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Abstract

Employment interview has been one of the most commonly used selection tools
across periods, regions, and industries. Aiming to select and hire talents for organisa-
tions, the performance of interviewers as the decision maker of employment interview
has received wide interests from both practitioners and researchers. Regardless of a
persistent call for research into the process of interviewers’ decision making (IDM),
most existent studies base their conclusions on product analysis that examines the
mathematical correlation between interviewers’ final decisions and various factors at a
group level. In particular, a gap has been identified through a systematic literature
review that interviewers’ cognitive processes (ICP), which plays a significant role in in-
terviewers’ decision making, is under-investigated. Such a gap has not only limited the
understanding of IDM but also constrained the possibility to improve it. To address
the gap, this research inaugurally introduces a psychological method termed “think
aloud method (TAM)” to explore ICP when completing an interview decision-making
task. Specifically, the research first tested and confirmed the feasibility of applying
TAM to examining ICP and developed an experiment procedure where TAM was ef-
fectively embedded in interview scenario. Then, rich data of ICP was collected from
29 participants with diversified backgrounds, all of whom were capable of working on
the interview task while thinking aloud. Through a multi-level analysis of the data col-
lected, (i) four types of information and 17 categories of cognitive actions following three
information-processing strategies were recognised in ICP, (ii) four major characteristics
of ICP were identified and quantified to enrich the understanding of the panorama, (iii)

three cognitive dimensions were constructed to measure the corresponding aspects of
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interviewers’ judging behaviour that were believed to affect their decision quality, (iv)
direct evidence of seven typical decision patterns and bias were identified from ICP,
and (v) associations between various contextual factors (i.e., gender, national region of
interview experience, experience level as interviewer, rating scale type) and ICP were
tested, where the impact of these factors on ICP were found except for interviewers’
gender. The key findings of this research as well as their niche within the broader
context of IDM research are discussed in detail with the trustworthiness of the research
justified. This research uncovering the black box of interviewers’ cognitive process is
expected to contribute both to the academic knowledge of IDM and the real-world
practice of employment interview in various aspects, including promoting the under-
standing of IDM process at a cognitive level, monitoring the ongoing process of IDM
rather than relying on the decision outcomes, guiding the improvement of interview
design, and facilitating the development of interviewer training courses as well as de-
cision aids. Potential limitations as a result of sample size and fixed task scenario are

also discussed with the opportunities of future research highlighted.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Employment interviews remain one of the most commonly used tools to select and
hire talent (Harris, 1989; Macan, 2009; Levashina et al., 2014; Wanberg et al., 2020;
Basch et al., 2021; Chauhan, 2022), where the interviewer as the decision maker is
often identified as a crucial role for ensuring reliable and valid decision outcomes (Fox
& Spector, 2000; Purkiss et al., 2006; Kausel et al., 2016; Buijsrogge et al., 2021).
In order to study and improve interviewers’ decision making (IDM), a great deal of
studies have accumulated in the past ten decades. However, the academic attention
has focused on the properties of interviewers’ decisions (Maurer, 2002; Sacco et al.,
2003; Agerstrom & Rooth, 2011; Kroll & Ziegler, 2016) rather than the ongoing pro-
cess through which interviewers reach their final decisions. More importantly, while
decision making is a cognitive process composed of a logical sequence of information-
processing activities taking place in the decision maker’s mind (Payne, 1994, Wang &
Ruhe, 2007; Lunenburg, 2010; Mihaylov, 2019), there is a severe lack of investigation
into interviewers’ cognitive processes (ICP). Therefore, this research aims to contribute
to both the understanding and the monitoring of IDM from a procedural perspective

by exploring ICP during decision making.

This chapter provides an introduction to the overall research by sequentially dis-

cussing the background, niche, construct, and output of the research. First, Section
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1.1 briefs the broader context of this research in the sense that there has been a call for
investigation into the process of IDM, encouraged by which massive empirical studies
have been carried out. However, the majority of these studies examine the mathemat-
ical associations between the decisions made by interviewers and various factors, and
only a limited number of studies explore how IDM process unfolds. Thus, Section 1.2
goes further into the studies focusing on the ongoing process of IDM with a particular
emphasis on the features of thematic focus and methodologies adopted, from which a
gap is identified in IDM research and a series of research questions to cover the gap
are raised in Section 1.3 with rationale explained. Then in Section 1.4, the method-
ology of data collection and analysis adopted in this research to seek for the answers
to the research questions is described together with expected outcomes, followed by a
demonstration of the significance and potential limitations of this research in Section
1.5. Finally, Section 1.6 presents the structural outline of this dissertation in terms

of a brief summary of both the purpose and contents of each chapter.

1.1 Background of the Research

Motivated by the great need to select and hire talents for organisations through
employment interviews, vast numbers of studies are carried out aiming to study and
improve IDM from various perspectives, which can be dated back to the research carried
out by Scott (1915). In particular, there has been a long-standing call for process
research to explore how the IDM process unfolds (Lewis, 1980; Harris, 1989; Tullar,
1989; Anderson, 1992; Graves, 1993; Posthuma et al., 2002; Macan, 2009; Levashina et

al., 2014) so as to promote the understanding and the improvement of IDM.

The earliest research is constructed in a ”"how-to-do-it” manner based on experience
and common sense without providing empirical evidence (Webster & Anderson, 1964;
Mayfield, 1964; Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965). Later in 1950s, a series of empirical studies
on IDM as integrated and reported by Webster and Anderson (1964) are regarded
as beginning step toward a better understanding of the process of IDM (Mayfield,
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1964) that not only arouse the academic interests in the process of IDM but also
set an example of how empirical investigation can be conducted into it. Consequently,
interviewers’ decisions are investigated and compared in the majority of the subsequent
studies to examine how a wide range of factors may affect the decision properties, such
as reliability, validity and applicants’ reactions (Zedeck et al., 1983; Taylor & Sniezek,
1984; McDaniel et al., 1994; Conway et al., 1995; Moscoso, 2000; Huffcutt et al., 2013;
Woods et al., 2020). The corresponding studies are discussed by a series of reviews
throughout the past decades (Schmitt, 1976; Arvey & Campion, 1982; Harris, 1989;
McDaniel et al., 1994; Judge et al., 2000; Moscoso, 2000; Posthuma et al., 2002; Macan,
2009; Levashina et al., 2014).

In contrast, other studies look into the process of IDM more straightforwardly by
paying attention either to interviewers’ observable behaviour during decision making,
such as questioning (Macan & Dipboye, 1990; Dougherty et al., 1994; Silvester & An-
derson, 2003; Highhouse et al., 2019) and notetaking (Macan & Dipboye, 1994; Burnett
et al., 1998; Biesanz et al., 1999; Middendorf & Macan, 2002), or to their inner think-
ing processes, like attributional style (i.e., how interviewers interpret the clues obtained
from applicants; Gifford et al., 1985; Highhouse & Bottrill, 1995; Chapman & Web-
ster, 2001; Reinhard et al., 2013; Culbertson et al., 2016), decision path (i.e., how
interviewers’ decisions are progressively formed with various intermediates involved;
Kristof-Brown, 2000; Roulin et al., 2014; Kith et al., 2022) cue weighting (i.e., how in-
terviewers weigh different cues when making decisions; Graves & Karren, 1992; Burnett
& Motowidlo, 1998; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). Another heated topic is the detection
of a broad range of bias in interviewers’ decisions, of which typical examples include
primacy and recency effect (i.e., information received either earlier or later in the in-
terview process is weighted more significantly by interviewers when making decisions;
Lunenburg, 2010; Strawn & Thorsteinson, 2015), halo effect (i.e., one favourable char-
acteristic of the applicant can significantly raise the evaluations on the other features of
the applicant; Parsons & Liden, 1984; Dougherty et al., 1986; Zysberg & Nevo, 2004)
and contrast effect (i.e., interviewers’ evaluation of an applicant can be influenced by

the quality of the preceding applicant; Schuh, 1978; Cesare et al., 1988).

4
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The existent studies not only expand the knowledge of IDM but also facilitate the
improvement of real-world interviews through various approaches, such as structuring
the components of interview procedure (Campion et al., 1997; Chapman & Zweig, 2005;
McCarthy et al., 2010; Huffcutt et al., 2013; Kausel et al., 2016) and developing decision
aids like different types of rating scales (Fay & Latham, 1982; Green et al., 1993; Klehe
et al., 2008; Melchers et al., 2011; Cambon & Steiner, 2015). However, there are still a

lot of aspects of IDM that remain to be explored.

1.2 State of the Problem

In spite of the rich findings regarding IDM process, it can be perceived to a certain
degree that most studies rely their conclusions basically on controlled trials to exam-
ine the mathematical correlations between the decisions made by interviewers and the
factors investigated (e.g., cognitive, social, situational), whereas the information un-
covered about the ongoing process of IDM process is quite limited. However, a review
of process research on IDM is absent and even the boundary of the target research is
not clear due to a lack of definition. Therefore, this research provides a definition of
process research on IDM, based on which a systematic literature review is conducted
to clarify the current state of studies that explore the ongoing facts during the process

of IDM.

The review findings suggest that, while IDM is a typical cognitive task where a
series of information-processing activities taking place in interviewers’ minds, only a
mere number of studies investigate interviewers’ cognitive process (ICP) during decision
making. Specifically, as a vital element of human decision making (Newell & Simon,
1972; Ungson et al., 1981; Corner at al., 1994; Leonard et al., 1999; Azuma et al.,
2006; Wang & Ruhe, 2007), the investigation into ICP may uncover in-depth details of
IDM, for example, the information interviewers search and use, the evaluation criteria
applied, and the way interviewers compare alternatives, which can assist the improve-

ment of IDM. Nevertheless, a severe lack of corresponding research is identified from
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four perspectives.

First, the research exploring the ongoing facts during IDM only accounts for small
proportion compared to the broad interests in IDM, and the overall number of empirical
studies investigating ICP is even smaller. Secondly, among the limited empirical studies
on ICP, most conclusions are derived from interpretations of indirect evidence, such
as the mathematical associations among different elements involved in IDM and the
segmented judgments made by interviewers that contribute to their final decisions,
whereas less attention is paid to interviewers’ actual thinking process. For example,
the findings concerning the impact of interviewers’ initial impression about an applicant
on the hiring decision are usually generated by comparing the numerical scores or ranks
that interviewers give to the applicant at different stages of interview (Barrick et al.,
2012; Swider et al., 2016; Carnes et al., 2019). Thirdly, even for those studies aiming to
directly examine interviewers’ thoughts during decision making, their data collection is
completed basically through retrospective methods (e.g., self-report, survey) that ask
interviewers to recall own thinking processes of decision making after completing an
interview task (Graves & Karren, 1992; Hebl & Kleck, 2002; Podsakoff et al., 2011;
Wilhelmy et al., 2016). This technique has been criticised as being vulnerable to
subjects’ self-interpretation, memory loss, and memory distortion, which may lead to
deviated understanding of the subject’s real cognitive process (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977;
Ericsson & Simon, 1984; Russo et al., 1989; Neuman & Schwarz, 1998; Nielsen et al.,
2002). Fourthly, most of the existent studies on ICP concentrate on particular aspects
of the decision-making task (e.g., information gathering, attributing, cue weighting,
specific bias), whereas an empirical study exploring the overall prospect as well as the

characteristics of ICP is absent.

Therefore, a research gap is identified in IDM research that there is a severe lack
of empirical studies on ICP during decision making especially based on the data that
can effectively represent interviewers’ real thinking processes. Such a gap not only
limits the understanding of IDM, but it also prevents stakeholders from knowing and

monitoring interviewers’ performance during interview processes at a more in-depth
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level. For instance, the evaluation of IDM has long been limited to the psychometric
properties (e.g., reliability, validity, and applicants’ reactions) of the decisions made,
whereas little attention is paid to interviewers’ performance during decision-making
process. Particularly, it is unclear whether interviewers implement the framed interview
process as expected (Van der Zee et al., 2002; Lievens & De Paepe, 2004; Chen et al.,
2008; Highhouse, 2008; Nolan & Highhouse, 2014), like whether they follow the given
criteria or individual preferences when evaluating an applicant and whether they make

judgements based on particular evidence or their own intuitions.

1.3 Research Objectives and Questions

Without a deeper understanding of ICP that is essential but under-investigated in
IDM, especially based on the data that can effectively represent interviewers’ real think-
ing processes, further improvements to interview processes and outcomes are limited.
Hence, this research aims to explore ICP during decision making and, more importantly,
how new knowledge derived from ICP can facilitate the understanding and monitoring
of IDM process. Correspondingly, four sets of research questions (RQs) are developed

to address the knowledge gap.

Above all, since a subject’s cognitive process during decision making consists of a
series of information-processing activities taking place in the subject’s minds (Payne,
1994; Wang & Ruhe, 2007; Lunenburg, 2010; Mihaylov, 2019), the most primary in-
terest of the investigations into human cognitive processes lies in its constitution, such
as the information processed by the decision maker and how the information is pro-
cessed (Ericsson & Simon, 1984; Martin & Klimoski, 1990; Barber & Roehling, 1993).
Correspondingly, the first set of questions brought up in this research intend to find

out

RQ1a: What information do interviewers pay attention to during decision making

(i.e., information type)?
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RQ1b: How do interviewers process the information received (i.e., cognitive ac-

tion)?

While the first set of research questions focus on generally identifying the possible
elements occurring in ICP, the second sets of research questions concern more about
the characteristics of ICP, with which the ICP can be described, quantified and com-
pared among both individuals and different contexts. For instance, the decision time of
interviewers is examined to investigate how factors like applicant quality, interviewer
experience level, and question consistency when evaluating different applicants affects
the time interviewers take to make decisions (Tullar et al., 1979; Frieder et al., 2016).
Considering the possibility that observed decision time may be affected by irrelevant
factors (e.g., mental distractions) especially when the data collection process is not
strictly monitored and controlled, this research intends to define a characteristic of
ICP that measures the level of cognitive efforts made by interviewers during decision

making. Specifically, the first characteristic of ICP defined aims to measure

RQ2a: How cognitively active is an interviewer during decision making when eval-

uating an applicant (i.e., cognitive activeness)?

In addition, due to the individual differences exist in the backgrounds of interview-
ers (e.g., experience, knowledge, preference), each interviewer may not adopt all the
categories of elements identified when seeking the answers to the first set of research

questions. Therefore, the second characteristic of ICP to discuss in this research is

RQ2b: How cognitively diversified is an interviewer during decision making when

evaluating an applicant (i.e., cognitive diversity)?

Following existent studies on cognitive processes (e.g., Kivetz & Simonson, 2000;
Cumming et al., 2002; Jaspers et al., 2004; Barkaoui, 2011), this research also examines
the frequency at which interviewers pay attention to particular types of information

and adopt certain cognitive actions to process information:

RQ2c: At what frequency does an interviewer use different categories of cognitive
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actions to process information when evaluating an applicant (i.e., frequency of cognitive

action)?

RQ2d: At what frequency does an interviewer focus on different types of informa-

tion when evaluating an applicant (i.e., evidential focus)?

The third set of research questions is raised in order to monitor interviewers’ perfor-
mance during decision making at a cognitive level, particularly their judging behaviour.
Since the primary responsibility of interviewers is to assess whether an applicant meets
the requirements of the target job position, plenty of research concentrates on how IDM
can be improved, among which structured interview is probably the most impactful one
and has been widely utilised in real-world practice (Campion et al., 1997; Chapman &
Zweig, 2005; McCarthy et al., 2010; Huffcutt et al., 2013; Kausel et al., 2016; Heimann
et al., 2021). Specifically, by structuring the components of interview process though
providing evaluation criteria and anchored rating scales (Campion et al., 1997, Lev-
ashina et al., 2014; Debnath et al., 2015), interviewers’ judging behaviour is expected
to be “structured” as well so that bias caused by factors like individual preferences,
discrimination and decision patterns can be minimised. Regardless of the benefits of
structured interview, however, it is found that not all practitioners are willing to follow
a designed interview procedure (Chen et al., 2008; Highhouse, 2008; Nolan & High-
house, 2014). Therefore, this research attempts to develop an indicator at a cognitive

level to measure:

RQ3a: To what extent does an interviewer follow the structured criteria given when

evaluating an applicant (i.e., criteria-compliance level)?

A common concern about human decision making is whether a decision is ratio-
nally made based on evidence or derived from the decision makers’ intuition (Sinclair
& Ashkanasy, 2005; Dane & Pratt, 2007; Salas et al., 2010). Correspondingly, studies
on IDM also concerns whether interviewers’ judgments are affected by intuitive infor-
mation like initial impression about an applicant (Barrick et al., 2012; Swider et al.,

2016; Florea et al., 2018; Buijsrogge et al., 2021), and interviewers are often instructed
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to take notes which is believed encouraging interviewers to justify own judgements with
evidence (Campion et al., 1997). However, interviewers’ justification of own judgments
and decisions are almost invisible in real-world interviews because they are less likely
to express themselves during interview process. While some studies observe and inves-
tigate interviewers’ notetaking and treat it as a reflection of how interviewers defend
own judgments (Macan & Dipboye, 1994; Burnett et al., 1998; Middendorf & Macan,
2002), the fragmented notes are incomplete compared to interviewers’ real thinking
process. In contrast, this research exploring ICP during decision making enables a

direct examination of interviewers’ judging behaviour to find out:

RQ3b: To what extent does an interviewer tend to justify own judgements (i.e.,

evidence-based level)?

Another major structured component of interview is the type of interview questions,
among which past behaviour questions that ask applicants to describe what they have
done in past jobs (Motowidlo et al., 1992; Green et al., 1993; Pulakos & Schmitt,
1995, Taylor & Small, 2002). Past behaviour questions become one of the most widely
utilised question types because it is believed that the best predictor of future behaviour
is past behaviour (Barrick et al., 2000; Huffcutt et al., 2001; Moscoso & Salgado, 2001;
Bangerter et al., 2014). Correspondingly, interviewers using past behaviour questions
are required to base their judgements on the behavioural clues of applicants past work
performance as extracted from their responses to interview questions. It is less likely to
figure out what information is used by interviewers to support own judgments without a
close look at interviewers’ thinking processes during decision making, thus this research

investigating ICP provides an opportunity to examine:

RQ3c: To what extent does an interviewer make judgements based on the appli-

cant’s behavioural clues as required by past behaviour questions (i.e., behavioural-based

level)?

In addition to the three dimensions constructed to measure interviewers’ judging

behaviour, this research also attempts to detect cognitive evidence from ICP that ver-
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ifies the existence of typical decision patterns and bias recognised in IDM (e.g., cue
weighting, detection of deception, halo effect, contrast effect, similar-to-me effect). In
particular, the studies on these decision patterns and bias rely significantly on com-
paring the decisions made by interviewers in controlled trials while direct evidence is
almost absent. To facilitate the discussion and monitoring of the decision patterns and

bias in IDM, ICP will be explored in detail to find out

RQ3d: Can any evidence be identified from ICP supporting the existence of typical

decision patterns and bias?

Lastly, it is noticed in many studies that the decisions made by interviewers may be
affected by various contextual factors, such as interviewers’ gender (Parsons & Liden,
1984; Raza & Carpenter, 1987; Chapman & Rowe, 2001), experience level as inter-
viewer (Hess, 2013; Roulin et al., 2015; Frieder et al., 2016), and type of rating scale
used during interview process (Fay & Latham, 1982; Maurer, 2002; Klehe et al., 2008;
Melchers et al., 2011). Notably, corresponding conclusions are basically based on the
examination of mathematical associations between the decisions made and the factors
investigated without looking into ICP, thus little is known about how such influences
take place by affecting interviewers’ thinking processes during interviews. Hence, with
the knowledge of ICP generated in the previous research questions, the impact of con-
textual factors on IDM in terms of the characteristics of ICP during decision making
and the three cognitive dimensions of judging behaviour constructed will be exam-
ined. Specifically, in addition to the three factors mentioned (i.e., gender, experience
level, rating scale type), the national region of previous interview experience, although
having not been introduced into employment interview research yet, is taken into the
analysis as well considering the possible impact caused by different regional cultures
(Sanchez-Burks et al., 2006; Manroop et al., 2013) and employment laws (Williamson
et al., 1997; Morgeson et al., 2008) on IDM. Hence, the last research question queries

about

RQ4: Does (a) gender, (b) national region of interview experience, (c) erperience
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level as interviewer, and (d) rating scale type lead to significant difference in the char-

acteristics of ICP and the cognitive dimensions of interviewers’ judging behaviour?

1.4 Methodology and Expected Outcomes

A psychological method called think aloud method (TAM) is applied to collect
data of ICP, which is introduced by Watson (1920) and Duncker and Lees (1945) and
standardised by Ericsson and Simon (1984). TAM requires a subject to keep talking
aloud own concurrent thoughts while working on the task of interest and the verbal
protocols are explicitly recorded for analysis, which are useful to translate the ongoing
thinking process taking place in the subject’s short-term memory into the most direct
evidence of the subject’s cognitive process (Van Someren et al., 1994). The technique is
regarded as superior to other approaches in human cognition research, like introspection
(Ericsson & Crutcher, 1991; Tordesillas & Chaiken, 1999), retrospection (Kuusela &
Paul, 2000; Gero & Tang, 2001; Van Gog et al., 2005), questioning and prompting
(Xun & Land, 2004; Ge et al., 2005) and dialogue observation (Cox et al., 1999; Chi
et al., 2008), because the data collected with TAM provides the most direct evidence
of a subject’s cognitive process free from the negative influences caused by disturbance
of process, memory errors, and the subject’s own interpretations (Davison et al., 1997;
Nielsen et al., 2002; Heerkens & Van Der Heijden, 2005; Bannert & Mengelkamp, 2008;
Eccles & Arsal, 2017).

TAM is widely used in various domains to explore subjects’ cognitive processes
when working on the task of interest, such as clinical decision making (Funkesson
et al., 2007; Forsberg et al., 2014), consumers’ decision making (Dhar & Simonson,
1992; Reicks et al., 2003), design (Lloyd et al., 1995; Perry & Krippendorff, 2013),
utility testing (Roberts & Fels, 2006; Olmsted-Hawala et al., 2010), language learning
(Bernardini, 2001; Li, 2004) and essay rating (Wolfe et al., 1998; Cumming et al., 2002;
Han, 2017). The technique has also been utilised in recruitment research, for example,

to study how applicants make decisions about whether or not to apply for a job (Barber
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& Roehling, 1993), but it has not yet been adopted to explore ICP when making hiring

decisions.

Due to the requirements of TAM on both the features of the task investigated and
the qualification of subjects, an experiment procedure is developed and tested through
a pilot study first. After confirming the feasibility and validity of embedding TAM in
interview scenarios, the experiment procedure is then carried out in for data collection,
where 29 participants with diversified backgrounds are involved as interviewers. The
verbal protocols that represent interviewers’ actual thinking processes when making
hiring decisions are recorded and processed following a standard procedure (Fonteyn
et al., 1993; Van Someren et al., 1994; Charters, 2003; Eccles and Arsal, 2017), from
which the elements of ICP like information type and cognitive actions are identified
and defined (RQla-b). Afterwards, the elements identified are investigated to develop
quantitative measurements for both the four ICP characteristics proposed (RQ2a-d)
and the three dimensions of interviewers’ judging behaviour (RQ3a-c). Then the pro-
tocols are scrutinised to detect cognitive evidence for a wide range of decision patterns
and bias commonly recognised in IDM (RQ3d). As the final step of data analysis, the
association between the four contextual factors (i.e., gender, national region of inter-
view experience, experience level, rating scale type) and the ICP characteristics as well
as interviewers’ judging behaviour are examined to investigate the potential impact of

these factors on IDM at a cognitive level (RQ4).

1.5 Significance and Potential Limitations

The findings generated in this research can both contribute to the academic knowl-
edge of IDM and be used to facilitate the real-world practice from several perspec-
tives. The contributions to academic knowledge lie in four aspects. First, this research
becomes the first to provide an overall prospect of interviewers’ thinking processes
during decision making with the information types and cognitive actions involved in

ICP unveiled. Secondly, the findings regarding the characteristics of ICP, the heatedly
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discussed dimensions of interviewers’ judging behaviour, and the cognitive evidence
detected for interviewers’ typical decision patterns and bias not only enrich the knowl-
edge of IDM themselves but can also be introduced as variables into future research
on IDM. Meanwhile, the associations between several contextual factors and IDM are
examined which, if identified, can unveil the mechanism to a certain degree of how a
certain factor affects interviewers’ decisions by altering the ICP involved. Last but not
the least, as a pioneering work that introduces TAM to the investigation into IDM,
this research not only confirms its feasibility but also proposes a detailed procedure of
experiment development and validation that can be transferred to different interview

contexts of interest (e.g., different industries, job positions, interview types).

On the part of practical implications, the findings generated in this research can
be expected to assist the improvement of IDM in real-world practice from two major
perspectives. On one hand, the knowledge of ICP can promote the development of
decision aids based on artificial intelligence that can assist IDM and thus enhance the
efficiency and fairness of recruitment. On the other hand, the findings can provide
guidance for the improvement of interview settings as well as the design of training

courses for interviewers.

Apart from the rich findings and contributions, two limitations of this research are
pointed out as well. One is the small sample size due to the nature of TAM which
aims for in-depth investigation into human cognitive process of individuals rather than
large groups of people. Hence, while the sample size in this research is sufficient for
the qualitative exploration of ICP, it may constrain the generalisation of the statistical
findings concerning the associations between the contextual factors and ICP. The other
concern is about the single source of data (i.e., verbal protocols) and the fixed interview
scenario adopted in the experiment (e.g., the job position, questions and responses,
and evaluation criteria). While the data analysis is conducted at a level that is less
vulnerable to these differences in experiment design, the trustworthiness of the findings
can be further enhanced if tested in different contexts or double checked through other

methods (e.g., survey, behavioural observations).
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1.6 Structural Outline of the Dissertation

The dissertation unfolds sequentially throughout five chapters. Chapter 1 has in-
troduced the broader context of the whole research and the problem identified, followed
by the objectives of this research and the questions to solve. Then the overall method-
ology and expected outcomes have been stated. The significance and the potential

limitations of the research have also been discussed.

Chapter 2 of literature review will first present the background of the academic
interests in IDM process, especially those uncovering the ongoing facts during IDM
process. Afterwards, a systematic literature review will be conducted to clarify the

current state of process research on IDM, from which a gap will be identified.

To cover the gap identified in the previous chapter, Chapter 3 will justify the
adoption of a qualitative research approach (i.e., TAM) from three perspective. First,
the history and mechanism of TAM will be introduced, followed by a comparison among
the technique and other common methods used in human cognition research. Then,
the feasibility of applying TAM to explore ICP will be discussed, based on which an
experiment procedure will be developed, tested and revised. The research design in
terms of data collection and data analysis will be reported in detail with rationale

explained, and the trustworthiness of the research will be argued.

In Chapter 4, the key findings generated through data collection and analysis
procedure introduced in Chapter 3 will be presented in accordance with the research
questions proposed, of which a more in-depth discussion will be provided in Chapter
5 within a broader context of the topic. In addition, the contributions to knowledge
and practical implications of the research will be discussed as well in Chapter 5 with

the limitations and the opportunities of future research identified.
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Literature Review

Driven by the need to improve the quality of interviewers’ decisions, a great deal
of studies exploring IDM have been carried out throughout the last ten decades. In
particular, there has been a long-standing call for more studies on how interviewers’
decisions are made from a processive perspective (i.e., process research on IDM) rather
than focus solely on the psychometric properties of interviewers’ final decisions. In spite
of the fruitful studies accumulated, a comprehensive and targeted review is yet to be
carried out so as to clarify the current status and future prospects of process research

on IDM.

This chapter of literate review consists of four sections. Section 2.1 briefs the
background of the academic interests in IDM and the evolution of process research that
uncovers the ongoing facts during the IDM process. It points out in particular that an
overall image of the process research on IDM is lacking regarding both the contributions
and the features of existent studies. As a response to this situation, a systematic
literature review (SLR) is conducted in Section 2.2 that presents the status of process
research on IDM from multiple aspects, including thematic focus and key outcomes,
background information, as well as methodological features. Based on these review
findings, a significant gap is recognised and stated in Section 2.3 that, while decision

making is a typical cognitive task where a subject’s thinking process (i.e., cognitive
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process) plays a vital role, there is a severe lack of investigation into interviewers’
cognitive process (ICP) that lead to their final decisions. Finally in Section 2.4, a

summary of the whole chapter is presented.

2.1 Background and Overview

2.1.1 Employment Interview and Interviewer as the Decision Maker

Employment interview has been one of the most commonly used selection tools for
decades (Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965; Harris, 1989; Buckley et al., 2000; Wanberg et al.,
2020; Chauhan, 2022). It is not only a preferred selection method among organisa-
tional decision makers, like supervisors and human resource practitioners, but it has
also been perceived by applicants as an inevitable part of personnel selection or even
fundamental process of job search success (e.g., Lievens et al., 2003, 2005; Topor et al.,

2007; Anderson et al., 2010).

The prevalence of employment interview in real-world practice has also impelled
great academic interests in the last 100 years. However, it seems that such popular-
ity has made employment interview a tacit thing among scholars and they may not
consistently use the exact term “employment interview” but adopt several substitutes

YO RN

to refer to the same thing, like “interview” “job interview” “

recruitment interview”
and “selection interview”. The definition of employment interview, if not absent, also
varies across different studies. Several example definitions of employment interview are
listed in Table 2.1. It can be seen that some of the definitions emphasise the nature
of employment interview as a social interaction between two parties and thus state not
only the activities of interviewers but also that of applicants during interview process
(Dipboye, 2005; Macan, 2009). Among the definitions of this kind, the most widely
accepted one is proposed by Dipboye (2005), who defines it as a two-way interaction
between interviewer and applicant where the both parties exchange information and

make decisions. A corresponding procedural model is developed by Dipboye as well to
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Table 2.1:

Example definitions of employment interview

Literature

Definition of Employment Interview

McDaniel et al. (1994)

.. a selection procedure designed to predict future job performance on the
basis of applicants’ oral responses to oral inquiries

Judge et al. (2000)

... a selection tool where interviewers gather and evaluate information about
applicants.

Huffcutt & Youngcourt (2002)

... a face-to-face interaction conducted to determine the qualifications of a
given individual for a particular open position.

Posthuma et al. (2002)

Interviews are designed, in part, to gather information about job applicants so
judgments about future work performance can be made.

Dipboye (2005)

... a two-way interaction between interviewer and applicant where the both
parties exchange information and make decision.

Macan (2009)

The interview is a method of assessment ... during which interviewers assess
applicant traits or constructs.

The employment interview is a social interaction where the interviewer and
applicant exchange and process the information gathered from each other.

Levashina et al. (2014)

... a personally interactive process of one or more people asking questions
orally to another person and evaluating the answers for the purpose of
determining the qualifications of that person in order to make employment
decisions.

Figure 2.1).

illustrate the core interview process embedded in multiple levels of environments (see

On the contrary, other definitions of employment interview focus more on the role

of interviewers as the decision maker during this process (Judge et al., 2000; Huffcutt
& Youngcourt, 2007; Posthuma et al., 2002; Levashina et al., 2014). According to its
definition in psychological and cognitive science, decision making is a cognitive pro-
cess composed of a logical sequence of information-processing activities taking place in
the decision maker’s mind (Payne, 1994, Wang & Ruhe, 2007; Lunenburg, 2010; Mi-
haylov, 2019). Regardless of the literal discrepancies in these definitions of employment

interview, several terms can be repeatedly recognised pointing out these information-
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Organisational environment: stakeholders, government, market, national culture

Organisation: structure, culture, strategy, leadership

Human Resource Management function: strategy and practices

Interview task environment: overall selection process and interview structure

The Core Interview Process
Interviewer Interviewer Validity,
expectations, beliefs, assessments of reliability,
needs, and intentions candidate and fairness of
decisions
Prior information on
candidate, job, Social interaction Processing and
interviewer, of interviewer gathering
organisation, and and candidate information
labour market
Candidate Candidate Ca.n‘didate
Expectations, beliefs, assessments of aftraction to the
needs, and intentions organisation, job, orgamsanon_,
A and interviewer _job, and
interviewer

Figure 2.1: Employment interview as a two-way interaction (Dipboye, 2005)

processing activities embedded in interviewers’ task, such as gathering information
(from the applicant), assessing (the applicant’s qualification), and making (hiring) de-
cisions. A more integrated narrative of interviewers’ performance as a decision maker

is provided by Dipboye (1992) from an information-processing perspective that

... as the interview unfolds, an interviewer selectively attends to informa-
tion that attracts attention. The interviewer then attempts to explain what
1s observed by attributing applicant behaviours to underlying traits. This
information is then encoded and stored in memory. At some later point,
the interviewer must retrieve the information from memory and translate it

nto a judgment.
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2.1.2 Evolution of Research on IDM

Motivated by the need to select and hire talents for organisations, a great deal of
academic efforts and attempts have been made to improve interviewers’ decisions. The
empirical research on IDM could date back to the study conducted by Scott (1915)
where six interviewers interviewed and rated 36 applicants for sales positions. Scott
compared the ratings given by different interviewers while little relationship was found.
Similar findings were also generated in a series of studies later on (Hollingworth, 1922;
Snow, 1924; Corey, 1933), which aroused doubts in the validity and reliability of em-
ployment interview as well as efforts to improve it. However, most of the earliest dis-
cussions either took a “how-to-do-it” formula based on experience and common sense
that provided guidance with little empirical evidence or focused solely on the outcomes
of employment interview without investigating the process (Webster & Anderson, 1964;

Mayfield, 1964; Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965).

Later in 1950s, a series of empirical studies on IDM (Springbett, 1958; Anderson,
1960; Sydiaha, 1959, 1961, 1962; Rowe, 1963) were undertaken at McGill University
and reported by Webster and Anderson (1964). Rather than simply compare the inter-
view outcomes, these studies became the initial attempts to uncover the procedure of
how interviewer reached their decisions from the information gathered. Such work was
regarded as a beginning step toward a better understanding of the process of IDM (May-
field, 1964) that affected the subsequent research on the topic from two perspectives.
On one hand, academic interests in the process of IDM were stimulated and schol-
ars started to realise that past research focusing the outcome of employment interview
failed to explain the mechanisms of IDM and provided limited guidance of improvement
(Schmitt, 1976; Lewis, 1980; Arvey & Campion, 1982; Tullar, 1989). Correspondingly,
investigations were encouraged to explore what led to the discrepancies in interviewers’
final decisions. On the other hand, Webster and Anderson also set an example of how
such kind of empirical studies could be conducted, following which massive studies on

IDM were brought up to identify the factors that affected interviewers’ decisions, such
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as applicants’ individual differences (e.g., demographics, physical appearance, disabil-
ity, obesity, and stigma), interviewers’ individual differences (e.g., gender, experience,
personality, stereotype), social factors (e.g., applicants’ verbal and nonverbal cues, im-
pression management tactics, interviewer-applicant similarity), and situational factors
(e.g., interview structure, technology). The fruitful findings could be found in massive
reviews and meta-analyses (see for example, Wright et al., 1989; Posthuma et al., 2002;

Macan, 2009; Levashina et al., 2014).

Despite of the fruitful findings regarding the influential factors in interviewers’ de-
cisions, increasingly more scholars noticed that the research focus was pretty much
on those superficial and observable factors and the conclusions were mainly based on
simple bivariate relationships. In particular, while IDM was “a complex multifaceted
process with underlying psychological determinants” (Posthuma et al., 2002), little was
known about the psychological mechanisms of how these factors led to different dis-
crepancies in interviewers’ decisions (Arvey, 1979; Hogarth & Einhorn, 1992; Dipboye,
2005; Buijsrogge et al., 2016). Thus, research was urged to promote the understanding
of the real and actual process of IDM (i.e., process research), especially from a cognitive

perspective.

Recalling that the IDM process involves a sequence of information-processing ac-
tivities where interviewers act as an active seeker, receiver, and processor of infor-
mation (Dipboye, 1982; Dreher & Sackett, 1983), massive empirical studies were con-
ducted to observe and analyse interviewers’ behaviour when performing these activities.
Some information-processing behaviours of interviewers are observable, like question-
ing (Dougherty et al., 1994; Silvester & Anderson, 2003; Highhouse et al., 2019) and
notetaking (Burnett et al., 1998; Biesanz et al., 1999; Middendorf & Macan, 2002). In
contrast, investigations were also conducted interviewers’ decision-making “behaviours”
taking place inside of their minds. For instance, interviewers’ attributional styles were
examined regarding how they interpreted the clues obtained from applicants, such as
applicants’ past and interview performance (Tucker & Rowe, 1979; Gifford et al., 1985;

Chapman & Webster, 2001) and their impression management tactics (Schmid Mast
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et al., 2011; Roulin et al., 2015; Culbertson et al., 2017). Meanwhile, the majority of
process research on IDM focused on how interviewers’ final decisions were made from
various perspectives, for instance, how interviewers weighed different cues (Dougherty
et al., 1986; Motowidlo & Burnett, 1995; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009) and what factors
(e.g., dimensional evaluations, perceived person-organisation fit, interviewers’ liking)
mediated the formation of the final decisions (Rynes & Gerhart, 1990; Cable & Judge,
1997; Hebl & Kleck, 2002; Barrick et al., 2010; Madera & Hebl, 2012).

Another heated topic was the recognition of a wide range of bias existing in IDM.
For example, confirmatory bias was found in interviewers’ questioning strategy that
interviewers tended to seek for information that confirm their initial impression of
the applicant (McDonald & Hakel, 1985; Binning et al., 1988; Florea et al., 2018);
primacy and recency effect was noticed that information received either earlier or later
in the interview process was weighted more significantly by interviewers when making
decisions (Farr, 1973; Lunenburg, 2010; Strawn & Thorsteinson, 2015); halo effect
was identified in interviewers’ decisions in the sense that one favourable characteristic
of the applicant could significantly raise the evaluations on the other features of the
applicant (Hakel, 1971; Parsons & Liden, 1984; Dougherty et al., 1986; Zysberg &
Nevo, 2004); and it was also testified that interviewers’ evaluation of an applicant can
be influenced by the quality of the preceding applicant, which was termed as contrast
effect (Schuh, 1978; Cesare et al., 1988). There were also a few other aspects of IDM
covered, like interviewers’ confidence in own decision (Young & Kacmar, 1998; Dipboye
& Jackson, 1999; Kausel et al., 2016; Carnes et al., 2019), awareness of own decision-
making process (Valenzi & Andrews, 1973; Zedeck & Kafry, 1977; Stumpf & London,
1981; Graves & Karren, 1992), and memory accuracy after completing the interview
process (Johns, 1975; Baron, 1986, 1987; Middendorf & Macan, 2002). However, the
knowledge contributed to these topics was quite limited with only a small number of

studies found.

