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COGNITIVE ABILITY TESTS (CATs) are widely used in
assessment for selection and Steve Woods’ article will
cause many of us discomfort by highlighting the difficulty
of avoiding discrimination against different ethnic groups.
Particularly important is the issue that CATs may have differential predictive power for job performance between
different groups. Steve proposes appropriate statistical
procedures for assessing fairness that many selectors may
find it difficult to get their heads round and which most
organisations are unlikely to be willing and able to devote
the resources to. However, by not doing it, they are potentially exposed to litigation by rejected ethnic minority candidates. As Steve says, there is some work here for the test
publishers to carry out.
There is a growing appreciation of the value of 360
degree feedback to help managers gain a balanced view of
their performance and specific data on their strengths and
weaknesses. Peter Goodge and Jane Coomber underline
how the effectiveness of this sort of feedback is dependent
on the quality of the process and provide us with some
useful guidelines for assuring that quality.
Coaching has enjoyed a great rise in popularity in recent
years, particularly evident in the very large number of
people who have subscribed to the new BPS Special Group
for Coaching Psychology. It is, therefore, appropriate for
John Toscano to lay out the case for coaching being a particularly effective means of personal development.
In Issue 21, No. 6, in his article ‘Is it Worth It?’, Mark
Parkinson attempted to bring utility analysis back to centre
stage in promoting the benefits of getting occupational psychologists to design selection processes. In this issue Glen
Fox takes Mark to task for missing out some important
objections to the way utility analysis is sometimes used. She
highlights the dangers of psychologists undermining their
own position by selling their services on spurious utility
coefficients assuming a starting point of random selection
and failing to take into account the incremental validities
in the multiple selection processes usually deployed. The
utility of selection processes is a key issue in occupational
psychology, establishing the value it can add to business
and we would hope to see a continuation of this debate.
Peter Saville has played a leading role in the development of psychometric assessments for occupational settings
in this country, but, for various reasons, has been quiet for
some time. Now we know why. He has been gestating a new,
highly innovative, suite of assessment tools in the new organisation that he has set up. The SDR Editorial Team has to
tread a fine line in keeping the academic and practitioner
community informed of new developments in psychometrics, whilst not providing a blatant marketing vehicle for
test publishes. We felt that the Saville Consulting Wave tools
represent important developments and that it was, therefore, right to publish an invited article by Rab MacIver and
the Development Team, giving key technical information
and particularly outlining innovative features and their
rationale, such as the integration of normative and ipsative
measures, making it ‘validation centric’ and indexing the
match between talent and motivation. We believe that the
instruments involve a number of new concepts that are
worth debating and we welcome discussion of them.
We hope that you enjoy the variety and the relevance of
this April issue of SDR and, as usual, will be delighted if it
stimulates debate in the pages of future issues.
John Boddy

SDR
Cognitive Ability Tests and
unfairness against minority
ethic groups: Two practical
ways to check for unfairness
in selection
HOW CAN WE ASSESS whether Cognitive
Ability Tests (CATs) are unfairly discriminatory
against minority ethnic groups in the UK? Most
test publishers and test users in the UK accept
that we don’t have a satisfactory answer to this
question. Despite a high volume of evidence
demonstrating the potential for adverse impact
against minority ethnic groups from the use of
CATs in selection, test users do not currently
have an agreed method for evaluating the fairness of CATs as selection methods.
The absence of rigorous evaluations of test
fairness in some of the most widely used CATs in
the UK is easily illustrated. Take a browse
through the test manuals you use, and try to find
some data on ethnic group differences in test
score means or validities. I bet that only a small
proportion of test manuals report these data,
and that none of them give any clear guidelines
on what practitioners should do if the test is
unfair against a particular group.
As a result, most test users apply CATs in selection activities assuming that they are fair because
there is no evidence to the contrary. Compare
this with test reliability and validity. We never
assume a test to be reliable or valid without sufficient empirical evidence. It is only with regard to
fairness that we apply this faulty reasoning.
This article presents two practical checks that
test users can perform to identify whether the
tests they use in selection activities are unfair
against minority ethnic groups. The article has
two sections. In the first, the literature on ethnicdifferences in test performance, and its implications for unfairness in testing are examined. The
second describes and discusses the procedures

Stephen A. Woods
University of Nottingham
proposed by Woods (2006) for checking unfairness in CATs.

CATs, validity, and score differences
across ethnic groups
In selection research and practice, CAT scores
have consistently been found to be strong predictors of job performance criteria across a
range of jobs in the US and Europe (Schmidt &
Hunter, 1998; Salgado et al., 2003). CATs are
widely used, and are a relatively low cost selection tool. Despite this, the use of CATs in selection is somewhat controversial because the score
distributions of white and minority ethnic
groups are systematically different (e.g. De Shon
et al., 1998).
The generally accepted figure for differences
across white and non-white groups on assessments of general intelligence (g) is one standard
deviation in favour of white groups (1.0 SD;
Ryan, 2001; Hunter & Hunter, 1984). This figure
is generally based on the direct comparison of
the scores of black and white candidates (Roth et
al., 2001), and so may not represent differences
across other ethnic groups. Moreover, this figure
does not reflect some of the complexities of
score differences within certain types of job. In
their meta-analysis, Roth et al. (2001) report differences of between 0.99 SD and 1.12 SD for
assessments of g within specific job groups (e.g.
education, military, industrial), but lower differ-
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ences when results are grouped according to job
complexity. Within specific job groups, differences ranged from 0.63 SD for high complexity
jobs to 0.86 SD for low complexity jobs. Hough,
Oswald and Ployhart (2001) examined differences on specific abilities rather than general
ability and reported comparisons between white
groups and Hispanics, Blacks and Asians. Their
data showed that specific abilities demonstrated
lower differences than general ability and that
among the ethnic groups, East Asians scored
higher than the white group, with differences in
favour of the white group tending to be smaller
for Hispanics than for the Black group.
Whilst it makes sense to treat the accepted
value of 1.0 SD cautiously, the finding of some
substantive differences in test scores across
ethnic groups is pervasive. What are the effects
of these differences in selection practice? Let’s
take the lowest reported difference as an
example (0.63 SD) and assume it applies to a test
we are using for selection. If we set a conservative
cut-off score of the mean of the white group distribution, then 50 per cent of the white group
will meet the cut-off, compared with 26 per cent
of the non-white group. The implications of the
research findings are that in this selection we
could expect half of the white group to pass the
criterion, compared with a little over a quarter of
the non-white group.
In this example, the effect of applying the test
to a diverse group of job candidates means that
being in the white group automatically puts you
at an advantage. The ‘fairness’ of this advantage
is typically evaluated using the four-fifths rule of
thumb. The four-fifths rule states that a selection
process (or test in this case) causes adverse
impact when the proportion of the lower scoring
group of candidates meeting a selection criterion (or test cut-off) is less than 80 per cent of
the proportion of higher-scoring candidates
meeting the same criterion. In our example, 26
per cent (non-white group) divided by 50 per
cent (white group) is equal to 0.52; we would
conclude that the test causes adverse impact
against the non-white group (because 0.52 is less
than 0.80).
Test users and developers justify these differences in test scores by pointing out that tests are
good predictors of job performance. The
accepted definition of test fairness in US law is
that a fair test should predict performance in the
same way for all sub-groups of the population.
Imagine a situation where candidates from
4

different ethnic backgrounds tend to achieve
different test scores, but the test itself predicts
their performance in the job equally well. To
resolve the problem of adverse impact, we could
adjust the norm-referencing of scores so that
equivalent proportions of candidates from the
two groups are selected. However, this strategy
clearly favours selecting for diversity over productivity, a decision which needs to be made by
individual businesses based on their values and
needs. The important point is that the fairness of
the test rests on demonstrating that it predicts
job performance in the same way for the
different ethnic groups. This kind of evaluation
is rarely conducted in practice.

