at the SIOP conference. Better
still, buy a few copies where you see them offered. You will enjoy their
contents, receive a discount and support the Society at the same time,

Marcia Andberg and her Membership Committee continue to report fa-
vorable results in their work screening potential new members. I am very
pleased at the number of individuals who choose 1o join SIOP this year. The
fact is, all of these people have choices as to what professional groups with
which to affiliate. On the other hand, I also feel that there are a large number of
individuals who would be interested in becoming 2 member of the SIOP, if
only they were encouraged to Join. Enough said?

The Professional Affairs Committee Chair, Margaret Ingate, and States
Affairs Committee Chair Val Markos had major responsibilities this year for

1



developing and implementing a survey of SIOP members with regard to their
professional needs. In this regard, special thanks should go to OASYS for
contributing the costs of printing the survey and processing the results, and to
Steve Torkel for the data sommaries. The first of the results are now in and
will be used to guide standing commitiee recommendations and Executive
Committee decisions. I know that T was informed by them. Look for details of
the survey in reporis to be published later. At that time, Margaret, Val and I
will try to systematically thank the many individuals who had a hand in the
project. .

My summary of developments with regard to the Soroka case and the ADA
presented above could have also recognized the valuable assistance of Paul
Sackett, Chair of the Scientific Affairs Committee. But I wanted to more
properly thank him in this section of my report for his interpretations and
advice with regard to the scientific implications of these nominally practice
issues. Paul and his committee will be looking into the 1991 Civil Rights Act
in a similar fashion. In light of the complexities of this Act, I have no doubt
that our members will be seeking leadership from the Executive Committee in
the not-too-distant future. Once again, I would rather to prepared and proac-
tive, than wait for things to happen. '

Finally, I wish to congratulate Steve Kozlowski and Mike Lindell for
completing their terms as Editor and Business Manager of TIP, respectively.
As most of you know, this is their last issue. Under their guidance, our
newsletter has reached new heights of sophistication (in content and cover-
age), increased impact, and, not inconsequentially, new levels of revenues
from advertising. We are fortunate, as a Society, to have such committed and
resourceful ndividuals who are willing to volunteer their services for such
important and demanding roles. Moreover, I am especially grateful to Steve
for grooming a successor, Kurt Kraiger. As a result, I expect a “seamless”
transition for the Editorial Office to the University of Colorado at Denver. And
1 1ook forward to working with Kurt in the future.

In conclusion, I want to encourage all of you who have interest.in partici-
pating in Society functions and leadership to make this known. SIOP will
always need the commitment, time and talents of people like those mentioned
above, In this regard, the article by Allen Kraut on how to do this (elsewhere
‘in this issue) should be helpful. As an I/O Psychologist, my work has been
built on the premise that haman resources are important to achieving the goal
of organizational effectiveness. As the soon to be Past-President of the Society,
I am keenly aware of just how true this is for our particular and very special
voluntary erganization. I urge you to get involved.
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CALL FOR NOMINATIONS AND ENTRIES
| 1993 AWARDS |
of the
SOCIETY FOR INDUSTRIAL AND
ORGANIZATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Distinguished Professional Contributions Award
Distinguished Scientific Contributions Award -
Distinguished Service Award
Edwin E. Ghiselli Award for Rescarch Design
Emest J. McCormick Award for Distinguished Early Carcer Contributions
S. Rains Wallace Dissertation Award

(Deadline: 16 September 1992)

Send nominations and entries for all awards to:

Wayne J. Camara
750 First St., N.E.
American Psychological Association
Washington, D.C. 200024242

13



The following instructions apply for the Distinguished Professional Contri-
butions, Distinguished Scientific Contributions, Distinguished Service Contri-
butions, and the Emest J. McCormick Awards.

The winner of each award is given a certificate and a cash prize of $500. In
addition, the recipient is invited to give an address at the meeting of the
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychoiogy that relaics to his or her
contributions.

Nomination Guidelines and Criteria

1. Nominations may be submitted by any member of the Society for Industrial
and Organizational Psychology, the American Psychologica! Association,
the American Psychological Society, or by any person who is sponsored by
a member of one of these organizations.

2. Only members of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology
may be nominated for the award.

3. A current vita of the nominee should accompany the letter of nomination. In
addition, the nominator should include materials that illustrate the contribu-
tions of the nominee,

4. Letters of nomination, vitaes, and all supporting letters or materials must be
received by 16 September 1992,

Administrative Procedures

1, The SIOP Awards Committee will review the letiers of nomination and all
supporting materials of all nominecs and make a recommendation concern-
ing one¢ or more nominees to the Executive Commiitee of the Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology. Two or more nominecs may be
selected if their contributions are similarly distinguished.

2. The Executive Committee may either endorse or teject the recommendation
of the Awards Committee, but may not substitutc a nominee of its own.

3. In the absence of a nominee who is deemed deserving of the award by both
the Awards Committee and the Executive Committee, the award may be
withheld.

DISTINGUISHED PROFESSIONAL
CONTRIBUTIONS AWARD

In recognition of outstanding contributions to the practice of industrial
and organizational psychology.

The award is given to an individual who has developed, refined and imple-
mented practices, procedures, and methods that have had a major impact on
both people in organizational settings and the profession of industrial and
organizational psychology. The contributions of the individual should have
advanced the profession by increasing the effectiveness of industrial and or-
ganizational psychologists working in business, industry, government, and
other organizational seitings.

14

Criteria for the Award
The letter of nomination should address the following points:

(a} '.I‘he general nature of the nominee’s contributions to the practice of
industrial and organizational psychology.

(b) The contributions that the nominee has made (o either (D) the devel-
opment of practices, procedures, and methods, or (2) the imple-
mentation of practices, procedures, and methods, If appropriate,
contributions of both types should be noted.

(c) If relevant, the extent o which there is scientifically sound evi-
dence to support the effectivencss of the relevant practices, proce-
dures, and methods of the nominee.

(d) The impact of the nominee’s contributions on the practice of indus-
trial and organizational psychology.

(e) The stature of the nominee as a practitioner vis-a-vis other promi-
Dent practitioners in the field of industrial and organizational psy-
chology.

() The évidence or documentation that is available 1o support the
contributions of the nominee, Nominators should provide more
tl.lan mere testimonials about the impact of a nominee’s profes-
sional contributions.

{2) The extent to which the nominee has disseminated information
ab(?ut his or her methods, procedures, and practices through publi-
<ations, presentations, workshops, and so forth, The methods, pro-
cedures, and practices must be both available to and utilized by
other practicing industrial and organizational psychologists.

(h) The organizational setting(s) of the nominee’s work (industry, gov-
emment, academia, etc.) will not be a factor in selecting a winner
of the award,

; See also the Nomination Guidelines and Criteria and Administrative Proce-
ires.

Recent Winners of the Award

1982  John Hanagan 1988  Herbert H. Meyer
1983  Edwin Fleishan 1989  William C. Byham
1984 MaryL, Tenopyr 1990  P.Richard Jeanneret
1985  Delmar L. Landen 1991  Charles H. Lawshe
1986  Panl W, Thayer 1992 Gerald V. Barrett

1987  Paul Sparks
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DISTINGUISHED SCIENTIFIC
CONTRIBUTIONS AWARD _ _
In recognition of outstanding contributions to the science of industrial
s - Toov. .
ang;g:‘zﬁjt;:;ﬂg; {gl:l(l)eogdividual whq has made the most disl:i_ngmsh.ed
empirical and/or theoretical scientific cqnml_ml:lon.s to the ﬁelfl of mdgzmmal
and organizational psychology. Tht.a setting in whlc_:h the nominee ma e
contribations (i.¢., industry, academia, government) is not relevant.
Criteria for the Award o
| .The letter of nomination should address the fo_llou_fmg issues:
(a) The general natare of the nominee’s mlennﬁc contnbghoys.
(b) The most important theoretical and{OI f_:mpmca] com:gbuuons..
(c) The impact of the nominee’s contnbu_tlons on the science of indus-
trial and organizational psychology, including the impact that the
work has had on the work of students and colleag_ugas. .
(d) The stature of the nominee as a scientist vis—a—_ws other prominent
scientists in the field of industrial and organizational psycfhsylogy..
See also the Nominations Guidelines and Criteria and Administrative
Procedures.
Recent Winners of the Award

1983  William A. Owens 1988  Raymond A. Katzell
1984  Patricia C. Smith 1989 Lyman W. Porter
1985  Marvin D. Dunnetic 1990  Edward E, Lawler, Il
1986  Ernest J. McCormick 1991 Johr_l P. Campbell
1987  Robert M. Guion- 1992 J. Richard Hackman

DISTINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD

In recognition of sustained, significant, and outstanding service to the
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psych.ology. . .

This award is given for sustained, significant, and outstand}ng service to_ the
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology. Serv?cez_ contnbutl(_ms
can be made in a variety of ways which include b_ut. are not hm:Fed to serving
as (2) an elected officer of the Society, (b) the ch_an' of a standing or ad hoc
committee of the Society, (c) a member of a standing or ad hoc commutef_: of
the Society, and (d) a formal representative of the Society to other Orgamza-
tions.

Criteria for the Award .

The letter of nomination should address the nature_an_d _qua]fty of _the
nominee’s service contributions. A detailed history of thf_: individual’s service-
oriented contributions should be provided. It should spc_szy (a) the offices held
by the nominee, (b) the duration of his or her service in each such office, and
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(c) the significant achievements of the nomince while an incumbent in each
office.

See also the Nominations Guidelines and Criteria and Administrative
Procedaure.

Recent Winners of the Award

1989  Richard J. Campbeli and Mildred E. Katzell
1990  Paml'w. Thayer

1991 Mary L. ‘Tenopyr
1992 Irwin L. Goldstein

ERNEST J. McCORMICK AWARD FOR
DISTINGUISHED EARLY CAREER
CONTRIBUTIONS

In recognition of distinguished early career contributions to the science
or practice of industrial and erganizational psychology.,

This award is given to the individyal who has made the most distingnished
contributions fo the science andfor practice of industrial and organizational
psychology within seven (7) years of receiving the Ph.D. degree. The setting
in which the nominee has made the contributions (i.e., academia, government,
industry) is not relevant.

The Emest J. McCormick Award for Distinguished Early Career Contribu-
tions is sponsored by Consulting Psychologists Press, Incorporated.

Criteria for the Award

The letter of nomination should address the following issues:

(a) The general nature of the nominee’s contributions to science and/or
practice.

(b) The most important contributions to science and/or practice.

(¢) The impact of the nominee’s contribution on the science and/for
practice of industrial and organizational psychology, including the
impact that the work has had on the work of students and col-
leagues.

(d) The status of the nominee as a scientist and/or practitioner vis-a-vis
other prominent scientistg and/or practitioners in the field of indus-
trial and organizational psychology.

