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Abstract

The importance of job selection decisions increases day by day. The aim of this study is to
evaluate agreement coefficients by measuring the effect of locus of control (LOC) orientation
and to analyze agreement in job selection decisions with respect to locus of control. In order
to test the propositions, a field survey using questionnaires was conducted in a sample of 200.
Results indicated that there was an agreement between internals and externals.
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1. Introduction

The importance of job selection decisions increases day by day. Because these decisions
affect future career of the individual. The construct of this study is to compare agreement
coefficients. Especially, this study compares agreement coefficient by measuring agreement
of people that have different locus of control orientations that are internals and externals
about job selection decisions. An empirical research was conducted in order to measure locus
of control orientations and job selection decisions. All participants were Bachelor students in
the Faculty of Business Administration of Marmara University, Turkey. It was calculated
agreement coefficient with respect to results of empirical research.

The aim of this study is evaluate Krippendorff’s kappa, Cohen’s alpha and percentage
agreement in job selection decision with respect to difference of locus of control.

The study has two main section. The first section includes literature review about coefficients
of agreement, locus of control and job selection decisions. The second section includes
methodology, findings, conclusion and recommendations.
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2. Coefficients of Agreement

It is compared between percent agreement, Cohen’s kappa and Krippendorf’s Alpha in this
paper. It is presented general definition and literature review in this section.

It is noticed that agreement and reliability are named in same coefficient names in literature.
But Krippendorff clarified relation between agreement and reliability (Krippendorf, 2004 a).
There was a study about agreement and information too (Krippendorff, 2011a).
Krippendorft’s alpha is generally used for content analysis (Gwet, 2016).

The general form of alpha is:

Do: observed disagreement
De: expected disagreement

If observed disagreement is absent, Do is zero and a is one. The study, that includes this
general form, expressed family of alpha agreement measures (Krippendorff, 2004 b).

Krippendorft’s alpha is defined as a reliability coefficient that is developed to measure
agreement among raters. Computation of Krippendorft’s alpha for different scale is expressed
in “Computing Krippendorff’s Alpha-Reliability” by Krippendorff. (Kirppendorff 2011b). It
is also expressed that applying situations of alpha at the same study.

It is understood that is used Krippendorft’s alpha for ratio measurement for computing of
agreement.

Krippendorff’s alpha is both more flexible than kappa, ICC (intra-class correlation) and can
be generalized for different variable types (ratio, nominal etc.) (Hallgren, 2012). It can be
assumed as a superiority for alpha.

The other agreement coefficient that was used in this paper are percent agreement and
Cohen’s kappa. Shortly, percent agreement is calculated with number of agreements and
number of decisions. It is proportion of units. Percentage formula is, as a percentage: (Taylor,
2007; Araujo and Born, 1985)

Agreements

Percentage Agreement = :
Agreements + Disagreements

Cohen’s kappa is an agreement measure. It is asserted by Jacob Cohen in 1960, Kappa is one
of the most known agreement coefficient. Cohen used the same conceptual formula of Scott’s
mt (Scott, 1955). Cohen’ kappa also was criticized about characteristics. General formula of
Cohen’s kappa is presented for nominal scale: (Cohen, 1960; Lombard et al. 2002).

Po — Pe
1-p.

K=
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Table 1 shows that some qualities of agreement coefficients (index), using this paper (Taylor,
2007).

Table 1. Qualities of agreement coefficients

Index (Coefficient) | Multiple Surveyors Metric Change Agreement | Range Expressed
Percentage Agreement No Nominal N 0-+1
Cohen’s Kappa Yes Nominal Y -1-+1

Nominal, Ordinal,
Krippendorft’s Alpha Yes ] Y -1-+1
Interval, Ratio

(Taylor, 2007)

There are studies that using these coefficient together for comparing or evaluating in
literature. Most studies have used agreement coefficients for content analysis and reliability
(Gwet, 2016; Hayes and Krippendorff, 2007; Lombard et al., 2002; Banerjee et al., 1999; Ato
et al.. 2011; Taylor, 2007).

There are also studies that are compared with Cohen’s kappa and different agreement
coefficients. One of these is Warrens’ study that was compared between Kappa and Gini’s
agreement coefficients (Warrens, 2013). Another study proposed fuzzy version of Cohen’s
kappa (Kirilenko and Stepchenkova, 2016).

It is not easy to calculate for three coefficients. But there is a web based program is called
ReCal that computes these three agreement coefficients (Freelon, 2010). Data that were
collected form survey was entered to this program and analyzed. It was used ReCal for
analysis of kappa, alpha and percent agreement in this paper.

3. Locus of Control

Locus of control was proposed first by Julian Rotter in 1966. Locus of control is about one’s
values, past experiences, belief etc. Locus of control was classified two main parts. One of
them is labeled “internal” the other is labeled “external” (Rotter, 1990; Gangai et al., 2016).
Dag has analyzed reliability and validity of Rotter’s locus of control scale (Dag, 1991).

