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Hunter and Hunter (1984) Revisited: Interview Validity
for Entry-Level Jobs

Allen I. Huffcutt and Winfred Arthur, Jr.

The present investigation provides a reanalysis of the employment interview for entry-level jobs that
overcomes several limitations of J. E. Hunter and R. F. Hunter’s (1984) article. Using a relatively
sophisticated multidimensional framework for classifying level of structure, the authors obtained
results from a meta-analysis of 114 entry-level interview validity coefficients suggesting that (a) struc-
ture is a major moderator of interview validity; (b) interviews, particularly when structured, can
reach levels of validity that are comparable to those of mental ability tests; and (c) although validity
does increase through much of the range of structure, there is a point at which additional structure
yields essentially no incremental validity. Thus, results suggested a ceiling effect for structure. Limi-
tations and directions for future research are discussed.

Hunter and Hunter’s (1984) meta-analysis comparing 11 al-
ternative predictors of job performance for entry-level positions
continues to be widely cited in both research literature (e.g.,
Rudner, 1992; Terpstra & Rozell, 1993) and personnel text-
books (e.g., Aamodt, 1991; Cascio, 1991; Muchinsky, 1993) as
evidence of the superiority of mental ability tests over other pre-
dictors, such as the interview. Specifically, Hunter and Hunter
found ability tests to be the best overall predictor of job perfor-
mance (as measured by supervisory rating criteria), with a
mean validity of .53. In contrast, they found much lower overall
validities for the other predictors, including a mean validity of
only .14 for the interview (see Hunter & Hunter, 1984, Table 9,
p. 90).

However, certain methodological problems with Hunter and
Hunter’s (1984) analyses diminish the ability to make a mean-
ingful comparison between ability tests and the interview. First,
although all predictors were corrected for sampling error and
criteria unreliability, only ability tests were corrected for range
restriction (Roth & Campion, 1992). Hunter and Hunter ac-
knowledged that restriction in range was a potential problem
for the interview (see p. 79), and thus their mean validity is
likely to be an underestimate. Second, only 10 interview validity
coefficients were analyzed, a limited sample at best in compari-
son with the 425 coefficients analyzed for ability tests. Such a
small number of study coefficients is problematic because the
obtained results may not be representative of the larger popula-
tion of validity coefficients, a condition known as second-order
sampling error (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990). Finally, as we discuss
later, more recent research has suggested that major method-

Allen 1. Huffcutt, Department of Psychology, Bradley University;
Winfred Arthur, Jr, Department of Psychology, Texas A&M University.

We sincerely thank three anonymous reviewers for their thoughtful,
insightful comments and suggestions on drafts of this article. We also
thank Mike McDaniel for his collaborative efforts in locating and ana-
lyzing interview validity studies.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Allen
1. Huffcutt, Department of Psychology, Bradley University, Peoria, Illi-
nois 61625.

184

ological differences in the format of interviews, particularly the
level of structure, moderate validity (e.g., Wiesner & Cronshaw,
1988). With ability tests, the measurement process (and con-
structs measured) varies only slightly across different tests (Mc-
Daniel, Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988; Rothstein, Schmidt, Erwin,
Owens, & Sparks, 1990), thus making it unlikely that process
variables will substantially influence test validity.

More recent meta-analytic research has, in fact, suggested a
much higher overall validity for the interview than the .14 found
by Hunter and Hunter (1984). For example, Wiesner and Cron-
shaw (1988) found a mean corrected validity of .47 across 150
interview validity studies involving all types of criteria. McDan-
iel, Whetzel, Schmidt, and Maurer (1991) analyzed 106 studies
and found a corrected mean validity of .45 for job performance
criteria. Finally, Marchese and Muchinsky (1993) found a
mean corrected validity of .38 across 31 interview studies. All
three meta-analyses included corrections for range restriction.

These studies also suggested that structure moderates the va-
lidity of the interview. For example, Wiesner and Cronshaw
(1988) found that the mean validity of structured interviews
was twice that of unstructured interviews, specifically, .62 ver-
sus .31. Marchese and Muchinsky (1993) found a correlation of
.45 between interview validity and structure (i.e., structured vs.
unstructured), by far the largest effect on interview validity
among the six characteristics they studied (e.g., single vs.
multiple interviewers and occupation). McDaniel et al. (1991)
found a smaller difference between structured and unstructured
interviews (.47 vs. .40), which narrowed even further when only
job-related interviews were considered (.46 vs. .42).