Documentation should be provided that indicates that the nominee received
his or her Ph.D, degree no more than seven years preceding the awards
submission deadline of 16 September 1992,

See also the Nominations Guidelines and Criteria and Administrative
Procedure,

Recent Winner of the Award

1992  JohnR. HBollenbeck
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EDWIN E. GHISELLI AWARD FOR
RESEARCH DESIGN

sﬁ:::ﬁjr‘ie:zglnti;lisgs qf ﬁe research proposal that best shows the wse of
Ic me in the study of a phenomenon that i
ﬁelr}i'h of industrial and organizational psychology. 5 relevant (0 the
e award is given to the author(s) of the best research i
- * gun I)ro osal -
§c;enuf_1c methods are qsed to study a phenomenon of relcvancrf 1o thf]:Il ﬁ:il:il‘c;)l;
ndustrial and organizational psychology. The Proposal should demonstrate the
use of research methods that are rigorous, creative, and highly appropriate to
the study of the phenomenon that is the focus of the proposed research. The
Ear;;;ossgl gzhm}ldﬂcclvgs r.es';earch that is at either the design stage or is in. very
s of pilot-testing, i
arly stages o 2. Proposals covering completed research should not
pﬁ;{eheﬁt;tggirt(ii)nofth thesb(?st p?posal is (are) awarded a certificate and a $500
lize. » the Scientific Affairs Committee of the Soci
trial and Organizational Ps i i o s Do e
: : ychology will assist the winner in both ini
gl;ndm_g and locating sites for the conduct of the proposed research 'l?flx)it:l:;i[';g
perfa:rsllstaﬂ?ce, however, does not obligate the award wimner(s) to actua]lr
o aneinpropo"itedsnaa(:mres reseas mdle;l}[nhe recipient(s) of the award will be asked tz
_ g with the i
Socilfety for Industrial and Organizational Psyclll)z;(l)(l))g'(,)ys.a1 o 1he mecting of the
Awarglsorgo ian?l IcI)ﬂe outstanding research proposal is submitted for review, the
ward €¢ may recommend that an otherwise outstanding, but r;ot a
Wlnm_ g proposal be awarded honorable mention status ’
Criteria for Evaluation of Proposals

Rem %mposals wi]l_be evaluated in terms of the following criteria;
. e .egr?e to :whlch the proposed research addresses a phenomenon

is of significance to the field of industrial and organizati
psychology. i

2. The extent to which the

proposal shows appropriate i i
5 the relevant theoretical and empirical literature, consideration of
. ;[l"ah‘eredi%grze l;o v&;hlcl; t::l proposed research will produce findings that

vels o idity (i.e., i '

Statstical conenason) ty (ie., intemal, external, construct, and
C'I;w ittmgf of the proposed research is of lesser importance than the
realf “: y1 :i) !ﬂ:e study to produce highly valid conclusions about a
vorid phenomenon of relevance to the field of industrial and
o.rg;;mz‘auonal 'psychology. The methods of the proposed rescarch
z(]11;1:1 u@g subj_ecls, procedures, measures, manipulations, and data
yuc strategies) should be specified in sufficient detail to allow for

an assessment of th i )
inferences, ¢ capacity of the proposed research to yield valid
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4, The extent to which the proposed research is actually capable of
being conducted.

5. The degree to which the proposed research, irrespective of its out-
comes, will produce information that is both practical and theoretical

in relevance.
6. The extent to which ideas in the proposal are logically, succinctly, and

clearly presented.

7. The degree to which the proposal provides for the appropriate cover-
age and consideration of (a) rescarch objectives, (b) relevant theoreti-
cal and empirical literature, and (¢) research methods. Note that a
budget for the proposed research should not be submitted.

Guidelines for Submission of Proposal

1. Proposals may be submitted by any member of the Society for Indus-
trial and Organizational Psychology, the American Psychological So-
ciety, the American Psychological Association or by any person who
is sponsored by a member of one of these organizations.

2. Proposals having multiple authors are acceptable.

3. Proposals are limited to 30 double-spaced pages. This limit includes
the title page, abstract, tables, figures, etc. However it excludes refer-
ences.

4. Proposals should be prepared in accord with the guidelines provided
in the third edition of the Publication Manual of the American Psy-
chological Association. Note, however, that the abstract may contain
up to 300 words.

5. Ten copies of each proposal should be submitted. The name of the
author, affiliation (academic institution, business firm, or government
agency), and phone number should appear only on the title page of
the proposal.

6. No award-winning proposal (actual winner or honorable mention}
may be re-submitted for review. However, non-winning entries that
were submitted in previous years.may be resubmitied.

7. Individuals who have previously won the award are eligible to submit
proposals covering research other than that covered in their award
winning proposal(s). However, to win an award a third time, the
author must show evidence of having completed at least one or iwo
previously proposed studies.

8. Proposals must be received by 16 September 1992.

Administrative Procedures
1. Proposals will be reviewed by the Awards Committee of the Society
for Industrial and Organizational Psychology.
2. The Awards Committee will make a recommendation (o the Execu-
tive Committee of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psy-
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chology about the award winning proposal and, if appropriate, a
proposal deserving honorable mention status.

3. The Executive Committee may either endorse or 1eject the recom-
mendation of the Awards Committee, but may not substitute a nomi-
nee of its own. '

4. Tn the absence of a proposal that is deemed deserving of the award by
both the Awards Committee and the Executive Committee, the award
may be withheld.

Recent Winners of the Award
1984  Max Bazerman & Henry Farber 1989  Kathy Hanisch &

1985  Gary Johns Charles Hulin
1986  Craig Russell & Mary Van Sell 1990  Award Withheld
1987  Sandra L. Kirmeyer 1991  Award Withheld
1988  Award Withheld 1992  Julic Olson &
Peter Camevale

S. RAINS WALLACE DISSERTATION
RESEARCH AWARD

In recognition of the best doctoral dissertation research in the field of
industrial and organization psychology.

This award is given to the person who completes the best doctoral disserta-
tion research germane to the field of industrial and organizational psychology.
The winning disseriation research should demonstrate the use of research
methods that are both rigorous and creative.

The winner of the award will receive a certificate and a cash prize of $500.
He or she will also be asked to present an address that is based on the
award-winning dissertation research at the meeting of the Society for Indus-
trial and Organizational Psychology.

Criteria for Evaluation and Submissions

Research proposals will be evaluated in terms of the following criteria:

1. The degree to which the research addresses a phenomenon that is of
significance to the field of industriat and organizational psychology.

2. The extent to which the research shows appropriate consideration of
relevant theoretical and empirical literature. This should be reflected
in both the formulation of hypotheses tested and the selection of
methods used in their testing,

3. The degree to which the research has produced findings that have
high levels of validity (i.e., internal, external, construct and statistical
conclusion). The setting of the proposed research is of lesser impor-
tance than its ability to yield highly valid conclusions about a real-
world phenomenon of relevance to the field of industrial and organ-
izational psychology. Thus, the methods of the research (including
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subjects, procedures, measures, manipulations, and data analytic
strategies) should be specified in sufficient detail to allow for an
assessment of the capacity of the proposed research to yield valid
inferences.

4. The extent to which the author (a) offers reasonable imterpretations of
the results of his or her research, (b) draws appropriate inferences
about the theoretical and applied implications of the same results, and
{c} suggests promising directions for funwre research.

5. The degree to which the research yields information that is of both
practically and theoretically relevant and important.

6. The extent to which ideas in the proposal are logically, succinctly, and
clearly presented.

Guidelines for Submission of Proposal

1. Entries may be submilted only by individuals who are endorsed
(sponsored) by a member of the Society for Industrial and Organiza-
tional Psychology, the American Psychological Society, the Ameri-
can Psychological Association.

2. Each entrant should submiit ten copies of an article-length paper based
on his or her dissertation. The name of the enirant, institutional affili-
ation, current mailing address, and phone number should appear only
on the title page of the paper.

3. Papers are limited to a maximum of 76 double-spaced pages. This
limit includes the title page, abstract, tables, figures, references, and
appendices.

4. Papers should be prepared in accord with the guidelines provided in
the third edition of the Publication Manual of the American Psycho-
logical Association. Note, however, that the abstract may contain up
to 300 words.

5. The paper must be based on a dissertation that was accepted by the
graduate college two years or less before 16 September 1991, with
the stipulation than an entrant may only submit once.

6. The entrant must provide a letter from his or her dissertation chair that
specifies the date of acceptance of the dissentation by the graduate
school of the institution and that the submission adequately repre-
sents all aspects of the completed dissertation. In addition, the entrant
must provide a letier of endorsement from a member of the Society
for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, the American Psychol-
ogy Society, or the American Psychological Association who is fa-
miliar with the entrant’s dissertation. Both of these letters may be
from the same individual.

7. Entries (accompanied by supporting letters) must be received by 16
September 1992,
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Administrative Procedures

1. All entries will be reviewed by the Awards Committee of the Society
for Industrial and Organizational Psychology.

2. 'I.'he Awards Committee will make a recommendation to the Execu-
tive Committee of the Society for Industriat and Organizational Psy-
chology about the award winning dissertation and, if appropriate, up
to two dissertations deserving honorable mention status. ’

3. The Executive Commilice may either endorse or reject the recom-
mendation of the Awards Commitiee, but may not substitute recom-
mendations of its own,

4. In the absence of a dissertation that is deemed deserving of the award
by both the Awards Committee and the Executive Committee, the

award may be withheld.
Recent Winners of the Award
1982 Kf':nneth Pearlman 1988  Sandra J. Wayne
}ggﬁ Jl\./hlucch;al;,;m?mnpion 1989  Leigh L. Thompson
1985  Loriann Roberson 199 Rudnes & MeC
ose 1 : 1991 Ro_dney A. McCloy
ward withheld 1992  Elizabeth W. Morrison

1987  Collette Frayne

1992 APA CENTENNIAL CONVENTION

Washington, D.C., August 14-17, 1992

Lynn R. Offermann
APA Program Chair for SIOP

Apfop s APA ngram Committec has just submitted SIOP’s program to
for inclusion in the APA Convention in Washington, D.C. this coming
A?gust Mark your calendars for August 14-17—this year APA is not to be
missed! (Note that the conference runs through Tuesday the 13th, but we were
able to get APA to allow us to consolidate our schedule from F;iday through
Monday). As you probably know by now, this is the centennial year for APA,
and they are planning some outstanding activities to celebrate. APA has rented
out the newly renovated Union Station for a free “dessert gala™ followed by
glee APA Dance on Sunday evening. The traveling Psychology exhibition will

on dlsp!ay at the Smithsonian at the time of the convention. The SIOP
program will be housed exclusively in the Washington Hilton, in my opinion
the best of the convention hotels. All SIOP programs and ,posters will be
s_chcduled there, allowing attendees the luxury of remaining cool inside a
single hotel rather than shuitling to other hotel locations. It should also in-

crease informal meetings around the hotel, just ;
conferences. , just as we have enjoyed at SIOP

STOP submissions were up again this year, and with fewer program hours to
distribute, that meant a lower acceptance rate. Every submission was reviewed
by four members of the Program Committee, and the programs accepted for
the convention are of very high quality. Coupled with success in getting some
great invited speakers, our resulting SIOP program looks terrific! The full
SIOP program at APA with confirmed times will appear in your July TIP. But
for your advance planning, here’s a sneak preview of what’s to come.