All these studies uncover the process of IDM to a certain degree, whereas a review

that comprehensively reports the contributions and features of the existent studies
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is absent. Particularly, while plenty of impactful reviews on IDM can be identified
(Schmitt, 1976; Arvey & Campion, 1982; McDaniel et al., 1994; Campion et al., 1997;
Posthuma et al., 2002 Levashina et al., 2014), most of them are not constrained to
process research and only a limited number of reviews are found concentrating on spe-
cific perspectives of IDM process. For instance, Huffcutt (2011) reviews the empirical
studies on the constructs evaluated by interviewers and develops a model that specifies
three main sources from which interview those constructs are derived (i.e., job-related
interview content, interviewee performance, personal and demographic characteristics).
As a matter of fact, even a clear definition of process research is still absent. In order to
present the current status of process research on IDM and to provide insights into the
opportunities of future research, it is necessary to set the boundary of process research

on IDM and conduct a comprehensive and targeted review.

2.2 Systematic Review of Process Research on IDM

A SLR was conducted in a comprehensive, transparent, and replicable way to ob-
tain a critical view of process research on IDM. This section first inclusively defines the
boundary of process research on IDM, based on which a thorough article searching and
screening procedure is carried out. The articles selected are then critically reviewed
and analysed from three perspectives, namely the thematic, background, and method-
ological features, which not only present a multi-dimensional picture of the research on

IDM process but also indicate the possible directions for future research.

2.2.1 Definition of Process Research

The idea that decision making is a sequence of mental activities taking place be-
tween the presentation of a stimulus and the execution of a response stimulates the
development of “process research” into decision making (Crozier & Ranyard, 2002) as

well as corresponding “process approaches” (e.g., eye-movements tracking, information
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board technique, and think aloud protocols) with which researchers follow and draw
conclusions about the psychological process during decision making (Svenson, 1996).
Similarly in IDM research, Arvey and Campion (1982) call for process research into the
causes of differences in interviewers’ evaluations and suggest that “little is known about
why differential evaluations are made and what goes on in the interview to influence
the evaluations ... more research concerning the perceptual processes which might
account for the phenomenon observed.” However, in spite of the long-lasting interest in
IDM process and the abundant studies accumulated, a clear definition of the so-called
“process research” on IDM is yet to be proposed, without which it is less likely to carry

out a SLR on it.

In order to check the features of research that uncovers the IDM process, the author
scans massive empirical studies for their research focus and methodological characteris-
tics. It is noticed that both the types of data collected and the ways in which variables
are correlated to interviewers’ decisions can be labelled as either processive or non-
processive regarding whether it uncovers (at least part of) the actual facts of interview
process. As for the types of data collected, variables straightforwardly representing in-
terviewers’ ongoing performance within interview scenarios are defined as processive
variables in this research, such interviewers’ questioning, note taking, cue weighting,
and decision time. On the contrary, variables that can hardly be interpreted alone to
uncover the process of interview are defined as non-processive variables, such as
individual differences (e.g., age, gender, physical appearance, experience, personality)
and interview settings (e.g., question types, criteria of evaluation, because interviewers
may not strictly follow the designed interview settings when carrying out the interview

process).

The studies on IDM also differ in the way they establish correlations between cer-
tain factors and interviewers’ decisions. As previously mentioned, a lot of studies derive
their conclusions from simple bivariate correlations between variables and the final de-
cisions while telling little about how such correlations occur along the IDM process.

In this case, the correlation development is defined as non-processive correlating.
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Instead, some articles elaborate the impact a factor causes on interviewers’ decisions
in a more processive way (i.e., processive correlating), for instance, by introducing
intermediate variables to the models that illustrate interviewers’ decision path or refer-
ring to psychological theories (e.g., attributional theory, information-processing theory)

to explain how such correlations are formed.

In order to focus the scope of review on the studies that aim to uncover the process
of IDM, the SLR in this research defines process research as the empirical studies that
either contain at least one processive variable or involve processive correlating when
explaining how interviewers’ decisions are formed. Such definition of process research

serves as the boundary of article selection in the following SLR.

2.2.2 Review Methodology

The SLR is carried out following the three phases show in Figure 2.2 to identify and
review the target studies (i.e., process research on IDM), including (i) journal selection,

(ii) a two-step article selection, and (iii)) information collection and research synthesis.
Phase 1: Journal Selection

Most literature reviews of the research on employment interview cover the studies
either on a specific topic (Campion et al., 1997; Huffcutt, 2011; Levashina et al., 2014)
or within a relatively short time span as a continuation of previous reviews (Harris,
1989; Judge et al., 2000; Macan, 2009), which allow them to dive directly into article
searching on databases (e.g., ABI/Inform, EBSCO, Emerald, ScienceDirect, Scopus and
Taylor & Francis) with particular criteria. This SLR as the first comprehensive review
of the existent process research on IDM, however, starts with journal selection due
to the multiple meanings of “interview”. Specifically, since the criterion of “process
research” cover a broad range of topics and cannot be effectively transferred to any
keyword for a purposeful article searching, this review finds it necessary to inclusively

locate “interview”-related articles first and then carry out a screen procedure for the
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Phase 1: Journal Selection

v

[16 leading journals with high relevance]

!

Phase 2: Two-Step Article Selection

Step 1: Global Searching through “Abstract (Interview)”

[3614 articles]

v

Step 2: Top-Down Screening for Process Research on IDM

a) Abstract Cross-Reading
[197 empirical studies on IDM]

v

b) Article Hard-Reading

[109 articles of process research on IDM]

Phase 3: Information Collection & Research Synthesis

Figure 2.2: Overall procedure of the systematic literature review

target studies. Meanwhile, the term “interview” may refer to not only a personnel
selection device applied in organisations but also a communication device widely applied
in a variety of scenarios or as an approach of data collection (Fontana & Frey, 2005;
Alshengeeti, 2014). As a result, article searching with the keyword ”interview” on any
database can lead to massive irrelevant results across various disciplines. Therefore, it
is necessary to check the relevance of journals to the subject of employment interview

as well as their qualities.
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Academic Journal Guide (AJG) rankings, a widely accepted list of journals accord-
ing to their qualities within different fields (Walker et al., 2019; Bryce et al., 2020),
is adopted as the benchmark of journal selection. First, the journal information of
a great deal of studies on IDM is collected and then located in AJG rankings, from
which it is noticed that these journals mainly belong to two fields as categorised in
AJG rankings, namely Human Resource Management and Employment Studies and
Organisational Psychology. Secondly, the scores of the journals listed within these two
fields are checked as an indicator of journal quality and only those rated no less than 3
are included, which results in 37 journals in the field of Human Resource Management
and Employment Studies and 40 journals in Organisational Psychology. Noticing that
not all these 77 journals are target publishers of studies on employment interview, the
relevance of each journal is examined through keyword searching for “interview” in
abstract with a quick scan of the articles generated. According to the results, only four
journals of human resource management (HRM) and twelve journals of organisational
psychology are found relevant where over a thousand studies are identified, while the
rest turn out to be irrelevant and are screened out. All these 16 journals are peer-
reviewed and written in English, which are selected as the base of the following-up

article selection.
Phase 2: A Two-Step Article Selection

The article selection consists of two steps, including a global searching with the

9

function “Abstract(Interview)” and a top-down screening for process research on IDM.

1) Global searching with the function “Abstract (Interview)”

As the first step of article selection, a global searching for interview-related studies is
executed through keyword searching of “interview” within the field of abstract. While
it could have been much more effort-saving if a conventional searching and screen-
ing procedure based on ideal keywords could be applied, the general term “interview”

instead of more specific ones (e.g., employment interview, recruitment interview, selec-
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tion interview) is searched only in abstracts due to several observable facts that can

significantly affect the outcomes of article searching.

First of all, “interview” can be used in other personnel-related stages as well, like
employee exit interview (Garretson and Teel, 1982; Kulik et al., 2012) and performance
appraisal interview (Sandlund et al., 2011; Palli & Lehtinen, 2014). Secondly, a consid-
erable number of similar terms can be recognised across different studies as a substitute
for “employment interview”, such as “recruitment interview” (Ferris et al., 2002; Dip-
boye, 2017), “selection interview” (Campion et al., 1997; Chapman & Zweig, 2005), or
simply “interview” (Phillips & Dipboye, 1989; Hebl & Kleck, 2002). Thus, it is highly
likely that a few articles will be omitted if more specific terms are utilised in keyword
searching. Thirdly, it is noticed that many studies on employment interview may not
necessarily mention the term “interview” in other commonly searched fields, like titles

and keywords, while the abstract turns out to be the bottom line.

Taking all these concerns into account, the abstract rather than any other part
of an article is selected to carry out the keyword searching, and attempts are also
made to double check whether the choice of different “interview”-related terms causes a
significant impact on the outcomes of article searching. To be specific, all the substitute
terms of “employment interview” identified are tried out by searching each of them
within the field of abstract. The results indicate that searching with “interview” leads
to a much wider range of articles and covers all the outcomes generated by any of
the alternative terms. Thus, it seems not only reasonable but also necessary to adopt
this most general keyword to ensure that there is no significant omission of studies on
experiment interview (i.e., inclusiveness). Overall, the article selection starts with a
global searching for the research on employment interview by executing the function

“Abstract(Interview)” in each of the sixteen journals, which results in 3614 articles.

2) Top-down screening for process research on IDM

The global article selection in the previous step enhances the inclusiveness of the
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searching results, whereas massive irrelevant articles still await to be detected and
removed from the pool of articles. Therefore, a top-down screening procedure needs
to be carried out to purify the results for process research on IDM, which is achieved
sequentially through a) abstract cross-reading to find out the studies on IDM and b)

hard reading of full texts to identify process research.

To begin with, cross-reading is carried out for the abstract of each article to check if
the article is about individual interviewers’ decision making, during which four selection
criteria are applied. First, only the articles about employment interview are included,
while those studies on appraisal interview, exit interview, or utilising interview as a
method for data collection are screened out. Secondly, the articles where interview is
used to indicate other stages of selection procedure (e.g., pre-interview screening) are
excluded. Thirdly, only the articles about IDM are selected, whereas the investigations
into interviewers’ attitudes toward interview settings (Nolan & Highhouse, 2014; Tsai
et al., 2016) or other perspectives of interviewers’ performance are filtered out, such as
their interaction with applicants (Stewart et al., 2008; Wilhelmy et al., 2021). Fourthly,
since this research concentrates on individual interviewers’ performance during decision
making, the articles concern about group decision making among panel interviewers
are not considered within this review. Only 414 out of the 3614 articles resulted in
the previous phase of global searching are related to employment interview, among
which 163 articles are less related to IDM, 44 articles are not empirical studies on
IDM (e.g., non-empirical research, reviews, meta-analyses), and 10 articles are about
group decision making. Therefore, abstract cross-reading results in the inclusion of 197

articles in total.

Afterwards, these 197 articles are further scrutinised through hard reading to iden-
tify process research on IDM, where the rule of selection is derived from the definition
of process research: It has to be an empirical study that either contains at least one
processive variable or involves processive correlating when explaining how interview-
ers’ decisions are formed. During this process, it is noticed that some of 197 articles

identified are based on the test of simple bivariate correlations and are thus screened
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out, whereas only 109 articles published in 12 journals (one HRM journal and eleven
organisational psychology journals) are included in the systematic review. Particularly,
due to the absence of literature review of process research on IDM while this research
intends to find out the evolution of the academic focus in different research streams
concerning IDM, the timeframe is not applied as a criterion of article selection and all
the articles identified that meet the definition of process research on IDM are included

and reviewed.

3) Information collection and research synthesis

Within this phase, the 109 articles in terms of process research on IDM are ex-
amined in detail to capture their descriptive and thematic content. In particular, an
information-extraction sheet is established to collect the information of each article

from three perspectives, namely

e Thematic information, including research stream, research aim, and conclusion(s)

e Background information, including journal of publication, year of publication,

number of citations, and geographic origin

e Methodological information, including data collection method, participant type,

source of evidence, and theory/model applied

2.2.3 Review Findings

2.2.3.1 Thematic Features

When examining what has been researched by the articles identified as process
research on IDM, four main research streams are generated and defined. The identifi-
cation of the first three research streams, namely (S1) information gathering, (S2)

attributing and (S3) IDM pattern, basically reflects the major activities of IDM
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as defined (Judge et al., 2000; Huffcutt & Youngcourt, 2007; Posthuma et al., 2002;
Levashina et al., 2014), whereas (S4) other IDM performance is a collection of
interviewers’ performance during decision making that account for a relatively small
part of academic interests. In addition, subcategories are defined for both informa-
tion gathering and IDM pattern, but not for attributing and other IDM performance
due to the small numbers of articles found. The description and literature examples
of each research (sub-)stream are presented in a classification scheme (see Table 2.2).
As an indicator of academic interest, the number of articles is summarised for each

(sub-)stream as well.
S1: Information Gathering

Since information forms the basis of decision making, interviewers’ decisions are
likely to vary when different information are considered and interviewers’ (S1) informa-
tion gathering has drawn the attention from scholars in about one fifth (21.10%, N =
23) of the process research on IDM performance. Specifically, the studies within this
research stream investigate how interviewers gather information from applicants during
interview and how it can be affected by a wide range of factors (e.g., organisational
context, interviewer characteristics, training, applicant background and qualification).
With a further inspection of the research focus, the articles can be classified into two
groups, including (S1a) questioning, which looks into the characteristics and strate-
gies of interviewers’ questioning, and (S1b) information collected that discusses the

features of the information collected by interviewers.
Sla: Questioning

As can be seen in Table 2.2, most articles of S1 present an interest in the char-
acteristics of interviewers’ questioning (18 out of 23), of which ten discuss the type
of questions asked by interviewers (e.g., behavioural, credential, novel, brainteaser),
seven studies comment on various features of interviewers’ questioning (e.g., amount,
topic coverage, relevance, overall time length), while the rest one study covers the both

sub-streams.

31



Chapter 2.

Table 2.2: Classification scheme of research streams

Research Stream

Description

No. of Articles

Literature Example

(%)
. . How interviewers gather information 23
S1: Information Gathering fiom spplicants 21.10%)
Janz (1982)
e e The characteristics and strategies 18 Dougherty et al. (1994)
%) Questioning of interviewers' questioning (16.51%) Silvester & Anderson (2003)
Speer et al. (2022)
e The characteristics of the 5 Macan & Dipboye (1994)
b) Information Collected information collected by (4.59%) Middendorf & Macan (2002)
. . s 0, .
interviewers Nikolaou (2011)
How interviewers interpret the 1 Gifford et al. (1985)
S2: Attributing information gathered and perceive the (10.09%) Chapman & Webster (2001)
applicant S Roulin et al. (2015)
How interviewers score applicants 78
S3: IDM Patt:
attern and make hiring decisions (71.56%)
. . . Kinicki et al. (1990)
e How interviewers weigh 34 DeGroot & Gooty (2009)
a) Rating Strategy different cues when making (31.19%) Swider et al. (2016)
. . . 0, .
deeisions Buijsrogge et al. (2021)
. . .. Cable & Judge (1997)
e How interviewers' decisions are 48 Kristof-Brown (2000)
b) Decision Path progressively formed with (44.04%) Madera & Hebl (2012)
various intermediates involved e Florea et al. (2019)
Other aspects of IDM performance
not discussed above, like 5 (1986, 1987)
: aron
task t! ’
S4: Other IDM Performance : da . 'Percte'p . 14 Graves & Karren (1992)
: ccision time (12.84%) Kausel et al. (2016)

memory
awareness of own decision-
making process

Buijsrogge et al. (2021)

Note. 1. 17 articles are listed under multiple research (sub-)streams; 2. The percentages are calculated by dividing
the number of articles covering each research (sub-)stream by the total number of the articles reviewed (N = 109).

As for the type of questions asked by interviewers, the influences of multiple factors
on interviewers’ choice of questions were tested. Two studies compared the types of

questions asked by interviewers when interview settings differed (i.e., interview type,
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interview medium). In particular, Janz (1982) investigated the questions asked by
interviewers in either patterned behaviour description interview or unstructured inter-
views. It was observed that interviewers in patterned behaviour description interviews
asked more credential questions, while the latter involved significantly more behavioural
content. The other study conducted by Silvester and Anderson (2003) explored the po-
tential influence of technology on interviewers’ preference for more closed interview
questions, while they found no significant tendency for interviewers to ask more closed
questions in telephone interviews than in face-to-face interviews. One study was found
paying particular attention to the impact of interviewers’ personality on their choices
of question types (Highhouse et al., 2019), stating that narcissism, sadism and a lack of
perspective-taking could explain why some interviewers tend to use brainteasers in an
interview. Taking a different perspective, Speer et al. (2022) recognised that interview-
ers’ question preference was related to their perceived familiarity with and job-relevance

of the questions.

Apart from these four studies, all the rest six articles on interviewers’ question
types discuss over a heated topic of interviewers’ questioning strategy, namely confir-
matory behaviour that describes how interviewers’ questioning is affected by their first
impressions of the applicant. As the conceptual springboard of confirmatory behaviour
stemming from social psychology, Snyder and Swann (1978) found that people tended
to gather information that supported (i.e., confirmed) their beliefs or hypotheses about
another person. The phenomenon had then been widely discussed in a line of subse-
quent research across various social situations, among which employment interviewers’
performance attracted considerable attention. Mixed results were generated in the
sense that confirmatory behaviour was recognised in some of the studies (Binning et
al., 1988; Dougherty et al., 1994; Florea et al., 2019) but not in the others (Sackett,
1982; McDonald & Hakel, 1985; Macan & Dipboye, 1988). Nevertheless, it should
be noted that these studies vary greatly in research focus and design in spite of their
common interest in interviewers’ confirmatory behaviour, which could be a possible

explanation of the inconsistence in observations.
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In addition to the types of questions asked by interviewers, several studies (N = 8)
are also found investigating the differences in the features of interviewers’ questioning,
such as topic coverage, quality of question, informational order, and time length of
questioning. Specifically, three studies examined the topic coverage of the questions
asked by interviewers. Keenan and Wedderburn (1980) found that the questions asked
by interviewers covered more topics concerned with future job and knowledge of com-
pany than applicants’ present or past academic performance, which might because, as
interpreted by the authors, “interviewers preferred topic areas where they had an ad-
vantage over applicants”. In the study conducted by Taylor and Sniezek (1984), differ-
ences in interviewers’ topic coverage were also reported by applicants that the interview
questions dealt more with non-academic issues of university life and extracurricular ac-
tivities. They also found that individual interviewers showed little agreement on topic
coverage and did not cover the topics they regarded as important. Besides, Stevens
(1998) noticed that the topic coverage of interviewers’ questions could be affected by

their perceived screening-recruiting priorities and training received.

Two studies were carried out by Speer and his colleagues where the quality of inter-
view questions was judged by expert interviewers as either effectiveness or superiority
(Speer et al., 2019, 2020). The results indicated that interviewers’ ability to identify
effective or superior interview questions was strongly related to their general mental
ability and social intelligence. Other features of questioning receiving scholars’ atten-
tion include interviewers’ choice of information order and the length of time they spend
on questioning. Johns (1975) found that interviewers who chose the informational order
tended to seek for the most important information early in the sequence and desired
to terminate information gathering sooner. Macan and Dipboye (1990), who exam-
ined the potential impact of interviewers’ pre-interview impressions of applicants on
the length of time they spent on questioning, recognised no significant correlation. Be-
sides, Biesanz et al. (1999) checked whether interviewers’ notetaking and expectations
of applicants would affect the type (i.e., whether the questions were novel or not, the
proportion of positive, negative, and neutral questions) and number of the questions

asked, while no correlation was verified.
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S1b: Information Collected

Different from questioning, the other sub-stream of information gathering, i.e., in-
formation collected (S1b), concentrates more on what kind of information about ap-
plicants is collected (rather than sought for or used) by interviewers during interview
process. Among the five studies recognised in this sub-stream, two examine the type of
information collected and the other three discuss the features of information, like topic

coverage and accuracy.

Regarding type of information, Burnett et al. (1998) checked the notes taken by
interviewers, from which five types were identified and defined, including behavioural,
dispositional, contextual, procedural, and judgmental notes. In the other study, Mid-
dendorf and Macan (2002) borrowed these concepts and took a close look at how
differences in the notes taken by interviewers were related to their notetaking style
(i.e., key-point notetaker, conventional notetaker) and applicants’ interview perfor-
mance (i.e., high vs. moderate). Typically, they found interviewers’ notetaking style
closely related to applicants’ performance to the extent that more behavioural notes
were recorded for applicants with better interview performance, while more disposi-
tional notes were taken for applicants with moderate interview performance. They also
noticed that more contextual notes were recorded by interviewers who were key-points
notetakers, while conventional notetakers took down more procedural and judgmental

notes.

When it comes to the features of information collected, one out of the three stud-
ies evaluated the information accuracy and the other two checked the trait coverage.
In the research constructed by Macan and Dipboye (1994), notetaking was found en-
hancing the accuracy of interviewers’ information recognition. Later by examining the
information gathered by interviewers, van Dam (2003) comprehensively tracked the
traits of applicant measured by interviewers and found that applicants’ communication
skills were assessed by most of the interviewers (93.1%), followed by teamwork skills
(79.4%), adaptability (79.4%), and organizational skills (76.3%). In contrary, Nikolaou

(2011) focused exclusively on interviewers’ perceptions of applicants’ personality and
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the results of the study showed that interviewers covered all five personality dimen-
sions in their description of applicants while with a preference for extraversion and

agreeableness.
Summary of S1

A moderate number of articles (N = 23) are recognised investigating how interview-
ers differ in their information gathering behaviour, which may significantly influence
their information processing and decision making during the following interview stages.
In spite of the rich findings generated, three typical suggestions for future research are
also provided. One is to explore the effects of a wider range of factors on interviewers’
information gathering, particularly the environmental conditions like the situation of
labour market, fair employment policies, and hiring quotas (Binning et al., 1988). Sec-
ondly, the repeated recognition of confirmatory behaviour leads to the query whether
there is a correct or optimal level of it where interviewers can make accurate predictions
about applicants based on the first impressions (Dougherty et al., 1994). Scholars like
McDonald and Hakel (1985) strongly recommend more investigations into this direc-
tion, where the possibilities included examining the amount of information interviewer
can effectively handle and uncovering interviewers’ cognitive operations when forming
impressions about applicants. Besides, regardless of the common sense that informa-
tion gathering plays a significant role in decision making, it is still far from clear how

interviewers’ information gathering affects their decision making.
S2: Attributing

As suggested in social psychology, attributions serve as important predictors of a
subject’s social judgments about others, which have dominated organizational research
(Martinko, 1995; De Faria & Yoder, 1997; Chapman & Webster, 2001). In the circum-
stances like employment interview where these judgments of other individuals greatly
affect the evaluations made and actions to take, attributional processes turn out to
be extremely salient. Surprisingly, only one tenth (N = 11) of the articles found are

within this research stream, among which three studies discuss interviewers’ character-
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istics and ability of attributing and the other eight pay attention to interviewers’ causal

interpretations of applicant cues (e.g., past performance, interview performance).

Only one article commented on a single characteristic, i.e., depth, of interviewers’
attributing. In this very study carried out by De Faria and Yoder (1997), interviewers
were found make more in-depth attributions about the applicants with positive work
history than those whose work history was negative and, as suggested by the authors,
might no longer be under the consideration for the target position. As for the two
studies on interviewers’ attributing ability, one tested interviewers’ inferential accuracy
(Rothstein & Jackson; 1980), which measured how correctly interviewers could “judge
an applicant’s pertinent characteristics and identify behavioural exemplars as part of a
pattern of behavioural consistencies” based on the limited information gathered during
interview. The results indicated a high accuracy in interviewers’ attributions which not
only reflected the brief information they extracted from the interview but matched the
empirical covariation of these behaviours as well. The other piece of work by Highhouse
and Bottrill (1995) tested to what extent interviewers could identify misinformation
about applicant behaviour when make attributions and interviewers turned out to be
quite accepting of the misinformation and showed great confidence in the authenticity

of the information.

The major function of attributions is causal analysis (Lord & Smith, 1983), based on
which interviewers identify personal qualities of an applicant, determine the applicant’s
responsibility for a past work outcome, and make predictions about the applicant’s
future performance (De Faria & Yoder, 1997). Eight studies are found focusing on
interviewers’ causal interpretations of particular types of applicant cues, among which
seven studies set an eye on applicants’ concurrent interview performance and the rest
one looks into applicants’ past performance outcomes. In particular, Tucker & Rowe
(1979) investigated whether interviewers’ expectancy formed at an earlier stage would
influence their causal interpretation of an applicant’s past performance outcomes. They
found that interviewers holding an unfavourable expectancy tended to give less credit to

the applicant for past successes whereas more personal responsibility for past failures.
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When it comes to applicants’ interview performance, Gifford et al. (1985) inves-
tigated interviewers’ perceptions of applicants’ social skill and found their judgments
were mainly based on three nonverbal cues of applicants, namely dress, time talked, and
gesture rate. In another study carried out by Chapman and Webster (2001), the poten-
tial effect of media richness on interviewers’ attributing style was examined and it was
recognised that interviewers who perceived lower interview media richness were more
likely to make external attributions for applicants’ performance during the interview

process, which then led to more favourable ratings as well.

Apart from the three studies above, scholars also paid a particular attention to
how interviewers’ perceived applicants’ impression management tactics during inter-
view process. Applicants’ impression management (IM) is derived from their attempts
to create a particular image of themselves so as to affect interviewers’ perceptions of and
consequently decisions made about them (Stevens & Kristof, 1995; Barrick et al., 2009;
Kristof-Brown et al., 2002). According to the results of massive studies, IM tactics are
applied by nearly every single applicant (Turnley & Bolino, 2001; Ellis et al., 2002;
Levashina & Campion, 2007), whereas the type of tactics varies in the sense that appli-
cants may adopt either honest IM that faithfully reports their abilities and experience
or deceptive IM that embellishes their self-presentation to meet the job requirements
(Gilmore & Ferris, 1989; Levashina & Campion, 2007). Giving that organisations may
run the risk of hiring wrong persons if applicants are given higher scores and recruited
due to their IM tactics, especially the deceptive ones, and that honesty and trust-
worthiness also become key dimensions to consider about when assessing applicants,
it is vital for interviewers to accurately make judgments about applicants’ IM tactics

(Schmid Mast et al., 2011; Roulin et al., 2015).

Five articles were found digging into this topic. It was noticed that interviewers
often failed to detect applicants’ IM, where their detecting performance regarding those
deceptive tactics was even worse than when faced with the honest ones (Roulin et al.,
2015; Culbertson et al., 2016). Various factors were verified to be related to inter-

viewers’ detection of applicant deception. For instance, it was found that a warning
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about deception’s presence (Giordano et al., 2011), correct beliefs about indicators of
deception (Reinhard et al., 2013) and careful scrutiny of interview content (Culbertson
et al., 2016) could improve interviewers’ detection accuracy. At the same time, several
studies also examined whether interviewers with different levels of experience performed
differently in deception detection but the results were mixed. While Reinhard et al.
(2013) and Roulin et al. (2015) found no significant influence caused by interviewers’
experience level on detection accuracy, experienced interviewers in the study of Mast
et al. (2011) performed above average while student samples did not. Other inter-
esting findings included that the type of interview questions could affect interviewers’
detection of applicant IM (Roulin et al., 2015) and reviewers, who observed and re-
viewed the information contained in interview process, outperformed the interviewers
who took part in the interactive process during interview in the detection of deceptive

information (Giordano et al., 2011).
Summary of S2

While attributing plays a fundamental part of human decision making, only a lim-
ited number of studies (N = 11) are found investigating interviewers’ attributing,
among which nearly a half concentrate on interviewers’ ability to detect deceptive IM
tactics of applicants. There has been a call for further research on both the nature of
interviewers’ attributing, like the implicit criteria they apply in attributing (Rothstein
and Jackson, 1980), and the factors affecting interviewers’ attributing style, such as in-
dividual differences (Roulin et al., 2015) and interview context (Chapman & Webster,
2001).

S3: IDM Pattern

Giving the significant role of employment interview and the continuous academic
interest in improving interviewers’ decision quality, it is not surprising to find that
the majority of the studies (N = 78,71.56%) attempt to uncover how interviewers
score applicants and make hiring decisions. These articles can be categorised into two

groups according to their research aims, namely (S3a) rating strategy and (S3b)
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decision path. While the former takes a more specific perspective of interviewers’
decision pattern and explores how interviewers weigh different cues of applicants in
decision making (N = 34,31.19%), the latter group, adopting a more mathematical
approach, investigates how interviewers’ decisions are progressively formed with various

intermediates involved (N = 48, 44.04%).
S3a: Rating Strategy

Even if decision makers gather exactly the same information, their decisions can still
vary a lot of different weights are assigned to the same piece of information. Plenty of
studies are recognised investigating interviewers’ rating strategies (N = 33) concerning
about the levels of significance that interviewers attached to different cues when making
decisions (i.e., cue weighting). Some of these studies (N = 9) were more neutral in
tone and concentrated on the difference in interviewers’ dimension coverage (Valenzi
& Andrews, 1973; Mayfield et al., 1980; Zedeck et al., 1983; Dougherty et al., 1986;
Kinicki et al., 1990; Graves & Karren, 1992) and consideration of applicants’ verbal and
non-verbal cues (Motowidlo & Burnett, 1995; Burnett & Motowidlo, 1998; DeGroot &
Gooty, 2009) in their ratings. Nevertheless, a larger body of research (N = 25) dug
into the typical bias commonly recognised in human decision makers like interviewers,

which are listed in Table 2.3 with both definitions and the number of articles found.

Notably, order effect seemed to draw the greatest attention from scholars, which
suggested that the timing and order of information occurrence would be given different
levels of weights by interviewers when making decisions (Bolster & Springbett, 1961;
Farr, 1973; Lunenburg, 2010; Strawn & Thorsteinson, 2015). Such effect was twofold,
since interviewers might attach higher significance either to the information presented
early in the process (i.e., primacy effect) or to that came in later stages (i.e., recency
effect). Among the 14 studies on order effect, the majority of them (N = 12) dis-
cussed about a specific form of primacy effect, namely the impact of first impression
on interviewers’ hiring decisions. Recalling the existence of confirmatory behaviour in
interviewers’ questioning as discussed S1, it might not be surprising to notice the pos-

itive mathematical correlation between interviewers’ first impression of the applicant
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Table 2.3: Typical bias in interviewers’ decision making

Bias Definition No. of Articles Literature Example
cccatens et he vl of weghts Bagisiie 120123
Order Effect . Y . . v w. g 14 Strawn & Thorsteinson (2015)
given by interviewers when making s
- Buijsrogge et al. (2021)
decisions
A positive trait or characteristic of an
Halo Effect flppllcant can influence interviewers 5 Dougherty et al. (1986)
judgements on other unrelated factors of Zysberg & Nevo (2004)
the applicant in a favourable way
The positive-negative nature of
Information information affects the levels of weights 3 Farr (1973)
Favourability given by interviewers when making Constantin (1976)
decisions
Stereotype of Ideal Interviewers’ personal beliefs of what an ) Mayfield & Carlson (1966)
Applicant ideal applicant should be like Hakel (1971)
Interviewers’ ratings given to the current
. H tal. (1975
Contrast Effect applicant are usually affected by the 2 eneman et al. ( )

. . N . Cesare et al. (1988)
preceding applicant’s quality

Interviewers tend to rate applicants with
similar biographical backgrounds,
attitudes or personalities to themselves
more favourably

Similar-to-Me Effect 1 Anderson & Shackleton (1990)

and their final decisions (McDonald & Hakel, 1985; Phillips & Dipboye, 1989; Macan &
Dipboye, 1990, 1994; Barrick et al., 2012; Swider et al., 2016; Carnes et al., 2019). Sev-
eral studies conducted an even more in-depth investigation and examined how such first
impression affected interviewers’ rating process. The most significant finding might be
the recognition of belief-adjustment (Strawn & Thorsteinson, 2015) or anchoring-and-
adjustment (Buijsrogge et al., 2021) behaviour, a decision-making mechanism which
meant that interviewers started from an initial impression of the applicant and then

adjusted it until a final decision is made.

While primacy effect is often referred to as a type of bias, a few scholars have

raised doubts that if interviewers’ first impression about an applicant can be correct.
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Typical evidence includes interviewers’ performance in a task of applicant personality
assessment that interviewers can accurately measure the personality characteristics of
applicants solely based on the applicants’ resumes (Cole et al., 2003). What’s more, it
should also be noted that, while first impression commonly refers to the pre-interview
impression that interviewers form about an applicant based on the background informa-
tion available, its definition can vary across the studies focusing on interviewers’ final
decisions. According to the stages at which the first impression is measured, the term
may refer to either the pre-interview impression (Herriot & Rothwell, 1983; Phillips &
Dipboye, 1989; Macan & Dipboye, 1990, 1994; Florea et al., 2019) or interviewers’ per-
ception and evaluation of the applicant formed throughout the rapport building stage,
the first few minutes of an employment interview where the interviewer aims to reduce
applicant nervousness and establish temporary relationship (i.e., rapport) with the ap-
plicant (Chapman & Zweig, 2005; Barrick et al., 2012; Swider et al., 2016; Buijsrogge
et al., 2021).

In addition to the order of information, the positive-negative nature of information
was verified as a key factor related to interviewers’ cue weighting as well, which is termed
as information favourability. In particular, interviewers were often found overly relying
their decisions on negative information while placing insufficient weight on the opposite
(Farr, 1973) even if the information was of low relevancy (Constantin, 1976). Research
was also recognised investigating the existence of halo effect (i.e., base the ratings of a
set of dimensions on a single general impression of the applicant; Hakel, 1971; Heneman
et al., 1975; Parsons & Liden, 1984; Dougherty et al., 1986; Zysberg & Nevo, 2004),
stereotypes of ideal applicants (Mayfield & Carlson, 1966; Hakel, 1971), perceived
similarity with the applicant (i.e., similar-to-me effect; Anderson & Shackleton, 1990),
and the quality of preceding applicants (i.e., contrast effect; Heneman et al., 1975;

Cesare et al., 1988).

Research was also called for that brought well-developed decision-making theories
and models into the investigation of interviewers’ rating strategy, whereas only one

study was found. Specifically, Alliger et al. (1993) introduced fuzzy set theory into
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interviewers’ decision-making process and noticed that, rather than explicitly determine
whether an applicant was “in or out” regarding certain criteria, interviewers used fuzzy

natural language distinctions when making judgments.
S3b: Decision Path

Although the number of studies is still going up that adopt univariate analysis to
explore how interviewers’ decisions can be affected by a certain factor (which are not
included in this review since they are not process research by definition), increasingly
more scholars are devoted to establishing the possible paths of interviewers’ decision
making (N = 48,44.04%). Their efforts are undoubtedly of great importance, especially
considering that interviewers are less likely to make a sudden hiring decision but usually
form an overall perception and evaluation of an applicant progressively. The path il-
lustrating interviewers’ decision making basically involves three categories of variables,
including antecedents, intermediates, and the outcome (see Figure 2.3 for an example).
Hence, the studies within this sub-stream are quite similar regarding the form of re-
search output, which demonstrates how the effect of various factors (i.e., antecedents,
such as applicant demographic characteristics, appearance, interview performance) on
interviewers’ decision is mediated by certain processive variables (i.e., intermediates,
such as interviewers’ perceptions of applicant characteristics, dimensional ratings, per-
sonal liking, multiple cognitive factors). The review of this sub-stream concentrates on
the research distribution across the range of intermediate types, while the particular
findings regarding the mathematical correlations between these factors and interview-
ers’ decisions will not be discussed in detail. Two main categories of intermediates were
recognised, namely interviewers’ social perceptions of applicant and their cognitive fac-

tors.

Social perceptions of applicant. When it comes to employment interview where
interviewers meet and interact with applicants, it is natural that interviewers form
social perceptions of applicants that may later on play a part in their decision making.
Thirty-seven articles were identified taking interviewers’ social perceptions of applicant

into account when investigating their decision-making path. The social perceptions
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Figure 2.3: Example of interviewers’ decision path (Garcia et al., 2008)

iscu in udi n i in ur ries, including interviewer
discussed in these studies can be classified into four categories, includ terviewers’
perceptions of an applicant’s individual characteristics, interview performance, overall

qualification, as well as interviewers’ personal reactions to the applicant.

The first and most common type of intermediates involved in IDM path analysis
were applicant individual characteristics as perceived by interviewers (N = 25). Among
these studies, 15 out of 25 studies asked interviewers to rate applicants on a wide range
of personal traits, including their competence (Howard & Ferris, 1996; Barrick et al.,
2010; Thompson et al., 2015; Amaral et al., 2019), intelligence (Keenan, 1977; Baron,
1983; Raza & Carpenter, 1987), and various personality-related dimensions (Anderson
& Shackleton, 1990; Rynes & Gerhart, 1990; Van Dam, 2003; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009;
Roulin et al., 2014; Amaral et al., 2019), all of which were then brought into the decision
path as intermediates. Another type of interviewers’ perception of applicant charac-
teristics that drew a wide attention from scholars (N = 8) was interviewer-applicant
similarity as subjectively recognised and measured by interviewer themselves (Gallois

et al., 1992; Graves & Powell, 1995; Howard & Ferris, 1996; Fox & Spector, 2000; Chen
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et al., 2008). Besides, there were also some studies looking into how applicants’ physi-
cal attractiveness (aron, 1983; Raza & Carpenter, 1987; Rynes & Gerhart, 1990; Tsai
et al., 2012), accent (Purkiss et al., 2006; Deprez-Sims & Morris, 2013), feminity and
masculinity (Kith et al., 2022) were perceived by interviewers and thus affected their

hiring decision.

As for perceived interview performance of applicant, seven articles were found which
examined how interviewers’ decision path could be affected by their perception and in-
terpretation of applicant interview performance. Except for one study that introduce
the concept of “interview quality” as generally evaluated by interviewers into the dis-
cussion (Graves & Powell, 1996), other scholars investigated more specific aspects of
applicant interview performance, including nonverbal behaviours (Parsons & Liden,
1984; Tsai et al., 2012), multiple impression management tactics (e.g., self-promotion,
deceptive ingratiation, image creation and protection, Roulin et al., 2014), feature of
language used (Moore et al., 2017), acknowledgement own physical disability (Hebl &
Skorinko, 2005), anxiety (Feiler & Powell, 2015).