In summary, more recent meta-analytic research has sug-
gested different conclusions regarding the validity of the in-
terview than those found by Hunter and Hunter (1984). Spe-
cifically, this research suggests that interviews can reach a level
of validity that is both useful and comparable to many predic-
tors that have traditionally been considered best. In addition,
much of this research suggests that structure is an important
moderator of interview validity.

However, there are at least four reasons why another meta-
analysis of the employment interview is warranted. First, results
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of the more recent interview meta-analyses, although meaning-
ful in their own right, are not directly comparable to Hunter
and Hunter’s (1984) finding of .53 as the mean validity for men-
tal ability tests because both non-entry-level jobs and criteria
other than supervisory ratings were included in their analysis.
Given the frequency with which the mean validity of .53 for
ability tests continues to be cited, it seems desirable to have cor-
responding figures for the interview that are directly compara-
ble and can be cited concurrently.

Second, there appears to be some inconsistency regarding the
extent to which structure moderates validity. Both Wiesner and
Cronshaw (1988) and Marchese and Muchinsky (1993) found
structure to be the single most influential factor affecting in-
terview validity. McDaniel et al. (1991), on the other hand,
found a considerably smaller difference. Thus, at a general level,
further meta-analytic assessments of the degree to which struc-
ture moderates the validity of the employment interview seem
warranted in an attempt to clarify this relationship.

Third, it is not clear how validity varies according to the
amount of structure. All three of the more recent interview
meta-analyses were limited to a simple structured versus un-
structured categorization of interview studies. Yet a review of
the literature suggests a diversity of approaches to structuring
the interview. Some approaches appear to represent various in-
termediate levels of structure (e.g., Arvey, Miller, Gould, &
Burch, 1987; Ghiselli, 1966; Johnson, 1990). Ghiselli (1966),
for example, standardized the topical areas to be covered, used
a general set of questions to guide discussion within each area,
and made one global rating of each applicant after the interview.
Other approaches, such as the situational interview (Latham,
Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980), are highly structured in that
questions are precisely specified and responses to each question
are individually scored. Given these diverse operationalizations,
it appears that structure is far more complex than can be repre-
sented by a dichotomous distinction. The relatively sophisti-
cated multidimensional classification scheme presented in this
investigation permits an assessment of the relative effects of
varying amounts of structure on validity.

Fourth, there seems to be no information on how much struc-
ture is enough structure. As Daniel and Valencia (1991) noted,
“it is generally recognized that structured interviews are prefer-
able to informal ones, but no consensus exists about how much
structure is needed” (p. 128). Determining whether interview
validity continues to increase across the entire range of struc-
ture or asymptotes at some point (i.e., a ceiling effect) has im-
portant ramifications for both practice and research. For in-
stance, the point of asymptote, if there is one, might be highly
relevant to practitioners because higher levels of structure typi-
cally involve increased development time and concomitant
costs.

Consequently, our primary purpose in the present investiga-
tion was to provide a reanalysis of the employment interview
in an attempt to address these four issues directly. To provide
comparable estimates for the interview, it was necessary to keep
our meta-analysis compatible with Hunter and Hunter’s (1984).
Accordingly, we limited our meta-analysis to include only entry-
level jobs and excluded jobs representing promotion within a
company or trade certification; we used only studies in which
the criteria for performance were supervisory ratings; and we

corrected for sampling error, criterion unreliability, and range
restriction (see Hunter & Hunter, pp. 89-90). In addition, we
attempted to base our analysis on a relatively large number of
studies to avoid second-order sampling effects (see Hunter &
Schmidt, 1990). Because most hiring occurs with entry-level
positions and supervisor ratings are by far the most common
criteria (Hunter & Hunter, 1984), structuring our meta-analysis
in such a manner ensured compatibility with Hunter and Hun-
ter’s while still allowing the other issues to be addressed.