In alphabetical order, our invited speakers this year will be:

e Jeanne Brett speaking on changing the rules of the work/family “tug of

war”

» Warner Burke speaking on the fature of organizational change efforts

» Bob Gulon, giving what promises to be a memorable retrospective/pro-

spective view of the field entitled, “Besides, in 100 years what the heck
difference will it make?” ‘

» Rick Guzzo, editor of the upcoming Frontiers volume on teams, talking

about groups and teams in organizations

« Rosabeth Moss Kanter, editor of the Harvard Business Review, dis-

cussing her work on the jmpact of globalization on people and organiza-
tions

In addition to these speakers, APA addresses by Doug Bray and Ann

Howard on organizational leaders and managers, Frank Landy on the early
history of O, and Ann Anastas! on 100 years of psychological testing are
planned. Science Weekend has chosen as its Saturday theme “Increasing Com-
petence and Adaptive Behavior,” and 1O will be represented through invited
addresses by Ruth Kanfer and Madeline Hellman.

Some of our program highlights include:

e A symposium on KO Psychology as Science, with a panel of SIOP
Distinguished Scientific Contribution Award winners: Marv Dunnette,
Bob Guion, Lyman Porter, John Campbell, and Ray Katzell.

e A parallel panel discussion with SIOP Distinguished Practice Award
winners: Doug Bray, Bill Byham, Ed Fleishman, Dick Jeanneret,
Herb Meyer, Mary Tenopyr, and Paul Thayer.

e A symposium on the fate of personality assessment in employment
screening with Diane Brown, Doug Jackson, Catherine Flanagan, and
Rich Klimoski.

o A symposium on Total Quality Management with Marc Sokol, Janice
Rouiller, and Pamela Kidder.

¢ A symposium on racial identity theory as a framework for nnderstanding
diversity in organizations with Janet Helms, Roderick Watts, Robert
Carter, Caren Block, and Clayton Aiderfer.

o A panel on the relationship between I/O Science and practice with
‘Wayne Cascio, Nancy Tippins, Dick Jeanneret, Irv Goldstein, Vicki
Vandaveer, and Lynn Offermann.

e Plus. .. three social hours, a poster session, and much more!
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These folks will all be at APA—shouldn’t you?? As flou rnalfe your fummer
lans,'be sore to plan for APA. We'll be looking forward to seeing you!

b The task of pl})llillg together a high quality program for APA is both fun and
lots of hard work. The efforts of planning committﬁ?e mernbers_ Eﬂ.el'l I_i‘agen-
son, Chris Sager, and Vicki Vandaveer, were indispensable in dividing thef
work while providing the fun—Thanks ! Thanks are also due Fo a great crew 0‘
committee members who prepared and reviewed convenu'on.Submlssmns.
Marcia J. Avedon, Rodger Ballantine, Lilly Berry, J_ohn Binning, .Jonathan
Canger, Howard Carlson, Maryalice Citera, Bill Cunnmgham: Dennis Dovgr-
spike, Robert D. Dugan, John Fleenor, Rosalic Hall, Patrick Hauenstein,
Eugene Johnson, Pamela Kidder, John K. Kenne(_iy, k., K. Galen Kroeck,
Rodney Lowman, Jeff McHenry, Richard Martell, Jim Outtz, anald C. P?gc,
Elizabeth Ravlin, Susan Reilly, Joan Rentsch, J. Carlos Rivero, Lonann
Roberson, Shirley Ross, Hendrick W. Ruck, Joyce C. Russell, Chnstopher
Sager, James Sharf, Mark Sokol, Mark J. Somers, Jay C. Thomas, \.ﬁckl V.
Vandaveer, Deborah Whetzel, T. Craig Williams. And last, but cert.amly not
least, thanks to GW graduate student Ginger Gregory for all her assistance in
processing and data management.

See you in Washington!

——

ORGANIZATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANT

The largest and oldest network of company presidents is now sqeking
organizational development consultants to facilitate new groups in the
United States.

The position is part-time. The qualified candidate \_vill hav_e ten (10)
years of successful consultation and facilitation experience w1th_ execu-
tives in the private sector, and a Ph.D. in management, industrial psy-
chology, organizational development or related field. '

Please send resame to: The Executive Committee, Attention: .Per-
sonnel Director, 3737 Camino Del Rio South, Suite 206, San Diego,

California, 92108. g
THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ||

24

TO TEST OR NOT TO TEST: THE STATUS
OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING
UNDER THE ADA

David W. Arnold, Esq. & Alan J. Thiemann, Esq,
Reid Psychological Systems

The Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA” or “Act™) is probably the
most significant piece of employment-related legislation to be enacted in
recent years. In light of the breadth of the Act, employers have raised numer-
Ous questions regarding its scope and interpretation.

Among the inquiries being posed is whether the ADA affects the time at
which preemployment psychological tests can be administered. Confusion
regarding this issue stems from whether psychological tests are considered
medical examinations under the ADA. The ADA provisions state that no
medical examinations may take place at the pre-offer stage, but may be con-
ducted only after a conditional offer of employment has been made to the job
applicant. See Section 102(c)(3) of the Act. Such a requirement is based on the
propensity for medical examinations to reveal applicant disabilities.

This article will provide a discussion of the EEOC”s final rules and related
guidelines implementing the ADA, as well as relevant case law under the
federal Rehabilitation Act. The article concludes that commonly used psycho-
logical tests are not medical in nature, nor are they utilized to identify disabili-
ties when used for employment screening. Thus, the specific time when such
tests may be administered is not controlled by the ADA.

The ADA covers all individuals residing in the United States who are
disabled. The law defines a disabled person as one who: (a) has a physical or
mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the major life
activities of the individual: (b) has a record of such impairment; or (c) is
regarded as having such an impairment, See Section 3(2) of the Act.

The key to any analysis of psychological testing under the ADA and the
EEOC rules starts with the fundamental definition of impairment as:

any mental or psychological disorder such as mental retardation,
organic brain syndrome, emotional or mental illness, and specific
learning disabilities. See 29 CFR §1630.2(h).

The EEOC’s own rulings clarify the scope of what is intended to be in-
cluded in the definition of mental impairment. The guidelines expressly ex-
¢lude common “personality” traits, such as poor judgment or quick temper,
from the definition of impairment where they are not symptoms of a mental or
psychological disorder.!

1 This position is consistent with other language in the EEOC's final rules indicating that
certain psychological ctiteria, ostensibly those Telating to specific mental disorders, must be identi-
fied by means of post-offer examinations See 20 § 1630.14(b). In order to avoid internal inconsis-

tency within the rules, tests whose purpose, intent, or use is to detect the presence of specific
disabling disorders, must be used on a post-offer basis.
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Necdless to say, therc are many personality traits which are not mental
disabilities, beyond the few examples mentioned by the EEOC. Consequently,
there is a broad set of traits which employers may legally inquire about at the
preemployment stage. The only limitation on the use of any preemployment
psychological test is that the test may not disclose a mental or psychological
disorder.

The definitive resource on what constitutes a mental or psychological dis-
order is the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (Third
FEdition, Revised) (“DSM-III-R”). Although Congress did not reference it in
the law, its existence was well known and recognized. During an ADA debatc,
Senator Armstrong stated that a “private entity that wished to know what the
Act might mean with respect to mental impairments would do well to turn (o
DSM.IILR. . .” In determining what constitutes a mental impairment under the
Rehabilitation Act, the courts typically have been guided by the DSM-III-R,
since it is considered the standard source and lists mental disorders by name
along with characteristic symptom clusters. If the expert community does not
consider something to be a “mental disorder,” it is not likely to be considered
an impairment under the ADA.

This position is fully consistent with the existing law under the Rehabilita-
tion Act, which Congress explicitly told the EEOC it had to follow in adopting
its final rules. Indeed, the language of the guideline is taken almost verbatim
from one such case, Daleyv. Koch, 51 FEP Cases 1077 (2d Cir. 1989). In that
case, a candidate for the New York City Police Department was refased
employment based on the results of tests including the California Psychologi-
cal Inventory (“CPI") and th¢ Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(“MMPI™), as well as a follow-up interview with the employer’s psychologist.
Based on that information, the New York Police Department concluded that
the applicant had the personality traits of “poor judgment, irresponsible behav-
jor and poor impulse control,” which rendered him unsuitable to be a police
officer. The applicant was not diagnosed as having any specific mental disor-
der.

The reasoning employed by the court in the Daley case suggests that what
is at issue is not so much the specific test that is being used, but rather the
purpose and use to which the test (or scale of the test) is being put. While there
are tests whose purpose and use is to detect a mental impairment, they repre-
sent a small minority of the tests which are used in employment settings. The
vast majority of tests used in employment settings are used to assess applicants

with respect to qualities which are not even remotely similar to those con-
tained in the definition of impairment.

To the extent that a test or scale has a purpose or use, which is to disclose an
impairment, that test may only be used aftera conditional offer of employment
has been made. On the other hand, to the extent that a test or scale has a
purpose or use which is to assess personality traits, behavior, attitudes or
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propensity to act, when these are not symptoms of a mental disorder

test may be used at the pre-offer stage. v such 2
Also potev_.rorthy in the Daley case is the court’s finding that the applicant

was not nnpaired {nerely because he was determined to be incapable of hold-

ing one particular job. As the court expressly held:

{flor the same reason that the failure to qualify for a single job
filoes not constitute a limitation on someone of a major life activ-
ity, refusal to hire someone for a single job does not in and of

:'Jt;s;:lf constitute perceiving the [person] as a handicapped individ-

See, also, Tudyman v. United Airlines, 608 F.Supp. 739(C.D. Cal. 1984).

Moreover, not even commonly recognized psychological disorders have

been found in all cases to constitute impainments under the law. Forsi v.
B?wen, 794 F.2d 931(4th Cir. 1986). Specifically, the court held that acropho:
bla.(fea_r of heights) did not interfere with the performance of an employee’s
major life activities and therefore was not covered under the Rehabilitation
Act: an_sequenﬂy, since the results of most psychological tests do not prevent
the mdfwdual from obtaining employment in another field, with another em-
ployer in the same field, or even with the same employer in another field, it is
unppssible to conclude that the EEQC rules limit the use of all psychological
testing to postoffer.®

_ Alth_ough this is by no means a comprehensive discussion of the Americans
Wltl_l Disabilities Act, it is hoped that it clarifies the erroncous view that the
tlmmgt of all preemployment psychological testing is impacted by the ADA on
the mistaken basis that such testing identifies applicant disabilitics. Preem-
ployment psychological tests for “personality” traits are not usually medical in
nature an_d thus, can continue to be used once the ADA becomes effective.

As w1tgl comparable state laws, the ADA is not designed to attack or
unreasonably restrict the timing and use of mployment psyc i
tes_tmg. Rather, the Act serves as a safeguardp::eengm‘eymthat fmilggiﬁsglg
using only non-discriminatory and valid selection measures. By enacting the
ADA, Congress sought to ensure that disabled individuals are fairly and accu-
rately evaluated for employment—goals that are consistent with the carrent
use of essentially all preemployment psychological testing.

