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ABSTRACT
.- . o L R
In personnel selection it has been assumed Thaf on-the- job exper-

ience improves the opjecfidify ofujhe interviewer. Experiené‘ in inter-
viewing, Thén,‘shoJld be reflected.in a reduced influence of similarity-
induced bias on the judgmenT; méde about candidates. ‘The overalliobjecfive
‘was‘fo defermine'whefher the effects of appljcaﬁf-inferviewer simiLé{iTy
and reievance of the fpformaTion about the aﬁglicén%-vary Qifh the level
of experience oflfhe’inferviewer. Also examined waé-if the effects of
t hése varfables differ with jhe.kind of fudgments made.
FEny—sixtexperiencea, male inierviegers and 56uinexperienced, male
in+erviewérs were presenfed with similar or disgimilar'bogds applicanfs.q
The manipulaticn of sim{]ariTy was based on biogﬁaphicaj data obtained
from Thé‘inférviewers. Fn‘aﬁdifién, the applicant intormafion varied for .
its relevance to the job of personnel offiéer. The.inferviewers méde a
 number of ra+in9§ about the candidate and aiso indicated their self-
confidence ‘in their judgmen?g. " e |
I+ wag fouﬁd that the effects of similarjfy gné relevance &id vary
with the interviewers' expérience. These effects also differed w}fh the
kigd of judgments made. .Sunport for the Byrne similarity=attraction '
theory, then, varied with the level of inferviéwer expérien&é and the
type of jﬁdghenf made. hesulTé consistent with this Tﬁeory weée fduﬁd
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for +he ine&perienced interviewers cnlya-.Sim#IériTv with the applicant

was associated with the ratings of likeability, but not of suf#abi]i*y

for the job. Also contrary to the simiiarity-attraction theory, the effeéf;
of simflarify varied q?*h'fhe relevance of the applicant inférmafion énd
" the type of judgment. The inexperienced interviewers judged simi[ar,apé[if

tants as less qualified for the job than digsimilar applicants when the__

.

information was relevant. Theg oppbsife was found when +he_inf0rma+i6n was

irrelevant.

I3

Experienced interviewers' liking of the sapplicant was associated with ’

measures reflecting likeability and suifabilify. Only when 1Tking was
o .
controlled were experienced interViewers atfected by similarity. They

were more-[ike\y to inviPe a similar than a dissimilar applicant for an

interview. Liking abpears to be independénf of similarity, and cannot be,

explained adequately b9 the similarity-attraction TFheory.

»~
"

Con+rafy to expectations, the interviewers' amount of experience was
4 . . 4 R ' \'|
not related to his level of self-confidence. The results also suggested
that sel f-confidence does not appegy Tq,be an indicator or predictor of

similarity bias. L , o ) e

In eonclusion, the results of this sTudy suggest that experience in
-inferviewing dogs tacilitate cbjectivity n regards.-to similarity bias.
‘ S - e '
’ HoweJér, liking of the applicant appeared to be a more important source

of bias for experienced interviewers,

at
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCT (ON -
In-employment procedures the |n+erV|ew has-a long history as %he
‘Drlmary seretflon device. -No selection device other than fhe’ appl:caTJon
brank,has such a general accepfancé. Récenf surveys found -that inter-
views aré usually‘ranked as +hé number one procedure for making the final
employménf deci;}on?(Schwab, 1969;,Goodalé;‘l976). Mast émplq?éfs are
.not willing to hire applfcanfs +ﬁey have never seeﬁ and.most applicahfs
.would not want to be judged witllout e opporfuhiTy to discuss their
qualifications in a face-to-face meeting ;i+h the prosbecTTve emnlé&er :
(Lopez, 1970}, | | |
The question of the value of the employmenf_inferview;_however, }s

_an‘alfogefher different. matter.. A wide variety of research conductad
over at ieasf fifty yéars does not support«the assertions made by the
proponents of the émploymen+ interview (Nehrbass, 1976). Five ﬁajor
reviews of the reseaFCh on +He interview havé concluded that The.empléy-

ment interview -lacks both reliability and validity (Wagner, 1949;

Mayfield, 1964; Trumbo, 1965; Wright, 1969; Schmitt, 1976). These

1]

/

reviews indicate that the interview is somewhat less than adequate in
. ‘ - .

terms of.achieving-what it is supposed to achieve (Lewis, 1980).

It is apparen* that no amount of additional evrdence on The tack

of . rellablllfy or va||d|+y will alter the role of the |nTerV|ew in

'sele¢+|on (Mayfield and Carlson, l966). Since the selection interview



. K . L 2
seems +o be indispensable to eﬁployers, it is imperaféve that fhe '

" Interview must 79 rmoroveo as ao effective selecrion technique «Lopez,:
1975). Through beffer understanding as to what goes on in ao interview -
and why - it is hoped that it will be possuble to alter interviewer
behaviour or oTher aspects of the |nTerV|ew in order To lmprove Tfs
validity as‘a selec+|on devnce (Frank and Hackman, 1975). Further
research may uncoverﬁfhe\comolexifies in the iofervrew process so Thaf'
jfs.e}fBCTiveness and utility as a selection device may be enhanced
(McCormick and Tittin, I965; Cascio, 1978

The employmenT interview serves many predlcfave functions de5|gned
to select the ulghf person for a specific job. Questions underlying The.
Tnferv?ew include: Will this person work well with oThers7 Will- he/she
be successful on The job? Should turther interviews be arranoed? Should
the person be recommended for hire? The adequacy of the decisions based
on these quesflons depends on the obJecT|v1+y of The |nforma+|on -pro-

.cessing. Anycﬁlnd of personal bias or affective bias is Ilkely to reduce

the quality of the deC|S|on—mak|ng‘

The focal concern of this sfudy Is on the ob|ecT|V|+y of the employ~
ment 1n+ervnew | WlThouT ob|ec+|V|+y, the other rqulremenfs of reli-
ability and validity will not be optimal: What wil! be examinad in this
study are factors inf]uencing objectivity, including the experience of
the interviewer in making selection decisions, the |mpac+ of 5|m|Iar|+y
between the |n+erV|ewer and.fhe aopllcanT, and the influence of The rele-

vance’ of the information obtained from the apprlcaflon blank.

Interviewer Experience ; >

A ITterature review of personnel selection and classification in
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' Tﬁe [982’AnnuaI'RéVPew of ?Eychology observed'fha+ experience'is con-

: SIdered in almosf af! personnel selec+|on deC|S|ons, buf there is a

'conspucuous Fack of recent research on Thls factor. What research

M /

There is prOVldes limited evndence for The val idity of experlence rat-

sngs (Tenopry, |982). _An examlqaflon of the I|+era+ure on IH*GFVIEWIHQ‘

experlence has generated a similar conclusion, The experlence varlable

-

..1
has been included in the Dresen+ study because some research suggests

« that i+t is a systematic source of variance,in interviewer's decisions

dﬁLangdale aﬁd Wei+z, 1973). A brief revi wi[l be given reqardiné

The pofenTuaI value of |nTerv|ewer experle ce, and the possible. effects
']

of experlence on the rellablllfy and ob;ecfnvnfy of |nTerV|ewer Judg- . -

ments ., ////
' On -the-job experlence is Th most, frequenT Trasnlng procedure of

}nfervlewers. InTerviewing skflls may be acquired without formal

: / : :
Jinstruction. The conditions/for. learfiing to be an effective interviewer
! .. !

LR
kY

are present in the day-to-day interviewer's job situation (Lopez, ]?75).
This is pot to deny that formal Trainfng.confribufes to inTerviewiﬁé

skills, of course, . ° / .

Liftle is khown about the specific mechanisms involved in fHénéJ'“

fating e:‘erlence rnfo specific |n+erv1ewer skills. Moreover; #he
extent +£ whlch experlence confrlbu+es to the QUBIITY of selecflon.
decisions has noT been, as ye%, fu[ly esfablrshed.‘ Asher (1972} has
offered an explanaribn fof the potential role of experience : Asher,
argues “that experrenced interviewers use ”knock—ouT” factors. Exper}..

lenced lnTerV|ewers seem to. develop lay theories abour bloqraphlc

attributes which signal unsuccessful performance, such as too frequ ht

~1

®
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‘change of addrecs_or frequénT chadge‘in,jdbgz‘ Furfheﬁ.evidénce that.

' experience does.effect dectsion making comes from the comparison of

the decisions made'by emp loyment interviewers and cclleée students.

L

Bernstein, Hake! and Harlan (1975) and Dipche, Fromkin and Wiback

(1973) found .that relative fo experlenced |nTerVIewers, sfudenfs are.

lenient in The:r rafungs of ‘applicants and tend to make more recommend-

ations for hire. Students tend to ra+e applicants more_favourably and
are more accepting of them than are experienced interviewers. This
supporTs Rowe's (I963) COHClUSIon that the number of appllcanfs accepTed

tends to decrease, and The accuracy of The decusrons |ncreases, with
the amoun+ of exper:ence in personnel selec*lon.

lnferviewer reIiabIlify. A procedure used to assess The impact

of experience on interviewer reliability has been to ccmbare the ratings

of experienced and Tgexperienced interviewers on the level of agreement -

reached. Rowe (1963) was one of the first researchers to use this tech-

nique. She found that experrenced lnfeFV|ewers were able to evaluafe

Job applicanTs somewhat more reliably than less experienced interviewers.

Experienced interviewers reach similar decisions and rank applicants in
the same order, though they differ in the ALmb%; they will.accebTL‘
On the other hand, Carlson (1967) found that eiperienced inter-

viewers were unable to rank or rate applicants more reliably than
. - -

.their less ekperiehcec_i colleagues. Carlson, Thayer, Mayfield and " J

Peterson (I97I)‘conclﬁdec that interviewers benefit very little from

day-to-day interviewing experience,and,‘apparenfly,fhe conditions

necessary for learriing are not present in the interviewer's job'sifu-_

ation. HoweVer, Carlson (1967) did find that more experienced inter-

- -

viewers were less susceptible to a situational pressure’ of befng behind

-



a recruiting quota Than_wege'}hoseﬁwifh less interviewing experience.

Cérlson; échwabvand.Heheman (1970) later qualified their ébnclusions.
P

.They found that experlenced lnierV|ewers agree with each other to an

"apprEC|abIe exfenf, but only in a s1ruc+ured interview situation.

' More recent research has Eon+inhéd this pattern of contradictory -

+

-'findings ' Langdale and Weitz {([973) concl uded that experlence per sé,

does not appear to be' a sTrong predictor: of rerlab|I|+y in candldafe

[}

assessmenf Converse+y, Hakel-~ and Dunneffe (1970) found a hlgher |Egra-

class correlaTron {.68) for |nTerV|ewers +than for students ( 48} exam-

.|n|ng the same resumes. Valenzu and Andrews (1973) reported that

)

desplfe 1hd‘un|formlfy of the. Judqmenf Task and the experience of the
!nTerVIewers, substantially dlfferenf decisions were made about the
relafive suitability of a number of job applican+s.' Wiener and

Schneidermbn;(l9743 compared the, use of job information by experienced

-

~ and inexperfencéd infervfewefs. Job information consisted of either a

.job TiTIe or a detailed ana]ysfs of the position. They found that the

'

8
dse of JOb |nforma+!on for deC|5|on maklng was no+ effected by exper-

ience in |nferV|ew1ng Keenan(1976) repor?ed +ha+ manaqers who re-
L]

‘Qgrded inferviewfng as a subsfénfial part of their duties wére not

different in their ra+|ngs of appllcanT characfernsflcs from Those

who did noT The number of year?cﬁ |n+ervnew1ng expernence was

unreléﬁed to any of the ratings. Bayne {1977) noted the lack of

agreemenf‘befween even very experienced interviewers. Regardless of .

t .

. the inconsistent reséarch results in terms of the usefulness of

experience in inferviewfng, it is still advocated Théf skill in inter-
viewing requirds experience (Gorden, 1975; Lewls, Edgerton and Parkinson,

e iz
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1976; Lewis, 1980},
On the basis of the above‘réseérch, psychologists do not know

-as yet what "good" Tnferviéyers aré 1ike and how they éef that way.

. Bayne (I977) proposed_Thé; when interviewers aisagree about applicants

" for a position, if‘ﬁay be That there is a lack of agfeemén? on the con-
cept of a good ' (job ;i+lé). The research may be showing
'nofhing more than this. Experienced‘inTervieders seem to deveiop shared
sTereofypes of the "good" applicant but agreement among>iﬁférviewérs
decreases when -the "good" aopllcan+ is considered for a specific job
(Shaw, 1972). Thus, famlllarlTy with.the p05|+|on may serve to increase
‘in+ér—inferviewer reliabilify. Gn The basis of The‘research‘flndlngs,
i+ apbears Thé% experience in intervieWan does no*.serve ta guarantee

an lmprovemenf in fhe selec+|on situation.

Infervuewer ob;ec+|V|+y. Some insights into +he decnsuon making

- process in selection infeéviews_have been provided by fhe McGi Il Univer-

'éiTy studies (¢cf. Webster, 1964). fn one of the studies, Springbett
(l958) found that interviewers seem fo seek out negative informaTion.

. Bolster and Springbett (!96!) sugqesfed that the order .of the presenT—

‘a+|on of favourable- unfavourable |nformaf|on is |mpor+an+ I+ was found
that a single unfavoufable piece of information about an app!icant
usually resulted iﬁ a‘degision to réjgcj f%e applicant, regardiess of

' .

the positive information. * This was found To.be especially true when
the negative information was presen+ed early in the interview, Overall,
it was concluded that the Interview is prlmarlly 2 §earch for negative

'|nforma+Lon about a recruit. LaTer research by the Life Insurance Agency

Association (LIAMA} confirmed these findihgs (Mayfield and Carlson, 1966;

A
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Carlson'et al., I92I3.. TRus, neganve-ihfdrhaTiqd receiQeg greater

weight in the decision'fhgn does poéifive‘igfcrmafion (Carlson, [§67). -

‘The LIAMA researchers also found that structured interviews in-
crease the agreement befweén interviewers ab§u+ a candidate. In a
structured ihTerview, where the in+enviewef follows a set proceduré,
*he>deéision5 made Ey the in*erviewe€;<are ba;ed‘updn a common Tramé of
réference (Car]son éT,éI., 1970; Schwqb and Héneman, I9§9), This commén,
trame of reference in the structured interview serves to make inter-
vTeﬂers more objective.

' ~ The LIAMA é}udies-found that noTlonIy.ddes‘the sfructufé of.the
interview affect decisfdn making{ but also.situational pressures. Car[;sn
(i967)_repor%ed +Fa+ when in+erviewer§'were told that +hey Qefe behind
.?heir'recruifing qUQTa, the interviewers generally increased‘?hé ﬁumber .
of persons they would hire.. Fughermore, Thé interviewers! judgments
Qeﬁe_impalred as they. made deéisiéns to hTre'caHdida+es that were
Judged fo be "undesirables" when no quota existed.

Anofher LIAMA study sought to défermine the effects of éppearance
and sex on an interviewer's decision to hire (Carlson, i967). When
appearance andlpersona] hisTory were both rated favourably or unfavoﬁr—

- akly, personal hisfory information had twice as mugh‘weighf in the deci-
sion relative to appearance. Aowever,.when the fatings for appearance
ana'personél'hisfory were inconsistent (ie., one rated favoUrable, the
oThe} rated unfavourable), appearance héd avgreafer effecf.on Thg deci?.
sion of +he'in+erviewer. In addition, Hakel, Dobmeyer and Dunne;fe

(1970} found that when aSpIicanTs were equated on the dimension of

Scholastic standing, there was a strong bias in favour of males and



.
“ -

. attractive candidates: ' LT

..

C e
.

The effeth of éppeérancé, siTuaTional'pressures and *he ordér of
presen+a+|on of unfavourable !nformafron are’ only some areas generaTlng '

crrTJC|sms of The interview, merovemenfs in the sTrucTure of=+he

.

|n+erV|ew, by themselves, do no+ guaranfee high reITabiIiTy Un;

doub+ed|y, The |n+erV|ewer s skills and oh|eCTIV|Ty are directly re-,

' -
Iated to fheavahld{fy, quanflfy and quality of’ |nfetV|ew output (Lopez,

1970, 1975). L . o ;

The |mpor+ance of interviewer ob;etfnvnfy is clearly demonsfrafed\\__\
|n the research that has focused uvpon the errors and blases, |nheren+ '
in The in?erviewers, that frequently affect the decision méking'ﬁrocess
of the éelec+ion inférview. ‘First impression errbrs are a sourceof

bias on the part of the Interviewer. The early impression formed in the

'inferview not only appears to be'generally irreversible, but 1t also .

Pl N . . . '“
determines the nature of the remainder of the interview. Hakel and

Dunnette (1970) noted that interviewers cah.direcfly control the amount

of time that the applicaﬁf speaks. The interviewer can safeguard his/

- :
“her first impression either by blocking information that may cause him/

her’fo Fq+hink the decision, or by gnc?uréging information that supports
his/her decision (Webster, (964; Tucker and Rowe, 1977). Thus, the
impressions formed eariy in the inTéerew'sebmeo be resistant to change,
as the interviewer controls the situation in order to support his/her’
bias. - . ’

Carlson (1968, I970) researched coétrasf effects upon employﬁeﬁf

decisions made in an interview situation. [t was found-that when mana- -

gers were interviewing a number of recruits, fthey used other recruits

’ - o
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asa comparison standard. . Thus, if 2 manager evaluated a recruit .who
L ' L ) ’

indepeﬁdehij Judged to be averége‘énd'fhe'managér_hgd'previéus[y

’ . "
was
L)

evaluated two or:more very unfavourable recruits, the average recruit

- . ] .

"was evaldaTed-very favdurabry. There is considerable suppoft for the

finding that who an interviewer rated favéuraﬁly is partly determined by

others against whom the candidate is Eomparéd (Hake!, Onhesorge and N

Dunnette, 1970; Léjham, Wexley and Pursell, 1975; Wexléy, Sanders.anJ

Yukl, 1973), - ' S : .

AnoTher source, of interviewer biés which serves foLeecrease object-
fviTy is the halo error (Carl;on'eT $|., 1971 ; Heneman,'Sphwap, Hue}f'énﬁ
Ford, 1975). An interviewer who ¢ommits the halo error assiéns rafiﬁg%
on The bésis of a globéf'lmpression of the applicant. An applicant is;
rated high or low on many factors because‘fhe ihterviewer knoﬁs:or'
believes he knowsi+5a+ The'applicanf_is high or low on some séecif{c 7“k

factor. Carlson et al. (197!) tested interviewers as to how well they

.
-

could recalil what an applicant said duripg an interview, InTerviewers
who were inaccurate in Tﬁeir recall of information assumed Tﬁe inferview
was generally favourable and rated the sandidate ¢Qnsi5+en¢ly high in

adl areas. The halo error is, therefore, a source of interviewer bias

~—
- -

that serves to colour the §ubsequen+ interviewer~applicant interaction
once the initial impression has been formed. Interviewers are influenced

by their own biases and sTéroTypes, fhersby making the interview a sub-

o

jecfivea non—scienfifié process.(Cascib, 1978). ° ¢ ';

. Simi larity-Induced Blas VY w. s
' - ) . e .
In this section will be exam?nég the research on the proposition
. .
.\ I‘ » L]
b
v b
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Thaf lnfervnewar applicanT 5|m||ar|Ty |nf|uences the ratings made aboufa‘
Jjob appl:can+s The evidence is not, as yeT, vbry conclusnva, and more' . .
empiricial support is necessary, First of aII, attention will be given
to the application of various sobiallps;choIOQECal_Theorias in order to-

fry o acqoun+ for the nature of the rerafionahip, if indeed it does

Texist, If it does exist, why then does sum:lar|+y Tntluence |udgmenfs

about job applrcanfs? Secondly, a brief review of fhe empirical research
of the sTmiIariTy—anrachon research in both employment and non-employ-
ment situations will be examined. o

The similarify—af*racfion hypothesis has generated considerable
research (Byrne, in Berkowitz, y969; Byrhef lg?lj@
1970; Griffitt, in Huston, 1974; Berschefd and Walster, 1978). .Repeatedly,

Griffitt and Byrne, .

the research supporfslfhe confehfion that hpfh perceived and acfuai
attitude sTmiﬂariTy leads To-afTracfion. Basically, we like those hho
poOssess affifudes slm}lar to our own. \Oh the basis of this research,
Clore and Byrne (1974) proposed a general law of attraction which sfate;:
‘ . H

that a++hac+f0n toward an individual is a positive linear functien of
the proportion of positive reinforcements assogia+ed wifh'him.

‘A number of explanations have been proposed in order to account
for why similar attitudes are positively. reinforcing. Byrne u+|llzes
Fesfinger s {1954) Theory of' SOCIal comparISOn processes fo explain
the reiaflonshlo between similarity and aTTracf:on The theory pro-

poses that. we use social reality to assess the accuracy of oucg\?llefs

and aTTlTudes This social reallfy is provnded by the opinions and

‘attitudes of ofhers. When one finds that someone else expresses the



o

same alfiludes énd oplnions'as oneself, one's elliludes ere eocialln
vallda+ed and, +herefore, "correc+" Tnis social nalldETionlis a
pleasan+ feellng and is rewarding (Sfroebe, Inko, Thompson and Layl’onu
1971; Kaplan and QOiczak, l97llf' Conversely, disslmllarlfy be?ween |

o, ] _
oné's attitudes and those of another constitutes a punishing inter-

‘acflon and, thus, may lead lo a nega*lve relalionship. ‘ ,
KITerneflve‘Tneories alfempf.lo explain The.relafionshlp‘belween

similarity and attraction. One,pqesibilily is that if one knows a per-
son'e attitudes, one can better estimate how lhal person is likely To 
behave. ﬁf a person feels .that similar attifudes exist, he/she is'likely
to feel confidenf that if‘would be rewarding to spend some time with that
person., lHere the attraction is not based upon cognitive eonsisfency or
social validation, but because one an+icina+es rewarding interactions
“with a simi'lgr other. Another explanation is beseo npon the evidence
that people, Tend to like Those who Iike‘lhemi(Berscheld and Walster,
1978). ‘If'maf be the case that when we learn that others ere similar

to us, we assume that The.ofherslare'likely to likelus, Thus we will

like them in.return.