Perceived overall qualification of applicant were frequently adopted to demonstrate
the formation of interviewers’ decisions as well (N = 13), while the focus was pretty
much on two dimensions, namely fit and employability. Fit, particularly person-
organisation fit (i.e., P-O fit) and person-job (i.e., P-J fit), was an indicator recom-
mended by scholars and consultants to measure whether an applicant fitted with the
organisation or the target job from various perspectives, such as the strategies, culture,
norms, and values (Gerstein & Reisman, 1983; Herbert & Deresky, 1987; Kerr, 1982;
Leontiades, 1982; Olian & Rynes, 1984; Tichy, Fombrun, & Devanna, 1982; Rynes and
Gerhart, 1990; Hedge & Teachout, 1992; O’Reilly, Caldwell, & Mirable, 1992). Seven
out of the thirteen articles concerned about whether interviewers’ perceptions of appli-
cant fit with the organisation (i.e., P-O fit) or the target job (i.e., P-J fit) played a role
in interviewers’ decision making. Particularly, it seemed that early studies tended to
focus on a single aspect, i.e., either on P-O fit (Rynes & Gerhart, 1990; Adkins et al.,
1994; Cable & Judge, 1997) or P-J fit (Baron, 1983), whereas the latest research took
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both aspects into analysis (Kristof-Brown, 2000; Garcia et al., 2008; Chen & Lin, 2014).
Another common dimension that partially illustrated interviewers’ decision path was
employability, for which four articles were identified (Rynes & Gerhart, 1990; Adkins
et al., 1994; Hayes & Macan, 1997) while more recent research was lacking. Apart
from fit and employability, applicant skill level (Raza & Carpenter, 1987) and a general
concept of qualification (Graves & Powel, 1996) were also measured and introduced

into interviewers’ decision path model.

The fourth category of interviewers’ social perception of applicant, i.e., interviewers’
affective reactions towards applicant, turned out to be another promising angle to
uncover their decision path, of which fourteen studies were found. An interesting
finding was that the majority of the discussion (N = 13) concentrated on interviewers’
positive reactions, such as liking or likability investigated in seven studies (Raza &
Carpenter, 1987; Anderson & Shackleton, 1990; DeGroot & Motowidlo, 1990; Fox &
Spector, 2000; Barrick et al., 2010), interpersonal attraction (Graves & Powell, 1995;
Deprez-Sims & Morris, 2013), and affect (Howard & Ferris, 1996). The study conducted
by Chen et al. (2010), however, specified the distinction between positive affectivity

and negative affectivity brought them both into the path analysis.

Interviewer cognitive factor. Apart from interviewers’ perceptions of applicant,
various cognitive factors of themselves were also studied as sources of intermediates in
their decision making (N = 13). or instance, interviewers’ perceptions and under-
standing of the interview task, such as their perceived severity of negative concerns
(Tsai et al., 2012), sex-role stereotyping (Gallois et al., 1992; Tsai et al., 2012), and
accountability for the outcomes (Florea et al., 2019), were found mediating the decision
path. It was also found that interviewers’ reasoning style played an essential role in
the formation of hiring decision, particularly their interpretations of applicants’ inter-
view performance (Baron,1986; Ramsay et al., 1997; Chapman & Webster, 2001; Hebl
& Kleck, 2002), dispositions (De Kock, 2015), past performance outcomes (Tucker &
Rowe, 1979). Other interviewer cognitive factors introduced into the path model of

interviewer decision making included their expectations of the applicant (Biesanz et
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al., 1999), attention (Madera & Hebl, 2012), confidence in own decision (Carnes et al.,
2019) and mood (Baron,1987).

Summary of S3

Account for the largest proportion of process research on interviewers’ decision mak-
ing (N = 78,71.56%), the studies within the third research stream (S3: IDM Pattern)
unveil interviewers’ decision-making process to a certain extent by either investigating
particular tendencies of interviewers’ decision making or examining how a wide range
of factors may interact with each other and collectively influence interviewers’ hiring
decisions. Future research is encouraged to bring more possible factors into analysis,
such as interviewer fatigue (Cable & Judge, 1997), job status (i.e., high vs. low; Graves
& Powell, 1995) and interviewers’ personality (Purkiss et al., 2006). The rich findings
regarding interviewers’ decision bias also indicate the necessity of enhancing their judg-
ment effectiveness, which may benefit from ascertained criteria (e.g., dimensionality of
fit; Schwab, 1980; Rynes & Gerhart, 1990; Adkins et al., 1994; Howard & Ferris, 1996)
and so-called “valid judgements” first (Kristof-Brown, 2000), followed by well-developed
training courses that are currently of significant lack (Howard & Ferris, 1996; Kennedy,
1994; Purkiss et al., 2006). Furthermore, studies that introduce decision-making the-
ories and models to promote the understanding of interviewers’ performance is quite

limited despite of the long-lasting call for such research.
S4: Other IDM Performance

A handful of studies (N = 14,12.84%) investigating several aspects of IDM per-
formance other than the topics discussed above are clustered into the fourth research
stream, i.e., (S4) other IDM performance. This group of research cover a wide
range of dimensions regarding IDM performance, including their procedure compliance
and (visual) attention as they carry forward the interview process, as well as their
decision time, justification behaviour, and overconfidence when making decisions. Per-
formance like interviewers’ awareness of own DM process and memory accuracy are

also investigated.
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Procedure compliance. One of the studies concerned about the application of
the highly-appraised structured interview in the sense that interviewers might not carry
out the process as required (Di Milia & Gorodecki, 1997). The results confirmed such
concern and showed that the situation was caused by various factors, like lack of role
clarity, different interpretations of job specification and inconsistent use of the rating

system, and inexperienced interviewers.

(Visual) Attention. Two studies were recognised looking into interviewers’ (vi-
sual) attention during interview process. Specifically, Madera and Hebl (2012) con-
ducted experiments to investigate interviewers’ discrimination against facially stigma-
tized applicants and tracked their visual attentions. They introduced the concept of
self-regulation, which referred to “the exertion of control over the self and occurs when
a person attempts to change the way he or she would otherwise think, feel, or behave”
(Muraven & Baumeister, 2000, p. 248) and was regarded as a limited cognitive resource,
into employment interview scenario. They proposed that interviewers’ self-regulation
might be depleted if their attentions were put on applicants’ stigmas rather than on

interview content, and the research outcomes supported their propositions.

After stalling for nearly a decade, the research on this topic was then carried on
by Buijsrogge et al. (2021), who again examined interviewers’ visual attention when
interviewing stigmatised applicants (defined as attention-grabbing effect) but split the
discussion within different interview stages (i.e., rapport building stage, the subse-
quent interview stage). The results showed that interviewers’ attention-grabbing effect
of stigma was initially high in the rapport building and decreased in the subsequent

interview stage.

Decision time. Stimulated by a persistently held belief that interviewers tended
to make quick decisions within the first few minutes of the interview process (Arvey &
Campion, 1982; Buckley & Eder, 1988; Huffcutt, 2010; Judge et al., 2000; Springbett,
1958), two studies were recognised investigating the difference in interviewers’ decision
time while the factors of concern differed. In one of the studies, Tullar et al. (1979)

looked into the impact of applicant quality and interviewers’ expectation of interview
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length on the time they spent on decision making. It was found that interviewers
required more time to make decisions both when assessing applicants of high quality
and when they expected the interview to last longer. Whereas in the other piece of work
completed by Frieder et al. (2016), a model was developed and tested to demonstrate
how interviewers’ decision time was affected by factors like interviewer experience,
interviewing efficacy, question consistency, applicant order, and whether interviewers

engaged in more rapport building with the applicant.

Decision justification. Only one study was found exploring how interviewers
justified their decisions. To be specific, Crissy and Regan (1951) examined the evidence
provided by interviewers in their interview reports and noticed that the rejected group
as a whole received significantly more negative evidence. The study also revealed that
more evidence was presented for the same pool of less qualified applicants if they were
in the accepted group than when they were in the rejected group. Conversely, more
evidence was provided in support of the “outstanding” applicants in the rejected group

than for the same applicants in the accepted group.

(Over)confidence in own decision. Confidence in one’s own judgments has
been regarded as a vital construct when studying and measuring a subject’s cognitive
performance on decision-making tasks (Harvey, 1997; Klayman et al., 1999, Ratcliff
& Starns, 2013), which, however, has been grossly neglected in the process research
on IDM (Kausel et al., 2016). Two studies were found noticing interviewers’ overcon-
fidence in their decisions. On one hand, Buijsrogge et al. (2016) examined how an
applicant’s stigma affected interviewers’ overconfidence in their biased judgments re-
lated to the stigma. The results indicated that interviewers reported overconfidence in
their negatively biased judgments toward stigmatised applicant and the level of such
overconfidence were mediated by interviewers’ professional performance perceived by
applicants. On the other hand, Kausel et al. (2016) compared the overconfidence of
interviewers either with access to (unstructured) interview information or presented
with test scores only, and the former groups if unterviewers exhibited a higher level of

overconfidence than the latter.
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Awareness of own decision-making process. Some scholars also expressed
their curiosity about whether interviewers were aware of own decision-making process,
particularly the rating process regarding the criteria they used and the weights they
gave to different cues. As suggested by Graves and Karren (1992), interviewers who are
more aware of own decision-making process can control own performance during this
process more consciously as well as to retrospect and analyse own past decision-making
performance for future improvements. Two papers were found looking into this topic,
one of which was the study conducted by Valenzi and Andrews (1973), revealing serious
discrepancies between interviewers’ intended cue weights and the actual cue weights
applied. The other contribution to this topic came from Graves and Karren (1992)
who regarded the awareness of cue weighting as an indicator of interviewer effectiveness.
According to their findings, the importance attached by effective interviewers to the
selection criteria during decision making, when compared with those are less effective,

were more likely to mirror their self-reported criteria importance.

Memory. Compared to the previous six topics, interviewers’ memory turned out
to have drawn the most attention from scholars (N = 6) and was found to be suscepti-
ble to various factors. One of the factors, according to the two articles also mentioned
under the topic of interviewers’ attention (Madera & Hebl, 2012; Buijsrogge et al.,
2021), was the applicant’s stigma. Specifically, it was found that interviewers recalled
less information about the interview if the applicant was stigmatised (Madera & Hebl,
2012) and that applicant stigma had a significant moderate effect on interviewer mem-
ory accuracy in rapport building but not in the sequent interview stage (Buijsrogge
et al., 2021). Other instructive findings included that (i) interviewers who chose the
informational order were faster to recall the information encountered early in the in-
terview (Johns, 1975), (ii) notetaking could increase interviewers’ memory accuracy
(Middendorf & Macan, 2002), (iii) applicants’ self-presentation tactics (e.g., positive
nonverbal cues, the use of perfume) would affect interviewers’ memory of the infor-
mation presented by the applicants (Baron, 1986), and (iv) interviewers recalled more
information presented by the applicant that was consistent with their current mood

(Baron, 1987).
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Summary of S4

In spite of the limited quantity (N = 14,12.84%), the studies covered in this sup-
plementary stream contribute to the knowledge of IDM from diversified perspectives.
Apart from the rich components themselves brought into the discussion, additional
insights into the relationships between these components and the outcomes as well as
corresponding mechanisms for improvements are expected (Graves & Karren, 1992; El-
lis et al., 2013; Buijsrogge et al., 2016; Kausel et al., 2016). Meanwhile, future research
should also investigate how IDM performances in terms of these aspects can be affected

by multiple individual, social, and situational factors (Frieder et al., 2016).

2.2.3.2 Background Features

The background features of process research on IDM are reported from three per-
spectives, namely year of publication, journal background, and geographic origin of the

study.

1) Year of publication

Tracking the decade-wise evolution of process research on IDM (see Table 2.4),
significant increases can be observed in the number of articles in both 1970s and 1980s,
followed by a heated discussion lasting for the next few decades, except for 2000s.
Specifically, process research in the earliest two decades was quite rare and focused on
interviewers’ rating strategy (Bolster & Springbett, 1961; Mayfield & Carlson, 1966)
and justification behaviour (Crissy & Regan, 1951). Then, the quantity of articles went
up rapidly in 1970s with the emergence of two new research streams, namely information
gathering and attributing. A limited part of academic attention was kept on these two
streams during the following years, where a subtle discrepancy could be recognised in
the two sub-streams of information gathering in the sense that the studies on (S1b)
information gathered only occurred during 1991-2020 with a small number. In contrary,

(S3) IDM pattern dominated the research direction at a relatively stable level, whereas
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Table 2.4: Time series of identified studies by research stream

Renswan UG U we g wme me o

S1: Information Gathering 2 7 5 3 5 1

a) Questioning 2 7 3 1 4 1
b) Information Collected 2 2 1
S2: Attributing 2 1 2 1 5

S3: IDM Pattern 2 10 15 19 13 17 2

a) Rating Strategy 2 8 10 5 2 6 1

b) Decision Path 2 7 13 12 13 1

S4: Other IDM Performance 1 3 2 2 1 4 1

Total 1 2 13 21 25 15 29 3

Note. 17 articles are listed under multiple research streams.

the tendencies of focus on the two sub-streams differed. As indicated by the statistics,
articles contributing to the knowledge of interviewers’ rating strategy kept growing from
1960s, reached its peak (N = 10) in 1980s, and then decreased in the following decades.
However, the academic interest in interviewers’ decision path increased continuously to

a maximum (N = 13) in 1990s and remained steady throughout the next few decades.

2) Journal background

All the 109 articles reviewed are published in the leading academic journals as
indicated by AJG rankings, including two articles from two different HRM journals
and the rest 108 studies derive from 12 organisational psychological journals (see Table
2.5). Concerning each individual journal, Journal of Applied Psychology turns out to
be the major contributor and provides over 27.52% (N = 30) of the articles, followed
by other four journals with similar quantities of identified papers, namely International

Journal of Selection and Assessment (N = 17,15.60%), Personnel Psychology (N =
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15,13.76%), Journal of Applied Social Psychology (N = 13, 11.93%), and Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology (N = 13,11.93%). These five journals
have contributed 80.91% of the sample literature, while the contribution from the rest
journals is quite limited. Nevertheless, the numbers of citations of these journals do not
strictly match their ranks in terms of articles quantities. Particularly, while Journal
of Applied Psychology again takes the first place (N = 5664,39.88%) and Personnel
Psychology achieves 3812 (26.84%) citations with its 15 articles as well, Journal of
Applied Social Psychology only generates 1362 (9.59%) citations and the number of
citations regarding International Journal of Selection and Assessment with the second

most articles is even much smaller (N = 576,4.06%).

3) Geographic origin

Regarding the geographic origin of the literature, only about half of the articles
(N = 56,51.38%) clarify the national regions where the studies are carried out (see
Table 2.6). Among these articles, a clear divide can be observed between the contri-
bution of America and that of the remaining regions regarding the leading numbers of
not only articles (N = 36,33.03%) but also citations (N = 5885,41.23%), followed by
UK and Canada with a similar level of contribution in terms of both article quantities
(N = 5,4.59%) and citations numbers (424 vs. 479, 2.99% vs. 3.37%). Other regions,
like China, Germany, Switzerland, Australia and Greece, provide a quite limited con-

tribution to the research topic.

2.2.3.3 Methodological Features

In addition to the thematic and background features, the characteristics of the
methodologies adopted by these empirical studies on IDM process are also checked
from three aspects, including method of data collection, participant type, and source

of evidence (see Table 2.7).
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Table 2.5: Number of articles identified in each journal

Journal Field No. 0{ “/Ao;‘ticles No. of(s/j;ations
Journal of Applied Psychology OP 30 (27.52%) 5664 (39.88%)
International Journal of Selection and Assessment (0)34 17 (15.60%) 576 (4.06%)
Personnel Psychology OoP 15 (13.76%) 3812 (26.84%)
Journal of Applied Social Psychology OP 13 (11.93%) 1362 (9.59%)
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology OP 13 (11.93%) 1001 (7.05%)
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes (0)3 5 (4.59%) 690 (4.86%)
Journal of Business and Psychology oP 4 (3.67%) 273 (1.92%)
Human Performance (0)3 3 (2.75%) 46 (0.32%)
Journal of Organizational Behavior OP 2 (1.83%) 530 (3.73%)
Applied Psychology (0)3 2 (1.83%) 53 (0.37%)
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology OP 2 (1.83%) 20 (0.14%)
Journal of Managerial Psychology OP 1 (0.92%) 142 (1.00%)
The International Journal of Human Resource Management HRM 1 (0.92%) 16 (0.11%)
Personnel Review HRM 1 (0.92%) 16 (0.11%)
Total 109 14201

Note. OP refers to Organisational Psychology and HRM refers to Human Resource Management.

1) Data collection method

Four main types of data collection methods have been adopted by these 109 articles,

including

e Survey, where data are collected from people with past experience as either

interviewers or applicants through methods like questionnaire

o Real-interview example, where data are collected during the process of real-

world interview
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Table 2.6: Number of articles and citations by geographic origins

Geographic Origin

No. of Articles
(%)

No. of Citations
(%)

USA 36 (33.03%) 5885 (41.23%)
UK 5 (4.59%) 424 (2.99%)
Canada 5 (4.59%) 479 (3.37%)
China 4 (3.67%) 111 (1.56%)
Germany 2 (1.83%) 72 (0.51%)
Switzerland 2 (1.83%) 280 (1.97%)
Australia 1 (0.92%) 21 (0.15%)
Greece 1 (0.92%) 16 (0.11%)
Netherland 1 (0.92%) 86 (0.61%)

NA 53 (48.62%) 6806 (47.93%)

Total 109 14201

Note. 1. NA means that the geographic origin of the article is not clear; 2. One article consisting of studies
conducted in both USA and Canada is listed under the both regions.

o Real-interview retrospection, where data are collected through participants’

retrospection soon after the completion of a real interview

o Mock interview, where data are collected by conducting scenario experiments

that simulate a real interview

Apart from the six articles using survey for data collection, all the other 103 studies
rely on the evidence derived from a recently conducted interview process — either a
real interview or a simulated one. Particularly, mock interview seems to be the most
prevalent method of data collection among the articles reviewed and has been utilised
in about 65.14% of them (N = 71). We have also noticed that mock interview can take
various forms in terms of how the “applicant” is presented to the participant, which

can be grouped into three categories:
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Table 2.7: Classification of contextual perspectives by research stream

Contextual Perspective S1 S2 S3 S4 Total (%)

Data Collection Method

1) Survey 5 0 1 0 6 (5.50%)
2) Real-Interview Example 3 0 6 0 8 (7.34%)
3) Real-Interview Retrospection 3 0 19 4 24 (22.02%)
4) Mock Interview 12 11 52 10 71 (65.14%)
Live 4 0 18 5 21 (29.58%)
Videotaped/Audiotaped 3 9 23 3 34 (47.89%)
Paper Person L 3 12 3 18 (25.35%)

Participant Type (Mock Interview)

1) Experienced 2 2 18 5 24 (33.80%)
2) Novice 10 7 26 3 37 (52.11%)
3) Mixed 0 2 8 2 10 (14.08%)

Source of Evidence

1) Segmented Judgments 6 10 57 2 69 (63.30%)
2) Interviewers’ Processive Performance 13 1 6 7 21 (19.27%)
3) Mixed 4 0 15 5 19 (17.43%)

Note. 1. 17 articles are listed under multiple research streams; 2. The percentage of each subcategory of Data
Collection — Mock Interview refers to the proportion of articles based on mock interview that adopt certain types
of mock interview (i.e., live, videotaped/audiotape, or “paper person”); 3. The percentage in Participant Type
refers to the proportion of articles based on mock interview that adopt certain types of participants (i.c.,
experienced, novice, or mixed).

e Face-to-face interview, where an actor plays the role of applicant and gives

the same response to all the interviewers

e Videotaped/audiotaped interview, where interviewers are presented with pre-

pared videos/records of interview process

e “Paper person”, where “interviewers” are presented with applicant informa-

tion, responses to interview questions, or interview transcripts in written form
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About 47.89% (N = 34) of the studies based on mock interview simulate an in-
terview process with pre-recorded videos or tapes, followed by 29.58% (/N = 21) using
face-to-face interview and a similar number of studies presenting “paper person” to
interviewers (N = 18,25.35%). As for the 32 articles based on real-world interview,
only eight of them gather information from the exact interview process, while the rest

24 studies collect data through post-interview retrospection.

2) Participant type

It has drawn early concern from scholars whether the experience level of partici-
pants as interviewers affects the reliability of conclusions because college students (i.e.,
novice interviewer) have been commonly used as interviewer samples. The results are
quite mixed in the sense that quite a few scholars have found no significant differences
(Dipboye et al., 1975; Arvey & Campion, 1982), while some other researchers have
suggested the importance of subject type (Barr & Hitt, 1986; Gordon et al., 1986;
Harris, 1989). The findings of this review also show that novice interviewers have been
widely adopted for data collection (articles based on real interview are not included for
comparison since the participants are all experienced). As can be seen in Table 2.7,
novice interviewers are involved in 66.19% (N = 47) of the studies, including 37 solely
rely on novice samples and 10 using mixed types of participants, whereas about 33.80%
(N = 24) studies use experienced interviewers only. Meanwhile, it is necessary to high-
light the fact that none of the articles claiming a use of experienced interviewer have
clarified the definition of “experienced” and a common standard is that the participant

has past experience interviewing applicants or is currently responsible for recruiting.

3) Source of evidence

Apart from the data collection method, the source of evidence used in the studies
reviewed also varies. To summarise, the sources of evidence can be categorised into two

types, including
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e Segmented judgements (SJ) in terms of scores or levels of indicators given by
interviewers when evaluating an applicant (e.g., ratings of competencies, hiring

intentions at different stages of interview)

o [nterviewers’ processive performance (IPP), like interviewers’ visible behaviours
(e.g., the content of notes taken by interviewers, visual attention, and decision

time) as well as their thinking process during interview process

As can be seen in Table 2.7, the numbers of articles adopting these two types of ev-
idence source are quite unbalanced. Only a limited number of articles (N = 40, 36.7%)
adopt the source of evidence that straightforwardly presented interviewers’ decision-
making performance during the process (i.e., IPP). In contrast, the products of inter-
view process (i.e., SJ) in the terms of the segmented judgments made by interviewers
about an applicant turn out to be the most preferred source of evidence when explaining
the interview process. Specifically, SJ is recognised in 80.73% (N = 88) of the articles,
among which only 19 studies also consider about IPP while the other 69 studies rely
their conclusions solely on SJ. When looking at the source of evidence used in each
research stream, particular preferences can be recognised as well in the sense that IPP
is utilised more frequently than SJ both in (S1) information gathering (six studies with
SJ, thirteen studies with IPP) and (S4) other IDM performance (two studies with SJ,
seven studies with IPP), whereas SJ plays a dominating role in both (S2) attributing
(ten studies with SJ, one studies with IPP) and (S3) IDM pattern (57 studies with SJ,
six studies with IPP).

2.3 Gap Identification

While it has been emphasised for decades that process research is needed to provide
a better understanding of how interviewers’ decision-making process unfolds until they
render a final decision, a great lack of corresponding studies can be perceived from three

perspectives as indicated by the SLR. First, the number of process research on IDM is
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quite limited. As can be recognised in the procedure of article selection and screening,
only 109 articles identified on IDM are empirical research with a processive nature
that involve either processive variable(s) or processive correlating when generating a
conclusion. Secondly, the academic interests in different research streams are quite
unbalanced. To be specific, an overwhelming majority of process research on IDM
(N =178,70.91%) focus on interviewers’ decision patterns that investigate how different
sources of information and factors play a part in interviewers’ decisions. In contrast,
only a small part of the articles identified (N = 31,29.09%) investigate other aspects
of IDM, among which even fewer studies concern with interviewers’ actual thinking
process during decision making. Thirdly, in spite of the scholars’ research aim to
uncover the ongoing facts during IDM process, most of the studies rely heavily on
the products of IDM rather than interviewers’ decision-making performance during the
process. Specifically, the conclusions of most studies (N = 69, 63.30%) are based solely
on the segmented judgments made by interviewers about the applicant or the statistics
derived from various tests taken by interviewers, whereas only a relatively small number
of studies (IV = 40, 36.70%) take interviewers’ processive performance into the analysis

of IDM process.

It is worth noting that a confined number of studies are recognised trying to inves-
tigate interviewers’ thinking process based more direct evidence rather than correlation
analysis or observations of interviewers’ external behaviours. The sources of evidence
adopted by these studies are mainly interviewers’ self-reports or surveys carried out af-
ter the completion of interview process (Graves & Karren, 1992; Podsakoff et al., 2011;
Kleinmann et al., 2016). While contributing to the knowledge of ICP during decision
making to a certain degree, two significant limitations can be perceived in these studies
which are derived from the features of data collection. On one hand, both self-reports
and surveys in these studies are designed to collect information about quite specific
aspects of interviewers’ thinking process, like their interpretations and memories of the
clues or awareness of own decision-making processes (see for example, Tullar et al.,
1979; Binning et al., 1988; Hebl & Kleck, 2002; Podsakoff et al., 2011). Apart from

the knowledge contributed by these studies to the understanding of ICP, a relatively
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complete image of ICP when they work through the decision-making task is absent.

On the other hand, the data collection procedure based on interviewers’ self-reports
and surveys is usually conducted after the interview process, thus the data collected
have a retrospective nature that may hamper the data validity. In particular, two main
drawbacks exist in these retrospective methods when used to collect data about a sub-
ject’s cognitive process, namely memory loss and memory distortion, which negatively
affect the extent to which the data represent the subject’s real thinking process (Nis-
bett & Wilson, 1977; Russo et al., 1989; Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Harte et al., 1994;
Neuman & Schwarz, 1998; Nielsen et al., 2002). For example, the subject may not
remember all the details of what happens during the task completion, especially when
the task itself is complicated or completed a long time ago. Another possibility is post
hoc rationalising where the subject reports own cognitive process as a coherent and ra-
tional trace while that may not be the case when it takes place. In some studies of IDM
process, taking the experiment conducted by Tullar et al. (1979) as an example, the
records of the interview process are presented to help interviewers with retrospection,

whereas the real impact of such practice on the outcomes is unclear.

Hence, in addition to the overall short of process research on IDM, a research gap
in IDM research can be identified that there is a great lack of empirical studies on ICP
during decision making especially based on the data that can effectively represent in-
terviewers’ real thinking processes. To be specific, while IDM is a typical cognitive task
where a series of information-processing activities taking place in interviewers’ minds,
only a limited amount of studies concern with interviewers’ cognitive process (i.e., ICP)
and most of the outcomes are basically supported by indirect evidence, like deduction
from correlation analysis and observation of interviewers’ external behaviours. Mean-
while, most of the existent studies on ICP concentrate on particular aspects of the
decision-making task (e.g., information gathering, attributing, cue weighting, specific
bias), whereas an empirical study exploring the overall prospect as well as the character-
istics of ICP is absent. In addition, the evaluation of IDM has long been limited to the

psychometric properties (e.g., reliability, validity, applicants’ reactions) of the decisions
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made, whereas measurements of interviewers’ performance during decision-making pro-
cess is absent (e.g., compliance with interview structure), which may also due to a lack
of knowledge regarding ICP. Such a gap not only restrains the understanding of IDM

but also conceals the opportunities to improve it.

2.4 Summary

Employment interview has been one of the most commonly used personnel selection
tools across regions, industries and organisations, and it has drawn wide attention
from both practitioners and scholars for over one hundred years. Driven by the need to
improve the quality of interviewers’ decisions, a great deal of empirical studies exploring
IDM have accumulated throughout the period and there has been a long-standing call

for process research to find out the actual facts that take place during IDM.

This chapter first briefs the background of academic interests in IDM as well as
the evolution of process research on IDM. In spite of the fruitful results, it is noticed
that a review that clarifies the current status of process research on IDM and points
out the opportunities of future research is absent. Moreover, even the definition of
the so-called process research is vacant. As a response to this situation, a systematic
literature review is conducted for process research on IDM. First, as one of the most
key criteria of article selection, the boundary of process research on IDM is discussed
and defined as those empirical studies involving either processive variables or processive
correlating to uncover the ongoing facts during IDM process. Afterwards, a transparent
and replicable procedure of article searching and screening is carried out based on the
definition. The articles identified are then critically reviewed from three perspectives,

including the thematic, background, and methodological features.

According to the findings of the SLR, the number of process research on IDM is
quite limited and the focuses of the articles identified are pretty much on IDM pat-

terns, whereas less attention is paid to other aspects of IDM performance. Meanwhile,
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an unbalanced reliance of existent research on the products of IDM (e.g., segmented
judgments made by interviewers) is also noticed through the SLR, while only a hand-
ful of studies derive their conclusions from interviewers’ processive performance during
decision making (e.g., information gathering, attributing process). In particular, while
IDM is a typical cognitive task where a series of information-processing activities taking
place in interviewers’ minds, only a mere number of studies investigate ICP and most
of the outcomes are basically supported by indirect evidence. Even for those studies
directly examining interviewers’ thoughts, their data collection is based on retrospec-
tive methods (e.g., self-report, survey) which are vulnerable to memory distortion and
memory loss. Therefore, a research gap in IDM is identified from the SLR that there
is a significant lack of knowledge regarding ICP that leads to the decisions, especially

based on the data that can effectively represent interviewers’ real thinking process.
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Research Design, Data Collection

and Analysis

Without a deeper understanding of ICP during decision making, especially based
on the data that can effectively represent interviewers’ real thinking processes, further
improvements to interview processes and outcomes are limited. Hence, this research
proposes to apply a qualitative research approach called think aloud method (TAM) to
explore ICP. TAM is regarded as a more direct and superior way than other approaches
to uncover a subject’s thoughts when working on a task (Ericsson & Simon, 1984; Van
Someren et al., 1994; Charters, 2003). The technique has been widely utilised in many
fields, but it has not yet been used within an interview scenario. Therefore, this chapter
of research design starts with an introduction of the history and mechanism of TAM in
Section 3.1, where a comparison between TAM and other common methods used in
human cognition research is presented as well. Considering the specific requirements
of TAM on the choice of both task and participant, the feasibility of applying TAM
to explore ICP is discussed in Section 3.2, based on which an experiment procedure
is developed, tested and revised through a pilot study. The overall research design of
data collection and data analysis are separately described with rationale explained in

Section 3.3 and Section 3.4, and the trustworthiness of the research is argued in
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Section 3.5. Finally in Section 3.6, a summary of the present chapter is provided.

3.1 Think Aloud Method: A Tool Uncovering Human

Cognitive Process

This section introduces the psychological method, i.e., TAM, which is widely used
in multiple domains to explore subjects’ cognitive processes. In particular, the emer-
gence and mechanism of TAM in human cognition research is explained, followed by
a comparison between TAM and other typical approaches utilised in the investigation
into human cognitive process. Afterwards, the particular requirements of the technique

on the choice of task and participant are discussed.

3.1.1 Emergence and Mechanism of TAM

Psychologists has long been interested in exploring human cognitive process when
performing different tasks, such as decision making (Chapman & Elstein, 2000; Stiegler
& Tung, 2014), designing (Chan, 1990; Kelley, 2008), and educating (Fiedler & Beier,
2014; Miller & Dumford, 2016). Early research was based on the subject’s introspec-
tion, a research technique that collects data by involving trained observers to carefully
and objectively observe and analyse their own thoughts (Payne et al., 1978; Ericsson &
Crutcher, 1991; Harte et al., 1994; Boren & Ramey, 2000; Nielsen et al., 2002). Never-
theless, two main defects are noticed when utilising introspection to study a subject’s
cognitive process. On one hand, the data collected with this method is vulnerable to the
observer’s own interpretation even if the observer is highly trained. Consequently, the
data can deviate significantly from the real cognitive process that took place. On the
other hand, the data collected through introspection is only accessible to the subject
performing the thinking process and it is impossible to replicate the empirical study,

thus constraining scientific discussions over the cognitive process investigated.
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The limitations of introspection incurred suspicious and led to the establishment of
behaviourism by John B. Watson in the 1930s (Watson, 1913, 1920; also see for a review,
Ericsson & Crutcher, 1991). Criticising introspection for its lack of objectivity and
reliability, behaviourists focused exclusively on the observable behaviour of subjects.
They believed that a subject’s behaviour was shaped by environmental stimuli through
the conditioning when the subject interacted with the environment, whereas those
theorizing about processes that could not be directly observed from the outside the
body should be banned. Behaviourism as a research technique had its advantages in
psychology in the sense that it allowed researchers to collect and quantify data without
relying on observers’ interpretation, whereas this methodology could hardly tap into

subjects’ cognitive processes.

Later in 1940s, psychologists like Watson (1920) and Duncker and Lees (1945)
who were curious about human cognitive processes while suspicious of introspection
brought a methodological advancement into the field by proposing a new methodology
called TAM. As a conceptually straightforward method for the process data of human
cognition (Payne, 1994), TAM requires a subject to verbally report all the thoughts
that come to mind (i.e., think aloud) when working on the task of interest, and the
concurrent verbal reports are recorded and investigated to understand the subject’s
cognitive process. For example, as early as the study conducted by De Groot (1946), he
used TAM to investigate expert chess players’ thinking processes. Specifically, De Groot
identified a great pool of specific concepts and principles used by the players and noticed
that their cognitive processes were actually a progressive refinement of a plan with these
concepts and principles. Another typical study was carried out by Newell and Simon’s
(1972) who combined think aloud protocols (i.e., verbal reports collected through TAM)
with computer models of problem-solving processes and constructed a detailed model of
participants’ cognitive processes when solving the well-known cryptarithmetic problem
(i.e., to find out the ten digits which could substitute the ten letters in this equation
to make it a correct arithmetic sum, DONALD + GERALD = ROBERT).

In spite of the inspiring findings generated through this emerging methodology,
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however, a few sceptical notions existed concerning about the validity of data. For
example, it appeared that the way scholars gathered and analysed data with TAM
varied tremendously and many research publications hardly provided any detail of
the procedure, thus it was suggested that the information provided by verbal reports
was informal and required verification by other data (Deffner, 1990; Tamler, 1998;
Boren & Ramey, 2000). Scholars also worried that whether TAM as a secondary task
would alter the subject’s performance and the corresponding cognitive process, because
the verbalising procedure will cost at least some of the subject’s cognitive resources
(Crutcher, 1994; Payne, 1994). As the interest in human cognitive processes grew
even faster, a variety of discussions on the validity and the practice of TAM were
accumulated, among which the work of Ericsson and Simon (1984) was believed to
be the best source which not only defended the validity of TAM but also shaped and
uniformed how TAM was applied in the subsequent cognitive process studies to a
great extent. Based on substantial theoretical and empirical evidence, they provided a
detailed discussion over the concerns and mechanism of using verbal protocols as data
and stressed several issues that determined the data validity, especially the choice of

task and how the data collection procedure should be carried out.

According to the human memory system proposed by Atkinson and Shiffrin (1968)
to illustrate the mental processes of a subject when working on a task, human mem-
ory system contains three major components (see Figure 3.1 for a simplified model),
namely sensory buffer(s), short-term memory (STM, also called working memory), and
long-term memory (LTM). When a subject interacts with the external environment,
information is received by various sensory buffers (e.g., eyes, nose) of the subject and
transformed into an internal form (i.e., perception). The information is then processed
by the subject’s STM, where a small amount of information can be held for a short of
time in an active and readily available state. A large amount of information flowing
into STM is then filed and stored in LTM for an extended period (i.e., storage) and

can be directly retrieved to STM (i.e., retrieval) when needed.
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Figure 3.1: Human cognitive system and thinking aloud

When applying TAM to exploring human cognitive processes, according to Erics-
son and Simon, only the information active in STM can be verbalised (see Figure 3.1),
whereas the information in LTM can only be verbalised once it is retrieved to and
processed in STM. Moreover, if the information in STM is already in an oral form, no
additional processing time or effort is needed for the subject to verbalise the information
and the verbalisation is executed almost automatically and would not interfere with
the task performance. As for the information processed in STM while in a non-oral
form (e.g., visual), more time and effort will be necessary for the subject to recode the
information in to oral form so as to verbalise it, which slows down the task completion
to a certain extent but it is believed that such recoding will not alter the structure of
cognitive processes when performing the target task. Along with their arguments, Eric-
sson and Simon also review a great deal of TAM-based studies, showing that executing
TAM does not necessarily cause influence on the amount and pattern of information

processed or task outcomes.

3.1.2 Comparison between TAM and Other Approaches

Apart from TAM, several other techniques are also commonly utilised in cognitive
process research. On one hand, two indirect sources of evidence are often used to
interpret human cognitive process, namely the products of cognitive processes and the

observations of subjects’ behaviours. Research based on product analysis focuses on the
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results of subjects’ cognitive processes, like the hiring decisions made by interviewers
in the context of employment interview, but not much information about subjects’
cognitive processes could be gathered. Many other studies observe the behaviour of
a subject right as it takes place either through simple observation or by using special
equipment (e.g., eye-tracking, active parts of brains). Such technique is also adopted in
many studies on employment interviewers’ performance (Tullar, 1989; Dougherty et al.,
1994; Stevens, 1998; Silvester & Anderson, 2003; Stewart et al., 2008; Madera & Hebl,
2012; Florea et al., 2019). The behaviour trace observed and recorded is called action
protocols, which are analysed and interpreted to speculate on the subject’s cognitive
process (Moskowitz, 1986; Suen & Ary, 2014). Behavioural observation is one of the few
methods that provide rich evidence about the process of a subject’s task completion,
whereas it does not give direct access to information about the subject’s cognitive

process either.

On the other hand, there are several other methods that also generate verbal reports
from subjects regarding their cognitive processes while not in a concurrent manner as
TAM. In addition to Introspection discussed in Section 3.1.1, typical examples also
include retrospection, questioning and prompting, and dialogue observation. As for
retrospection, it usually requires a subject to recall and report own thinking process
after the completion of the task, which is found to be the main method utilised in
IDM research to investigate interviewers’ cognitive processes according to the SLR (see
Section 2.2). As discussed in the literature review, drawbacks exist in retrospection to
collect data about subjects’ real cognitive process in terms of memory loss and memory
distortion, which hamper the validity of data collected (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Russo
et al., 1989; Harte et al., 1994; Neuman & Schwarz, 1998; Nielsen et al., 2002).

The third method is questioning and prompting, by applying which the subjects
can be prompted to report or explain what they are thinking or doing at any time
during task completion. The advantageous of this method is that, by deciding what
to ask or prompt, data collection can be more targeted to investigate specific aspects

of the subject’s cognitive process. For example, scholars interested in interviewers’

68



Chapter 8.

ability to detect the existence of fake information in applicants’ response may ask
the participants whether they perceive deception or straightforwardly instruct them to
indicate the information they regard as dishonest (Giordano et al., 2011; Reinhard et al.,
2013; Roulin et al., 2015). However, the shortcoming is also apparent that the subject
can be repeatedly interrupted when working on the task, and self-explanation is found
altering (mostly in a positive way) the subject’s performance because additional clues
and triggering information processing are introduced into the subject’s task completion
(Van Someren et al., 1994; Berardi-Coletta et al., 1995; Chi et al., 1994; Renkl, 1997;
Ericsson, 2006). Thus, the extent to which the process simulates the subject’s real task

performance (i.e., validity of data) may be questioned.