2
Given that all testing instiments are less than perfi i i
) : ; ect, the same test may yield sk
dlffmnt @lm acrogs time andfor sitmations. This is further compounded by dlﬂzreﬁ emplf;:[r)s'
seiting various levels for acceptable performance and wtilizing different tests to assess applicants.
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New TIP Editor Appointed

Kurt Kraiger has been appointed to succeed Stcve ng—
lowski as the editor of TIP. The appointment is effective
beginning with the July 1992 issue (May 15 dc?adhne). Thus,
effective immediately all manuscripts, news items, or other
submissions should be sent to:

Kurt Kraiger
Department of Psychology

University of Colorado at Denver
Campus Box 173
PO Box 173364
Denver, CO 80217-3364

Phone: 303-556-2965
FAX: 303-556-3520

The TIP Business Office
is Moving!
Effective immediately, the TIP Business Office is being

shifted to the SIOP Administrative Ofﬁcc.:. All advertising
and positions available listings should be directed to:

SIOP Administrative Office
657 East Golf Road, Suite 309
Arlington Heights, IL 60005

Phone: 708-640-0068
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I/O PSYCHOLOGY IN ROMANIA : PAST,
PRESENT, AND INTENTIONS

Horia D. Pitariu
“Babes-Bolyai” University
Department of Psychology

Kogalniceanu 1,

3400 Ciuj-Napoca, Romania

This is the second paper to be written about Industrial and Organizational
Psychology in Romania. Frank Landy wrote the first paper for TIP in 1986.
There has been a great deal of change in Romania since then, The greatest
change has been in Romania’s political and economical structare. The Revolu-
tion of December 1989 was our first step towards democracy. The steps that
followed were small. We made mistakes and acted too radically at times but
there is now in Romania a new air of reform and hope for our future.

Before I begin this paper, T would like to express my thanks to all my
American colleagues who helped improve the state of industrial psychology in
Romania through their generous donations of books and Jjoumals. My hope is
to continue to develop our professional relationship, to design joint research
programs and to encourage you to visit us at onr universities. I am writing this
paper to bring you up to date on where /O Romanian psychology currently
stands, where its roots are historically, and where we feel it will £0 in the
future,

Romania is a small country, with a surface area of 237,500 sq. km. and a
population of 23,151,564 people. Traditionally, the country has been divided
into three regions: Valaquia, Moldavia and Transylvania. The history of Roma-
nian psychology is very interesting. It appears for the first time in g pre
scientific form as part of the philosophy of 14th throngh 17th centuries. The
problems of psychological philosophy treated in many of the works of that
time center on Aristotle’s “Upon the Soul.” The transition from empirical to
experimental psychology which occurred in the rest of Europe during the
second half of 19th century generated a sirong response in Romania; the
publications of Wundt and Ribot, together with Wundt's 1aboratory, founded in
1879, gave a new orientation to Romanian psychology. Among the first group

of people (of various nationalities) to study in Leipzig at the first psychology
laboratory there were three young Romanians: E. Gruber (1861-1895), C.
Riidulescu-Motru (1868-1957), F1. Stefinescu-Goangi’ (1881-1958). They all
became professors in the first departments of psychology at the three univer-
sity centers in Romania—Tassy, Bucharest and Cluj—where they pioncered
experimental psychology. Fl. Stefanescu-Goangd was later to conduct some
interesting studies in I/O and vocational psychology. He received his doctoral
degree with Wundt in 1911, with the thesis “Experimental Research on the
Affective Shade of Colours.” In this paper, Stefinescu-Goanga employed both
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the methods of impression and those of expression by record_mg resplratory
and circulatory modifications. The very rigorous character gf his mvestlllgrilmn
caused this study to be referenced in some important freatises of piysle 0! ggy
He is considered one of the forerunners of CIZONOMICS (Handbuc by ; sy-
chologie, 1964; Kreitler and Kreitler, 1972; Pitariu, 1988; Rosca oicu,
192?12'12;‘, period in between the two world wars ma'rked a tirpe 01:' Sllgmiifmlﬁ
progress for Romanian psychology on both scientific and dffiaclz}ch evels. !
1923, Rudulescu-Motru published “Problems of Psychology, _whm "ES ril syn_
thesis of the most important research in psychology at that time. 1};111111 :lscgf
Motru also published the first Romanian journal of psycl'loloic:y,1937 192 s
Psychology” (1934-1944) and a “Joumal_of Psychotechnique ’( hﬂ“so hi:
Although he was a student of Wundt, he did not expound Wundt's philo lalt)i -
cal doctrine of psychological parallelism. Insteaq, he advocated the corire on
of the psychologic with the psychic, and the 1lmty between the orgarfl sm and
the environment. In 1919, Stefinescu-Goangd became thet ﬁr_st pro i:=,sso g
psychology at Cluj University where he f(?m}deq the first msutulte o :;p:;:a
mental psychology in Romania (1922). This institute was a deve! opm: o
laboratory of psychology which he had foundefl a year carlier. Begmnu]l)[%j e
1929, the publishing house of the Cluj Institute of . Psychf)logy p:Id ishe
numerous monographs, most of them being doctoral dl.sser’satmfls av\:’ 1940;(
the institute. Among the titles we note: “The Te-chmca’l, Aptltud? lf Esti,
“Selection of the Capabilities and Professional Guidance (1930’),, "I‘4e:-,Z N—
mation of the Intelligence” (1940), “Professional Monographs §19 )th R
Meirgineanu, on returning from United States wheri he had ‘stugle(li w1h 1?
Rockefeller grant, published “Industrial Psychology (1940), ‘El‘ Tg;;yc a(:; .
ogy in the Big Industry” (1943), “The PSychometncf Elements™ ( )t, n
“The Psychic Factor Analysis” (1940). At the same time, under com:rah(;]J W X
some factories he developed personnel selection strategies, modern_tec que
in worker training and elements of scientific man?gement. Mﬁrglneannl; \:tfas
the most famous Romanian industrial psychologist at that tlme?. [y : e(;s:(;
nately, Mirgineanu spent 14 years of his life in communist jails, bem%h re ;
only in 1964. He retumed to the United States with the help Pf ano{l ZI gr}f:d
when he was 70 years old. ) In 1938, “The -101_1ma1 o_f Theorel;lciail;q g:d p?SC;IC "
Psychology” (1938-1949) was founded in Clyj. Tt‘xe journat pl'Jb | rzl oy
works of Romanian as well as foreign psychologists, such as: Pieron, Allpo.
er, Spearman, eic.
Kn;flglassy?;sychology was represented by‘ M. Ralea (189_6»1964)_ “{;1';: ;::)s
educated in France, where he studied with Pierre Janet (a:s did Morris Vi ¢ m
He paid a great deal of attention to the probl(;:r‘!}s. of s;);;azl)psychology an
hology of the arts (Rosca and Voicu, .
mO'IS;:i?niIl:l?ncist digzatorship established in 1946 faithfull_y implemented .the,
Stalinist model in Romania with all its well known evxl.s. The foﬂomg
decades witnessed a progressive decline of psychology despite promises given
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by the communist dictators from time to time. This phenomenon of disintegra-
tion culminated during the 1980°s when the presidential couple, having ac-
quired discretionary powers, left their mark on the entire economical structure
of the country. In the last 12-15 years, Romanian psychology went through a
deep shadow. In 1977, the departments of psychology at the lassy, Bucharest
and Cluj Universities were abolished by a party decision, and the respective
chairs were reduced to the teaching in the departments of Mathematics, Phys-
ics, Biology, etc. of a few short courses of one semester each, intended for the
training of future teachers. /O psychology courses were preserved only at the
Polytechnical Institutes and Economical Faculties. Meanwhile, feeble contacts
were being established between the business and academic commumity. /O
psychologists from various universities working under contract were asked to
develop employee selection, appraisal and training techniques as well as rudi-
ments of engineering psychology. The “zero moment” for Romanian psychol-
0gy was to come in 1982 when the Institute of Psychology (masked under the
name of Institute for Educational Sciences) was dissolved as a result of a2 mere
telephone call from the “upper party leadership.” Even the term “psychology”
became subversive in the eyes of the party-and-state nomenclature, so it was
banned from any public text (Radn, 1990).

A striking paralle]l comes to mind. In a work on the epistemology of socio-
human sciences, Piaget noted that in 1933, when Nazis came to power in
Germany, Hitler virtually sappressed psychology and sociology. It is also well
known that Stalin did the same thing in the USSR in the thirties he did away
with all his top specialists in psychology. Likewise, the “cultural revolution” in
China abolished psychology, closing down all the institutes and dissolving the
respective chairs. Similar influences in Romania also adversely affected the
growth of psychology.

In Romania, despite these adverse circumstances, those psychologists who
were able to retain their jobs kept making their presence felt on the cultural
and scientific stages. During this time there were a number of L/O psychology
books being published, books like “Contemporary Psychology Syntheses:
Psychology of Industrial Work™ (1981), “Human Engineering and the Design
and Operation of Complex Systems” (1983), “Psychology of Vocational Selec-
tion and Training” (1983). As a professional group psychologists had at their

disposal only the Association of Psychologists and the Journal of Psychology
including its foreign language edition (Revue Roumaine des Sciences Sociales
- Serie de Psychologie) which survived thanks only to voluntary contributions
from the supervising committee. For Romanian psychologists, the 80’s meant
a vacuum of information and a lack of external contacts {Radu, 1991). The
Romanian Revolution of December 1989 opened up promising prospects for
psychology as well as for all the other behavioral sciences. Among Romanian
psychologists there is a natural desire to try to catch up with the whole body of
contemporary research in a short time interval, Along this line, there exists in
Romania a valuable tradifion, as well as a strong motivation. Psychology is
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reviving in the Universities and in the Roma.nian Academy. The chalr:. Of;l(;l
departments of psychology in Bucharest, Cluj anfi _Iassy havt? been riis ed,
and two more have been set up in Timisoara and Sibiu, respectively. L emstt)a,
the Institute of Psychology belonging to the Af:ademy, as well as other e]s;ra -
lishments in that branch, have been reconstimted. There are now a1 arge
number of university students attending psychology courses (e.g_. in C u_]t\x_!e
estimate that in five years we will have about 500 students). In this contex ;;rn
the future we must modernize the strocture of ps;mhc_ﬂogy departments. _ at;
intend to form a new IO department well integrated with our new economic
situation as well as with contemporary psychology. A Iwell orgamzed curncul;
Ium and a broad horizon through interdisciplinarity will provide secure r‘:zfi
places for future psychology graduates. In light of the new economical ali-
ties, businesses will want psychologists who can af1v1se on the _selecuglné
ifaining and supervision of employees. To further increase efﬁ(;:{lilcyg the
integration of psychologists in managerial boarf!s would be.re_qu . oho-
governmental institations and some small enterprises a.lready insist r?;i psych
logical screening of potential employees in para]!el with professio trau:::lg
and the studying of the management of occupauqqal stress. Th;al r;ew: 1:311 !
ployment offices will also create a lot of new pom_uons for psycho Ic:glls1 hz;ne
sociologists. In view of the complex psychological .p.roblems whicl ve
arisen recently and the poor knowlédge of current practicing psychologists on
of and guard against impostors. o

mu(s)tu]fn?:tf:(‘)eds are angtlilquatefl?]\l?lve must integrate our psychologma'ﬂ mterv::é
tions in the scientific context of modem J/O psychology. For this we Illaﬂ
help. We are optimistic. A lot of psychologists from all over Earope, espece{jl y
from the Netherlands, Great Britain, France and Germany, hafvc contacted us
over the course of the past year, They dor_latcd books and journals for ou1f'
psychology departments. Some of them viglted us. Our stmdents ar1d1-lsomt¢131 :
the Romanian psychologists have attended interesting conferences, where Z
enjoyed talking to their western colleagues. Com_mon researcq prn:)gramaf1 :rrer
started. In 1990, the IREX task force on Romania was established to ess
American interest in stimulating academic research and e?ichangf‘, programs in
Romania through the development of joint research projects with Roia;mg
universitics, through contacts and visits of their Romanian co]l.ea}gues} ug
publishing of papers in Romanian journals, through the organizing of h;x;lurses
and conferences for students, etc. These are some of the ways in which yc:u
can help us. At the present moment we are confronted with a seic;fmmg y
insurmountable task of transition to a free society. We nee{l your help ‘we are
io succeed. Why not? Go ahead, we are waiting for you-wuh open arms.& .

