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in the identification of policies, programs, and operations where applying
behavioral science insights may yield substantial improvements in public
welfare, program outcomes, and program cost effectiveness” (Executive Or-
der No. 13,707, 2015). It is encouraging that the Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology (SIOP) is well represented on the president’s ap-
pointed committee, and we hope that this is an indication that SIOP is com-
mitted to becoming a stronger advocate for all American workers.

In conclusion, despite making up a large segment of the U.S. workforce,
we knowvery little aboutworker populations.Whenwedo study thesework-
ers, such little information is provided that it is difficult to draw firm con-
clusions about their unique needs, their challenges, and the factors that may
improve quality of work life. Better representing the U.S. workforce in our
research is an essential step to bridging this gap and improving life for all
U.S. workers.
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employees such as wage earners, frontline workers, and contractors, who do
not fill professional,managerial, or executive positions.We agree. In addition
to the scientific and moral benefits of studying workers, there is a practical
imperative. An academic discipline that comes across as being disinterested
in workers may leave itself open to charges of being the “handmaiden” of
management (Hulin, 2002, p. 12). Moreover, such an academic discipline
may be ill prepared to provide evidence-based contributions to important
societal debates on topics such as income inequality and immigration.1

In their focal article, Bergman and Jean suggest the need to increase the
number of peer-reviewed journal articles that study workers and propose
steps to achieve this goal. In this commentary, we first discuss how “work-
ers” may on average diverge from “professionals, managers, and executives”
(hereafter, for parsimony, “professionals”2) on important situational differ-
ence variables.We then elaborate on Bergman and Jean’s suggestions regard-
ing what journals can do to facilitate the study of workers—albeit in our case
with a particular emphasis on strategies aimed at understanding the under-
lying differences in situations experienced by workers versus professionals.

Situational Differences That May Distinguish Workers From Professionals
In this section, we describe a few situational variables on which workers,
on average, are likely to score differently from professionals. One obstacle
to doing so is that neither I-O psychologists nor other psychologists (e.g.,
social and personality psychologists) have yet developed a thorough under-
standing of the structure of situations (Meyer et al., 2014; Rauthmann et al.,
2014). Therefore, we identify situational variables that not only seem likely
to differ across worker and professional samples but that have also been iden-
tified as important situational variables, per se, either within I-O psychology
or beyond.

The first such situational difference is socioeconomic status (SES). This
construct is not studied widely in I-O psychology but is studied by sociolo-
gists, typically at the group or societal level, and is beginning to be studied
with regard to its influence on individuals’ psychological states such as em-
pathy (e.g., Kraus & Stephens, 2012). SES is defined as an individual’s cur-
rent social and economic states (Rubin et al., 2014) and includes objective
measures of individual education, income, and occupational rank (Kraus &
Stephens, 2012). As can be seen from this definition, SES encompasses cur-

1 In the United States and several other countries, most undocumented immigrants are
“workers” rather than professionals, managers, or executives, whereas many legal immi-
grants are professionals, managers, or executives (Garson, 1999; Passel & Cohn, 2015). The
study of immigrants, then, is also in part the study of workers versus professionals.

2 Our “worker” versus “professional” distinction should not be interpreted as reflecting a be-
lief that workers are “unprofessional” or that professionals do little actual work.
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rent pay, which has been an important topic of study within I-O psychology
(Rynes, Gerhart, & Minette, 2004). Workers are expected to receive lower
pay, and more generally to be of lower SES, than professionals.

When studying worker samples and their differences in SES compared
with professional samples, new outcome variablesmay increase in relevance.
Bergman and Jean suggest several important outcome variables (economic
tenuousness, homelessness, bankruptcy, and second jobs), but the SES lit-
erature (e.g., Twenge & Campbell, 2002; Wang & Beydoun, 2007) suggests
several additional outcomes of importance (e.g., subjective well-being, de-
pression, self-esteem, and obesity). Moreover, the societal analogs of SES
(using a dispersion composition model; Chan, 1998) are income and wealth
inequality—and these in turn are associated with outcomes such as lower
social cohesion and population health (Kawachi & Kennedy, 1997; Wilkin-
son & Pickett, 2006). By neglecting worker samples, I-O psychology neglects
these important individual and societal level outcomes. At a policy level, I-O
psychology is therefore absent from important debates on issues such as the
minimum wage. We have ceded the field to economists.

The second situational difference we emphasize is job complexity, which
is frequently conceptualized in terms of the scope and information process-
ing demands of the job (Xie & Johns, 1995). The extent to which situa-
tions are complex is likely to be associated strongly with the extent to which
situations require cognition and provide the opportunity to engage the
intellect—that is, according to an influential new situational taxonomy de-
veloped by social and personality psychologists (the Situational Eight DIA-
MONDS; e.g., Rauthmann et al., 2014; Rauthmann & Sherman, 2015), the
extent to which situations score high on the dimension of “intellect.” Com-
plexity is likely to be lower in worker jobs than in professional jobs—an issue
also alluded to briefly by Bergman and Jean in their focal article.