. 1he generality of the similarilyeaffracfion relelionship has been .
Tdemonslraled with diverse oopulélions and under a wide array of condi-
tions. Byrne, Griffitt, Hudgins and Reeves (1969) found lhis relalion4
ship to be relaTively general in the population in lheirAreeearch ;Tlh
samples that varied in age,‘educafion, socioeconomic- tevel, infelligence
and adjus+men+. In these investigations, manlpula?ion‘of simitarity
was based on alefudes .The typical efght-item questionnaire developed

by Byrne (l97|) provided .the |nforma+|on to manlpulafe attitudinal simi-



jafify. Some'of the attitudes dealt with wefe'poli+ibal'phiIpsophiesA

belief in God, enjoyaen+ of'épbf#é, and reSdihg.maTefia! preferences.
'1 The'simiIarﬁfy-affracfion rélafionship is nof_iimi+eﬁ to attitude

gimilari*y: A++rac+i6n is‘eviaénf even when the similgfiTy is based

’ .

upon opinions, personality traits, race, behavioural preférences,-phys—

Cical affrabTiveness, and eccnomic¢-status (Byrne, Clore and Worchel,

1 1966; Griffitt and Byrne, 197@; Mehfabian and Epstein# 1972). On the

basis of this research; if.hés been suggested +hé+_in any type o¥-socia|
comparison with ofhers,_gimilarify is preferred to dfssimilari#y. Simi-
Iarify fo'anoiher person néf only. yields attraction, but has beén found

to increase helping behavioyr YHornsTéin, Fisthand'Holmes, '968; Sale, -
Marton énd ﬁornSTeln, 1975) and the amount qf money approved for a loan

applicant (Golightly, Huf fman and Byrne, 1972):

However, there are qualificafionslfo the rule that similarif? nro--
duces attraction. _When the similarities shared with another have dis-
agreeable Tmplicafions; the usual sfmilarffy;affracfion relafionship"m
may be revérsed. CooEer and Jones (I969) found that individials who
were sim]laf to obnoxious pgoplé worried that Tﬁey would be sociélly
cast with them and af+emp+ed to dissociate +bemselvés from the undesir-

ables. Baron and-Byrne (1976) found that individuals show less will-

ingness to interact with attitudinally similar persons who are known to

" be deranged, degenerate, and deficient. In selection interviews, highly

!

anxious job applicants were assessed negatively by interviewers when the -

applicants were perceived to be attitudinally similar to the interviewer

(Daly, Richmond and Leth, 1979}, Snyder and Endeiman (1979) found that
1 . .

a very high or very low degree of similarify with another can be aversive.

.
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, However, the curV|I|near relaTionshlp befween |ncrea5|ng 5|m|Iard+y
and.affracrlon only appeared on non-verbal behavioural measures rather
than self-report measures of a+rracf|on
A maJor premnse of Byrne's snm1|ar|+y affracfnon hypo+he5|s |s
that a++rac+|on results from similarity regardless of the snTuaflonaI .
relevance of the similarity (Byrne and Nelson, 1964, 1965; Clore and
Baldrldge, 1968) Whether or not the |mpac+ of attitude s1m|Iar|Ty
_depends on the situational relevance of the attitudes has been only
mlnlmaily examlned ampirically. Jones (|980) ina Iabora+ory study,
found that a++|+ude 5|mllar|Ty led to hlgher raflngs of liking and
' deSJre-To—work-wlfh regardless of the relevance of the attitudes. Situ-
arlonal relevance did not moderate the similarity-attraction relation~
sh1p LaGaipa and Werner (1971), however, found that the interaction
. of relevance and S|m|Iar|+y depended on the type of crlferlon measure
.or dependenf measure used. .
The similariru-aTTracfion hypofhesis.was first related to the .
selecfion inferview'by Sydiaha {1962). As part of the McGi[l studies,
Sydiaha attempted fo identify rhe sources of e}ror associafed with the
interviewer. The selection of empathy as a decision making model
‘sfenmed from The observation that inférv%ewers Tend to place-fhemselues
-Tn the shoes of applicants to ftry to understand the applicant's motives”
in adplying for a job. de found that an interviewer's predicrions about
an applicant uere affected by his assumed and acfual simi larity to the
applicant on the characrerisTics about which he was a++empTLng.+o'make

.bredicTTons. o _ : - °

Griffitt and Jackson (1970) reported that the more aTTITudLnaI]y
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similar the appli€ant was to the selector, the more posifivelfhe

selector's Judgment of the applicant. The more similar the app]icanf
was to *he’se[ec+or, the more attractive; reljable,'pleasanT, warm, co- )

’

operafiye and flexible hewas pekcéiveq. "The similar applicant was ~

also more likely to be hired; Basketti(1973) reported that the more

attitudinally similar fhe applicanf was to the evaluator, the more
c0mpeTén+ the applicant was judged and the stronger the hiring recom-
mendation.. YAlso, .the size of the sTan[ﬁg'salary was positively re-

-

lated fo inferv]eﬁer-épplicanf similar[fy; .Péfers and Terborg (1975)
Feported that perceivéd attitudinal si:ﬁlarffy not onIy-affecTed.evgl-
uations of job resumes, but was aiso resistant +o ThE addition of joﬁ-
re!afed‘fnfééﬁéfion 1o be usedlas a s*anJ%rd for evalpéfibn. Similarity
between Tﬁe éppliéanf and-evalus%or had positive effects on salary

recommendations, hiring decisions, judgments of the applicant's attrac-

Ea——
I}

}iVeness; ability-to reérn +he job.and ability to get along with co-
workerg.

Fe& studies have‘qaﬁipgla+ed Eioéraphiéaf §imilari+yias-aich+9r
on inTeineﬁer ratings of job apblicanjs. 'Rand and Wex|ey fl975) found
that the higher +hé'Ievelwa'biographical éimjlarny of the infervjeﬁer
to the applicaqiﬂ'+hg.ﬁigher the ratings of fhe.appllcanf on various
Job-related eriteria. -Lathan et al. (|975f manipulated both attitud-
inal similarity and biogrgphjcaj.simiiarify, and fotkd -that both 2
atfected the recommendation for hire decision. ’

- The o@ekall results, then, are faTrIy.consisfenf‘aad_supporT_Tge
.basic-hypo+hesis that siqilarify influences decision mPk}ng in the

emp loymant context. S}milarify is a source of the low objectivity

» -



applicants, and with varying levels of Job specificity. A blas, then, is
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often reperTdein?in+ervfews. The effects of simi larity have an ‘impact

on hiring, evaluating and, perhaps, on the rewarding and prémoting of

persons similar fo the decision maker. These effects of similarity have

been replicated in a variety of‘sef*ings, with real and hypothetical job.

|n+roduced into employment |n+erV|eW|ng since this factor of similarity may

Y

have minimal relevance for_Job success (Keenan, 1976; Cascio, 1978).

B

Inferviewer Experience-and Similarlfy-lnduced Bias

Perflnen+ to thls research is +he role of experfence In making

" selection decnsrons Experience may dlfferenf:afe susceptibility to

_ *he,effecfs of perceived aimilarity on inferviewer's evaluafions of.

Job appllcan+s (Frank and Hackman, 1975). Frank-et al, quesTionned

the generallzabtllfy of previous research on the 5|mlrar-+o ~-me effect
and decision mak1ng in the employmen+ situation, IE: was noted by these
researchers fhaf a number of These studies used college students .as

tiye.

|n+eerewers. Frank et al. therefore quesfionned the degree to whlch

'obfalned similarity-favourableness relaflonshlps are general across

interviewers who vary in selection decision experience. As pre-
L g N . -

viously mentioned, students are more lenient in +heir-ra+ings of job

appllcanfs and tend To m@ke morg hiring recommenda+|ons than exper|enced
interviewers. It is, +herefore, important to nofe Thaf several of +he

. r
studies cited earlier used inexper.ienced |nd:V|duaIs~as inTerviewers
{ie., Baskett, 1973; Grifffo and Jackson, 1970; Peters and Tercorg,
1975; Wexley et al., 1973; Rapd anleexley,.]975){ ichab]e also‘is .
that the results of each of these studies supported The basic hypo~’

thesis that simitarity positively effects decision making ih the,




.effected. A third in+érviewer was negatively influenced by the simi-

t6 confuse rather than.clarify this issue.

lesser degree by the similarity-atfraction relationship than evaluations

.viewers should be relatively immune to similarity-induced bias. /

emp loyment sifbafioq..
Frank and Hackman (|975) examined the similarify;a*fracfroh rela-
tionship in the selection situation using experienced Interviewers as

the decision makers. They reporfed-That one interviewer was positively

ianueHCed by similarity with The‘applicanf, while another was not

. _ LT
farity with the applicant. Unfortunately, their small sample served

a

The implicif assumption that experience in interviewing Increases
cbjectivity leads to the hypofhesislihaf the evaluations %ade by éxpér—.
ientea interviewers about job @pplicants should be influenced to a
made by‘inexpefienced interviewers. The baéis of This.p;;posiT}on lies
with fesfiqggr's-(l?Sd) theory of social comparison processes whfch waé_
exéanded upon by Byrne (1971). As noted earlier, similarify to another

person increases the |ikelihood that ane will obtain consensual vali-

- J
dation for one's own attitudes or opinions. Interviewers who are inexp=
erienced and unsure of themselves may be sensitive to opportunities tor

self-validation in their interviews. Thus, for them, interviews with

Usimilar others" should be rewarding. Conversely, experienced inter- /

If experfence in selection decisions does serve to discriminate f
S . ) . /
befween those who allow similarity bias To influence their decisions
s N ’ !

' . : i
and those whe'do net, what needs to be answered is, what-is it about

experience which makes one less suscépfible to this bias? A posgibility



_is self-confidence in one's ability fo make selection decisions. The-

belief that self-confidence develops through ﬁnferviewingfekpeqienée

is not new. Steinkamp (1966) found that the iﬁfeéviewers most effect-
fve in securing accurate Tnformation about ebmplex and closely guarded’
data were high in self-confidence. The self-confident, experienced

|n+enﬁ//;ers were be++er able to control the outcome of\the interview.-.

The p05|T|ve nela+|onshrp between interviewe ecfivenees and

self- confadence ratings suggesTs +he absence of dependenee on others

{Wiener and SCQEelderman, I974).. Gorden (I975) nofed that :n+ervrewers

gain confldence WITh experlence .Thus, experience, and the respl?ing;

self-confldence in one's ab|l|+y to evaluate job appllcanfs may be

the factors wﬁich determlne an |ndIV|duaI's tendency to be_lnflueneed

.

by similarity-induced bias in the evaluation of job applicants.

Relevance of Blographical Information S ‘ .

The reader wiil recal | that Eiographical'similarify influeﬁced'
,in}efviewer decisions about job applicants (Rand and Wexley, 1975;
Latham et aI:, 1975). Under.investigation here ie‘whefher The.rele;
vance of this biographicaf inforimation fo the seleefion sifuaTiop

PN

influences the decisions‘of eval uators.

The use of biographical data in the selection process iis based

on The asshmpfien that job success can be predicted on the

blographlcal tnformaflon, and that it is p0351h|e to establigh the
predictive validity of speC|f|c klnds of |nf0rmaflon for SpeCifIC
jobs (Cascio, I978) Both emplrlcal and Theorefical treatments have

supported this nofnon that some blographlcal dafa are more relevanf«

r
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. to the specific job‘sffuajioﬁ than are others and cfificél Jn.making
selgcfion decisions (Dunnette, 1966; Petrie, in Marting, 1967;'Ceci],
Péul'and-OIins, 1973; Lipsett, Rﬁdgers‘and KenTner; Ié?S;'Tsrringfon,
1974; Stanton, 1977). |
, A common practice is for interviewers to assfﬁg %hé relevance 5}
biographical data on the basis of ‘job analyéi;,‘ThéT is, of duties and
Jjob deﬁc}iptions (Asher; IQ{Z): Weiner et al. }I9745 examined the .;
extent to which job information was used by interviewers ag.a'criferion
for their decisions. They foGnd THaT expefienced inTervie;ers did not

. _differ from inexperiehceé‘ones in Théfrela%ive amounT‘of rélevanf aéd o *
irrelevant Tnférmé?ion they used in m;kinq their decisions about job
AapplicanTSu They ‘concluded that experience does not seem Tole%fecf

_interviewer agréemenT when job information is available. Langdéle .}

Aa;d Weitz (I974% reached a similar éonclusfon. inCOnghsTenT with Théir' . L
findf&gs are those of Schﬁh (1973). He found +h§+ experjencéd inter- ‘
viewers made the same decisions whefhek-?he applicant was described in
sifuafionalfy»unﬁmpor*an+ or'ihporfanf Tefms.._However, less ‘exper-

ienced interviewers did not make the éame degisioﬁs'when.+he applicant
information varied.in fmpérfance. There'is a need %or further research
To‘reconche f[ﬂs'confradi;Tfon Th}ough an examination of Tbe effecT o
of iﬁ?erviewer éxperience on the use of irrelevanf-refévanT app[icanf ¢
information..

'n addition to The'relafionéhip between interviewer exberiendé

and relevance of'informaTion, the relationship beTween‘simiIariTy and

relevance has received little attention in comparisons of experienced -
» . .

and inexperienced interviewers. A,pasic assumption erlying the pro- - )
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posed research is that the interwviewer is engaged in a two-fold inform-.

~ation processing procedure when éxamining biographical data on an ..

‘épblfcafion blank. The in+erviewer examines the appliéanf informafigp :
for its poséible.relévéncé to The job and also makés an implicit
-comparison of the apnlicant's défa wiTh the Interviewer's biographical
characteristics. Thus, the QTilizaTion of information which varies
jﬁbrelevance to the job may have an iﬁoacf on simiﬂari}y-indpced bias.
There is a need fo manipulate The_degree of biographical éTmiIariTy |
between Thé agﬁ?ﬁcan? and evaluator, while varying the perceived. import-
ance of biographical items for selection decisions, in order to reveal

‘the nature of'The interaction bejween these factors. Since the prime .
concern of +His\é+udy was to exaﬁiné the effects of interviewer exper-
'iencé on sélecfion‘decisions, the inTerécTion of relevance anﬁ.similarifyz
was further examined jn order to determine if }he fnferac?ion varied

with the level of experience of the evaluator.’

Statement of the Prob em .

An implicit assumpf%bn.in personnel‘selecfjon.}s ThaT-on—?he—job"
experience contributes To-skill deve lopment aAd improves'fhe'opiecfivify
and reliabilify of an inTérv;ewer's performanée._ Thus, the hiaher
IeVel‘of competence or expertise aséociéfed with expeéienced than inexp-
erienced inTerQiewers should be reflected in a reduced influence of

.bias on selection decision making. This assumption has been fnadé—
quately assessed‘in the reseafch on interviewer bias.. Additional
assumptions unﬂerlQTng this study fnclude the belief that bioq?aphcial

similarjty has a biasing effect on the ratings made about job appli-



function of its relevance to the specific job.

cants, and that the e*feQTJof bicgraphical similarity varies as a

The overal | objective, then, is to examine the factors influencing

. . : . .
"any differences between inexperienced and experienced interviewers in

their evaluative judgments of job appliéanfs. Speciffcally; the nquest-
ions ﬁoéed are:, Does-+he_éffec+ of applicant-interviewer similarity
and relevaﬁce,of The‘biographical data vary with the Ievel_of experience

of. the interviewer? Does the effect of these variables differ wj#h +he

_kind of. judgments made? ' These quesTion; will be examined by analyzing

. the separate and combined effects of thesesvariables on interviewer

ratings. ’

v —

N

-.A major focus of fhis study is to determine the na{ure and.signif—
icance of in*erviewér experience }n regérds to evaiuéf%ons about job
'applicanTs. Résearch resg]fs have been'inconsi§fenf as Té whether’
}nexpgrienced and exoeﬁiéﬁced ihTerv;;wers.make the same decisions
(Schmitt, l9765.' In this study, the §ues+ion_is raised: Do inexper-
iénced and e*perienced interviewers differkin their judgments about job
applicanfs? |

Previous research has sugqested that interviewers tend to-be

.influenced by the perceived similarity between themselves and' the Jjob

. applicant. The research, which has reported a positive relationship

between épplicanf similarity and intefviewer ratings, used inexperienéed

Thfeﬁviewers, ie.,.s+uden+s,‘as the evaluators (Baskett, 1973; Peters

Cand ferborg, 1975). Thus, the role aof experience has not been adequately

examined. in this context. |t is conceivable that experience might
reduce one's openness to similarity bias. Experienced interviewers are
in a position to obserwe how their evaluations, influenced by similarity

bias, may reduce the ef fectiveness of their judgments (Soringbett, '1958; -
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Wiener éf al., 1974)." The research QUesTion posed is: Does similarity

have a greater effec*“on'jhé'raTLngs'of inexperienced than experienéed K

-interviewers?

This study also investigates the effect of.The'relevance of the

‘information about the applicant on the evaluators' ratings. Previous
A

research has fed to contradictory findings. 'SomeAresearchers‘fbund that

exbé?ience does not effect how evaluators make use of applicant inform-

ation that varies in importance (Langdale and Weitz, 1973; Wiener et al.,

1974), white others have found that experience does affect the use of
- . LI 1

this information (Séhuh, 1973), .The question raised is: Does the rgle—

vance of the biographicql data abouf‘fhe job applicant have a greater -
effect on the ratings of Tnexperienced than eiperieéced interviewers?

Also under investigation is.The.possibIe joint-effects of evalua-
tor—app[icénT similarity and the relevance of the infgfmafion about the
appli;gn&. As. noted earller, Byrne's (1971) hypo+hesi% of Thg similarity-
attraction relaffénship proposed that the relebance of Tﬁe similarity
does not éffécf Iiking. "Congisfenf wifh_Byrné's Theéry, researchers have
found that the %elevénce of attitude similarity does not influence .~
affective criteria (Byrne and Helson,'i964, 1965; La Gaipa and Werner,,

1971; Jormes, 1980). Few:studies have "examined the interaction of_simi—
8 . o

larity and relevance in an employment context. Based on these concerns,

the following questions are raised: Does the effect of applicant

similarity‘on evaluator ratings vary with the degree of the relevahce'.
of -the biographical da+a about the applicén+? jDo the combined effects
of similaﬁify and relevance vary wifh-fhe type of judgments made?

Since this study is concerned with app‘l'ican”r.-in‘ferﬂewér simitarity,

the role of liking is examined. Byrne's (1971) theory posits that ‘simi-

‘A
v

P
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cant-interviewer similarity? .
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. larity leads to liking. However, as no*ed.earlfer,'under‘cerTain circum-
» stances, similarity may lead to disliking (Berscheid and Walster, 1978;

' Daly et al., 1979; Snydér and Endelman, 1979). Furthermore, an informa-
. . » g

tion processing analysis of the similarity-attraction relationship,

suggested byiAjzen~(1974), predicts outcomes unlike those of Byrne.
According 16 this alfernaT[Qe view, atfraction is not jnfluenced‘by

attribution similarity, but.by attribute affeetivé value. In order to

assess the effects of liking, and whether liking has an effect apart from

similarity, the basic. question posed is: Does the liking for the appli-

cant influence the interviewers' Judgments abodt the aoplicant? In addi-

tion, the following questiors are raised: Does the effect of likingivary

with the Kkind of judgments made about the applicant? Does | iking mediafe.

.

the effects of experience, relevance and similarity on the interviewers'

evaluafions?' Is the riking'of }he applicant a consequence of the appli-

“a s

This study is also concerned with the role of self-confidenge in

- making evaluations about jdb applicants. It should be no{ed that the

. . ’
sel f-contidence in this study.refers to centidence regarding  the eval-

“uvators' task instead of sé[f—cggfidence.as a personal ity trait.. Thus,

.
analyses involve an examination of the evaluators' belief in their
ability to rate job applicants. The basic question raised is: Noes the

interviewer's level of sel{-confidence influence the judgments made about
! 3 N . ‘

“the .job éppliéanf? "Additional analyses involve the tollowing guestions:
. - Al

Does the level of self-confidence mediate the effecTs_df experienée, simi- .
larity and relevance on the evaluations? |Is the interviewer's level of

-
self-confidence a function of his experien!‘iin making selection deci-

sions? - ; i
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CHAPTER Il . e
"METHOD
Subjects : ' : : .

.

The sample-consisted of 56 experienced Interviewers currently
employed énd 56 inexperienced inferviewerq. ‘The experienced employ-
ment in?erviewers were .from various'indusfries_and organiza+ibn5.‘

'Represen%ed.were 22 manufacfuriné firms, Il retail companies, 3 em-’
pldymenf agehcies; 3%ducational institutions, 2 financial institu-
fidns, and |5 organizations classified as other, naﬁely, medT;aI,
‘media, Transport and government services and insurance companies.
Male jnfgrﬁiewers were recruited in order fo conTroI.qu séx di%fér—
ences. The experiencéd infgrviewers‘had an average of ||.48 years
of interviewing éxperience and-.conducted aﬁ average of 3,27 inter=
views pef_Week. .

An gquql number of Tnexpgrienced in+ervie&ers were volunteers
from underqraduate classes at the University of Windsor. . A ﬁinimum

_of three years residéncy in North America was esfablished‘as_a.ore—
caution to avoid_culfural.bias. Again, all subjects werehmale‘ahd
.none of the subjecfé.had experience.és selection interviewers.

Table I3 1n Appendix N summarizes the demographic characteristics

of the subjects.

Independent Variables

. o
A . - . . . . N
Experience. Experience in making selection decisions was -"*

operafionally defined as being in a jobisituafion which had screen-

"

23

Teeemed”



. 2_4
'lng'or |n+erV|eW|ng as part of fhe duTles \for at least six months .
This quanT|f|ca+|on was based upon the research of Rowe (1963) “She
.reporfed thal fhere is a critical perrod in selection experience. The
2
effect of experience on ratjng applicants occurs early and reaches a

méximum after a relatively shorT-period of selection experience. Other

Tnvesfiqafofs have also used six months-as a cut-off (ct. Wiener et al.,

1974; Simas and McCarrey, 1979). . :

Relevance. The relevance of blographlcal bacquound daTa for
decision making was determined by !6 experienced and 20 inexperienced
v '
interviewers, randomly drawn from .the samples. Appendices A'and B

contain the information that was presented ‘to the subjects. They were

asked fo read-a job description for a Personnel Officer. This job

v descrlpflon was not specific To an organlzaflonal structure in order

o ensure that the experienced subject's ra+|n95 would be as |ndependenf
as possible of their job context. A Iisf of 51 items was compi1ed on

The basis of several qeneral, alIqurpose application blanks. From

the I:s+ +hese |ud0Q~,y:5e asked fo select Thé;eith most important

‘and the eight least impoftant items for the evaluation of a candidate

applylng for the position of Personnel Officer. Only those erms‘.
wh|ch were consistently judged as irrelevant or relevanT were chosen
to be the information for the manipulafibn_of relevance.

