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General idea 
•  I looked at how human capability (a construct developed by EJ. and 

measured by a par<cular type of interview) could fit within the 
nomological net of other well studied and validated constructs in the 
I/O field such as CA and personality.  

Mo<va<on 

•  Conduct a research project.  
•  Combine prac<ce (previous job experience) with theory (master’s 

experience) 
•  Compare prac<ces in Argen<na with prac<ces in the U.S. 
•  Understand Elliot Jaques’ (EJ) ideas from an I/O perspec<ve.  

•  Share a different perspec<ve with the rest of the program.  
•  Explore how EJ method can be improved.  



1.  Literature review 

–  Most used and studied assessment methods for personnel decisions 

–  Elliot Jaques’ theory main ideas and method of assessment 

2.  Present study 
–  Proposed hypotheses / ra<onale behind 

3.  Method 

4.  Results 

5.  Summary and conclusions 

6.  Limita<ons 



Different procedures have been developed to predict employee performance for 
personnel decisions.  

Some of the most widely studied and used methods:  

–  Cogni<ve ability tests  
•  Best predictor of task performance (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Ree & Earles, 
1992; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; etc.) 

–  Personality inventories 
•  Big Five factor model accepted as the most adequate measure of personality.
(Salgado, 2005)  

•  Best at predic<ng contextual performance (Motowildo, Borman & Schmit, 
1997) 

–  Interviews  
•  Best at predic<ng person‐fit to the organiza<on (Jako, 1991) 
•  Remains the preferred method for most organiza<ons (Zee, Bakker P. & Bakker 
A., 2002; Cor<na et al.; 2008; APA, 2008).  



General factor that involves the ability to reason, plan, solve problems, think 
abstractly, comprehend complex ideas, learn quickly, learn from 

experience or generally think about informa<on and ideas. 

•  Tends to remain stable over <me. 

•  Becomes more important to job performance as the nature of work 
becomes increasingly complex and unpredictable.  

(Gofredson 1994, 1997) 

•  Standardized cogni<ve ability tests were shown to be one of the best 
predictors of task performance.  

–  Validity coefficient .51 for middle job complexity. 

–  .58 for professional and managerial jobs.   

(Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) 

•  Main cri<cism: adverse effect (race ‐ background).  



•  The Big Five model emerged as an agreed taxonomy to assess personality 
(Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1987; Wiggins , 1996) 

•  According to the FFM, people can be described in terms of: 
 I. Extraversion II. Agreeableness  III. Conscien<ousness  IV. Em.Stab.  V. Op. to Exp. 

•  Meta analyses have shown that personality measures predict job‐relevant 
criteria 
•  Personality constructs are among the best predictors of employee behavior w/ 

es<mate validity of .40 (Ones, Viesvwaran & Dilchert, 2005) 

•  Conscien< .20 and E. Stab .13 predict of job perf. (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000)  
•  Agreeableness predicts interpersonal facilita<on .17 (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000) 

•  Extraversion r  to job performance when job requires high social interac<on 
(Barrick & Mount, 1991) 

•  Extraversion and openness to experience r to training ap<tude (Barrick & 
Mount, 1991) 



•  Validity varies according to level of structure (Huffcut & Arthur, 1994) 
•  .20 unstructured interviews 
•  .35 interviews with constrains limited to topic standardiza<on 
•  .56 structured interviews with pre‐specifica<on of ques<ons 
•  .57 structured interviews with fully structured ques<ons and response format. 

•  Validity coefficient can also vary depending on the objec<ve of the 
interview, (Jako, 1991) 
•  When the purpose is to assess person‐fit to the organiza<on less structured interviews 

can be more valid than fully structured ones.  

•  Main cri<cism:  
•  Many variables can interfere with the interview process. Interviewer can be affected 

by: errant informa<on from the applicant, the situa<on, or from his/her personal 
biases (Jako, 1991).  

•  Fully structured interviews are nothing more than verbal ability tests (Huffcut et al, 
1994). 



1.  Requisite Organiza<on 

2.  Levels of work 

3.  Levels of human capability  

4.  How Jaques proposes to measure HC 



The different levels of task complexity mirror the 
different levels of human capability 

Levels of Work Human Capability 

Time-Span Time-Horizon 



Time-span of a role: A measure of the level of work; the targeted 
completion time on the longest task in a role.  



HC: ability to handle complexity.  

Time Horizon: a measure of the complexity of individual 
informa<on processing and maximum problem solving 
capability at a given point.  