The third situational difference we emphasize is situational strength,
which has a venerable history in the field of personality psychology (Mischel,
1973). Situational strength is defined as “implicit or explicit cues, provided
by entities external to the individual, regarding the desirability of various
forms of behavior” (Meyer et al., 2014, p. 1011). It has been referred to as
“the most important situational moderating variable” (Snyder & Ickes, 1985,
p. 904). Many aspects of situational strength (e.g., clarity of information re-
ceived, consistency of information received, and constraints on decision and
action) are likely to be higher in worker jobs than in professional jobs.

Why do job complexity and situational strength matter? As mentioned
by Bergman and Jean, job complexity enhances intelligence–performance
relationships. Situational strength, on the other hand, generally attenuates
personality–performance relationships (Meyer et al., 2014). Therefore, in-
telligence and personality are less predictive of performance in strong and
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simple (i.e., worker) jobs than in weak and complex (i.e., professional) jobs.
Moreover, both complexity and strength are likely to vary within jobs over
time (Dalal, Bhave, & Fiset, 2014). However, we suspect that this is less likely
to occur for worker jobs than for professional jobs because the tasks encoun-
tered by workers are probably fewer and more similar over time than those
experienced by professionals. Therefore, the extent to which intelligence and
personality are predictive of performance is likely to differ less across tasks
within worker jobs than professional jobs.

Before ending this section, however, we would be remiss in noting that
the lack of unanimity regarding situational taxonomies means that it is not
possible, at the current stage, to articulate a comprehensive list of situational
differences across worker versus professional samples. One option for re-
searchers, therefore, would be to start with an extant taxonomy of situations
(e.g., the aforementioned DIAMONDS taxonomy; Rauthmann et al., 2014)
and to then theorize and empirically test for differences between worker and
professional samples along these situational dimensions.

What Journals Can Do
In their focal article, Bergman and Jean proposed some ways to increase the
number of peer-reviewed journal articles that study “workers.” We suggest
several additional steps to achieve that goal, with a particular emphasis on
strategies aimed at uncovering and ultimately better understanding the un-
derlying differences in situations experienced by workers versus profession-
als. Our contention is that, if increasing our field’s understanding of workers
is a worthwhile goal, it is important to move beyond reliance on the good-
will of individual researchers who are amenable to studying workers when
it is not too difficult. Instead, as Pfeffer (1993) has so effectively pointed out,
journal editors and reviewers would need to play an important “gatekeeping”
role in this regard by indicating that research solely on workers, as well as
research comparing workers and professional employees, is valued. The role
of journal editors is also suggested by research on culture change (Hambrick
& Mason, 1984) if we make the additional assumption that journal editors
represent “upper management” in the field.

Research Design Criteria in the Peer Review Process
When reviewing a manuscript that has been submitted to a journal, review-
ers assess the manuscript on several criteria, including criteria related to
research design. Reviewers are usually asked to provide a numerical rating
regarding the strength of the manuscript’s research design. In addition, re-
viewers provide narrative feedback regarding research design to the action
editor andmanuscript authors. Some of the common issues raisedwithin the
topic of research design include internal validity (e.g., limited basis for causal
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conclusions from cross-sectional studies) or external validity as it pertains to
the sample (e.g., overall low response rate, low base rate for a notwidelyman-
ifested phenomenon, the necessity for a broader sample; Green, Tonidandel,
& Cortina, in press; Rogelberg, Adelman, & Askay, 2009).

Researchers have emphasized the potential of the (low) external validity
of the findings when the sample consists of student samples (Nadler et al.,
2015). However, reviewers typically do not (but should) comment on exter-
nal validity when the sample is composed solely of professionals. In some
cases, the findings of a study might be expected to differ as a function of
the sample, either because of differences in the job settings associated with
worker versus professional settings (e.g., the situational variables mentioned
previously) or because of individual differences inworker versus professional
samples or both. In such cases, reviewers ought to view external validity as
low. Of course, discussions of external validity as a function of samples and
associated settings are only possible if samples and settings are adequately
described (reported) in journal submissions, an issue we turn to next.

Reporting Samples (and Associated Settings) in Primary Studies
Journals could require authors to ask research participants about their job
titles and SES. Job title can be elicited via an open-ended question. Alter-
nately, job category can be elicited via the categories provided by the U.S.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (2011; e.g., executive, tech-
nician, sales, service worker). SES can be elicited via questions on income
and education level (see Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2009). Journals could like-
wise require authors to include measures of job complexity and situational
strength. Authors would then report summary data on these variables as well
as relationships (e.g., via a correlation matrix) with focal variables.