‘Similarity. Similari+y.wa5 defined as the percentage of informa-
tion iTemsvfhaf fﬁe épplicanf apd subject Had in éommon. Fd\lpwing the

research paradigm of.Byrne (I97I5, digsimilarity was .defined as the sub-

ject and applicant being alike on 25 peréenf'of the total--available
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information, while 'similarity was defined as the subject and applicant
being alike on 75 percent of the total available lnformafion.‘
Ny ‘

Anstruments ’ ' ' g . o

Job description. A thorough job description was develbped‘for'

assessing hypothetical applicants fer the position of Personnel Officer.
This description is presented in Appendix A. This position was chosen
in order to get the experienced sﬁbjecfs to adopt a common frame of ref- s

erence and it was assumed that all subjects would be familiar with this

v ‘ .
position (cf, Wiener et al., 1974). |t was felt that, for the exper-

fm .

ienced evajua+or§ in parTicuIar: this would minimize subject dffferences - 05
in background find work experience (cf. Simas et al., 1979). ‘In order
t - . _ :
to give the .inexperienced subjects sufficient knowledge of the positiom,

the job description for Personne! Officer was developed on.fhe basLF

&f a variety of scurces, inéluding the Dictionary of Occupational Titles

(1965,

Application form. Biqgraphicél items were chosen to be The‘informa—

tion manipu{éfed to be ei+her simitar or dissimilar to the subjects. g
However; biojraphical items on a typical application biank'are knowﬁ to
‘be of differing value to the évaluafor:in terms of decisjon making. A
list of 51 items was comﬁiled_bn the basis of #evéral prototypic appli;
c¢ation forms (see Appendix A). Sixfeen-éf the experienced and 20 of Thé
ine;perienéed subjects were randomly selected to act as judges. Affer
Fegding the job.descrinfion for a Personnsl Officer, the judges were
asked to select the eight most and eight IeasT'ihporTanT items from The

list of 51 items. On]?'fhose items on which there was consistency were

-
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'bhosen for the manipulation of biographical reiévance in'fhe:wriften.
destripfionlof the iab'applicanf. A summary Sf the ifeﬁs chosen'apd

the frequéncy of Theirlhéing'chﬁsen-is presented in Table | in Appendix
C. .This listing al'so indiéafes that experiénced and fnexperienced eval-
.uafors agfee with one- another to aﬁ appfeciable extent in their judg-

menfs_of'whaf isAirrelevanT and what is relevant.

Background questionnaire. A questionnaire was devised in Qrder'To.
abtain information about the subject's biographical background. This
- questionnaire can be seen in Appendices D and E. The information

requested was based upon Those‘}fems which the judges chose as being

(irirelevant to the evaluation process. Thedasubject's background was

1.

used as the basiéﬁgor manipulafing Tﬁé evaluafor—applTeanT similérify;
AddeionaJ information was oﬁfained from the experienced subjects.in
terms of the nuﬁber of years }n an interviewing position and the aver-
age number of interviews coﬁducfea within the previous six months.

Applicant descriptions. The biographical simflar7+9 was mani-

4

pulated through the use of a written hypothetical job appliqanf.-
Written déséripfioné al!ow‘fprua clear manipulaticn of the variables,
" while at the same +ime may overcéme bigses inherent in the face-to--
face interview, such as appearance (Jackson, Peacock and-SﬁiTh; 1980).
There were two basic applicant descrip+iohs. One description was ‘
based on the judged irrelevant information, while the seéond descrip-
+ion.was basea on the judged relevant inférma+ion. Table | in Kppendfx
c provides'a listing éf-TheSe items. CQnSTsTenT with the percen¥agés
'usgd.+o mé%%pulafe sihilafi?y, the relgvanT information descria+ion
contained. eight iféms of information. Six of the i+ems-weré releyénf
and two were Trrelevanf.(Tﬁ pgfcenf relevant). For the irrelevant

informafibn-descripTion, six of. the eight items were irrelevant and
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two were relevant (25 percent relevant}. In addition, to make the
: dascrlpflens more readabtehnng standard items of Informaffon were .

a ' .

were provided. These consisted of the appficanf eefng maie and;

married for TPe experienced sLbjecTs, and' male and'nor married for the
‘inexperienced subJec+s.v The applicant's name, Mlchael Erwnn, was
fictitious and chosen To avoid any unequ1vocal ethnic or relug:ous
identification (Horns+e|n ef'al I968) .Examples of hypothetica)
applicants based on the background of". |nexper|enced subJecTs and ~

expaerienced subjects are provided in Appendices F and G, respectively.

FaVbdrabiliTy of The‘applicanf information. * In order to ascerrafn

whether some of the informaticn used to descrlbe the applicants lnvolved
a favqurabullfy effecT an examtnaflon of select |Tems was - conducfed

IT was, fel* that’ lfems, such as church afTendance, would evoke tavour- g
able or unfavourable responses regardless of the degree of similarity |

between the applicant and interviewer. v

The items examined as to their possible fayobrabilify were wéight,’

age; posT—secondary educa+ion, +raining in personnel , éhurch attendance

and number of years of full-time work experlence Ten experienced

1n+ervuewers, who were noT of the qroup of 56, assessed the |Tems as

.~

fo-their favourability.. These judges were first infoimed:

The purpose of this study. is to examlne impression
formation in regards to job applicants. There are
three stages in this study, and | need your help in
the first stage. | am in the process of selecting
characteristics 1o pe used to create JOb applicants.

In this first stage, | would |ike you to give me o ,

some information about yourse!f. In a few days !
will return an® ask you to rafe a number of job i
* appllcants. . i ‘ ' '

On the basis of the six items chosen for their possible favour-
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ablliTy effec?s twelve applicanf descrlpiions were dévised, each

-

. belng very high or very low on one particular item. -eAl} ofher inform-

ation was mahipulafed as either similar or dissimilar to the subject.

Upon. recontacting the subject, the experimenter éxplained the purpose
. ' A )
of the study again. Each individuél was required te rate six descrip-

tlons, thus each descripilon received flve ratings from five dlfferenT

Judges. The order of presenfailon of” The descrlpilons was randomlzed
through the use of the table of random numbers. .The experimenter ex-,f

plalned that:

The'six job applicant deSCFIpTIOnS give limited
-Information about individuals applying for the
job of Personnel Officer. ‘Please read the descrip-
* _. + tion of the-job, then rate each of the protocols
as to their favourableness, ie., attractiveness.
Your ratings will be on a fen-point scale, where
I-2 is verv unfavourable, 9-10 is very favourable
and 4, 5 and 6 reflect moderate faVOurablllfy
Feel| free to use the entire range of ‘numbers from
I=10. Do not be concerned as to, how often. you use
a particular number as lond as.it is ypur frue
rating. Also, .| would like VOUH‘P indicate the
+ © the extent to which the applica is similar to you,
T g using the same type of ten-point scale. Finally, |
" . . would ask that you try to make your rating of vach
applicanf independeni of each other. .

The subJeci was then glven ‘the Job description for a Personnel
Officer énd six déscripiions of job applicants: A 2 x 2 analysls )
of variance revealed that tHere was a main effect for similarity -
(FCI ﬂ6l=9.96. gﬂ.OJ). However, fﬁ;re was neither a significant main
effect of favourabilliy nor was the interaction of favourabslliy and
5|milar|Ty 5|gn|f|can+ (L(Ii .

On ihe basis of these results, it is evident that, for this part-

iéufar s+udy,.fhe favourability of the information used +o describe

L I
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the applicahTs, did not serve to confound *Qe similarify manipulaf[bh
for the experienced subjects. -
Depen&en+ Varlables and Manipulation Checks

Atter reading the applicant description, the subject was asked

: - : . d 0 0 .
to complete a series of questions which served as manipulation checks

and - dependent measures (see Appendix H). All of the measures “took The

form of seven-~point bipolar scales. Four measures assessed the effi-

cacy 6f_the manipula?ions.

. Perceived applicant siﬁilarify. Subjects responded to the

question "How similar-is +hg applicant to you?!" Responses Fanged from
ﬁvery dissl%ilar" (1) to "very similar" (7). T

2. Perceived reldvance of the information +o all the ratings., Sub-

Jects responded to the question "How' relevant was the information about

I

the applicant to the raf?ngs that ‘you. made?" Response;_ranged from "very

irrelevant" (1) to "very relevant" (7). ' -

3. Perceived relevance of the information for the hiring recommend-

anon'réTing. Subjects were asked to indicate the relevance of the inform-
ation for this par+ﬁéu|ar rating. Responses to the question "How rele-

vant was the information about the applicant to ‘the 'recommend for hire'

rating that you made?" rénged from "very irrelevant" {1} to "very rele-

vant" (7). - o

-

4. Perceived relevance of the, information for the invite -to an

interview rating. Subjects responded to the question "How relevant was

the infqrma+§on about the applicant Toffhe.'invife'fo an interview' rat-

ing that you made?" Responses ranged from "very irrelevant" (1) to

v
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"very relevant" (7). . ] . . o v

In‘addition to fhe'checks on the mahipu]éfions, the subjec+s‘com-
. ‘ ' o
pleted several measures which served as dependent variables.

1. Co-worker adjustment. Subjects respoaﬁed'To the question

"How well do you think the applicant would géf alonﬁkwifh co-workers if

Shired for the position?" Responses ranged from "get along very poorly"

(1) to "get along very well" (7).

’

2+ Working with. Subjects were asked the questlion "To what extent

. would you like to work with the applicant?” Résponses ranged from
. .

"definitely would ‘not" (I)'To_"defin1+ely would" (7).

o
]

3. -Success' expectations. Subjects responded to the quesfion;"How

successful do you feel the applicanf would be It hired?" - Responses

ranged from "very unsuccessful" (1) to "very successful" (7).

4. Recommendaf%on for hire. Subjects were_ééked tq iﬁdicafe the
degree to which they wogld-recommend ?hé appljéénf tor hire. Responses
to the question "Would you recoﬁmend the appligdnt 6 be hired forlfhé ’
position of Personnel Officer?"lranged from "definitely wéuld not recom-
mend" (1) To.;defin{Tely would recommena" .

‘_ 5;7 Interview. Subjec%s responded to the question "Would you in-.
vite the applicant to an interview?" Résponses ranged from ”définifely

would not invite" (1) to "definitely would invite" (7).

6. Liking for-the applicant. Subjects were asked the question

Mo what ‘exfent do vou like- the applicant?™ Responses ranged from

"dislike very much” {1) to "like very much" (7).

e

N

In addition, the subjects were asked to ihaicaTe‘Theirllevel of
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“confidence in the decisions that they made.

7. Self-confidence. Subjects responded to the question "How
confident are you in the judgmenTsﬂThET you made about this job appli-

' cant?™ Responses ranged from "not at all cenfident" (1) to "very con%_
fident" (7)., ‘ - . T
Pfocedﬁré_

Each subjécf was randomly assigned to one of the experimenta! con-
djfldns:- relevanfujhfbrmafibn.; similar applicén+; relevant Informafion.
- dissimilar applicant, irrelevéhf inform;fion - siqilar applican+{ irrele—’
yan+ information - dissimfla( applicant. Half of Theqsﬁbjecfs were exp—'
erienced inferviewers.and half‘weré inexperienced inTeFviewers, thereby

torming eight groups, -each consisting of 14 individuals, - J

‘Experienced interviewer subjects. The experienced interviewers were.

- . * W

contacted through the mail on two separate occasions. These contacts . °

were separated by a time interval of one week in order far Fhe exberi¥
menter fo prepare the bogus applicant description for each'subjecf.
Initially, 100 experienced evaluators were contacted. "At this time,

the subjects were informed that the purpose of the study was tc examine

.

the relationship between the use of information about a%job applicant
and the background and experience of the evaluator. They were alsos
informed that +hey'would receive'one of sevéral Jnb applicant descrip-

tions updn +he experimenter's réceipT of the completed questionnaire.

They were also told that in order for the experimenter to record who

receives which description, they were assigned identification numbers.
This was also used ‘o guafanfée the anonymity of their reéponses.

Appendix E presents a copy of this letter and The‘quesfionnaire which
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accompanied fT, The questionnaire was designed fo elicit information

about Thelr blographlcal background - These descripfions of "self" pro-

-.vnded ‘the basis for the man|pu|a+|on of the similarity varlable The

‘Ie+fer and quesTionnaire were éccompanted by a s+amped self—addressed

-

_return envelope; which was conducnve to receiving an 83 percen+ response

il

raTe.

’
-

Upon receipt of the compIeTed quesflonna1re, the experimenter ran-
domly assigned +he subJecf to one.of the four Treafmenf cond|Tions. On

the basis of the Jnformaflon provided on the questionnaire, rhe experi-
. 4

menter created, for each subject, a similar or dissimilar bogus job

applicant with either the irrelevant or relevant information aqilicanT

descripTibn items. The SubjecT—aDpiicanfisimilariTy was manipulated by
having the biographical items as either 25 pércenT or 75 percent similar

to Those of the subject (cf., Griffitt and Jackson, 1970). Thus, the

gimilar applicant was Ilka'fhe Subject on six of the elghT items, while

the d155|mllar applicant was |ike the 5ubJec+ on ¢wo of the eight |+ems-
Appendlx G prouudes examples of how the bogus'appllcanT was created.

In The second sfage of the study, each subject received a booklet
including the IﬂSTPUCTIOH;, Jjob descrlpflon, bogus_applicant description
and rating scales. Appendlx | conranns an example of the booklet for
experlenced subjects. Of the 83 individdals who responded to the

L

|n|+|al questionnaire, seven were not |ncluded in the second session
due to |ncomple+e items or giving fhe task to a female ,assistant.
The subjects were instructed to assume that they were interviewers

who are required o make a number of judgments about a job appligant on

the basis of the 'nformation supplied. They were also informed that

™
'

I
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upon completion of the study, they would receive a wriTTen summafy of

the findings. The response rate 1o this seéfion was 65 percent.’ RaTing;
of Th;\}dd{viduals who did not complete all of the items, or‘whq al lotted
the task to another indiyiduar'were not considered In the ahalyses.

. Inexperienced interviewer subjects.. The inexperienced evaluators

Were apbroached in ¢lass by the experimenter, again on two separate
. , N .

cccasions.. The Tlme |n+erval between the +wo sessions was one week in
‘order to allow The exper|men+er to prepare- The individualized bogus

applican?.descripfions{

.
*

tnitially, 260 students were confacfed The experlmenfer |ImITe!’#\ .
convérsaf|on wnTh the subjecTs in order to ensure thht they dld not
. receive any addlflonal information as compared to whaf %he axperrenced
léubjec;s received. The expeﬁfmenjer.gave the subjeéTs.fhe following
information: ' | T \
My name is Julia Coles and | am currently completing
my glasters thesis in Psychology. | am asking for your

agyistance on two occasions. The forms you are re-
ce\ving today contain the Information as to the pur-

pos f the study. .The instructions are also on the

top page. | will return im one week's time to present

you with a second task. Since each of you will receive
© a personalized assignment next week, | ask that you be

sure to put your name and course number on the front
page. Thank you.

Appendix D confalns the initial .booklet given to the subjects. The
’questionhaire,-ahd its purposq, is identical for that of ‘the experienced

subjects. .
During the. interval between the two sessions, the exoerimenTer;

randomly assigned 72 of the subjects To'one.of the four treatment con-

ditions. Due to a large number of female students and foreign students,

L ! . .
only 72 males received individualized bogus applicant descriptions. The
: . ] -

.
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.erlenced subjects. Of The 72 Drospecflve "usable” subJec*s 60 were

.

L 34 -

othér s*udgnTs also received the same Task in +helseconq pHase, exéep%

that- the desc?fp*ion of the applicant was ideniicé! for each of them.

- For these inexperienced subjects, the manipufafion of similarity

was conducted in the same manner as it was'fon the experienced subjects.

hppehdix F presents examples of how the bogus applicant was created for_

inexperieénced interviewer subjects. o .

In the second stage of. thé study, the experimenter again keot
verbal i zations with the subjects to a minimum., The experimenter re-
introduced herself and explained:

Ioday you will be receiving the second porflon of
the study. Again, the instructions are written on
the top page. Once the'results have been anaiyzed,
b will be returning to give you a brief summary of

- the flndlngs Thank you again for your assistance.

Appendix H conTaans the |n5+rucf|ons that were qlven to the inexp-

-

in attendance torcomplete the second phase. In order To-equafe the

.

‘experienced and inexperienced groups of subjecfs in size, four sTudenTs

(one from ‘each- Treatment group) were randomly dropped from the analyses
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RESULTS
This study, attempted fo,iﬁen?ify variables influencing eval-

-

-uafdr‘s judgments of a Jjob applicant. The variables consisted Qf .

;'éxﬂeriencé in making employment selecfioh.decisions, evaluator-appli- - f
cant similarity, and relevance of:fhe Tnforha?ion about the apolicant.
A‘seéieé Pf sfaTisT}cal ana;yses wos - conducted. The firsf section

';répor+s The ou+come of The‘manippla}ion checkg. The sécond.secfion

.rconsists of discriminant function analysis tor the pﬁ};ose.of jden+i—
fy%&g the dependent measures that ére the best discrimiﬂa+qrs between
inexperienced énd‘exoeriencéd in+erviewers. Further analyses consigfed .
o* a MALIOVA for assessing the impact éf the indegend;nf variableé on

the dependent measures, A number of univariate analyses of variance

served as the main analyses of this study. Analyses of covariance

-

were computed in order to control for th possible -effects of sélf—'
confidence, percepfion‘éf relevance, and Iiking for the applicant.
- *‘Thé f{nal section consists of secondary analyses déaljng with the - "
| age differences befweéﬁ the inexperiénced'and experienced groups of

subjects and the consistency of their ratings of job applicanis.

—

Manipulation Checks . Bt

: Manipulation checks are an attempt to directly measure whether

M1

the }ndependenf variables 'manipulated have the intended etfects on

- r /
4
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subJec%s.. These are‘QUMmarized in %@o.secfiéns, the first dealing
with The-sﬁbjecf's percepfibns of applicaﬁt similarify,ﬁThe second
deaiiﬁg with the perceptions of the relevance of the information.
TaSIe Z in Appendix J summarizes'fhergnalyses of.;ariancé for the mani-
:gulafion checks. . |
The manipulatboﬁlof similarity was successful. Table 3 In

Appsndix J'preéenfs The ffeqfqgnf means for the megéure of simi[ari+y.
The main effect of Similar}Ty revealed that the subjects perceived the
.simjlar applicant as more similar to themselves than the dissimilar
applicant (F(I,104)=486.59, p<.00). |

'ther'significanf ﬁain ana interaction effects were found, though
the major 50urce of variance was Similarity. Omegu square vaiues re=
vealed fhaT §imilari+y accounted for 78 percenf of the variance,
whereas none of the §+her eftects explained moré than 2 pércent of the
‘variance. The overal | main effect of Experienée indicated +Ha; inexp-
erienced subjects gave higher similarity ratings than experien;eg sub-
lects (F(1,104)=9.37, p<.01). The explanation fOr-The‘Relevance X
SimiIaEiTy interaction ([}I,r04)=6.96,'gﬂ.0I) is that subjects rated
the similar applicant hiéher on similafiTY when the information was

i

irrelevant -than when’ it wa¢ relevant (i(l,f04)=4.36, gﬁfOB). ‘The

Experience x Relevance x Similarity interaction was also significant’
(fjl.r04)=f3.63, p&01), Simple simple main effects indicated that
inexperienced bubjecfs rated similar applicants higher on similarity

when the ihforma*iqn was irrelevant rather than relevant (F(I,104)

. =
~=6.41, p4.03). This result did not apply to experienced subjects -

(E<1). Thus, the relevance of the informafion-served to influence

»
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,.inexpérienced subjects in their ratings of similar ahpllcaﬁts,

' Thé.manipbla+ion of relevance was also successful.l Thé'pér—

_ ception of relevance was.mqasured by three manipulation cheéﬁé: rele-
vance of the information for all raTings.made (retevance=ratings),
releyaéce of The‘informaTion for the recommendéfion for hi}e.rafingf

1

‘(relevénce-hire),\and the relevance of the informafion.fbr Tﬁe_inyife
to an interview r;}ing (relevance-interview), Table 2 iﬁ_Appendﬁx J
summarizes the ANOVAs on these measures. The'similar.patferns of
effects on these ﬁeasures reflects ‘the high deggee of infef;orre]afion
amoné the relevance measurés. These inTercorﬁelaTiéns are presented .in
Table 7 in Appendix K. :

' The ovgrail main effect of Relévante on Thé relevance-ratings
measure revealed that subjecfs given relevant information fafed the
information as more Felevan; than those who receiQed irrelevant inform-

ation (£(1,104)=164.78, p<.013. Table 4 in Appendix J presents the
treatment means for the relevance;raffzgs measure., The main-effec+ :Eé"
of Relevance Gn>the relevance-hire measure indicated that fhose wﬁq
Héd relevant information perceived it as more relevant than thgse who
has irrelevant in{drmafion (F(1,104)=57.58, p<.01), Tab]e 5 in Appen-.
Cdix J presents TheiTFeaTmenf means .of the relevance-hire measure.
The main effect of Relevénce on the relevénce-inTeryiew-measure also
indicafed.ThaT subjects who héd‘relevanf information recognized it as
such (E}I;IO4)=22.I%, p<€.01). The treatment means for Thehfélév?ncen.
inT?rview measure are presented in Table & of Appendix J,

‘Again, other signiticant main and inTeraéTion ef fects were

obtained on the relevance-ratings and relevance-hire measures. The
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omega square values of the relevance-ratings measure revealed that
. N

.58 percent of the variance was acdounted for by the Relevance freat-

v

ment. None of the other treatments accounted for more .than 2 percent

of the variance. The omega square values of the relevance ~-hire measure

revealed that 38 percenT of the varlance was accounled for by the treat-

ment ovaeIevance. None of the other freafmenls accounted. for more than

.

onéngercenf of the variance.
There wasla‘maln effect of Experience on the relevance-ratings
measure (F(1,104)=3.97, Eﬂ-05)- The inexperienced subjegts gave higher

relevance ratings than experienced subjects. There was an Experience

T X Relevance interaction on the measure of relevance- ral:nqs (F(I |104) -

.o

=5 35, p£.05). Examination of the simple malc effecls |nd|caTed that
|nexper|enced subJecfs gave higher relevance ratings for irrelevant
information than did experienced subjects (F(1,104)=9.29, gﬁ 01). "The
difference between these ratings when Tﬁe information was relevant wes
not significant (F<1). This Experience x Relevance interaction was
also found on lhe.relevance—hire measure (F(I, IO4);6.4O gﬁ.Ol);

Again, lnexperlenced sub;ecfs qave hlqher relevance ratings for irre-
levant |nforma+|on than did experlenced sub|ecfs {(FC1, 104)=5. 54, p&.05).
These Two groups. d|d not dlffer on +he|r raTlngs when the lnformaflon
was relevapl (E}l,I04)=l.49). Thus, inexperienced and experienced sub-
jects differed in their percepfions-of the degree ol relevance of the

irrelevant information.