Three facets of HC:  

CAC: level of capability a person is actually applying at a certain point in <me in 
a specific job; involving experience, skills, knowledge and commitment to 
the job. 

CPC: maximum level at which a person could currently work if he/she possessed 
the required skills, knowledge and mo<va<on to perform that par<cular 
role (determined by CMP).  

FPC: predicted level of poten<al capability a person will possess at some specific 
<me in the future as a result of a matura<onal process.  



CAC: current applied capability 
•  Can be determined by analyzing the current level of work: amount of 

complexity the person is actually handling in his/her present job.  

CPC: current poten;al capability 
•  Can be assessed by listening to the logic people use when making arguments 

(observing the complexity of arguments ‐CMP).  
•  There are four qualita<vely different types of argument. 
•  People that interweave several lines of argument at once, or argue from 

several perspec<ves, are said to operate on a higher stratum than someone 
who makes simpler asser<ons.  

FPC: future poten;al capability 
•  People’s capability increase in a predictable way over <me. 
•  Once CPC is determined, the progression curves allow to iden<fy FPC.  



Adopted from Jaques & Cason, 1994 



Source: AMG Consulting Group (2009) 



• Unilever  
• Tesco 
• Rio Tinto – CRA in Australia 

• INCO – now CVRD-INCO 
• Royal Dutch Shell 
• Imperial Oil (EXXON in Canada) 

• Algoma Steel 
• Acindar Steel  
• Inglis – Canada – now Whirlpool 
• Whirlpool – China 
• GE – talent pool development 
• Northern Telecom 
• Southern California Edison 
• Novus International 

• United Stationers 
• National Health Service – UK 
• Public Service Commission of Canada 
• Health Canada – LCDC 
• International Red Cross 
• Passport Canada 
• AFIP – Argentine tax agency 
• BMO Financial Group – Canada 

• CIBC - Canada 

• Tembec Inc. – forest products 
• Tata Motors 
• US Army Research Institute 
• US Army Medical Corp 
• Vistage – TEC Groups – Lancaster Co. 

Source: Global Organization Society 



Present Study 



Human capability 

? 



personality 

other 

‘g’ 

Human capability 



•  Primary purpose: Examine the possible rela<onship between 
Jaques’ conceptualiza<ons of HC (as determined by 
interviews) and measures of CA as determined by CA tests.  

•  Secondary purpose: Determine whether personality factors as 
assessed by the Big Five Factor Model are related to measures 
of HC.  

•  Addi;onally: Examine background variables that might be 
influencing the assessment of HC. 



H1:  Measures of human capability as described by Jaques will be 
 positively correlated with cognitive ability.  

H2:  Measures of Current Potential Capability (CPC) will have the 
 highest correlation with CA compared to other facets of HC 
 (FPC).  

H3:  Personality factors will influence HC interview ratings. 



HC will be related to CA 

Interviews in general tend to assess cognitive ability 

•  Cortina, Goldstein, Davison & Gilliland (2000) 
•  Salgado & Moscoso, (2002)  
•  Walters, Miller & Ree (1993) 

Jaques’ definition of HC has many aspects in common with the 
definition of CA . 

Jaques’ method of assessment seems to be particularly focused on 
measuring mental complexity.  



CPC will be more closely related to CA than FPC 

•  CPC is defined as a function of complexity of mental process. It is 
said to increase over time as part of a maturational process.  

•  FPC is defined as the predicted level of potential capability a person 
will possess at some specific time in the future as a result of the 
maturation of that person’s level of complexity of mental processing 
over time.  

•  CA is said to remain relatively stable over time.  

(Schmidt, Hunter, Outbridge and Goff, 1988) 



Personality factors will influence the assessment of HC 

Even when not intended to, interviewers capture personality 
factors.  

•  Barrick, Patton & Haugland, (2000) 
•  Cortina, Goldstein, Payne, Davison & Gilliland (2000) 



Method 



Male 
73.6% 

Female 
26.4% 

High school 13.6% 

Technical 15.2% 

University 39.2% 

Graduate 25.6% 

Unknown 6.4% 

Director 4.8% 

General manager 17.6% 

Area manager 25.6% 

Supervisor / coordinator 
29.6% 
Professional specialist 8% 

Analyst 11.2% 

Assitant 1.6% 
Job position 

Education 

Gender 

Age: 25 to 57 mean = 35.7/ Sd. = 6.76 

Industry 

hiring 22.4% 

evalua<on 
77.6% 

Purpose 

communica<on 
35.2% 
media 23.2% 

service 23.2% 

agribusiness 16% 

logis<cs 2.4% 



H
um

an
 c
ap
ab
ili
ty
  CAC 

Personality factors 

CPC 

AS 

FPC 

FS 

Cogni<ve ability 

Background charact. 