Procedures to check for unfairness in
CATs for selection
The themes from the literature on test fairness
in selection lead to two applied questions. First,
are the proportions of people meeting the test
cut-off equal across different groups? Second,
does the test predict performance equally across
different groups? Woods (2006) proposed two
checks for answering the first question and partially answering the second. Respectively, these
consisted of testing differences in mean scores
across groups and testing ‘regression slope’ differences in the prediction of job performance
from the test. These were designed to be accessible and practical to implement.
Testing differences in score distributions
This first check for test users to make is based on
the differences in score means of different
ethnic groups. The process allows two different
ethnic groups to be compared and may be
applied to as many combinations of groups as
are available. First, the groups should be combined and the standard deviation of the combined sample calculated. Next the groups are
divided and within-group means calculated. The
higher within-group mean is then subtracted
from the lower within-group mean. The resultant difference value is then divided by the standard deviation of the combined sample to give a
difference between the two within-group means
in standard deviation terms.
The calculated difference should then be
compared with the values reported in Table 1.
These values indicate the maximum difference
in group means for the test to avoid causing
adverse impact (according to the four-fifths rule
of thumb) given a particular test cut-off. These
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calculations are possible when abilities are
assumed to be normally distributed, and reflect a
statistical technique that is discussed elsewhere
(Sackett & Wilk, 1994).
To illustrate, imagine that a test was applied in
a selection activity with the test cut-off set at one
standard deviation above the mean (z=1). Using
the procedure described above, the difference
between two different group means on the test is
found to be 0.24 SD. It could be concluded that
because the observed difference exceeds the
maximum allowable difference indicated in
Table 1 (0.11), the test is likely to cause adverse
impact against the lower scoring group. The
values in the Table also demonstrate that if the
cut-off were lowered to z=0 (or the mean of the
combined sample distribution), adverse impact
would be avoided (because the observed
difference is lower than the maximum
difference of 0.25 SD).
Table 1: Maximum score difference values
(standard deviations) between grouped
distributions given test cut-off x,
to avoid adverse impact.
Test cut-off
(x; Z-Score)

Max difference
to avoid
adverse impact

1.50
1.25
1.00
0.75
0.50
0.25
0.00
–0.25
–0.50

0.11
0.13
0.14
0.16
0.18
0.21
0.25
0.30
0.37

Testing differences in prediction across groups
As outlined earlier, the widely accepted definition
of test fairness in selection is that the test should
predict job performance in the same way for all
sub-groups of the population. From an analytical
point of view, this means that if we test the relationship between CATs and performance in
different ethnic groups, the within-group regression lines should be the same (Cleary, 1968).
‘Differential prediction’ of job performance
from test scores in two different ethnic groups
can be confirmed by examining three points of
comparison in the predictive relationship: (1)
the regression slope; (2) the regression inter-

cept; and (3) within-group errors of prediction.
The method proposed here relates to the first.
Testing for regression slope differences across
groups is straightforward, and is described in
detail by Cohen and Cohen (1984). The procedure involves conducting hierarchical regression
analyses on data sourced from two different
groups of the population, with job performance
set as the criterion. In step one of the regression,
CAT score and ethnic group are entered as predictors, followed by their product in step 2. A significant increase in explained variance (R2) in
step 2 means that the within-group regression
lines are unequal, confirming differential prediction.
From a practitioner point of view, there are
two problems with this procedure. First, the test
of increase in R2 is a significance test and is,
therefore, dependent on sample size. In small
samples, even large differences cannot be reliably detected, and in large samples, the significance test becomes highly sensitive. Second, the
criterion for deciding whether differential prediction applies is very (overly) precise.
Prediction is either equal or unequal, and there
is no procedural flexibility to allow the practitioner to determine whether small differences in
the regression slope can be tolerated in the
selection process. In summary, the procedure
doesn’t specify whether differences in prediction
actually constitute unfairness in selection.
Woods (2006) proposed that tests of differential prediction should be based on a broad
applied principle. CATs are imperfect predictors
of job performance, and so applying a CAT for
selection inevitably leads to the selection of true
positives (people who meet the test cut-off, and
perform at the right level in the job) and false
positives (people who meet the test cut-off, but
not the job performance requirement). The
essence of fairness in prediction is that even
though some people are incorrectly selected,
CATs should identify the true positives equally
well for different ethnic groups. By applying the
four-fifths rule to this problem, we can specify
this more clearly:
Differences in regression coefficients are unfair when
they mean that the proportion of true positives among
those selected from one population sub-group is less
than four-fifths of those from another
By adopting this principle, it is possible to work
through the regression equations to determine
when differences in regression slopes may be
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considered unfair.1 The results of the calculations are listed in Table 2. The values in the first
column represent the higher within-group
validity. Values in the second column represent
corresponding ‘maximum changes in R2’ from
hierarchical regression analyses for the test to
avoid unfairness. Practitioners can use this table
to evaluate differences in validity across groups.
The broad result of the calculations is a tradeoff between test validity and acceptable validity
differences across groups. As validity coefficients
increase, so larger differences in within-group
validities can be tolerated.
Table 2: Maximum changes in R2 (ΔR2) in
hierarchical regression analyses to assume fair
differences in regression slopes
(based on higher correlation R).
R

ΔR2

0.300
0.310
0.320
0.330
0.340
0.350
0.360
0.370
0.380
0.390
0.400
0.410
0.420
0.430
0.440
0.450
0.460
0.470
0.480
0.490
0.500

0.038
0.040
0.042
0.044
0.045
0.047
0.049
0.051
0.053
0.055
0.058
0.060
0.062
0.064
0.066
0.068
0.071
0.073
0.075
0.077
0.080