An analysis of covariance using the three measures of relevance

"as the covariates .was conducted. The purpose of the analysis was to

reveal if the differences between Tnexperienced and experienced sub-

-
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‘Jecl's percepflon of the relevance of the |nforma+|on influenced the
|

C» .

Jjudgments made-about the- job applicants. Table Il In Appendlx M pre-‘
sents a summary of the analyses of covariance with relevance as the
covariate for‘all Ievels of the independenl variables, .Table 12 in
Aﬁpencii M comperes the hnadjusled and adjusted sums of squares for
the measuﬁes-of Hire and Liking. An examlnalion of the main effeclé

N
.

of Experlence revealed +ha+ “the effecfs of This lrealmenl on.all of the

dependen+ measures were mlnlmally changed aftfer relevance was controlled.

Thus, any differences batween the Inexperienced and experienced sub-

* ject's perceptions’ of relevance did not influence the ratings.

Discriminant Function Analysis

The discriminant analysis‘serves as a classifigation +echnldue
which distinguishes belween two or more groups. VThis analysis also
"explains" The dlscrumlnallon, that is, -|T indicates the relative
efficacies or welghTs of the varlables used in the dlscrlmlnallon.

The groups To be distinguished were lnexperienced and experienced
subjects, using” the six dependent measures as the . discriminating veri-
ables, - These variablee meesure characteristics on which the two groups
were expected to difler. The analysis revealed that, on-lhe_besis of
their responses on the six dependent measures, 80.36 percent of the
experienced sUb}ecTe-and 6ll86 peréenf of the inexperienced subjecls
were correctly classified into the groups. -

Table | Dresenfs The s+andard|zed discriminant funcflon coeffi-
cienls for each of the dependent variables. Each coeff|c1en+ represents
the relative conTrlbuTion of the variable in the discrimination, Thus,

the coefficients of Hire, Success and Liking suggest the predominance

.
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of these measures as discriminators between inexperienged and exper- .
. i L. ‘ . .

_-ienced subjects.

_ TABLE |
STANDARDIZED OISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFF ICIENTS:

OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES o '///.
. .
Dependent Variable : * Standardized Coefffcient
. N \ \

- - o s
Hire ) —O%Sfo;_-"/// 1
- Success ‘ ‘ -0.32% .
Liking , ) -0.31¥ ‘ .

Interview | . . 0.20
Work With ] - ' ' 0.19 ‘
Co-worker . . . -0.08
*p<.05
¥¥%p L0

Discriminant functfon analysis amounts fo multiple regression

. [ 28
analysis when distinguishing only two groups. Since the imféFpref—
ation of the discriminant coefficienTs-is-like‘+ha+ of beta welghts in
'mulTipLe régressloﬁ anarysis,-é stepwise multiple regreésion anélysis
was conducted in.ordeh to detérmine The:predomiﬁanfldi%crimfnaTors when >

1

the Tnfercofrelaf?ons among the measures.ake accounted for. For *this
,anélysis, The;independéﬁ? vériablé of E#perience acfpd'as-The dependent
vaéjable, while the depehdén+ meéSUﬁgs acted as the indepepdén+ varWabies.
The results of fhis'asalysis Tnaiéafed that of the six meaéu%es;
~only Hire (F(2,109)=21.70, p<.01) and Liking (E}é,I09)=3.?0{ p4.05)
met the .05 significance level for enTry fnfo the model.' The stand-

[
* -~
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ardizéd.gﬁvalué of Hite was'—0.4i;'wﬁi|e “that o? Liking was -0.17.

Tablé 7 in Appendix K presents the ln*ercorre&éfions.among'Thé'Lndé—‘
pendent variables, manipulafion’checks and dépeqdeﬁ+ measures. Sinée
the variables of HIHE and‘SucEesg areihighly correlated, Thé.Success‘"

measure did dot contribute significantly to the discrimination. fhus,
. . T . ) o . _'.C_.
the discriminant analysis 'and stepwise multiple regression analysis .

sdggesTed-Thaf the Hire and Liking‘measures are adequate for describing

Ta

Thelinexperienced and experienced groups-of subjécté. ) s

Multivariate Analysis

.A 2¥2x2 MANOVA was pergéfmed to test for the effects of Exper}ence,
Relevance and Similérify as a.funcTIoﬁ.of the inTeracfion of the dependénf
variables. The Ho+e||in§—Law!ey Trace E_values and significancé-levels. : %
for Thé MANOVA are presented in Table 2. . All'ma}h effects, except for
Relevance,'andﬁall inTerécTion effects were shown to be significant
sources of variance. These findingslﬁuppor+ed the univariate analyses
of variance in the following section. , : | T

Univariate Analyses

. Separate 2x2x2 ANOVAs'were performed to test for %he effects of the
Experience, Relevance and Similarity variableﬁ"on".éach'of the
dépendenf'éariables, namely, Co-worker, Work With, Hire, Interview,
Liking and Success. Only a brie{ overview Wi{l be provided for all

h - ' 3 - - . . - - - -:. .
six dependent measures since the discriminant analysis revealed that

b

the measures of Hirse énd Liking accounted for most of the difference
between inexperienced and experiepnced subjects. More deTafled analyses
will examine the effects of the independent variables on the Hire and

, .

- Liking measures in the foLlowihg sections:
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-, g : TABLE 2

T

Summary of Multivarate Analysis of Yariéﬁaelof the* Dependent

.Variables By Experience, ReleVaﬂEe and Similarity ’
Source of variation' . ' - df -F
Experfence (A) | . 6,99 . B.73%E.

' Relevance (B) . 6,99 ‘ 1,02
... Similarity (C) 6,99 4,53%+"
AX B o 6,99 2.80%
Axc e 6,99 6.20%%*
BXC 6,99 3.90%
“AXBXC + . 6,99 . 3.11%
. T . . :

Nevs. Note.. Multivariatg E;ratios‘are based on Hofel;ing— ,

f . Lawley's Trace. ; ' ‘

. . ‘ . .
*p < ,01 )

**p < 001 .

*#**p < ,0001

3 ‘ ) :

) N g #
L ) ‘
. ‘\Il- .;
' l
L .
/ ‘ . '
'



.app!ican¥ higher-than the experienced subjects. Thus, inexperienced

. a factor to be considered for the measure of Liking. There were signif-"

.

¢ Table 3 presents a summary of the univariate analyses of variance

3
i
Bl
)
:?

of thé dependent measures. Experience had a significant main effect on

. .

all six measures. The inexperienced subjects consistently rated ihe

subjecfs were more willing fo'recommend the applicant for hire and grant

“him an interview. They also'expressed a stronger Ifking and desire to

tq work with him. “Inexperienced subjects also felt he would be more - | E

successful and more able to get along with coiwquers if hired.

Reievanqe had a significant main effect on the measure of Hire.

. - ' .
Those who had relevant information gave lower recommendations for hire

‘fhen those who had irrelevant information. Simitarity had overall

significant maln effects on the measures of Liking,'004WOﬁker and Work

. D ]

With. Similar applicant subjects rafeh\;pe applicant higher oh these

measures Than dissimilar appllcanT subjec+s.
‘There was a significant Experlence X Slmllarlfy |n+erac+|on on

. the measure of Liking. This interaction suggesTed‘jhaT experience is -7 -

1A
IS

- .
icant Relevance x Similarity inTeracTidhs on all the measures except *

Liking. These interactions sugges+ed that the effecfs of - sumllarlfy

S . .
must be cons1dered in conjunction W|+h fhenrelevance of The lnformaflon.-. B

None of The Experience x Relevance |n+erac+|ons were significant. This d

suggesfed +ha+ the effect of experlence on job applicant ratings does

-

noT depend on the reIevance of the |nformaT|on. However, The.Three—

way |n+erac+ions of Experlence X Relevance X S|mllarufy suggested thiet

. v
“the IeveI of similarity Is a fac?or To be con5|deredpﬁor certain -

dependenf'measures.‘ Three-way interactions were found on the measures

of Hire, Success and Co-worker, S'

) . ~
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Cependent vartable: Hire. The reader will recall from the

‘discriminant function analysis that the measure of recommendation for

hire was the best discriminator between inexperienced and experienced

2

interviewers.” Thus, the separaté and combined ef fects of the independent
. ) . .

varlables on this measure were reported in defall

The 5|gn|f|canT main effect of Experiénce on the measure of Hire o
-
revealed that rnexperlenced |nlerV|ewers were more willing to _recommend

tThe appllcan+ for hire than were experienced interviewers (F(},104) "
=40.43, p{.0l)." Table 4 presents the mean Hire ratings for all levels
of the independent variables. An overall main effect of Relevance wasf

evident on The Hire measure‘(F(l 104)=4.,29, gg OSJ Inspecllon of. lhe

means revealed that those who had relevanT lnformaflon about the appli-

-
.

cant were less likely to recommend him for Rire than were those who had

irrelevant information. The experience of the interviewer and the rele-

.vance of the information effected the ratings on this particular meashre,

while perceived applicant-interviewer similarity did not.

One question raised in the study was whether the effect of simi-

larity varies with the reievance of the information about the applicant.

_The unlvarlaTe analyses ylelded a sngnlflcanf Relevance X S|m|lar|+y

|nlerac+|on on the measure of HWire (F(1,104)=7.89, p£.0i). Simple
effects analysis revealed Tha# similar applicant subjects gave s+ronger

recommendaflons for hire when the lnformaflon was irrelevant rather Than

- relevant (F(I,I04)~Il 91, p& OI) However, those who had g dlSSlmrlar

appllcanl did not differ in their Hure ratings between the lrrelevanf
and relevant conditions (F(l 104)=0.68)., These findings were repll—
cated on the measures of Success, Co-worker, Work With, and Interview.

For these measures, the effect of similarity on'Tne subjects!

e,



. Mean Hire Ratings by Experience,

Relevance and Similarity

TABLE 4

47

'
!

Experience (Exp)

~ Inexperienced - 3,824

Experienced - .2.29
Exp X Rel h
- rrel Rel
Inexp | 4,11 3,541 -
Exp 20} 2,07
Irrel

Rel

Relevance (Rel) -

‘Irrelevant - 3.30

Relevant’

Exp X Sim

Inexp
Exp

-'2,80

‘Exp X Rel X Sim

" Similarity (Sim)

"Dissimilar - 2,91
Similar . -

Rel X Sim

Irrel
Rel

"Inexperienced Experienced.

|Dissim | Sim|| Dissim| sim|
3,29 4,931 - 2.36 2.64
4.21 2,86 1,79 2,36

3.19

Direction of Rating:

The higher the mean score, the stronger the

~ recommendation for hiring.
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ratinge did Qary with the relevance of the applicant infdrmation,

' A5que$+ion-Fais in the rééearch was whether the efféqT of simi- -
larity and rele ' varies with the level of experience of the inter-

viewer. This overall 6bjéc+ive of the s+ud; led to an examiqafion of
the significant three-way inferacfipn 6n the measﬁre'of Hire (F(1,104)"
=||.57,,R(.d|). Thfs interaction was examined as two #wo-hay inter-
$c+ions of Re[e&ance.x Similarity for each level of Experignce. Fig~
ure | presents The‘mean Hire yafiﬁgé }or the Relevance x Siﬁ?yarify
interactions by inexberienéed and experienced inférviewersf The inter-
aCTion_for inexperienced interviewers was significénTA(EfI,I04)=I9.29,
p&.0l), whjle that for exbéfienced Tnferviewers was not significant

(Fel).

LY
r
)

Examihafion-of Thsusigéificanf interaction for inexperienced inter-
' vieﬁers revealed +ha+_;he similar applicant subjects gave higher recommend-
'aTibns for hire than desimilér applicant subjec?s in the irrelevant
information condTTion'(F(I I04)-|I 57 p<£.0l),  In the relevan} inform-
aTlon cqnd|fron the reverse was found - dlSSLmllar app | icant subJecTs
Jave hugher recommendations for hire than 5|m|Iar appllcan+ subJecfs
(£(|,|04)=7.89,_g<.0|). A strikingly high degree of similar patterns.
were found on %he‘%éasure of Success and Co-worker. TheSe'Three-Way
'inferacfioﬁs revealed that the rgrevance.of.fhé infoermation had oppo-
sjfe efféc?s depending on whe+h§r the applicant was similar $r dissimi- "
 Iar to the inexperienced interviewer.
| General ly, ih the interpretation of a fhree-way interaction, the

nonsignificanf‘fwo—hay in?eracfioﬁ receives little attention. Due to
the faé+ that +he-reseafch was a]sqrégncerned with the judgmeé+s af

experienced interviewers, this interaction was examined. Figure !

rm ™
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indicated n6n5|gn|f|can+ dlfferqnaes be+ween 5|m||ar and d|551mllar
appllcanT SubJecfs' raflngs |n bofh The L;relevaHT and. relevant |nform-
ation conditions. Thesennonsugnlflcaq+ resulfslwere alsoc evident on
the Success, and Co-worker measureg.” |

Anofher question raised In The sfudy was.wheTher The relevance of
the lnformaflon had a greater effecT on the ratings of lnexper:enced than
experlenced interviewers. Earller it was noted that none of the Exper-
ience x Relevance in+érac+ions Qere sTaTTsTical[y significanf. This
SuggesTed that the effect of experience on JudgmenTs does not depend on
the relevance of the rnformaflon However, The Three-way |nTeracflon on
the Hife measure suggested that the Igvel of'similériTy was a factor to
be considered. N

" The Three—way ihTefagfion-on‘THe me;sUre ongire'was re-examined as
}wo Téo-ﬁay Egperiehce b Relevange inferacffons-}or each }ever of Simi—
Ia;ify. Figure 2 presents the mean Hire ratings for Thé Experience x
Rélbvance‘infefacfioné gy the dissiﬁklar and éimilar.applicénf cond?fions:
Thg infenacfion'for the diésimilar.applicanf'condifion waé significaﬁf'
(F(1,104)=4.83, p{.09). The ihféraqfion for the similar app!icant con-

. s " ) .
dition was also significant (F(1,104)=6.85, p{.05). Examination of the
.simple, simple main ef fects for‘ihe‘dissimilar applicénT'condi+fon'revealed
Thafvinexperienced inTerviéwers.gave somewhat stronger recommehdafions for
hire when +he information was irrelevant rather than relevant (F(l,104)
=3.69, p4{.10). However, egperienced interviewers did not differ sighif-
icantly in their Hire ratings between these two conditions (E(I,IO4)=I;40).
Ifywas also found that inexperienced interviewers gave'significaﬁfly_
stronger recommendaffoné for hire than experienced'in+erviewers when the

information was relevant (F(1,104)=25.33, gﬁ.OI). However,,+hese two

groups did not differ in their ratings when the information was irrelevant

-
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(F(I (04)=3.71).  Since This F-rafio Qas of -borderiine significance (Q( !O),
it was suggesTed'ThaT there was a ?endency for |nexper|enced |nTerviewers
to give hlgher recommendaflons for hire than experienced lnTerv1ewers'1n

this condition.

Examinaticn of the simtlar applicant condition interaction revealed

- -

that inexperienced infervTewersfgave sTronger recommendations for hire when

a‘ AP

the information was irrelevant rather Than relevant/Hi(l 104}=18.43, Qg OI
Howgver, experienced interviewers did not diffter in their recommendation for
hire ratings between the releyanf‘énd ié}e]evanf information qondiTions
(F<CI). .Ii was also noted Thaf.jnexperiencgd inTervfewers.gave sTFdnger -—
Eecdmmendafioﬁ; for hire than ekperienced }nferviewers'wﬁen the infd;maffon
was irrelevant (F{I.i04)=22 44, p<.0OD). ' However, lnexperlenced and exper-
lenced d|d nof differ in their recommendatlion for hlre ratings when the
information was relevant (F(I 104)=1. 08}, The Treafmenf comb|na+|on of
_Relevance X Similarity d|d not appear to effec+ The experlﬁnced !nfer—

T —.
‘viewers' recommendaflpn for hire raflngs. Inexperkenced‘lnferV|ewers'
_ratings in both the dissimilar and similar applic?nf conditions seemed

to be influenced by the reievance of the applicant ‘information. This

finding was rep!icated on the Success and Co-worker measures.

DeﬁendenT.variabfe: Liking. The reader wilf»fedall from The'sfep—v
wise multiple regressioH aﬁa]ysis that the measure of Liking was the.
second best disér?minafor between inexperienced and éxpér{enced inférviewers.
Thus, The_SepéraTe and combined ;}fecfs of the independent variables on this
measure were examined in detail.

There was an overall maiﬁ effécf of:Experience on the Liking heasurp
(F(C I',|b4)=lé.40, p<-0l). ‘ Table 5 presents the mean Likning ra'r.ings for all
level s of the indeﬁendenf_vafiables. Insgecfién of the means reveéléd that

inexperienced interviewers liked the ‘appligant more than experienced intere

»

q ’ '



‘Inexp | 4,71 | 4,32

- TABLE 5

Mean Liking Ratings By Experience, Relevance and Similarity

-

..

53 -

Experience . (Exp)

Inexperienced - 4,52

Experienced - 3.69.
Exp X Rel
Irrel Rel

Exp 3,57 | 3,82

Relevance (Rel)

rrelevant - 4,14

Similarity (Sim)

Dissimilar - 3,68

Relévant - 4,07 ‘Similar - - 4,54
Exp X Sim Rel X Sim
.Dl ] E. . - \ -u- - N E- .-

Inexp 3,68 | 5,36 Irrel | 3,71 |, 4,57
Exp 3.68 | 3,71 Rel | _3.04 | 4,50

" Exp X Rel,X'Sim .

Inexperienced Eﬁperienced

JDissim | Sim || Dissim Sim
3.86 '|_5.57 3.57 3,57
3,50 5.14 3,79 3, '

Direction of Rating: The‘highen the mean score, the stronger the

liking for the applicants.
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viewers did. An examination of the main effec+.o{- Simiiarity wa_e, to test

'The proposal that people I|ke thosé who are 5|mi|ar to Themselves " There

'was an overall main effect of S|m|1ar1+y on the Liking measure (F(| |O4)

=21.12, p£.0O1). Thb;e who evaluafed a similar applicant indicafed'a sfrongér

Tiking for him than .those who evaluated a dissimilar applicant. Similar

appiicanTs were alsd rated higher than dissimilar appjjcanfs on the Co=

e

worker and Work With measures(ﬁ ‘ *

A quesfion raised -in this sfudy was. whether S|m|la;|Ty had a greafer
effecT on The JudgmenTs made by |nexper|enced +han experlenced |n+erV|ewe;s <L/j
The Experlence %x Similarity interaction on the measure of Liking was signi-
flcanf (F(1,104)=19.40, p<£.01). Figure 3 presenTs The mean L|k|ng ratings

of the Experience x Stmllartf interaction. Exam1na+|on of the sumple maln

ef fects revealed that exp rienced lnTerV|ewers !iked the similar appll— ‘

cant mbre than the dissim¥lar applfcanT (F(I 104)=38.79, Qﬁ.OI). on +he )
other hand, experlenced |n+erv1ewers d|d not |ike the similar app||can+
more than the d155|mllar applicant (F(I) FurTh?rmore,‘when the applicant
was similar The inexperuenced 1nfervnewers liked the a?plicanf more Théﬁ
The experlenced lnTerVIewers did (F(T,104)=40.49, R( on. Howéver, inexp-
erlenced and exper1enced |n+ervuewers dld not dlffer significantly in +he|r
raTings of Liking when the appllcan+ was dissimilar (F<1). lT appeared

that the |nexper|enced interviewers' liking of the applncanf was affected

by the gegree of appl icant=interviewer similarity, while experuenced inter-

‘viewers' ratings of Liking were not affected by the level" of similarity.

* []

"
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.experimenf. Thus,_covariance analy5|s a++emp+s to equafe,fhe-freafmenf

5

Mednaﬂng Variable: Liking "

Since this sfudy was concerned with® applicanf IhferV|ewer simllarity,

thé role of Iiking was examined. The baslc ques+|on posed was: Qoes the

‘Iiktng for the applicant |nfiuence the |nTerV|ewer s judgments about +he

applicant? Tabie 7 in Appendix K presenfs\jhe intercorrelations among

the independent variables, menipula+ien checks and dependent measures.

Examination of The corre1a+ions be+ween.+ﬁe-measure of Liking and the

J
d ependent measures revealed that lelng was posxTuvely and S|gn|f:can+|y
correlafed with each of the other dependenT measures, The results '

* suggested that the Ilklng for the applucanf influenced the interviewer's

Judgmen+5 Since the major aim of ‘the study was to deTermlne if |nTer-
- w

Viewer experience influences JudgmenTS, the |n+ercorrela+|ons among Liking

»

'and the dependen+ measuras were examlned for each level of exper|ence

. (see Tabhe 4 in Appendnx N). lelng was sngnlflcan+ly and posu(]vely \\\\\\hif
correlafed with each of -the, dependenf‘measures for experlenced |n+er—' ‘ / '

viewers, but’ leing was only S|gn|f|canfly correlafed with The Work W|Th

measure for lnexperlenced interviewers. lelng appeers "fgKkave dlffer—

e ¢ . .
enTtaI effects for 1nexpe;EEN€ed and experienced |n+erV|ewers 4’

The above findings led to an analysns of covariance 35|ng the mea-
sure of lelng as the covar1a+e ‘Analysis of covariance is a sfafisfiqe!

method- for removing pofenflal sources of unconTroIled variance |n _the .