Some of studies, in the literature, which related with locus of control and job satisfaction
showed that locus of control is an important issue for job (Gangai et al., 2016; Akkaya and
Akyol, 2016). Ahn investigated how a worker’s locus of control affects job-to-job and
job-to-non employment turnover (Ahn, 2015). Silvester et al investigated that locus of control
in selection interview (Silvester et al. 2002).

There are also studies which related with locus of control and job seeking locus of control
and career in decision in the literature (McGee 2015; Caliendo et al., 2010; Hooft and
Crossley, 2008; Sahin et al., 2015; Oztemel, 2012).

4. Job Selection Decisions and Motivators

Job selection decisions are important for people. Because, choosing the right job is a strategic
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decision for personal success and happiness. There are many factors that affect job decision
selection.

Aycan and Fikret-Pasa investigated job selection criteria and revealed the most motivating
factors in job selection (Aycan and Fikret-Pasa, 2003). Bacanli investigated career
decision-making difficulties (Bacanli, 2012).

There are many studies about job selection decisions in the literature (Hareli et al. 2008; Chan
and Ho, 2000). Mustapha and Hassan presented perception of accounting students about job
selection (Mustapha and Hassan, 2012). One of studies examined relationship between family
status, job attribute preferences, welfare states, employment, work, family responsibilities
(Corrigall, 2008). Another study is about social influences and job choice decisions (Kulkarni
and Nithyanand, 2013). Bretz and Judge presented the role of human resource systems in job
choice decision (Bretz and Judge 1992).

Keller et al presented objectives hierarchy for MBA students about choosing a new job after
education (Keller et al., 2009).

5. Methodology
5.1. Sample and Data Collection

This study will attempt to answer the main two research questions: How much agreement is
there between students having external and internal locus of control about job choice
decisions? And what is the difference between coefficients of agreement on this issue? Before
to answer these questions the locus of control oriented and job selection decisions were
measured.

Data were collected from a sample of undergraduate students at Marmara University, Faculty
of Business Administration, Department of Business Administration. These students were
recruited from various degrees of classes with the permission of instructors.

A questionnaire was prepared for the assessment of locus of control and job selection
decisions. The students were surveyed their attitudes and perceptions about their locus of
control orientations and the motivators that effect their potential job selection decisions.

A sample of 200 undergraduate students voluntarily completed the questionnaire in total.
Data was gained as distributing survey in hand. Questionnaires obtained from 13 students
were eliminated owing to inconsistent data. Data obtained from those 187 questionnaires
were analyzed through the Microsoft Excel and ReCal web based program.

The questionnaire was composed of 72 items in two scales (locus of control and job selection
decisions). Apart from items in two scales, data of age and gender of respondent were
collected but not used because to be out of propose of study.

5.2 Scale and Analysis

First of all, it was planned to measure perceived locus of control using the well-known
instrument developed by Rotter. It is known as the “I-E scale”. One point is given for each
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external response to a question. The higher score on the instrument, the more external the
subject (Miller et al. 1982). Rotter’s scale was adapted to Turkish by Dag (1991). Dag had
developed locus of control scale, other than Rotter’s, for Turkish samples in 2002 (Dag,
2002). Dag’s scale is a Likert type interval scale consists of 5 factors and 47 items in total.
Dag’s scale was used in this study (Dag, 2002).

The job selection decisions were measured by the 25-item scale of Aycan and Fikret-Pasa
(2003). This scale is an adaptation of the 48-item work rewards scale that was developed by
Kanungo and Hartwick (1987). Aycan and Fikret-Pasa identified those items as the
“motivators assessing the extent to which participants considered each as important in
selecting a job or an employment setting” (Aycan and Fikret Pagsa 2003). Aycan and
Fikret-Pasa’s scale was converted to 5-point likert importance scale (Very Important,
Important, Neither Important nor Unimportant, Unimportant, Very Unimportant) for analysis
instead of Q-sort technique that was used by Aycan and Fikret-Pasa (2003).

Locus of control and job selection decisions scales were measured reliability using data
collected in this study. In order to measure internal consistency (reliability) it was used
Cronbach's Alpha statistics. The results of reliability analysis for two scales are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Scales

Scales Cronbach’s Alpha | Number of Items
Job Selection Decisions 0.899 25
Locus of Control 0.864 47

Cronbach’s Alpha value of job selection decisions scale is 0.899. Cronbach’s Alpha value of
locus of control scale is 0.864. Both scales of Cronbach’s Alpha values are adequate for
analysis. These results indicate the reliability of scales used in this survey. Reliability of
factors of locus of control scale were measured. First factor is personal control. It contains 18
items. Reliability result is shown in Table 3. Reliability value of personal control is 0.835.
This result is adequate for analysis. None of items were extracted.

