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To: Carl Aylen, TalentChaser 
 
From: Richard Feinberg, PhD 
           Professor, Consumer Sciences 
           Purdue University 
  
Date:  4/3/13 
 
Re:  Report of data analysis 
 
Scope of Engagement 
 
The following is a summary of an analysis of data sets provided by Carl Aylen. The analyses were guided 
by questions asked in email and telephone conversations.  
 
Statistical Analysis 
 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 20) was used for this analysis. Standard techniques 
were used driven by the nature of the data and the questions asked.  Care must be taken in interpreting 
results given the limited sample of companies and individuals with full understanding that any 
interpretation is limited by the probability that any difference could occur by chance even if statistically 
significant. There may be statistical and practical limitations if the data were collected at different times 
or in different ways. The probabilities of differences are spelled out in each section as dictated by the 
statistical results. Unless otherwise noted it is generally accepted that we claim significance when 
statistically the probability of chance is 5 times out of 100 or less (p</=.05).   
 
Issue 1 
Correlate Overall Workforce Screen-Pass Percentage with Percentage of Employees Leaving Each Month 
and calculate the probability that the observed correlation occurred by chance 
 
Pearson Correlation was used to assess the relationship between the two variables. 
 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR 1 23.0253 8.45116 34 

VAR 2 3.6858 2.74905 33 

VAR 1- Screen-Pass Percentage 
VAR 2- Employee Leaving Each Month Percentage 
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Correlation 

        

    

VAR 1 with 

VAR 2 

 
Pearson Correlation  -.123 

SIG  P=.247 

 
There was no statistically significant linear relationship between Overall Workforce Screen-Pass 
Percentage with Percentage of Employees Leaving Each Month. The correlation indicates that as 
Workforce Screen Pass increases the percentage of employees leaving decreases. However, this 
relationship was not statistically significant. The probability of chance occurrence of this relationship 
was above that generally accepted to indicate significance.  
 
Issue 2 

Correlate Overall Workforce Screen-Pass Percentage with Revenue/Employee and calculate the 
probability that the observed correlation occurred by chance. 
 
Pearson Correlation was used to assess the degree of a linear relationship between the 2 variables. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR 1 23.0253 8.45116 34 

VAR 3 2898.0202 468.94793 30 

VAR 1= Workforce Screen-Pass Percentage 

VAR 3= Revenue/Employee 
 

Correlation 

 VAR 1 with VAR 3 

                                 
Pearson Correlation  .786** 

SIG  P<.0001 

**. Correlation is significant 

 
There was a statistically significant linear relationship between Screen-Pass Percentage and Revenue per 

Employee. The greater the Screen-Pass Percentage the greater the Revenue per Employee. This 

relationship could only be a chance occurrence less than 1 time every 1000. 
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Issue 3 
 
Correlate Revenue/Employee and the Total Number of Appraisal Completions and calculate the 
probability that the observed correlation occurred by chance 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR 3 2898.0202 468.94793 30 

VAR 4 1617.2059 985.49209 34 

V 3= Revenue per Employee 

V 4= Total Number of Appraisals Completed 
 

Correlation 

 VAR 3 with VAR 4 

 

Pearson Correlation  .830** 

Sig.   P<.0001 

   

**. Correlation is significant  

 
There was a significant linear correlation between Revenue/Employee and Total Number of Appraisals 
Completed. As the number of appraisals increased, revenue per employee increased. This relationship 
could have only occurred by chance 1 time out of every 1000. 
 
Issue 4 
 
Correlate Total Number of Appraisal Completions and Date Stamped Performance Ratings and calculate 
the probability that the observed correlation occurred by chance 
 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR 25 2.4574 .25003 31 

VAR 26 34.4839 37.77201 31 

VAR 25 = Ratings 

VAR 26 = Number of appraisals completed 
 

Correlation 

 VAR00025 VAR00026 

 
Pearson Correlation  .244 

Sig.   P<.093 
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As the number of ratings completed increased so did the average rating. However, this relationship was 
not at generally accepted levels of statistical significance.  

 
Given the nature of the possible relationship between when ratings occurred, and the average rating, 
further analysis was done. A time series correlations analysis was completed looking at when the ratings 
were done as they related to average ratings the following months. The reasoning is that the number of 
ratings in any one month may not affect the ratings in that month but might have an effect on 
subsequent months. The analysis looked at lag relationships up to 10 months prior. There was only a 
significant relationship. There was a relationship between ratings completed and the average rating 
done one month earlier. The number of completions done one month earlier was significantly related to 
higher scores in the next month and this relationship could have occurred by chance less than 5 times 
out of 100  (P<.05). 
 

Correlations between appraised days and ratings – ex- employees 

No linear relationships were found between average rating and appraised days for any of the three 

streaming methods.  Although not statistically significant there is one interesting observation pertaining 

to the direction of relationships.  The relationship between days in job and rating is positive for 

‘Quickstart’ and ‘Basic’ streaming methods but negative for ‘Other’. Positive relationships indicate that 

the higher the rating the greater the number of days in job. Negative relationships indicate that the 

higher the rating the less the number of days in job. The caveat to remember is that we have a very 

small number of data points in which to find a relationship and the lack of statistical significance 

indicates that any relationship (or lack thereof) could have occurred by chance at high levels.  