- - -

groups on the covarieTe . The purbose of thig analysfe was to deTermine

if liking me;lafes the' effec+s oF experience, relevance and snmllarlfy

bl . M

Ny ra+|ngs Tabie 6 presenfs a summary of the analyses

- of ceQah' xRN ‘l'klng as the covartafe for all levels o the 1nde-

- »
+

- &
-
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’PeeeenT Vﬁriables:’ Table 7 edmperes the unadjusfed‘and;adjusfed syﬁe'ef
squares‘for'The measures of Hire and.IUTerview. | '

The overatl main'effecf 5% Egeerience'en t+he measures of Hire and
Seecese'ihdicafed fhaf'lnexperienced thervjewers continued to rafe appli—
cants higher on these. measures than exherienced.inTerv}ewers after |iking:
was controlled. . Table 8 presents the leas? squares means of +he measure
of Hiré for all levels orufhe independent var1ab|es. Table 9 presenfs the
'omega square values from- the ANOVAS and analyses of covariance for the Hire
and-Success'measures.' A comparlson of these values reveeled +he+ llklng had
minimal effects on these measures. -

Some of *he prev1ously significant maln effecTs were nonsugn|f|can+ ~
in Thls analysls of covarlance The nonsngnlflcan+ main effect of Exper:enee

on the In+erview, Co—worker and Work With measures Indicated that Ilklng was’

/’

_.an important factor on the |nfervrewers' evaluaflonslon these measures. The
{oss of the signfficanf mafn'e¥fec+'of'5imi|ari*y on the Work With and Co-
worker measures sugaesfed fheT-Iiking and similarity were somewhat inter- »
dependent on these measures. ) .
Significant inTeraqTiéns‘appeared in The‘aealyses of covariance that
were previously not significant. There .was an Experience x Similarity inrer—
action on the measure of HLre//F(I 103)=4.03, gﬂ 05). Exém{nafioe of fhe
interaction revealed +ha+ nelther the tnexperlenced interviewers dlffered in
Thetr Hire ratings befween the dlSSlmllar and similar app|lcan+ cond|+|ons
(F(I 103)=3.13), nor the experienced interviewers (EC1, lOS)-I 76) ‘However,
i+ was noted. rhaf |nexper|enced interviewers gave s+ronger recommendaflons
for hire .than experienced in+erv1ewers for the similar applicant (E(I,IO4)
=4:4I, p4.03). This eas also foued for the dissimilar applicant (E}|?|04)
=27.01, p<.0l). Insoec+ion‘of the !eas+‘squares means révealed +ha+ the

d|fference between The raTlngs of the |nexperienced and experlenced unfer—
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60

Unadjusted and AdJusted Sums of Squares for Hire and Interview Ratlngs

by Experlence, Relevance and Slmllarxty:

~

L1k1ng as Covariate

' .
DR y +  Hire : Iﬁterview‘_
Source ‘of ' Unadjusted -Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
variation 8s Y S5 sS
. Exﬁgrieﬁce'(A) - eé.q4 . 32.79 4r.29 7.27
'Relevanba (B) . 7.Q0 ‘ 6.15 %.89 ) ‘1.95
Similarity (C) 229 0.17 1.75 . 4.46,
AXB R o4 . 0.13 9.14 18.73
AXcC 0.57 5.8 11.57 40.01
BXC . 12.89 . 12,89 34.32 34,32
AKX BXC . 18,89 . 18.18 5.14 4.48
Liking _ - 19.11, - (_ 65.23
frror  p »169;86 aso .329.57 264,34
Total | . 277.68 277,68 e 435,68 435,68
.
.- ,
—
!

-a,
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‘ TABLE. 8 '
' Least Squares Mean Hire Ratings by Experlence, : . T
) Relevance and Slmllarity' Liking as Covaxlatg
Experience (Exp) . . Relevance (Rel) - Similarity (Sim) . 2
Inexperienced - 3,64 . Irrelevant - 3.29 | Dissimilar - 3.09
Experienced. -.2.46 Relevant -'2,82 - Similar - 3.01
Exp X Rel EXp X Sim .. ‘Rel X Sim.
T Irrel . Rel Dissim  Sim Pissim  Sim
Inexp_ (3.84 T 3.4% ‘ Tnexp | 3,94 3.35} = Irrel | 2,99 ] 3,58
. Exp  [2.7312.9 Exp.. |2.261 2.67 Rel 3,201 2,44
Exp X Rel X Sim
v . l ‘Inexperlenced . Experlenced N
_ ‘ . - Dissim| Sim]|| Dissim] __Sim
’ B Irrel | 3,39 | 4.29] 2,50 | 2.88 .
: Rei 4,48 | 2. 411l 1,93 | 2,47

Direction of Rating: Tha higher the least. squares mean score,' the .
' . stronger the recommendations for hire.,

[



‘ TABLE 9 : | .
Omega Squarje Values for Hi1;e and Success Ratiﬁgs by
‘E‘Jéperién.cl_:e, Re.le’vlance g:md Sirpjp‘larit);: Liking as Cov.ari'ate
‘ . :
- Hire . Success
_ Source of ANOVA  Covariance " ANOVA  Covariance.
v variation omega . omega omega - omega
'Exper.ilenlqe (A) 24% . | 13% 18% 13%
. ' Relevance (B)‘_J \2 : 4 . 2 l___ 3 |
Similarity (C)- . 1 " & 0 0
AXB S 0 -1 1 2
e AXC 0 3 0 "1
BXC 5 - 6 6
o AXB X‘C : 7 ) 8 4 4
Liking - | : 9 ‘ - 6
Error 61 56 . - 69 65
Total 100% 100% 1005 . 100%
. K+
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yiéngs was of a greater magnitude when the app!icant was dissimilar than

.similar. Thus, when ¢ifferences in Iikingﬁwere control led, inexperienced

interviewers appeared to be Influenced more by similarity on the Hire measure

than experienced interviewers.

-
:

-

treatment effects between the ANOVA and the analysis of covariance

*evealed Thaf'xhe measure of interview underwent the most change when

- T

likin§ was ‘controlled. As previously mentioned, there was a nonsignif-

icant main effect of Experience on the Interview measure (F(I,I03)

=2.83). Table 10 presents the least squares meahs for the measure of

Interview. Thus, when |iking was accounted for, inexper,ienced and exper-

ienced interviewers no longer dffered significantly in their ratings on

this measure. Table |1 presents the omega square values from the ANOVA

and analysis of covariance for the Interview measure., The results sug- -

]

gest that Iiking had a strong effect on the Interview measure as the

majority of the variance of the Interview measure was accounted for by

liking. : .F
" The Experience x Similarity interaction on the fnfe?viéw_megsure

indicated that nexperienced interviewmrs gave higher Interview ratings
for dissimilar than similar applicants (Eﬁl,l03)=I6.68; pd.01). Con-

versely, experiebced ln#erviéwers tended to'give higher Interview ra+ings
. ' . o : o
for similar than dissimilar applicants .(F(1,103)=4.00, p<.05). Notable

also was the finding that inexpérienced interviewers gave higher raf?ngs
than experienced interviewers when the applicant was dissimilar (F(I,103)"

'=|8.79, p¢.0l), inexperienced'énd experienced interviewers did not differ
slgnificanflylon Their IAierview ratings when the applicant was similar

.

(F(1,103)=3.07).

Ca .
[BRTEEPEIIS S

The Interview rating was also examined in detail. A comparisén o%-fhe
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TABLE 10

Least Squares Mean Interview Ratings by Experience,

Relevance and Similarity! Liking as Covariate

Experience (Exp) Kelevance (Rel) "Similarity (Sim)
Inexperienced - 4,58  Irrelevant - 4.44 Dissimilar - 4.52
Experignced - 4.02 - Relevant - 4,17 Similar - 4,08
- Exp X Rel : Exp X Sim Rel X Sim
“lrrel " Rel ‘ Dissim. Sim - Disgim Sim
Inexp 14,25 13,86 Inexp 5,45 [ 3,71 Irrel | 4,10 [ 4.77
Exp’ 4,57 | 3,47] - EXp - 3,59 14,46 Rel ~ [4.94 | 3.39]

. Exp -X ‘Rel X' Sim’

Inexperiehcgd - Experienced
Dissim Sim | Dissim Sim
Irrel 4.41 4,18 || 3,79 5.36
Rel 6.49 3,24 || 3,40 3,55

Py L]

Direction of Rating: The higher the least.squares mean-score, the

stronger the desire to interview the applicant.
‘ . .
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“TABLE 11

.
)

Omega Squafe Values® for Interview Ratings by Experience,

Relevance and Similarity: Liking as Covariate

Source of variation ANOVA bmega ' ' Covariance omega
Experience (A) . 0% ST
Relevance (B) 0 .. 0
Similarity (C) o . 0 ‘ 1
AXB ) 3 -~ 4
AXC o : 30 10
' ‘ -
BXC . . B . 8
L ’ . ) . —
AXBXC- ; C 1 i 1
Liking = - 14
Error o - 75 - 61
Total . : 100% . 100%
. - ‘-.
o A
‘f‘ ‘ -
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Theré was also an Experiénﬁe x Relevance inferapfion-on the '
Interview measure (§1|,103)=i5.59,'gﬁ.0|); When the informéiibn was
Felevanf, inékpecienced inferviéwefs gave higher Interview ratings than
exﬁbrlehced-infgfv{eﬁers~(EﬂI,I033f10.57, 93.01). When the information was
irrelevanT: inexperienced aﬁd-experienced interviewers did nofﬁafffer
significantly in Thejr'!n*erView ratings (F<1).

in summary, the analyses of covarianée:revéaled that liking does
mediate the effecfs-ofvexperiencé, relevance qnd similarity on inter-
vviewers' e:;)vaTions. The covariance analyse§ alsélrevealed that the
ef fect éf liking varies Wi}h the kind of judgments made about the appli-
caﬁfl Likfng for the applicant served as an important factor on those
measures that have an affecTivevconno%éfibn (fe., Work WiTH), whereas
Ifiind was of .lesser importance on Tﬁe measures that implied competence

and sultability for the job (ie., Hire and Success). ' ) '

L]

Liking foP the applicant was. also examined as to whether if'was a
consequence of the applicant-interviewer similarity. The reader will
recall from fhe ANOVAs the Expérience X éimilarTTy infgracfion on the
megasure of Liking.. The resul{ suggested +ha+ [1king of the appiicanf,
‘as a consequenée of the degree of applicaHT-in+erviewer‘simi1ar|+y,

.

-depeﬁded on #the experience of the interviewer.

‘Mediating Variable: Self-Confidence
P v : .

This study was also‘cohcerngd with Théirole of  self-confidence in
making‘gvalua+ions about job applicants. The basic question was whether
the inTerviewe('s level of }elf—cgn%ide;ce influences the judgments made

. . ‘
about the job applicant. Table 8 in Appendix L summarizes the analysis

of variance of Confidencd ¥or all levels of the independent variables.
_ e

o

(—
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There were no maln or:inferactfbp Treafmen+Aéfch+s of the méasure_éf'
o . . N - ) . ~ o
Confidence. Contrary to expecTanonsl experienced and inexperienced

interviewers did not differ significantly in their mean ratings of

Confidence {4.18 versus 4.55).'f" ‘

‘a
e

-

Table 12 presents the inTércorre!é+ioni between tbé”ﬁﬁzzyre of
Confldence and the demographic and dependent variables for experienced
and’ inexperienced interviewers. The correlations between Confidence'and

the measures of Corworkef, Work With, Success and leiné were STatisfié—

ally significant for the inexperienéed and exberienced interviewers. A

pattern was revealed wifhin.each group of .interviewers. .There were nega-
tive correlations, between self-confidence and the depeﬁﬁen%”heasufes for
experiehced interviewers, and positive correlations for the inexperienced
interviewers on all dependernt measures éxcépf Liking. -

RQdiTionaI anajfses”invo!ved whéfher.The level of self-confidence

mediates the effects.of experience, relevance and similarity on the

avaluations., An analysis of covarlance was conddcted using the measure

ot Confidence as the covariate. Table 9 in Appendix L presents a summary

of the analyses of covariance with Confidence as the covariate., In order

to determine 1f the effects.of experience, relevance'and simiTari?y are

¢

unchanged after controliing for Cdnfidqﬁce, the sums of équarqs for the

ANOVA and analysis of covariance are compared. Table 10 in Appendix L

presents the unadjusted, and adjusted sums of squares of the measures of

Hire and Liking. A comparison of these sums of squares, and the lack of

L]

éignificanT F-ratios in the covariance analyses, revealed that self-
cdnfidence was not a source of uncontrolled variance that effected the

- . Y
]

resul ts.

z : ~

1
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. - TABLE 12

Intercorrelations Among Confidence, Demogfaphiéwand Dependent_.

.

e Variables far Inexperienced and Experienced Interviewers
variabtes | Ineenviovers. inforvievers
Age T .02 ’ .05
Pdst-secondary educgtion -.-23** .04
ers. interviewing experience = .00 . | .03
Averé;ge no. interviews | .00 D | .00
Co-workt;ra ) T . 25%* ‘. . . .-.iQ*,
Work with® o L 24%x U Y
: . v
Success® - L26%x Cos.21k
Hire : .18 | —;:11
Interview ' Cas -.08
Liking » . C =l 25%x o =.20%

*p < .10 (one-tailed test)

** p < .05 : _

Note. @ Inexperienced and experienced interviewers differ
significantly (p < .05, one-tailed test).
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"Also of ih+eres+ in this s+uay was whefher'The ln+erviewér§' Ievel-'
of self—confidence was' a func+|on of +helr experience in maklng selec+ion

deC|slons © Table 7 in Appendlx K conTalns The corrblaflon beTween the ° -

L]
Years of Interviewing Experlenceland Conf!dence for all in+eFVIewers

Thls correlaflon was. no+ sTaflsfica[Iy sugnlfican+ (r - 06) The cor-
relaflon between Experlence and Confldence for the expehleaced 1n+er—
"utewers w;} also nof suqnlflcanT (r‘ 03) However, |+ was noted . that
i Years of In'I'erwewing Expernenﬁwas smmfucanj'ly correl’ca“red (p_( %5)
"_-w1+h the dependenf measures of‘Work With ;53—.260, chcess (57-723),
LHire'(ﬁ;-.ZZ) gnd‘lﬁferview\(gf—.ZS). 'As The_expérignced interviewer )
increased.in his number of years. of inTeryibwiqg expérience)hig ratings

of the applfdah% on ghese measures decreased.

Secondary Analyses

—

The age differencés befﬁéén Th%'fnekperiencéd and experienced igyér—
viewérs were‘exaﬁined in'order'+o aefermine I differences In égé
accounted for The resulfs ra+her than d[fferences in experience. 'Taplelf
I3 in Appendlx N presenfs the means and s+andard dev:aflons of The |
1nexperienced and experlenced inTerv:ewers on The measures of Age and

Post-Secondary. Edycation,, There was a significant Q|ﬁference between

td

Thé;ages éf'¢he two groubs of interviewers. inspecfionNof +h§ means

reveal dlfhaT the éxperienced inTerViewers were, éﬁ the average, d!dér

than the ;expefLenced inferviewers. . . L *
Further ahalysiste;amined the intercorrelations aﬁong-agé and the

depénaenf measdrgs. Tabte 14 in Appendik N‘bresen+5:+hé matrix of

_ jnTercorrg\afions amonQ Agejanq the dependehf variables for the inéxp-

erienced and experlenced Interviewers.. I+ was evidenced that age did
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' not~correlate significantly with the depéndent.measures

inexperienced or -experienced interviewers. . -

The secoﬁdary analyses alsp.examfned the degree of
. " M . - .

* “the ratings made within the groupsvof inexperiénced and

_'vléwers. Table 15 In Appendi% 0 presents the means and

. ,

ations of these ratings. Comparison of the size of the

5TIons_sugggs+ a somewhat greaferﬁboﬁSisfeqcy among +ﬁe
jnterviewers than inexperienced interviewers on all the
B . B N - . ) .

- [

B

for elther the
o el !

1

cqnslSTency of

standard devi-

experienced inter-
' I .

»

standard devi-

experienced

measg:fijekcepf

Interview. On the Liking measure, the standard deviation appedred to be

larger for- the inexperienced than experienced interviewers.
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CHAPTER [V -

DISCUSSlON .

The focal concern of Thls study is on the objectivity of +he
employmenT interview. The adequacy of the decisions made in the inferV|ew,‘
and *the requnremenfs of Fe|labI]ITY and valldITy, depend on The object- _'
ivity of The_lnfofha+]on processiwg'of-fhe interviewer. Any kind of blag
on the :ar? of the interviewer is l}kely +6 |e§san the qual ity of the
decislons made. : -

. 3 'Y ) . R

This sTudy examined the effects of similarity-induced bias on inter-
vnewer Judgmenfs abouT Job applicants. Also exémined was whe*her The
effecTs of snmllarlfy bias vary as a function of the refevance of *he

similarity to the selection situation. Slnce dxperience in interviewing

is presumed to be an enhancer of objecfivify, the higher level of object-
.

_qvlfy associaTed with experlenced t+han - Inexper|enced interviewers should

be apparenT |n *terms of a Iesser influence of 5|m| ari?y bias on sefecflon

decision making. . . - '

Expérience and Interviewer Bias . R »

*The overall obJecflve of the sTudy was to examlne the fac+0rs |nﬁ+u—

e
encing any dlfferences beTween Ipexperienced and experlenced 1n+erv1ewers
in thelr evaluaTuve Judgmenfs of job appllcanfs I+ was found that

Lnexperienced and experuenced |n+erviewers reac*ed dnfferenfly +o simi=

.
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'Iari+9 and releVche, therefore, the above'objecfivqs will be‘dfééusSed
separafely for each lnrerV|ewer group. *

Also of major 1mpor+ance was whefher the eftect’ of experience, rele; .
vance and simllarify dlffered wifh the klnd of Judgmen+s made.- 1t was

found that the best dlscrlminafors of rnexperienced and experlenced

"

|nTervlewers were ‘the recommendarlon for-hire and liking for +he anll“
can+ measures The. former measure reercTs ‘a Jjudgment about The appll— 8

~cant's compe+ence or suitability for the- job, while the latter reflects

-

an aff7c+ive Judgmen+ abouT the candidate. o Coat
Two' assumpflons underlying this sfudy lnclude The pellef that bio-

graphical similtarity has a biasing effect on the ra+|ngs made about” job

[
L

applicaﬁis,‘énd that, The‘effecf of biographical similarity varies as-a
function of its relevapCe to the selection situation. Firsf, inexperiénced
in+er¢iéhers did éxhrbiT a bias as é,resuIT of percelved similqrify wi+h-
The.ap@licaﬁ%. This bia; in favour of The'sfmilar applicant was evident
on the meagurévbf Ltking. This is cénsis;enf wiTH Byrne's (1971) hypo-
thesi's that éimilarlTy Iééds to aTTrac*ion.-

The effect of sjmilarify was found +3 vary as a funérion of f+s

relevance to the specific job for the inexpeniénced interviewers. This

was evidenced by #?e‘lnexperienced interviewers rating. the dissimilar

applicant more favourably on the measures of Hire, Suscess and Co-“worker
e o . e . ‘

Than-Tha similar applicahT‘when the informafion‘was'relevan* "Although

the simllar appllcanf was Ilked more +han the d|s51milar appllcanf this

aTTracTnon apparenfly did noT lead To p05|+|ve evaluaflons of similar

applncanfs on the compefence measures. Perhaps The experlmenfal mani=

\ .

pulations served to make the dissimiiér, relevant applicant somewha+ more

* ’

[
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qualiffed than +he<similar, relevant applfcan+ for the job' The maJorITy
of The Inexperlenced fnferviewers had ||+Tle or no occupaflonal references,

and few had £u|| Time work experlenca ‘The rele*/g# |nformaT|on applicanT

‘; description confalned items deal!ng with’ work experlence and occupational

references. Thus, +he'disslmjlar app[icanr more often than not possessed

0

more work experienee, etc. than the Simllar applicant. The Inexperienced

interviewer~seemed to perceive the dissimilar applicanf'as more competent
. ‘ o r . :
and suitable for the job.

L

The similar applicant nas rated more favcurably than® the dissimiler
applicant on the measures of Hire, Success and Co-worker when the [nform;::
af[on was irrelevani. Ht eeems that wi+hou+ reievanf pred{cfors on which
to judge the applicant, the i{nexperienced interviewer rel{ed upon‘Simi--
farity with the applicant Tq'nake their judgmenfS. Since a mirror image
of these evaluations occurred wnen the Informafion‘was relevant, it is

L]
suggesTed that ensurlng ThaT the |nTerVIewer recelves relevanf Information

m|flga?es the effacts of simllarlfy bias.

Finally, in regards fo Inexperienced |n?erv1ewers, +here was support

for Byrne' s (1971) hypoTheS|s ThaT the- relevance of The sumllarlTy to The

specific situation does not effect affrac+|on; sThe relevance of the blq—
graphical similarity did nof‘eppearrfq.alfer;fhe ingyperiencéd inferv{eners'
liking for The‘epplicanf, but relevance did influence the ratings of*com-
efence. ~ -

Unl ke the inexperienced inTerviewers, experienced interviewers were.
not attracted more to similar than dissimilar applicants. Similarity did

R - .

appeareto have a greafer effect on the ratings of .inexperienced than exp-

erienced interviewersy but only on the affective measnr6£§}§liking. Con-

s
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sistent with the Inexperienced interviewers, .similarity did not reduce

the objectivity of the evaluations made about the applicant as-to his

stitability for the job. In genenal, similarity did not seem to have 5 X
biasing ef fect on the judgmenTe made about applicants by the exggrienced
interviewers. ' : . -

In addition, the relevance of the biographical similarity did no#
appear’ to |nfluence the ratings of the experlenced |n+erv1ewers "The
Impllcaflon of this result is that since 5|m|Iar|Ty, per.se, does not
seem to unfiuence the rafnngs in the first piace, ‘whether or not the simi-

larity s relevant Ts inconsequential. Thus, the tombination of the rele-

vance and simiﬂariTy factors did not influence either the competence or

' affecflve Judgmen+s made by experlenced rnTervuewers

An |mpor+an+ flndlng was jhaT fhe experienced InTerVIewers liking
for The appllcant was p05|T1vely-aSSOC|a+ed with their decisions as to -

his su:+abi|.+y for the job. This was Surprlslng as the éssociaTIdh

- between I|k|nq and compe+ence evaluations was not characfer|s+|c for

=

inexperienced interviewers. The liking for the applicah* does not appear
To be a consequence of percelved 5|m|lar|+ibW|@h the applicant. The

posslble sources of Thls Liky nq be discussed in the following section.