Sampling. The values in Table 2 have implications for deciding on an acceptable sample size
for testing this component of differential prediction. The smallest value in the second column is
0.038. This means that the smallest value that
needs to be reliably detected in the hierarchical
analyses is 0.038. Examining the formula for the
F-test of significance in regression analyses tells
us that the minimum sample required to reliably
1

detect this effect size is 104 participants. These
participants should be arranged into dichotomous groups with roughly 50 per cent of the
sample contributed from each group.
How to implement the check for differences in regression
slopes. To carry out this check, test users should
compile a dataset that comprises test and performance data from two ethnic groups. The hierarchical regression procedure described earlier
should then be conducted as normal. If the
change in R2 in Step 2 is significant, then withingroup correlations between test score and performance should be computed and the higher of
the two taken to represent the values in column
one of Table 2. The ΔR2 value can then be compared with the second column in Table 2, and
where the ΔR2 value exceeds the value in Table
2, the differences in the regression slopes may be
considered unfair against the lower validity
group.
To illustrate, suppose an evaluative study used
the hierarchical regression analyses and found a
significant ΔR2 value of 0.061, with a higher
within-group validity of 0.40. This test would be
viewed as unfair according to this method,
because the computed ΔR2 exceeds the maximum value in Table 2 of 0.058.
Summary of the proposed checks
The recommendation from this article is that in
order to investigate whether CATs are unfair for
selection purposes, test users should perform
two checks.
1. Compare the CAT score distribution means
from different ethnic groups to assess adverse
impact, using maximum score differences
shown in Table 1.
2. Conduct a test of differential prediction by
comparing the regression slopes of the two
groups statistically. Hierarchical regression
analysis of data from at least 104 participants
(with roughly equal numbers from each
group the two ethnic groups) should be computed. A significant interactive effect can be
taken as showing that the test has differential
prediction for the two groups with values
reported in Table 2 determining whether the
differential prediction may be considered
unfair.

The details of these calculations can be obtained from the author.
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Discussion and implications
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Limitations of this approach
One limitation of the proposed checks is that
testing differences in regression slopes is not a
complete test of differential prediction. By disconfirming unfairness in these analyses we would
not conclude that the test is fair. That conclusion
would require additional comparisons of regression intercepts and errors in prediction across
the groups. The logical next step to this work is,
therefore, the design of standard checks for
assessing these aspects of differential prediction
with reference to CATs and selection.
Final comments
This article has described two practical checks
for assessing whether the CATs are unfair against
minority ethnic groups in selection. The checks
are not definitive, although are arguably the
most accessible alternative to date. If others disagree, then their critique may lead to a better
alternative. Either way, test users and test-takers
are the beneficiaries.
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SDR
The psychology of 360 degree
feedback
EVERY DAY THOUSANDS of 360 questionnaires and reports are generated and fed back to
slightly apprehensive managers, sales people,
specialists, etc. But, no one has a clear idea about
how 360 works. What psychological mechanisms
are involved? How do we explain 360’s proven
ability to change actions and performance?
In this article we attempt to provide answers to
those and other questions. We offer a helpful
theory that should explain (and perhaps challenge) your use of 360. You may be able to
develop a better 360 feedback process.
All theory begins with an assumption, and
ours is that people are constantly checking their
perceptions to see if they are true or false. That’s
the assumption made by Personal Construct
Psychology (see Fransella, 2005, for a great introduction) which offers a hugely practical
approach to human action that is intuitively reasonable. You and I base all our decisions and
actions on how we see and understand things.
Perceptions are all we have to guide us; we
depend totally on them. It makes sense to test
and checkout perceptions whenever we can.
Perceptions, hunches and assumptions that are
disconfirmed by our experiences probably need
changing. But, as we will see later, that’s not
always easy.
Managers, leaders, salespeople, etc., are no
different. Perceptions about markets, technologies, problems, opportunities and people shape
their decisions. Good managers use a multitude
of sources to check their perceptions – reports,
presentations, discussions, publications, data,
etc. Indeed, a characteristic of all good managers
seems to be concerted, ongoing attempts to
challenge their views, to think differently, to try
new ways of seeing things.
But, for nearly all managers there is one set of
perceptions that is based on very little data. They
are perceptions which are very difficult to check,
and hence easy to get wrong. Surprisingly, they
are a crucial set of perceptions; ones which
underpin strong personal performance. They
are the individual’s perceptions of him/herself.

Peter Goodge & Jane Coomber
the360.co.uk
Ask any manager for information on almost
any aspect of the business and he/she can produce reports, statistics, examples, etc. Yet, ask
about his/her skills and approach, and he/she
will probably have very little information, and
almost certainly nothing that can be relied upon.
Why do we know so little about ourselves?
There seems to be a root cause in our business
culture; we don’t honestly tell one another how
we are doing. In other areas of life we do honestly tell; in fact we welcome it. Alice, Peter’s
horse riding instructor, is great because she both
challenges and supports his perceptions with
relentless precision. In business we hardly ever
do that; even feedback in the safe environment
of the training course is soft, diplomatic and
imprecise by Alice’s standards.
Good 360 feedback provides clear, concise
information about the individual. That’s a rare
thing in business, and it enables individuals to
check and clarify their perceptions of their skills.
Often 360 disconfirms self-perceptions; the feedback report isn’t entirely what was expected. By
challenging our perceptions 360 leads individuals to rethink themselves and rethink their performance, and it seems to work in three ways.
a. Negation – feedback results are the opposite of
expected strengths or weaknesses. For
example, an individual may believe that all
his/her team rate their teamwork highly, yet
the 360 results show some people rate teamwork poorly. Or, the individual may discover
his/her critical (low) self-rating of their planning is not shared by others who rate his/her
planning favourably.
b. Significance – results confirm a self-perception
but show it is much more (or less) important
than the individual thought. For instance, an
individual may discover everyone rates
his/her time-management poorly, not just
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himself. Or, it is not just one aspect of leadership that is strong; it is several aspects.
c. Explanation – results highlight unexpected relationships. For example, where great attention
to detail produces a controlling management
style, or relatively weak business understanding
produces poor business presentations.
A 360 skilled coach or workshop facilitator will
be looking for all three types of disconfirmation,
and making full use of them. It is Explanation
that seems to have the biggest psychological
impact, perhaps because it challenges the
person’s perceptions of how the world works.
Inexperienced 360 coaches tend to expect only
Negation, and they miss some of the most
helpful parts of a 360 feedback report.
The theory helps explain some of the ‘do’s
and don’ts’ of 360 feedback.

Visual impact is achieved by putting the lower
ratings in red backgrounds and higher ratings in
green backgrounds. Average ratings have yellow
backgrounds. In this case the individual (S) rates
him/herself as average, whereas the direct
reports (D) have given high ratings, except one
who did not feel he knew the recipient well
enough to answer the question. Of two
colleagues (C), one has given a high score; the
other did not answer the question. Of two managers (M), one has given a high score, and the
other a low score. These ratings challenge the
individual’s self perception and invite him or her
to explore the meaning behind the feedback.
Just showing the average score, even breaking it
down for groups of respondents, would have
hidden important information.