Actual score 

Score age c. 

Extraversion 

Agreeableness 

Conscien<ous. 

Emot. Stabil. 

Openness Exp. 

Industry 

Job Posi<on 

DV 

Educa<on 

Gender 

Age 

Purpose 

Rater 

Semi-structured interview 
based on E.J method 

WPT 

IPIP-16PF 

Survey pre/during i. 

IVs 



•  Data was collected by a consul<ng firm in Argen<na as part of 
their standard assessment procedures which includes:  

•  An individual 2.5 hr. Semi‐structured interview w/ a 
psychologist 

1.  Ques<ons assessing values and competencies (predetermined 
ques<ons – vary across clients).  

2.  Projec<ve test (Rorschach ink bolt test).  

3.  Standardized topic to assess complexity of mental process  
–  What do you think about the legaliza<on of drugs? 

•  Standardized tests (addi<onally for purpose of this study)  
– Wonderlic Personnel test (12 minutes) 

–  16PF‐IPIP inventory (no <me limit) 







1.  Hypotheses 1 and 2 
o  Correla<on: HC – CA 

2.  Hypothesis 3 
o  Reliability: 16PF‐Scales / Big 5 Factors 
o  Factor analysis / Parallel analysis: Big 5 Factors 

o  Correla<on: HC – Big 5 / 16PF 

o  Regression: Step 1: CA / Step 2: Big 5 

3.  Background characteris<cs 
o  Correla<on: HC – educa<on, gender, age, purpose.  

o  One way ANOVA: HC ‐ Industry, Job posi<on, rater.  



Results 



WPT 

H
um

an
 c
ap
ab
ili
ty
  CAC CPC 

AS 

FPC 

FS 

Cogni<ve ability 

Actual score 

Score age c. 

interview 

.20 

.20 

Partially suported 

Correlations between Human Capability and Cognitive Ability 



N=125 
**.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)  

Human Capability and Cognitive ability  



H
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ty
 

CAC 

Personality factors 

CPC 

AS 

FPC 

FS 

Extraversion 

Agreeableness 

Conscien<ous. 

Emot. Stabil. 

Openness Exp. 

interview 
16PF-IPIP 

.20 

.21 

Mostly not supported 

Correlations between Human Capability and the Big 5 



H
um

an
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ty
  CAC 

Personality factors 

CPC 

AS 

FPC 

FS 

Extraversion 

Agreeableness 

Conscien<ous. 

Emot. Stabil. 

Openness Exp. 

interview 

Warmth 

Intellect 

Emot. Stab 

Asser<veness 

Gregariousness 

Du<fulness 

Friendliness 

Sensi<vity 

Distrust 

Imagina<on 

Reserve 

Anxiety 

Complexity 

Introversion 

Global Factors 16 Scales 

Orderliness 

Emo<onality 

.24 

Mostly not supported 

Correlations between Human Capability and the 16PF 

.20 

.21 



Note. Total N=125 / N=94 for Big 5. Scale score correlations are given below the diagonal. Internal 
reliabilities (coefficient alphas) are given in the parentheses along the diagonal. **.Correlation is 
significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)  

Human Capability, Cognitive ability and Personality (Big 5) 



Human Capability, Cognitive ability and Personality (16PF) 



Human Capability, Cognitive ability and Personality (16PF) Cont. 
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 CAC CPC 

AS 

FPC 

FS 

Background charact. 

Industry 

Job Posi<on 

Educa<on 

Gender 

Age 

Purpose 

Rater 

.33** 
.31** 

-.20* 
-.24** 

-.53** 
-.50** 

No influence 

WPT & O.toE 

Purpose: 1= evaluation / 2 = hiring 



Human Capability, Cognitive ability and Demographic characteristics 



Industry 

1.  call center 
2.  mobile phone 
3.  media 
4.  agribusiness 
5.  transportation 

Job Position 

1.  Director 
2.  General Manager 
3.  Area Manager 
4.  Supervisor / leader 
5.  Professional 

specialist/ expert 
6.  Analyst 
7.  Assistant  
8.  Other 



Summary and Conclusions 



personality 

other 
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Human capability 



personality 

background 
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Human capability 



Hypothesis 1: Par<ally supported 

Possible explana<ons: 

–  All interviews measure CA to some extent.  
–  HC and CA are somewhat related to each other.   