What Temains to be resolved is whether liking, and its apparent infiuence,

on selectjon-related eya!uafiens,és neéessérlky a source of bias that .
reduces the validity of the interview. ) L.
. Michaels (1 980) argues’ ThaT there are proven |n+erv1ew1ng techni-

ques +ha+ can’ 5|gn|f|can+ly nmprove The accuracy of the hlrlng process.
He 5uggesfs Thaf one criteria for reducing erroneous hlrlng decnsnons is
to hire not only The lnd|V|ﬂuaI who is quallfled buT whom the inter- .

viewer also truly Iikes. WheTher-+h|5 aTTrachon -evaluation relaflonshlp
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e
does acfually‘lmprove both rellablll+y and validlfy of The inferVIew
f\thnique requires further research I f Irklng does improve predlcflon,
follow=up research. :s.needed To explein how llklng Improves The selection .
deCIS|ons, je.; wpaf are the mechanisms lnvolved?

Qnly when the ef?ecfs ‘of - I1king were controlled In The'anéTQSes of
coveriahce did it abpea% that experienced in+erviewers‘were affected by“
biographical similarity, Experieneed interviewers were more l.ikely to
Invite 5 simélar_fhan dissimilar appllcahf to an ‘interview. Ne siﬁple
explanation for this fiAding is self-evident. 5erhaps'an explanation
‘lies wifh an extension of the similar-fo—me.effeqj. The ieferview '
invitati®n ratings of experlenced inTerviewérs may refliect a "simi]aff °

lTOfcompefeh$-me" ef fect. - “

This efudy:was primarii& coneernedjwife the assumption that exper-

~
i'ence in inTervieGihg Improves the objecfivify of "the inTeryiew. Any
such beneficial effects of éxpékfénce should lead to a reducTTon in
interviewer bias.’ Jffagpears that expériencee Infervﬁewers{ affective
and competence judgments were not influenced by a similarity-Tnduced -
bias. lnexperienced‘jnterviewers seemed fo be infiluenced by simi[arify
Bias p; gir compe?ehce ratings, but only when the applicant.information
was ier leVanT. » | . |

The bresenf results are somewhat inconsistent w?%h‘Those of pre-

vious sfudieévfha+ supporTed‘The hypofhesis Tha{ls[milarjf? influences . ~

dechion'maklng‘in The'employmenf context, fSimiiarL*y bias has mini<

- mal pred|cT|ve valldlfy as a criterion- for. Job success and is a source

" of low obJeCTIV|+y in |n*ervrews (CaSCIO‘ I978) Singe "this blas was,

not apparent for experienced |n+ervnewers, itis sugges+ed that they

[

were fai%[y objecTive'when‘makfng-Their judgmehfs about :the candidate.

*
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Thus, the assumption that experience in interviewing serves to increase

objectivity received empirical,supbor?.
Inexperienced interviewers seemed to be as objective as experienced
interviewers when provided with relevant apolicant information. The

nature of the relationship between similarity and ‘fTrac*ion in the sel- N

ection situation appears tc ‘be more complex than suggested in prior research.

-

lnexoeffeéced'énferviewers liked similar applicanfS'more than dissimilar
applicants, but this attraction’ dld not lead.to favoufable compefengéﬂ
judgments when fhe-informafion‘was relevant. The inexperiénced inter-
viewers seemed To have eQaminéd.fhe app licant inforﬁéfio; fofr its ooésj~
ible relevance.To +he\;ob, and made a compariscn ofﬁzng/égéiicanf‘s da%é

with thewr own biographical characteristics. When comparing the judgments

made by inexperienced and experienced interviewers, it seems that both

' ¢
- - -

Tnfe?viewing experience and having re?éxanf app!icant information are
important facTors ot |nTerV|ew obJec+|V|Ty,v _ ' ' -

In summary, suoporﬂ'ﬁor Byrne's (I97I) 5|mIIar|Ty aTTrachon theory .
zaried with The Ieve] of experience and the type of judgment made. Results
-consistent with this theory were found-foé'inexﬁerienced inte?viewgrs only.
Similarity with the applicénT wéslassociated with +he affecfiVé ratings
but ﬁof The competence }aTTngs. Also conTFary to The simi{ariTy-aT*rac—
tion Theory, The effec?s of similarity varied with the relevance of the
appllcanf |nformaT|on and the type of Judgmenf The |nexpe;1enced inter-

) viewers' Judged similar appltcan*S as less quallfied for the JOb than
dlSSlmllar,apercanfs when the informaflon was relevant. 'The opp05|fe .

L4

was found when the information was |rrelevanf.' N

_Role of lelnq ' ..'n

X
‘ . - -

Since this study was concerned with applicant-interviewer similaritys. )
A N | . | - i

’ 4
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. ~ the role o{ liking was,ekamined. Bynne's-(l97l) theory Dosifs that- simi-

larity Ieads To lfk|ng, and +this liking Ieads to peS|+|ve ‘evaluations on

other ‘types of crlferra. In this research, a number of quesfrons were

. . - ., -
v

ralsed regarding the effects of Ilklng, and whethér ||k|ng has an effec+

apart from’similariTy.' This Q:Zdy‘egamined whefher liking of the appli-
' = cant |nfruenced other Judgmenfs and whefher The.effecf of liking vanied . °
K | with the klnd of ;udgmenfs made. 5|nce thé rcle of flking differed for
"inexperienced and egperfenced Tn*erviewers, the findings will ‘be discuseed
separately. ’
Consisfénf with previous }esearch exoerignced inferviewers' rafings

of Ilklng fozjﬁhe applicant were: assdt|afed with their evaluaflons about

him as a candidate for the JOb (LaTham et al., 1975; pand and Wex -
975). Liking was assocnafed W th the raftngs on bo?h the affective and

ccmpe’%nce measures As one w0uld exDec+ when, Ilklng was accounTed for

it was also found that liking effected the affective measures more fhan;
the compe*ence.measures However, the |iking for the aDD1|can+ d}d not
_appear To be a consequence of the percelved similarity with the applucan?
L. - in +he|presenf study. Byrne's Theory of the 5|mt|ar|Ty aTTracflon relaTlon-
ship cannot adequa*el{‘accoun+ for this liking. A nymber of explanations
‘ are discussed:in an aT+eﬁpT to Pdenfify the sonrce of ajfﬁacTion to the
applicanT..' i |
Fesfinger's theory of—;ecial compar{san proceeees,lexpanded ueon by
Byrne'(l97l); s one bossible explanefion'for the af+rae+jon;evaruaTion

relationship. -The.social validation notion in Feefinger's +heery pro- 9

e

‘ poses that one uses others as a: standard to evalua*e oneself ln the con=

text of blographical snmnrarlty, the interviewer would vallda+e hls litfe

.sTer and pYocesses on The basis of his similarity with the appllcanT.
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Social validé%lon is rewéraing and leads %o Iiking. However, it is poss-
ible that fheﬁm“erviéwer uses himseif %y the standard on whi&hjo evalu-
afg the appchanT ‘I'f this iﬁTerpreTaTion in the inferview sifuafian is
valid,. it would be necessary fo modify the SOC|a1 validation theory in
order to accoun? for liking.. The Lse of self as valldaforlof the appli-
cant may‘pgs&{bly ef fect Iiking but this needs to pe investigated.
Researchers o? socfal.validafion theory haye_réporfed Thaf‘indivi;.
duals hng in self—esfeem¢br self—confidence'are general ly dnrec;pfive'
+o‘oppdrfuni+}es for social approval (cf. Berscheid and Walster, 1978).
The_posifive reinfgrcemen} and subsequenf liking of"a similar oThéF'fs i
much more evideﬁflfor those low in self-confidence. |In the presen+ sTudy,

both |nexper|enced and expernenced |nTervuewers .had somewha+ hrgh levels

of self—confldence. For both groups, increasing Ievels of self—conf:dence

- . .
were negativély associafed with Iiking fog +he applicant, +herepy supporting’

P

social valldafron theory. ©

An alternative explanation is that the 'source of the liking for +he

~ -~

__anplicanf may lie with the interviewers' knowfedge that he may.have to .

work with fhé applicaé? In The.presenf s+udy;'as in ofhers, the réfings
of r|k|ng and \crklng with the appilcanf are moderafely corre[afed (Kﬂenan.
I977 Daly et al., f979). However, The snmu!afuon Task and use of bogus
Job appllcanTs indlcaTes Thaf |n+erv1ewers wouId noT expecf to work wifh
The appllcanT. This |n+erpre+a+|on of Ilklng,ThaT deals with the anti-

cipation of |nTeracT|ng with the appl|can+ does QQT readlly apply To this

investigation,

Aﬁo+her possibllify‘as +o the source of the attraction to the job

applicant is based on an information Drocessiﬁg apopeach (Ajzen, 1674),

AccbrdingAfo this view, attraction is not .influenced by the similarity

.



) ", . 4 79
- . ! ®
of'The information. This sfudy/gggaThqu suoporTs this confenfion._ How—

ever, ThIS approach clalms that attraction is influenced by +he favour-.'

ability of +he attributes of ‘the other ' person (Tesser, I969~ McLaughlln,

1970, In Thls lnvesT|gaT|on, The poTen+|al eftect of the favourablllfy

of the app|icant information was examined in a ‘prétest. IT was found ThaT

‘favourabl |l ity was not confoundedswith similarity, fhué;fhis-approach may

not be a plausible explanation of the basis of Iiking. '

.

. The question about the d?récTionlof causal ity of the attraction-

-evaluation relationship gives a poésible'explana?ion for the causal

status of liking. It has been found Tha+ fiking exérts a biasing

i

influence on the judgmenfs of a cahdidafe's;job suifabflify (Latham et al.,

-

“1975). Conversely, interviéwers may |ike candidates because they gave

them good evaluations on other measures. tf is possible that this effect

occurred to Some extent, as other variables known to Influence infer-

persoﬁal'af?racfion, besides similarity, were controlled in this &tudy

.

0
‘.
.

(cf. Berscheid and géfer,ﬁgm).
It is TmporTan+ o note that the association between atiraction and
evaluation may not be a simple, cause-effect relationship. The reJanonJ

ship may operafe fhfodgh other addifional variables. ‘For exahole, inter-
L)

-viewers may have been assessing candldafes on the exfenf *o which their’

qual|T|es matched The Jjob descr|p+|on. when they read abou+ an appllcan+

. who f1+Ted The job descrlpflon, They liked him. because of ThJs and gave him

posu+:ve evaluaflons on the compefence easures. AIThough plausnble

suggestions can be made, a V|able answer to the source of Ilkung awa1+s |

.

1 3 . M o
furTher research. . .
T , ,

A cbmmon sfereOTYbe’of the inIerviewer is that ofjﬁhé observer who

. . . . - . -
s



is emotianaily defacnad while evaluating an applicant in ferms of his

ﬁofenfial Job_performéncg (Steinmetz, 1971). The presenT'EesuITS qfrnof

.

support this image of an inferviewgr} Tneng was'a,DPSlfive rela*ionsh?p
between the experienqea interviewers' perspnéi Iikfng for the appiicant
. and Theirfevaiunfioné of him as_a suifaple Jjob céndfdafe, in.bofh this
' sfudy and in brevious'resgargh (Latham et al., 1975; Keenan, [977).
InexpenienCed inTervfewers'ljked jdﬁ appl icants who were‘similar
than dissinTlén to +hemse{ves inafhﬁs sfudy.'_Preyfous réseﬁncn has also
_ reported this similarity-atfraction rglationship (Griffitt and Jackson,
;‘. 1970; Baskett, 1973; Peters and Teerrg,.I975;. In fne employment sTTu-
afion. the DOSIflve affecT possnbly resulfs from the matching of (1) wha+
The appllcanf br|ngs ‘to the 5|fuaT|on (his blographlcal h|s+ory) and
‘(2) The;é same characfer|s+|cs within the decision maker.

-'ﬁrevious ?ésearch has also found that the atttaction in turn led ?o

- D)

DOSITIVB eva[uaflons about appllcanfs in Terms of +he|r'SU|fab|I|+y for

A

the job (Griffitt and Jackson; I97O Pefers and Terborg, 1975; Rand and

"‘Sfﬂz?Wexfey” 1975). Jhe present study found fha+ the DOS|T|ve affqpf,‘seem-

ingly due to the épplican;%infervjewer Similarf+y, Qas no+,re|aféd to the
fnTenyiéwers'ra+ings Bn'|+ems‘+ha+ reflected the npplieanfs‘ nuafffica-n
tions nnd competence. Liking was positively rel§+gd only +o‘fhé rating :
’6f liking to wbrn ni+h Thelappii;anf. W SN

" Orie possible explanaTion fqr the aboyg outcome, though speculative,
is that +heré is'bofh an affective and a cognitive componént involved>in'
an inferviewer[s.judgmenfs‘of candidates (Simons Moyer and Berkowitz,
1970; Keenan, 1976, I977)J According to this view evaluations of an ;

cant and .his cognitive assessmenT of th® appllcanf = a++r:bu+es. How-.

“ever, +he present study suggesfs.Thaf_The evaluations are not a composite

Y . - . -

applicant are~p composife of the |n+erVIewer s feelings toward The appll-

—
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_of these factors, but rather affecfive‘feeljngsvlnf]uenced méasures which

raTéd the individual as a |ikeable person, while cognitive assessments

_‘infldenced measures which rated the individual as a‘jeb applican+

- similar aﬁpricanr. I+ seeme that the similar applicanf tended to reflect

-

' only a measure of aTTracflgg. The Ihcorporaflon of a JudgmenT, such as

One Possnble explanaflon for the differential effecfs $§Npersonal

feel ings -and compefence assessments relates +o The flnding Tha+ |nexp—

erlenced |n+ervrewers were affecfed by »the relevance of the appllcanf

information. As prevrously mentioned, it is possible that the,dissimilar

. applicant tended to be more qualified for the personnel job than the

Py

" "the inexpertenced inTerviewer's own inadequac?es in terms of work'exper-

ience, etc. ., This occurrence may expla|n why |nexper|enced |n+erv|ewers

rated dISSImIIaF appllcanfs, described in relevanf ferms, More fav0ur— L

- "

ably onh the measures Qf Hire, Success and Co-worker.f-These measurés,;

Thaf.reflecfed the applicant's competence for the job, were'gé;;hﬁgly

.

intluenced by the interviewers’ cognitive assessments.’ When the app 1 ®-

" cant information was irrelevant, the similar applicant was rated highly

on These competence measures. It is conteivéble that when the in*erviewer
has items of applicant- |nformaT|on that- are poor predictors of pofenfral
Success on the job, the |n*erV|ewer re||es upon his personal feel'ings

for The applicant to make these judgments. RE

The adequécyfof‘fﬁe above explanation can only be }es+ed in future

'research. The presenf sfudy did not have a measure of compefence but

a

percelved intel | igence of The appllcan+<$; fufure research may serve -

To Tap Thus proposed coganlJ%7componen? of aQqucanT evalua+1on.

As menfroned earlier, similarity does not necessarnly;lead to attrac-

" tion andLégyigFable-evaluaTions about another (Daly et al., 1971; Sayder

* -
)



* was ‘associated with both the affective and competénce ratings for the
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and Endelﬁén,'IQ?Q). Another possibilify_examined to account for these

findings is that when applicant information s relevant, similarity.
e . S _ ‘ C th 5
becomas aversive. The applicank-interviewar similarity in this study,

. however, led to pdsiTivelTeeIinqs about similar applicants. The rele-.

vance of fhe s:mllarlty did not appear te alter The Ilkl?g on fhe parT

.

Of ?he |nexper|enced lnferV|ewers. Thus, inexperienced |nferV|ewers'

'ower rq?lngs of similar fhan dissjmilar applicants described in rlelevant

terms were not apparently due. to a digliking for the gimilar app|licant.

¥
a

In éummary, it was ,found Thaf'liking was associated with affective

B |

, , T
ratings about the applicant for the .inexperienced interviewers. “Liking
. o . - -

experienced inTerviewers.. Thﬁs, liking ftor the applicanf,appééred
to influence the iéTérviewens' judgments ébouf fhe‘appricanf, and the
effect of liking varied with the kind of judgments made.. Liking appeared

to be a consequence of perceYved applicant-igterviewer similarity for

. K inajor aim of the study was o examine the nature and significance

o ~

of interviewer experience in regards to evaluations of job applicants,

Thé resuifs.inQWcaTéd that, relative o ex erienEed inferyiewers, inéxpé

B
’

€rienced Interviewers consistently rated Th% Job applicants more fayour-
. s ' . . \ *

- . L%
ably on both. +he affective and compefence measures. These results are

"

consus+en+ wifh Those of earller |nves+1anlons that |denT|f|ed Th:s
- .
behavior of_|nexper|enced |n+erv:g&ers as a-lenfency error (Hakel

Ocbmeyer and Dunnette, 1970). ' S )

"Other than the apparent~teniency of inexperienced interviewers in -

Their_raTings,-somé researchers feel that the use of inexperienced indivis

]
al
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duals as |nfervlewers does not. limit the generallzabl!lfy of +he con-‘ . :

1

cluslons:(BernsTeln et aI., 1975; Jackson ot al., I980) " The presen+“; - . e

-

efudy deesfnof’aupporf the contention +ha¢ inexper]enced,and experienced’

interviewers use applicant information In the éame mannga—and make.The .

-
-

same dec|sions. Inexpenienced and experienced inferVIewers were.found “a
+o be dtfferenflally |nfluenced by bofh ¢he relevance “the infoﬁma-" o .
- - . '

“tion and perce|ved sImiIarL+y fo the applicant. Jhus, the debieions ot

e

made by |nexper|enced inferVnewere may nof readﬂly qenerallze to The . .

- . LS . .

world of work. e T ' ' . T C o
o . . " .

This issue can also be examlned in terms ot the Tesulf ¢ha+ inexp- S “

- " e .

- ertenced and experlenced |n¢erV|ewers dld no+ dlffer Th fhel/ ra+|ngs~of ‘..:‘ T

f.seLf-confldence. ThlS was confrary +o eXDECTaﬁions as’ previous research

-, A *. oA
has assamed fhaf lnTervIewers ga1n conflﬁence w1+h experlence (Frank and .
‘ . o

* Hackman, rﬂ?ﬁ Gorden, |975) In add|flon, nelfher xhe separaTe nor

-

-

“an effect of putting the inexperienced .interviewer in an uncertain state.

.
[ + V

combnned freafmenfs of 5|mIIar|Ty and relevance influeneeﬂ the |nTer- tj
o .

 viewers! confldence. Experienced interviewers are.believed tq"be less ,
. - . - ' . K] -0 - .

v & 0L

v : - " . :
affecfed.by.fac+0r5 beyond their control and are less Iikely to lose . - -

 confidence in their abllities, fhanxjnekperienped interviewers (Tucker‘-

«gnd'Rcwé,.1977). Witholding relevanf*informafien-did-ne}_éeem te pave‘ .

2" * b R . & - : .

On the basis of fheee'fjndings, the jnferviewera‘ IeVeL of sé!f—" B

. confidence does not appear +o'be'a‘funcfion of his experience. Also,
|ndlca+ors of |n+erV|eW|ng experlence and self-confldence appeared fo '

be almosT ToTally uncorrela?ed The |n+erVIewers' self confldence did

no+ mediate the effecfs of expdijence; relevance_and almllarl?y on . e

judgmenfs; The expected role of seif-confidencé in selection decision e

) ﬁaking received |ittle support. R L ‘ coe T

. ' ! t

A o ' N -

Y ) - L /\ . , . o
: . . .
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The nature and significance -of interviewing experience was also
exami ned fn terms of the effect of the relevance of the -appl icant inform=""
"ation on judgmenfs.y lfiﬁés tound that relevance did not differentially
efifect the judgments of iﬁexperiehced and experienced interviewers. This
resqlf is consistent with fthose of Langdale and Weitz (I9755 and WienéF
et ;I. (1974).

However, the above result was not enTirefy consistent with those of
Sehuh (1973). He found that inexpérienced inferviewers made less fécom—
mendations for hire when the information was irrelevant than relevant.
This f}nding supported his hypothesis that the beneficial effects of exp-
: ériencé can only be shown when the +ask'is very difficult. Thus, rating
_an applicant on the basis of irrelevant Tnfo;mafién was not a difficul*t
task for experienced interviewers. In the present study, it is suggested
that this task was néf very difficult for either inexperienced or exper-
ienced interviewers: Further research could examine the effect of task:
difficulty on the decisions made by interviewers in order to determine if
experience has beneficial value.

The relevance of the information appedéed to have an effect only when®
|iking was removed as.a covariate. Experienced interviewers were affected
by relevarce but solely on the measure of Interview. Exgerienced inter-
viewers who had irrélevant informaTion'ekpressed a stronger desire to
ihferview the applbcant than experienced interviewers who had relevant
information. Two possible explanations are offered o account for this
result’ - First, the inferviewers who had.lzzglglggi information invited

the applicant to an interview in order +to obtain more relevant informa-
* . .

tion about him. Second, interviewers who had relavant information ex-

préssed less desire to interview the applicant because they had already .
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made a hiring recommendéTion on the basis of the relevant }nfo%mafion.

This study found that Tnexperieﬁced and experienced interviewers
differed in their judgments about job applicants, ané the differences
were apparent on both the affecTTve and competence measures. Inexperienced
in%erviewers consistentiy rated the job applicants more favourably. than
did experienced t.ferviewers. This outcome gives support for Rowe's (1963)
finding that the number of applicants accepted tends fo decrease with
increasing levels of interviewing experience. In addition, the number of
years of experience was related to fower ratings, particularly on the
measures of Hire and Interview. The tendency to make less favourable
judgments about appiican?s with increasing experience was %videnf not only
Qhen comparing inexperienced and experienced interviewers, but also within
the experienced éroup of interviewers.

