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Assessing risk factors



Introduction

Hiring employees who work safely, come to work on time, work well with others,
and perform their job effectively is a key objective of any successful industrial
organization. Accomplishing this in a fast, accurate, and cost-effective way is also
critically important.

At Talogy, we help organizations hire dependable, productive and safe employees.
We've taken the experience, learning, and research that comes from assessing

millions of people each year and condensed it into assessment tools that can I
accurately assess key characteristics associated with success in almost any hourly

operational role in industrial settings.

This guide gives you an insight into the importance of assessing risk factors in hiring
the ‘right’ candidates for operational roles and what kinds of results can be expected. [ | [ |

What makes an employee a good fit for industrial operational roles?

Our experience and research, as well countless other researchers, has led us to the [
conclusion that to be considered a‘’dependable’ employee, candidates need to:

B Be productive
B Getalong with others
B Besafe . "

In addition to these three core characteristics, employers want employees who:

B Come toworkontime

B Stay with the organization I L u
By providing fair, accurate, and reliable measures of these critical risk factors, our

assessments allow organizations to screen out candidates who are not likely to succeed

inyour operational roles and focus your time and energy on hiring those who are. I [ ]

RISK FACTORS VS COMPETENCIES

Many organizations measure competencies, but they're missing out on a critical part of I
the picture: risk factors. Talogy can help you hire people with increased certainty that
they're reliable, safe and have the right attitude to succeed in your roles.

Our screening solution is designed as a powerful tool to help companies hire the right’
person by avoiding hiring the ‘wrong’ one. To accomplish this, we assess risk factors
as opposed to more traditional assessments that focus solely on competencies. The
difference, while subtle, isan important one. With competencies, the assumption is
that the higher someone is on that competency the better they will be at whatever that
competency measures.

Risk factors, on the other hand, are useful when someone must meet a minimum . N .
threshold to even have the possibility of being successful on the job. Risk factors capture

these minimum standards that are necessary, but perhaps not sufficient for outstanding

job performance. These factors capture whether or not a candidate has‘enough’of a

given attribute to not behave in a manner that is risky to the organization. - - .

At Talogy we are able to combine multiple assessments bringing you the benefit of
assessing both risk factors and competencies to give you the full picture of your
candidates, unlike traditional assessments.



Talogy measures the following seven risks:

SAFETY RISK

Individuals who are high risk are more likely to
engage in unsafe behaviors and/or be involved
in safety incidents.

QUALITY RISK

Individuals determined to be high risk in this
area are more prone to make careless mistakes
and have trouble following instructions.

IMPULSIVITY RISK

Individuals labelled as high risk in this area
are less likely to be able to handle stressful
situations and stay calm in a crisis.

DEPENDABILITY RISK

Individuals deemed a high dependability risk
are unlikely to stay on task, follow through, or
consistently meet performance expectations.

ATTITUDE RISK

Individuals in this area who are high risk
generally have a negative attitude and
tend not to have strong interpersonal skills.

ABSENTEEISM/TARDINESS RISK

Individuals who are a high absenteeism/
tardiness risk are more likely to be late, I
miss, or skip work.

TURNOVER RISK I

Individuals who are deemed a turnover risk have
demonstrated a history of leaving companies |
and are unlikely to be a stable employee.




Risk factors explained

SAFETY RISK

No other aspect of work is more important than
ensuring the health and well-being of oneself and
others. While there are many factors that contribute
to accidents, it is clear that some individuals are more
likely to engage in high-risk, unsafe behaviors than
others. There are anumber of reasons why some people
are more likely to be involved in safety incidents than
others. The researchindicates that factors such as
conscientiousness, locus of control, and thrill seeking
are all related to safety behavior. As aresult, the impact
onindividual health and welfare and the cost to your
organization can be significant.

QUALITY RISK

Some individuals are more likely to make mistakes

than others. There are a variety of reasons for this,
some of which are more cognitive, i.e., they just did not
understand or made a bad decision. In many settings,
however, the primary reason is less a factor of lack of
understanding or decision making and more because
the individual just wasn’t paying enough attention to
details or following standard operating procedures. The
warehouse worker who packs the wrong merchandise
into the box and ships it to the customer was most likely
not paying attention to what he was doing at the time
vs. not understanding what he was supposed to do.
These errors result in rework, defects, poor service, and
returned merchandise. They are also, in many cases,
hard to pinpoint to a single individual and go unnoticed
until it's too late. As aresult, organizations should look
for individuals with lesser quality risk, those who are
less likely to make careless mistakes and have trouble
following instructions.

IMPULSIVITY RISK

Individuals who are high risk in terms of impulsivity tend

to be more volatile, unpredictable, and less adaptable

to change: working with other people, workingin
environments where safety hazards are prevalent, and
being under pressure to meet productivity goals can be
stressful. Those who find it difficult to manage stress, or
act impulsively, are more likely to respond in ways which
can significantly increase likelihood of injury or accidents,
compared to those who manage stress effectively.