Table 3. Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Factor 1 of the locus of control: Personal Control

Cronbach’s Alpha | Number of Items
0.835 18

Second factor is belief in chance. It contains 11 items. Reliability result is shown in Table 4.
But one item was extracted in reliability analysis. Reliability value of belief in chance is
0.669. This result is adequate for analysis.

Table 4. Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Factor 2 of the locus of control: Belief in Chance

Cronbach’s Alpha | Number of Items
0.669 10
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Third factor is Meaninglessness of the Effortfulness. It contains 10 items. Reliability result is
shown in Table 5. Reliability value of belief in chance is 0.826. None of items were extracted.
This result is adequate for analysis.

Table 5. Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Factor 3 of the locus of control: Meaninglessness of the
Effortfulness

Cronbach’s Alpha | Number of Items
0.826 10

Forth factor is Belief in Fate. It contains 3 items. Reliability result is shown in Table 6.
Reliability value of belief in chance is 0.654. None of items were extracted. This result is
adequate for analysis.

Table 6. Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Factor 4 of the locus of control: Belief in Fate

Cronbach’s Alpha | Number of Items
0.654 3

Fifth factor is Belief in an Unjust World. It contains 5 items. Reliability result is shown in
Table 7. Reliability value of belief in chance is 0.664. None of items were extracted. This
result is adequate for analysis.

Table 7. Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Factor 5 of the locus of control: Belief in an Unjust
World

Cronbach’s Alpha | Number of Items
0.664 5

Locus of control scale result was separated two main groups as external and internal. If mean
of locus of control score of person is above three, person is labeled external, if not, labeled
internal. Thus, respondents were labelled with respect to locus of control for agreement
analysis. According to results 24 percent of respondents (44 students) have external locus of
control, 76 percent of respondents (143 students) have internal locus of control. For example,
computing of one of the respondents for locus of control (One item was extracted because of
factor 2) is,

4+4+5+m+1+3+2_28
46 N

According to this result, the respondent was labeled as internal locus of control. This
computing applied for other respondents too.

Internal and external locus of control were determined as rater and computed agreement with
respect to job selection decisions in this study. Inter-rater agreement was calculated for
internal locus of control and external locus of control about job selection decisions.
Furthermore, internal and external discrimination was applied for factors of locus of control
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using same agreement computing as above. Thus, coefficients of agreement were computed
for six different assessments which were main locus of control, personal control, belief in
chance, meaninglessness of the effortfulness, belief in fate, belief in an unjust world. It was
used three coefficient of agreement for each assessment.

Raters, have internal and external locus of control, rated with respect to job selection
decisions. Rating was applied two different forms. First was used mean value of results of
respondents had internal or external locus of control for each job selection item individually.
Second was used mod value of results of respondents had internal or external locus of control
for each job selection item individually. So, agreement was computed for mod values by
using Cohen’s kappa and percent agreement and for mean values by using Krippendorff’s
Alpha. ReCal, web based utilityy, was wused for computing agreement.
(‘http://dfreelon.org/utils/recalfront/)

Agreement of internal and external locus of control was computed by using mod values.
Percent agreement of locus of control types about the motivators of job selection decision is
computed as 0.84. Cohen’s Kappa coefficient of locus of control types about the motivators
of job selection decision is computed as 0.432. It was computed also by using mean values.
Krippendorff’s Alpha coefficient of locus of control types about the motivators of job
selection decision is computed as 0.467. Results are shown totally in Table 8 and Figure 1.

Table 8. Agreement results of locus of control types with respect to motivators of job
selection decisions

Percent Agreement | Cohen’s Kappa | Krippendorft’s Alpha
0.84 0.432 0.467

0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1

Agreement

W Percent Agreement  m Cohen’s Kappa Krippendorff’'s Alpha

Figure 1. Agreement results of locus of control types with respect to motivators of job
selection decisions

Each factors of locus of control were split due to below three and upper threescore of factor.

Respondents were split two groups as low and high personal control score with respect to
factor 1. Agreement between two groups was computed by using mod values. Percent
agreement between as low and high personal control about the motivators of job selection
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decision is computed as 0.72. Cohen’s Kappa coefficient is computed as 0.342.
Krippendorft’s Alpha is computed as -0.087 by using mean values. Results are shown totally
in Table 9. Krippendorff’s Alpha coefficient less than zero indicates disagreements.

Table 9. Agreement results of between low and high personal control with respect to
motivators of job selection decisions

Percent Agreement | Cohen’s Kappa | Krippendorff’s Alpha
0.72 0.342 -0.087

Respondents were split into two groups as low and high belief in chance score with respect to
factor 2. Agreement between two groups was computed by using mod values. Percent
agreement between as low and high belief in chanceabout the motivators of job selection
decision is computed as 0.76. Cohen’s Kappa coefficient is computed as 0.348.
Krippendorft’s Alpha is computed as 0.735 by using mean values. Results are shown totally
in Table 10.