For additional information, please contact: International Research 126-
change Board; Vivian T. Abbott Director, East European Progrz;nss; o
Alexander Street, Princeton, New Jersey 08540-7102. Tek: .(609) - o
Fax: (609) 683-1511 or Romanian Library; Prof. Vasile Puscas,
East, 38th Street, New York, NY, 10016, Tel: (212) 687-0131.
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PSYCHOLOGY IN THE
PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA
Joel Lefkowitz & Kevin Murphy

One of the many wondrous things with which the first-time visitor to China
is struck are the indications of a burgeoning private sector in the economy.
Even in Nanjing, an old inland provincial capital not part of the commercial
coast that includes Shanghai, street peddlers and whole markets abound—pro-
ducing profits. Peasant farmers are allowed to keep and sell a small proportion
of their crop; small private businesses in the cities are growing into multi-mil-
lion dollar enterprises paying taxes to the state; and urban dwellers in some
seclions are being encouraged to buy their apartments. Not overly surprising
then, is the growing awareness and popularity of Industrial-Organizational
Psychology among China’s behavioral scientists,

A recent conference, the International Academic Symposium on Psycho-
logical Measurement (Nanjing, Dec. 2-5, 1991), sponsored by Nanjing Normal
University, provided an opportunity for interaction between Chinese psycholo-
gists, researchers, and at least one business person, with participants from
twelve countries, including the U.S., Spain, Canada, Australia, Japan, the
Netherlands, and Hong Kong. The conference provided an overview of recent
developments in psychometrics, psychological measurement, and their appli-
cations in educational, clinical and industrial settings. Each of us presented
separate papers concerned with problems in criterion measurement in work
settings,

The conference proceedings included more than forty papers, approxi-
mately equally divided between Chinese presenters and those of us from
abroad. An additional forty-or-so psychologists and students attended from
various parts of China, The diversity of papers is indicated by a range of topics
that included “Optimization Methods in Test Construction,” “Current Trends

in Clinical Testing of Intelligence,” “Measuring Social Experience,” “Assess-
ment of Career Development,” “Comparing Emotion Concepts Cross-Cultyr-
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ally,” “Indigenization of Psychological Measurement,” “Developing a Profes-
sional Attimde Scale for Teachers,” and “Research on Menstruational Anxiety
of Nursing School Students in Puberty.” By far the most common topic—tep-
resenting approximately one-fourth of all the papers—was Item Response
Theory. Chinese Psychologists seem positively enamored of IRT. Dr. Chen
Long presented a paper on psychological measurement in Chinese industry
that outlined similarities and differences between Chinese and Western I/O
Psychology. He made the interesting point that personnel selection testing in
China was just beginning so that it had better select the best people or it will
hurt the credibility of psychometrics. It's hard to remember the last time an
American I/Q psychologist expressed similar concerns regarding the latest fad
in applications.

The current status of applied psychology in China appears to be a beguiling
mixture of relatively simple research questions and designs on the one hand,
and the most sophisticated quantitative latent trait theory—IRT modeling on
the other hand. Consistent with this quantitative measurement focus, Chinese
psychologists are hungry for copics of Western texts, tests, questionnaires,
inventories, etc., that can be translated into Chinese for domestic application
and research. They are also cognizant, however, that represents an initial
developmental stage in their research, to be followed as soon as possible by
the development of their own indigenous instruments.

Those interested in corresponding with Chinese I/O Psychologists can con-
tact Dr. Chen Long, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences,
P.O. Box 1603, Postcode 100012, Beijing, PR. China, or Prof. Jiaynan Yu,
Vice Chair, Department of Education, Nanjing Normal University, 122 Ning-
hai Rd., Nanjing, Jiangsu 210024, P, R, China.

Future SIOP Conferences

SIOP Conference—San Francisco, April 29 - May 3, 1993
San Francisco Marriott

SIOP Conference—MNashville, April 7-10, 1994
Opryland Hotel

SIOP Conference—Orlando, May 25-28, 1695
Hilton at Walt Disney World
Village

SIOP Conference—San Diego April 25-28, 1996
Sheraton Harbor Island Hotel

7

I/O Work Roles: PhD vs. Masters
Level Practitioners

Jeffery §. Schippmann Susan D. Schmitt
Performance Management Associates Clemson University

Steven L. Hawthorne
Warner Robins Air Logistic Command

A recent study by Schippmann, Hawthome, & Schmiit (in press) reports the
results of a job analysis survey of individuals who practice industrial-organiza-
tional psychology at the PhDD and Masters level. The goal of that research was
to provide a classification of job content and of job types. Although a number
of others (e.g., Howard, 1986; Hirsh, 1988) have reported percentages of I/O
psychologists working in different employment settings (e.g., industry, con-
sulting, academics, government), there is a lack of more detailed information
about actual job types. Also, to our knowledge, there have been no efforts o
compare and differentiate the kinds of activities performed, and jobs held, by
individuals with Doctoral versus Master’s degrees. The purpose of this note is
to elaborate on a specific facet of the results which compare the work con-
ducted by those practicing with a PhD versus Masters degree.

An inventory of 200 task items was developed, representing 22 job content
categories. Two job analysis questionnaires of 100 items each were con-
structed from the inventory of task statements. A sampling plan was devel-
oped, roughly corresponding to the area of employment percentages reporied
by Howard (1986) and Hirsh, (1988), and 190 /O PhD degree practitioners
were mailed one of two parallel forms of the inventory. Similarly, 190 indi-
viduals who were practicing with a Masters degree (emphasis in 1/0) from one
of 15 universities with an IO program were identified and contacted. Ratings
of “Importance” (1—the task is of very little importance for successful job
performance, to 5—the task is critically important for successful job perform-
ance) and “Opportunity to Acquire Proficiency™ (i.e., L —proficiency in this
task must be acquired on the job, 10 5—proficiency in this task must be
acquired before entering the job) were obtained for 59 PhD (31.1%) and 70
Masters level (36.8%) individuals.

For each form of the inventory, Q-type corrclations were computed be-
tween all possible pairs of respondents across all task items for the “Impor-
tance” judgment. Single-mode Q-factor procedures (i.¢., considering subjects
as variables) were then used to analyze the data and produce job groupings or
job types. Toward this end, cach respondent was assigned to a factor or job
type based on the highest loading on a given factor, with the provision that
individuals could belong to only one job type.

Once the composition of the job types were determined using this exclusiv-
ity criterion, profiles were created for each job type by characierizing impor-
tant activities for each of the 22 task categories. Before a category of activities
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could be used to characierize a group of respondents, the averaged importance
ratings for the group had to meet a 2.0 cutoff (i.e., averaging across respon-
dents in a group and items in a category). The standard of 2.0 was selected
because it was the lowest limit of the rating interval using the term “impor-
tant” with teference to the whole job or a major part of the job. Based on the
resulting profiles, which—along with the specific items—essentially serve as
job descriptions for the different groups, descriptive labels were producefi fO,I:
each job type. For example, Table 1 presents the profile for a “Cgmpensanon,
job type from the Form-A solution, as determined by cxamining the mean,
standard deviation, and minimum/maximuom values for each of the catcgor_les.
As an additional example, Table 2 is the profile description for an “Industrial”
job type from the Form-B solution,

Table 1
Profile Description for Form A - Compensation Job Type (n=8)

TASK CATEGORY MEAN S.D. MINIMUM MAXIMUM
1. SELECTION/VALIDATION .78 .88 .00 2.10
2. RESEARCH DESIGN/ANALYSIS 1.33 5 38 2.63
3. TEST CONSTRUCTION 36 .61 .00 1.1
4. PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL 1.29 96 00 229
5. JOB ANALYSIS 1.73 1.54 57 4,57
6. TRAINING/EDUCATION 1.90 121 33 4.17
7. CONSULTING .88 .80 00 2.00
8. GENERAL PERSONNEL MNG. 1.92 1.39 .00 3.80
9. HUMANFACTORS .00 .00 .00 00
10. ORGANIZATIONAL ANAL./DEV. 1.43 1.46 .00 3.40
11. ATTITUDE RESEARCH 1.53 1.06 .00 3.80
12. FED/PROFESSIONAL GUIDELINES 1.98 1.42 20 4.20
13. MARKETING RESEARCH .08 .15 .00 33
14. COMPENSATION 3,66 1.26 1.00 5.00
15. COMMUNICATION/GROUP PROCESS 1.04 1.17 .00 3.33
16. MOTIVATION 1.17 1.05 0 3.33
17. DECISION THEORY 44 .86 .00 2.50
18. ORGANIZATION PLANNING 258 1.69 .00 4.33
19. PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 1.44 1.55 00 3.50
20. TECHNICAL WRITING 200 1.67 00 4.50
21. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 200 2.07 00 5.00
22. PROFESSIONAL INVOLVEMENT 75 1.07 .00 2.50
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Table 2
Profile Description for Form B - Industria) Job Type (n=15)

TASK CATEGORY MEAN 5.D. MINIMUM MAXIMUM
1. SELECTION/VALIDATION 271 115 00 4.30
2. RESEARCH DESIGN/ANALYSIS 263 1.48 .00 4.50
3. TEST CONSTRUCTION 294 1.23 .86 4.57
4. PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL 257 1.37 33 5.00
5. JOB ANALYSIS 7 1.05 1.67 5.00
6. TRAINING/EDUCATION 227 1.31 .50 4.83
7. CONSULTING 24 1.12 .00 4.17
8. GENERAL PERSONNEL MNG. 1.33 1.00 00 3.33
9. HUMANFACTORS A8 1.03 .00 3.80
10. ORGANIZATIONAL ANAL./DEV. 1.33 1.08 .20 4.20
11. ATTITUDE RESEARCH 191 1.19 00 4.40
12. FED/PROFESSIONAL GUIDELINES 2.32 1.30 .00 4.25
13. MARKETING RESEARCH 05 .14 .00 .50
14. COMPENSATION 73 1.44 00 5.00
15. COMMUNICATION/GROUP PROCESS 115 .96 00 4.00
16. MOTIVATION - 1.09 1.28 .00 4.67
7. DECISION THEORY 98 1.17 .00 4.67
18. ORGANIZATION PLANNING 2.60 1.04 1.50 5.00
19. PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 2,63 161 00 5.00
20. TECHNICAL WRITING 240 1.38 .00 4.50
21. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 337 97 1.50 5.00
22. PROFESSIONAL INVOILVEMENT 1.87 1.46 .60 4.00

As noted above, there were two forms of the job analysis inventory and,
thus, two sets of respondents. The resulting two independent solutions were
very similar in terms of the job types identified. Collapsing across the two
solutions (i.e., grouping respondents in the Academic factor from solution one
with the Academicians from solution two, etc.}, Table 3 presents a breakdown
of PhD and Masters level respondents across the eleven identified job types.