Regarding dialogue observation, it can only be applied to the situation where the
task itself naturally involves dialogue (e.g., counselling), and the dialogue process will
be audio- or video-taped for analysis (Rost, 1989; Riggenbach, 1991; Perry et al. 2002;
Whitebread et al. 2007; Heintze et al., 2010). The advantage of this technique is that
the data can be collected in real-world practice rather than laboratory settings, whereas
it may not be applicable to the investigation of many tasks where the subjects do not
verbalise their own thoughts. Hence, this method cannot be adopted to investigate
interviewers’ cognitive process regarding their decision making since interviewers are
less likely to express their inner thoughts in an actual interview when communicating

with the applicant.

When it comes to research applying TAM where the subject is asked to keep talk-
ing aloud own concurrent thoughts when working on a task, as discussed in Section
3.1.1, it is verified that the think aloud practice itself will not affect how the subject
works on the task. Therefore, the validity of data collected through TAM should not
be negatively affected by outside interruption or the subject’s interpretation if carried
out properly. Furthermore, TAM is particularly preferred for its three significant ad-
vantages as summarised by Payne (1994). First, the subjects taking part in the data
collection procedure are required to verbally report all the thoughts without being given

further instructions or probes, thus they are usually naive about the specific interests
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of the researcher and the data collected will be less affected by methodological arte-
facts. The second benefit of TAM lies in the time-ordered or sequential feature of the
verbal protocols collected considering that “thinking is viewed as a temporal sequence
of mental events (Payne, 1994)”. Since the verbal protocols provided by subjects are
concurrent reports of their ongoing thinking processes and reflect the exact sequence
of the mental events taking place in their minds, the data allows researchers to de-
velop and test the models of subjects’ cognitive process. Thirdly, the verbal protocols
collected through TAM are open-ended and believed to provide the richest and un-
processed source of data regarding human cognitive process. Researchers can focus on
any specific aspects of interest when analysing the data, such as instances of certain
types of thoughts or occurrence of different styles of reasoning, and the results can
be computed either across individuals, tasks, or other controlled conditions. However,
such characteristics also make the corresponding data analysis more time- and effort-
consuming (Cotton & Gresty, 2006; Lundgrén-Laine & Salanterd, 2010). So far, no
study is found applying TAM to studying interviewers’ cognitive processes. Even when
searching within the discipline of employment interview, only one article is identified
which investigates applicants’ decision making about whether or not to apply for a job
by analysing the verbal protocols collected with the applicants (Barber & Roehling,
1993).

To compare TAM with these methodologies that also used to collect verbal protocols
of human cognitive process, van Someren et al. (1994) propose three main factors
closely related to the quality of the verbal reports, namely disturbance of process,
memory errors, and interpretations. Disturbance of process refers to whether the data
collection for the subject’s cognitive process will interrupt the task performance of the
subject. Memory errors are basically determined by the timing of data collection as
either concurrent or post hoc. And interpretations usually occur when the subject is
asked to interpret and even explain own cognitive processes, or when the subject is
prompted with questions that does not fit the real process. The comparison among the
methods discussed above regarding these three dimensions is summarised in Table 3.1.

It indicates that, while the quality of verbal protocols collected through introspection,
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Table 3.1: Comparing methods in cognitive process research (Van Someren et al., 1994)

Method Disturbance Memory Errors Interpretation
Introspection no little yes
Retrospection no yes yes

Prompting yes no little

Dialogue Not applicable

TAM no no no

retrospection and prompting are negatively affected by disturbance, subjects’ memory
errors and interpretation to difference extents, TAM seems to be less invulnerable to

these factors.

3.1.3 Requirements of TAM on the Choice of Task and Participant

In spite of the advantages of TAM, the validity of data collected through the tech-
nique can be questioned if the task and participant are not suitable to be investigated
by TAM or the methodology is not implemented properly. First, whether TAM is an
effective method to investigate a subject’s cognitive process when performing a task is
determined to a great extent by several features of the task itself, which are defined by

van Someren et al. (1994) as task type, task difficulty, and task representativeness.

Task type. The requirements of TAM on the task type lie in two aspects (Ericsson
& Simon, 1984; Fonteyn et al., 1993; Payne, 1994; Charters, 2003). One is that tasks
involving verbal communication (e.g., traffic control, psychotherapy) are not suited
for TAM in their original form, because it is impossible for participants to provide
concurrent verbal report while engaging in communication at the same time. The
other concern regarding task type when applying TAM for data collection is whether

speed is inherent in the completion of the task. Since it takes unpredictably more time
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for a subject to complete the same task when required to concurrently verbalise own
thinking processes and the speaking speed also varies significantly among individuals,

TAM can hardly be utilised to those tasks requiring speed of completion.

Task difficulty. In addition to task type, TAM also has particular requirements
on the difficulty level of task from two perspectives (Johnson, 1992; Van Someren et
al., 1994; Charters, 2003; Heerkens & Van Der Heijdenm 2005). On one hand, the
task should not be too simple so that a subject can “work through” it and verbally
report the cognitive process involved. Otherwise, the subject may complete the task
in an automated manner (e.g., 1 + 1 =?) without a reportable thinking process. On
the other hand, the verbal reports provided by subjects can be expected to promote
the understanding their cognitive processes during task completion only when they are
able to complete the task to a certain degree, so the task should not be so difficult that
the subjects can hardly work on it. In both situations where the task is too simple or
beyond a subject’s ability, it is less likely to expect the subjects to effectively provide
verbal reports that reflect their cognitive processes of task completion as there is almost

no such a “process”.

Task representativeness. The third requirement of TAM on the feature of task
suggests that the chosen task needs to be representative enough in terms of a particular
type of problems investigated (Van Someren et al., 1994; Ericsson & Simon, 1998;
Ericsson, 2006). This means that the task should not be unusual in any sense and a
subject’s cognitive process observed when working on this task should provide sufficient

information about how people performing that certain kind of problems in general.

Apart from the task features discussed above, whether the data collection procedure
with TAM embedded is executed properly can also affect data validity, which raises
requirements on not only the subject but also the experimenter who organises and
hosts the whole procedure. On the part of subjects, it is necessary to ensure the
subjects involved in the data collection possess verbalisation skills that they can fluently
think aloud and verbalise their cognitive processes (Fonteyn et al., 1993; Lumley, 2002;

Charters, 2003; Cooke, 2010). While one may concern whether screening subjects
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according to their verbalisation skills will influence the randomness of sample, it is
believed that such individual property is not associated with the task investigated and
the corresponding cognitive processes. Following the suggestions from Ericsson and
Simon (1993) as well as most studies that investigated or adopted TAM, a warm-up
session where subjects are asked to work on a mathematical problem while thinking

aloud is often conducted first as a brief test of their verbalisation skills.

Meanwhile, how the procedure is carried out and how the experimenter provides
instructions to ask subjects to think aloud during data collection can also influence
data validity. For example, to ensure the quality of verbal report and the records, the
procedure should be conducted in a one-on-one manner and in a quiet room to avoid
disturbance and the experimenter is suggested to sit at the side of, rather than opposite
to, the subject to minimize the possible tension caused on the subject (Van Someren et
al., 1994). Before starting the data collection procedure, the experimenter should deal
with the subjects’ queries if there is any, particularly to make sure they understand how
to think aloud. However, once the data collection procedure starts where the subject
works on the task while thinking aloud, the interaction between the experimenter and
the subject must be minimised to avoid influencing the subject’s task performance.
One exception is that, if there is a significant pause in the subject’s verbal report (e.g.,
the subject keeps silence for more than five seconds), the experiment should remind the
subject by saying “please keep speaking” (Ericsson & Simon, 1984, 1998; Gero & Tang,
2001; Cumming et al., 2002; Li & He, 2015; Han, 2017). More importantly, probing
questions and requirements for explanations should be avoided since such instructions
will change the subjects’ task performance and cognitive process by pushing them
to go beyond the information they currently focus on and report information that is
unnecessary to perform the task (Ericsson & Simon, 1980; Payne, 1994; Van Someren

et al., 1994).

With the clarification on the psychological base as well as the methodological issues
of TAM, the method draws increasingly more attention and gain more acceptance in

various disciplines, such as clinical decision making, consumer research, design, usability
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Table 3.2: Application of think aloud method in different disciplines

Discipline Literature Example

Fonteyn & Fisher (1995); Ericsson (2004); Funkesson et al. (2007);

Clisical Decision Making Lundgrén-Laine & Salanteri (2010); Forsberg et al. (2014)

Dhar & Sherman (1996); Kivetz & Simonson (2000); Rayner et al. (2001);

R h
Consumer Researc Reicks et al. (2003)
Desien Gero & Tang (2001); Jaspers et al. (2004); Perry & Krippendortf (2013);
& Sarkar & Chakrabarti (2013)
Usability Testin Benbunan-Fich (2001); Roberts & Fels (2006); Cooke (2010); Olmsted-
oy 8 Hawala et al. (2010)
La Learni Kussmaul & Tirkkonen-Condit (1995); Jadskeldinen (2000); Bernardini
nguage Learming (2001); Li (2004)
Essay Rating Cumming et al. (2002); Lumley (2002); Li & He (2015); Han (2017)

French et al. (1996); Ward et al. (2004); Nicholls & Polman (2008); Eccles

rts P
Sports Performance & Arsal (2017)

testing, language learning, essay rating, and sports performance (see Table 3.2 for

example studies).

3.2 Feasibility of Applying TAM in IDM Research

Since no empirical study is found applying TAM to employment interview scenarios,
there is no such a well-developed experiment procedure that can be directly learned from
when designing a TAM-based data collection procedure for IDM research. Meanwhile,
recalling that TAM requires certain preconditions to be met by both the task itself

(i.e., task type, task difficulty, task representativeness) and the subjects involved (i.e.,
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ability to both work on the task and think aloud), it is crucial to find out whether and
how the method can be effectively implemented within an interview scenario rather
than rush into data collection and analysis. To check the feasibility of applying TAM
in IDM research, this section first discusses the potential concerns and possibilities of
introducing TAM into an interview scenario following the criteria of TAM on both the
task and subjects. According to this discussion, an experiment procedure is developed

and then tested through a pilot study.

3.2.1 Concerns and Possibilities of Applying TAM in IDM Research

Recalling the discussion in the previous section, TAM cannot be applied to all types
of tasks to explore a subject’s cognitive process and a few factors may interfere with
the think aloud practice (Ericsson & Simon, 1980; Fonteyn et al., 1993; Van Someren
et al., 1994; Charters, 2003; Heerkens & Van Der Heijden, 2005), including task type,
task difficulty, task representativeness, and execution of TAM. Therefore, the concerns
of investigating interviewers’ cognitive processes with TAM are discussed first mainly
according to these four criteria, of which the key points are summarised in Table 3.3
with a detailed discussion of corresponding countermeasures presented in the following

context.

1) Task type

To be investigated by TAM, the task of interest is expected not to involve verbal
communication or to require speed of completion. When it comes to the IDM research,
the main concern is that a real interview itself usually involved verbal communication
between interviewer(s) and the applicant and interviewers are less likely to verbally
express their perceptions of the applicant right away during the interview process. It
is therefore less likely to apply TAM to a real interview process. However, as can be
noticed in the literature review, it is a common practice in most empirical studies on

IDM to create a mock interview scenario where participants, rather than conducting
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Table 3.3: Criteria and concerns of applying TAM to IDM research

Criteria Potential Concern

e Interaction between interviewer and

The task itself does not involve communication .
applicant

Task Type

The task does not require speed of completion e Time limit of interviewer decision making

Participant-related:
o Interview-related knowledge and experience

The task should be at a reasonable level of

Task-related:
Task Difficulty difficulty (i.e., not too easy but can still be ask-retate

e Job position and evaluation criteria

handled : :
) e Length of interview
e Sources of information
e Informative level of applicants’ responses
Task i stions i iteri
aske. The task can well represent the sort of problems * Interview questions ?md Syaluation exiicra
Representativeness (e.g., transferable skills)
Execution of TAM | Participants can verbalise their thinking process e Necessity of a warm-up session

and getting involved in real interview communication themselves, play the role of in-
terviewer and are presented with materials that simulate an interview scenario, such
as premade videos, recordings, or even interview scripts in a written form. This is es-
pecially reasonable and necessary for the purpose of controlling variables. At the same
time, it is also quite common in real-world practice that interviewers attending an in-
terview without communicating with the applicant. For instance, it is possible that not
all the interviewers in a panel interview communicate with the applicant, and novice
interviewers may contribute to the final decision according to their observations during
the interview without interacting with the applicant. Therefore, this research suggests
that it is practicable to present a recorded interview scenario to participants to simulate
an interview process without getting them involved in interview communication, thus

allowing the implementation of TAM.

As for the speed of completion, it is hardly a requirement for an interview task either

in real-world situations or in academic research, and participants are usually allowed
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sufficient time to work on the task. Hence, when applying TAM to IDM research,
participants acting as the interviewer should also be permitted with enough time as
needed to fully report their thoughts during the process and the think aloud practice
should not be interfered by any concern about time limits. Overall, the task type of

employment interview can be expected to suit the requirement of TAM.

2) Task difficulty

To ensure that the verbal protocols of participants’ cognitive processes can be gen-
erated when working on a task, the task should not be too simple to be completed in
an automated manner or too difficult to prevent the participants from working through
the task. When it comes to an interview task, the main concern is about whether
participants can effectively act as an interviewer and evaluate the applicants for the

target job position. Thus, it is necessary to make sure that

e the target job position is “general” enough in the sense that it is not too

technical to be understood

e the materials used to simulate the interview process (e.g., job description,
rating scale, applicants’ responses) are informative enough without significantly

causing cognitive overload on participants

e the languages used in the experiment can be effectively understood by partic-

ipants

Target Job Position. Since this research aims to contribute to the general knowl-
edge of ICP during decision making regardless of the type of job, any job position should
be appropriate as long as it presents a reasonable level of task difficulty — neither a
primary job position for which a job interview is even not needed, nor a technical job
where employers focus more on applicants’ capabilities that are evaluated through other
approaches (e.g., test, work sample) instead of interview. The concern about task diffi-

culty also requires a careful choice of interview questions and evaluation criteria, which
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should be comprehensible to interviewers who are not experts in the corresponding
field. Thus, similar to most mock interview experiment conducted in IDM studies (De-
Groot & Motowidlo, 1999; Fox & Spector, 2000; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009), the interview
scenario in this research will be created as an interview which aims to evaluate a few
transferable competencies (e.g., leadership skills, organisation skills, problem-solving

skills, stress management skills) of applicants for a managerial position.

Interview simulation vs. cognitive load. Due to the time restrictions as well as
the limited cognitive load of participants, TAM can usually be applied to only a rather
small set of tasks or problems to minimise the possibility that participants become too
exhausted to complete the task or think aloud at a normal standard (Branch, 2000;
Katalin, 2000; Nielsen et al.; 2002; Heerkens & Van Der Heijden 2005). Therefore, while
a complete interview process is most ideal to simulate a real practice, it is necessary
to consider about the trade-off between the levels at which the experiment simulates a
real-world interview process and participants’ cognitive load when working through the
task. In particular, careful considerations are needed about what parts of an interview
process should be included in the mock interview and what information should be

presented to the participants.

Despite the fact that a history of over 100 years has greatly enriched the forms
available of employment interview (e.g., leaderless group discussion), this research as a
primary investigation into ICP will focus on the most traditional and prevalent “ques-
tion & answer” (Q&A) approach, where an interviewer learns about the requirements
of the target job position, conducts interview by asking an applicant interview ques-
tions and making evaluations according to the applicant’s responses to the questions,
and finally compares all the applicants interviewed to make a choice among them (if
available). Correspondingly, experimental materials like the background information of
the company, job description and evaluation criteria (e.g., rating scale) that simulate

an interview task for a vacant job position should be developed.

In addition, it is essential to predetermine what information about applicants to

present, based on which interviewers will choose their hiring intentions. In real-world
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interviews, interviewers usually have access to two sources of information about an
applicant, namely the applicant’s background information (e.g., resume) and the ap-
plicant’s responses to interview questions. Nevertheless, this research will only provide
the latter one due to two main concerns unless such design significantly affects the
interview process (according to the feedback given by each participant involved in data
collection). One is about the possibility that interviewers make early decisions about
an applicant according to the background information and thus “confounds the inter-
pretation of the value of the interview (Campion et al., 1997)”. The other concern is
about the balance between the number of applicants to be evaluated and the amount of
information provided regarding each applicant. To better simulate an interview situa-
tion, it will be appropriate to offer interviewers more than one applicant for comparison,
while the amount of information provided about each applicant needs to be limited to

a certain extent to minimise the possibility of interviewer cognitive overload.

Interviewers’ experience level. While a subject’s experience level is often used
as an indicator of ability to complete a task, the standard of inclusion regarding in-
terviewers’ experience level will be relatively loose within this research due to three
considerations. First, unlike some other roles or skills, it is less feasible to measure the
experience level of an interviewer. Typical dimensions like time length and frequency
of practice (i.e., conducting interviews) are not applicable because interviewer itself is
not a job position, and for people like directors and line managers who often act as
interviewers as well, interview is only a small part of their work without a fixed fre-
quency. There is even no such a clear sign of “becoming” an experienced interviewer
in real-world practice. For instance, according to the survey with a practitioner who
has been working as a human resource consultant for over thirty years and frequently

involves in employment interviews,

Normally a person who was inexperienced would merely sit in the room away
from the interview group and observe interviews taking place. After they felt
confident, they would then spend some time participating by asking simpler

questions to begin with. Once they were more confident, knowledgeable, and
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experienced, they could play a larger part in the process and introduce their

own preferred individual style into the process.

Secondly, the definition of interviewers’ experience level is also absent in academic
research. Many empirical studies do not distinguish the experience level of interviewers
or simply recruit students as interviewer samples, suggesting that the threat to gener-
alisability of results is minimal (Purkiss et al., 2006; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009; Florea
et al., 2019). While in the studies aimed to compare the performance of experienced
interviewers and that of novice ones, the boundary of the two groups is also as simple
as “with experience of conducting employment interviews” (Sackett, 1982; Tsai et al.,
2012; Roulin et al., 2015; Frieder et al., 2016) or “working in the personnel area” (Rein-
hard et al., 2013). Thirdly, as an initial investigation into ICP, the main purpose of
this research is to inclusively generalise and characterise interviewers’ thinking process
regardless of their experience level rather than to model the cognitive progress of ex-
pert interviewers. Therefore, people who have real-world experiences as interviewers or
have attended formal employment interviews (to ensure that they are aware of how the
interview process works) will be considered as qualified interviewers in this research,
whereas their actual task performance as well as verbalisation skills will be monitored

later to decide whether the data collected should be included for analysis.

Language. Since the data collection procedure will be carried in both the UK and
China, the language used throughout the whole experiment procedure is another aspect
closely related to the level of task difficulty considering the diversity in interviewers’
geographic origins and language skills. To avoid the potential negative impacts caused
by language barrier on interviewers’ task performance while controlling variables as
well, the experiment will be prepared in both English and Chinese versions so that
interviewers can choose the one with which they can effectively understand the infor-
mation and clearly express themselves. In particular, the two versions of experimental
materials are checked and approved by an expert bilingual in English and Chinese to
ensure that not only the meaning but also the structure of the content are maintained

the same to minimise the influence of language difference on the data collection.

80



Chapter 8.

3) Task representativeness

Task representativeness requires that the task chosen should not be unusual in any
sense and a subject’s cognitive process observed when working on this task should pro-
vide sufficient information about how people performing that certain kind of problems
in general. In other words, it not only requires the mock interview developed in this
research to well simulate a real interview scenario, but it also indicates that the job
position and evaluation criteria selected to form the interview task should better be
common and transferable. Hence, a managerial position with soft skills (e.g., leadership
skills, organisation skills, problem-solving skills, stress management skills) as evaluation
criteria is preferable, which is consistent with the conclusions derived from the previous

discussion over task difficulty.

To enhance the level of simulation, the experimental materials like job description
(with background information of the company), target competencies to evaluate (i.e.,
rating scale), and corresponding interview questions to ask are prepared with the as-
sistance from professional interviewers. Specifically, a job description is created for a
project manager by imitating a real one posted online. Then a pool of possible com-
petencies and corresponding interview questions are listed and sent together with the
job description to three professional interviewers for their feedback on which ones are
most likely to be asked during an interview for the target job position. Following to
their comments, the questions and evaluation criteria are screened and refined, which
sketches the outline of the whole mock interview process. However, starting questions
like “tell me about yourself”’, although quite prevalent in real interviews, are not in-
cluded for two reasons, including (i) to protect the confidentiality of the volunteers’
identity who volunteer to act as the applicants and provide responses to the interview
questions, (ii) to control the overall amount of information and minimise the possibility

of cognitive overload caused on interviewers.

After that, the communication between interviewer and applicants during the inter-

view process that form the main part of the interview scenario needs to be prepared. To
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achieve this, two volunteers who are preparing for interviews of similar job positions are
invited to attend a mock interview. In particular, the two volunteers are interviewed
separately by an interviewer with the preselected list of interview questions. The whole
interview process is recorded modified, and then checked by the professional interview-
ers to ensure that the communication is clear, comprehensible, and provides sufficient
information for interviewers to make hiring decisions for the target job position. A
recording rather than video of the interview communication is used because, as a pri-
mary attempt to apply TAM to interview process, this research intends to simplify the
sources of information presented to interviewers by excluding visual information like
applicants’ appearance, gestures, facial expression, and environmental information so
that interviewers can better focus on vocal information that can be directly verbalised

when executing TAM.

4) Execution of TAM

To effectively collect data of interviewers’ cognitive process, it is necessary to ensure
interviewers possess a sufficient level of verbalisation skills and can fluently verbalise
their concurrent thoughts (Fonteyn et al., 1993; Van Someren et al., 1994; Karsenty,
2001; Charters, 2003; Cooke, 2010). To ensure the participants taking part in the
experiment meet the standard, a warm-up session is provided before starting the inter-
view task to check if a participant is capable of and comfortable with TAM. Similar to
most TAM-based studies, participants are asked to work on a mathematical problem
while verbally reporting their ongoing thoughts. The mathematical problem involved
should have a proper level of difficulty that allowed participants to work through it to
a certain degree, and participants who can correctly execute TAM during the process
are regarded as ideal sample for the following mock interview task even if they cannot

figure out the right answer to the mathematical problem.

5) Other concerns

Apart from the four main factors discussed above, there are a few more details of ex-
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periment design that required consideration. First, since interviewers’ verbal protocols
during the experiment will be recorded, related information must be clearly explained
in a consent form to avoid ethical problems, including what and how participants’ out-
put will be recorded, stored, and analysed and that the confidentiality of their personal

information will be guaranteed.

Secondly, to ensure the quality of verbal protocols as well as the recordings, details
regarding the environment where the experiment is conducted must also be paid atten-
tion to. For example, the experiment should be conducted in a quite meeting room to
avoid disturbance, and it would better if the experimenter sits at the side of the par-
ticipant to minimize the tension of the participant. At the same time, small and casual
talks at the start of the experiment will be preferable to further ease the participant’s
nervousness. A possible choice can be collecting participants’ background information
through casual interview rather than asking them to fill up the questionnaire in written

form.

Thirdly, several details as shown below in Table 3.4 need to be highlighted before
each participant starts both the warm-up session and the mock interview task and the

experimenter should make ensure that the participant’s queries are all solved.

Fourthly, the interaction between the experiment and the participant must be min-
imised when the participant is working on the task. The only exception is that, if there
is a significant pause in the participant’s verbal protocol (e.g., the participant keeps
silence for more than five seconds), the experiment should remind the participant by
saying “please keep speaking” (Ericsson & Simon, 1984; Van Someren et al., 1994; Gero
& Tang, 2001; Li & He, 2015; Eccles & Arsal, 2017).

Last but not the least, considering that the feedback from participants will be
of great value for experiment validation and improvement, a survey concerning par-
ticipants’ perceptions of the whole experiment procedure is carried out following the
completion of the interview task. Specifically, a list of questions presented below will be

asked and the participants are instructed to indicate their perceptions with a 5-point
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Table 3.4: Experimental instructions of the warm-up session and the mock interview
task

Experimental Instructions

e  The experiment is not aimed at judging participants’ performance on the task

. Participants should be natural and honest about their reactions to the task (e.g., if they feel the task is difficult
or unconformable and want to stop)

. Participants should verbalise all the thoughts that occur to them while working on the task whether the
thoughts are directly related to the task or not

. If participants are reading any material, they should read it aloud
e  Participants should ‘act and talk as if talking to themselves’

e  The experimenter will avoid interactions with the participant unless necessary (e.g., if there is a significant
pause in the participant’s verbalization)

e There is no time limit to complete the task and participants should feel free to take as long as needed to work
on the task and think aloud during the process

Likert Scale. An exception is the question concerning impact of TAM on own task
performance where a score from -5 to 5 can be given with -5 meaning strongly negative

impact, 0 meaning no impact, and 5 meaning strongly positive impact.

e To what extent do you think the scenario experiment simulates a real inter-

view?
e Do you think the length of the whole experiment is appropriate?

e Do you think the task difficulty is reasonable? Is there anything you feel hard

to understand during the process (e.g., language, applicants’ responses)?
e To what extent do you feel confident about your evaluations and decisions?

e Do you think TAM affects your DM? If yes, how and to what extent do you
think TAM has affected your DM?

e Do you have any further advice on this experiment?
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Overall, the discussion above stresses the potential concerns of applying TAM in
IDM research and provides possible countermeasures as well. It justifies the feasibility
of collection the data of ICP with TAM to a certain degree and lays the foundation of the
next step to develop a primary design of experiment procedure. Further examination
of the feasibility will be achieved later by collecting participants’ feedbacks on the

experiment procedure.

3.2.2 Experiment Design of Interview Task with TAM Embedded

Based on the discussion above, an experiment procedure composed of five stages
is developed (see Figure 3.2), including consent form, pre-experiment survey for the
participants’ background information, warm-up session of TAM, mock interview task
with TAM, and post-experiment survey for the participant’s feedback on the experi-
ment. In particular, the whole experiment procedure is conducted in a one-on-one and
face-to-face manner in a quiet meeting room where the experimenter sat by the side of

the participants (see Appendix A.).
Stage 1: Consent Form

As the first stage of the whole experiment procedure, the participant is required to
read and sign a consent form to ensure the experiment-related information is under-
stood and accepted by the participant to avoid the possibility of ethical issues. Upon
the arriving of the participant, the experimenter greets the participant, briefly intro-
duces the research, and then presents a consent form (see Appendix B.) to inform the
participant about the experiment-related information. The consent form explains the
content, time length, potential benefits and risks of the experiment. It also emphasises
that the participant’s rights and willingness are respected and that the confidentiality
of the information collected is guaranteed. Queries and doubts are encouraged from the
participant and solved if any, and the participant is then instructed to sign the consent

form if all the information presented is accepted.
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Stage 1: Consent Form
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Figure 3.2: Experiment procedure
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Stage 2: Pre-Experiment Survey

Following the signing of the consent form, a pre-experiment survey is carried out
in order to collect the background information of the participant (see Appendix C.).
The survey consists of eight questions, among which the first seven questions ask about
the participant’s age, gender, interview experience, and the nationalregion regarding
the interview experience mentioned. The participant is asked particularly about the
knowledge and experience regarding several elements of interview involved in the mock
interview task, including the soft skills, types of interview questions, and types of rating
scales. This is to ensure that the participant has a basic understanding of the interview
task to be completed. The last question of the survey asks whether the participant
knows about TAM, and a brief explanation with examples regarding the application
of TAM in multiple fields are provided regardless of the participant’s response. In
particular, it is preferable that the survey takes a form of casual interview rather than
questionnaire to ease the potential tension of the participant as previously discussed in

Section 3.2.1.
Stage 3: Warm-Up Session

After finishing the pre-experiment survey while before starting the mock interview
task, the participant is required to take part in a warm-up session that aims to help the
participant better understand how to think aloud while completing a task. Specifically,
the participant needs to work on a mathematical problem (see Appendix D.) while con-
tinuously speaking aloud own thinking process. The instructions listed in Table 3.4 are
highlighted before the participant, and the experimenter then minimises the interaction
with the participant throughout the warm-up session unless there is a significant pause
in the participant’s verbalisation. While it is possible that the participant cannot find
the right answer of the mathematical problem, the suitability of the participant to the
following mock interview task is judged according to the verbalisation skill. In other
words, the participant is invited to participant in the mock interview task as long as
the participant can effectively verbalise own thinking processes regardless of the perfor-

mance on the mathematical problem. Once the completing the warm-up session, the
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participant is asked by the experimenter

e whether the participant feels comfortable and natural about the process, es-

pecially concerning the think-aloud practice,

e whether the participant feels thinking aloud has affected own task perfor-

mance,
e whether the participant has any doubt or concern about the experiment and,

e whether the participant feels like to take part in the mock interview task.

Stage 4: Mock Interview with TAM

The participants who are verified as possessing the ability of thinking aloud through
the warm-up session and showing willingness to be involved in the mock interview task
then get into the fourth stage of the experiment. In general, the participant is instructed
to first goes through the task description that clearly explains the interview scenario
and the details of the task, and then following the task description the participant plays
the role of an interviewer who “interviews” and evaluates two applicants by listening

to the recordings of interview Q&A.

The participant is first presented with a description of the interview task in written
form (see Appendix E.), including background information about the company, job
description, and task requirements. To help the participant get used to the interview
scenario where only recordings of interview communication rather than real applicants
are presented, the participant is instructed to act as one of the two interviewers who
is expected to listen carefully to the conversation led by the other interviewer, take
notes when necessary, and evaluate the qualification of the applicant interviewed. The
participant is also informed that, while there are several applicants shortlisted for the
job position, this interview task only involves two of them and the hiring intention (i.e.,
to accept, to accept with reservations, and to reject) chosen by the participant is not

the final decision made on the applicants.
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Once the participant feels clear about the mock interview task, a rating scale that
contains the evaluation criteria of applicants is provided. Previous studies notice that
whether detailed behaviour anchors are provided for the criteria listed in a rating scale
will affect IDM (Jacobs et al., 1980; Green et al., 1993; Maurer, 2002; Klehe et al.,
2008; Cambon & Steiner, 2015). To examine whether the rating scale type affects
ICP, for example, by causing cognitive overload that hampers interviewers’ thinking
processes or providing additional information that assists their decision making, two
types of rating scales are prepared in this research and randomly distributed to the
participants, namely behavioural-anchored rating scale (BARS, see Appendix F.) and
open grid rating scale (OGRS, see Appendix G.). The two rating scales include the same
competencies and sub-competencies (i.e., attributes) to be evaluated with a 5-point

scale, while BARS also presents a detailed descriptor is provided for each attribute.

After receiving all the experimental materials, the participant is allowed plenty of
time to get familiar with the interview scenario and the task requirements. The par-
ticipant is also encouraged to express potential concerns and uncertainties regarding
the experiment procedure and materials before the mock interview starts, and the ex-
perimenter provides clear responses until the uncertainties get resolved. For example,
participants may inquiry about whether they are supposed to give scores to the at-
tributes during the interview process or after finishing all the interview questions, and
the experimenter again emphasises that the participants should perform the task in the

way they prefer.

Once the participant feels prepared for the scenario experiment, the mock interview
process starts where the participant plays the role of an interviewer and separately eval-
uates two applicants according to the prepared recordings of interview communication.
In the first mock interview (i.e., the first applicant interviewed), the experimenter plays
the recording of first Q& A where an “interviewer” asks the first interview question and
the applicant (A1) provides a response. During this procedure, the participant can ei-
ther take notes or not according to own needs and preferences. As the recording of the

first Q& A ends, the participant evaluates Al according to the information received and
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verbally expresses all the thoughts in minds, such as the feelings about Al, prompting
questions to ask, and even the things irrelevant to the task itself. Once the participant
finishes talking, the experimenter plays the recording of the next Q&A and executes
the same procedure as that of the first Q&A. Such practice is repeated for each of the
four interview questions, following which the participant is then required to rate Al
according to the criteria listed in the rating scale (unless the participant has already

done so during the Q&A stage) while thinking aloud at the same time.

After completing the first mock interview, the experimenter checks with the par-
ticipant whether there is any concern or doubt and if a break is needed before the
second mock interview. When the participant feels prepared, the experimenter gives
out a same set of rating scales used for Al and carries out the interview of the second
applicant (A2) in the same way as that in the first mock interview. After the second
mock interview is completed, the participant is instructed to make a final decision of
hiring intention while thinking aloud, then the experimenter collects all the materials

used for the mock interview task.
Stage 5: Post-Experiment Survey

After finishing the whole mock interview task, a post-experiment survey is con-
ducted for the participant’s feedback on six aspects of the experiment (see Appendix
H.). The main purpose of this survey is to ensure that the participants perceive both
the mock interview itself and the way they work through the interview process are nat-
ural and representative of real interview scenarios, thus guaranteeing the validity of the
data collected. Besides, an open question is also asked to encourage the participants to
provide further suggestions on the whole experiment in case that there is any defect in
the experiment design while not covered by the survey questions. Once the post-survey
is completed, the participant is thanked with a small gift and advised to contact the

experimenter if any concern about the experiment occurs.

To summarise, this part presents the experiment procedure developed with all the

concerns and countermeasures discussed in the previous context taken into considera-
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tion. The experiment procedure will then be tested through a pilot study to detect the

opportunities of improvement.

3.2.3 Validating the Experiment Procedure through a Pilot Study

To test and revise the experiment procedure developed in the former step, two vol-
unteers are invited to take part in a pilot study where they try out the whole experiment
procedure and their performance as well as comments are recorded and analysed. These
two volunteers have quite different backgrounds (see Table 3.5), especially regarding
their experience as interviewer. Specifically, Volunteer 1 has worked as recruitment
consultant for over ten years with sufficient experience of conducing employment in-
terviews (i.e., experienced interviewer, EI), whereas Volunteer 2, has attended a few
formal interviews within the year and is familiar with interview process (i.e., novice
interviewer, NI). With such distinction in the volunteers’ background, the pilot study
is expected to examine the feasibility of the experiment procedure among participants

with different levels of experience as employment interviewer.

The pilot study is carried out strictly following the experiment designed (see Figure

3.2) and the two volunteers work through the whole experiment quite smoothly. The

Table 3.5: Background information of the two volunteers in the pilot study

Background Information Volunteer 1 Volunteer 2
Age 42 28
Gender Female Male
National Region UK China

(Interview experience)

Experience Level

. . Experienced Novice
(As interviewer) p
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performance observed from and the comments produced by the two volunteers at each
stage of the experiment are summarised in Table 3.6, which not only prove the feasi-
bility of the experiment but also provide valuable information for the revision of the

experiment procedure.

Table 3.6: Performance and comments of the volunteers throughout the pilot study

Performance and Comments

Experiment Stage
Volunteer 1 (EI) Volunteer 2 (NI)
Pre-Experiment Survey
Knowledge of interview e Know well about interview-related e Has not heard about the term but
8 elements and terms understand the content

e Have not heard about the term, but can understand the method when the

Knowledge of TAM . .
experimenter presents examples for explanation

Warm-Up Session

e Starts with a random guess and then e Adopts multivariate linear equations
Task performance tests and narrows it down until and successfully works out the right
getting the right answer answer with a few steps of calculations

e Provide sufficient verbal data during the process and suggest that they clearly

Think-aloud practice 4 . ; : .
P understand how to TA and feel confident to carry it out in the mock interview

Mock Interview Task

o Feel easy to understand the task requirements and have no significant doubt

e Rates the attributes throughout the
Q&A stage, occasionally makes
modifications to previously given
scores, and finally evaluates the
competencies after finishing all the
interview questions

Task performance . .
perfe e Gives a score to each attribute and

competency listed in the rating scale
after the whole Q&A stage

e Continuously provide verbal reports as required and no significant pause occurs

Think- SN
hink-aloud practice throughout the whole process
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(continued table)

Performance and Comments

Experiment Stage
Volunteer 1 (EI) Volunteer 2 (NI)

Post-Experiment Survey

e The experiment well simulates a real interview

o “Usually, a CV of the candidate was
provided and the candidate could be
observed during interview, but these
elements did not influence the
interview process”

Simulation level

o Get “a little bit exhausted when it comes to the second half” due to the overall
length of the experiment (i.e., about 2 hours)

Overall difficulty

o the BARS contains too much
information

e Confident about own evaluations and decisions

Confidence in own decisions
o Expects for more information by
asking follow-up questions

o Slightly positive influence on the

e No impact on the decisions made decisions made

“I feel it only differs from a real one
in the sense that we (interviewers)
Perceived impact of TAM do not discuss with each other
during an interview. However, we

“It encouraged me to go through each
of the criteria and really think about it
rather than just checking things off on
do share our thoughts after that. So, ﬂ.le lm’. g dld. influence my process a

; . . little bit, talking out aloud as I went
in real practice, I would definitely

R L " along, but in a positive way, because
have done something similar. L 8 p M Y
it’s more thorough.

e To shorten the length of experiment by cutting down the number of Q&A

Further advice
e To provide an additional piece of
paper for note taking

In general, the observations and comments from the two volunteers in the pilot
study indicate that the overall experiment design is feasible in multiple aspects. First,
not only EI but also NI without working experience as interviewer can understand

the requirements of the mock interview and successfully work through the task while
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providing rich verbal reports of own thinking process. This indicates a proper level
of task difficulty (i.e., task difficulty) as well as a sufficient simulation of real-world
interview (i.e., task representativeness) achieved by the experiment, which are again
confirmed by the two volunteers’ feedback provided in the post-experiment survey.
Secondly, while the two volunteers have not heard about TAM ahead of the experiment,
they can not only understand how the technique works but also carry it out in the
warm-up session and the mock interview task. Particularly, both of them continuously
provide verbal reports as required without no significant pause throughout the whole
process (i.e., execution of TAM) and perceive little or only a slightly positive impact
of TAM on their task performance, suggesting that TAM can be effectively embedded

in interview scenario and carried out by interviewers (i.e., task type).