As noted earlier, a more sophisticated framework for classify-
ing interview structure was used in the present investigation.
This framework, details of which are provided in the Method
section, was based on progressively higher levels of two dimen-
sions of structure: standardization of (a) interview questions
and (b) response scoring. Other potential moderators of in-
terview validity (e.g., individual vs. panel interviews) were not
analyzed, primarily because structure is generally recognized as
the largest moderator of interview validity (Harris, 1989; Mar-
chese & Muchinsky, 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). Sec-
ond, further subgrouping the data set to look at additional mod-
erators would have invited second-order sampling effects
(Hunter & Schmidt, 1990). The anticipated effect of collapsing
across other potential moderators was an increase in the resid-
ual population variance.

In summary, our objectives in this article were (a) to present
a reanalysis of the relationship between the interview and job
performance for entry-level positions and (b) to use a more sys-
tematic and sophisticated operationalization of interview struc-
ture to explore the nature of the relationship between structure
and the validity of the employment interview.

Method

Interview Data Set

The data set analyzed consisted of 114 interview validity coefficients,
all of which involved entry-level jobs and supervisory rating criteria and
could be classified as to their level of structure with respect to standard-
ization of interview questions and response scoring. These studies en-
compassed both published and unpublished research; our sources were
journal articles (n = 45), dissertations (n = 30), technical reports (n =
26), master’s theses (#n = 8), unpublished or submitted manuscripts (n
= 2), books (n = 2), and conference papers (n = 1). Although a majority
of the studies were North American, five were conducted in other coun-
tries (Ghana, England, The Netherlands, Israel, and Australia). A com-
plete listing of the sources for these studies is available from Allen 1.
Huffcutt.

Although there was some overlap between our studies and those ana-
lyzed in other interview meta-analyses, this overlap tended to be rela-
tively low. In total, there were 84 references from which the 114 validity
coefficients were taken. Of these 84 references, 31 were also included in
Wiesner and Cronshaw’s (1988) list, 45 were in McDaniel et al’s (1991)
list, and 7 were in Marchese and Muchinsky’s (1993) list. Expressed as
a percentage of references common with our list, the amount of overlap
with these lists was 37%, 54%, and 8%, respectively. (Overlap with
Hunter & Hunter, 1984, could not be calculated because primary study
references were not provided, although with only 10 validity coefficients
there is likely to be very little overlap.) The relatively low overlap be-
tween our data set and those of previous meta-analyses can be attributed
to several possibie reasons, including (a) inclusion of only entry-level
studies; (b) limiting studies to those with supervisory rating criteria; (c)
the use of different decision rules for determining which studies and
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study coefficients to include; and (d) the inclusion of more recent stud-
ies, in the case of Wiesner and Cronshaw (1988). Thus, our meta-anal-
ysis appears to represent a reasonably independent assessment of the
interview.

Location of Interview Studies

An extensive literature search was conducted to identify interview
validity studies that involved both entry-level positions and on-the-job
supervisory performance rating criteria. The search process started
with the reference lists from Wiesner and Cronshaw’s (1988) and Mc-
Daniel et al’s (1991) meta-analyses and then was expanded to include
computer searches on literature databases such as PsycLIT and Disser-
tation Abstracts International and manual searches with journals such
as Public Personnel Review that are not indexed in computerized data-
bases. References from collected studies were also searched for addi-
tional studies, and a number of prominent researchers in the interview
area were contacted directly regarding recent unpublished studies.

We used a number of decision rules to determine which study co-
efficients would be retained for analysis. To avoid duplication, we re-
tained only one validity coefficient for each unique sample of subjects.
Thus, coefficients representing an overall evaluation on both the in-
terview and job performance were used, if available; otherwise, the co-
efficients representing the individual component-dimension ratings
were averaged (e.g., Barrett, Svetlik, & Prien, 1967). When alternative
performance-rating criteria were reported—either from different super-
visors or different rating instruments-—the composite criteria were re-
tained, if provided; otherwise, the alternative coefficients were averaged.
When multiple interviews were conducted using the same sample and
the same interview format, we kept the coefficient for the first interview
(e.g., Janz, 1982). Although few in number, when coefficients were pre-
sented for the same criteria collected at different time periods, the lon-
gest time period was used because this represented the most stable rela-
tionship between the interview and job performance. The only excep-
tions to this rule were when the interview consisted of distinct and
structurally different parts for which separate validity coefficients were
reported (e.g., Kennedy, 1986) and when the same subjects were inter-
viewed twice by structurally different methods (e.g., Gillies, 1988).!