Provide a large sample of credible
completed questionnaires

Design clear, relevant questions and
feedback reports
Long, ambiguous and vague questions do not
change thoughts or actions. They can be interpreted in many ways, and hence neither support
nor disconfirm perceptions. Some examples:
● Consults with his/her team as appropriate invites
different interpretations of the word ‘appropriate’;
● Does not inhibit others from sharing ideas contains
a double negative, which tempts respondents
to make a mistake;
● Works hard at getting on with people and planning
things in detail is ambiguous; it asks about two
different things.
Atwater et al. (1995) found clear, relevant questions to be absolutely critical.
Similarly, lengthy statistical feedback reports
using graphs and averages can be read in different
ways. And, their complexity adds to the workload
of individuals receiving feedback. Concise, simple,
visual feedback reports have much more impact;
their implications for the individual’s perceptions
are immediately clear. Figure 1 is a snippet from a
360 feedback report showing all the ratings given
by each respondent on ‘Implementing best professional/technical practice’.

Research suggests that a feedback report based
on more questionnaires is more credible
(London & Smither, 1995). In practice that
seems to be about 10 questionnaires. Reports
based on just five or six questionnaires often lack
sufficient information to disconfirm perceptions. For some individuals, especially technical
specialists, with few if any direct reports, this may
present a difficulty. However with today’s
internet-based 360 systems it may be feasible to
ask people outside the organisation for feedback, customers or suppliers for example.

Engineer some critical feedback
Unless the 360 system checks questionnaires, to
ensure a proportion of critical ratings, only five
per cent to seven per cent of answers will be
critical. Nearly all the feedback will be mild
praise, which will raise individuals’ self-esteem
and reinforce existing behaviours. It will not disconfirm perceptions, and will not create change
(for the research see Meyer, 1980).
Therefore, if you are using feedback to
change skills, culture, or performance you will
need a 360 system that ensures a minimum of
critical feedback is given by those completing

Figure 1.
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questionnaires. Our experience shows that
where the 360 system requires a proportion of
critical feedback, this critical feedback will not
be given arbitrarily, or ‘just for the sake of it’;
those completing questionnaires will pick the
poorer competencies and questions. So, such a
system may sometimes exaggerate critical feedback somewhat, but it won’t be scattered randomly. It also helps to take care with briefing
people, clarifying their expectations before they
come to complete the questionnaire. One
should also use a rating scale which makes it
clear that people are being rated on a competency in comparison with the other things that
they do, rather than in comparison with other
people.

Don’t think feedback will change the
worst performers
Goodge and Burr (1999) found that 360 feedback had more impact on below-average performers, yet recognise that the worst of
performers rarely change as a result of feedback.
How do we explain this?
Personal Construct Psychology suggests that
perceptions don’t exist in isolation, unconnected with one another, but are linked together
in elaborate networks. And, that some of our selfperceptions are ‘core’ – they hold together many
of our other perceptions about ourselves. Not
surprisingly, core self-perceptions are difficult to
change – so many other beliefs about ourselves
depend on them.
The worst of performers seem often to be
people who have been in their jobs for some
years, and failed to change with the times. They
frequently have fixed perceptions of their job,
which are closely linked to their core self-perceptions. That may be why the poorest of poor
performers don’t respond to feedback. For them
feedback may question the kind of person they
believe themselves to be, and that’s not easily
changed for any of us!
Personal Construct Psychology theory also
suggests what’s important in the feedback
process; it is subtle but easily engineered. The
moment of real personal change is when an individual states that his/her interpretation of the
feedback is inconsistent with their beliefs. It is a
moment that is facilitated by exploring beliefs
prior to seeing the feedback, and also inviting
the individual to say what the feedback means.