Orepossible effect of experience is a Tendency to be‘selecfive
about job applicants. Experienced interviewers are knowledgeable about
the rewards and punishments associated with making fhe "wrong" or
"right" decisions.abou+ job applicants. Experience may instill choosi-
ness in interviewers, Thfs possibility is supported by Carison_(1967).
He found that inexperienced fnferdiewers made more hjring.decisions than
experienced Interviewers when a situational preséure was introduced.
Experienced interviewers, Then,'Tend to make less decisions to hire
app!icants than inexperlenced interviewers, and this selectivity is

relatively immune to sltuational interference.

Limitations and Implications for Further Research \
I. It is important to consider how far the findings of the simu="
lation study are applicable to real-life situations. Despite the advan-

Tageé in-terms of experimental control, the study excliudes the social

[
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interaction and scme critical variables from the ipTerview situation.
The importance of the sefec?éd variables of experience, relevqn;e and
similarity can be overestimated in the simulation sfudy. This ﬁeThod is
useful, but what is needed is the extension of the study of the selected
variébleé to ihclude investigations of live selection interviews.

2. The use of the job of Personnel Officer may have regulfed iﬁr
inexperienced and experienced interviewers to differ in their brienTaT{on
to the task. Further reséarch could use various jobs unlike those held
by inexperienced'and experienced interviewers.

3. There was a poTenTiél drawback in terms of using students as
inexperienced inferviewers. Similar applicants Teqded to reflect the
inexperienced ia?erviewers' own inadequacies in Te%ms of work experience,
etc, The use of indiv{duals, such as nonpersonnel managers, as inexperi-
encel interviewers, may better equate the fwo éroups of subjects on tactors
other than interviewing experience.

-—

4. Due to the use of male interviewers only, one coula question the
deqgree 1o which the present resuifs are genéralizable to the world of
work. However, when recruiting experienced interviewers, the experi-
menter found that a large majority of them were male, |t is suggested
that the use of male experienced interviewers does adequately reflect
the current sfa;e of the personnel selection field at the present time.
0f course, further research could investigate whether having both male
and female job applicants would result in different cutcomes. .

5. In the present type of study, there Is usually the possibility °
" of experimenter expectancy effects. |If some experienced.inferviewers
felt that the study was investigating inTervTeweF bias, they may havg

expressed a *form of reverse bias toward The épp1ican+s. This could be

reflected by their low scores on the measures and apparent absence of
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similarity bias in their ratings. Some interviewers may have reacted
+o the simulation thsk as a test of their abilities, and were, theretfore,
motivated not +o\giijlay any bias. Future research could use a post-

experimental inquiryyto determine if The‘InTerViewers had guessed the

purpose of-the sfudy.i - i

.

6. |t was suggested that the manipulation of relevance is related
ta the factor of task difficulty. |In order to assess the potential bene-
fits of interviewing experience, future research could increase the diff-

iculty of the task. The jobs chosen could be more complex and equally

unfamiliar to both Inexperienced and experienced interviewers.

Summary

1. Simjilarity bias was found for the inexperienced interviewers
but not for the experiénced TnTerviewe;S.

2. A leniency error was found fof the inexperienced TnTefviewers.
Inexperiénced interviewers rated The-applicaﬁ+s more favourably on all
the competence and affective measures than experienced interviewers.

3. The inexperiénced inferviewers liked the similar applicants
more than the dissimilar applicants., MNo such differences were found for

the experienced interviewers.

-

.

4, The relevance of the biographical information did not effect
the judgments of either the inexperienced or experienced interviewers.
5. Liking of the applicant was associated with all of the ratings

for the ekperienced interviewers, but only with the affective ratings of

inexperienced inferviewers. -

6. Liking was associated with applicant-interviewer similarity foﬁ/

*

the inexperlienced, interviewers only.
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7. The judgment that was particularly affected by attraction was o

the invitation to interview. This was characteristic of experienced

interviewers, T

8. When the two interviewer groups were equated on Iiking, simi-
larity bias was then found for the experiencgﬁ ipferviewers on the invi-
tation to interview rating.

9. Inexperienced and experienced interviewers did not differ in

Their-fafihgs of self-confidence. .

10, Self-confidence was negatively related to the ratings for exp-
erienced interviewers, and positively related to the ratings for inexp-
erienced interviewers.

1. Self-confidence was not found to be a mediating variable of the

effects of experience, releva;jt and similarity.



C e

APREMNDIX A
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The application blank is’; widely used personnel '
selection device. Ideally, the form should call for
only such relevant information as is essential for tﬁe
specific selection situationm. ' -

This research involves the creation of an applica-
tion blank, specific to.candidates applying for the
position of Personnel Officer. A description of this
job is provided in order to familiarize you with it.

L4 .

Instructions:

You are asked to assume that xgg are an employment

interviewer for a hypothetical local company.
» After reading the job description, review the iist.

of items that may be found on an application blank.,
From this liet, select the 8 most IMPORTANT and the
8 least IMPORTANT items of information for the_evaluation .
of a candidate applying -for the position of Personnel
Officer. o

Rémember,'xgg are to select those items that you
think an intervigwer would choose as (un)important.
Indicate your choices by circling the ‘M’ (most important)
or the 'L' (least important) beside the items.

This sholld not reguire more than 5 minutes to

éomplete. Thank you for your assistance.

Julia Coles



PERSONNEL OFFICER

Responsible for manpower planning; recruitment and select-
ion, performance appraisal, training, and the administration of
.personnel policies and programs.

anning & Recruitment
- develoys manpower inventories
f- condutts manpower forecasting and planning

- carries.out job analyses to obtain job descriptions and
specifications

- recruits applicants for vacancies
- interviews and tests applicants .

Selection

- gelects most suitable candidate for job

- decides upon employee placement and need for training

- conducts induction and orientation interviews with hirees

Performance Appraigal

- develops policies and procedures for performance reviews
- recommends and approves changes in status of employees

- co-ordinates promotions and transfers

- conducts termination and exit interviews

- counsels employees in regards to work-related problems

Other Dutiesg
~. plans and organizes employee training

- develops systom of employee records

-~ develops wage and salary schedules

- plans and administers employee services, le., penslon schemes
- plans research projects, ie., employee attitude surveys

91
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- .occupational references

APPLICATION FORM ITEMS

PaRgonal Data

- length of residence at present
address

- cltizenship

- date of entry into Canada if
not a Canadian citizen

-~ date of birth .
- place of birth

- Bex .

1Sl i B B B B - B
222X

L;;guage Data
“ English (read, write, speak) L M
- French (read, write, speak) .
Educational Data

- highest grade completed - L M

- year completed high school L M

- course duration (high school) L M

- name and location (post-second- ‘L M
ary) - »

- field of study (post-secondary} L M

- degree or diploma title

- date of graduation L M

~ class standing (rank) L M

- 92

- marital status

~ number of dependents
~.gpouse's occupation

-~ religious affiliation

-~ church attendance

- physical health

- family members in company
- source of referral

- other languages (read,
write, speak)

- cumulative average
- subjects of most interest
- subjécts of least interest

- scholaréhips or awards
received

- portion of post-secondary
expenses earned

- special training in pers-
onnel activities

L
-'ﬂart—time studies

Previous Job Experlience Data

- job title L M
- job g{:ties L M
~ part- versus full-time L M

= duration of employment

-~ beginning salary
- ending salary
- reason for leaving

Data

Extra Curricular Activities

- class or campus offices held L M
- offices held in organizations L M
- professional attainments L M

Reference Data

L M
. ' Career Ambition Data

- description of why applicant

L M
applied for position
Other
- willingness to relocate L M

G

- participation-in sports
= hobbies

- membership in professional
socleties

personal references

description of why applicant

feels qualified for position

- salary expected
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As my initial contact with you stated, my thesis is an attempt
to researqm the value of on-the=job experience :in selection inter-
viewing. Experience in selection is also belleved to be pf value
. when the Personnel Manager must evaluate the information provided
by the applicant on an. application blank.

...The application blank is a widely used personnel selection
device:. Unforfunately, attention is rarely given to the content
of the form in terms of the gpecific uses of the information it '
gathers, Superfluous items are frequently found on all-purpose
aprlication blanks. The form should call for only such relevant
information as is essential for the specific selection situation.

This portion of the research involves the creation of an
application blank, specific to candidates applying for the posi-
tion of Personnel Officer. Please note that the Job description
provided is not specific to any organizational structure, thus, I .
would like your ratings to be as independent as possible of your .
job context. |

Also note that some information ltems presented here may not
be allowed in accordance with the Federal and Provincial Human
Rights Codes, but regardless, interviewers do find certain items
to be more relevant to the selection decision than obhers.

INSTRUCTIONS:

After reading the job descr;ption,'review the 1list of items
that may'be found on an application blank. From this list, select
the 8 most IMPORTANT and the § least IMPORTANT itéms of information
for the evaluation of a candidate applying for the position of -
Personnel ficer. Indicate your choices by circling the 'M!

(most important) or the 'L} (least imﬁortant) beside the items.
This should not require more than 5 minutes to complete. Please
find a stamped, self-addresced envelope enclosed for your conven-'

ience. Thank-you for your assistance.

Julia Glen Coles



PERSONNEL OFFICER , %

Responsible for manpower planning; recruitment and select-
ion, performance appraisal, training, and the administration of
personnel policies and programs.

Planning & Recruitment
- develops manpower inventories

= conducts manpower forecasting and planning

- carriés out job analyses to obtain Job descriptions and.
specifications .

- recruits applicants for vacancieé
- interviews and tests applicants

Selection

- gelects most suitablevcandidate for job

- decides upon employee placement and need for training

- conducts induction and orientation interviews with hirees

Performance Appraisal , -
- develops policies and procedures for performance reviews

: recommends and approves changes in status of employees
- co-ordinates prombtions and transfers

- conducts termination and exit interviews

- counsels employees in regards to work-related problems

Other Duties
- plans:énd organizes employee tralning

- develops system of employee records

- develops wage and salary schedules

- plans and administegs employee serviceg, ie., pension schemes
- plans research projects, ie., employee attitude surveys

¥
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APPLICATION FORM ITEMS

ona

= length of residence at present
adiiress

= citizenship

= date of entry into Canada 1if
not a Canadian citizen

= date of birth
= place of birth .
- sax

SRR RSN I A
XX X XXX XX

Language Dﬁfa
- English (read, write, speak) L M
- French (read, write, speak)
) gduéhj;onal Data
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- marital status

- number of dependents

- spouse's occupation

- religious affiliation

- church attendance

- physical health

- family members in company
= source of referral

~ other languages (read,
write, speak)

- hirfest grade completed L M = cumulative average

- year completed high school L. M = subjects of most interest

-.éonrcé duration (high school) " L M = subjects of least interest

- namc and 1ocation (post-gecond= L M = scholarships or awards

ary) " received

- field of study (post-secondary) L M '-'portion of post—secondary

- deyree or diploma title expenses earned

- date of graduation = . p M- gﬁﬁgiaictiiigiﬁg in pers-

- class standing (rank) ; L M - part-time'studies

Previous Job Experience Data >

- job title . LM - beginning salary °

- job duties ‘ N L M - ending salary

- part- versus full~-time L M - reason for leaving i *

- duration of employment '

Extra Curricular Afggyities-Data |

- clasg or campus offices held L M_'- part%cipation in sports

~ offices held in organizations L M « hobbies

= profegsional attainments L M = membership in professional
soclieties .

Reference Data
- occupational references L M = personal references

Career Ambition Data

- descri}tion of why appligcant L-M
applied for position .
A Qther

- willingness to relocate L M

« description of why applicant

feels qualified for position

- galary expected .
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APPENDIX D
QUESTIONNAIRE PROVIDING BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

FOR INEXPERIENCED INTERVIEWERS
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NAME: : , 100

COURSE NUMBER: _

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship
between the use of information about a job applicant and the
background of the interviewer. The attached questionnaire will
provide information about your biographical background,

In one week's time, you will receive one of several Job
" applicant descriptions to evaluate. In order to record which
description you will receive, you .are asked to put your name
and course number on the materials. All answers will be held

in the strictest confidenée.

Instructions: R

Please be sure to provide an answer for every question.

Have you had any training in interviéwing techniques?

Yes ‘ No

Do you have any experience as an interviewer?

Yes No

#hat is your length of -residency in North America?

Q-3 years More than % years
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How many vears of post-secondary educatign have you completed?
0] 1 2 /3/[4'4/\; or more :

Which degree or diploma have you earned?

High School ' Bachelors

Diploma Masters
7 ___ College S
Diploma ____ Doctorate

- What percentage ‘of your post -secondary education expenses
did you earn?

0%

_" 25% . 50% __ 75% __ 1008

Did you hold a class or campus- office during secondary
and/or post-secondary education?

Yes No
How many years of full-time work experience do you have?

0 i: 2 3 L 5 or more

Have you had any formal training, such as attendance at work-
shops or lectures, in the personnel field?

'Yes No

Are you fluent in any language(s). other than English and/or
French? '

Yes No

s ——

Did you participate in extracurricular athletic activities
while in school?

Yes No
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What is/was your field of study in secondary/post-secondary
education? Indicate for highest level obtained only.

Secondary: Post-Secondary:

Did you receive scholarships -or awards for academic achieve-
ment while in school?

Yes No

———— ———

How many dependents do you support?

v 1 2 or more
What was your primary reason for leaving your last/pfior Job?
Personal reason (ie., returned to school)
Company-related reason (ie,, laid-off)

¢ -

&
Do you attend church regularly?

it Yes No

— ————

If asked to provide 3 references on an application form,v
how many would be work-related, occupational references?

0 1 =

— _— —_— _

Indicate your age range.

_18=2h4 __25-29 ___ 30-39 ___ 40~-49 _ 50 and over

Indicate your sex.

Male . Female

What is your height? .

What is your weight?

-7
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—

UNIVERSITY OF WINDSOR

WINDSOR, ONTARIO N9B 3P4
1Al

. A - .~ TELEPHONE: AREA CODE 519
) TEN Gt 37 253.4232

As you may recall in my previous letter to you, I asked
for your absistance in a research study that I am conducting
for my Master's degree in Psychology. |

The purpose of this study is to éxaﬁine the relationship
between the use of information about a jdb applicant an@ffhe
background experience of the interviewer. A simulated tégk
approach will be used. You will be asked to assume fhat you
are an interviewer with a hypothetical local company, who is
required towmake a number of judgments absut a job applicant,.

In the first phase of this study, I would appreciate your
completing the enclosed questionnaire which will prbvide inform-
ation about your biographical background.

At a later date, you will receive ;ne of several Jdb
applicant descfiptions to evaluate.‘ In order to record which
description you will receive, you have been assigned an identi-
fication number. Your number is ____. All answers will be
held in the strictest confidence. |

. Thank you again for your cooperatibn.-

incerely, .
ot . Calas”

Jhlia G. Coles
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Instructions:
Please be sure to provide an answer for every question:

w_ .
Return your completed questionnaire in the envelope provided.

In which type of organization are you presently employed?

Manufacturing Financial
Educational . Retall

B Employment Agency Other - speclfy

Have you had any training in interviewing techniques?

Yes No

—n ——

How many years of interviewing experlience do you have?

Years

What is the average number of interviews you have
conducted per week over the past 6 months?

Interviews per week
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. How many years of posi-secondary education havé'you‘completed?

0] 1 2 3 L 5 or more

Which degree or diploma have you earned?

—— High School Bachelors
Dlploma Masters
____College —
Diploma __ Doctorate

What percenfage of your post-secondary educatlon expenses
- did you earn? . '
0% ____ 25%

50% _  75% ____ 100%

Did you hold a class or campus office during secondary
and/or post-secondary education?

Yes No

>

How many years of full-time work experience do you have?

0 1 2 3 L 5 or more

Have you had any formal training, guch as attendance at work-
shops or lectures, in the personnel field?

Yes No

Are you fluent in any 1anguage(s)-other than English and/or
French? \

Yes No

Did you participate in extracurricular athletic activities
while in school?

Yes : No
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What is/was your field of study in secondary/post-secondary
education? Indicate for highest level obtained only.

Secondary: ' : Post-Secondary:
’

1 . ‘ : )
Did you receive scholarships or awards for academic achleve-
ment while in sghool?

Yes No

How many dependents do you support?

0 1 2 Oor more

—rm— ————nn.

Whét waSE your ﬁrimary reason for leaving your last/prior Jjob?

Personal reason (ie., returned to school)
Company-related reason (ie., laid-off)

. Do you attend church regularly?
Yes No

If asked to provide 3 references on an application form,
 how many would be work-related, occupational references?

o

__0 1 ___ 2 —_ 3
Indicate your age range.
. 18-2h __25-29 ___ 30-39 ___ 40-49 __ 50 and over
Indicate youf 56X,

___ Male —_ Female

What is your height?

What 1s your welght?
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NAME:

COURSE NUMBER:

The purpose of this study is to examine the relat"ionship
between the use of informgtion about a job applicant and the
background of the interviewer. The attached questionnaire will
vrovide information about your biographical background.

In one week's time, you will receive one of several job
applicant descriptione to gvaluate. In order to record which
description you will rec{e, you are asked to put your name

and course number on the materials. All answers will be held

in the strictest confidence.

Instructions:

Please be sure to provide an answer for every question.

- )

¢

Have you had any training in interviewing techniques? -

. Yes _X_ No

Do you have any experience as an interviewer?

__ Yes ) ,_X_No

What is your length of residency in North America?

0«3 years _X_ More than 3 years

Note. Subject was assigned to irrelevant information-similar applicant
condition. '
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How many years of post-secondary education have you completed? "

0 1 2)(_3_ —— 5 or more . !

Which degree or diploma have you earned?

High School _& Bachelors

Diploma Masters

_ College

Diploma —. Doctorate

What percentage of your post-secondary education expenses
did .you earn? ‘

0% __25% K 50% __ 75% __ 100%

"Did you hold a class or campus office during secondary
and/or post-secondary education?

. Yes _X_ No-

How many years of full-time work experience do you have?

o K1 2 3 4 5 or more

Have you had any formal training, such as attendance at work-
shops or lectures, in the personnel field?

i __ Yes X_No
~ :

Are you fluent in any language(s) other than English and/or

French?
Yes _x_ No

Did you participate in extracurricular athletic activities

while in school?
x_ Yes No



‘What ia/was“your field of study in secondary/post-secondary
education? Indicate for highegt level obtained only.

Secondary: ENGLIS W Post~Secondary: _VSWCHOLOGY

Did you receive scholarships or awards for academic achieve-
ment while in school?

Yes _ 5_ " No

How many dependents do you support? . .

__X_O . 1 e 2 Oor more

What was your primary reason for leaving your last/prior job? .

& Personal reason (le., returned to school)
Company-related reason (ie., laid-off)

~

Do you attend church regularly?

- ___ Yes X No

If asked to provide 3 references on an application form,
how many wouid be work-related, occupational references?

‘ oo X1 2 __ 3

— —— —
-

Indicate. your age range.

l(_ 18-24 __ 25-29 ___ 30-39 ___ 40-49 ___ 50 and over

Indicate your sex. P ) -

¥ Male . __ Female )

What is your height?

5. Jor

What is your weight?

"I_ié/}.b .



Michael Erwin is a 35 yeaf old applicant.
Michael is not mafried and does not'support any
dependents.

Michael's educational history réveals that
he completed 1 year of post-secondary education.
Michael reported that he earned 50% of the
expenses of this education. While in school, he
participated in extracurriculér athletic activities.

It has been determined that Michael'is not -
fluent in'languéges ofher than Fnglish and Frencn.

In regards to appearance,’he reports that he
is 5'10" in height and wel hs 185:1b..

On a mqie personal note, Michael indicated

that he does not attend church cn a regular basis.

,A‘\l.

Mz



NAME:

COURSE NUMBER: . ;

The purpose of‘this study is to examine the reiationéhip
between the use of information about a job appligant and the
background of the interviewer. The attached questionnaire will
porovide information about your biographical background.

" In ohe week's time, you will receive one of several job’
applicant &espriptions to evaluate.‘ In order to record which
description you will receive, you are asked to pﬁt_yourfname
and course number on the materials. All énswers will be held .

in the striétest confidence.

. Instructions:

Please be sure to provide an answer for every question.

Have you had any training in interviewing techniques?

' Yes x No
Do you hdve any experience as an interviewer?
: _ Yes x No
What is your length of residency in North America?
0=3 years x More than 3 years

"Note. Subject was assigned to relevant information-similar applicant .
condition. ‘
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How many years of poat-squ;dary education have you completed?
0. 1. ¥ 2 3 b 5 or more

Which degree or diploma have you earned?

;&b'High School Bachelors
Diploma - Masters

___ College - ’
Diploma ____Doctorate

4

What percentage of your post-secondary education expenses
did you earn? )

__o% __25% __so% __ 5% X 100%

£

Did you hold a class or campus office during secondary
and/or post-secondary education? .

___ Yes __X No

@ How many years of full-time work experience do you have?

1\0 1 2 3 L;. 5 or more

Have you had any formal training, such as attendance at work-
shops or lectures, in the personnel field?

___ Yes _x,_ No

Are you fluent in any language(s) other than English and/or
French? ‘ .

Yes | L No

Did you participate in extracurricular athletic activities

while in school?
2: Yes | . No
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What is/was your field of study in secondafy/post-secondary
education? Indicate for highest level obtained only.

Post-Secondary: Economted

' Secondary:

Did you receive scholarships or awards for academic &achieve-

ment\ghilfP;n school?
— Yes x ‘No

‘ How many dependents do you support?

5#* 0o 1 2 or more

What was your primary reason for.leaving your last/prior job?

X Personal reason (ie., returned to .school)
Company-related reason (ie., laid-off)

Do you attend church regularly?

_1& Yes ___ No

If asked to provide 3 references on an application form,
how many would be work-related, occupational references?

-0 —_— 1 la —_ 3

Indicate your age range.

i 18-24 ___._25-29 —_ 3039 __ L;O-b,9 __. 50 and over

Indicate your sex.

_*_ Male ¥ __ Female

What is your height?

j:_| JQ_H

What 1s your welght?

13Y 10,



Michaei Erwin is an applicant for the job.
On the application form, he indicated that he is
single.

Michael's educational history reveals that
he completed 2 years of post-secondary education
.and possesses a high school diploma. While in
school, he_did not participate in extracurricular
athletic actiyities.