As a result of the search and application of these decision rules, we
obtained 130 interview validity coefficients, all of which involved entry-
level positions and supervisory performance rating criteria. Two of these
coefficients were subsequently dropped because they involved a proce-
dure known as the “‘extended interview,” which involves extensive con-
tact with the applicant, including assessment-center-type exercises ( Ver-
non, 1950; Wilson, 1948). Such a technique goes well beyond the
boundaries of a typical interview. Four additional coeflicients from a
laboratory study were dropped because of concerns over generalizability
(Heneman, Schwab, Huett, & Ford, 1975). Lopez’s (1966) data were
omitted because the interview was designed to capture objective bio-
graphical information. Finally, Freeman, Manson, Katzoff, and Path-
man’s (1942) study was not used because part of the interview involved
a portable test apparatus, which was used to induce stress. Such a pro-
cedure also was not representative of a typical interview. One hundred
twenty-two validity coefficients remained after elimination of these 8
coefficients.

Interview Structure Classification

Huffcutt (1992) defined structure as the reduction in procedurat vari-
ability across applicants, which can translate into the degree of discre-
tion that an interviewer is allowed in conducting the interview. Such
a definition suggests that interview structure is both continuous and
multidimensional in nature. At an operational level, there are two di-
mensions of structure directly relating to degree of discretion in the

conduct of the interview, namely, standardization of (a) interview ques-
tions and (b) response scoring.

Huffeutt’s (1992) review of a large number of primary studies sug-
gested that question standardization could be adequately described by
four progressively higher levels of structure. Level | was characterized
by an absence of formal constraints, the typical unstructured interview.
Level 2 was characterized by limited constraints, typically standardiza-
tion of the topical areas to be covered (e.g., Ghiselli, 1966). Level 3 was
characterized by prespecification of the questions, although applicants
were not asked the exact same questions because of the use of different
interview forms or allowing interviewers to choose among alternative
questions and to probe responses to the specified questions (e.g., Janz,
1982). Level 4 involved complete standardization: Applicants were
asked the exact same questions, and no deviation or follow-up question-
ing was permitted (e.g., Latham et al., 1980).

This review also suggested that response-scoring standardization
could be adequately described by three progressively higher levels of
structure. Level 1 was typified by the formation of a single overall eval-
uation based on total interview information (e.g., Ghiselli, 1966). Level
2 was distinguished by the formation of multiple evaluations along pre-
established criteria, such as job dimensions or traits (e.g., Janz, 1982).
Finally, Level 3 was distinguished by the evaluation of applicant re-
sponses to each individual question according to preestablished bench-
mark answers (e.g., Latham et al., 1980).

So, for the current analyses, structure was defined in terms of the
standardization of interview questions and the standardization of re-
sponse scoring. Specifically, we coded each interview validity study ac-
cording to the level of structure along these two dimensions, which to-
gether formed a number of unique combinations of structure. In classi-
fying studies by structure, we did not find sufficient information to
classify eight studies—one from Darany (1971) and seven from Maurer
(1983)—and so we eliminated these. This resulted in a final data set
of 114 interview validity coefficients. A graphic representation of the
classification framework along with the number of validity coefficients
and total sample sizes of the various levels and combinations of struc-
ture are presented in Figure 1.

To assess the reliability of the coding process, we both independently
coded 20 randomly selected studies. Interrater reliability was .99 (p <
.001) for sample size, .95 (p < .001) for the validity coefficient, .99 (p <
.001) for question standardization, and .78 (p < .001) for response scor-
ing. The relatively low reliability for response scoring was due primarily
to Latham and Saari’s (1984) situational interview study, in which in-
terviewers, rather than recording and scoring responses, simply asked
questions and then made global assessments at the end of the interview;
the study was coded as a Level 3 (as designed) by one rater and a Level |
(as implemented) by the other. The latter rating was used in the analyses.
Excluding this study for response scoring resulted in an interrater reli-
ability of .95 (p < .001). In summary, these results indicated that study
features could be reliably coded. (The remainder of the studies were
coded by Allen I. Huffcutt.)