•  (Prinsloo study CPP – CA similar results) 

Hypothesis 2: Par<ally supported  

Possible explana<ons: 

–  FPC is a measure of experience. 



Hypothesis 3: Mostly not supported by this study 

Possible explana<ons: 
–  HC is not related to personality 

•  Support Jaques’ premises.  

•  Other studies (found later) had similar results: CPP – MBTI (Heerden, 2005;  
Nzama, De Beer & Visser, 2008).  

–  HC is related to personality but the measured used to assess 
personality was not adequate: 

•  16IPIP scales: low reliability, weak factor structure.  

•  Cultural and transla<on issues involved.  

•  Factors such as O to E and asser<veness do in fact influence the assessment of  
HC. However, it is hard to tell if they are in fact part of the construct of HC or if 
they are being captured by raters as unintended byproducts.   

–  HC and personality were mostly not related because: 
•   Self vs. others’ percep<ons of personality. 



Overall, Jaques’ idea of HC seems to be a measure of something 
else, different than CA and personality. 

What is it? 
•  Cogni<ve complexity? (tendency to describe the environment 

mul<dimensionally) 

•  Previous experience / job knowledge? 
•  Person‐fit? 

•  A construct itself? 



•  One more step towards integra<ng Jaques’ theory into the I/O 
field.  

•  Support for Jaques ‘ premises that HC is different from CA and 
personality.  

•  Cogni<ve ability might be a good complement to HC for 
making personnel decisions.  



•  Clarifica<on of Jaques’ defini<ons 

•  Test of reliability and validity of Jaques’ assessment method.  

•  Replicate study with a beqer measure of personality.  

•  Understanding the implica<ons of using different methods in 
different cultures.  



•  Issues with the personality scales (reliability, FA) 

•  Cultural issues 

•  Sample size 

•  Time 



Questions / Feedback 



1.  Things to change / improve / delete? 

2.  Things I should have done differently? 
3.  What else can I do with this data? 
4.  Summary of results to consul<ng firm 

–  What should I recommend? 
–  Where should I focus? 



Appendix 





Each of these four types of mental processes can be found on each of the four 
following categories: 

















Extrv.  O. To Exp. 



Emo<onal Stab. 

Agreeableness  Conscien<ousness 





HC (AS) and Industry 

1.  call center 
2.  mobile phone 
3.  media 
4.  agribusiness 
5.  transportation 



WPT and Industry 

1.  call center 
2.  mobile phone 
3.  media 
4.  agribusiness 
5.  transportation 



CPC and Job position 

1.  Director 
2.  General Manager 
3.  Area Manager 
4.  Supervisor / leader 
5.  Professional specialist/ expert 
6.  Analyst 
7.  Assistant  
8.  Other 



WPT and Job position 

1.  Director 
2.  General Manager 
3.  Area Manager 
4.  Supervisor / leader 
5.  Professional specialist/ expert 
6.  Analyst 
7.  Assistant  
8.  Other 



1.  High school  
2.  Technical / incomplete university  
3.  university degree 
4.  master’s degree 

CPC - Education WPT- Education 



• Atento 
• Grupo Brescia Perú 
• Grupo Clarín Argen<na 
• Grupo Danone  
• Molinos Rio de la Planta 

• Carrefour Argen<na/México 
• Refinor – Argen<na 
• Cargill Crop Protección 
• Novar<s – Argen<na 
• Sociedad Portuaria de Cartagena 
• Banex / Superville 
• Banco Bisel – BERSA ‐Banco del Suquía – 
Argen<na/Uruguay  
• Banco República / Banco de Mendoza / 
Banco Social 

• Servicio Exterior de la Nación (República 
Argen<na) 

• Repsol YPF – Argen<na, Spain 
• Pecom Energía ‐Argen<na, Perú, Venezuela, 
Bolivia, Ecuador‐ 

• Petrobras Unidad Argen<na 
• Petrobras Internacional Brasil – Bolivia – 
Colombia 

• Movicom ‐ Bell South – Argen<na  

• Telefónica Argen<na 
• Refinor – Argen<na  
• Siemens ‐ Países Andinos y Argen<na 

• General Motors ‐ Países Andinos 

• Knoll ‐ Países Andinos 
• Banco de Comercio Exterior 

• Banco Central de la República Argen<na 
• Banco de la Pampa / Banco Dorrego  

Source: AMG Consulting Group  
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