We must, however, acknowledge an important objection to these sug-
gestions: Authors are often under pressure to keep survey length short, and
requiring authors to include measures of these situational factors would in-
crease the length of their surveys. We therefore suggest two possibilities for
cases when authors believe that these situational factors are not the focus
of their research. First, authors could include ultra-short measures of situa-
tional factors. In some cases, ultra-shortmeasures already exist. For instance,
SES can be measured via two items: one each on income and education level
(see Kraus et al., 2009). The extent to which situations provide the oppor-
tunity to engage the intellect can, if needed, be measured via a single item
(see Rauthmann & Sherman, 2015). In other cases, ultra-short measures can
readily be constructed. For instance, the item quality scores presented in Ta-
ble 1 of Meyer et al. (2014) can be used to generate single-item measures of
each of the four facets of situational strength. Second, if authors have col-
lected job titles but not situational factors (e.g., strength, complexity) as part
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of their survey, they could subsequently obtain data on these situational fac-
tors through subject-matter experts.

Replication and Meta-Analyses
In their focal article, Bergman and Jean suggest that journals should en-
courage replication with worker samples. We agree, but we suggest that it
would be more fruitful to compare extant research involving professional
samples with new research that simultaneously examines both professional
and worker samples, with other research design factors (e.g., measures and
procedures) kept as similar as possible across the original and new studies
and across the professional and worker samples in the new study.

Within this overall rubric, we emphasize two types of replication studies.
First, consider those cases where there is reason to believe that the original
findings may not generalize to worker samples, perhaps because of the po-
tential for sample-based boundary conditions to the theoretical framework.
In such cases, convincing evidence of a lack of generalizability of findings
across samples would result from the original findings being replicated with
a similar (i.e., professional) sample but not with a dissimilar (i.e., worker)
sample. Second, consider those cases where there is reason to believe that
the original findings may not replicate regardless of the sample used in the
replication, perhaps because the original research involved hypotheses with
a low probability of replication (e.g., extended mediation chains, four-way
interactions, moderated mediation and mediated moderation designs). In
such cases, convincing evidence of a lack of replicability would involve a fail-
ure to replicate the original findings in either the similar (i.e., professional)
or the dissimilar (i.e., worker) sample.

Both types of studies would ideally also include measures of situational
variables such as SES, situational strength, and job complexity. Both types of
studies could, moreover, be conducted as a prelude to “prospective meta-
analyses,” in which teams of researchers collectively design and conduct
studies with the goal of including them in a meta-analysis (Ghersi, Berlin,
& Askie, 2011). Prospective meta-analyses would allow researchers to co-
ordinate their methods and the situational variables they measure as po-
tential moderators. Prospective meta-analyses such as these would reduce
the limitations associated with traditional meta-analyses (e.g., only a small
number of primary studies using worker samples, only a small number of
primary studies containing measures of situational variables believed to un-
derlie worker versus professional sample differences). Journals could facil-
itate progress with long-term plans that involve first hosting special issues
devoted to the two types of replication studies discussed previously and sub-
sequently welcoming prospective meta-analyses on these topics.
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There remains, nonetheless, an important role for traditional meta-
analyses.We suggest that journals encouragemeta-analyses to examine situ-
ational moderators. Even in cases where situational variables were not mea-
sured directly (or were not reported) in primary studies, it may be possi-
ble for meta-analysts to measure them as study-level (as opposed to em-
ployee level) moderators in primary studies that involved single jobs (e.g.,
hair stylists) or that involved multiple jobs in conjunction with a frequency
breakdownof job titles (e.g., 60%hair stylists and 40%professors). This is be-
cause, as alluded to previously, meta-analysts can rely on subject-matter ex-
pert ratings of situational factors based on the job titles. Alternatively, meta-
analysts could match the job titles reported in primary studies with those
in O∗NET (the Occupational Information Network; e.g., Peterson et al.,
2001). O∗NET reports average salary levels for each job. Moreover, scales
measuring situational differences have been developed based on the infor-
mation available on O∗NET; see, for instance, Glomb, Kammeyer-Mueller,
and Rotundo (2004) for job complexity (specifically, cognitive demands as-
sociated with a job) and Meyer, Dalal, and Bonaccio (2009) for job-level
situational strength. O∗NET-based scales could also be developed to mea-
sure additional situational constructs (e.g., the DIAMONDS dimensions;
Rauthmann et al., 2014).

Journals could then ask meta-analysts to generate study-level scores for
situational characteristics in cases where there is reason to believe that the
original findingsmay not generalize at different levels of situational strength,
job complexity, SES, and so forth. For instance, Meyer et al. (2009) demon-
strated meta-analytically that the conscientiousness–performance relation-
ship was stronger for jobs low in situational strength than for jobs high in
situational strength. Meyer et al. (2009) did not further attempt to connect
differences in job-level situational strength to differences in worker versus
professional jobs, but journals could ask future meta-analysts to do so.

Conclusion
Wehave elaborated on Bergman and Jean’s recommendations for journals to
increase the representation of workers in the I-O psychology literature. Our
recommendations focus on the underlying situational differences that may
distinguish worker samples from professional ones (i.e., SES, job complex-
ity, and situational strength). Over time, such practices should result in the
development of a wealth of information about differences between workers
and professionals in terms of both individual differences and situational (set-
ting) differences. Ideally, a future review similar to Bergman and Jean’s, but
conducted, say, a decade from now, will not still find that only 9% of samples
focus specifically on workers.
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