As shown in Figure 1, there appears to be a tendency for researchers
who standardize questions to also standardize the scoring of responses.
Mayfield (1964) noted such collinearity in his earlier review of the in-
terview. Thus, many of the cells representing high standardization on
one dimension and low standardization on the other dimension had few,
if any, validity coefficients. Two of these cells, Levels 1 and 2 of questions
standardization with Level 3 of response scoring, in fact represent com-
binations of structure that are theoretically possible but highly unlikely
ever to be observed in practice. This observation is further supported by

! The combined sample size from nonunique studies comprised less
than 5% of the total sample size of the final data set. The analyses re-
ported later in this article were rerun, excluding these studies, and the
results were essentially identical.
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Level 1 2 3 4
Structure | Structure |l Structure I Structure i
1 r, =15 r,=5 =1 r, =1
N = 7308 N = 482 N = 287 N = 157
Response Structure |l Structure |l Structure |l Structure HI
Scoring 2 L, = 29 =4 r, = 15
L N = 3217 N = 635 N = 3040
Standardization
Structure i Structure |l Structure |l Structure |V
3 r, = 10 33
N = 1149 2365
Figure 1. Classification scheme used to differentiate interview studies by level of structure. r, = number

of validity studies; N = total sample size. Level 1 question standardization was no constraints; Level 2 was
limited constraints, typically on the topical areas; Level 3 was precise specification of questions from which
interviewers could choose or follow-up; Level 4 was asking the exact same questions with no choice or
follow-up. Level 1 response scoring was a global assessment; Level 2 response scoring was assessment along
multiple established criteria; Level 3 was evaluation of each individual response according to preestablished

answers.

the fact that no studies were found that could be classified into these
cells.

Artifact Information

Consistent with Hunter and Hunter (1984), we used a value of .60 for
criterion unreliability because research has suggested that this is the
upper limit for interrater reliability, even for experienced raters (King,
Hunter, & Schmidt, 1980; Rothstein, 1990). Artifact information for
range restriction was collected directly from the 114 interview studies
in the final data set. In total, it was possible to collect 15 unique values
of u the ratio of the standard deviation of the restricted sample to the
standard deviation of the unrestricted sample. The mean of these 15
range restriction ratios was .74 (SD = .16).

Analyses of Structure

The first analysis conducted was a meta-analysis of all 114 interview
validity studies collectively. The mean validity from such an analysis
provided an estimate of the overall validity of the interview for entry-
level jobs that was directly comparable to the mean validity of .53 found
by Hunter and Hunter (1984) for mental ability tests. The meta-analytic
procedures used were those outlined by Hunter and Schmidt (1990);
the actual computations were performed using a SAS (SAS Institute,
1990) PROC MEANS program developed by Huffcutt, Arthur, and
Bennett (1993). The sample-size-weighted mean correlation and the
sample-size-weighted variance were computed for the observed (uncor-
rected) coefficients. The proportion of observed variance attributable
to sampling error and study-to-study differences in the level of range
restriction was calculated and removed. The mean validity and residual

variance were then corrected for criterion unreliability and range re-
striction, resulting in an estimate of the correlation between interview
ratings and job performance in the population (p) and the correspond-
ing variance of this relationship.

The ideal analysis to assess how validity changes with amount of
structure would have been to perform a separate meta-analysis for each
unique combination of structure shown in Figure 1. Such an analysis
would provide insight into how mean validity varies with increased
structure along each dimension separately and whether there is an in-
teractive effect between the dimensions. Unfortunately, as is apparent
in Figure 1, the number of studies in the data set did not permit such an
analysis. The low number of studies in some of the individual cells
would most likely have resulted in second-order sampling effects
(Hunter & Schmidt, 1990).