Hence, it is enormously helpful to:
a. Spend some time, perhaps 30 to 45 minutes,
at the beginning of a feedback session
exploring the individual’s role, performance
and concerns. That initial discussion not only
informs the facilitator, but clarifies existing
relevant perceptions for the individual.
b. Encourage the individual to work out what the
feedback means for themselves, aiming for
simplicity (perhaps looking for just a few
strengths and weaknesses).
Perhaps the thing to remember is that only an
individual him/herself can disconfirm their own
perceptions; others can not do it for them, or
force it upon them. So, if you find yourself
explaining or telling an individual what their
feedback means, expect little or no change in
perceptions or performance. A helpful facilitator
says very little, but engineers a lot!
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SDR
The case for coaching
DURING THE 1980s, the term ‘coaching’ was
virtually non-existent within the business context, although I’m sure it was being performed
indirectly. However, coaching is now very firmly
a buzz word in many forward thinking companies and organisations.
Coaching is the art of accessing and then
improving the performance, learning and development of another. Corporate coaching is one
of the most popular areas of coaching. As one of
the most effective tools to use in business to
improve performance and productivity, it differs
enormously from training and development programmes. This is because the individual being
coached takes control of their actions and makes
the changes required to improve.
Whilst only a coach can gauge how coaching
impacts on the bottom line within their niche
area, there are certain benefits that corporate
coaching can give in general. It works so well
because the coach can provide an objective viewpoint in any coaching discussion. Employees
who do have any concerns over confidentiality
can be assured that they are being coached as a
benefit to their well-being first – and the company profits second. In particular, corporate
coaching can achieve results in the following
ways:
● Improved performance and productivity;
● Staff development and self-reliant staff;
● Improved learning;
● Improved internal relationships;
● Improved quality of life for individuals;
● Greater flexibility and adaptability to change.
It is now widely acknowledged that people are
the most valuable resource of any company or
organisation. However, whilst reports from the
2004 CIPD Training & Development Survey
found that 99 per cent of respondents agree that
coaching can deliver tangible benefits both to
individuals and organisations, only 14 per cent
claim that coaching skills training was compulsory for all staff that managed people. This statistic underlines the fact that many companies
are missing out on the significant competitive
advantage of a happy, motivated and valued
workforce who are more productive.
12
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Coaching, like most good things, can be a very
simple yet highly effective process. It can also be
a source of delight when outstanding results are
achieved. I work with many private clients who
value their own personal development and want
to make changes in their lives. They want to
become motivated, focused and to achieve their
own personal goals – whatever they may be. They
appreciate the results that a professional coach
can help them achieve, the way their coach will
help them to acknowledge their true values,
remove their limiting beliefs and yet, never command them to do anything.
Similarly, I work with managers in organisations who are looking for more effective ways of
working with colleagues. They are aware that the
more traditional approaches to managing people
are becoming less and less appropriate. They are,
maybe, accepting that the methods they have
adopted that made them successful managers in
the past may now be halting their own progress –
and that of their staff. The primary reason that
coaching is so effective in improving a company’s
productivity and performance is because it is
totally people focused. Unlike computers and
machinery, human beings are unpredictable for
a whole host of reasons. Coaching works because
it gets to the root of these issues by being solely
individual – centered and holistic. This is in contrast to the traditional instructor-led, ‘one size fits
all’ and ‘sheep dip’ approach to learning and
development.
It must also be stated that coaching is not
purely a remedial process, and is invaluable for
people at all levels. Many organisations have
come to understand that on-going personal
development through coaching is essential to
fully utilise its ‘human capital resource’. In a
rapidly changing environment, even top performers will benefit from the chance to reflect
upon what works well for them, how to remain
positive and to sustain excellence.
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Therefore, coaching really does provide a winning scenario for the employee and the company. In addition to the benefits discussed above,
staff will certainly feel more valued, productive
and understood, as well as having the benefit of a
confidential and impartial ‘sounding board’. The
company benefits from a happier, more motivated and higher performing workforce. The outcome is a powerful combination that promotes
trust, confidence and loyalty within any organisation. What is this worth to your company? When
Fortune magazine surveyed 100 executives from
‘Fortune 1000’ companies in the US, who had
received coaching, managers collectively
described an average return of $100,000 – many
times what the coaching cost their companies. So
next time you hear a company proclaim that
‘people are their greatest resource’ you will have
no hesitation in believing it to be true!
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SDR
Spurilitarianism
MARK PARKINSON’S article on utility analysis
(UA) (SDR, Vol. 21, No. 6) is a timely reminder
that these tools have to be used with care to
avoid spurious results. He points out correctly
that the system is less easy to apply in multi-stage
selection processes but does not address more
fundamental objections to the way UA is calculated and currently used. Selling a psychological
process either by promising net gains or, as he
suggests, with an eye to the loss averse, by
pointing out losses that will accrue if the system
is not used, is only defensible if the gains or
losses can be accurately quantified. This is not
necessarily the case.
Convincing an employer of the usefulness of a
particular test by promising a net gain arrived at
by UA assumes: (a) that they have previously
employed a wholly random means of employing
staff; (b) that in future they would rely wholly on
this suggested (single) method; and (c) that the
validity coefficient of that method accurately
indicates its likely effectiveness.
Credibility in the claims made for the tool has
been increased over the years through developments of SDy calculation (Cascio & Ramos, 1986;
Schmidt & Hunter, 1983) the addition of
finance variables (Boudreau, 1983), techniques
such as breakeven analysis ((Boudreau, 1984),
relaxing the assumption of top down hiring
(Murphy, 1986), determining the effects of
recruiting efforts (Rynes & Boudreau, 1986) and
allowing poor performers to be dismissed (De
Corte, 1994). Despite this body of work, and
apart from the first, few of these developments
are commonly used in calculating UA, possibly
because they all reduce the total gain shown by
employing a selection device.
Perhaps fortunately, there is little evidence
that business decisions are in fact based on the
tool, and less to show that it can be presented to
employers as a reasonably accurate measure of
quantified profit. Irrespective of the particular
factors listed above, UA estimates may still overstate the case, because current models only concern themselves with a single criterion variable,
because efficacy is compared with random selection rather than an existing process, and because
14
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the validity of the test, rather than its variance, is
still being used in most equations as a percentage measurement of its effectiveness.
Although current models assume the validity
coefficient of the test or process will indicate its
efficacy if it is multiplied by the SDy gain, this
may not bear examination. A validity coefficient
is a correlation with a criterion, not a percentage
indicator, and it is the variance which may more
properly be used to indicate how much a process
will add in quantifiable terms. This is not the
case with a perfect process; a validity coefficient
of 1 when multiplied with a notional gain of, say,
£10,000 for appointing an individual required to
be 1 SD above the mean, will of course yield a net
gain of £10k if the perfect test is used on each
person appointed. However, if the validity coefficient is 0.5 (variance 0.25), multiplying the SDy
by 0.5 will produce an apparent profit per
person appointed result of £5000, or 50 per cent,
which is unlikely to be the case. Utilising the variance will more appropriately show a net gain of
£2500.
More commonly voiced objections relate to
the criterion employed in calculating the validity
coefficient of the test, which may not be related
to or relevant to performance and/or profit.
A validity coefficient arrived at by calculating
construct validity in relation to a similar test, or
predictive validity in relation to, say, promotion
rates within the Armed Forces, may not convincingly relate to performance/profit generation in
sales executives in an fmcg (fast moving consumer goods) organisation.
Although most organisations gather information from multiple sources when recruiting or
promoting staff, utility analysis measures only a
single variable and compares its use with random
selection. In reality, the more likely scenario
adds a new selection tool to a given selection
process, rather than random selection, so the
incremental validity of the new selection tool
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needs to be calculated, rather than assuming a
comparison with a random process. In addition,
few organisations limit their selection process by
using a single variable, so the model needs to be
expanded to take account of multiple predictors,
such as interviews, references, application forms,
tests, presentations and exercises, which are all
routinely employed.
In reality, UA should only be used by computing the utility of previous methods used, then
computing the utility of the proposed
method(s), expanding the equation appropriately to take account of a set of several predictors, giving due weight to incremental validities,
if, as is usual, multiple processes are employed,
and to their weightings, and then subtracting
that figure from the utility of the new method(s)
(Sturman & Judge, 2006). This would allay fears
that we are attaching excessive importance to
tests/predictors which actually duplicate some
or all of each other’s value, or which are not all
equally valued in the selection process.
Little research has been done on how much
attention is actually paid to UA in making business decisions, and it would be interesting to
know if the weaknesses of UA have affected its
use in the business arena.
As occupational psychologists, we need to be
as careful and accurate in our marketing as in
our professional practice, and promising exaggerated monetary gains to clients does nothing
to convince them of our concern for high professional standards. Utility analysis has its place
in the toolkit, but it should be used with care as
a tool for producing accurate estimates of gain
rather than as yet another example of hyperbabble.
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The Special Group in Coaching Psychology
We are pleased to present further details of our 2006 Event Programme.
These events will offer opportunities for further training and
development in topics which have been carefully selected to
complement coaching psychology. We really look forward to seeing you
at one or more events.
30th June 2006:
‘Managing Personal and Client Stress in Coaching Psychology’.
Facilitator: Jenny Summerfield, CPsychol.
This one-day event will be held at the Work Foundation, 3 Carlton Terrace,
London, SW1Y 5DG and will run from 10.00am to 5.00pm.
Registration from 9.30am.
7th September 2006:
‘Positive Psychology in Coaching Psychology’.
This one-day conference will be held at the BPS London Office and will run
from 9.30am to 4.30pm. Registration from 9.00am.
For further details and information about these events see the ‘News Page’ of the
BPS SGCP website on: http://www.coachingpsychologyforum.org.uk. For booking
information please contact: Tracy White, Email: tracy@virtuallyorganised.com