While the pilot experiment verifies the feasibility and validity of applying TAM
to investigating ICP to a great extent, it also sheds a light on the opportunities to
revise the experiment procedure from two perspectives. The first and the most cru-
cial modification that needs to be made, according to the volunteers’ performance and
feedbacks, is to cut down the overall length of the mock interview task. Otherwise, par-
ticipants may get exhausted and their task performance can be hampered by cognitive
overload. Two significant criteria are applied here that (i) the applicants’ responses
should be informative enough that enable interviewers to make and justify their judge-
ments and decisions, and (ii) the whole interview process should still be natural and
smooth. Thus, the overall interview length is shortened by picking up the four Q&A
that directly evaluate the four most essential and relevant soft skills (leadership skills,
organisation skills, problem-solving skills, stress management skills) to the job position
as suggested by the three professional interviewers, while the Q&A that are either less
informative or less related to the target soft skills are excluded. The second revision,
detailed but still essential, is to offer participants sufficient papers to take notes during

mock interview as suggested by EI.

As for the comment made by NI that the BARS contains too much information,

however, no corresponding adjustment is made to the experiment, because BARS has
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been widely applied in real-world practice and the rating scale utilised in this research is
verified by the professional interviewers as well as EI. NI also suggests an expectation
for more information by asking follow-up questions to strengthen the confidence in
own decisions. No change is made particularly regarding this comment, because it
is noticed that NI does verbally report the prompting questions he would like to ask
during the mock interview. Additionally, NI also explains that he is expressing an
expectation for the applicants’ further responses rather than suggesting a modification

in the experiment procedure when queried by the experimenter.

Overall, the experiment procedure developed is tested through a pilot study where
two volunteers with disparate backgrounds take part in, especially in terms of their pre-
vious experience as employment interviewer. The volunteers’ performance is observed
and their comments on the experiment procedure are collected, of which a detailed
report as well as discussion are presented. The results verify the overall feasibility of
applying TAM to IDM research while also indicating the chances to refine the experi-

ment procedure.

3.2.4 Participants’ Feedback on the Experiment

After being revised (i.e., screening the Q& A presented to shorten the overall length
of interview task and offering participants sufficient papers to take notes), the exper-
iment which still complies with the procedure shown in Figure 3.2 is applied for data
collection, and the feedback on the experiment is collected from the 29 participants
that complete the mock interview task (see Section 3.3 for detailed information of the
participants). As a further verification of the feasibility of applying TAM to an in-
terview scenario to investigate ICP, the outcomes of the post-experiment survey are

summarized in Table 3.7.

Specifically, the averaged simulation level as rated by the participants is 4.86 (SD =
0.44), indicating an agreement that the experiment well simulates a real interview

scenario. The scores given by all the participants to both the length of experiment
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and task difficulty are 5.00, suggesting a proper level regarding these two dimensions.
The participants also indicate a high level of confidence (i.e., 4.34) in their evaluations
and decisions, where two thirds of participants (N = 19) choose a score of 4 rather
than 5 for various reasons, such as an expectation for more information, a lack of own
experience as interviewer, or simply a preference not to give the highest score. As for
the impact caused by TAM, most participants (N = 20) perceive little influence caused
by TAM on their decision making, while the other nine suggest that TAM results in
a slightly positive impact on their performance by helping them “think properly” and
“adding quality to the decision made”. Nevertheless, three participants express their
self-preference regarding either the types of interview questions asked or the rating
scale utilised. Specifically, one participant prefers to ask more open-ended questions
and the other two prefer not to use BARS. Considering the prevalence and the proved
reliability and validity of both the questions and BARS, this research suggests that the
data validity is not affected and the protocols collected can be investigated to study

ICP regarding their decision-making process.

To summarise, the results of the post-experiment survey indicate that the partici-
pants perceive the experiment procedure as (i) effectively simulating a real interview,

(ii) having a proper overall length where the completeness is achieved without exhaust-

Table 3.7: Descriptive statistics of the participants’ feedback on experiment

Dimension M SD Max Min
Simulation Level
(1-5: highly simulated) 4.86 0.44 5 3
Length of Experiment
(1-5: appropriate) 5.00 0.00 5 5
Task Difficulty 5.00 0100 S S
(1-5: appropriate) : .
Confidence in 0»}/11 Decisions 434 055 s ,
(1-5: confident)
Perceived Impact of TAM 1.03 e 0 )

(-5-0-5: strongly positive impact)
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ing the participants, (iii) involving an interview task at a proper difficulty level which
can be effectively completed by the participants and produce rich information of their
cognitive processes, and (iv) the execution of TAM does not impose significant influence

on the participants’ performance on the interview task.

3.3 Data Collection

The experiment procedure developed and validated in Section 3.2 is applied for data
collection, of which the details are reported in this section, including the information

of the participants, experiment settings and procedure as well as the data collected.

3.3.1 Participants

As the purpose of this research is to inclusively examine the possibility of ICP re-
garding their decision making rather than to focus on a certain group of interviewers,
participants with diversified backgrounds are involved in the experiment. Specifically,
the data collection is carried out in both the United Kingdom and China while ba-
sically in two major cities (i.e., Glasgow, UK and Sichuan Province, China) because
the experiment must be conducted in a face-to-face manner so that the experimenter
can monitor the procedure and record the verbal protocols to guarantee the quality of
the data collected. Invitations to the experiment are widely sent out through multiple

channels, such as LinkedIn, organisations, universities, emails, and networks.

To enhance the randomness of sampling, all the respondents are welcomed to take
part in the experiment as long as they meet the two indispensable criteria, namely inter-
view experience (i.e., whether they possess the ability to complete the interview task)
and verbalisation skills (i.e., whether they can effectively think aloud when working on
a task). The former is ensured by confirming with the respondents that they either
have previous experience as employment interviewers (i.e., experienced interviewer) or

have at least attended formal interviews of a similar kind and are aware of how an
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Table 3.8: Backgrounds of the participants involved in data collection

Background Info. No. of Participants (%)
18-30 17 (58.62%)
31-40 3 (10.34%)
Age

41 -50 4 (13.79%)
Over 50 5 (17.24%)

Male 6 (20.69%)

Gender

Female 23(79.31%)

UK 14 (48.28%)

National Region
(Interview experience)

CN 15 (51.72%)
. Experienced 11 (37.93%)
Experience Level
(As interviewer) .
Novice 18 (62.07%)

Note. The total number of participants is 29.

interview process works (i.e., novice interviewer). Respondents with the interview ex-
perience needed are invited to the experiment where they are required to work through
a warm-up session to test if they are able to continuously think aloud when completing
a task. After careful examinations, a total of 29 respondents are proved possessing
both interview experience and verbalisation skills and are thus invited to take part in
data collection as participants. The demographic information of these 29 participants

is shown in Table 3.8.

3.3.2 Experiment Settings and Procedure

The face-to-face experiment is conducted in a quiet room with each participant (see

Appendix A.). Facilitates and the environment are examined in advance to minimise
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disturbance (e.g., noise) and discomfort (e.g., chair, temperature). The experiment fol-
lows the procedure shown in Figure 3.2 and lasts between 60 and 90 minutes, depending

on the quantity of thoughts expressed by each participant when thinking aloud.

After greeting the participant, the experimenter sits next to the participant and
starts a short casual talk with a brief introduction of the research to ease the potential
nervousness of the participant. The participants are made aware of the neutrality of the
research that their thinking processes are conceptually studied without any judgement
or evaluation. A consent form (see Appendix B.) is read and signed before they proceed

with the experiment procedure.

If the participant agrees to participate in the experiment after checking the consent
form, a pre-experiment survey (see Appendix C.) is then conducted to gather the
information of the participant’s background as shown in Table 3.8, following which
a brief explanation of TAM is provided. After that, a warm-up session is scheduled
that asks the participant to work on a mathematical problem (see Appendix D.) while
verbally expressing their concurrent thoughts. At the beginning of this practise session,
several experimental instructions (see Table 3.4) are emphasised and explained by the

experimenter to help the participants better understand the requirements of TAM.

Once the verbalisation skills of the participants are ensured, the experimenter in-
troduces the mock interview task where the participants act as the interviewer and
evaluate two applicants by listening to the audiotaped interview communication pre-
pared in advance (see Section 3.2.2 for details). At the start of the mock interview
task, the participants are presented with task materials and allowed plenty of time
to get familiar with both the interview scenario and the task requirements. During
the interview process, the participants verbally express their current thoughts after
listening to the recording of each Q&A, whether they are comments on the applicant,
following-up questions to ask, or something irrelevant to the interview task itself. When
finishing the four Q&A of an applicant, the participants give comprehensive evaluation

to the applicant and choose their hiring intention both on the rating scale and through
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verbal reports. Besides, the participants are checked with their feelings and potential
queries and asked whether a short break is needed before proceeding to the second
mock interview. When the participants are working on the mock interview task, the
experimenter intends to minimise the interaction with the participants unless they stop
thinking aloud, which does not happen for all the 29 participants. This indicates that
the possibility of interference and bias caused by the experimenter on the participants’

task performance is limited to the minimum.

As soon as the participants finish the two mock interviews, a post-experiment survey
is executed to collect in-depth feedback on the experiment (see Appendix H.), after
which the participants are thanked with a small gifted and encouraged to contact the

experimenter if they have any concern about the experiment.

3.3.3 Data Collected

Two groups of data are collected from the experiment for different aims of data
analysis. One is the audiotaped think aloud protocols produced by the participants
during the mock interview task, which is processed and analysed to explore the elements
and characteristics of ICP. The other group of data refers to the information of the four
contextual factors collected to examine their potential associations with ICP, namely
interviewers’ gender, experience level, national region and type of rating scale used in
the interview task. Specifically, it has been found in previous research that interviewers’
gender (Parsons & Liden, 1984; Raza & Carpenter, 1987; Chapman & Rowe, 2001),
experience level (Hess, 2013; Roulin et al., 2015; Frieder et al., 2016) and type of
rating scale used during interview (Fay & Latham, 1982; Maurer, 2002; Klehe et al.,
2008; Melchers et al., 2011) have an impact on IDM. As for the national region of the
interviewers’ experience, while having not yet been investigated straightforwardly in
the existent interview studies, the factor is introduced to the data analysis considering
that differences in culture (Sanchez-Burks et al., 2006; Manroop et al., 2013) and

employment laws (Williamson et al., 1997; Morgeson et al., 2008) may affect IDM.
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3.4 Data Analysis

The data analysis in this research refers to an investigation into the recorded ver-
bal protocols which are produced by the participants as the interviewer (interviewers
hereafter) during the mock interview task. The analysis consists of two main stages
that are carried out sequentially, including protocol processing and protocol analy-
sis. During protocol processing, the recorded verbal protocols collected are processed
into an analysable style and the elements occurring in ICP are identified and defined.
Later through protocol analysis, the coded protocols are further analysed to explore
the characteristics of ICP and how interviewers’ judging behaviour can be monitored
at a cognitive level. Finally, the associations between the four contextual factors and
ICP in terms of the ICP characteristics and the measurements of judging behaviour

defined in the protocol analysis.

3.4.1 Protocol Processing

As the preparation stage of data analysis, the recorded verbal protocols are first
processed into an analysable style (i.e., segmented and coded protocols). A standard
procedure of verbal protocol processing (see Figure 3.3) is commonly adopted in TAM-
based studies (Van Someren et al., 1994; Davison et al., 1997; Charters, 2003; Heerkens
& Van Der Heijden, 2005; Ericsson, 2006; Eccles & Arsal, 2017), which is also consulted
as the guideline in this research. As can be seen in Figure 3.3, a psychological model
of subjects’ task performance is often brought into the procedure to help develop a
coding scheme that predicts subjects’ cognitive processes, while such a model of ICP is
absent in existent studies on IDM. Therefore, the procedure is partly adjusted in the
sense that a group of randomly selected verbal protocols (i.e., sample protocols) and
the knowledge of interview process (i.e., task information) are utilised as a substitute

of “psychological model”.
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Figure 3.3: Procedure of protocol processing

Step 1: Transcription and Translation

Similar to all the other research applying TAM, the recorded verbal protocols are
first transcribed into written form (i.e., transcription). The experimenter completes all
the transcription work for the protocols collected from the 29 interviewers, and each
transcript is verified and revised by the corresponding interviewer who has produced
that particular verbal report to assure that there is no misunderstanding (see Appendix
I. for a sample part of raw protocol). An additional work of translation is carried out
within this step as well where the protocols collected from Chinese interviewers are
translated into English by the experimenter and then proofread by the bilingual vol-
unteer who has previously assisted in the translation of the experimental materials to
ensure that not only the meaning but also the structure of the content are maintained

to minimise the impact of language difference on data analysis (see Appendix J. for
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a sample part of translated protocol). Secondly, the content of the protocols is di-
vided into segments (i.e., segmentation) according to the criteria established, like the
pauses and the linguistic structure identified in the protocols and shifts in interviewers’

attention to different information.

The think-aloud protocols collected turn out to be extensive with a total count of
111,741 words of all protocols. Specifically, length of each protocol (i.e., the verbal
protocol produced by an interviewer during one single mock interview) ranges from
553 to 4,920 words (M = 1927.57,SD = 1075.13), and the total length of the two
protocols produced by the same interviewer ranges from 1,515 to 8,780 words (M =
3853.14,SD = 2076.31). Such richness can be expected to enhance the contribution
of the data collected and the data analysis in later stage to the knowledge of ICP

regarding decision making.
Step 2: Segmentation

In the second step of protocol processing, the content of each protocol is segmented
into separate and comparable units “to facilitates identification and further analysis
of the parts of the text and of the protocols” (Joseph & Patel, 1990, p.33), and the
segments are then labelled with continuous numbers for the convenience of discussion.
The segmentation procedure is usually conducted following certain criteria, of which
the details vary with the tasks investigated and different purposes of research (Ericsson
& Simon, 1984; Fonteyn et al., 1993; Cumming et al., 2002; Nielsen et al., 2002; Li &
He, 2015).

When developing the segmentation criteria in this research, three terms are defined
first, namely information type, operator, and cognitive action, which not only serve as
the indicators of segmentation but also form the foundation of the following protocol
analysis. To be specific, decision-making is in essence an information-processing proce-
dure (see Chapter 2) and interviewers as the decision maker of employment interview
gather and deal with information in certain manners and steps until final decisions are

made. Each of these steps consists of two major elements, including the information
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processed (i.e., either received from the environment or retrieved from LTM) and the
operator adopted by the interviewer to process a piece of information (Fonteyn et al.,
1993). When scanning the verbal protocols, it can be noticed that the information pro-
cessed by the interviewers covers a wide range of types, such as task-related information
(e.g., task requirements, job description, interview questions, rating criteria), informa-
tion generated from applicants’ responses (e.g., applicants’ work performance, features
of responses), personal sources of information (e.g., personal experience, knowledge,
beliefs), and the information produced by the interviewers themselves (e.g., comments,
scores, prompting questions, inferences). Hence, the information involved in ICP is
identified and categorised into different information types. Particularly, the informa-
tion is distinguished into general types without specifying the exact content of the
information processed by the interviewers when discussing the elements of ICP, be-
cause this research aims to inclusively explore ICP during decision making regardless
of the specific contexts of an interview scenario (e.g., industry, company, job position,

target competence, evaluation criteria).

All the types of information are processed by the interviewers through various oper-
ators, like reading, interpreting, comparing and prompting. However, it is noticed that
the knowledge of ICP provided by the operators themselves is quite limited. Meanwhile,
it is noticed that the same operator can be executed to different types of information,
while the same type of information can be processed by different operators as well. For
instance, an interviewer may “evaluate” (i.e., the same operator) either an applicant’s
“work performance” or “the features of a response” (i.e., different types of information),
and an interviewer may either “revise”, “describe” or “explain” (i.e., different opera-
tors) own previous rating scores (i.e., the same type of information). To enhance the
clarity of discussion when investigating and describing the elements of ICP, the concept
of cognitive action is introduced to specify different combinations of operator and in-
formation type recognised in ICP (i.e., “evaluate an applicant’s work performance” and
“evaluate an applicant’s response” are two different cognitive actions, “give a score”

and “revise a score” are also two different cognitive actions).
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Based on the concept of cognitive action, the first criterion of segmentation in this

research is developed that

Criterion (i): A segmentation will be marked if there is a clear alter in the

interviewer’s cognitive action.

Taking part of the verbal protocols provided by Interviewer 7 as an example (see Table
3.9), four segmentations are marked according to the alteration in the interviewer’s
cognitive actions. Specifically, except that the segmentation marked between Segment
52 and Segment 53 is due to the interviewer’s focus on different piece of information,
the other three segmentations are derived from the alterations in both information
types and the operators adopted (i.e., Segment 51 - make a suggestion; Segment 52
- represent the applicant’s response; Segment 53 - represent the applicant’s response;
Segment 54 - characterise the applicant’s work performance; Segment 55 - make an

inference).

Nevertheless, it is possible in some cases that interviewers implement a single op-
erator with a great bunch of information involved, such as recalling own experience as
shown below (see Table 3.10) or reading a large part of experimental materials (not

found in the protocols). While such content may consist of more than one sentence and

Table 3.9: Sample protocol of segmentation (1)

No. Segment
51 He could have given a little bit more about his particular role in that case,
52 because what he said was that he had an overview, he got the big picture, he understood what the issues were.

He also identified that the original plan could not be achieved within the time scale and the modifications would

53

have to be made.
54 And his role was pretty much to go in particular with that of the team leader,
55 so the communication between him and the leader was good.
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Table 3.10: Sample protocol of segmentation (2)

No. Segment

It also reminds me of my first job. I was responsible for organising an opening ceremony that would go live.
73 Everything was fine in the rehearsal, but you know, unexpected situations always happen. And I was really
nervous at that time and could hardly control my temper.

So I think this candidate, according to his story, I don’t think he has performed like a manager or a leader, I

74
didn’t quite get that.

plenty of information, it is suggested that such a bunch of information as presented in
Segment 73 should be treated as a whole and the segmentation should be marked both
before and after it rather than anywhere else within this part of the content. Hence, no
segmentation is marked within Segment 73, which involves the same operator (i.e., as-
sociating) without an alteration in information type (i.e., own experience). In contrast,
a segmentation is marked between Segment 73 and 74 where the cognitive action of the
interviewer turns from ‘associating with own experience’ to ‘making an evaluation’. A

corresponding criterion is proposed that

Criterion (ii): A segmentation will be marked both before and after the inter-
viewer reads a bunch of information from the experimental materials, represents
a bunch of information from the applicant’ response, or narrates an excerpt of

personal experience.

Besides, considering the possibility that an interviewer keeps silence for 5 seconds
or more (although not found in this research) and is reminded by the experimenter to

keep talking, a criterion commonly applied in TAM-based studies is that

Criterion (iii): A segmentation will be marked if there is a pause of 5 seconds or

more.

Last but not the least, there are also some sentences that are either modal particles

(e.g., “Umm...") or incomplete, which are usually not involved in data analysis (Joseph
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& Patel, 1990; Fonteyn et al., 1993; Van Someren et al., 1994) unless a particular
interest is in these observations. Thus, the corresponding criterion of segmentation is

as follow

Criterion (iv): No segmentation will be marked for modal particles and incom-

plete sentences.

It is found that most content of the protocols can be segmented according to these
criteria, whereas some parts of the protocols contain more than one cognitive action
and cannot be easily segmented into separate units. For example, while two cognitive
actions can be identified in Segment 30 as shown in Table 3.11, including ‘comparing
with another applicant’ and ‘identifying a characteristic of the applicant’s response’, it
is not appropriate to split the content into two segments because, once segmented, no
cognitive action can be identified within the content “both of them” alone. However,
since a count of coded cognitive actions will be generated though the coding procedure
in the following steps and such count rather than the number of segments will be used
for data analysis, it is suggested in this research that no significant impact will be

caused by this small part of “unsegmented” content on the data analysis.

Overall, the segmentation procedure results in a total number of 5,814 segments,
ranging from 60 to 381 segments produced by an interviewer throughout the two mock
interviews, or from 25 to 210 segments produced by an interviewer within one single

mock interview process.

Table 3.11: Sample protocol of segmentation (3)

No. Segment

30 when we're talking about distressing, both of them are very much talking about their personal life.
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Step 3: Development of a Primary Coding Scheme

When exploring a subject’s cognitive process when working on a task, the most
primary and indispensable step is to identify the elements of interest that occur in the
subject’s cognitive process (e.g., different categories of information type and operators).
A common practice to achieve this objective is to develop a coding scheme that presents
the elements identified, according to which the segmented protocols can be coded for
a more in-depth investigation into the subject’s cognitive process (Harte et al., 1994;
Chi, 1997; Cumming et al., 2002; Nielsen et al., 2002; Eccles and Arsal, 2017). In the
standard procedure of protocol analysis, a coding scheme is usually developed according
to the psychological model of subjects’ performance on the task investigated, which is
less feasible in this research since a psychological model of ICP regarding decision
making is lacking. Hence, this part of the procedure is revised in the sense that a
group of randomly selected protocols (i.e., sample protocols) representing ICP and the
knowledge of interview process (i.e., task information) are set as the starting point of

coding scheme development.

On the basis of the information provided by both the sample protocols and task
information, predictions of the elements occurring in ICP are made and listed in a
primary coding scheme (see Table 3.12) in the form of cognitive actions (i.e., operator
+ information type). An explanatory example, if identified in the sample protocols, is
also provided for each of the cognitive action. As for the cognitive actions anticipated
from the general knowledge of employment interview while not recognised in the sample
protocols, a label of “anticipated” is marked and these cognitive actions remain to
be checked when the rest protocols are brought into analysis. Correspondingly, this

primary coding scheme will be revised as well in the following stage.
Step 4: Coding Scheme Refinement and Coding Procedure

The fourth step aims to complete two major tasks, including refining the coding
scheme and coding all the segments in the protocols according to the coding scheme,

from which the coded protocols generated can be analysed to study ICP. Since the
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Table 3.12: Primary coding scheme

No. Cognitive Action Example
1 Read or represent experimental materials So, “Leadership and conflict management, treats
(i.e., job description, interview questions, rating scale) | everyone with dignity, respect, and fairness”
... he talked about his own scheduling methods and
2 Represent the content of the answer that if people are looking for some flexibility and
coordinate.
That wasn't really about handling stress (relevance)
3 Identify a particular characteristic of the response
He used the word “we” a lot...(language)
Make an inference (NOT judgment) as a supplement It suggested that he'd been making the decision on
4 to the answer whether or not people got the opportunity to provide
(e.g., situation, action, result) the feedback.
5 Utter specific follow-up questions A quef{zon 1 woulc? ask w.ould be how do you deal with
priorities on a daily basis, what do you actually do.
So, the stressful example one has been quite weak
(response)
6 Articulate a (positive/negative) evaluation or rating
score And I feel like he has been maybe a little bit arrogant
and close-minded to other people's opinions.
(applicant)
7 Make or revise a hiring decision I would like to accept him.
3 Match the question or (part of) the answer with the I'll take that to be work plan and implementation,
dimensions/attributes in the rating scale coordination.
Associate with own knowledge/experience/ A5 an HR you would want someone n a project
9 . management role to be able to manage the individuals
preference/beliefs, etc.
and the team...
10 Compare or associate with the applicant’s previous Yeah, I think this answer was less successful than the
response(s) first one.
11 Compare or associate with previous applicant(s) (anticipated)
12 Summarise or recall previous judgements (anticipated)
13 Reflect on own personal cognitive status/habits/ (anticipated)
preferences, etc.
14 Point out an own knowledge gap 1 don’t know much about what he called “syndicated

loans”.
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coded protocols form the conceptual and elementary base of protocol analysis, it is
vital to ensure that the coding scheme developed meets four criteria of quality, namely
completeness, grain size, unambiguousness, and context independence (Fonteyn et al.,
1993; Van Someren et al., 1994; Charters, 2003; Heerkens & Van Der Heijden, 2005).
Specifically, completeness requires the coding scheme to comprehensively cover the tar-
get items occurring in the subjects’ cognitive process (i.e., cognitive action in this re-
search). Grain size means the size of codes defined must correspond to that of segments
in protocols so that one segment can be labelled with single code. As for unambiguous-
ness, it stresses that the codes must be defined clear enough to be understand and used
by outsiders, while the context independence indicates that each code defined should

be able to be recognised in the protocols without the context in which it appears.

In order to reach the four standards of the coding scheme as well as to guarantee the
objectivity of the coding procedure, two PhD researchers without particular knowledge
of and interests in this research are invited into the work of coding scheme refinement
and coding procedure as co-coders. The basic logic of coding protocols and refining the
coding scheme is that different coders should separately code the same pool of protocols,
solve the disagreements, revise the coding scheme, apply the revised coding scheme to
another pool of protocols and repeat this procedure until an acceptable level of inter-
coder agreement is achieved. The inter-coder agreement is defined as the proportion of
segments labelled by different coders with consistent codes, of which a satisfying level
is set as 90.0% in most cases (Harte et al., 1994; Chi, 1997; Li & He, 2015; Eccles &
Arsal, 2017).

Following this guideline, the protocol coding and coding scheme refinement is car-
ried out according to the procedure shown in Figure 3.4. Besides, a coding form is
designed as well (see Appendix K.) to facilitate the coding process, which consists of
the segmented protocols, the serial number of each segment to help promptly locate the
concerned segment during coding and analysing procedure, and space to mark the code
assigned to each segment. In particular, the coders are required to distinguish whether

each segment of the interviewer’s cognitive process is focusing on the applicant’s work
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Figure 3.4: Coding procedure and coding scheme refinement

performance (i.e., “performance”), interview responses (i.e., “response”), or neither of
them (i.e., “other”, like experimental materials or environmental circumstances), which

are defined as interviewers’ different evidential focus in this research.
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1) Phase I

In Phase I, the two co-coders (i.e., A & B) are first instructed about how to code
the protocols with a coding scheme. Particularly, to ensure the context independence
of the coding scheme, only minimal information about the research purpose is provided
to the co-coders. For the same consideration, the protocols are divided into small
episodes that contain no more than five segments and then mixed to minimize the
information the co-coders can perceived about the context (Van Someren et al., 1994).
The same group of protocol episodes (P1) are distributed to the two co-coders to code

independently with the primary coding scheme (i.e., CS1) developed.

The inter-coder agreement level achieved in Phase I is 78.1%. According to the
results in the coded protocols (i.e., Coded P1), all the segments are assigned with at
least one codes, which means the codes defined in CS1 sufficiently cover all the cognitive
actions occur in the current group of protocol episodes, thus indicating the completeness
of CS1 to a certain degree. However, ambiguousness of CS1 is noticed that leads to
the disagreements between the two co-coders (i.e., D1) where they label some of the
segments with different codes. This indicates that, after solving the disagreements,
corresponding adjustments need to be made to clarify and distinguish the definitions

of these codes.

2) Phase II

In Phase II, the experimenter works together with the two co-coders to solve D1,
from which it is found that the discrepancies in their coding are mainly caused by the
overlap among several codes’ definitions and the vagueness in the definitions of several
other codes. Thus, CS1 is revised according to the discussion (i.e., CS2), which is then
applied to another randomly selected group of protocol episodes (i.e., P2). A higher
level of inter-coder agreement level (i.e., 88.3%) is reached with CS2 compared with
that in Phase I, whereas the disagreements (i.e., D2) existing in the coded P2 suggest

that the coding scheme needs further revision.
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3) Phase III

When discussing the disagreements occur in Phase II, it is noticed that D2 are
basically derived from the occurrence of several cognitive actions that are not observed
in P1 and are thus not included in CS2. Therefore, as a start of Phase III, refinements
are made to CS2 by including the newly identified cognitive actions, which leads to CS3.
Since the application of CS2 has already resulted in a relatively high level of inter-coder
agreement (i.e., 88.3%), it can be expected that CS3 will achieve a satisfying result by
precisely covering most possibilities of the cognitive actions occur in ICP. Thus, the
two co-coders are instructed to code all the rest protocol episodes (i.e., P3) with CS3,
from which an inter-coder agreement level of 91.3% is reached. At the same time,
considering that the coding results based on CS3 meets the target level of inter-coder
agreement, CS3 is regarded as the finalised coding scheme (see Table 4.1 in for details)

and applied to P1 and P2 to check and revise the codes assigned.

Comparing the two versions of coding scheme, four major changes are made. First,
with more protocols investigated beyond the sample protocols selected when developing
the primary coding scheme, the categories of cognitive actions identified and listed are
enriched. For example, it is noticed that the interviewers may suggest their follow-up ac-
tions (e.g., “Now, I think at this stage, it’s probably a good time to compare him to the
previous candidate”), which are not found in the sample protocols. At the same time,
the definitions of several codes are modified not only by using more precise language but
also through the integration of similar cognitive actions. For instance, the interviewers
are found occasionally suggesting improvements in an applicant’s work performance or
interview responses (e.g., “You need to maybe relax a little bit and let other people take
responsibility”) rather than directly making a positive or negative evaluation, which
are thus integrated into the same code of “articulate a (positive/negative) evaluation
or rating score” instead of defining them as different codes to avoid redundancy and

overlap.

Secondly, while the ultimate goal of all the cognitive actions performed by an inter-
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viewer is to make a final decision, it can be perceived that these cognitive actions serve
different immediate purposes, which is defined as information-processing strategies in
this research. Following the work of Cumming et al. (2002) that investigates essay
rating through TAM, the cognitive actions are further classified into different groups
of information-processing strategies to investigate the structure of ICP at a higher
level. Thirdly, several types of comments recognised in the interviewers’ protocols are
categorised as “irrelevant comments”, including the comments that are incomplete ex-
pressions, vague in meaning regarding the decision-making task, or concerning about
the experiment design which are less likely to happen in a real interview scenario. While
these irrelevant comments are not the main focus of this research, they are detected
and listed in the coding scheme with explanatory examples to inclusively present the
possibilities of ICP. Besides, sufficient explanatory examples are provided for each of
the cognitive actions, especially those anticipated from the knowledge of employment
interview while not recognised in the sample protocols. To assist the coders to better
match the segments with the codes, more than one example is presented for some of
the codes to include the different possibilities identified. Taking “identify a particular
characteristic of the response” as an instance, examples where the interviewers com-
ment on various features of applicants’ responses (e.g., relevance, comprehensiveness,

detailed level, tone, and wording) are listed and labelled separately.
Prevalence and Sequence of the Elements Occurring in ICP

On the basis of the coded protocols, the prevalence of the elements occurring
in ICP is investigated first. Since it is noticed that each interviewer focuses on all
the three types of information (i.e., performance-related information, response-related
information, and other information) during both interviews, only the occurrence of
each cognitive action and information-processing strategy is checked to examine how
commonly they are utilised among the interviewers (i.e., prevalence of a cognitive
action/information-processing strategy). In other words, analysis is carried out to
investigate whether these cognitive actions and information-processing strategies are

widely adopted by most of the interviewers or only by few of them. Therefore, a
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corresponding measurement is developed as follow:

P(X) = No. of Interviewers Adopting X

3.1
Total No. of interviewers (3.1)
where X refers to a particular category of cognitive action or information-processing
strategy. The value of prevalence ranges from 0 to 1, where a higher value implies that
the cognitive action or information-processing strategy is executed by more interviewers
(i.e., higher prevalence) and 1 means that all the interviewers perform the cognitive

action or information-processing strategy.

To obtain the data of “the number of interviewers adopting X”, the occurrence of
the cognitive actions in each of the verbal protocols is checked first. If a category of
cognitive action occurs for at least once in a protocol, that particular cognitive action is
marked as 1 for that protocol, otherwise 0. The results are then integrated to examine
if an interviewer adopts a particular category of cognitive action or not. Specifically, if a
category of cognitive action occurs in at least one out of the two protocols produced by
an interviewer, that cognitive action is marked as 1 for the corresponding interviewer,
otherwise 0. Afterwards, the total number of interviewers marked as 1 for a cognitive
action (i.e., the number of interviewers utilising the cognitive action) is counted to
represent the number of interviewers adopting that particular category of cognitive
action. The same procedure is repeated for each category of information-processing

strategy as well.

Additionally, while the cognitive actions and information strategies are detected
and summarised, no sequence is presumed in which they may occur throughout the
interviewers’ thinking processes during decision making. Hence, the coded protocols
produced by different interviewers are examined and compared to check if particular
sequence of the cognitive actions and information-processing strategies can be recog-
nised, according to which a detailed procedural model of ICP during decision making

can be developed.
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Overall, two significant outputs are generated within the stage of protocol process-
ing. One is the finalised coding scheme that summarises the elements occurring in ICP.
In particular, the prevalence and sequence of the cognitive actions and information-
processing strategies among the interviewers are investigated as well. The other output
of protocol processing is the coded protocols acquired, which are brought into the next

stage of verbal protocol analysis.

3.4.2 Protocol Analysis

A multi-dimensional analysis is conducted into the coded protocols obtained through
protocol processing, from which further findings of ICP during decision making is gen-
erated from three perspectives, including characterising ICP based on the elements
identified (RQ2a-d), monitoring interviewers’ judging behaviour at a cognitive level
(RQ3a-d), and examining the associations between ICP and the four contextual factors

of interest (RQ4).

3.4.2.1 Characterising ICP based on the Elements Identified

Identification of ICP Characteristics

Several features of the verbal protocols can be easily noticed during protocol pro-
cessing, indicating the possible dimensions that can be defined to characterise ICP.
First, the most notable difference existing among different protocols is the overall pro-
tocol length, which to a certain extent reflects how cognitively active an interviewer is

when completing the interview task (i.e., cognitive activeness).

Secondly, the ICP characteristics identified regarding the categories of cognitive ac-
tions and information-processing strategies adopted by the interviewers are explored.
While cognitive actions are inclusively recognized and defined from the 58 protocols
produced by 29 interviewers, it is noticed during protocol processing that individual

interviewers do not necessarily adopt all kinds of cognitive actions. Such observation
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leads to queries about the categories of cognitive actions and information-processing
strategies performed by interviewers from three perspectives, including the diversity of
cognitive actions occurring in individual ICP (i.e., cognitive diversity) and the difference
in the frequency of each cognitive action (and information-processing strategy) per-
formed by the interviewers (i.e., frequency of cognitive action/information-processing

strategy).

In addition to the characteristics concerning the cognitive actions and information-
processing strategies adopted by interviewers, the extent to which they focus on dif-
ferent kinds of clues during decision making is another significant characteristic worth
investigation. Fundamentally, information itself plays a fundamental role in decision
making (Keller & Staelin, 1987) it has also long been a core research aim of many stud-
ies to explore what information provided by applicants are taken into consideration
by interviewers when making hiring decisions (Middendorf & Macan, 2002; Van Dam,
2003; Nikolaou, 2011). Nevertheless, few studies mention interviewers’ interest in the
features of applicants’ responses, which also draw attention from interviewers during
decision making according to the observations in protocol processing. In particular, it
is found that most coded actions can be classified as either focusing on performance-
related information (i.e., information related to applicants’ work performance as stated
in their responses) or response-related information (e.g., the features of applicants’ re-
sponses as perceived by interviewers, like comprehensiveness, relevance, tone), while
the rest without specific focus on either of these two categories are labelled as Other
(e.g., read or retell experimental materials). Hence, a concept of evidential focus is

defined to characterise interviewers’ focus on different types of clues.
Measurements of the ICP Characteristics

In order to describe and compare the characteristics of individual ICP in a more
concrete manner, quantitative measurements are developed for the four characteristics
identified. The measurement of each characteristic is presented in Table 3.13 together
with the definition of the characteristic, followed by a detailed explanation of formula

construction.
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Table 3.13: Characteristics of interviewers’ cognitive processes

Characteristic Definition Measurement

The activeness level of an interviewer’s

. CA = Modified No. of Coded Cognitive Actions
cognition

Cognitive Activeness

The diversity level of cognitive actions D = No. of Cognitive Action Categories Adopted

adopted by an interviewer Total No. of Cognitive Action Categories

Cognitive Diversity

Frequency of Cognitive The proportion of ICP adopting a FOO = MN(X)
Action/IPS particular cognitive action or IPS (i.e., X) T A
The proportion of ICP focusing on
Evidential Focus performance-/response-related EF(Y) = CA(Y)
information (i.e., Y) T CA

1) Cognitive activeness

As for cognitive activeness, two possible indicators closely related to the cognitively
active level of an interviewer are considered first, namely the word count of a protocol
and the number of segments of a protocol. However, these two indicators are waived
for different reasons. On one hand, it is not appropriate to measure and compare
interviewers’ cognitive activeness with the word counts of protocols because the figure
can be greatly influenced by an individual’s verbosity (Van Someren et al., 1994; Chi,
1997). For example, some interviewers may be less fluent in their expressions and
frequently repeat some words, or they may verbalise own thoughts with words like

(Lumm” [43

you know” and “I would like to say”, whereas others express themselves more
briefly. Such difference can be caused by various factors, like the differences in the
interviewers’ expression habits or perception of tension, which affect the word counts of
protocols but may not necessarily indicate different levels of the interviewers’ cognitive

activeness during decision making.

On the other hand, the number of segments of a protocol is considered because it

significantly mitigates the impact caused by individual verbosity. However, it is not a
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satisfying choice either considering that some interviewers prefer to use longer sentences
that are indivisible with more than one cognitive action recognised, whereas others
break their thoughts down into short sentences. In this case, while the interviewers
preferring longer sentences express own thoughts with fewer segments, it can hardly be

claimed that these interviewers have a lower cognitive activeness than the latter group.

Alternatively, the measurement of interviewers’ cognitive activeness can be derived
from the number of coded actions, which is closely correlated with the overall length
of a protocol without being affected by differences in individual verbosity or preference
for complex sentences. However, it is noticed that some interviewers do not always
verbally report their rating actions while others do, thus a modification is made to
the protocols by patching them with separate segments stating “a score of [specific
number| was given here” with a code of J1 marked (see Appendix L. for an example).
The number of coded actions generated after modification, i.e., modified number of
coded cognitive actions of the protocol, is used to measure the cognitive activeness of

an interviewer:

CA = Modified No. of Coded Cognitive Actions (3.2)

2) Cognitive diversity

Since the concept of cognitive diversity aims to measure the diversified level of the
cognitive actions adopted by an interviewer, the number of cognitive action categories
occurring in a protocol is counted first and then divided by the total number of cat-
egories to calculate the proportion of the total cognitive action categories adopted by

an interviewer:

oD — No. of Cognitive Action Categories Adopted

3.3
Total No. of Cognitive Action Categories (3:3)

The value of the indicator ranges from 0 to 1, where a higher value means that the
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interviewer performs more categories of cognitive actions during decision making and

1 implies that all types of cognitive actions defined are adopted by the interviewer.