The interesting point here is the fact that more than one-third of the identi-
fied job types (Compensation, Training, Data Analysis, and General Person-
nel) constitute groups of respondents comprised almost entirely by Masters
level practitioners. Thus, while there is a fair amount of overlap {(PhD and
Masters Ievel practitioners grouped together in the same job types), a substan-
tial number of Masters degree graduates from [/O programs arc finding em-
ployment in jobs that are very different from PhD graduates. Further, a number
of the Masters-specific job types represent profiles of activities that are outside
what might be considered traditional 1/O job content arcas.

The only other known rescarch effori of this type is the solution provided
by Prien (1981). Prien’s Q-factor analysis of frequency judgments by 83 PhD
psychologists to a 172-item task inventory resulted in four job types—aca-
demic psychologists, research/human factors psychologists, conventional in-
dustrial psychologists, and a broad grouping of psychologists engageqd primar-
ily in consulting/organization development/general management activities.
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obvious, though beyond the scope of this note. Copies of the resulting job
descriptions for the different job types, and a data display program containing
the averaged “Importance” and “Opportunity to Acquire Proficiency” ratings
for the categories and specific items for the different job types, may be ob-

Thus, the results reported in the current study offer some increased detail in
defining real-world job types, in part due to the inclusion of masters level
practitioners in the sample.

Table 3 . R . g
tained by writing Jeffery S. Schippmann, Performance Management Associ-
d PhD/MS Breakdo : ;
/0 Job Types and PhD/MS Breakdosrn ates, Poplar Towers - Suite 1103, 6263 Poplar Avenue, Memphis, TN 38119,
% OF
JOB TYPE DEGREE n DEGREE TYPE References
PhD Hirsh, H. (1988). Results of SIOP practitioners setvices survey. The Industrial-Organizational
1. INDUSTRIAL Pht a gz;‘g Psychologist, 25, 54-55.
2 ORGANIZATIONAL PhD 14 @4%) Howard, A. (1986). Characteristics of society members. The Industrial-Organizational Psycholo-
MS 7 10% gist, 23, 41-47.
3. ACADEMICS PhD 17 Ezg%; Prien, E. P. (1981). 1/O psychology job analysis. Washington, DC: American Psychological Asso-
: MS 9 (3%) ciation, Division of Industrial and Organizational Psychology.
4. INDUSTRIAL & ORGANIZATIONAL PhD 3 (5%) Schippmann, J. 8., Hawthome, S. L., & Schmin, S. D. (in press). Work roles and training needs
) MS a3 (3%) for the practice of industrial-organizational psychology at the Masters and PhD-level.
5 INDUSTRIAL/PLUS PhD 3 (5%) :15_3: Jowrnal of Business and Psychology.
MS 0 0%) :
6. ORGANIZATION DEV./SURVEY PhD 5 %)
RESEARCH MS 5 %)
7. HUMAN FACTORS PHD 3 (5%)
8. COMPENSATION PhD 3 (5%) . .
MS 9 13%) Manuscripts, news items, or other i
9, TRAINING PhD 0 (0%) .« .
MS 10 (14%) submissions to TIP should be sent to:
10.DATA ANALYSIS PhD 0 0%)
MS 7 (10%) i
11, GENERAL PERSONNEL PhD 0 (0%) Kurt Kraiger
Ms 5 (1%) Department of Psychology '
PHD g= 59 University of Colorado at Denver
mF ";’29 Campus Box 173
a= PO Box 173364
Denver, CO 80217-3364
It should be noted that, because of the small number of responses relative to

the number of individuals practicing with a PhD or Masters emphasis in /O, it
cannot be concluded that the results of the present study represent the full
spectrum of job types. However, it is clear there is a great deal of variability in
tasks performed/emphasized across the different job types, just as there are
substantive differences between the kinds of work performed by many PhD
and Masters degree practitioners.

In summary, it is our belief that increased knowledge of what activities PhD
and Masters level practitioners are performing within various job types will be
useful for curricular planning. Further, the implications of data such as these to
guide thinking about student and practitioner competency evaluation, discus-
sions about licensing, and SIOP plans for marketing and public relations are
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Autobiographies of Past Presidents of SIOP

Paul W. Thayer
North Carolina State University

Several years ago, Ross Stagner (Smliner, 19?111) ;oolgicﬂt;(; ﬁﬁg&iﬁﬁ;

from 13 former presidents of Division 14, now the | and
izati chology (SIOP). As a part of the work of th.e SIOP.

g;rgg:gstgit;:l;;?nd Ceft};énial, 1 attempted to collect the autobwgraphil;:ncg
living past-presidents Ross could not get, as well as those ofdpas; prvafl fonss
not included in his original effort. Tabl_e 1 lists all past-presidents, 'ints -
cates whether their autobiographies are mclud1?d. Of the 46 past-prgs'l ;m >
are deceased. Autobiographies have been obtained from 34, 13. by tagr::iru nd
22 by me, including an updated version from Doug Bray. This report

based on all the biographies obtained. Despite the fact that 13 presidents are

missing from this summary, whenever general statements are I_nade ﬁout p:rs;
presidents, they will deal only with those from whom autobiographies w
obtained.
1 . 0
'g:l:i’raidmts of The Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology
identi Autobiography St':uurce of
I;!Bﬂdﬂlllﬂl Name Obtained by* Deceased  Highest Degree
ear
ie Tech
45-46 Bruce V. Moore ] g gzﬁzﬁle
46-47 John G. Jenkins D Com
47-48 George K. Benpett 4 Yl
48-49 Floyd L. Ruch s b St
49-50 Carroll L. Shartle 2 Ohio Sea
50-51 Jack.w. Dun!ap b St
§;§§ Ihgyar;.MOiLi;BIIlS T g:)lnsgg?nm
. e
53-54 Harold A. Edgerton S b U(:?Be,keley
54-55 Edwin E. Ghiselli T b ¢ Bert
55-56 Leonard W. Ferguson ° Suanford
56-57 Edwin R. Henry >
57-58 Charles H. Lawshe, Jr. T Iploudlwal
58-59 Joseph Tiffin S b fowa e
59-60 Erwin K. Taylor Nortese
60-51 Raymond A. Katzell g New
61-62 Orlo L. Crissey
62.63 William McGehee s g (‘_';':giti:al’eabody
63-64 S. Rains Wallace N
64-65 Brent N. Baxter 'é‘ Minncsota
65-66 Ross Stagner i n
66-67 Marvin D. Dunnette ';' i\,de;;nma;—(; 2
&7-68 Philip Ash nn |
68-69 Stanley E. Scashore S meg;nm
69-70 William A. Owens S i
70-71 Herbert H. Meyer T
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7172 Douglas W. Bray S&T Yale

72-73 Robert M. Guion S Purdue

73-74 Edwin A. Fleishman Ohio State
TA-T5 Donald A. Grant 8 Ohio State
75-76 Lyman W. Porter T Yale

76-77 Paul W, Thayer T Ohio State
7778 JohnP. Campbell T Minnesota
78-79 C. Paul Sparks T Ohio State
79-80 Mary L. Tenopyr T Southern Cal
80-81 Victor H. Vroom T Michigan
81-82 Arthur C, MacKinney T Mirmesota
82-83 Richard J. Campbell Ohio State
83.84 Milton D. Hakel Minnesota
84-85 Benjamin Schneider T Maryland
85-86 Irwin L. Goldstein T Maryland
86-87 Sheldon Zedeck T Bowling Green
§7-88 Daniel R. Tigen T IHinois

88-89 Arm Howard T Maryland
£9-90 Neal Schmitt T Purdue
90-91 Frank W, Landy Bowling Green

* Autobiography obtained by Stagz;er (8), or Thayer (T)

T encountered the same kinds of problems that Stagner did. Despite specific
requests as to the kinds of information desired, (e.g., what issues did you deal
with during your presidential year) the past-presidents exhibited considerable
independence in writing their antobiographies. Thus, it is more difficult to
summarize or comment upon this collection of 33 than it would be if all had
answered a standard set of questions. On the other hand, summarizing answers
t0 a set of questions would have been much less interesting than reading these
essays. Several are beantifully written, some are moving, and only a few are
obviously unedited first drafts. Complete collections are on file at the SIOP
Administrative Office, and at the Archives of the History of American Psy-
chology at the University of Akron.

I will refer to all these individuals as I/O psychologists, even though the
field was originally known as industrial psychology. One reason for this is
simplicity; it is difficult to specify the date when the field became IO, It was
certainly long before we changed the organization’s name. A better reason is
that many of the early members of this group were already cognizant of
organizational factors and their effects upon workers and the workplace.
Ghiselli’s work on moderators, Shartle’s concern with organizational variants

of jobs, early studies of job attitndes by many, are all examples of early
evidence of the “O” in our field.

Early Years

Most of the past-presidents reported their birthplaces, They range from San
Francisco (Ghiselli) to Birmingham, Alabama (Thayer) to Springfield, Massa-
chusetts (Bray) to Duluth, Minnesota (Owens) in the United States, with one
born in Montreal (Vroom). Katzell, Ash, Schneider, Goldstein and Zedeck
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were born in or near New York City. Moore, Lawshe, Guion and Porter are
Hoosiers, while Shartle, John Campbell and Schmitt are Hawkeyes. Baxter
and Tenopyr are Buckeyes, while Dunnette joins Owens as a Gopher. Edger-
ton was born in Kansas, Crissey in Nebraska, McGehee in Tennessee (Paris,
yet), Stagner in Texas, Sparks in Kentucky, ligen in Ilinois, Otis in upper New
York, and Howard in Maryland. (The others did not give their birthplaces.)
Although Tiffin, Seashore, Meyer and Grant did not report their birthplaces, it
appears the first three were midwesterners. New York is the current “Mother
of Presidents,” with the Midwest another substantial source.

Backgrounds varied considerably, as one might expect from the birth-
places. Many mentioned the occupation of their father. Several early presi-
dents from the midwest had fathers who were farmers (Moore, Sharde, Otis
and Stagner). The only recent presidents from farms were Sparks, whose
stopfather was a farmer, and Neal Schmitt, who was raised on a dairy farm.
Two had fathers who were physicians (Ash and Howard), parents of two were
auto salesmen (John Campbell and Mary Tenopyr), and two were ministers
(Sparks and MacKinney). Katzell’s father owned a small textile factory, Cris-
sey’s was a hardware wholesaler, McGehee's was a railroad conductor, Bax-
ter’s built buggy tops, then auto tops and side screens, Dunnettc’s was a
lawyer, Bray’s was a purchasing agent for a rubber compary, Porter’s was a
biology professor, Thayer’s was a chemist and an executive with duPont,
Goldstein’s and Zedeck’s owned neighborhood candy or grocery stores, while
Vroom’s worked for Northern Electric in some capacity. Only Owens’ father
was a psychologist.

Most past presidents got a very liberal dose of the work ethic in their
homes. Many started working before they were 10 years of age, either for the
family farm or store (for which they might or might not have been paid), or
worked in a variety of odd jobs to make money. Several were hard hit by the
depression. Early presidents who received their highest degrees in the late 20°s
or early 30°s found getting jobs quite difficult. (See Stagner, 1981, for more
detail.) Those who were children during the depression were also affected,
some quite seriously, having to live with relatives, work or otherwise relicve
the family load.