‘Other’......     -.12   p=.23   not significant 

‘Quickstart’     .26   p=.18   not significant 

‘Basic’              .17   p=.22   not significant 

Using a sample of ex-employees only is extremely restrictive in thinking that a difference would be 

found between the type of rating and number of days in job. It was determined that a more 

sensitive/realistic test of differences between the streaming methods would result if ex-employees and 

current employees were included in the sample. 

Correlations between appraised days and ratings – Employees and ex-employees 

Two statistical linear relationships were found.  Higher ratings were associated with higher appraised 

days in job for ‘Other’ and ‘Basic’ but not for ‘Quickstart’. The inclusion of current employees reversed 

the direction of the relationship in ‘Other’.  All three relationships are in the same direction- higher 

ratings associated with higher days appraised. A test of significance between correlations was 

completed. This answered the question of whether the correlation found in ‘Other’ differed from the 

correlation found in ‘Quickstart’ and ‘Basic’.  This is not a test of significance for an individual 

correlation. It tests whether the size and direction of the correlation differs across the three types of 



5 

 

ratings regardless of the significance of the individual correlations. There were no statistically significant 

differences in the three correlations suggesting an equivalency of direction and magnitude between 

ratings and appraised days. 

‘Other’                     .27   p<.01   significant 

‘Quickstart’             .21   p=15    not significant  

‘Basic’                      .28   p<.01   significant  

All three streaming methods are equivalent in terms of size and direction. 

 

Comparison of appraised days and ratings from 2011 to 2012 for Client 108 

An F test was used to assess if there was a significant difference in days in job 2011 to 2012 for Client 

108. Results showed the observed difference was statistically significant (F=17.33, p<.001). Average days 

in job for 2011 was 333 and was 487 for 2012 (46% increase).  The probability that this could occur by 

chance was less than 1 time in a 1000. 

There was no significant difference in average rating from 2011 to 2012. (F=.25, p=.56). Average rating 

for 2011 was 2.13 and for 2012 was 2.05). This suggests that while days in job increased significantly 

from 2011 to 2012 it was not the result of any change in the average rating. 

Employees with end dates in each year and ratings 2006 through 2012 

1. Across all years - There was a significant linear relationship between years and number of 

employees with end dates in year and ratings.  As years progressed from 2006-2012 the average 

number of employees at the end of the year was significantly higher (r=.15, p<.001) while the 

average rating was lower (r= -.14, p<.001). These results could only have occurred by chance 1 

time out of 1000.   

Days  Rating  Correlations (all statistically significant) 

                                                                           P=       

2006 384.27          2.32                       .36       .014 
2007 490.05  2.32                       .50       .0001 
2008 481.07  2.37                       .31       .001 
2009 686.97  2.37                       .45       .0001 
2010 683.08  2.25    .59       .0001   
2011 462.43  2.25    .25       .002 
2012 769.77  2.13    .46       .0001      
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An analysis of the relationship between employees with end dates in each year and average 
rating showed significant positive correlations in each year; as rating increased average number 
of employees with end dates in each year went up.   

 

Comparison of Employee days in job 2006 and 2012 

The average days in job increased from 384 in 2006 to 770 in 2012. 

The increase/difference between the days in job for 2006 (average=384) and 2012 (770) was statistically 

significant (F=27.02) and could only have occurred by chance less than 1 time in 10000 (p<.0001).  

Issue 9: Analysis of Client 108 combined with Client 69 Data 
 
The following analysis looked at the change in days in job at end of evaluation period for two 
independent but related organizations of the same national company. The data was organized into 
comparable Phase 1 and Phase 2 periods. Phase 1 represented days in job prior to implementation of 
the program with “Talent Chaser” and Phase 2 represents the days in job at the end of the first period 
after implementation of Talent Chaser procedures/program.  The question answered was whether there 
was any change in “days in job” across those times and if there was a change in “days in job” whether it 
happened differently in the two organizations. 
 
The question was answered using a 2X2 factorial design ANOVA (Analysis of Variance). The first factor 
was Phase 1 or Phase 2 and the second factor was the organization (Client 108 and Client 69). The 
dependent measure was days in job at end of engagement year. 
 

The analysis yielded only a statistically significant main effect for the change between Phase 1 and Phase 2  

days in job, F= 19.05, p<.001.  The change from before Talent Chaser to following implementation of Talent 

Chaser could only have occurred by chance less that 1 time out of 1000. The change overall was from 421 

to 464 days (weighted mean combining data from both clients) for an increase of approximately 10%.  

 

There was no significance difference between clients, (F=.753, p=.39), and no interaction (F=.418, p=.52).  

This indicates that the change in days at end of engagement year for Client 69 and the change in Client 108 

were statistically equivalent. Based on this data set the effect of Talent Chaser procedures was the same 

for the two companies. Generalization of these findings requires larger sample sets of organizations. 

Broader generalizations would require more of the independent companies across this National 

Organization and then companies that are different from this type of National Organization. However, 

without those replication and extension studies it would be expected that the Talent Chaser procedures 

would have a similar effect on days in jobs (until proven otherwise).  

 

 
 

 