3) Frequency of cognitive action and information-processing strategy

The measurement of cognitive diversity concentrates on the occurrence of different
cognitive actions, i.e., whether a cognitive action is adopted, while it is not clear at what
level of frequency each cognitive action is used. Therefore, a measurement is developed
to examine the weights of different cognitive actions adopted by interviewers. To be
specific, the modified number of coded cognitive actions is counted for each category
first, i.e., CA(X) and then divided by the overall cognitive activeness. Percentages
rather than absolute numbers of frequency are used in order to mitigate the influence

caused by individual differences in verbosity (Van Someren et al., 1994):

F(X)= "2 (3.4)

where X refers to a particular category of cognitive action or information-processing
strategy. Similarly, the proportion of ICP implementing each kind of information-
processing strategies is calculated as well to investigate ICP constitution at a higher
level, which can be generated either by summing up the percentages of each cognitive ac-
tion under that strategy or by dividing the modified number of coded actions regarding
an information-processing strategy by the overall cognitive activeness. The value of the
indicator ranges from 0 to 1, where a higher value implies that the corresponding cate-
gory of cognitive action or information-processing strategy is executed more frequently
by the interviewer, whereas 0 means that the cognitive action or information-processing

strategy is not utilised by the interviewer throughout the process.

4) Evidential focus

The evidential focus of an interviewer is measured by the proportions of an inter-

120



Chapter 8.

viewer’s ICP processing different types of clues (i.e., performance-related information,
response-related information, other information), based on which they make judge-
ments or propose following-up actions on an applicant. To calculate the proportion of
ICP focusing on a certain type of clues, the modified number of coded actions classi-
fied to that clue type is counted and then divided by the overall cognitive activeness.
Percentages rather than exact numbers of coded actions are used to avoid the impact
caused by differences in the interviewers’ cognitive activeness on the measurement and

comparison of interviewers’ evidential focus.

_ MN(Y)

EF(Y) o

(3.5)
where Y refers to a particular type of clues (i.e., performance-related information,
response-related information, other information). The value of the characteristic ranges
from 0.00% to 100.00%, and a higher value means that a larger proportion of an inter-
viewer’s attention is paid to the type of clues examined and 100.00% implies that the

interviewer focuses solely on that type of information throughout the process.
Statistical Analysis of ICP Characteristics

Descriptive analysis is conducted first for each of the four ICP characteristics (i.e.,
cognitive activeness, cognitive diversity, frequency of information-processing strategy,
and evidential focus) as separately observed in the two interviews. Additionally, the
observations of each ICP characteristic performed by the same interviewers in the two
different interviews are called paired samples. Therefore, in order to investigate whether
the interviewers’ performance in terms of the ICP characteristics significantly differs in
the two interviews, paired-samples t-test or Wilcoxon signed-rank test is conducted on
the paired samples according to the normality of dependent variables. Specifically, if a
dependent variable is normally distributed under both conditions, paired-samples t-test
is adopted to compare the means of the dependent variable in the groups, otherwise the

medians of the dependent variable are compared through Wilcoxon signed-rank test.
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If no statistically significant difference is detected in the corresponding characteristic
between the two interviews, the averaged performance of each interviewer in these two

interviews is calculated and a descriptive analysis is conducted on the results.

3.4.2.2 Monitoring IDM at a Cognitive Level

As indicated by the review findings concerning the evidence sources adopted by the
process research on IDM, the conclusions of most studies (80.73%) are based on the
products produced by interviewers (e.g., scores, decisions) rather than a more direct
investigation into how interviewers reach their final decisions. Particularly, since the
chief task of interviewers as the decision maker is to make judgements about applicants’
qualification based on the information received, a corresponding interest in academic
research has arisen to improve interviewers’ decisions by structuring the criteria they
followed (Campion et al., 1997; Siddique, 2004; Huffcutt, 2011) and the type of evidence
they base own decisions on (Taylor & Small, 2002; Day & Carroll, 2003; Klehe &
Latham, 2006; Culbertson et al., 2017).

Nevertheless, the studies investigating the impact of structured interview compo-
nents on IDM rely on the comparison of interviewers’ decisions generated in different
interview settings through controlled trials, while little is known about their actual
performance during interview process. Meanwhile, regardless of the abundant studies
on IDM patterns and bias (Parsons & Liden, 1984; Fox & Spector, 2000; Barrick et
al., 2012), the majority of the findings are supported by decision analysis as well with
little direct evidence derived from the observations of IDM process. Hence, the third
step of data analysis aims to promote the monitoring of IDM through the investigation
into ICP from two perspectives, namely measuring interviewers’ judging behaviour at

a cognitive level and detecting typical decision patterns and bias in IDM from ICP.

122



Chapter 3.

Cognitive Measurements of Interviewers’ Judging Behaviour

1) Constructing cognitive measurements of interviewers’ judging behaviour

When developing cognitive measurements of interviewers’ judging behaviour, the
particular focus is in three aspects, namely to what extent interviewers evaluate ap-
plicants according to the given criteria (i.e., criteria-compliance level), to what extent
interviewers intend to justify own judgements with evidence (i.e., evidence-based level),
and, as a particular requirement of past behaviour questions, to what extent interview-
ers base own judgements on behavioural clues (i.e., behavioural-based level). The
measurement of each dimension of interviewers’ judging behaviour is shown in Table

3.14 with the corresponding definition, followed by a detailed explanation.

Criteria-compliance level (CCL). To reduce personal bias and enhance inter-
viewers’ decision quality, interviewers are often expected to follow the same given cri-
teria when evaluating applicant (Reilly et al., 2006; Klehe et al., 2008; Melchers et al.,
2011; Cambon & Steiner, 2015), while it is not clear whether interviewers are consistent
in the way they utilise the given criteria. According to the verbal reports produced
by the interviewers, it is noticed that some interviewers may not strictly follow all the

dimensions and attributes listed in the rating scale. Thus, a dimension called criteria-

Table 3.14: Dimensions of interviewers’ judging behaviour

Dimension Definition Measurement
Criteria-Compliance ~ The extent to which an interviewer ceL = No. of Criteria Evaluated
Level follows the structured criteria No. of Criteria
Evidence-Based The extent to which an interviewer EBL = No. of Judgements Justified
Level intends to justify own judgements No. of Criteria Evaluated

Behavioural-Based The extent to which an interviewer No. of Judgements Based on Behavioural Clues

j i ° BBIU =
Level make; judgements based on applicants U No_of Criteria
behavioural clues

Note. No. of Criteria is 23 in this research.
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compliance level (CCL) is defined in this research, which indicates the extent to which
an interviewer follows the given criteria when evaluating applicants. Specifically, CCL

is measured by the proportion of the given criteria evaluated by an interviewer:

No. of Criteria Evaluated

L pu—
ce No. of Criteria

(3.6)

The value of CCL ranges from 0 to 1, where a higher value means the interviewer takes
more given criteria into consideration when evaluation an applicant and 1 means that

the interviewer follows all the given criteria.

Evidence-based level (EBL). In addition, while interviewers are expected to de-
rive their judgments and decisions from target information that are closely related to
the requirements of the job position to avoid unfairness and risk of lawsuits (Campion
et al., 1997; Hackett et al., 2004; Madera & Hebl, 2012), it is found that they may not
always provide supporting evidence to justify own judgements. Hence, the second di-
mension called evidence-based level (EBL) is developed to describe the extent to which
an interviewer intends to justify own judgements with evidence. A special situation is
recognised where interviewers make judgements based on their perceptions that they
cannot identify sufficient evidence from the applicant’s response. In this case, the in-
terviewers are regarded as “intending to justify own judgments” and the corresponding
judgments are marked as “justified”. The formula constructed to measure EBL is as

shown below:

No. of Judgements Justified

EBL =
No. of Criteria Fvaluated

(3.7)

The value of the dimension ranges from 0 to 1, where a higher value indicates that
more judgments made by an interviewer on the given criteria are supported by specific
evidence and 1 means that the interviewer provides evidence for all the judgments made

on the given criteria.
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Behavioural-based level (BBL). A number of studies suggest that past be-
haviour question, which is adopted in the experiment within this research, is based
on the premise that the best predictor of future behaviour is past behaviour and can
improve the quality of interviewers’ decisions (Moscoso & Salgado, 2001; Harel et al.,
2003; Bangerter et al., 2014). Despite the possible advantages of this question type,
it is not clear whether interviewers follow the corresponding requirements and evalu-
ate applicants based on the behavioural clues extracted from their past performance.
Therefore, the third dimension of interviewers’ judging behaviour concerns the extent to
which an interviewer makes judgements based on applicants’ behavioural clues, which

is defined as behavioural-based level (BBL) and measured by the formula below:

No. of Judgements Based on Behavioural Clues
No. of Criteria

BBL = (3.8)
The value of BBL ranges from 0 to 1, where a higher value implies that an interviewer
makes judgments about an applicant based on behavioural clues for a larger proportion
of the given criteria and 1 indicates that the interviewer evaluates an applicant with
all the given criteria and provides justifications for each of the criteria according to

behavioural clues.

2) Detecting target judging behaviour in the protocols

To obtain the corresponding data of the indicators within these formulas, the pro-
tocols are again scrutinised by the two co-coders separately to identify, code and count
interviewers’ target behaviours following the logic shown in Figure 3.5. For each of the
protocols, the co-coders first check through the protocol and mark the criteria used by
the interviewer to evaluate the applicant. Particularly, it is noticed that the interview-
ers may sometimes refer to their own criteria (e.g., personal preferences or experiences),
which are idiosyncratic in nature and unable to validate. Thus, the discussion on the
interviewers’ judging behaviour is constrained to the criteria listed in the rating scale

(i.e., four dimensions and nineteen attributes, see Appendix F. and G.).
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e . . N
Criteria Compliance _0> Null

Yes

Judgement % Other
Yes
Justification Non-Justification
Yes
Behavioural Clue Non-Behavioural Clue

Figure 3.5: Logic of coding for interviewers’ judging behaviour

Secondly, the co-coders screen out the criteria that are only mentioned without a
judgment made by the interviewer and then count the total number of criteria eval-
uated. Thirdly, by checking whether the interviewer provides or at least intends to
provide supporting evidence to justify own judgements, each of the evaluated criteria is
marked as either with or without justification and the number of judgements justified
is counted. At the final step, the nature of evidence used by the interviewers to support
own judgements on each criteria evaluated is checked and categorised as either based
on behavioural clues or non-behavioural clues, and the number of judgments based
on behavioural clues is counted. The two co-coders complete coding independently
and achieve an inter-coder agreement level of 94.2%, indicating that the outcomes are

appropriate for further analysis after solving the discrepancies.

3) Statistical analysis of interviewers’ judging behaviour

Similar to the statistical analysis of ICP characteristics, the descriptive statistics of
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the three dimensions of interviewers’ judging behaviour (i.e., criteria-compliance level,
evidence-based level, and behavioural-based level) are reported first, followed by a sig-
nificance test of difference between the interviewers’ judging behaviour performed in the
two different interviews (i.e., paired samples). Either paired-samples t-test or Wilcoxon
signed-rank test is adopted depending on the results of normality test of each dependent
variable. If no statistically significant difference is identified in a dimension between
the two interviews, a descriptive analysis is conducted on the averaged performance of

each interviewer on that particular dimension.
Cognitive Evidence of Interviewers’ Decision Patterns and Bias

In addition to the cognitive measurements developed for IDM, the protocols are also
searched for direct evidence from the protocols to verify the existence of interviewers’
typical decision-making patterns and bias (e.g., cue weighting, halo effect, contrast
effect, similar-to-me effect). However, it is foreseeable that a few decision patterns
and bias, although heatedly discussed in interview literature, are in nature out of
discussion in this research due to the experiment design. For example, interviewers’
judging behaviour related to factors like applicants’ demographics, appearance and
non-verbal cues that are not revealed in the experiment is less likely to be recognised in
ICP. Similarly, interviewers’ questioning style, like question types and sequence, is also
limited since the interview communication is determined in advance. After screening
out the aspects that are less likely to be explored within the protocols collected, evidence
is sought for within the verbal protocols to check whether four types of decision patterns
(i.e., stereotypes of ideal applicants, anchoring-and-adjusting, deception detection, and
cue weighting) and three types of decision bias (i.e., similar-to-me effect, halo effect,
and contrast effect) exist according to their definitions (see Table 2.3). The results are

reported in the form of quotes from the interviewers’ verbal protocols.

127



Chapter 8.

3.4.2.3 Examining the Associations between ICP and Contextual Factors

Considering the wide interest of employment interview research in the impact of
contextual factors on interviewers’ performance during interview process, the potential
associations between ICP during decision making and several contextual factors are

examined.
Dependent Variables

The dependent variables include the four ICP characteristics (i.e., cognitive active-
ness, cognitive diversity, frequency of information-processing strategy, and evidential
focus) and the three measurements of interviewers’ judging behaviour (i.e., criteria-
compliance level, evidence-based level, and behavioural-based level) defined in this
research. Recalling the significance test of difference for both ICP characteristics and
interviewers’ judging behaviour in the two interviews, the averaged results of interview-
ers’ performance throughout the two interviews are applied to the association analysis
as the data of the dependent variables if no significant difference is recognised, otherwise

the data of the interviewers’ performance in the first interview will be utilised.
Independent Variables

Four contextual factors are taken into investigation as independent variables, of
which three factors are chosen because existent studies have approved their impact on
interviewers’ performance and decision quality, including interviewers’ gender (Parsons
& Liden, 1984; Raza & Carpenter, 1987; Chapman & Rowe, 2001), experience level as
interviewer (Hess, 2013; Roulin et al., 2015; Frieder et al., 2016), and type of rating
scale (Fay & Latham, 1982; Maurer, 2002; Klehe et al., 2008; Melchers et al., 2011).
The national region of previous interview experience as the fourth factor, although
having not been introduced into employment interview research yet, is also taken into
the analysis considering that differences in regional culture (Sanchez-Burks et al., 2006;
Manroop et al., 2013) and employment laws (Williamson et al., 1997; Morgeson et al.,
2008) may affect IDM.
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Among the four independent variables of interest, three factors are binary variables
in nature, including interviewers’ gender (male vs. female), national region of interview
experience (UK vs. CN), and rating scale type used in the interview task (BARS vs.
OGRS). As for the experience of working as an interviewer, although quantified infor-
mation is collected (i.e., the number of years working as an interviewer, the frequency
of conducting employment interviews) from the interviewers, the results vary greatly
among individuals from zero to over 30 years or interviewing hundreds of applicants
per year. Considering the small sample size in this research as well as the fact that a
clear definition of “experienced interviewer” is absent, experience cannot be analysed
as a continuous variable or ordinal categorical variable, thus it is transformed into a
binary variable by labelling interviewers with at least one year of working experience

as an interviewer with “experienced”, otherwise “novice”.
Statistical Analysis

To examine if each of the four contextual factors leads to statistically significant
difference in the ICP characteristics and the three dimensions of interviewers’ judging
behaviour, significance test of difference between independent samples is conducted on
the observations of the 29 interviewers. According to the normality of each dependent
variable in the two groups of a contextual factors, either independent-samples t-test or
Mann-Whitney U test is carried out to investigate if the dependent variable observed
in the paired groups of a binary variable are significantly different with each other.
Specifically, independent-samples t-test is adopted to compare the means of a dependent
variable if the two groups of samples are normally distributed, otherwise the medians of
a dependent variable observed in the two groups are compared through Mann-Whitney

U test.
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3.5 Justification of Research Trustworthiness

This research is carefully designed and conducted in terms of its choice of methodol-
ogy, development of experiment procedure, data collection and data analysis to ensure
that the widely accepted standards (i.e., credibility, transferability, dependability and
confirmability) in pursuit of the trustworthiness of qualitative research are met (Guba,

1981; Shenton, 2004; Williams & Morrow, 2009; Connelly, 2016).

1) Choice of methodology and development of experiment procedure

The methodology utilised in this research aiming to exploring interviewers’ cognitive
processes during decision making is called think aloud method, which is regarded as
the most direct method applied in the investigation into human cognitive process and
is well established on solid psychological base. It is commonly applied across various
disciplines while has not yet been used to study IDM. Therefore, the mechanism of
TAM is explained first, followed by a comparison between TAM and other research
methods of human cognition which demonstrates the superiority of TAM (see Section
3.1). Specifically, the data of human cognitive process collected through TAM is less
vulnerable to external disturbance as well as the subject’s memory errors and self-
interpretation, all of which distort the data provided by the subject from the real
performance on the task investigated. Correspondingly, the honesty of informants
and the quality of data collected should be ensured by the nature of TAM. On one
hand, the concurrent reports represent interviewers’ real-time thinking processes and
the possibility of memory distortion is restrained to the least. On the other hand, the
interaction between interviewers and the experimenter is minimised during the mock
interview task to avoid the potential impact caused by the experimenter on interviewers’

task performance.

Apart from the advantages of TAM, the potential concerns of applying the method

in employment interview scenario is discussed in detail based on the common require-
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ments of TAM on both the nature of the task investigated and the essential quality of
participants (see Section 3.2). Based on the discussion, the experiment procedure of an
interview task with TAM embedded is carefully designed, tested and revised. Specif-
ically, the experimenter learns from massive literature about how to create a mock
interview scenario and how to effectively implant TAM to the task investigated. The
stimulus materials are developed and approved with the assistance of expert interview-
ers. The overall experiment procedure is tested through a pilot study, which confirms
the feasibility and validity of the experiment to collect data regarding interviewers’
cognitive processes during decision making. In addition, feedback on the experiment
is collected from the interviewers involved in data collection as well to re-confirm the

validity of the experiment design for data collection.

2) Data collection

In addition to the development of the experiment, the trustworthiness of data collec-
tion (see Section 3.3) is monitored carefully as well. First, the interviewers are selected
through random sampling in the sense that the invitation is sent through multiple
channels and all the respondents are included as long as they are capable of completing
the interview task while thinking aloud. Second, rather than to generate common rules
among large samples, TAM-based studies aim at an in-depth exploration of individual
cognitive process with a small sample size (Kuipers & Kassirer, 1984; Fonteyn et al.,
1993) and, as put by Lewis (1982), “the thinking-aloud approach can be used with a
very small number of participants and still give valuable results ... data from even one
person may give useful feedback to the designer”. The number of interviewers involved
in this research is 29 including 11 interviewers possessing rich working experience as
interviewer, which should be sufficient to provide data for the research questions about
IDM. In addition, except for the national region of the interviewers’ previous interview
experience, which is controlled by collecting data in both UK and China, no restriction
is set on any other background feature of interviewers and a broaden variety of inter-

viewers in terms of industries, types of organisations and job positions take part in the
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data collection. This is believed to ensure the richness of information as well as to help

achieve triangulation via a wide range of data sources.

Meanwhile, since interviewers with different regional backgrounds (i.e., UK or China)
take part in the research, the experiment materials in both English and Chinese are
available so that interviewers can choose the language version that they can effectively
understand and express themselves. Particularly, the experiment materials in the two
languages are checked and approved by an expert bilingual in English and Chinese to
ensure that not only the meaning but also the structure of the content are maintained

the same to minimise the influence of language difference on the data collection.

3) Data analysis

The data analysis of this research basically follows the standard procedure of pro-
tocol analysis (see Section 3.4), through which the research trustworthiness is strength-
ened in several aspects. First, when transcribing the recorded protocol into written
form, the accuracy of transcription is confirmed with the corresponding interviewer
who produces the protocol. In addition, the part of the protocols collected in Chinese
are translated first by the experimenter and then proofread by the bilingual expert
who has previously assisted in the translation of the experimental materials to ensure
the structure and meaning of the content are not altered. When it came to the cod-
ing procedure and refinement of the coding scheme, two volunteer co-coders who are
PhD students from different departments without particular interest in or knowledge of
this research are involved to minimise the possibility of subjective interpretation. The
common threshold of inter-coder agreement is 90.0%, while an inter-coder agreement

of 91.3% is achieved in this research and all the disagreements are solved.

In addition, the coded protocols are analysed with the guidance from supervisor.
Particularly, we arrange regular meetings to discuss over the possible interpretations
of the data to avoid subjectivity. Besides, a detailed ongoing journal is developed as

a self-reflective record of how the whole research process evolves, which is regularly
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reviewed both to monitor the potential risk of subjectivity and to seek for the possi-
bility of improvement. Recalling Section 3.2 as an example where the development of
experiment procedure is reported and explained step by step, such practice can ensure
the transparency of the research and enable the whole procedure to be transferred or
repeated in a different context. At the same time, the research is shared and discussed
in several international conferences with worldwide scholars who have provided valuable

feedback facilitating the refinement of the research.

3.6 Summary

This chapter demonstrates the overall design of the present research, where a psy-
chological method called TAM is adopted and the verbal protocols are processed and

analysed to seek answers to the research questions raised.

Noticing that TAM has not yet been applied to employment interview research and
no well-developed paradigm with TAM embedded in interview scenario can be referred
to, the choice of method is justified first by starting with the history, mechanism and
advantages of TAM. Afterwards, the feasibility of applying TAM to exploring ICP is
examined. On the basis of a detailed discussion over the potential concerns and cor-
responding countermeasures, an experiment procedure is developed where interviewers
are required to execute think aloud practice during decision making. Then the exper-
iment design is tested and revised through a pilot study, which basically confirms the

feasibility of the experiment.

The experiment established is then carried out for data collection. Twenty-nine
interviewers with diversified backgrounds take part in the data collection acting as
interviewers and provide sufficient verbal data that represents their thinking processes
when working on the interview task. Their feedback on the experiment further supports

the reliability and validity of the research design and the data collected.

The verbal protocols obtained as the data of ICP are processed following a stan-

133



Chapter 8.

dard procedure and analysed to seek for answers to the research questions. The coding
scheme developed during protocol processing presents the elements identified in ICP
(RQ1), and the coded protocols generated through protocol processing is analysed to
define ICP characteristics (RQ2), construct dimensions of interviewers’ judging be-
haviour (RQ3a-c), and detect cognitive evidence of typical decision patterns and bias
in IDM (RQ3d). In addition, the associations between the four contextual factors and
ICP are examined though significance test of difference (RQ4). The trustworthiness of

the research is justified with details of the research design as well.
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Research Findings

In this chapter, the research findings are reported in accordance with the research
questions proposed. Specifically, the findings regarding the elements (RQla&b) and
characteristics of ICP (RQ2a-d) are presented in Section 4.1 and that of interviewers’
judging behaviour (RQ3a-d) are shown in Section 4.2. Then in Section 4.3, the
results of association test between the contextual factors and ICP (RQ4) are discussed.

Finally in Section 4.4, a summary of the present chapter is provided.

4.1 Identifying the Elements and Characteristics of ICP

4.1.1 Types, Prevalence and Sequence of ICP Elements

1) Types of the elements in ICP

The major elements of ICP during decision making are identified and defined at
three different levels during protocol processing, including elementary elements (i.e.,
information type, operator), combined elements (i.e., cognitive actions in the form of
“information type + operator”), and information-processing strategies. At the same

time, several types of irrelevant comments are also summarised to inclusively conclude
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the possibilities of ICP. A coding scheme is developed to present the corresponding

results (see Table 4.1).

Table 4.1: The finalised coding scheme

Code Example
Interpreting Strategy: Interviewers interpret and extract information from experimental materials or applicants’ responses
I1:  Read or represent experimental
terials/settings
ma er.la sise lr.lgs. . . Okay, so the question was how he handled multiple tasks or projects when the time was tight.
(i.e., job description, interview
questions, rating scale)
12:  Represent the content of applicants’ ... he talked about his own scheduling methods and that if people are looking for some
response; [lexibility and coordinate.
Or present an existing fact happened
during the interview He had to be prompted and challenged for a specific example again.
However, it sounded more like his answer was based on what he will do in the future.
(behavioural-based level)
That wasn't really about handling stress. (relevance)
...but he didn't specifically talk about a time where there was a specific time pressure that he
I3:  Identify a particular characteristic of had to achieve. (comprehensiveness)
the respons .
© response ...he was really specific when he talked about his experience. (detailed level)
He used the word “we” a lot...(wording)
He definitely sounds deflated thinking about the case. (tone)
...because to use in an interview, it didn't have a successful outcome. (result)
I just feel that they were maybe not so capable that he might need to train his team a bit more.
(inf.-situation)
I4:  Make an inference (NOT evaluation)
as a supplement to the response It suggested that he'd been making the decision on whether or not people got the opportunity
(e.g. situation, action, result) to provide the feedback. (inf.-action)
Or define (NOT evaluate) the ... he is very quick to go over people's heads to managers to force other people to do work may
behaviour of the applicant then cause tensions between himself and other employees. (inf.-result)
I've written down that he invests in his team. (define)
I5:  Utter follow-up questions; So what I would have liked him to say is, for example, I was handling a project and this is what
Or express an intention to do so happened and this was complicated, etc.

136




Chapter 4.

(continued table)

Code

Sample

Judging Strategy: Interviewers make judgements or justify the judgements they have made

So the stressful example one has been quite weak (evaluation — answer)

J1:  Articulate a (positive/negative)
evaluation or rating score; And 1 feel like he has been maybe a little bit arrogant and close-minded to other people's
Or make a suggestion for opinions. (evaluation — applicant)
improvement
I think I would give him a 3, but he does need improvement. (rating)
J2:  Make or revise a hiring decision; ) .
. . I'm not sure that I would want to employ this person.
Or express an intention to do so
J3:  Comment on the informative level of . . . . .
. s i There wasn't anything about improvement of his stress management. (Um, so I just give that a
applicant’s responses regarding a 3)
particular criterion ’
(He is open to different ideas,) but that does not necessarily mean he is good at handling
J4:  Associate the evaluation of one conflicts or promoting teamwork.
criterion to that of another (especially
due to a lack of direct evidence) (I think he can't be bad at handling conflicts,) because he has openly and patiently considered
about others’ opinions.
J5:  Associate with own knowledge/ . X
. . As an HR you would want someone in a project management role to be able to manage the
experience/preference/beliefs as A
L individuals and the team ...
criteria, etc.
J6:  Compare or associate with the
applicant’s responses to other Yeah, I think this answer was less successful than the first one.
questions
J7: Compare or associate with previous What the first candidate does for me, which the second didn't, is that the first demonstrated
applicants valuing his workers.
J8:  Give a further explanation or example (He does seem to be able to find solutions.) I mean, I didn't think any of them were highly

for own judgements

creative, but they were decent.

Self-Monitoring Strategy: Interviewers reflect o

n

own decision-making process

S1:  Reflect on own personal cognitive To be honest, I'm also thinking about his early examples as well...

status/habits/preferences when

performing the task, etc. Maybe I'm just a little bit biased based on some of his other responses...
S2:  Reflect on own previous i i X X . i i

. . I did mention earlier on that I'd be interested in hearing example from applicant one.

actions/comments/ratings

$3:  Suggest follow-up actions (except for ...and I'm just going to have that as a benchmark.
ski ti stions

asking promoting questions) Now, I think at this stage, it's probably a good time to compare him to the previous candidate.

S4:  Point out an own knowledge gap or

doubt;
Or confirm the information available

I don't know if there was sort of an evaluation tool.
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(continued table)

Code Sample

Irrelevant Comments

Incomplete expressions I'mnot ... I mean...

So that’s interesting.

Vague statements for decision makin, .
& & He mentioned that he does do housework, so maybe he can come over and clean my house

when he is stressed.

Comments on the experiment design ...there's quite a distinction between the various levels between 1, 3, or 5 in the attributes.

Information type. According to the nature of TAM, the verbal protocols pro-
duced by the interviewers reflect how they mentally process information within STM to
make final decisions. It is found that the interviewers pay attention to four major types
of information when working on the interview task. The first information type is closely
related to the design of interview task, of which examples include task requirements,
job description, interview questions, and rating criteria. The second type of informa-
tion processed by the interviewers is derived from applicants’ responses, which can be
further classified as either an applicant’s work performance stated in a response (e.g.,
“... he went on to talk about not wanting to ask colleagues for help or advice, because it
might be, um, an imposition on their work schedule, or it may have an impact on their
performance appraisal”) or the features of responses as perceived by the interviewer
(e.g., “...he was really specific when he talked about his experience”). Thirdly, the in-
terviewers also process the information obtained before the interview, such as personal
experience, knowledge, and beliefs (e.g., “... as a project manager, you absolutely have

13

to give people the flexibility and the opportunity to work independently”, inter-
viewees should be prepared with examples that showcase what they’ve done when going
for an interview”). In addition, some information produced by the interviewers earlier
during decision making may be further processed. For example, interviewers may take
the inferences and evaluations made about the applicant earlier in the interview into

consideration when making their final decisions (e.g., “I did mention earlier on that I’d

be interested in hearing example from applicant one”).
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These four types of information processed in STM basically comes from two informa-
tion sources, including external environment and the interviewers’ long-term memory.
On one hand, the interviewers receive rich information from the external environment
throughout the interview process, particularly the task requirements (e.g., job descrip-
tion, evaluation criteria) and the applicant’s responses to the interview questions. While
applicants’ non-verbal cues like behaviours, gestures and facial expressions are often
found affecting IDM (DeGroot & Gooty, 2009; Tsai et al., 2012; Nguyen & Gatica-
Perez, 2015), they are out of investigation in this research due to the design of data
collection. Notably, not all the information received from external environment through
the interviewers’ sensory receptors (e.g., eyes, ears) are processed in STMs. Such situa-
tion may form in two major mays as a result of the interviewers’ limited cognitive load,
including passive information loss (Van Merrienboer & Sweller, 2005; Sepp et al., 2019)
and proactive information filtering (Savolainen, 2007; Saxena & Lamest, 2018; Jones
& Kelly, 2018), for example, according to the perceived relevance of the information to
the decision-making task (Bawden & Robinson, 2020). On the other hand, a variety
of information processed in the interviewers’ STM is retrieved from their LTM, such
as the information about own beliefs, preferences and past experience, the information
received and memorised earlier in the current interview (e.g., previous responses pro-
vided by the applicant, previous evaluation and scores given to the applicant), as well

as the information related to the previous applicants.

Operator. The other group of elementary elements of ICP is the operators adopted
by the interviewers to process each piece of information, of which typical examples in-
clude reading, representing, recalling, interpreting, evaluating, comparing and prompt-
ing. Nevertheless, the knowledge of ICP generated from each operator alone is quite
limited, especially when considering the fact that the same operator can be executed
to different information and the same information can be processed by different opera-
tors as well. Therefore, instead of taking a further look into the operators themselves,

the different combinations of information type and operator are investigated to explore

ICP.
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Cognitive action. A combination of the information processed and the operator
used to process the information is defined as a cognitive action. As can be seen in
the coding scheme, seventeen cognitive actions are recognised in ICP that cover all the
possibilities of the interviewers’ mental activities during decision making. For example,
the interviewers may deal with task-related information through “reading or represent-
ing experimental materials or settings” (I1), extract information from the applicant’s
response by “representing the content of the applicant’s response” (I2) or “identifying
a particular characteristic of a response” (I13), evaluate the applicant by “articulating a
(positive/negative) evaluation or rating score, or make a suggestion for improvement”
(J1), and finally “make or revise a hiring decision” (J1). At the same time, the inter-
viewers may also occasionally monitor own decision-making process, for example, by
“reflecting on own previous actions, comments or ratings” (S1) or “pointing out an own

knowledge gap or doubt” (S4).

Information-processing strategy. The cognitive actions identified are further
classified into different categories according to their immediate purpose from a per-
spective of information processing, which is defined as information-processing strategy
in this research. In particular, the interviewers adopt the cognitive actions following
three different information-processing strategies, namely interpreting strategy, judging
strategy, and self-monitoring strategy. Interpreting strategy covers the five cognitive
actions (I1-I5) identified where the interviewers interpret and extract information from
experimental materials or the applicant’s responses. Judging strategy is adopted by
the interviewers when making judgements or justifying own judgements, of which eight
cognitive actions (J1-J8) are found. As for self-monitoring strategy with four cor-
responding cognitive actions (S1-S4) recognised, the concentration of ICP is on the
monitoring of own decision making and the interviewers describe, explain, or reflect on

own cognitive processes.

Irrelevant comments. Apart from the elements reported above, a special cate-
gory called “irrelevant comments” is included in the coding scheme as well to present

the interviewers’ comments that are incomplete expressions, vague in meaning or rele-
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vance to the decision-making task, or less likely to happen in a real interview situation.
For example, the interviewers are found occasionally producing incomplete expressions
(e.g., “I'm not ... I mean...”) or vague comments on the applicant (e.g., “He men-
tioned that he does do housework, so maybe he can come over and clean my house when
he is stressed”), of which the relevance to the decision-making task can hardly be recog-
nised. At the same time, the interviewers may also comment on the experiment design
(e.g., experiment procedure, experimental materials), which is less likely to happen in
a real interview situation and is thus regarded as less relevant to the interview task

itself.

2) Prevalence and sequence of the ICP elements

The prevalence of a cognitive action or information-processing strategy is measured
by the percentage of the interviewers adopting each cognitive action and information-
processing strategy, of which the results are presented in Table 4.2 together with the
prevalence rank of each cognitive action (i.e., 1 is assigned to the most prevalent cog-
nitive action). As can be interpret from the outcomes, all the 29 interviewers adopt
the three categories of information-processing strategy (P = 1.00,n = 29), except that
self-monitoring strategy (P = 0.97,n = 28) is not recognised in the cognitive process
of one interviewer (i.e., Interviewer 15). As for the prevalence of each cognitive action,
12, 13, 14, J1, J2 and J5 are the most prevalent cognitive actions and are executed
by all the 29 interviewers (P = 1.00,n = 29), followed by I1 (P = 0.93,n = 27), J8
(P =0.90,n = 26), I5 (P = 0.86,n = 25), S1 (P = 0.83,n = 24), J3 (P = 0.79,n = 23)
and S4 (P = 0.79,n = 23), which are also widely used by most interviewers. In con-
trast, cognitive actions like J6 (P = 0.41,n = 12), S2 (P = 0.38,n = 11) and J4

(P =0.24,n = T) are less prevalent among the interviewer.

The sequence of the cognitive actions and information-processing strategies in the
verbal protocols are examined and compared to figure out if a universal model can
be constructed to illustrate the process of IDM at a cognitive level. In general, it is

found that the interviewers integrate cognitive actions into complex and interactive
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Table 4.2: Prevalence of cognitive actions and information-processing strategies

Cognitive Action/Strategy Prevalence (n) Rank

Interpreting 1.00 (29)

I1 0.93 (27) 7

12 1.00 (29) 1

I3 1.00 (29) 1

14 1.00 (29) 1

I5 0.86 (25) 9
Judging 1.00 (29)

J1 1.00 (29) 1

2 1.00 (29) 1

J3 0.79 (23) 11

J4 0.24 (7) 17

J5 1.00 (29) 1

J6 0.41 (12) 15

17 0.59 (17) 13

I8 0.90 (26) 8
Self-Monitoring 0.97 (28)

S1 0.83 (24) 10

S2 0.38 (11) 16

S3 0.55 (16) 14

S4 0.79 (23) 11
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combinations which are applied to various pieces of information received until a final
decision is made. It is also noticed that cognitive actions adopted by the interviewers
when commenting on a piece of information (or several pieces of information where
they are associated or compared with each other) do not occur in an isolated manner
but are logically related to each other. This is especially apparent where conjunctions

like “because” “

so” “but” “however” and “also” are used in the expressions. However,
no fixed sequence can be identified for either the occurrence of cognitive actions or
the information-processing strategies. This is not surprising considering that the inter-
viewers are less likely to be highly structured when expressing themselves, especially
when they are instructed to “speak out whatever comes to their minds” so that the
verbal protocols can reflect their real thinking processes when working on the interview
task. At the same time, the analysis of cognitive diversity shows that the interviewers
differ in not only the number but also the type of cognitive actions executed. Conse-
quently, it seems less feasible to develop a procedural model with the cognitive actions

or information-processing strategies consolidated in a detailed and fixed manner to

elaborate ICP during decision making.

4.1.2 Characteristics of ICP

This part reports the findings of the four ICP characteristics defined from two per-
spectives, including the descriptive statistics in each of the two interviews (see Table
4.3) and the comparison between each pair of characteristics observed in the two inter-

views based on the significance test of difference (see Table 4.4).

1) Cognitive activeness

According to the results of descriptive analysis, the cognitive activeness of the in-
terviewers during the first interview (M = 107, SD = 50) is close to that in the sec-
ond interview (M = 102,SD = 57). A paired-samples t-test is conducted on the

29 interviewers to determine if a difference exists in the mean cognitive activeness
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Table 4.3: Descriptive statistics of ICP characteristics in the two interviews

Interview M SD Min Max
1 107 50 29 210
Cognitive Activeness
2 102 57 25 216
1 0.66 0.13 0.29 0.94
Cognitive Diversity
2 0.67 0.16 0.29 0.88
Frequency of IPS
1 46.90% 9.71% 10.34% 60.48%
Interpreting
2 46.84% 9.37% 29.03% 63.49%
1 46.81% 10.90% 34.44% 89.66%
Judging
2 47.84% 9.72% 34.92% 70.97%
1 4.78% 3.52% 0.00% 14.46%
Self-Monitoring
2 4.02% 3.26% 0.00% 10.53%
1 1.51% 2.10% 0.00% 10.00%
Irrelevant
2 1.30% 1.86% 0.00% 7.24%
Evidential Focus
1 68.63% 11.36% 37.78% 93.10%
Performance
2 71.95% 11.84% 42.55% 91.89%
1 19.70% 12.50% 1.72% 50.00%
Response
2 18.09% 12.60% 1.45% 55.32%
1 11.67% 7.42% 0.00% 26.92%
Other
2 9.97% 6.90% 0.00% 23.19%
Note. N =29

between the two interviews, while no statistically significant difference is recognised
[t(28) = 0.669, p = .509]. Hence, descriptive analysis is carried out on the interviewers’
averaged cognitive activeness of the two interviews. The shows that the mean cogni-
tive activeness of the interviewers is 108 (SD = 50), and the cognitive activeness of
individual interviewers varies greatly in the sense that the lowest cognitive activeness

is 30 while the highest reaches 206.
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Table 4.4: Comparing ICP characteristics in the two interviews

Test )/ M SD Min Max
Cognitive Activeness PST 509 108 50 30 206
Cognitive Diversity WSR 529 0.66 0.12 0.29 0.88
Frequency of IPS
Interpreting WSR 871 46.87% 8.25% 19.69% 59.45%
Judging WSR 538 47.32% 8.98% 36.16% 80.31%
Self-Monitoring WSR 412 4.40% 2.64% 0.00% 10.04%
Irrelevant WSR 528 1.41% 1.69% 0.00% 5.79%
Evidential Focus
Performance PST .081 70.29% 10.50% 50.48% 91.71%
Response WSR 214 18.89% 11.54% 2.39% 43.84%
Other PST .064 10.82% 6.76% 0.00% 25.06%

Note. 1. PST refers to paired samples t-test, and WSR refers to Wilcoxon signed-rank test; 2. N = 29.