Except for the most recent crop, most were affected by World War II. Older
presidents did psychological research and/or application in industry, the mili-
tary or government. Katzell, for example, worked in the Adjutant General’s
Office and got his first full-blown exposure o }O there. Crissey moved from
directing a child guidance center 1o helping AC Spark Plugs select workers.
Owens was assigned to the Bureau of Personnel in the Navy, Meyer discov-
ered /O while a flight instructor, and Sparks worked in the Air Force Person-
pel Research Section. Bray was in the Aviation Psychology Program. Guion
was an Ammy separation clerk who heard about /O psychology from an
unnamed dischargee as he processed that person’s papers. TLawshe was a
hearing officer for the War Labor Board. Given his experience as Head of the
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()ccupationa_l Analysis Section of the Department of Labor, Shartle headed up
a job analysis program for the Army, and was also in charge of occupational
deferments for governmental officials. The latter brought him into direct con-
tact vfrith President Roosevelt on occasion. Others received no /O-related
experience. Grant was in the Army Field Artillery, where he saw some combat.
Dunnette got into the V-12 college program through the Marine Corps, and
Thayer joined the U.S. Merchant Marine Cadet Corps, aiming for a ilavy
commission like his brothers had.

College Y ears

Obviously, all went through undergraduate programs, but it is interesting to
see what their majors were, and how they changed over time, Not surprisingly
most of the presidents after 1972 were psychology majors. The only cxcep:
tim?s are :Iohn Campbell, an engineering major, and Sparks, an education
major. Otis, Tiffin, Baxier, Stagner, Ash and Guion were also psychology
majors. Of those in office before 1972, Moore majored in philosophy, Shartle
in electflcal engineering, Ghiselli in Italian, Lawshe in “arts and sc;iences ”
Kat.zell in biology, Crissey in social studies, McGehee in philosophy Englisl,l
Lz%tm and Greck, Dunnette in chemical engineering, Seashore in, politicai
science, Oweps in math, Meyer in physical education, Bray in sociology and
Sgr;m;;l pl;bic affairs. Thus of the 33 past presidents, 20 majored in psychol-

; of those were presidents i
iy of the ol pr after 1972, a sign of acceptance of, and
_ Because of a war or the depression, several of the presidents did not go
directly to graduate school, or had their graduate training interrupted. Some
went {0 graduate school to be an I/O psychologist, while the pioneers counld not
have doqc so. For these reasons, it is difficalt to give a simple chronology
Ef.vents did n9t follow each other in the same way for all. Thus, T will summa—'
tize first their reports of how they got interested or into the field. Then I'll

report on graduate training and the people they point to as mentors.

How They Discovered/Got Into the Field

'Ijhere appears to be a major difference in how older versus younger past
prmde'n@ got into the field. As the field was almost unknown in the carly
years, 1t is not surprising that the older respondents stress work experience
often related to the depression or WWIL, as the impetns for their interest ThaE
appears to be true of everyone from Moore to Crissey, as well as Baxter- Ash
Scashore, Owens, Meyer, Bray, Guion, Grant and Sparks. McGehee lean;ed o%
y() when he had to teach a course on it at North Carolina State, and had his
interest rci.nforced by his Naval Aviation Research Program expc’ricnce. Dun-
nete was in law school at Minnesota and had a counseling job that required
him to take Pate.rspn’s counseling course. Later presidents, from Porter on
seem Lo have been influenced primarily by a professor and/or course they toolé
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. e /O
in the field. They were already interested in psyij(cl)logy, and by that time 1/
was a recognized field that they could move Lowar ted - Toblo 1. Noto that
The university granting the highest degree is s e L of this
have been able to consult other sources 0 get a C(}m]i) € T amesoth
information. Ohio State is currently in the lead with 8";1103 2:(; 4 a:;d v
with 6, then Yale, Purdue, Michigan and Maryland w; e ,an oS
Jowa, nd Bowling Groen State with 2 each. Ohio Stto and Mimercrt 2
represented over a considerable span of years. Mary T pario il
State represent a recent SOUrce of mlglrie‘nt(l::ni‘Ii ?:ii Spe:hs; I:afcs;lks s, and 2
i i next year, as :
iti:t:; ;ﬂiﬁgz will a;()pear when Cascio completes his term.)

Mentors

* i idents
The reader is probably familiar with.Landy s family tre¢ (])fs {)Sa:; é)zel,]s;?ri "
sented as part of his SIOP presidential address. That tree e b
glr: past presidents. Those mentors, as well as others mentioned im
ographies are presented in Table 2.

7172 Douglas W. Bray Doob, Hovland, S. H. Cook, Eli Ginzberg,
Greenleaf
72-73 Robert M. Guion Lawshe
73-74 Edwin A. Fleishman Burtt
74-75 Donald A, Grant Burtt, Howard Maher, Toops, Wherty, Bray,
Greenleaf
75-76 Lyman W. Porter Neal Miller, Sheffield, Hovland, Ghiselli,
Haire
76-T7 Paul W. Thayer Buntt, Lester Guest, McGehee, Rains
Wallace, Joe Weitz
T7-78 John P. Campbell Dunnette, MacKimmey
78-79 C. Paul Sparks Pressey, E. R. Henty, Wherry
79-80 Mary L. Tenopyr Guilford, Wm. Michael
80-81 Victor H. Vroom N. R. F. Maier, Hebb, Ed Webster
81-82 Asthur C. MacKinney Jim Jenkins, Paterson
8283 Richard J. Campbell Wherry
83-84 Milton D. Hakel Dunnetie
84-85 Benjamin Schneider C. 1. Barilet, D. Hall, Lawler, Hackman,
G. Wolf, Argyris
85-86 Irwin L. Goldstein Nan Anderson, Dispenzieri, Howell, Bartlex,
- Thayer, John Campbell
86-87 Sheldon Zedeck Pat Smith, Guion, McCormlck
87-88 Daniel R. Iigen Hulin, Fiedler, Graen, McCormick
£8-82 Ann Howard C. J. Bartlett, Leo McManus, Bray
89-90 Neal Schmiu Dudycha
90-91 Frank W. Landy Guion

. . ia] and Or-
%ilbl? 2Chairs and for Mentors mentioned by Past Presidents of The Society for Industrial ar
esls
ganizational Psychology
emgential Name Chairs and/or Mentors*
Year am
i Thurstone, Yoalkum
45-46 Bruce V. Mo?re lzdlzldgiham,m ensies
46-47 John G- Jenkins M
47-48 ‘George K. Bennett o les
48-49 Floyd L. Ruch e
40.50 Carroll L. Shartle o ke
50-51 Jack W. Dunlap . Thotn
51-52 Marion A. Bills Vmi[eles Shastc
52-53 Tay L. Onis Yoo " Bum,omemhaﬂl
is P W. .B wi, Tolman, Jack Jenkins
54-55 Edwin E. Ghiselli C. .Sm N
55-56 Leonard W. Ferguson lF:.;Bl;eywng
56-57 Edwin R. Henty ey
57-58 Charles H. Lawshe, Ir. D cashore
58-59 Joseph Tiffin Hum e
59-60 Erwin K. Tayler Hom
60-61 Raymond A. Katzell Glzo + Stoddard
9 e, Cﬁz:.‘f:h E. Brogynto , Viteles, Jack Jenkins, Mayo
62-63 William M ee o Geldand
P ;}mm\;;ﬁ? Miles Tinker, Rains uv::]lm
- g et
65-66 Ross Stagner I;me;na;ngm
66-67 Marvin D. Dunnette K, by
67-68 Philip Ash o iz, Likert
e Slan!ey EA ng::ﬂ Paterson, Palmer Johnson, E. R.. Henry
o Horbor B Meyer N_R_F. Maier, Greydon Worbos
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* Chairs, as listed by Landy (1991), are given first.

There are 21 mentions of 14 past presidents as mentors of a subsequent past
president. Many prominent psychologists were also mentors. Harold Bumtt is
mentioned 5 times, and D.G. Paterson is mentioned 3 times, It is obvious that
many past presidents mbbed elbows with some of the big, big names in
psychology: Viteles, Pressey, Toops, Strong, Neal Miller, Bingham, Hull, Tol-
man, E. L. Thorndike, Wherry, Doob, Hebb, Guilford, and C. E. Seashore are
among the many listed. Many other prominent names are included in the
autobiographies as people past presidents worked with, or were influenced by.

It is clear that these past presidents touched or were touched by many out-
standing psychologists.

Contributions
Both Stagner and I asked respondents to list what they believed their major
coniributions were. Several did not comply, and some of the younger ones
pointed out that they still had contributions to make. Despite those limitations,
I have taken the liberty of listing some of the things the past presidents
mentioned that might be viewed as their contributions. Any errors in extracting

these items from the antobiographies are entirely mine, and I apologize in
advarce for the mistakes I have undoubtedly made.
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Table 3

Contributions mentioned by

Past Presidents of The Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology

Neme Contributions

Bruce V. Moore Interest measurement, Psychology at Penn State

Carroll L. Shartle DOT, funding USES, Occupational Analysis Section, persormel
research Tn WWII, funding OSU leadership studies

Jay L. Otls Job classification, Job analysis, wage seftling, selection interview

Harold A. Edgerton Testing, criterion development

Edwin E. Ghiselli Personnel and Industrial Psychology. Validity of Occupational

Charles H. Lawshe, Jr.
Joseph Tiffin

Raymond A. Katzel]

Orlo L. Crlssey
William McGehee

Brent N. Baxter
Ross Stagner

Marvin . Dunnette
Philip Ash

Stanley B. Seashore
William A mes
Herbert H. Meyer
Douglas W, Bray
Roben M. Guion

Donald A. Grant

LymanW, Porter

Paul W. Thayer

Tests, accidents, moderators in selection, managerial behavier
Principles of Personnel Testing, expansion of Pordue campuses,
training

Performance evaluation, Orthorater, Industrial Psychology.
Purdue Pegboard, biodata, wage arbitration

Work motivation, early work in organizational psychology,
leadership, job attitudes

Management development, cateer planning

Research approach 1o training, early man-machine and
consumer research, Training in Business and Industry

Insurance agent selection, job attitudes

Psychology of Industrial Conflict, unions, organizational
climate, personalily measnrement

Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology,

work motivation, selection, managerial behavior, inany students
Honesty testing, training films research, job families

Measores of organizational effectiveness, quality of work life,

supervisor-subordinate relationships, cross-cuitural
comparisons of wotk environments

Age and mental abilities, biodata, SIOP Principles, high level
aptitudes

Performance appraisal, behavior modeling

Assessment centers, Management Progress Stdy, behavior modeling

Personnel Testing, measurement, APA Test Standards, SIOP
Principles

Management Progress Study, editor of Validly Information Exchange

for Personnel Psychology

Management and manager research, Porter-Lawler motivation
model, Managerial Thinking: An International Study, stody of
management education

Training In Business and Industry. Interview research, APA
battles to protect 1/O psychology
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John P. Campbell Managerial Behavior, Performance, and Effectiveness. Project A,

associate editor and editor of JAP.