18th & 19th December 2006:
‘SGCP 3rd Annual National Conference’, City University, London, UK.
This ‘not to be missed event’ will offer a stimulating and thought-provoking
mix of keynote speeches, individual papers, workshops, and round-table
discussions, delivered by national and international leaders in the field.
Parallel research paper and poster sessions will also provide some of the
latest thinking and research in Coaching Psychology.
Further details will soon be announced on the SGCP website.
The 2006 membership fee to join SGCP is £3.50. BPS members can join and
immediately benefit from member rates at events.
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SDR
Making Waves –
Saville Consulting
Wave Styles questionnaires
THE SAVILLE CONSULTING (SC) WAVE
STYLES questionnaires have been developed by
Saville Consulting, an entirely new business
founded by Professor Peter Saville. The vision of
the company is to transform assessment and the
first tranche of new products have now been
launched including a range of aptitude tests and
culture assessment tools.
The SC Wave Styles questionnaires are central
to the integrated development strategy. The
individual measures (the styles questionnaires)
of the SC Wave suite and the organisational measures (culture and climate) have been developed
from one integrated model.
This article discusses the concepts and
development that formed the backbone of the
individual measures: the SC Wave Styles questionnaires.

SC Wave Styles – An overview
SC Wave Styles presents a uniquely integrated
model of personality, competency, culture and
motivation. The concepts of motive and talent
are integral to the structure and have real implications for individual development, career planning and performance management as well as
selection.
Rather than taking a paper questionnaire and
putting it on the internet, SC Wave Styles questionnaires are an innovative suite of self-report
measures developed with the opportunities and
challenges of the internet at the heart of their
design. They operate as both trait and type
instruments and rely on a new hierarchical
model of work performance that we have developed. Our model is aligned to the Big Five personality factors and the Great Eight
competencies but provides more information
than either model.
The development of the questionnaires has
benefited from a performance driven or valida-

R. MacIver, P. Saville, R. Kurz,
A. Mitchener, K. Mariscal, G. Parry,
S. Becker, W. Saville, K. O’Connor,
R. Patterson & H. Oxley
Saville Consulting Group

tion centric methodology to maximise the
validity of the questionnaires by selecting the
most valid items from our item pools.
A new dynamic online format integrates
rating and ranking responses and results in a
combined profile that highlights differences
between the ipsative and normative scores on the
profile. This new scaling technology also allows
unprecedented levels of detail to be tapped, yet
with radically reduced completion times.
The research matching the questionnaire to
the preferred culture, environment and job
demands allows individuals (and their managers) to gain new perspectives on what they can
take from their job and what will motivate them.
SC Wave Styles questionnaires are different in
several respects from established psychometric
questionnaires. Below we provide an overview of
the new features and approach before taking a
brief look at the reliability, validity and applications of the questionnaires.

The motive talent concept
SC Wave Styles questionnaires have been developed to separate out talents from underlying
predispositions or motives. For every work construct measured there is one motive item and
one talent item.
The Expert Report profile indicates where
‘motive-talent splits’ occur. This allows the user to
identify whether the individual is motivated to
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develop in a particular area or needs their talent in
an area supported or encouraged because there is
a lack of underlying motivation or interest.
The approach has profound implications for
the development of individuals. Because the
model matches every talent item with an underlying motive item, it is much simpler to understand the impact of motivation on work
performance

Performance driven content
SC Wave Styles questionnaires have been developed (and continue to be developed) using a
variety of development strategies, but at the core
is a validation centric strategy.
As Burisch (1984) points out mixed
approaches, which include validity data as part of
scale development, are surprisingly rare in questionnaire development.
‘Actually this is rarely done, particularly the combination of deductive scale writing and external information for item analysis.’
For the initial development of the Professional
Styles questionnaires 214 work constructs were
written (each with separate motive and talent
components. 428 work constructs in total).
108 of these constructs (facets) made it into the
final questionnaire with item selection based
first and foremost on criterion validity. Items
were correlated with external ratings on relevant
work behaviour competencies as well as overall
job proficiency and potential for promotion.
The SC Wave Styles questionnaires are, therefore, based on the work constructs which are the
best indicators of performance (i.e. performance
driven).
The facet approach to measurement ensures
that each item in the questionnaires measures a
different work construct to help avoid the
feeling of ‘needless repetition’ that respondents
can experience when completing questionnaires.

Clearer interpretation
One of the criticisms that can be fairly levelled at
self report questionnaires is that despite their
reliability and validity there is a degree of subjectivity in their interpretation.
Despite users being trained prior to questionnaire use, subject matter experts in assessment
believe that poor interpretation is a significant
source of error in the use of personality questionnaires (Smith & Foley, 2006). A lack of consistency between interpreters is much more
18

likely where an aspect of work performance is
predicted by a complex combination of predictor scales which is the situation with many
multi-scale self-report personality instruments.
Is inconsistency a given? Can we do anything
about it? With the performance driven approach,
the work constructs that best predict a work competency are brought together to form a scale. This
largely removes the need to look around the profile for what scales relate to a particular competency (i.e. we move from predictor centric models
to criterion centric models of work performance
and have to work less hard to join the dots).
The feedback provider also no longer has to
guess what an average score overlooks, where
there are differences in scores underpinning a
dimension these are highlighted in the profile.
Better interpretation, inevitably leads to
improved validity in decision making based on
questionnaire data (i.e. better decision making,
fewer selection errors and better identification
of development needs).

Dynamic normative-ipsative format
There are advantages and disadvantages to both
normative and ipsative response formats. At the
practitioner level, it is useful to have both
sources of information. The online SC Wave
Styles questionnaires firstly present a group of
six normative statements. The system then calculates their ipsative rankings based on the order
the statements have been rated (this saves the
individual time by calculating the majority of
rankings for an individual). Where an individual
ties their ratings the system immediately represents the tied items to be placed in rank order.
Where there are differences between normative and ipsative scores these are highlighted on
the profile to allow the user to explore the reasons for the difference (which of the two scores
is most representative of the true score and
which is more distorted). The user can then
focus on specific areas where socially desirable
responding (or overly self critical responding)
may have occurred.

New levels – new lessons
SC Wave is a model with several levels in its hierarchy. The new scaling technology allows much
more to be assessed in less time.
At the top of the Professional Styles model are
four clusters which also provide the basis of the
Saville Consulting Types model which profiles
People Type and Task Type.
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Each cluster breaks down into three sections
giving a total of 12 sections. Each of the Big Five
and Great Eight constructs has a counterpart
with one of these sections and four further areas
are covered.
Each of the 12 sections covers three themes
giving 36 dimensions which is the fidelity level of
many occupational personality measures.
The newly developed scaling allows SC Wave
to go down one more level with each of the 36
dimensions being composed of three facets
giving a total of 108 facets.
The 216 questions are usually answered in
around 40 minutes. The ultra-compact Wave
Focus questionnaires measure 36 facets selected
for their strong validity in just 15 minutes.
The new dynamic ‘Ra-Ra’ (Rate-Rank) format
combining ipsative and normative scores has
profound implications for measurement – it is
simply not necessary to have six or eight items in
a scale when two items can do as well or better
(i.e. strong validity, strong reliability, good
spread of scores, etc). More items are required

to achieve this with conventional five-point
Likert items or ipsative-only questionnaires
(MacIver, 1996).
The profile highlights within any of the 36
dimensions where there is a significant ‘facet
range’, i.e. one or more of the three underlying
facets having markedly different scores from the
others.
As well as many more individual scales being
measured this provides the user with much more
detailed insight into the ‘uniqueness’ of the individual.