2) Cognitive diversity

The descriptive statistics of the interviewers’ cognitive diversity in the two inter-
views are quite similar. Specifically, the mean cognitive diversity is 0.66 in the first
interview (SD = 0.13) and 0.67 in the second interview (SD = 0.16). Besides, the
maximums of cognitive diversity in both interviews are less than 1.00, indicating that
no interviewer adopts all the seventeen categories of cognitive actions in a single in-
terview. The results of a Wilcoxon signed-rank test imply that no statistically signif-
icant difference exists in the medians of the interviewers’ cognitive diversity between
the two interviews (Mdn; = 0.65, Mdns = 0.71,Z = —0.629,p = .529). Overall,
the mean of the interviewers’ averaged cognitive diversity in the two interviews is
0.66 (SD = 0.12), while difference can be perceived among individual interviewers

(Min =0.29, Max = 0.88).
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However, it should be noted that the discussion over cognitive diversity concentrates
on the number of cognitive actions category adopted by the interviewers, regardless of
what categories of cognitive actions are adopted. In other words, different categories
of cognitive actions may be executed by interviewers with the same level of cognitive
diversity. For example, while the cognitive diversity of both Interviewer 5 and Inter-
viewer 7 is 0.82 in the second interview, their adoption of four types of cognitive actions
differs. Specifically, J2 and J4 are performed by Interviewer 8 but not by Interviewer
5, whereas J7 and S2 are identified in the cognitive process of Interviewer 5 but not

Interviewer 8.

3) Frequency of cognitive actions and information-processing strategy

The frequency of each cognitive action and strategy is calculated separately for
each interviewer during the two interviews. However, noticing that each category of
cognitive action accounts for a relatively small proportion of ICP and the counts of
many cognitive actions are zero, investigation is conducted only on the frequencies of
the three information-processing strategies and irrelevant comments rather than the
cognitive actions. The descriptive statistics are reported in Table 4.3, from which it
can be seen that mean frequency of each category observed in the two interviews is
close to each other, which has been confirmed by Wilcoxon signed-rank tests as well
that no significant difference exists in the median frequency of interpreting strategy
(Z = —0.162,p = .871), judging strategy (Z = —0.616,p = .538), self-monitoring
strategy (Z = —0.820,p = .412) or irrelevant comments (Z = —0.631,p = .528) in
the two interviews. Therefore, the averaged performance of the interviewers in these
two interviews regarding the frequency of each information-processing strategy and
irrelevant comments is figured out. According to the descriptive statistics listed in
Table 4.4, the mean frequency of interpreting strategy (M = 46.87%,SD = 8.25%)
is similar to that of judging strategy (M = 47.32%,SD = 8.98%), whereas the mean
frequency of both self-monitoring strategy (M = 4.40%,SD = 2.64%) and irrelevant
comments (M = 1.41%,SD = 1.69%) are much lower.
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4) Evidential focus

Descriptive analysis is conducted separately on the three types of information that
the interviewers focus on during decision making (i.e., performance-related informa-
tion, response-related information, and other information), of which the corresponding
results are presented in Table 4.3. In general, the interviewers pay much more at-
tention to performance-related information in both interviews (M; = 68.63%,SD; =
11.36%; My = 71.95%, SDo = 11.84%) than to response-related (M; = 19.70%, SD; =
12.50%; My = 18.09%, SDy = 12.60%) or other information (M; = 11.67%,SD; =
7.42%; My = 9.97%,SDy = 6.90%). To find out if the interviewers’ evidential focus
in the two interviews differs significantly, significant test of difference is conducted on
the paired samples for each type of information. The comparison of both the inter-
viewers’ focus on performance-related [¢(28) = —1.812, p = .081] and other information
[t(28) = 1.927,p = .064] is on the basis of paired-sample t tests, which shows that
the means of the paired samples are not significantly different from each other. As for
the interviewers’ focus on response-related information, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test is
carried out to compare the medians of the paired samples, while no statistically sig-
nificant difference can be recognised either (Z = —1.243,p = .214). Consequently, the
averaged levels of the interviewers’ focus on these three types of information within
the two interviews are calculated and summarised in Table 4.4. Overall, the major-
ity of the interviewers’ attention is paid to performance-related information (M =
70.29%, SD = 10.50%), whereas they focus much less on response-related information

(M = 18.89%, SD = 11.54%) and other information (M = 10.82%, SD = 6.76%).

4.2 Monitoring Interviewers’ Judging Behaviour at a Cog-

nitive Level

In addition to exploring the black box of ICP by demonstrating the elements oc-

curring, the characteristics perceived as well as how IDM unfolds at a cognitive level,
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ICP is also investigated to promote the monitoring of interviewers’ judging behaviour.
In particular, three dimensions (i.e., criteria-compliance level, evidence-based level,
and behavioural-based level) are constructed to measure interviewers’ corresponding
judging behaviour of interest and the verbal protocols are scrutinised to seek for direct

evidence of typical decision patterns, of which the findings are presented in this section.

4.2.1 Cognitive Measurements of Interviewers’ Judging Behaviour

The findings of the investigation into the three dimensions of interviewers’ judging
behaviour are reported in this part. For each of the dimensions, the descriptive statistics
of the observations in each of the two interviews are presented first (see Table 4.5), and
then the results of significance test of difference in these dimensions between the paired

samples regarding the two interviews are discussed (see Table 4.6).

1) Criteria-compliance level

As indicated by the descriptive statistics, the overall performance of the interview-
ers’ criteria-compliance level during the two interviews turns out to be quite close to

each other with similar means and standard deviations (M; = 0.72, SD; = 0.35; Ma =

Table 4.5: Descriptive statistics of interviewers’ judging behaviour in the two interviews

Interview M SD Min Max
1 0.72 0.35 0.17 1.00

Criteria-compliance level
2 0.70 0.37 0.17 1.00
1 0.62 0.31 0.00 1.00

Evidence-based level

2 0.56 0.36 0.00 1.00
1 0.51 0.29 0.00 1.00

Behavioural-based level
2 0.44 0.33 0.00 1.00

Note. N =29
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Table 4.6: Comparing interviewers’ judging behaviour in the two interviews

Test p Mean SD Min Max

Criteria-compliance level WSR 260 0.71 0.35 0.17 1.00
Evidence-based level WSR .389 0.59 0.30 0.00 0.96
Behavioural-based level WSR 174 0.48 0.29 0.00 0.90

Note. 1. PST refers to paired samples t-test, and WSR refers to Wilcoxon signed-rank test; 2. N = 29.

0.70,S8Dy = 0.37) as well as the same extremes (Min = 0.17, Max = 1.00). To find
out whether a statistically significant differences exists, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test
is conducted on the paired samples and the results show that no significant differ-
ence (Z = —1.127,p = .260) is recognised when comparing the medians of criteria-
compliance level in the two interviews (Mdn; = 0.96, Mdns = 0.96). The descriptive
statistics of the interviewers’ averaged criteria-compliance level between the two inter-
views are thus worked out (see Table 4.6) that the criteria-compliance level varies from
0.17 (i.e., the interviewers make judgments about an applicant on 4 out of 23 given
criteria) to 1.00 (i.e., the interviewers make judgments about an applicant on all the

23 given criteria) among different individuals, of which the mean is 0.71 (SD = 0.35).

2) Evidence-based level

According to the descriptive statistics, the evidence-based level of the interviewers
in the first interview (M = 0.62,SD = 0.31) is slightly higher than that in the second
interview (M = 0.56,SD = 0.36). The results of a Wilcoxon signed-rank test are
shown in Table 4.6, implying that the difference between the medians of evidence-
based level in the two interviews (Mdn; = 0.75, Mdny = 0.67) is not statistically
significant (Z = —0.861, p = .389). Based on the averaged evidence-based level of each
interviewer in the two interviews, the mean of the dimension is 0.59 (SD = 0.30) for the
29 interviewers, while great difference can be perceived among individual interviewers

concerning the value of the extremums (Min = 0.00, Max = 0.96).
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3) Behavioural-based level

The descriptive statistics of behavioural-based level observed in the two inter-
views shows that the interviewers make more judgments based on behavioural clues
when evaluating the first applicant (M = 0.51,SD = 0.29) than the second one
(M =0.44,SD = 0.33). A Wilcoxon signed-rank test is executed on the 29 interviewers
to determine if a statistically significant difference exists in the median behavioural-
based level between the two interviews, while no significant difference is recognised
(Z = —1.538,p = .174). Hence, the averaged behavioural-based level of each inter-
viewer between the two interviews is calculated, based on which a descriptive analysis
is conducted on the overall performance of the 29 interviewers. As can be seen in Table
4.6, the mean behavioural-based level of the interviewers is 0.48 (SD = 0.29), which
means that the interviewers make judgments about an applicant based on behavioural
clues for nearly 11 out of 23 given criteria. It can also be interpreted that, while some
interviewers follow up to 21 given criteria out of 23 and provide behavioural evidence
to justify own judgments (Maxz = 0.90), others may scarcely comment on the given

criteria with behavioural evidence (Min = 0.00).

4.2.2 Cognitive Evidence of Interviewers’ Decision Patterns and Bias

Cognitive evidence is found in the interviewers’ cognitive processes during deci-
sion making for all the judging behaviour investigated, including four types of decision
patterns (i.e., stereotypes of ideal applicants, anchoring-and-adjusting, deception de-
tection, and cue weighting) and three types of decision bias (i.e., similar-to-me effect,
halo effect, and contrast effect). The results are reported mainly in a form of direct

quotes from the interviewers’ verbal protocols of own cognitive processes.

1) Stereotypes of ideal applicants

In spite of the job description and given criteria that interviewers are supposed
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to follow when evaluating an applicant, interviewers may have their own beliefs of
what an ideal applicant should be like as well (i.e., stereotypes of ideal applicants,
see for example, Anderson, 1992; Weichselbaumer, 2004; Rice & Barth, 2016, 2017),
which can vary a lot among individual interviewers. Previous studies on interviewers’
stereotypes of ideal applicants are mainly based on interviewers’ self-reports, while
scholars like Schmitt (1976) suggest that “it would be more profitable to learn what
these interviewers actually weighted in reaching their decision” rather than what they

say they will weight.

When sorting through the protocols gathered from the experiment, it can be clearly
seen that many interviewers rely at least part of their evaluation and decision making
on own understanding and criteria regarding what kind of applicants they are (not)
expecting for the target job position. For example, Interviewer 1 comments on how
managers should balance between “being open to teammates’ opinions” and “ensuring

the completion of work” by saying that

It’s important to recognize where people’s ideas are useful, but it’s also im-
portant to understand how to get people to do what is required of them ...
sometimes it can mean that you’ve got to be really direct, very honest with
teammates and let them know where the position is and they have got to

work on what’s been agreed rather than what they see themselves.

And the interviewer does not appreciate the applicant’s seeking for help from managers

when teammates seem less cooperative. In contrast, the interviewer believes that

Um, if you’re trying to build consensus, you’re trying to get people on side,
then talking to people first and getting their agreements to things is im-
portant rather than going to a manager and having people feel that their
involvement is imposed on them rather than coming from a willingness to

want to able to be involved.
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Interviewer 8 states a similar point as well and says that

So, I would possibly reject him at this point, um, primarily based on the point
he made about going to his manager. Um, as a project manager, I would
want someone to be able to take that responsibility and make decisions and
delegate and be confident in themselves to do that. And that really raised a

red flag with me in terms of this particular role in that particular client.

The differences among individual beliefs regarding ideal applicants turn out to be
even more apparent when interviewers express completely opposite opinions to the
same piece of information extracted from an applicant’s response. For example, when
the second applicant mentions own preference for exercise as a relief of stress, some

interviewers agree with the idea:

Interviewer 3: With regards to how he deals with stress, exercise is a really
important and basic way of dealing with stress in the stress response cycle,

and it’s really good and healthy that he’s noticed that.

Interviewer 8: He (i.e., the applicant) mentioned physical exercise, and that
can actually be a good strategy in the workplace, because going for a walk,
getting out of the situation, giving yourself time to calm down can actually

be quite a good strategy.

In contrary, other interviewers may be less satisfied about the response:

Interviewer 5: ... having exercises is not the answer I was looking for.

Interviewer 18: It seems like this applicant prefers to divert his attention

away from what has caused him pressure rather than to think about why he

feels stressful or how to deal with it.
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2) Anchoring-and-adjusting

It is found in some studies that, rather than give a score after collecting all the
information about an applicant, interviewers may start off with an initial judgement
and adjust own perceptions of the applicant based on this starting point as they receive
more related information (Madera & Hebl, 2012; Derous et al., 2016; Buijsrogge et al.,
2021). Such proposition is tested mainly by comparing an interviewer’s ratings given
to the applicant at different stages of interview, whereas in this research exploring
the cognitive process of interviewers during decision making, their rating styles can be

directly observed to examine if an anchoring-and-adjusting approach is adopted.

Cognitive evidence is recognised supporting the existence of this decision-making
pattern. For example, Interviewer 21 intends to rate an applicant on all the traits listed
in the rating scale following the applicant’s response to the first interview question.
Then, after listening to the response to each of the subsequent interview questions, the
interviewer checks the scores given according to the new information received and make

revisions if necessary:

. He did not consider about the potential risk, and he did not think about
a Plan B to ensure the completion of the task. So, I'm afraid I might have

given the score a little bit early, and I would like to lower it down.

3) Detection of deception

As stated in the literature review, applicants are found using fake information (i.e.,
deceptive impression management) to convince interviewers that they have the desir-
able traits as required by the job position. Therefore, another aspect of interviewers’
judging behaviour drawing wide attention from scholars is their ability of detecting mis-
information from applicants’ responses (DePaulo & Pfeifer, 1986; Mann et al., 2004;
Van Iddekinge et al., 2005; Reinhard et al., 2013; Roulin et al., 2015). Most of the stud-

ies investigating whether and how interviewers can detect applicants’ deception collect

153



Chapter 4.

related data through questioning and prompting where interviewers are required to
work on mock interviews and asked to point out where they think an applicant pro-
vides misinformation or whether they believe the applicant tells the truth in general.
Recalling the potential drawbacks of the technique (see Section 3.1), this research inves-
tigates the interviewers’ detection of applicant deception through the verbal protocols
that represent the interviewers’ ongoing thinking processes during interview. Thus, the
process avoids warning the interviewers about the possibility of applicants’ faking, of

which the influence on interviewers’ deceptive detection is not clear.

According to the content of the verbal protocols, it can be observed that some
interviewers show an intention to question the reliability of the applicants’ responses,
especially when they perceive a lack of information they are expecting for. For example,
Interviewer 13 proposes a need of asking prompting questions almost after each of the

responses given by the first applicant:

I feel like he has portrayed himself as someone who gets a lot of work, but I
don’t know his role enough. He has mentioned that he would arrange reviews
and make sure there were no gaps, so I want to ask something more like
how do you interact with your team to ensure projects are on track in terms
of like team meetings, one to one project tracking. Yes, I feel that more
probing is needed on how he manages the team on a daily or weekly basis so

I could understand the support he’s providing.

Similarly, Interviewer 8 doubts that part of the responses given by the second applicant

is something cited from a book:

Ok, I think, with that one, he obviously had done some background reading
for handling multiple tasks or projects...Should be. It was almost like he
was reciting something from a book or a paper that he’d read, rather than
talking very specifically about something that actually happened to him ...

So, it’s very much about ‘this is what I should do’ ‘this is what I would do’
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‘this is what good project managers should do in this situation’. It wasn’t a
very personal answer and I would have liked something a lot more personal.
So, I would prompt and challenge a lot more for a specific example where

he put what he said in theory into practice.

4) Cue weighting

It is verified in many studies that interviewers may not give the same weight to
different cues (Mayfield et al., 1980; Dougherty et al., 1986; Graves & Karren, 1992;
Van Dam, 2003; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). Perhaps the most straightforward evidence
is the criteria-compliance level defined and investigated in this research which shows
that 17 out of the 29 interviewers do not give a rate to all the traits listed in the rating
scale. Such results imply that interviewers are likely to make hiring decisions based on
only part of the given criteria. Furthermore, even for the traits considered and rated
by the interviewers when evaluating an applicant, the interviewers may not necessarily
assign the same weight to them. For instance, Interviewer 15 suggests that the given
criteria are not equally significant when evaluating applicants for the target position

by saying that

For me, I'd say planning and organisation skills and problem-solving skills
are more essential for the current job position. So... Um...I would choose

“accept with reservations”.

5) Similar-to-me effect

Plenty of studies prove the existence of similar-to-me effect in IDM that inter-
viewers tend to rate applicants with similar biographical backgrounds, attitudes or
personalities to themselves more favourably (Baskett, 1973; Frank & Hackman, 1975;
Anderson, 1992; Sears & Rowe, 2003). While biographical information and personali-

ties are not collected investigated in this research and the interviewers’ final decisions
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are not brought into analysis, evidence confirming the similar-to-me effect in IDM can
be found at a cognitive level where interviewers recognise and highlight a similarity
between themselves and an applicant in terms of particular experience or attitude. For
instance, when learning about the case of the stressful working situation described by
the first applicant, Interviewer 24 expresses an empathy for the applicant and recalled

a similar experience of own:

It also reminds me of my first job. I was responsible for organising an open-
ing ceremony that would go live. Everything was fine in the rehearsal, but
you know, unexpected situations always happen. And I was really nervous

at that time and could hardly control my temper.

Further supporting examples can be the previously discussed comments where inter-
viewers share the same preferences or opinions with an applicant upon the idea of stress

management through exercising.

6) Halo effect

A positive trait or characteristic of an applicant can influence interviewers’ judge-
ments on other unrelated factors of the applicant in a favourable way (Dougherty et
al., 1986; Fat, 2000; Levine & Feldman, 2002; Sears & Rowe, 2003), which is defined
as halo effect. In an early study on halo effect in employment interview, Crissy and
Regan (1951) suggested two ways that could be used to test the existence of halo in
interviewers’ DM. One was correlation analysis, and the other one in a more straight-
forward way referred to an analysis of the evidence cited by interviewers to support
their judgments. Most studies on the halo effect in IDM adopt the former one (Par-
sons & Liden, 1984; Zysberg & Nevo, 2004), while this research proves the existence
of halo effect by examining the clues cited by the interviewers. For example, while
Interviewer 21 claims that the second applicant does not provide sufficient information
for certain criteria, the interviewer would like to give a modest score to these traits due

to a generally positive feeling about the applicant:
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So, planning and organisation, I don’t think he has talked much about that.
But I would probably give him a 3, because he has given quite good answers
to these questions, especially the two projects he has mentioned. Yes, maybe
I’ll do the same to other items as well. ... Productivity improvement, I

didn’t quite get that, but I will give a score of two.

7) Contrast effect

While interviewers are expected to interview and evaluate each applicant individ-
ually and separately, results of numerous empirical studies confirms that their ratings
are usually affected by the preceding applicant’s quality, which is called contrast effect
(Wexley et al., 1972; Landy & Bates, 1973; Kopelman, 1975; Schuh, 1978; Anderson,
1992; Fat, 2000). Such impact can be especially strong if the performance of the previ-
ous applicant is extremely poor or good. Most studies of contrast effect in IDM them
are based on controlled trials where the quality of the previous applicant is manifested
and interviewers’ ratings given to the current applicant are analysed and compared. In
contrary, this research seeks for evidence of contrast effect that is directly extracted
from ICP. For example, Interviewer 10 keeps comparing the two applicants throughout

the interview process:

Um, comparing these two, you know, the first applicant gave an example
where something didn’t go to plan, but he was actually able to rescue the
situation. Whereas in this case, the project sort of um, failed and that was

the end of it. Nothing could be done about it. So that’s a shame.

or

To me, it sounds like the first applicant is a lot more of a people person ...
whereas the second applicant seems to be a lot more driven by the outcome

. Um, he doesn’t strike me as a person who likes to be disagreed with. And
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he hasn’t spoken at all about, um, I mean beyond, you know, making some
sort of matriz, he hasn’t spoken an awful lot about how he handles the people
that work for him. So, I think that’s the key difference between these two,
one s a people person, one seems to be more of a business person. So, this
second applicant, I think, would be very good if he’s working in such a way
that he can just do what he needs to do, but I'm not sure that’s the skill set

I would want for someone who’s in charge of others.

4.3 Examining the Associations between ICP and Con-

textual Factors

In this section, the findings regarding the possible associations between ICP (i.e.,
four ICP characteristics and three dimensions of interviewers’ judging behaviour) and
the four contextual factors are summarised, namely interviewers’ gender (gender), na-
tional region of interview experience (national region), experience level as interviewer

(experience), and rating scale type.

4.3.1 Impact of Contextual Factors on ICP Characteristics

Cognitive activeness. To determine if a statistically significant difference exist in
the interviewers’ cognitive activeness between the two groups of each contextual factor,
an independent-samples t-test is conducted for gender, national region, and experience,
while the impact of rating scale type on interviewers’ cognitive activeness is examined
by a Mann-Whitney U Test. According to the results in Table 4.7, a statistically
significant difference is detected only in mean cognitive activeness of the interviewers
due to the different national regions of interview experience [t(27) = 2.276,p = .031].
Particularly, the cognitive activeness of UK interviewers (M = 125, SD = 45) is higher
than CN interviewers (M = 86,SD = 49). No statistically significant difference is

recognised in the means of cognitive activeness between male and female interviewers
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Table 4.7: Comparing interviewers’ cognitive activeness in different contextual groups

Factor Group N M SD Test Mdn )
M 6 103 46
Gender IST - 923
F 23 105 52
UK 14 125 45
Region IST - .031%*
CN 15 86 49
E 11 112 44
Experience IST - 531
N 18 100 55
BA 15 104 50 80
Rating Scale Type MwWU 813
0OG 14 106 52 103

Note. IST refers to independent samples t-test, and MWU refers to Mann-Whitney U Test.

[t(27) = —0.098,p = .923] or between experienced and novice interviewers [t(27) =
0.635,p = .531], and the median cognitive activeness of the interviewers using the
two different types of rating scale is not significantly different either (U = 99.5, 7 =
—0.24,p = .813).

Cognitive diversity. An independent-samples t-test is carried out for each con-
textual factor to check whether it leads to statistically significant difference in mean
cognitive diversity of the interviewers. As can be seen in Table 4.8, no statistically
significant difference is found in mean cognitive diversity between the two groups of
gender [t(27) = 0.311,p = .758], national region [t(27) = 1.613,p = .118], experience
[t(27) = 0.658, p = .516], or rating scale type [t(20.009) = 0.276,p = .785].

Frequency of information-processing strategy. The association is examined
separately between the contextual factors and the frequency of each information-processing
strategy as well as the irrelevant comments, of which the outcomes are shown in Ta-
ble 4.9. As for interpreting strategy, its associations with interviewers’ gender and

experience are investigated through Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, while an independent-
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Table 4.8: Comparing interviewers’ cognitive diversity in different contextual groups

Factor Group N M SD Test Mdn )/

M 6 0.68 0.09

Gender IST - 758
F 23 0.66 0.13
UK 14 0.70 0.08

Region IST - 118
CN 15 0.63 0.15
E 11 0.68 0.09

Experience IST - 516
N 18 0.65 0.14
BA 15 0.67 0.09

Rating Scale Type IST - 785
0oG 14 0.66 0.16

Note. IST refers to independent samples t-test.

samples t-test is adopted for the other two contextual factors. The results [t(27) =
3.062, p = .005] imply that the interviewers possessing interview experience in UK (M =
51.13%, SD = 4.59%) execute interpreting strategy at a significantly higher frequency
than those with interview experience in CN (M = 42.90%, SD = 9.02%). In contrast,
gender (U = 42,7 = —1.454,p = .158), experience (U = 66,7 = —1.483,p = .146) and
rating scale type [t(27) = 0.396, p = .695] seem to cause little difference in the frequency
of interpreting strategy. At the same time, the frequency of judging strategy is also
found affected by the interviewers’ national regions of interview experience according
to the results of a Mann-Whitney U test (U = 37,Z = —2.968,p = .002) but in an
opposite trend. Specifically, UK interviewers use judging strategy less (Mdn = 42.70%)
than CN interviewers (Mdn = 52.40%). Besides, an independent-samples test is per-
formed on the frequency of self-monitoring strategy and a Mann-Whitney U test is
conducted on the frequency of irrelevant comments, whereas no statistically significant
association is recognised between the four contextual factors and either of these two

dependent variables.

Evidential focus. Independent-samples t-tests are utilised to find out if the four

contextual factors result in the means of interviewers’ focus on the three different
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Table 4.9: Comparing frequency of information-processing strategy in different contex-
tual groups

Factor Group N M SD Test Mdn )/
M 6 43.89% 4.52% 42.18%
Gender MWU 158
F 23 47.65% 8.88% 49.96%
UK 14 51.13% 4.59%
Region IST - 005%
CN 15 42.90% 9.02%
Int.
E 11 49.40% 7.39% 50.41%
Experience MWU .146
N 18 45.33% 8.56% 47.12%
BA 15 47.47% 6.55%
Rating Scale Type IST - .695
oG 14 46.23% 9.97%
M 6 48.02% 4.21% 47.57%
Gender MWU 414
F 23 47.14% 9.92% 45.39%
UK 14 42.40% 4.49% 42.70%
Region MWU L002*
CN 15 51.91% 9.79% 52.40%
Jud.
E 11 44.72% 8.44% 41.83%
Experience MWU 134
N 18 48.91% 9.16% 46.93%
BA 15 46.58% 6.36% 45.39%
Rating Scale Type MWU 949
oG 14 48.11%  11.35% 46.25%
M 6 5.59% 3.55%
Gender IST - 222
F 23 4.09% 2.36%
UK 14 4.85% 2.49%
Region IST - .388
CN 15 3.98% 2.80%
SM
E 11 4.36% 2.39%
Experience IST - 951
N 18 4.42% 2.86%
BA 15 4.61% 2.23%
Rating Scale Type IST - .663
oG 14 4.17% 3.10%

types of information (i.e., performance-related information, response-related informa-

tion, other information) during decision making, except that the association between

161



Chapter 4.

(continued table)

Factor Group N M SD Test Mdn p

M 6 2.50% 1.89% 2.34%

Gender MWU .071
F 23 1.12% 1.56% 0.30%
UK 14 1.62% 2.08% 0.83%

Region MWU .847
CN 15 1.21% 1.28% 0.89%

Irr.

E 11 1.52% 2.22% 0.30%

Experience MwWU 877
N 18 1.34% 1.35% 1.12%
BA 15 1.34% 1.72% 0.78%

Rating Scale Type MwWU .847
0oG 14 1.48% 1.73% 1.01%

Note. IST refers to independent samples t-test, and MWU refers to Mann-Whitney U Test.

interviewers’ national region and focus on response-related information whose medi-
ans are compared through a Mann-Whitney U test (see Table 4.10). According to
the test results, interviewers’ focus on performance-related information is associated
with both interviewers’ national region [t(27) = —2.798,p = .009] and experience
[t(27) = —2.739,p = .011]. On one hand, the interviewers with previous interview ex-
perience in CN focus significantly more on the information about an applicant’s work
performance (M = 75.01%,SD = 8.51%) than the UK interviewers (M = 65.22%, SD
=10.30%). On the other hand, the novice interviewers (M = 74.05%, SD = 8.65%) are
found paying more attention to performance-related information than the experienced
interviewers (M = 64.13%, SD = 10.69%). Meanwhile, statistically significant associa-
tion is recognised between the interviewers’ focus on response-related information and
the types of rating scale they use during interview process [t(27) = 2.071,p = .048]. To
be specific, interviewers pay significantly more attention to response-related informa-
tion when evaluating an applicant with BARS (M = 22.95%, SD = 12.05%) than with
OGRS (M = 14.55%,SD = 9.55%). No statistically significant association is found

between any other paired variables.
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Table 4.10: Comparing interviewers’ evidential focus in different contextual groups

Factor Group N M SD Test Mdn p
M 6 67.09% 11.51%
Gender IST - 413
F 23 11.51% 10.33%
UK 14 6522%  10.30%
Region IST - .009%*
CN 15 75.01% 8.51%
Per.
E 11 64.13%  10.69%
Experience IST B 011%*
N 18 74.05% 8.65%
BA 15 68.25% 11.17%
Rating Scale Type IST - .286
OG 14 72.47% 9.64%
M 6 21.96%  14.38%
Gender IST - 475
F 23 18.10%  10.92%
UK 14 22.06%  12.63% 20.89%
Region MWwWU .186
CN 15 15.94% 9.94% 15.29%
Res.
E 11 22.59%  13.82%
Experience IST - 228
N 18 16.64% 9.62%
BA 15 2295%  12.05%
Rating Scale Type IST - .048*
oG 14 14.55% 9.55%
M 6 10.95% 5.68%
Gender IST - .960
F 23 10.79% 7.13%
UK 14 12.72% 5.67%
Region IST - .146
CN 15 9.04% 7.38%
Oth.
E 11 13.28% 6.69%
Experience IST - 128
N 18 9.32% 6.53%
BA 15 8.80% 4.15%
Rating Scale Type IST - .109
0G 14 12.98% 8.38%

Note. IST refers to independent samples t-test, and MWU refers to Mann-Whitney U Test.

163



Chapter 4.

4.3.2 Impact of Contextual Factors on Interviewers’ Judging Behaviour

The test results of whether the four contextual factors lead to statistically significant
difference in the three dimensions of interviewers’ judging behaviour are presented in

Table 4.11.

Criteria-based level. Mann-Whitney U tests are utilised to compare medians
criteria-based level between the two groups of gender (U = 57,7 = —0.671,p = .546),
national region (U = 73.5, 7 = —1.429,p = .172), experience (U = 68,7 = —1.448,p =
.173) or rating scale type (U = 77.5,Z = —1.247,p = .234), whereas no statistically

significant difference is found.

Evidence-based level. Mann-Whitney U tests are also conducted on the inter-
viewers’ evidence-based level except for rating scale type, which is examined by an
independent-samples t-test. The results imply that no significant impact is caused
by gender (U = 64,7 = —0.269, p = .813), national region (U = 61,7 = —1.922,p =
.057), experience (U = 89, Z = —0.450, p = .674) or rating scale type [t(27) = 1.970,p =

.059] on the dimension.

Behavioural-based level. For behavioural-based level, the corresponding means
in the two groups of gender [t(27) = —0.030, p = .976], experience [t(27) = —0.827,p =
.416] and rating scale type [t(27) = 2.352, p = .026] are compared based on independent-
samples t-tests, while a Mann-Whitney U test is adopted to examine whether the
median behavioural-based level significantly differs between the two national regions
(U =173,Z = —1.397,p = .172). Statistically significant association is confirmed only
between behavioural-based level of the judgments made by the interviewers and the
corresponding types of rating scale they use during interview. It can be interpreted
from the results that the interviewers using BARS turn out to provide behavioural
clues for own judgments on significantly more given criteria (M = 0.59,SD = 0.25)

than those adopting OGRS (M = 0.36,SD = 0.28).
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Table 4.11: Comparing interviewers’ judging behaviour in different contextual groups

Factor Group N M SD Test Mdn P
M 6 0.79 0.32 0.97
Gender MwWU 546
F 23 0.68 0.36 0.93
UK 14 0.76 0.33 1.00
Region MwWU 172
CN 15 0.66 0.38 0.93
CCL
E 11 0.82 0.27 1.00
Experience MWU 173
N 18 0.63 0.39 0.88
BA 15 0.62 0.35 0.63
Rating Scale Type MWU 234
oG 14 0.80 0.34 1.00
M 6 0.57 0.30 0.55
Gender MWU 813
F 23 0.60 0.31 0.73
UK 14 0.70 0.23 0.79
Region MwWU .057
CN 15 0.48 0.32 0.48
EBL
E 11 0.58 0.25 0.61
Experience MWU .674
N 18 0.59 0.33 0.67
BA 15 0.69 0.25
Rating Scale Type IST - .059
oG 14 0.48 0.32
M 6 0.47 0.28
Gender IST - 976
F 23 0.48 0.29
UK 14 0.57 0.27 0.68
Region MwWU 172
CN 15 0.39 0.29 0.37
BBL
E 11 0.42 0.25
Experience IST - 416
N 18 0.51 0.31
BA 15 0.59 0.25
Rating Scale Type IST - .026*
oG 14 0.36 0.28

Note. IST refers to independent samples t-test, and MWU refers to Mann-Whitney U Test.
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4.4 Summary

This chapter reports the key findings in accordance with the research questions
proposed, including the elements occurring in ICP, the descriptive statistics of the
four ICP characteristics identified and the three dimensions of judging behaviour, the
cognitive evidence detected for four decision patterns and three decision bias, and the

associations recognised between the four contextual factors and ICP.

1) Elements occurring in ICP

As presented in the coding scheme (see Table 4.1) developed, 17 categories of cogni-
tive actions occurring in ICP during decision making are identified, which can be further
categorised into three information-processing strategies, namely interpreting strategy,
judging strategy, and self-monitoring strategy. The prevalence of these cognitive ac-
tions among the interviewers varies greatly in the sense that, while several cognitive
actions are found in the cognitive processes of all the 29 interviewers, some other cogni-
tive actions are adopted by much fewer interviewers. The three information-processing
strategies are recognised in the cognitive processes of almost every interviewer except
that one has not executed self-monitoring strategy. As for the information that the in-
terviewers pay attention to during decision making, four types of information are found
in ICP, including information related to the design of interview task, information de-
rived from applicants’ responses, personal sources of information obtained before the
interview, and information produced by the interviewers earlier during decision making.
Besides, a few types of irrelevant comments made by the interviewers during decision
making are also found. These elements occur in ICP in a complex and interactive

combinations, of which no fixed or regular sequence is recognised.

2) ICP characteristics

The investigation into the four ICP characteristics shows that the performance of
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interviewers varies among individuals while no significant difference is found between
their performances within the two different interviews. In general, the averaged cog-
nitive activeness of the interviewers is 108 (SD = 50) as measured by the modified
number of coded cognitive actions. The mean cognitive diversity of the interviewers
is 0.66 (SD = 0.12), which means that about 11 out of 17 categories of the cogni-
tive actions are adopted by the interviewers during an interview. As for the frequency
of information-processing strategies, the interviewers execute interpreting strategy in
around 46.87% of ICP (SD = 8.25%), make or justify judgements in around 47.32%
of ICP (SD = 8.98%), monitor own decision-making performance in about 4.40% of
ICP (SD = 2.64%), whereas the rest 1.41% of ICP (SD = 1.69%) produces irrelevant
comments. Besides, the interviewers concentrate much more on the information about
applicants’ work performance (M = 70.29%,SD = 10.50%) compared to the informa-
tion related to the features of applicants’ responses (M = 18.89%, SD = 11.54%) and
other information (M = 10.82%,SD = 6.76%).

3) Interviewers’ judging behaviour

Similar findings are also acquired regarding the three dimensions of interviewers’
judging behaviour that the interviewers’ performance is relatively stable during different
interviews whereas discrepancies can be perceived among individuals. Overall, the
criteria-compliance level is 0.71 (SD = 0.35), which means that the interviewers follow
71.0% of the given criteria during decision making. An averaged level of evidence-based
level among the interviewers is 0.59 (SD = 0.30), implying that around 59.0% of the
judgements that the interviewers make on the given criteria are justified with specific
evidence. As for the behavioural-based level which measures the extent to which the
interviewers base own judgements on behavioural clues as required by past behaviour
questions, it is found that only nearly a half of the given criteria (M = 0.48,SD =
0.29) are evaluated by the interviewers according behavioural clues. Besides, cognitive
evidence is recognised in ICP verifying the existence of all the four decision patterns

and three decisions bias.
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4) Associations between IDM and the contextual factors at a cognitive level

When examining the associations between the four contextual factors and IDM at
a cognitive level, the impact on either the ICP characteristics or the dimensions of
interviewers’ judging behaviour is identified for interviewers’ national region of inter-
view experience, experience level and type of rating scale used during interview. To
be specific, the interviewers with previous interview experience in UK turn out to be
more cognitively active, adopting interpreting strategy more frequently and pay rela-
tively less attention to performance-related information during decision making when
compared to CN interviewers. The influences of rating scale type on ICP are twofold
in the sense that the interviewers using BARS with informative behavioural-anchored
descriptors pay a relatively greater attention to performance-related information and
evaluate more given criteria based on behavioural clues than those using OGRS during
interview. When comparing the performance of experienced and novice interviewers,
only the interviewers’ focus on performance-related information is found that a signif-
icantly greater proportion of novice interviewers’ cognitive processes concentrates on
performance-related information, whereas the focus of experienced interviewers’ cogni-
tive processes on either performance-related or response-related information are more
balanced. No statistically significant difference caused by the interviewers’ gender in

the cognitive variables is found.

168



Chapter 5

Discussion and Conclusions

While decision making is in essence a human cognitive process where a series of
information-processing activities take place, the existent studies on IDM pay little at-
tention to interviewers’ cognitive processes during decision making, especially based
on the data that can effectively represent interviewers’ real thinking processes. Such a
gap may conceal the chance to improve interview settings and the outcomes of IDM,
thus this research aims to explore interviewers’ cognitive process when making hiring
decisions by seeking for the answers to the four sets of research questions listed in the
introduction chapter. A scenario experiment with TAM embedded in a mock interview
task is developed and applied to data collection, where 29 interviewers with diversified
background are involved and produce data of ICP in the form of verbal protocols. A
multi-stage processing and analysing procedure is conducted on the protocols and the
findings generated provide the answers to all the research questions raised. As the end-
ing chapter of the dissertation, this part of context consists of three sections, including
Section 5.1 discussing the key findings generated, Section 5.2 highlighting both the
contributions to academic knowledge and practical implications of this research, and

Section 5.3 discussing the potential limitations and opportunities of future research.
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5.1 Discussion of the Key Findings

The findings obtained in this research provide the answers to all the research ques-

tions brought up, for which a discussion is presented below.

5.1.1 Elements of ICP

Resembling many other TAM-based studies on human cognitive process, the pri-
mary interest in ICP lies in its constitution, such as the information processed by the
interviewers and how the information is processed (Eveland Jr & Dunwoody, 2000;
Cumming et al., 2002; Reicks et al., 2013; Han, 2017). Four types of information
(RQ1la) are found in ICP, including that related to the design of interview task (e.g.,
task requirements, job description, interview questions, and rating criteria), derived
from applicants’ responses (e.g., applicants’ work performance, features of responses),
personal sources of information obtained before the interview (e.g., personal experience,
knowledge, beliefs), and produced by the interviewers earlier during decision making
(e.g., comments, scores, prompting questions, inferences). Nevertheless, further inves-
tigation is not conducted into the specific information processed by the interviewers
which may vary greatly with various factors (e.g., industry, company, job position, tar-
get competence, evaluation criteria) while this research intends to explore ICP during

decision making in general regardless of the specific contexts.