Stress tolerance not only impacts the way an individual
reacts to stressful situations, but also their attitudes
towards the job in general. Those who are more easily
stressed may find their work taxing and unpleasant,

sometimes resulting in burnout and turnover.
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u
In almost any context involving

physical activity, safety is
routinely rated as the single most
important factor by job content

experts (JCEs).
7]

Additionally, individuals who are easily stressed out may
not interact effectively with others, whether colleagues
or customers. To maintain productivity, reduce

safety incidents and prevent burnout and turnover,
organizations should seek candidates who can handle
stressful situations and remain calmin acrisis.

DEPENDABILITY RISK

Dependable employees are those who can be counted
ontodowhatis expected of them, to be productive, and
to meet deadlines and obligations. Numerous meta-
analyses have demonstrated that conscientiousness is
arobust predictor of performance across a wide range
of positions(Barrick & Mount, 1991). Conscientious
individuals are known to be hardworking, detail-oriented,
thorough, organized, and careful. All these traits are

of great benefit to workers in nearly every situation
imaginable - especially for individuals to work under
limited supervision. To increase productivity and ensure
reliability amongst their workforce, organizations
should seek dependable employees who stay focused
and follow through with their work without needing to
be constantly monitored.

The measurement of dependability overlaps largely
with the concepts of safety and quality. This is not
unexpected: it is more a matter of how much different
measurement components are combined and weighted
than whether they are included or not. There are
important distinctions, however. It is quite easy to find
individuals who are unlikely to be involved in accidents
and in general do not make a lot of mistakes, but who
also are not particularly hard working and cannot be
depended on to meet deadlines and to follow through
on obligations. By assessing the combination of these
seven risk factors, we strategically use some overlapping
measurement components to differentiate between
these different risk factors.



ATTITUDE RISK

Many jobs require individuals to interact with other
people, whether they are co-workers or customers.

A person’s attitude impacts the relationships that
employees have with others. Individuals who are positive
and optimistic are assets to the organization. Those who
have negative dispositions tend to turn a critical eye to
every situation have difficulty building relationships.

As an organization, you want to focus on candidates
who have positive dispositions because they build
relationships more easily and do not turn a critical eye
to every situation which could have an adverse impact on
your organization.

The attitude of individuals within an organization directly
affects factors like teamwork and customer service.
Individuals who are cynical, skeptical, and struggle to get
along with others, or respecting the opinions and ideas of
others, challenge the ongoing culture of the workgroup
or organization entirely. Our research in settings as
diverse as heavy manufacturing, warehouse work, and
call centersindicates that attitude, and the ability to
interact effectively with others, are significantly related
to ratings of employee effectiveness, organizational
citizenship, coaching, and training of new employees.

ABSENTEEISM RISK

Absenteeism refers to time an employee is not on the job
during scheduled working hours, except for a granted
leave of absence, holiday, or vacation time. There are two
costs associated with absenteeism:

B Direct costs - wages and benefits paid during
the absence.

B [ndirect costs - staffing, scheduling, re-training,
lost productivity, diminished moral, turnover, and
opportunity cost.

As with anything there are multiple causes of
absenteeism. Absenteeism is the result of factors
such as low levels of satisfaction with the job, with the
supervisor, with pay, stress, poor working conditions,
as well as personal and family issues. Despite the
reasons that can contribute to poor attendance, some
employees are much more likely to have consistently
higher levels of absenteeism than others.

By using a combination of factors including general
affectivity, conscientiousness, as well as past

behavior measures of previous absenteeism and

views of acceptable rates of absenteeism. Increase
organizational productivity with our screening solution
which provides a stable and strong predictor of
candidates who are less likely to be late, miss or

skip work.
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TURNOVER RISK

Turnover is one of the most frustrating problems that
companies face. Employee turnover is extremely costly,
whether itisinvoluntary turnover, such as terminations
due to poor performance, or voluntary turnover, such
as resignations.

Hiring qualified candidates through a fair and accurate
selection system helps with reducing involuntary
turnover, because the individuals who are hired tend

to be more competent and able to perform the job and
also tend to be better corporate citizens. However,
focusing only on potential and ability may leave you with
a person who can perform wellin the job, butis not
agood fit for the job or the organization, froma
motivational standpoint.

To reduce both involuntary and voluntary turnover,

itis critical to look at the complete profile of the
individual, including their motivational fit to the job and
organization. Certain applicants have a higher propensity
for turnover than others. Some of these factors have to
do with more underlying characteristics of the individual,
and others are more situational.

Our solutions build on a strong research base to create a
turnover risk index that will help identify individuals who
are likely to leave the organization early in their tenure,
e.g., inthe first 90 days on the job. Organizations can
reduce turnover through our turnover risk index that will
help identify those individuals who are likely to leave the
organization early in their tenure e.qg. in the first 90 days.
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