Michael does not have any full-time work
experience. His record indicates that he‘does
not have training in the persconnel field. He
reported leaving his last place of employment
because of a personal rcason {(ie., return to
school).

e ﬁrovided 2 work-related, occupationél
refercnces and 1 personal reference.on the appli-
cation form.

On a more personal note, Michael indicated

that he does not attend church on a regular basis.

16
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Instructions:

Please be sure to provide an answer for every gquestion.

Return your completed questidnnairé in the envelope provided.

In which type of orpganization are you presently employed?

Manufacturing - ZS Financial
; Educational Retail

" Employment Agency Other - specify .

Have you had any training in interviewing techniques?

____Yes g No

How many years of interviewing experilence do you have?

212 Years

+

r

What is the average number of interviews you have
conducted per week over the past 6 months?

Z - Interviews per week

Note. Subject was assigned to irrelevant informaffon;dissimilar applicant
condition. '
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How many years of post-secondary education havé you completed?

0 __1 g‘ﬁ 2 ._ 3 I ; 5 or more

Which degree or diploma have you earned?

High School Bachelors
Piplona Masters
College —

Diploma —_— Doctorate

What percentage of your post secondary. education expenses
did you earn?

_)L_ 0% _ 25% __ 50% __ 75% __ 100%

Did you hold a class or campus office during secondary
and/or post-secondary education? .

;ZL Yés - No

How‘many years of full-time work experience do you have?

0 1 2 5 4 Y 5 or more

Have you had any'formhl tfaining, such as attendance at work-
shops or lectures, 1n the personnel field?

- Yes X_ No

Are you fluent in any language(s) other than English and/or

French?
Yes ﬁ No

Did you participate in extracurrlcular athletic activities

while in school? _
E Yes No
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What 1s/was your field of study in gecondary/post-secondary
education? Indicate for highest level obtained only.

Secondary: Post-Secondary: BANKING Dif

Did you receive scholarships or awards for academic achieve-
ment while in scfool?® '

Yes x No
How many dependents do you support?
| o 1 - _X 2 or more

What was your primary reason for leéwing your last/prior Jjob?

% Personal reason (ie., returned to school).
Company~related reason (ie., laid-off)

Do you attend church regularly?

X _ Yes ____No

if asked to provide 3 references on an application form,
how many would be work-related, occupational references?

.0 _1 __2 X'

Indicate your age range.

- 18-24 __25-29 ___ 30-39 ___ 40-49 X 50 and over

Indicate your sex.

X_ Male ___ Female

What is your height?
(pl l‘n

What is your weight?
192 1v.

n
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Michael Erwin is a 52 year old applicant.
Michael is maffied and does ﬁot support any
dgpendents.‘

‘lMichael's educational history reveals that
he completed 2 years of post-secondary education.
Michael reported that he earned 100% of the |
expenses of_this education. lWhile in school, he
did not participate in extracurricular éthlehig
activities.

It hés_been determined that Michael is fluent
iﬁ other languages in addition to both English and
French.

In regards to appéarance, Miéhael‘reports that
he is 5'8" in height and weighs 147 1b.

On a more pereonal note, he indicated‘that he

does not attend church on a negulaf basis.
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Instructions: -

Please be sure to provide an answer for every question.

Return your completed questionnaire in, the envelope provided.

In which type of organization are you presently employed?

Jﬁ; Manufacturing Financial
Educational Retail
- Employment Agency Other - specify

Have you had any training in interviewing techniques?
. Yes - ‘ *‘No
' . . .
How many years of interviewing experience do you have?

_u_ Yeurs

1

What is the average number of interviews you have
conducted per week over the past 6 months?

QL Interviews per week

Note. Subject was assigned to relevant information-dissimilar applicant
conditlon.
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‘How many years of post-secondary education have you completed?

0 1 2 3 4 ,%&_ 5 or more

Which degree or diploma have you earned?

A High School ' ____ Bachelors
Diplome Masters
x College -
Diploma ‘ —_ Doctorate

What percentage of your post-secondary education expenses
did you earn?

0% ___ 25% _ __ S50% ___ 75% _X 100%

Did you hold a class or campus office during secondary
and/or post-secondary education?

Yes X o

How many years of full-time work experlence do you have?

0 __ ¥ ___2._3 __ 4 X 5or more *

Have you had any formal training, such as attendance at work-
shops or lectures, in . the personnel field?

___TYes _K No

Are you fluent in any language(s) other than English and/or

French?
Yes x No

Did you participate in extracurricular athletic activities

while in school?
& Yes No
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. What is/was your field of study in secondary/post-gecondary-
- education? Indicate for highest level obtained omnly. -

Secondary: . Post-Secondary: A¢coypTiVe

Did you receive scholarships.or awards for academic achleve-
ment while in school?

— Yes _&'No

How many dependents do you support?
0 ! 1 2 or more

What was your primary reason for leaving your las)t/prior Job?

¥ __ Personal reason (ie., returned to school)
Company-related reason (ie., laid-off) ‘

Do you attend church regularly?

____Yes _X_ No

If agked to provide 3 references on an application form,
how many would be work-related, occupational references?

o _1 KRz __53
Indicate your age range.

182y __25-29 K 30-39 ___ 40-49 _-50 and over

Indicate your sex.

- X Male ___ Female

What 1s your height?

o _jz_l Ll_n

What is your weight?

130 1v.
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. MichaellErwin.is an applicant for the job.
On the applicatiop form, he.indicated that he is
married. .

Michael's educational history reveals that
he does not possess post-secondary education, but
does hgve a high school diploma. While ip school,
he participated'in extracurricular athletic acti-
vities.

Michael has 20 years of full-time work exper-
ience. His record indicates that he has training
in the personfiel field. He reported leaving his
last place of employment because of a company
reason (ie,, laid-off).

:He provided 1 work-related, occupational

"

referenle and ,2 personal references on the gppli-
. N DNape '
cation form:ﬁyn—-

n a more personél note, Michael indicated

! thgt he does not attend church on a regular basis.



APPENDIX H
EXPERIMENTAL TASK OF RATING HYPOTHETICAL JOB APPLICANT

FOR INEXPERIENCED [NTERVIEWERS

126

tamd



NAME:
COURSE NUMBER:
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¢

; As stated in wmy previous contact with you, this
portion of the study déalé with your evaluations of a
hypothetical job applicant. Please find attached a. job
description for a Personnel Officer, a written descrip-
tion of a hypothetical job applicant, and several rating

scales. *

Instructions:

_ Assumne that you are a selection interviewer for a
hypothetical local company. As part of your job, you
are required to make a number of judgments about the

person applying for the job of Personnel Officer.

After reading the job description, review the informa-
tion éiven about the applicant for the job. This is a
summary of_the individual's application form. Normally,
you would have more information, but,:on the basis of
the infbrmatian provided, answer each question oﬁ\ghe
rating forms. jr’
indicate your responses by circling one point on
the scale provided witﬂzgggg question, Again, your
" responses will be held in the strictest confidence.
ané-thq resulis have been analyzed, you will re-

ceive a report on this study.
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PERSONNEL QFFICER 28
Responsible for manpower plénding, recruitment and select-
ion, performance appraisal, training, and the administration of

personnel policies and programs.

Planning & Recruitment _
- develops manpower inventories

= conducts manpower forecasting and planning

~ carries out job analyses to obtain job descriptions and
specifications

- recruits applicants for vacancies
- interviews and tests applicants

Selection

- selects most suitable candidate for job

-‘decides upon employee placementi and need for training

- conducts induction and orlentation interviews with hirees

. Performance Appraisal : - -

=~ develovs policies and procedures for performance reviews
‘= recommends and approves changes in status of employees

- co-ordinates promotions and transfers

- conducts termination and exit interviews

- counsels employees in regards to work-related problems -

Other Duties

- plans and organizes employee training

- develops system of employee records

' evelops wage and salary schedules -

- plans and administers employee services, le., pension schemes

- plans research projects, ie., employee attitude surveys .



129

~Michael Erwin is a 27 year old applicant.
Michael is not married.and does not supovort any
dependents.
| Michael's educational history reveals that
he completed 3 years of post-secondary education.
Michael reported that he earned 50% of the
expenses of this education. While in school, he
.particimated in exfracurricular athietic acti-
vities.

Tt has heen determined fhaf Michael is {fluent
in other languares ih adiition to both Fnglish and
French,

In regards to appearance, he reporté that he-
is 5'10" in heipht and Weighs.185 lb.

On a more per:onal note, Michaei indicated

that he does not attend church on a regular basis.
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Indicate your responses by circling one number on each scale.

1. How well do you think the applicant would GET ALONG with
co-workers 4if hired for the position?

1 2 3 b D 6 -7
Get Along ' Get Along
Very Very
Poorly . Well

2. To what extent would you LIKE TO WORK WITH the applicant?

1 2 3 bk > 6 7
Definitely - Definitely
Would Not ~ Vould

3. How SUCCESSFUL do you feel the applicant would be if hired?

1 2 > 4 2 6 7

Very ' Very
Unsuccessful : . Successful

L, Wohld you RECOMMEND the applicant TO BE HIRED for the
position of Personnel Cfficer?

1 2 3 i 5 6 7
Definitely ’ ' . Definitely
. Would Not : Would
Recommend ‘ Recommend

5. Would you INVITRE the applicant to an INTERVIEW?

1 . 2 3 L 5 6 7
Definitely ‘ Definitely
_ Would Not ‘ Would

Invite : _ ‘ Invite

' 6. To what extent do you LIKE the applicant?

1. 2 3 4 . 5 6 Yi

~ Dislike , ‘ " Like
Very Much Very Much
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7. How CONFIDENT are you in the judgments that you made
about this job applicant?

1 2 3 Y 5 6 7

Not At All : Very
Confident = } ' . . Confident

8., How SIMILAR is the applicant to you?

1 2 .3 4 5 6 7
Very : Very
Dissimilar . Similar

9. How RFLEVANT was the information about the applicant to
the RATINGS that you made? '

1 2 3 R 5 6 7
. Very : Very
Irrelevant ‘ Relevant

10. How RELEVANT was the information about the applicant to
the "RECOMMEND FOR HIRE" RATING that you made?

1 r2 30 4 -5, 6 - 7
Very ’ .o Very
Irrelevant . Relevant

11. How RELEVANT was the information about the applicant to
the "INVITE TO AN INTERVIEW" RATING that you made?

1 2 3. 4 5 ) 7
* Very ‘ Very
Irrelevant - Relevant
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*

vl
FEEmay UNIVERSITY O WINDSOR

{L“ WINDSOR, ONTARIO NO9SB 3P4

Y | A :
L:n \‘1’ " TELEPHONE: AREA CODE 519
) ‘Hhmm;l/«)” ) 253.4232

As stated in my previous contact with you, this phase
of the stﬁdy deals with your evaluations of a hypqthetical
job applicant. Please find attached a job description for
a Personnel Qfficer, a written description of a job appli-
cant, and several rating scales.

Please assumé that you are a selection interviewer for
a hypothetical local company. As part of your job, you are
required to make a number of judgments about the person

.applying for the job of Personnel Officer.

After reading the job description, review the informa-
tion given about the applicant for the job. This is a-sum-
mary of the individual's application form. Normally, you.
would have more information, but, on the basis of the in-.
formation provided, answer each qﬁestion on the rating forms.

Indicate your responses by circling one point on the

scale provided with each question. Again, your resbonses
will be held in the strictest’confidence.

When the results have been analyzed, you will receive
a repor; on this study; Again, thank you very'much for
your assistance.

Sincerely, .

Julia G. Coles



PERSONNEL OFFICER

Responsible for manpower planning, recruitment and select-

ion, performance appraisal, training, and the administration of
personnel policies and programs. '

Planning & Recruitment

develops manpoﬁer inventories
conducts manpower forecasting and planning

.carries out job analyses to obtain job descriptions ag%

specifications ) ‘
recruits applicants for vacancles
interviews and tests applicants

I

Selection

selects most suitable candidate for job
decides upon employee placement and need for training
conducts induction and orientation interviews with hirees

Performance Appraisa1

‘develops policies and procedures for performance reviews

recommends and approves changes in status of employees
co-ordinates promotions and transfers

- conducts termination and exit interviews

L4

counsels employees in regards to work-related problems

Other Duties

plans and organizes employee training

deveiops system of employee records

develops wage and salary schedules ‘

plans and administers employee services, le., pension schemes
plans research projects, 1ie., employee attitude surveys

134
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N

Michael FErwin is an'appliéant for the job.

.Oh the appiication form, he indicated that.he is_ .
married. '

Michael‘s educational history feveals that ﬁe
completed 3 years of po§t-secondary education and
gréduated'with é Bachelor degree. While in school,
he participated in extracufricular'athletic écti-
-vities.,

Michael has 10 years of full-time work exper-
ilence. llis record indicateé that he has training

v in the personnei-field. He reported leaving his
iast pléce of emplgyment because of a'personal
reason (ie., return to school, advancement).

He provided 2 work-related, occupational
reférences-and 1 personal referehce on the appli-
cation form, ‘
| On a more personal note, Michael indicated ~

that he attends church on a regular basis.
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Indicate your responses by circling one number on each scale.

l. How well do you think the applicant would GET ALONG with
B co-workers if hired for the position?

., .2 3 L5 6 7
Get Along . ~ Get Along
Very : ' Very

Poorly , - Well

2. To what extent would you LIKE TO WORK WITH the applicant?

1 2 3 4 5 '6 7
Definitely o A Definitely
Would Not Would

How SUCCESSFUL do-ydu feel the applicant would be if hired?

. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
¢« - Very ' : Very
Unsuccessful Successful

4, wWould you RECOMMEND the appllcant TO BE HIRED for the
' . position of Personnel Offlcer?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Definitely . Definitely
Would Not , _ Would

Recommend : - Recommend

5. JWould you INVITE the applicant to an INTERVIEWN?

1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7
Definitely - Definitely
. Would Not Would

Invite . Invite

6. To what extent do you LIKE the applicant?

. .

1 2 3 by 5 6 7
Dislike - Like
Very Much ' Very Much
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7. How CONFIDENT are you iﬁ the judgments that-you made
about this job applicant? .

1 2 5 b 2 6 7

Not At A1l _ Very
Confident Confident

8. How SIMILAR is the applicant to you?

L 2 b, L 2 6 7
Very ‘ Very

Dissimilar Similar

9, How RFLEVANT was the information about the applicant to
the RATINGS that you made?

1 2 2 L S - 6 7
Very 4 - Very
Irrelevant Relevant

10. How RELEVANT was the information about the applicant to
the "RECOMMEND FOR HIRE" RATING that you made?

1 2 3 L 5 6 7 ‘
Very Very
Irrelevant Relevant

11. How RELEVANT was the finformation about the applicant to.
" the "INVITE TO AN INTERVIEW" RATING that you made?

1 2 ) b 5 6 7

¢ Very Very
Irrelevant ~ .  Relevant
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TABLE 3 ,
-~/
Mean Similar Ratings by Experience,
. .Relevance and Similarity - . =
/—\ - \( .
Experience (Exp) Relevance (Rel) - Similarity (Sim)
Inexperienced - 4.14 - Irrelevant - 3.91 Dissimilar - 2.02
Experienced - 3.63 Relevant  -.3.B0 Similar - 5.75
Exp X Rel . Exp X Sim = - © Rel X Sim
Irrel Rel ‘ Dissim Sim. ' Pissim“_ Sim}
Inexp [ 4,04 | 4,25 Inexp [ 2,29 6,0 Irrel |_1.82 6,00
Exp 3,791 3.46 E’ Exp 1,75 5,501, Rel |_2.,21 |. 5,50

Exp X Rel X Sim

Inexﬁerienced Experienced
- Dissim [ Sim Dissim | . Sim
' ' Irrel 1.64 6.43 2.00 5.57

Rel 2,93 5.57 1.50 5.43

Direction of Rating: Qhe higher the mean score, the greater the
perceived similarity.




TABLE 4
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Mean Relevance of Information Ratings

by Experience, Relevance and Similarity

"

Experience (Exp)

Inexperienced - 4.32.

Irrel

Experienced - 3,88
Exp X Rel
Irrel Rel
Inexp | 3,14 ! 5,50
Exp |.2.181 5,57
Rel

Relevance (Rel)

Irrelevant - 2,66

.

‘Similarity (Sim)

Dissimilar - 4,13

Relevant - 5,54 Similar - 4.07
Exp X Sim Rel X Sim

Dissim _ Sim_ issim Sim

Inexp 4,36 | 4,29 Irrel 2,86 | 2,46

Exp —3.89 | 3.86¢ Rel .39 [ 5,68

Exp X Rel X Sim
. Inexperienced Experienced

Dissim Sim || Dissim Sim|
3.36 2.93 2,36 2,00
5.36 5.64 5.43 5.71

LI
Direction of Rating: The higher the mean score, the greater the

perceived relevance of the information for

all ratings.

w

[
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Mean Relevance of Information for Hiring Recommendation

Ratings by Experience, Relevénce\and Similarity

Experience (Exp)
1

Inexperienced -~ 4,11

Experienced - 3.89

Exp X Rel

Irrel Rel

Inexp [ 3,43 1 4,79

Exp 2,54 | 5.,25].
Irrel
Rel

Relevance (Rel)

Irrelevant - 2.98

Similarity {Sim)

Dissimilar - 4.02

Relevant - 5.02 Similar - 3.98
Exp X Sim Rel X Sim
Dissim Sim Dissim __ Sim
Inexp 4,14 | 4,07 Irrel 3.04 2.93
_ Exp 3.89 3,801 Rel S 5,00 0L 5,
Exp X Rel X Sim
Inexperienced Experienced
Dissim | > Sim || Dissim Sim
3,50 3,36 2.57 2.50
4,79 4,79 5,21 4 5,28

Direction of Rating:

The higher the mean score, the greater the
perceived relevance of the information for
the hiring recommendation,



TABLE 6
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Mean Relevance of Informatien for Interview Invitation

Ratings by Experience, Relevance and Similarity

Experience (Exp)

Inexperienced - 4.23

Experienced - 4.29
Exp X Rel
Irrel Rel
Inexp 3,82 [ 4,64
Exp - }3.32 [5,25
“Rel

Relefance {Rel)

Irrelevant - 3.57

Similarity (Sim)

Dissimilar - 4.47

Irrel

Relevant. - 4.95 Similar - 4.07
Exp X Sim Rel X Sim
Dissif Sim Dissim Sim
Inexp 4,50 173,56 Irrel .29 | 3.36
Exp 4,39 | 4,18 Rel 5.11 5.7¢9
‘I
Exp X Rel X Sim
Incxperienced 'Experienced
Dissim Sim__ Dissim Sim
4.07 3.57 3,50 3.14 y
5,21

4.93 4.36 5,29

Direction of Rating: The higher the mean score, the greater the "

perceived relevance of the information for
the interview invitation.
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MANIPULATION CHECKS AND DEPENDENT MEASURES
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Sﬁmmary of Analysis of Variance of Confidence

Ratings by Experience, Relevance and Similarity

TABLE 8

-
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Source of variation df MS F
Experience (A) 1 3,94 1,37
Relevance (B) 1 4,72 1.64
Similarity (C) 1 0.00
A X B T 1,37
AXC ") 0.70
BXC 1 1.12
AXBX é 1 1.08 0.38
Error 104 2,88
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L0 TABLE 10
Unadjusted and Adjusted Sums of Squares for Hire and Liking Ratings

by Experience, Relevance and Similarity: Confidence as Covariate

-

Hire Liking
Source. of Unadjusted Adjusted , Unadjusted Adjusted
variations . Ss S8 58 sS
. Experience (A) 66,04 66.41 -~ 18.89 ° %0.81
“*\ Relevance (B) 7.00 7.33 : 0.14 . 0.41
“Similarity (C). 2.29 2.29 20.57 20.68
..
AXB 0.14 0.09 2.89 © 2,09
AXC 0.57 0.b5 18.89 17.29 -
B X C 12.89  13.25 0.00 . 0,05
AXBXC . 18.89 19.17 0.04 0.10
Confidence - 0.44 - 4.56
Error 169,86 169.41 C 101.29 = 96.73
Total - 277.68 277 /68 ° 162.71 162,71
L ‘ 3
\\
Sy

. ' | l f“ f;)
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«.  TABLE 12

Unadjhéfed and Adjusted Sums of Squares for Hire and Liking Ratings

'by Experience, Relevance and Similarity: Relevance as Covariate

' )

_ Hire : Liking
Source of Unadjusted Adjusted - Unadjusted, Adjusted
variation - 88 . 58 - 8§ SS
Experience -(A) 66,04 62,73 < 1889 T 1327
Relevance (B) 7.00 2,19 0,14 4,17
éimilafity (€) 2.29 2.59 20.57 18,79
AXB 0.14 © 0,34 2,89~ 1.46
AXCT 0,57 -  0.53 ° 18,89  18.26
B XC 12,89 13.31 0.00 0.14
AXBXC 18,89 18.67 0.04 0.07
Relevance-ratings - -0.83 . ; - 5,31
Relevance-hire - " 4,29 - 0.32
Relevancé-interview - 0.57 - ~1.83
Error y 169.86 | 165.21 101.29 95,03
Total 277.68 277.68 162,71 162.71

!

-
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TABLE 13

© 157

Means and Standard Deviations of Age and Post-Secondary Education

Measures for Inexperienced and Experienced Interviewers

Age Post-Sec. Education
Interviewers n mean sb, 'f_mean SD
Inexperienced 56 22,85, 3.3l 2,61 l.42
Experienced 56 40.68 8.54 2.96 1.60 .
t-value _ 14.29* 1.25
® *p< .0l (one-tailed test)
~
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TABLE 14
Intercorrelations Among Agb'and Dependent Variables

. S . a
for Inexperienced and Experienced Interviewers

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Age - 09 12 -05 01 14 12
2. Co-worker 224 - S3% 42k 47%* 43%* 25

3. Work with  -13 - 77 - aaxx  45x%  34* 46+
~—n 4, Success -18 40** 47%%* - 66** 69** 13
5. Hire -19 25 34 56* - 62** 24
6. Interview s a2 53% GAx*  65** - 11
7. Liking 05 asee 53 33ex 3TRR 54w 2

*p < .05
** p < .0l
Note. Decimal points have been omitted.

A sefficients above the diagonal are -for Inexperienced Interviewers.
coefficients below the diagonal are for Experienced Interviewers,
=

PR S
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APPENDIX O
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF RATINGS

.AS A FUNCTION OF EXPERIENCE
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