Accordingly, a decision was made to collapse the cells into four pro-
gressively higher combinations (levels) of structure. The lowest level of
structure, Structure 1, was distinguished by no formal structure,
namely, no constraints on the questions with only a single overall evalu-
ation (Level 1 questioning with Level 1 scoring). The next level of struc-
ture, Structure 2, was characterized by the use of some formal structure,
namely, Level 1 questioning with Level 2 scoring, Level 2 questioning
with Level 1 scoring, Level 2 questioning with Level 2 scoring, Level 3
questioning with Level 1 scoring, and Level 1 questioning with Level 3
scoring. Here the levels of the two dimensions sum to either three or
four. Structure 3 represented a high level of structure but still involved
some variability in the process and included Levei 3 questioning with
Level 2 scoring, Level 3 questioning with Level 3 scoring, Level 4 ques-
tioning with Level 2 scoring, Level 4 questioning with Level 1 scoring,
and Level 2 questioning with Level 3 scoring. Here the two dimensions
sum to either five or six. Finally, the highest level of structure, Structure
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4, was characterized by asking ali applicants the same questions with no
deviation or probing and scoring of each individual response according
to benchmark answers (Level 4 questioning with Level 3 scoring).

Forming these four progressively higher levels of structure maxi-
mized the available data while still allowing the research questions
raised earlier to be addressed. Specifically, such combinations permitted
an evaluation of the overall extent to which structure moderates validity
and an assessment of the extent to which varying levels of structure
are related to interview validity. Obviously, because structure is best
conceptualized as varying on a continuum, neither the structural frame-
work presented nor the collapsing into four progressively higher levels
of structure are a perfect representation of structure. Nonetheless, they
represent a significant improvement over the structured versus unstruc-
tured categorization used in previous research. Meta-analyses for each
of these four levels of structure were similarly carried out as we de-
scribed earlier.

Results

The original results of Hunter and Hunter (1984) for all 11 of
the predictors they compared are presented in Table 1. The
mean sample-size-weighted correlation across all 114 validity
coefficients in the current investigation was .22 (SD = .14). For
the four levels of structure, the sample-size-weighted corre-
lations were .11 (SD = .04), .20 (SD = .11), .34 (SD = .12), and
.34 (SD = .17) for Level 1 to Level 4 structures, respectively.
Correcting for criterion unreliability and range restriction re-
sulted in estimates of rho ranging from .20 to .57. These esti-

Table 1

Results From Hunter and Hunter (1984) and From the
Current Meta-Analysis: Prediction of Supervisory
Rating Criteria With Entry-Level Jobs

Validity
——  No.of Total
Predictor M SD  studies  subjects
Hunter and Hunter (1984)*
Ability composite 53 .15 425 32,124
Job tryout 44 — 20 —
Biographical inventory 37 .10 1 4,429
Reference check 26 .09 10 5,389
Experience .18 — 425 32,124
Interview 14 05 10 2,694
Training and experience ratings 13 — 65 -
Academic achievement 11 00 11 1,089
Education J0 — 425 32,124
Interest 100 L1 3 1,789
Age -.01 — 425 32,124
Current investigation

All interviews .37 24 114 18,652

Structure 1 .20 .08 15 7,308

Structure 2 .35 18 39 4,621

Structure 3 56 .20 27 4,358

Structure 4 57 .28 33 2,365
Note. Dashes indicate that these data were not provided by Hunter &

Hunter.

# Data are from “Validity and Utility of Alternative Predictors of job
performance,” by J. E. Hunter & R. F. Hunter, 1984, Psychological Bul-
letin, 96, p. 90. Copyright 1984 by the American Psychological Associ-
ation. Reprinted by permission.

mates of rho along with their population standard deviations,
are reported in the lower half of Table 1.

The results demonstrate that mean validity generally appears
to increase with increasing levels of structure. However, this
trend asymptotes at Structure 3, beyond which additional
structure yields very little incremental validity (Ar = .01), thus
suggesting the presence of a ceiling effect for structure, More-
over, the validity of the interview at Structure 3 and Structure 4
appears highly comparable to the validity found for ability tests.
An unexpected finding was that the population standard devia-
tion increased consistently from Structure 1 to Structure 4.