Configurable competency reporting
The level of detail that SC Wave Styles achieves
also enables a more detailed match with client
competency models allowing for fast configuration of output reports to predict client competencies and even their competency indicators.
This detailed configuration has also enabled
the Entrecode® model of successful entrepreneurs developed by Professor David Hall and his
associates to be available as a separate report.

Figure 1: The Saville Consulting Wave Work Hierarchy.
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Enhanced security
The internet offers great convenience in allowing
individuals to respond at great geographical distance (without an administrator present) by
sending a link to the questionnaire directly to an
e-mail address. This so called ‘controlled’ mode
does present security concerns. For example, not
being sure the questionnaire is completed honestly by who you have sent it to (and not say, by a
group of the candidate’s friends one evening).
We believe strongly that as well as ‘controlled’ (or
‘invited access’ forms) a self report questionnaire
(particularly questionnaires that can be used for
selection or other decision making processes)
should have a separate supervised secure form.
Therefore, two parallel forms of SC Wave are
available for ‘Invited Access’ and more secure
‘Supervised Access’ administrations.

Culture match
The SC Wave development programme has also
developed measures of work culture that are parallel to the SC Wave Styles model. This empirical
research allows us to indicate the preferred
culture/environment and job demands that
would suit an individual based on completion of
SC Wave Styles questionnaires.
From the perspective of Positive Psychology,
Seligman (2003) has argued that work can be
changed to suit the employee (rather than just
finding an employee that fits the job or trying to
develop the individual to better match/meet job
demands). Assessment can be constructed to
support this approach.

With our unique model (See Figure 2) which
ties together motive, talent, competency and
culture, we can help individuals understand what
work demands (culture, job and environment)
they are most likely to favour.
Armed with this understanding it becomes
easier to discuss what enhances or inhibits individuals’ performance at work and therefore facilitate constructive discussions about how a job
could better reflect a person’s motives and
talents.
This approach can also help managers think
about how to tailor work to suit individual
employees to keep them satisfied and motivated.

Reliability
A development goal of the SC Wave Styles questionnaires was to have alternate form and test
retest reliability estimates as high as possible. In
contrast, the SC Wave Styles questionnaires were
designed to have moderate (0.6 to 0.8) rather
than high internal consistencies at the dimension level (as they are made up of six different
work constructs).
The alternate form reliability average across
the two forms of the Professional Styles questionnaires is 0.86 with the lowest reliability 0.78
and the highest 0.93 (N=1153).
The highest correlation with a scale in one
form was with its respective twin in the other
form (e.g. Inventive in Invited Access form correlates most highly with Inventive in Supervised
Access form not with any other scale).

Figure 2: The Saville Consulting Model of Work Performance Effectiveness.
Performance Enhancers
Culture, Job & Environment
Individual
Motives
Work
Competency
Individual
Talents
Performance Inhibitors
Culture, Job & Environment
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The internal consistencies of the dimensions
of the two Professional Styles questionnaires
range from 0.58 to 0.87 with an average of 0.76
(N=1153).
Test retest average is 0.79 across the dimensions of the two normative Professional Styles
questionnaires with an interval of one month.
The lowest reliability was 0.71 and the highest
ranged up to 0.91. (N=112).

Validity
SC Wave has already been validated on over 1500
people globally during its development, standardisation and initial use. Gathering validity on
every item continues on an ongoing international basis.
The validation results from the development
trial were cross validated in the standardisation
trials of the questionnaire. As each dimension
has been designed in the development trial to
predict one of 36 work competencies, there were
clear a priori hypotheses for the standardisation
trial of which SC Wave Style dimension will correlate with which work competency.
In the standardisation 34 out of the 36 dimensions had significant correlations (p<0.05, onetailed) with their matched criteria across the two
forms. The combined ipsative and normative
dimensions predict external ratings (manager or
colleague) of effectiveness on the work competency that each was designed to predict with an
average of 0.39 for the Invited Access form and
0.39 for Supervised Access. These figures are
corrected for criterion unreliability but no other
corrections have been applied, e.g. restriction of
range, predictor unreliability, etc. (N=556–658).
Validity figures based on multiple regression
equations cannot be used as an unbiased estimate of the validity of the questionnaire when
they are not cross validated. The mean validity of
the composite equation of SC Wave Styles dimensions in relation to the 36 work competencies is
an average of 0.46 for both forms. This was based
on developing the equation on one half of the
standardisation data and cross validating the
equation to the second half of the standardisation sample. These figures are corrected for criterion unreliability but no other corrections have
been applied, e.g. restriction of range, predictor
unreliability, etc. (Hold out Sample N=252–316).

Reporting
The profiles are not simply static text describing
the content of a scale. Instead the text in the pro-

file feeds back the individual facets (giving
different verbal descriptions for the different
score (Sten) positions). This reduces the
thinking time for the person giving feedback as
they do not have to think how to explain the
score. It also means that the recipient of the
feedback understands the content of the profile
much faster with less need for explanation.
Two of the main reports provided from SC
Wave Styles are the Expert and the Types report.
Each report comes with a free personal report
for the respondent.
The Expert Report:
Summary of Individual’s Response Styles;
Full Wave Psychometric Profile (with Motive
Talent Splits, Ipsative-Normative Splits and Facet
Ranges);
Culture/Environment Prediction Report;
Competency Potential Report.
Types Report:
The Types report brings together perspectives
on teams, leadership and management in one
straightforward individual differences model of
performance at work. These are performance
driven types that predict external work performance as they are based on our performance
driven methodology.
Firstly, individuals are classified by their
People Type which can be one of four:
Individualist, Influencer, Adaptor or Transformer. Secondly they are classified as having a
Task Type, again one of four: Preserver,
Thinker, Doer or Transactor.
This leads to their overall Saville Consulting
Type which is made up of an individual’s People
and Task type combined, e.g. Influencer Doer.
This is followed by a bullet point summary of
how they will tend to lead, work in teams and
manage change.

Applications of Saville Consulting Wave
Saville Consulting Wave Styles are designed to be
applied throughout the employee’s lifecycle.
Below are some of the applications of SC Wave
Styles with an insight into where they make a
difference.