As for RQ1b, the coding scheme (see Table 4.1) developed during protocol process-
ing summarises 17 categories of cognitive actions identified in ICP to describe how the
interviewers process the information in their cognitive processes. Moreover, in order
to investigate the structure of ICP at a higher level, each cognitive action is further
categorised into different information-processing strategies according to its immediate
purpose. Following the work of Cumming et al. (2002) that investigates essay rating
through TAM, three information-processing strategies are identified covering all the 17

cognitive actions, namely interpreting strategy (i.e., interpret and extract information
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from experimental materials or the applicant’s responses), judging strategy (i.e., make
or justify a judgment on the applicant), and self-monitoring strategy (i.e., reflect on
own decision-making process). Besides, a few types of irrelevant comments made by

the interviewers during decision making are also found.

The prevalence and sequence of both the cognitive actions and information-processing
strategies are examined, where a difference in ICP among individuals is recognised that
not all these cognitive actions are adopted by each interviewer and the proportion of
interviewers executing each cognitive action varies from 24.1% to all the twenty-nine
interviewers. While at a strategic level, the prevalence of each information-processing
strategy is similar among the interviewers in the sense that almost all the interviewers
perform the three categories of strategies. It is also found that these elements occur in
ICP in a complex and interactive combinations, of which no fixed or regular sequence
is recognised. The phenomenon may partially result from the lack of structure in the
interviewers’ decision making especially when the task itself is less structured (Campion
et al., 1997). Another possible cause of the intertwined elements of ICP observed is
individual expression styles which are less likely to be highly regular and fixed (Van
Someren et al., 1994).

5.1.2 Characteristics of ICP

In addition to the prevalence among different interviewers, four indicators are con-
structed to describe the characteristics of ICP at an individual level, namely cogni-
tive activeness (RQ2a), cognitive diversity (RQ2b), frequency of information-processing

strategy (RQ2c) and evidential focus (RQ2d).

The decision time of interviewers is often examined in IDM research to imply how
quickly interviewers reach their final decisions (Tullar et al., 1979; Judge et al., 2000;
Huffcutt, 2010; Frieder et al., 2016) and it is also a common indicator of cognitive
effort a subject makes when completing a task (Cooper-Martin, 1994). Such a variable,

however, may be affected by irrelevant factors (e.g., mental distractions) especially
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when the data collection process is not strictly monitored and controlled. Hence, a
characteristic of ICP called cognitive activeness is proposed to measure how cognitively
active an interviewer is during decision making, which to certain extent implies the
cognitive efforts an interviewer made to complete the task (Bettman & Park, 1980;
Cooper-Martin, 1994; Cumming et al., 2002; Li & He, 2015). The result shows that
the cognitive activeness varies among individual interviewers, thus it can be interpreted
that the cognitive efforts spent by the interviewers on the same interview task differ a

lot.

While the prevalence of cognitive action examines whether the cognitive action is
adopted by all the interviewers, cognitive diversity investigates whether an interviewer
executed more or fewer types of cognitive actions. The outcomes indicate that, while
some interviewers’ cognitive processes are more diversified with a wider range of cog-
nitive actions executed to facilitate their decision making, other interviewers may be

more simplex in information processing.

Following existent studies on cognitive processes (e.g., Kivetz & Simonson, 2000;
Cumming et al., 2002; Jaspers et al., 2004; Barkaoui, 2011), the other two ICP charac-
teristic are defined to explore the constitution of ICP by figuring out how frequently an
interviewer adopts each of the three strategies (i.e., frequency of information-processing
strategy) or focusing on different types of clues (i.e., evidential focus). It is found that,
on average, the interviewers balance their cognitive processes that aims to interpret
and extract information (46.87%) with that concentrate on making or justify judge-
ments (47.32%) while also occasionally monitoring own decision-making performance
(4.40%). A small proportion of ICP (1.41%) where the interviewers produce irrelevant
comments is also recognised. As for evidential focus, the interviewers pay the major-
ity attention of own (70.29%) to the information about applicants’ work performance
while the features of applicants’ responses (18.89%) and other information (10.82%)

are considered much less during decision making.

In general, the results suggest that discrepancies exist among individual interview-

ers within the same interview, which may to a certain extent cause differences in final
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decisions. However, the interviewers’ performance regarding each of the four ICP char-
acteristics turns out to be similar between the two interviews, suggesting a relatively

stable cognitive performance when interviewers work on different decision-making task.

5.1.3 Interviewers’ Judging Behaviour at a Cognitive Level

Vast numbers of studies have been conducted to figure out how IDM can be im-
proved, and structured interview seems to be the most impactful one widely utilised
in real-world practice (Campion et al., 1997; Chapman & Zweig, 2005; Huffcutt et al.,
2013; Kausel et al., 2016). Nevertheless, it is noticed that the measurement of IDM
performance (McDaniel et al., 1994; Conway et al., 1995; Moscoso, 2000; Woods et al.,
2020) and the identification of their decision patterns and bias (Graves & Powell, 1995;
Hebl & Kleck, 2002; Florea et al., 2019; Buijsrogge et al., 2021) are constrained to the
decision outcomes with little attention paid to the process through which interviewers
reach their decisions. To promote a more in-depth monitoring of IDM, this research
constructs three dimensions to measure whether interviewers make judgements in the
style as expected and searches for direct evidence from ICP that verifies the existence

of various heatedly discussed decision patterns and bias in IDM.

Since interviewers are expected to structure their decision making following the
given criteria (Campion et al., 1997, Levashina et al., 2014), the first dimension of
interviewers’ judging behaviour called criteria-compliance level (RQ3a) is developed to
measure the extent to which the interviewers evaluate an applicant with the criteria
provided. It is found that, while some interviewers take all the given criteria into
consideration when making decisions, others may base the assessment of an applicant
almost completely on the standards or preferences of own, which may lead to bias and
unfairness in the recruitment. On average, the interviewers are found following most

of the given criteria.

Interviewers are also expected to rely their judgements on specific clues rather than

intuitions (Highhouse, 2008), whereas it is repeatedly confirmed that their decisions
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are vulnerable to multiple bias, like similar-to-me effect (Anderson & Shackleton, 1990;
Anderson, 1992; Sears & Rowe, 2003), halo effect (Parsons & Liden, 1984; Zysberg &
Nevo, 2004; Thomas & Reimann, 2022) and contrast effect (Hakel et al., 1970; Schuh,
1978; Fat, 2000). Thus, ICP is examined to find out whether interviewers justify own
judgements with specific evidence, i.e., evidence-based level (RQ3b), and the results
show that only a slightly more than half of the interviewers’ judgments made on the
given criteria are supported by certain clues. Moreover, some interviewers justify nearly
all of the judgments, but it is also possible that interviewers evaluate an applicant

completely based on general perceptions and intuitions.

The third aspect of interest concerning interviewer’s judging behaviour is that,
while past behaviour questions are widely adopted because applicants’ past behaviour
is believed to be the best predictor of their future performance (Barrick et al., 2000;
Huffcutt et al., 2001; Moscoso & Salgado, 2001; Bangerter et al., 2014), interviewers
may not always make judgments according to behavioural clues. To quantitatively
measure the corresponding performance of an interview, a dimension called behavioural-
based level (RQ3c) is constructed and it is found that interviewers evaluated around
half of the given criteria based on behavioural clues identified in applicants’ responses.
Individual performance differs greatly in the sense that the proportion of given criteria

judged with behavioural clues ranges from zero to a hundred percent.

As the most primary responsibility of interviewers to judge an applicant’s qualifica-
tion for the target job, interviewers’ judging behaviour turns out to vary greatly among
the individuals in terms of the three dimensions constructed. Such discrepancies in
judging behaviour indicate that not all the interviewers structure own decision-making
process as expected, which may impede interrater reliability of decision outcomes (Con-
way et al., 1995; Campion et al., 1997; Chen et al., 2010; Huffcutt et al., 2013) and
even lead to unfairness in recruitment (Bragger et al., 2002; McCarthy et al., 2010; Lev-
ashina et al., 2014). Meanwhile, the comparison between the two interviews shows that
an interviewer’s judging behaviour within different interviews are similar, implying the

possibility that the characteristics of ICP are inherent in interviewers’ cognitive style
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when working on interview tasks (at least of the current kind adopted in the research)

rather than being determined by the different applicants interviewed.

Besides, while a broad range of decision patterns and bias are heatedly discussed
in IDM research, the conclusions of most corresponding studies rely significantly on
comparing the decisions made by interviewers in controlled trials while direct evidence
is almost absent. When investigating ICP as presented in interviewers’ verbal proto-
cols, cognitive evidence is searched for four decision patterns (i.e., stereotypes of ideal
applicants, anchoring-and-adjusting, detection of deception in applicants’ responses,
cue weighting) and three decisions bias (i.e., similar-to-me effect, halo effect, contrast
effect) from interviewers’ thinking processes during interview (RQ3d). The findings
support the existent studies by verifying the existence of these decision patterns and

bias with direct evidence quoted from ICP.

5.1.4 Impact of Contextual Factors on ICP during Decision Making

As suggested by massive empirical studies on IDM, the decisions made by inter-
viewers can be affected by various contextual factors, among which interviewers’ gender
(Parsons & Liden, 1984; Raza & Carpenter, 1987; Chapman & Rowe, 2001), experience
level as interviewer (Hess, 2013; Roulin et al., 2015; Frieder et al., 2016), and type of
rating scale used during interview process (Fay & Latham, 1982; Maurer, 2002; Klehe
et al., 2008; Melchers et al., 2011) are examined for their associations with ICP (RQ4).
Considering the possible impact of regional culture (Sanchez-Burks et al., 2006; Man-
roop et al., 2013) and employment laws (Williamson et al., 1997; Morgeson et al., 2008)
on IDM, another factor called national region of interview experience is also brought

into analysis.

The impact on ICP during decision making is recognised for all the contextual
factors except for the gender of interviewer. As for the national region of interview
experience, it has been hardly taken into the investigation of IDM and, as shown in the

literature review, many empirical studies do not even specify the source of data regard-
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ing the geographic origins where the studies take place or the background information
of the interviewers involved in data collection. Notably, the statistical results generated
in this research indicate the potential impact caused by interviewers’ national region of
interview experience on their decision-making performance at a cognitive level. First,
it is found that the interviewers with previous interview experience in UK are more
cognitively active, spending relatively more efforts on collecting information through
interpreting strategy more frequently during decision making when compared to CN
interviewers. Such difference may be derived from the difference in the legislation in
the two countries that protects applicants’ equal employment opportunity. Specifically,
while the development of anti-discrimination laws in China is still at an embryonic
stages (Ayalew, 2020) and even Chinese people’ capacity to perceive discrimination
is limited (Lu, 2014), a series of related laws and regulations are well established in
UK, such as the Sex Discrimination Act 1975 (SDA), the Race Relations Act 1976
(RRA), the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 (DDA), the Employment Equality (Re-
ligion or Belief) Regulations 2003 and the Employment Equality (Gender) Regulations
2006. These norms and acts requires recruitment practitioners like interviewers to pay
great attention not only to outcome fairness but also to procedural justice (Kossek &
Pichler, 2006; Schleicher et al., 2006; Alonso et al., 2017), thus encouraging them to
make judgements based on related evidence and keep a record of the procedure (e.g.,

note-taking) to defend own decisions.

The influences of rating scale type on ICP are twofold. On one hand, interviewers
using a behaviourally-anchored rating scale with behaviourally-anchored descriptors
presented for each criterion are found paying more attention to the features of ap-
plicants’ responses than those using an open grid rating scale. This may because the
detailed descriptors serve as reminders of the target information to seek for when evalu-
ate a particular trait of an applicant (Schwab et al, 1975; Tziner et al., 2000; Debnath et
al., 2015), thus it encourages interviewers to query or comment more on the response
features, such as comprehensiveness and relevance. On the other hand, interviewers
using BARS also present a higher behavioural-based level and evaluate more given

criteria based on behavioural clues of applicants. Such results confirm the proposed

176



Chapter 5.

advantage of BARS that, by specifying the target behaviours of ideal applicants, the
behaviourally-anchored descriptors presented in BARS make it easier for interviewers
to focus more on applicants’ concrete behavioural clues and match them with evaluation

criteria (Jacobs, et al., 1980; Schmitt et al., 1991; Debnath et al., 2015).

When comparing the decision-making performance of experienced and novice in-
terviewers at a cognitive level, difference is only recognised in their concentration on
performance-related information in the sense that the majority of novice interviewers’
attention is paid to performance-related information while experienced interviewers
keep an on the quality of applicants’ responses. This difference observed might be a
result from the less knowledge and well-developed standards established by novice in-
terviewers about the features of ideal responses to interview questions, which restrains

the chance for them to comment on the response quality.

5.2 Contributions and Implications

The findings generated in this research can both contribute to the academic knowl-
edge of IDM and be used to facilitate the real-world practice from several perspectives.
The contributions to academic knowledge lie in four aspects. First, this research be-
comes the first to provide an overall prospect of interviewers’ thinking processes during
decision making, which is absent in previous research on IDM. In particular, the infor-
mation types and cognitive actions involved in ICP are unveiled, which can be further
investigated to serve various interests in IDM, for example, to model the decision-

making path of expert interviewers.

Secondly, the characteristics of ICP from several angles are identified and quantified,
which not only enrich the knowledge of IDM process but can also be introduced as
variables into future research on IDM either as indicators of IDM performance (e.g.,
cognitive effort) or as intermediates to examine how various factors affect interviewers’

decision outcomes by altering the characteristics of ICP.
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Thirdly, responding to the situation that interviewers are expected to follow certain
rules when making decisions (e.g., comply with given criteria, base own judgements
on evidence, evaluate applicants according to behavioural clues), dimensions are con-
structed to measure interviewers’ judging behaviour at a cognitive level, which break
the limits of investigations and evaluations of IDM on the properties of decision out-

comes.

Fourthly, the associations are examined between four contextual factors and ICP,
which not only demonstrates how the knowledge of ICP generated can facilitate the
monitoring of IDM at a cognitive level, but also provides hints about how factors like
national regions of interview experience, experience level and rating scale type may
lead to different hiring decisions by affecting ICP. Moreover, this is the first research
that propose to investigate the national regions of interview experience on IDM with
statistically significant impact recognised on several aspects of interviewers’ ICP during
decision making (e.g., cognitive activeness, frequency of information-processing strat-

egy, evidential focus), which points out a valuable direction to exploit in IDM research.

Additionally, different from previous studies claiming the existence of typical deci-
sion patterns and bias in IDM based on the analysis of decision outcomes, this research
supports the findings by providing direct evidence extracted from interviewers’ thinking
processes during decision making. Such observations can not only be used as auxiliary
evidence in the identification of these decision patterns and bias, but the observations
themselves can be further analysed to explore and evaluate IDM performance, for in-
stance, how frequently these bias occur in IDM and how it is influenced by different

factors (e.g., interview settings).

Last but not the least, as a pioneering work that introduces TAM to the study on
IDM, this research not only confirms the feasibility of applying TAM to investigate ICP,
but it also demonstrates a detailed procedure of experiment development and validation
that can be transferred to many other interview contexts (e.g., different industries, job

positions, interview types) to serve specific academic interests in IDM.
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On the part of practical implications, the output of this research can be expected
to assist the promotion of IDM in real-world practice in two ways. On one hand, the
knowledge regarding cognitive process of decision making can assist the development
of various decision-based systems (Wang & Ruhe, 2007), like cognitive informatics,
software agent systems, expert systems, and decision support systems, and so is the
knowledge of ICP. In particular, there is a growing interest in applying artificial in-
telligence (AI) to recruitment process since it speeds up the hiring process at lower
costs while enhancing the efficiency and fairness at the same time (Sylva & Mol, 2009;
Upadhyay & Khandelwal, 2018; Johnson et al., 2020). However, while Al is believed to
provide cognitive insights that facilitate decision making (Duan et al., 2019; Edwards
et al., 2000), the exploration of Al-based tools assisting IDM process is quite limited
and the focus of existent research on the application of Al into interview procedure lies
in three main aspects, including decision aids in identifying and screening applicants
at the pre-interview stage (Nikolaou, 2014; Garg et al., 2018; Cowgill, 2018), chatbots
that substitute for human interviewers to engage with and collect information from ap-
plicants (Xiao et al., 2020; Han et al., 2021; Majumder & Mondal, 2021), and analysing
tools to investigate the features of applicants’ interview performance, like facial expres-
sion, voice tone and language proficiency (Naim et al., 2016; Kharkovyna, 2018). In
contrast, it is not until the recent years that the possibility of embedding Al into IDM
process starts to be uncovered (see for example, Yakkundi et al., 2019; Siswanto et
al., 2022), which may at least partially due to the deficiency of knowledge regarding
how interviewers’ decisions are progressively formed. Hence, the investigation into ICP
from which the patterns of IDM process can be learned and modelled can facilitate the

development of Al techniques that facilitate IDM.

On the other hand, in spite of suggested superiority of particular interview settings
(e.g., consistent evaluation criteria, past behaviour questions, behavioural-anchored
rating scale) concerning the enhancement of decision quality, it is unclear whether
interviewers carry out the interview process as expected due to a lack of informa-
tion of their performance during decision making (Latham & Saari, 1984; Di Milia &

Gorodecki, 1997). The rich findings of ICP in this research, such as interviewers’ eviden-
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tial focus, judging behaviour and associations between the contextual factors and IDM
at a cognitive level, can be utilised to monitor interviewers’ decision-making process so
that corresponding opportunities of improvement can be recognised. In addition, the
observations of IDM process can also provide guidance for both the improvement of

interview settings and the design of training courses for interviewers.

5.3 Limitations and Future Research

Apart from the rich findings and contributions, two limitations need to be noticed
in this research. One is the small sample size due to the nature of TAM. Because of
the particular focus on individual performance and the difficulty and intensity of pro-
tocol analysis, TAM-based studies aiming to qualitatively explore a subjects’ cognitive
process usually involve a sample size. While the number of interviewers involved in
this research (i.e., 29) should be sufficient to seek for conceptual knowledge of ICP, it
may constrain the generalisation of the statistical findings concerning the associations
between the contextual factors and ICP. The other potential limitation lies in the fixed
interview scenario adopted in the experiment and the single source of data collected
and investigated. In particular, a single source of data (i.e., verbal protocols) of ICP is
considered, which is collected from a fixed interview condition in terms of the job de-
scription, questions and responses, as well as the evaluation criteria provided. Hence, it
is desirable if the findings can be tested in different contexts or double checked through

other methods (e.g., survey, behavioural observations).

Future research is expected from various perspectives. First, similar empirical stud-
ies can be conducted in different interview scenarios and with a larger sample size
involved so that both the conceptual and statistical findings in this research can be
tested. Secondly, while the impact of only four contextual factors on ICP are investi-
gated in this research, a broad range of additional factors examined in IDM research
can be brought into analysis. Some possible examples include interviewers’ personality

(Lazar et al., 2004; De Kock, 2015), Cognitive complexity (Schneier, 1977), cognitive

180



style (Hunt et al., 1989), and initial impressions of an applicant (Macan & Dipboye,
1990; Swider et al., 2016; Florea et al., 2019) as well as applicants’ appearance (Cable
& Judge, 1997; Tsai et al., 2012; Johnson et al., 2014), accents (Purkiss et al., 2006;
Deprez-Sims & Morris, 2013) and impression management tactics (Chen et al., 2010;
Roulin et al., 2015; Kleinmann et al., 2016). Thirdly, research on various topics of IDM
can be accelerated based on the knowledge of ICP, for example, to what extent the
ICP during decision making can be structured by increasing the structure of interview
settings and what specific clues is considered by interviewers when assessing applicants
for a particular job position. Besides, with the cognitive processes of expert interview-
ers uncovered especially when interviewing applicants for certain job positions, their
decision paths can be modelled to promote the development of Al-based decision aids

to assist with (at least part of) IDM for the target job position.
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B. Consent Form

UNIVERSITY OF STRATHCLYDE

CONSENT FORM FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPATION

Study Title
Developing a Think-Aloud-Based Procedure to Explore the Cognitive Process of

Employment Interviewers

| am a PhD student at the Department of DMEM, University of Strathclyde. At my
current research stage, | need your valuable inputs. This form contains important
information about the research motivation, instructions about your participation, and
the procedure of processing your inputs.

Overview
Participants are invited to take part in a scenario-based experiment simulating an
employment interview.

The purpose of this experiment is to investigate how participants, acting as
interviewers, process information during employment interview to make hiring
decisions. At the end of the experiment, a more detailed explanation will be provided
about the research hypotheses and implications.
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Instructions
You will be asked to act as an interviewer and perform oral evaluation over two
“candidates”.

Duration: 60-90 mins

As one of my research requirements, audio-record will be made during the
experiment. The record will only be used for research purpose and confidentiality is
ensured. No sensitive and personal information will be gathered.

Your inputs may be quoted in any presentations or articles resulting from the

experiment analysis. A pseudonym will be used to protect your identity, unless you
specifically request that you be identified by your true name.

What are the possible risks or discomforts?

To the best of our knowledge, this experiment contains no more risk or harm than
you would experience in everyday life.

However, you might feel unfamiliar with the experiment or the associated research

activities. In such cases, we highly respect your feelings and preference to continue
or discontinue the experiment.

What are the possible benefits?

This experiment is designed to learn more about problem solving and decision
making under a job interview setting. The research results derived from this
experiment may help explain how information processing takes place during a job
interview. This may enhance interview design and process for interviewers as well as
preparation for interviewees.

Data protection
Results of this experiment may be made publicly available through publications and
presentations. The inputs you provide will be handled as confidentially as possible
and individual names and other sensitive/personal information will not be
collected/used.
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Financial Information

Participation in this study will involve no cost to you. You will not be paid for
participating in this study.

Your rights
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You can choose to or not to answer any

questions during the experiment. At any time, you can choose to discontinue or
pause or withdraw from this experiment. All of your inputs will be processed only
with your consent.

Contact information

If you have any questions about this experiment, the research can be contacted
through the following means.

Name: Shiyun Zhao (Renee)

Department: DMEM, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow
Mobile: (+44) 07762206028

Email: shiyun.zhao@strath.ac.uk

Consent

| have read this form and understood all procedures associated with this experiment.
| have been given the opportunity to ask questions and my questions have been
answered. If | have additional questions, | have been told whom to contact. | agree
to participate in the experiment described in this form. A copy of this consent form
will be provided if needed.

Participant’s Name (printed):

o
Q
—
(0]

Participant’s Signature:
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C. Pre-Experiment Survey

1. Please indicate your age:

0] 18-30 0J31-40 0J41-50 0 51-60 L1 61 or above

2. Please indicate your gender:

[0 Male (] Female [ Prefer not to say

3. Have you ever worked as a job interviewer?

[ Yes (turn to Q4) [J No (turn to Q6)

4. How long have you worked as a job interviewer?

5. How often do you conduct job interviews?

6. Have you ever attended a behavioural-based interview?

7. Please indicate the region of your interview experience:

O UK [ China [ Other:
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D. Warm-Up Session Instruction

The following content was read by the experimenter to the participant:

You will soon receive a mathematical problem. Please work on the problem
while concurrently speaking out aloud all the thoughts that come into your mind
as if talking to yourself. The purpose of this task is to practice TAM, and your

performance on the problem will not be judged.

The following content was presented on a piece of paper to the participant:

There is a family of four, including Father, Mother, Daughter and Son.
They are together 150 years old.

Father is twice as old as Daughter.

Mother is as old as Father.

Son is six years younger than Daughter.

How old is Son?
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E. Mock Interview Task

Scenario Experiment: Mock Employment Interview

Background
ABC Co.,Ltd is a medium-sized enterprise that provides marketing programmes to both

top brands and start-ups. The company is now looking for a Project Manager who is
expected to collaborate with cross-functional teams to deliver high-quality results
through well-managed, on-time and on-budget projects.

Main Responsibilities of the Project Manager

Ensure the smooth delivering of each project within budget, within scope, on time
and to the customer’s satisfaction

Compile the Statement of Work; ensure the scope of the project is documented
and milestones and priorities are clearly understood and agreed by both the team
and stakeholders

Drive risk management activities and processes, including risk identification,
analysis, planned response, monitoring, reporting and control, to ensure project
risks and issues are dealt with promptly

Plan and balance priorities whilst managing multiple projects and tasks or when
faced with changes in the scope

Monitor and report project progress to key stakeholders

Responsible for the management of a multifaceted teams assigned to projects,
identify and set clearly defined roles and responsibilities for the team members to
ensure seamless communication and coordination

Overall responsibility for effective communication processes, meetings and
activities within the project

Provide the social interaction needed across the whole organisation, to connect
with people and facilitate the optimal flow of information
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(continued)

Key Attributes of the Project Manager

e Analytical skills - can clearly and quickly analysis project data and produce updates
and reports

e Adaptability - can manage multiple projects and is able to respond positively to
change and lead others through change

e Good lateral thinking and problem-solving skills

e Effective leadership and collaborative team player
e Excellent written, verbal and presentation skills

e Strong time management skills

e Ability to manage pressure

After the CV screening and technical tests, several candidates have been shortlisted.
The next step is to conduct a face-to-face job interview with each of them to determine

if they possess certain soft skills to fit the position.

Please assume that you are one of the two hiring managers responsible for the
interview. While the other one leads the conversation with the candidates, you are
expected to:

(1) listen carefully to the conversation,
(2) take notes when necessary, and

(3) make comments on the skill qualification of the candidates.

For ease of experiment, we will only ‘interview’ two candidates and assess four
dimensions of their soft skills (see Rating Scale) based on the important questions as
follows:

Interview Questions

Q1: How did you deal with the situation where you had to handle multiple tasks or
projects and the time was tight?
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(continued)

Q2: Have you ever encountered oppositions from others to your ideas or to your work
arrangements?

Q3: Tell us about a situation at work where something important did not go according
to your plan.

Q4: Can you tell us something about the most stressful task or situation in your work
experience?

Experiment Task

You are about to hear a conversation extracted from a job interview, please do the
following:

e listen carefully to each conversation and take notes when necessary to as the
record will only be played once (All the notes and ratings are for your own use in

future discussion and can be amended.)

o after each Q&A, you are expected to verbally express all the thoughts that come
to your mind during the process, including but not limited to raising prompting

questions, analysing information, and making evaluations

e interactions with the facilitator will be minimised during the process; however, if

necessary, the facilitator will intervene
e complete the rating scale and make the final decision (for future discussion only)

e thereis no time limit for verbal report
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F. Behavioural-Anchored Rating Scale

Planning & Organisation:

assignments

Scale -
Attribute 5 (excellent) 3 (average) 1 (unsatisfied)
. - Determines specific work tasks and :
Perceptiveness Anticipates needs and steps available resources to ensure timel Focuses exclusively on the task at
& required to complete tasks and completion of core work Y the current moment, does not
Initiative prepares for future assignments P schedule beyond the immediacy

Work Scheduling

Consistently develops
comprehensive and integrated
project plans that help achieve the
strategic needs of the organisation

Effectively prioritises tasks based
on their importance and urgency

Struggle to prioritise actions, needs
a great deal of guidance around
what to do and when

Implementation &
Monitoring

Excels in implementing project
plans, effectively manages multiple
projects to completion

Effectively implements project plans
and monitors the progress of team
members

Does not manage everyday tasks
or multiple tasks well, does not
effectively monitor own progress
and the work activities of team
members

Change & Risk
Management

Anticipates the need for alternate
course of actions; successfully
implements contingencies in
response to frequently changing
demands; knows project status and
risks at all times

Modifies plans in time to address
changing priorities and needs when
necessary

Has no effective measure to deal
with changes in tasks and demands

Productivity

Consistently completes projects
utilising minimal or optimal

Delivers results on time and within
budget; does not over-promise or

Does not consistently deliver results

Perception &
Identification

problem situations before they
develop

Effectively recognises and defines
problems associated with work

Improvement resources within or ahead of under-deliver on time or within budget
established timeframes
Rating (1-5)
Notes
Problem-solving:
Scale
Attribute 5 3 1
Problem Has instinctive skill in recognising

Struggle to recognise and define
problems

Assessment of
Impact

Is extremely skilled in identifying
and evaluating the impact of
problem situations

Aware of the possible impact
caused by problem situations

Lack of awareness and abilities to
evaluate problematic situations

Development of

Is highly creative in the
development of problem-solving
techniques, seeks out and attempts

Weights advantages and
disadvantages of proposed

Requires assistance in weighing
advantages and disadvantages of

Analysing Info.

information specific to problem
situations

or information in relation to problem
situations

Solutions to solve the root causes of solutions potential solutions
problems
Possesses great skill in gathering can obtain and analyse factual data Possesses insufficient awareness
Gathering & and analysing multi-faceted data or 4 and skills in gathering and analysing

data or information specific to
problem situations

Have a thorough understanding of

Can understand and apply some of

Unable to correctly understand and

Relevant all relevant procedures, principles the relevant procedures. princioles apply any relevant procedures,
Knowledge and/or policies, and can effectively and/or olicigs to roble!n?solv?n principles and/or policies to problem
apply them to problem solving P P 9 solving
Rating (1-5)
Notes

230




(continued)

Leadership & Conflict Management:

Scale
Attribute

5

1

Respect Individual
Differences

Treats all people with dignity,
respect, and fairness, inspires team
members do so as well

Treats everyone with dignity,
respect and fairness

Does not treat all people with the
same level of respect, dignity or
fairness

Handling Conflicts

Resolves conflict constructively,
regards conflict as an opportunity
for improvement rather than just a
problem

Resolves conflicts constructively
and professionally, seldom requires
external assistance

Seldom attempts to resolve
conflicts, let problems fester and
escalate, often requires third party
intervention

Open to Different
Ideas

Actively solicits and encourages
ideas from a wide variety of
individuals, is always careful to
ensure every side is heard and
considered before reaching a
conclusion

Listens to and carefully considers

ideas from key people, ensures all
sides are heard before reaching a
conclusion

Does not show interest in listening
to ideas from others, has difficulty
respecting ideas when different
from own, tends to reach
conclusions before listening to all
sides

Sharing Resources
&

Anticipates and acts upon
opportunities for helping others
succeed, enthusiastically shares

Feel obligated to spend time,
resources and knowledge to help

Misses opportunities to share time,
resources and knowledge with
others and provide necessary

Being Helpful time, resources and knowledge with  others and the team succeed assistance
others
Teamwork g 9 respect among all team members P P 9
from all team members team members
Rating (1-5)
Notes

Stress Management:

stressors) over time

Scale
Attribute 5 3 1
Stressor 5::5‘,’;5 UW:,Llcibgfm :Qses::%g(? ;and Can identify the trigger and Not aware of the trigger and
Monitoring a P! e consequence of pressure in time consequence of the pressure

Reaction to Stress

Responses positively to pressure
with practical actions, can be
motivated by reasonable pressure
to produce better work

Keeps calm and clear-minded when
faced with pressure, manage to
ensure the work progresses under
pressure

Reacts to pressure in a negative
way, allow pressure to impede or
degrade the quality of work

Decompressing

Can independently deal with
pressure in most cases, seek for
help when necessary

Successfully overcome stressful
situations with external assistance

Cannot deal with pressure properly
and get overwhelmed

Aspiration for
Improving Stress
Management Skills

Regularly introspects the stressors,
reactions and outcomes for the
improvement of pressure

Attempts to improve the ability of
pressure management

Shows no aspiration to improve the
ability of pressure management

management
Rating (1-5)
Notes
Overal | Comments Accept with Do not
I — Accept :
reservations accept
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G. Open Grid Rating Scale

Planning & Organisation:

Scale .
Attribute 5 (excellent) 3 (average) 1 (unsatisfied)

Perceptiveness
&

Initiative

Work Scheduling

Implementation &
Monitoring

Change & Risk
Management

Productivity
Improvement

Rating (1-5)

Notes

Problem-solving:

Scale
Attribute

Problem
Perception &
Identification

Assessment of
Impact

Development of
Solutions

Gathering &
Analysing Info.

Relevant
Knowledge

Rating (1-5)

Notes
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(continued)

Leadership & Conflict Management:

Scale
Attribute

Respect Individual
Differences

Handling Conflicts

Open to Different
Ideas

Sharing Resources
&

Being Helpful

Promoting
Teamwork

Notes

Rating (1-5)

Stress Management:

Scale
Attribute

Stressor
Monitoring

Reaction to Stress

Decompressing

Aspiration for
Improving Stress
Management Skills

Rating (1-5)
Notes
Overal | Comments Accept with Do not
Accept .
reservations accept
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H. Post-Experiment Survey

1. To what extent do you think the scenario experiment simulates a real interview?

J 1 (poorly simulated) 02 [J 3 (modest) 03 [J 5 (well simulated)

2. Do you think the length of the whole experiment is appropriate?

O 1 (inappropriate) 02 [ 3 (modest) 03 0 5 (appropriate)

3. Do you think the task difficulty is appropriate? Is there anything you feel hard to understand during
the process (e.g., language, candidates’ responses)?

O 1 (inappropriate) 02 [ 3 (modest) 03 O 5 (appropriate)

4. To what extent do you feel confident about your evaluations and decisions?

[J 1 (unconfident) 02 [ 3 (modest) O3 [0 5 (confident)

5. Do you think TAM affects your decision making? If yes, how and to what extent do you think TAM
has affected your decision making?

[ -5 (strongly negative) -5 7 0 (no impact) 03 [J 5 (strongly positive)

6. Do you have any further advice on this experiment?
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Sample of the Raw Protocols

Okay. Um, yeah, I find his style, his talking style, a little bit difficult because
he does talk as if he's reading. Um, so um, his personality is not coming
through that much when he's giving his answers. So, I'm, I'm kind of not
getting a sense of, of how he would be to work with. It was a very confusing
start. I wasn't quite sure where he was going to go with his answer to this
question. He talked about, um, people having different approaches and
different understandings. Um, it was good that he said that, to argue his point
and to deal with opposition, he would, um, conduct a test to prove a theory.
And he then went on to give the specific example of where he did that. So, it
took him a little while to get round to answering the question. But he did so
in the end. Um, he, he went on to talk about not wanting to ask colleagues for
help or advice, because it might be, um, an imposition on their work schedule,
or it may have an impact on their performance appraisal. So, he will go
directly to his manager, which, um, I felt moved away from the question, but
also, um, showed a lack of ability to deal with things independently. To go to
your manager for something like that would not be what I would expect people
to do. So that can have raised a little bit of a red flag in terms of his ability
to, um, show initiative and be self-motivated. The example he gave on the

social app, um, I thought that was quite a good example.
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(continued)

In the end, he came up with a solution to a particular problem. Um, he put
forward his proposal. It wasn't accepted by his manager or members of his
team. But when he tested the idea, he got a good response. And it's now a
fundamental part of the app. So, I thought that was a good example. It would
have been fantastic if you'd started with that. Um, it would have been less
confusing in terms of trying to again, offer a hypothetical, um, situations. I
think, um, with this candidate, I think [ would be focusing on, before I ask the
question, saying ‘“please give a very specific example to back up your
answer” so that I would got more of an idea of how he actually performed in
a situation. Um, his tone is very distant as it's not very conversational. Um,
so it's quite difficult to get sense of, um, how he communicates with people in
the workplace, because it's quite stilted. It's quite unnatural. Um, but we'll see

how he gets on with the next question.
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J.

Sample of Protocol Translation

it BRE EH CHIE—HTIE,

1t also reminds me of my first job.

IR EBHABFAIFZATL, LEF), #
EtEZEERE,

1 was responsible for organising an opening

ceremony that would go live.

RiEthERE LA FREZEE, TEEVREE
X149, 1B 2Z/IE IR S H I,

Everything was fine in the rehearsal, but you know,

unexpected situations always happen.

BPNBRTEIRENK, BINEERBERL .

And I was really nervous at that time and could

hardly control my temper.

T BRI, BERFTLTERE—
PREEEE, FEPAKE—1 leader FIFFHRE,
REBIEFIMRE MELELIFET -

So, I think this candidate, according to his story, 1
don't think he has performed like a manager or a

leader, 1 didn't quite get that.

FriX e 2 BTSN B 0 Z 3 R A9 AL B Fr e
HIREE, RSEH MBI R Gt HIHI4F -

So, for those standard procedures he stated in the
previous question, I don't think he has effectively

applied them in real practice.

HX LGN TE L2 TR F, FL%
BIFEEFIRM AT, REXKT .

Throughout these four questions, he gave two
examples where he cooperated with another

company and the projects failed.

RIEXIMH R AR A5 T7, B CREET
18, B4 ERE I8, £EHEXTTTAIE,

It seems that he tends to attribute the failure to the
other party, that he and his company have done

nothing wrong.
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K. Coding Form and Sample of Coded Protocols

No. Segment Performance  Response Other
2 Yeah, I think this answer was less successful than the first 1671
one.
23 He tried to give a specific example at the start when he was 4
talking about the sort of opposition that he had come across.
24 He talked about scheduling and method and he said that »
some people had wanted a bit more flexibility,
25 but he didn't go into specific example. 13
2 I would like to ask for a specific example and say could you 15
clarify what you mean by that and talk into a bit more detail.
27 It also raised the question about his own leadership style. I
28 If people were asking for more flexibility, 12
was he being a little bit too dictatorial in terms of what you
29 14
want people to do?
30 He then went into a hypothetical situation where he said he e
would want people to submit a detailed proposal,
which again tells me something about his leadership style in
31 . S 4
his approach, which is very formal.
There was no mention of using interpersonal skills to
32 encourage people to talk and explain what they wanted, or to 3
bring people around to his way of thinking, or that he was
willing to listen and adopt their suggestions.
33 It was very much submitting something specific and he 4
would think about it.
Um, he also said he would offer them the opportunity to
34 . 2
work independently.
I think as a project manager that you absolutely have to give
35 people the flexibility and the opportunity to work J5
independently.
36 So that raised a little bit of concern with me. J1
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L. Sample of Protocol Modification

No. Segment Performance Response Other

124 Aspiration for improving stress management skills. I

He didn't really talk about improving his ability to

125 13
manage pressure.
So he seemed to be quite actively engaged in
126 . 14
understanding what pressure he was under.
127 Yeah, he could identify these stress triggers. J1
128 But we didn't talk about long term impact of stress. 13
129 (A score of 3 was given here) J1
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