Discussion

Results of this investigation suggest that the overall validity
of the interview for entry-level jobs is much higher than was
indicated by Hunter and Hunter (1984) in their analysis. In ad-
dition, our relatively sophisticated system of structure classifi-
cation resulted in several insights into the relationship between
level of structure and the validity of the interview. Specifically,
these results (a) confirm that structure is a major moderator of
interview validity, (b) demonstrate that validity generally in-
creases with increasing structure, and (c) suggest that there is
a point beyond which additional structure yields little or no
incremental validity, a ceiling effect of structure. Such results
are particularly relevant to practitioners, who must weigh cost
and development time against anticipated results when deciding
how much to structure an interview.

The finding that highly structured interviews can provide es-
sentially the same validity as ability tests is interesting because
it has been suggested that such interviews are actually nothing
more than verbal ability tests (Campion, Pursell, & Brown,
1988; Wright, Lichtenfels, & Pursell, 1989). Empirical research
on this issue, however, appears mixed. Although some studies
have found a high correlation between structured interview rat-
ngs and scores on ability tests (e.g., Campion et al., 1988), oth-
ers have found a relatively low correlation (e.g., Bosshardt,
1992; Delery, Wright, Tolzman, & Anderson, 1992). Clearly, as-
sessing the correspondence between structured interviews and
ability tests and the conditions that moderate this relationship
(e.g., content) is an important avenue for future research.

Results of this investigation may also provide a plausible ex-
planation for the inconsistency among the other meta-analyses
noted earlier there regarding the extent to which structure mod-
erates interview validity. For instance, Wiesner and Cronshaw
(1988) appeared to have used a very precise and conservative
classification scheme to differentiate structured and unstruc-
tured interviews. Consequently, they seemed to have captured
the more extreme ends of the interview structure continuum
and not the intermediate ranges. Thus, their unstructured and
structured classification may be similar to our Structure 1 and
Structure 4 levels. McDaniel et al’s (1991) classification
scheme, on the other hand, seems much less stringent and more
liberal. Thus, there may have been some mixing of studies with
intermediate levels of structure in both their structured and un-
structured categories, which would narrow the difference be-
tween them. On the basis of this scenario, the fact that Wiesner
and Cronshaw found a much greater effect for structure be-
comes more understandable.
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An interesting issue that could be addressed in future re-
search is why the population standard deviation increased con-
sistently from Structure 1 to Structure 4. Some residual vari-
ability in the population was expected, for several reasons. First,
other potential moderator variables, such as the use of an in-
terview panel, were not addressed. Second, other dimensions of
interview structure may moderate validity in addition to those
analyzed here. Third, variability as a result of differences in the
level of criterion unreliability across studies was not removed
because a global value of .60 was used. Finally, outlier studies
may have been present that might have increased the residual
variability (see Orr, Sackett, & DuBois, 1991). Nevertheless, the
consistent increase across levels was not expected and warrants
further investigation.

Another suggestion for future research concerns the observed
ceiling effect for structure. One plausible explanation of this
phenomenon is that a well-trained interviewer could get better
insights using careful, in-depth probing of a standard question
than would otherwise be the case when restricted by completely
fixed interview questions with no opportunity for follow-up.
Thus, at Structure 3 standardization, in which the interviewer
still has some discretion, it is possible for individual differences
in interviewing ability to influence the validity of the interview
(Dreher, Ash, & Hancock, 1988). Future primary studies could
investigate this as an explanation for the observed ceiling effect.

There were several limitations of the present study, and these
should be noted. First, the two-dimensional! framework pre-
sented in this investigation may not fully represent all of the
dimensions of interview standardization. Second, the structure
classification scheme resulted in a few combinations of struc-
ture that, although theoretically possible, are highly unlikely to
occur in real interview situations. Third, although the structure
classification scheme could have permitted more refined analy-
ses, the number of usable data points required a simplification
of the framework. Finally, these results generalize only to entry-
level jobs and not to jobs representing promotion within a com-
pany or trade certification.

Nonetheless, the results obtained allow us to make two sum-
mary conclusions. Specifically, entry-level employment in-
terviews with high levels of structure appear to be highly valid
predictors of supervisory ratings of job performance. In addi-
tion, although interview validity increases with increasing levels
of structure, there seems to be a point at which it asymptotes
or, possibly, declines.
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