C. Paul Sparks Early Identification of Managerial Potential, EEO Issues and
development of more rationale guidelines

Mary L. Tenopyr

Victor H. Vroom

SIOP Principles, rational EEQ guidelines, selection research
Work and Motivation, VIE model, Vroom-Yetton decision-
making model, Vroom-Jago decision-making model

Arhur C, MacKinney ~ Managetial behavior, educational administration

Benjamin Schneider Organizational climate, customer service and marketing

frwin L. Goldstein Training In Organizations, Training and Development In
Organizations, editor of Frontiers series, SIOP annual meetings,

training needs assessment, climate for transfer

Sheldon Zedeck Moderator variables, measurement, work and family, physical ability
testing

Daniel R. Ilgen Performance appraisal and feedback, attitudes and beliefs of workers

Ann Howard Managerial Lives In Transition, changes in psychology and ¥Q

Neal Schmitt Campbell-Fiske MTMM criteria, cross-validation, NASSP

assessment center evaluation, policy capturing, recruitment

in examining Table 3, one is not surprised to see mention of job analysis,
selection, testing, performance evaluation, etc. Note, however, that Katzell
points to his early work in motivation and organizational psychology, and that
selection issues are still important to Sparks, Tenopyr, Schmitt and Landy.
Although research on managers and managerial behavior may seem new to
some, Shartle and Crissey were concerned with it in the 40°s and 50°s. The
impact of EEO issues on I/O psychology is clear, beginning in the late 60°s and
continuing to this day. While not clearly evident from this table, the biogra-
phies do reflect the growing emphasis on theory development and theory
testing by succeeding generations of presidents.

A careful reading of this table makes it clear that most of these people made
significant contributions to the field. Many of those contributions continue to
have an effect to this day. Many also made significant applications of I/O
psychology. Every past president had J/O experience in industry, government
or the military, either as full time employee or as a consultant. Of the 34
past-presidents submitting autobiographies, 11 were employed in nonaca-
demic settings at the time of their election, 7 of whom were elected since
1971. From personal knowledge, at least 8 additional past presidents were in a
nonacademic setting at the time of their election. Thus, of 46, at least 19 were
working in applied settings at the time of their election.

49



Concluding Comments

Reading these 33 autobiographies has been an interesting experience. One
gets some general impressions that mirror those qf Stagner (1981). Severe.ll
new and old biographers point to the role of chance in the development of their
careers (Stagner, 1981, p. 497). One can only conclude that these people rather
consistently did a good job at the task at hand, and that they were ready when
an opportunity occurred. Although most of the younger presidents clearly
aimed toward IfO careers, the particular direction their careers took depended
on a number of factors not under their control, i.e. “chance.”

Stagner mentioned the impact of antisemitism (p.594) on some of the carly
presidents. That was mentioned by only one later prt?mdent. 01.1 the (?ther ha.nd,
both Tenopyr and Howard pointed to a number of instances in which sexism
interfered with the pursuit of their education and careers. While they obvicusly
have coped with such bias rather effectively, the pain it cansed comes through
very clearly. ‘ '

rg’erhapsythe most powerful impression one gets is the .joy and satlsf&}cnon
these presidents have experienced in their education, their careers and in the
opportunities they’ve had working within SIOP. Mafny comm-ent on the endu_ru
ing friendships they have developed in the pursuit (?f their carcers and in
working with colleagues on a variety of SIOP funcuong Qne need not be
president to gain such satisfaction, but all express appreciation for the confi-
dence placed in them by their fellow members.

Autobiography Project References ) ] .
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History of Industrial-Organizational
Psychology at Ohio State *

James T. Austin
The Ohie State University

There is a rich tradition of Industrial-Organizational (I-O) psychology at
The Ohio State University. This tradition has produced basic and applied
contributions to current knowledge of work behavior and to the profession.
This article reviews the development of these contributions in two ways. The
first is a chronology of events, faculty, and prominent students over time. The
second is a summary of the major research and professional contributions of
individuals involved with the program,

@

Historical Chronology

Any history of applied psychology at OSU must begin with Harold E.
Burtt, who came to Columbus in 1919 shortly after World War L. Rudolf
Pintner, a Wundt student, was the acting Chair (1913-1921) and the University
was 50 years old when Burtt arrived. Burtt’s BA was from Dartmouth, where
his first psychology teacher had been Walter V. Bingham. He completed his
dissertation on visual memory images with H.S. Langfeld at Harvard in 1915,
where he also worked with Munsterberg and Yerkes (cf: Landy, 1991). Be-
tween 1915 and 1919, Burtt taught at Harvard and at Simmons College; he
also helped devise selection procedures for WW1 aviators, including a test that
involved spinning candidates around in a chair 1o test their balance. One
experience that shaped Burtt’s views of validation occurred when his sample
of aviators was suddenly transferred to Europe and their criterion data were
lost. Burtt remained at OSU from 1919-1960 (41 years), serving as Depart-
ment Chair from 1938-1960. He died peacefully on August 15, 1991, at the
age of 101.

Herbert A. Toops was another early faculty member. He was at OSU from
1923-1965, a span of 43 years. Toops™ arrival was for him a return o OSU,
where he received his BA and MA degrees, from Columbia University. His
dissertation in 1921 under E. L. Thomndike dealt with irade tests (work sam-
ples) for use in education. The topic built on his work for the Army Trade Test
Division during and after WWI Toops was also trained by Cattell, Woodworth,
and Pintner (who had also been with the Trade Test Division, and had then
moved to Columbia), developing vocational tests for high school students
between 1921-1923. If scientific contributions are indexed by research and
training of students, then Burtt and Toops were surely giants.

Early Growth: 1919-1940. Burtt’s interests were as broad as he was tall
(6’6"). Some of his earliest work was on strect illumination, testing at the
Kitchener Rubber Co. in Canada, and the detection of deception. He authored
books on personnel psychology (1926), industrial efficiency (1929), and legal
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aspects of psychology (1931). Much but not all of his subsequent research
focused on advertising psychology, perhaps influenced by his dissertation
work on perception and memory. He collaborated with students on various
aspects of advertising and wrote a textbook on the topic in 1938. He still found
time to review numerous books for the Journal of Personnel Research, Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, and Industrial Psychology, and also coached the
first-year polo team. Toops concentrated on testing and its associated quantita-
tive problems, taking over several projects from Burtt. He collaborated with
Pintner on testing studies and was statistical consultant for the Minnesota
Mechanical Ability Project (Paterson, Elliott, Anderson, Toops, & Heidbreder,
1930); but his chief legacy was the Ohio State Psychological Examination
(OSPE).

Burtt and Toops presented OSU graduate students a wide spectrum of
training in psychology. Burtt’s heritage included Munsterberg and Yerkes,
along with Langfeld’s emphasis on careful experimentation; Toops® lincage
was quantitative and practical from Thorndike, with additional influences
from Cattell, Woodworth, and Pintner. Both Burtt and Toops valued applica-
tions of basic psychology. Therefore, psychological training at OSU was basic
first and applied second. Students received solid foundations in general psy-
chology and sophistication in quantitative methods, but few specialty courses
in Industrial Psychology. This goal of basic training was further supported by
the doctoral exams, organized as sequential hurdles. First, students had to pass
5 of 6 prelims that spanned the subjects of psychology. Then they were eligible
to take major and minor exams in their respective areas. This arrangement led
students to form heterogeneous study groups to assure that material was cov-
ered.

In summary, the *20s and *30s saw Burtt and Toops building the founda-
tions of an industrial psychology program. Weiss (1927), in his description of
the OSU Psychological Laboratory, listed Industrial Psychology as a program.
Both Burtt and Toops published frequently, taught basic courses, and worked
with graduate students. Burtt was promoted to full professor in 1922, Toops in
1927. Of related interest, Donald G. Paterson received his MA at OSU in 1916
and went on to establish a program at Minnesota without a PhD. Burit’s first
student, Lorin A. Thompson, graduated in 1927; among his other students
during this period were Harold Gaskill (1930), Carroll “Cal” Shartle (1933),
Seth Havens (1933), Frank Stanton (1935), and Fred Berrien (1938). Toops
first students were T. A. Smith (1928), followed by Harold Edgerton (1928),
Robert Wherry Sr. (1929), Dorothy Adkins (1937), and Frederic Kunder (1937).

Because of the emphasis on basic psychology other faculty were important
m graduate education. In addition, their students often gravitated toward ap-
plied psychology through exposure to Burtt. Dacl Wolfle (1931) worked with
Weiss and went on to a long career in administration (Executive Secretary of
APA and then AAAS), finding time along the way to study the policy implica-
tions of our national talent pool. Edwin Henry (1931), Kenneth E. Clark
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(1940), and Paul Sparks (MA, 1938) worked with Sidney Presscy, an educa-
tiopal psychologist interested in applying theory, who also developed the first
teaching machine. Roger Bellows (1935), who studied with Roger Williams
and did a dissertation on cutancous sensation, went to work for Shartle at the
USES field office in Baltimore and later tanght at Maryland, Wayne State
University, and Rutgers. He, Marion Richardson, and Edwin Henry later
formed the Richardson, Bellows, & Henry (RBH) consulting firm. Ralph
Stogdill completed his PhD under Henry Goddard in 1935. Of these early
students, Edgerton, Wherry, Shartle, and Stogdill returned to teach at OSU,
which testified not only to their loyalty but to the quality of their education.

Growth to Prominence: 1941-1970. Burtt had become department head in
1938 (succeeding George Arps, although Bellows noted that Arps, as Dean of
Education, had already usurped much of Burtl’s time for administration). His
teaching load was a survey of applied psychology and occasional other
courses. He revised his personnel psychology text in 1942 and wrote an
applied psychology survey text in 1948, Toops continued to explore quantita-
tive topics as he tinkered with his prized OSPE, using ingenious modifications
to a standard Hollerith adding machine to collect sums of products and cross-
products. A fendal baron at heart, Toops also rented out houses to graduate
students, often believing that Panl Thayer was one of his graduate assistants
(Paul swears that he had merely come 1o ask about renting).

Next, WWII intervened and OSU faculty and students assisted in the na-
ticnal defense in many ways. Burtt stayed at home, minding the Psychology
Department, while Toops aided the War Department by helping to develop the
Amny General Classification Test. Shartle went from the USES to the War
Manpower Commission, balancing the occupational needs of the civilian and
military sectors as well as serving on a draft deferment committee (Siagner,
1981). He helped implement (through horizontal transfer from civilian to
military occupations) the WWI vision of Walter Dill Scott’s Committee on
Classification of Personnel (Ferguson, 1962-1965). Wherry, who had been
teaching at Cumberland University and at the University of North Carolina,
worked with the Personnel Research Section of the Army Adjutant General’s
Office. Shartle and Wherry made many govemment contacts that served them
well in subsequent years. Frank Stanton headed the research division of CBS,
which investigated morale and propaganda, and also developed with Payl
Lazarsfeld a real-time andience reaction device. A similar device is now used
io collect Neilsen ratings for television.

Although there were several graduates during the war {e.g., Ted Sarbin in
1941), there was a major influx of students and faculty after the war. One of
the important new faculty members was Paul Fitis. Two prominent programs
during these post-war years were “time-saving in training” and teaching ma-
chines, as advocated by Pressey (1946), and educational-occupational coun-
seling provided by the Occupational Opportunities Service (directed by
Harold Edgerton from 1940-1947, and by Frank Fletcher from 1947-1962).
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