Table 10. Agreement results of between low and high belief in chancewith respect to
motivators of job selection decisions

Percent Agreement | Cohen’s Kappa | Krippendorff’s Alpha
0.76 0.348 0.735

Respondents were split into two groups as low and high meaninglessness of the effortfulness
scorewith respect to factor 3. Agreement between two groups was computed by using mod
values. Percent agreement between as low and high meaninglessness of the effortfulness
about the motivators of job selection decision is computed as 0.64. Cohen’s Kappa coefficient
is computed as 0.059. Krippendorff’s Alpha is computed as 0.471 by using mean values.
Results are shown totally in Table 11.

Table 11. Agreement results of between low and high meaninglessness of the effortfulness
with respect to motivators of job selection decisions

Percent Agreement | Cohen’s Kappa | Krippendorff’s Alpha
0.64 0.059 0471

Respondents were split into two groups as low and high belief in fate score with respect to
factor 4. Agreement between two groups was computed by using mod values. Percent
agreement between as low and high belief in fateabout the motivators of job selection
decision is computed as 0.76. Cohen’s Kappa coefficient is computed as 0.312.
Krippendorff’s Alpha is computed as 0.531 by using mean values. Results are shown totally
in Table 12.

Table 12. Agreement results of between low and high belief in fatewith respect to motivators
of job selection decisions

Percent Agreement | Cohen’s Kappa | Krippendorff’s Alpha
0.76 0.312 0.531
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Respondents were split into two groups as low and high belief in an unjust world scorewith
respect to factor 5. Agreement between two groups was computed by using mod values.
Percent agreement between as low and high belief in an unjust worldabout the motivators of
job selection decision is computed as 0.76. Cohen’s Kappa coefficient is computed as 0.312.
Krippendorft’s Alpha is computed as -0.087by using mean values. Results are shown totally
in Table 13. Krippendorft’s Alpha coefficient less than zero indicates disagreements.

Table 13. Agreement results of between low and high belief in an unjust world with respect to
motivators of job selection decisions

Percent Agreement | Cohen’s Kappa | Krippendorft’s Alpha
0.76 0.312 0.265

6. Findings

First of all, percent agreement is higher than sixty percent at six different assessments.
According to Cohen’s kappa, the highest agreement is between locus of control types (0.432)
it indicates moderate agreement, lowest is between low and high meaninglessness of the
effortfulness. (0.059). According to Krippendorff’s Alpha, the highest agreement is between
low and high belief in chance (0.735) it indicates substantial agreement, lowest is between
low and high personal control in fact there is disagreement.

Agreement of locus of control types about motivators of job selection decisions is adequate
with respect to three measures. Agreement of between low and high belief in chance score
about motivators of job selection decisions is generally high with respect to three measures.

According to results, Krippendorff’s alpha has maximum range (0.822) and maximum
standard deviation (0.28). Percent Agreement has maximum mean and minimum standard
deviation. Comparing of coefficient of agreement with respect to standard deviation, range
and mean are shown in Table 14.

Table 14. Comparing of coefficients of agreement

Percent Agreement | Cohen’s Kappa | Krippendorft’s Alpha
Standard Deviation 0.065 0.126 0.281
Range 0.200 0.373 0.822
Mean 0.747 0.301 0.397

Kappa and alpha gave opposite agreement results about personal control and meaninglessness
of the effortfulness. While kappa is 0.059, alpha is 0.471 and while kappa is 0.342, alpha is
-0.087. There is a discrepancy in these assessments.

7. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study aimed to compare agreement coefficients by measuring agreements between locus
of control types with respect to job selection decision. Raters for agreement are identified by
using mean of locus of control items as internal and external. In other words, respondents are
split have internal locus of control and have external locus of control. Thus it is aimed
measuring agreement with respect to job selection decision.
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Both mean and mod values were used for rating. By this way, Cohen’s kappa (for nominal)
and Krippendorff’s Alpha (ratio) were used for measuring agreement. These coefficients of
agreement were compared. It was seemed that Krippendorff’s alpha has maximum standard
deviation and range. Cohen’s kappa was more stable than alpha. It was seemed that using
mean or mod could be revealed discrepancy about agreement.

As apart from earlier studies, it was compared three coefficients of agreement about job
selection decisions according to locus of control in this study.

Results indicated that there was an agreement between internals and externals at a different
level. However, it is seemed generally low agreement.

For further research, different coefficient of agreement can use to measure agreement.
Agreement of each of motivators of job selection decisions can investigate by using different
discrimination.
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