Selection
SC Wave Styles are designed to create a platform
for much better decision making from a self
report questionnaire, leading to increases in the
calibre of employees. As a feed into interview or
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as a source of data to cross reference with other
data and pull together a more coherent picture
of an individual, SC Wave gives more valid data
in less time. The detail in SC Wave also allows
bespoke reports to be created with a better content match to client competency models.

of) assessment data collected during their selection (Miles, 2006). The culture prediction report
provides new starters with a picture of what is
most likely to enhance their performance at
work and can help them consider how best to
make the most of their talents.

Career planning

Team development

In thinking about how to manage the future of
an individual’s career it is useful for the individual to understand what areas they are interested in developing (insight from motive-talent
splits) and what type of culture will enhance or
inhibit their success and motivation (culture prediction report). By giving this unique perspective
SC Wave allows an individual a perspective on
what they want from their work in the future.

The Saville Consulting Types Model helps members of teams see how they complement each
other (e.g. Thinker Influencers are complemented by Adaptor Doers). Group profile
reporting is available for team building to
explore how two or more people are likely to
interact. And the detail provided on the full SC
Wave Expert reports can also provide deeper
insight into how people interact with each other.

Coaching and development

Organisational talent audit/benchmark

SC Wave Styles provides insights which are useful
to the person being coached and provides a clear
link to understanding the impact of their personal style (motive and talent) on their performance at work. Facet splits provide more detail
and interesting contrasts that lead to a precise
understanding of the individual’s approach to
work. In development it is also extremely useful
to know where an individual has an internal
incentive or motive to develop or has little
internal incentive or motive to improve performance (which is provided by motive-talent splits).

SC Wave provides a vehicle for benchmarking
groups in terms of their perceived motives and
talents. This information can be combined with
our organisational surveys of preferred and
actual culture to give a unique insight into how
the motives and talents of employees are aligned
to the organisational culture which can help
inform future organisational development
strategy.

Self-selection
Self-selection can be aided by highlighting to
individuals where they have more or less fit with
job demands and culture. It may be that self
selection happens before a formal application is
made by candidates, or as part of the selection
process itself. By supplying each candidate with a
culture prediction report we can enable individuals to have their own perspective on whether
they feel they are suited to the role in question.

Individualised induction
SC Wave Styles can be used in induction to give
an individual a view of what they would like to
get out of their work. Despite new starters
tending to be satisfied in general, their satisfaction ratings are relatively weak when they are
asked about the feedback of (or lack of feedback
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Conclusion
Saville Consulting Wave Styles provide a
different approach to assessment. The new
methods of scaling have led to super short and
valid scales. The presence of ipsative and normative responses helps to make faking more difficult and allows the user to focus in on potential
areas of distortion (socially desirable over rating
and self critical under rating).
The SC Wave matched model of performance
aids better interpretation and decision making.
It brings together motives, talents, competency
and culture in one integrated model, providing
the ‘ Expert User’ with clearer links between an
individual’s motivation, work environment and
performance at work.
The culture prediction component helps the
individual being assessed (and their manager or
colleagues) have a perspective on how the job
could alter to enhance their performance and
satisfaction at work.
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SDR
Letter to the Editor
What high performance?
DOUGHTY, GERAGHTY AND SCULLARD
produce some interesting findings on the relationship of motivation and personality to performance in British Gas (SDR, Vol. 21, No. 6). Sadly
their evidence is flawed by their failure to define
high performing Customer Service Advisers.
Occupational Psychologists involved in OD work
with companies, and most of us as consumers of
call centres, know that clarity here is essential.
High performance for the company can be
measured in terms of speed of response, brevity
of time per customer and lack of repeat calls.
High performance for the customer can be measured in terms of response to individual needs,
ability to have a ‘one-stop shop’ and satisfaction

with the outcome. These are far more subjective
measures – and arguably more important for the
business in terms of customer satisfaction and
retention. The ‘are you satisfied with this call?’
question often asked at the end of a less than satisfactory conversation produces false evidence.
‘Yes’ is the preferred answer to prevent wasting
the customer’s time with any follow-up questions!
Customers of British Gas would be interested
to know how they perceive high performance.
Readers of SDR would like to know just what it
was that Doughty, Geraghty and Scullard were
investigating.
Francis Cattermole
E-mail: francis.cattermole@btopenworld.com

Media Training Courses 2006
Working with the media? Want to gain some valuable tips and experience?
Whether you are a complete beginner or looking to update your skills,
you will find our training sessions stimulating and enjoyable.

An Introduction to Working with the Media
A one-day immersion in the media – newspapers, magazines, radio and television – with lots of hands-on experience.
This course is designed to give a general introduction to how the media operates, as well as introducing some of the skills
necessary in media liaison. e.g. press release writing and interview techniques.
Members’ Cost: £120 (inc. VAT)

Dates available: 18 September 2006; 4 December 2006.

Broadcast Interview Skills
A one-day course that covers everything required for speakers to feel confident
about taking on broadcast interviews. It will focus on radio interviews,
but will also cover TV interview techniques.
Delegates will be provided with plenty of practical opportunity to get in front of
the microphone and to gain experience of actually being interviewed.
Members’ Cost: £170 (inc. VAT)

Dates available: 21 August 2006;
11 December 2006.

All courses take place in London and include lunch and course materials.

Registration form and further details from:
Dawn Schubert
Administrator, Publications & Communications Directorate
Tel: 0116 252 9581; E-mail: mediatraining@bps.org.uk
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PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING CENTRE (PTC)
APPOINTMENT FOR SUB-EDITORS FOR
PTC WEBSITE
The Society’s Psychological Testing Centre is looking for Chartered Occupational or
Chartered Clinical/Health Psychologists who enjoy writing to work as sub-editors
for its website (www.psychtesting.org.uk).
Responsibilities will include:
● soliciting, editing and drafting content for the relevant parts of the site;
● ensuring appropriate guidance information and related documents are on
the site;
● suggesting relevant links to the site;
● making a contribution to the strategy of the site;
● working with other sub-editors, Society staff and the editor; and
● answering enquires from the public and members of the Society as necessary.
Experience of editing websites would be an advantage.
The commitment required is approximately 12 days a year. This will mainly be
taken up with the responsibilities of sub-editor although it may also include
attendance at meetings. The appointment will be for one year renewable yearly up
to a maximum of three years. The sub-editors will be financially compensated for
their time (details of rates available on request from the PTC Office).
Informal enquiries can be made to Jan Bogg, Editor of the site, telephone number
0151 794 5526 or e-mail jbogg@liverpool.ac.uk. If you are interested in
applying, please contact Julie Mrowicki (0116 252 9524 or e-mail,
Julie.Mrowicki@bps.org.uk for a statement of interest form and a copy of the
proposed contract.
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The best psychology,
to your inbox - free!

Sign up for The British Psychological Society’s free, fortnightly e-mail
packed with the latest research and links to the A-level syllabus.

www.researchdigest.org.uk
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