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Abstract

In the last two decades there has been a proliferation of research focusing on the
applicants’ perspective of selection, which has examined the attitudes and cognitions
that applicants have about a selection process. The fundamental premise underlying this
research is that faimess perceptions influence certain outcomes such as applicant
decision-making, organisation attractiveness and litigation intentions (Gilliland, 1993).
There has been an abundance of research examining the owtcomes of fairness
perceptions; however, relatively little research has focused on the determinants of these

perceptions. Therefore this thesis presents four studies designed to explore the

determinants of applicant fairness perceptions in high-stakes selection settings. -
All studies took place within the context of the UK National Health Service, using

samples of applicants from two selection processes: General Practice (GP) and Public

Health (PH). The first study explored the role of job relatedness, personality and selt-

efficacy in fairness perceptions using two samples of applicants from the shortlisting

(N=156) and assessment centre (N=212) stages of the GP process. The second study

explored the role of procedural justice rules, cognitive ability and candidate educational

background using a sample (N=132) of applicants for PH. The third study explored the

role of gender, ethnicity and selection method characteristics in perceptions of job

relatedness in three field-based samples (total N=973). The fourth and final study
presents research examining the role of spontaneously-produced attributions in

applicant perceptions of a selection process using a series of 40 applicant interviews.

Overall, findings suggested that most of the variables explored were determinants of

applicant fairness perceptions, including personality, self-efficacy, cognitive ability,

candidate educational background and attributions. On the other hand, demographic
characteristics (gender and ethnicity) were not found to be determinants of fairness

perceptions in the samples examined. In the final chapter the overall findings are

discussed in relation to both their theoretical and practical implications; and finally

some directions for future research are suggested.
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Chapter 1: An exploration of the determinants of applicant fairness

perceptions in high-stakes selection settings

1.1 Introduction

The twenty-first-century organisational landscape looks somewhat different to that of
the previous century, as noted by several authors (e.g. Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a;
2008b; Landy & Conte, 2009). There have been significant changes, such as the
increasing globalisation of businesses; the Internet revolution; the growth of knowledge
workers; the rapid pace of change, and less hierarchical organisations (Cascio &
Aguinis, 2008a; Engardio, 2006; Herriot & Anderson, 1997; Landy & Conte, 2009).
These changes have impacted the way in which individuals work and are selected into
organisations, with an increasing reliance on team working, contracted labour and
rapidly changing work roles that require flexibility, adaptability and innovation

(Herriot & Anderson, 1997; Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; 2008b; Tarique & Schuler,
2008).

Although the research and practice of personnel selection spans some 100 years,

authors (e.g. Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a) suggest that current selection approaches may
not be well suited for predicting performance in today’s fast-paced and global

organisations. Individuals are now selected to work in different ways where
adaptability is necessary to cope with constant change, and team-based working means

that ‘performance’ must be assessed in broader team or organisation-based contexts

(Landy & Conte, 2009; Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; Herriot & Anderson, 1997).

Furthermore, the state of the labour market is fundamental to an organisation’s

selection process and in recent years, shortages in some labour markets have resulted in
an increasing recognition that there is a “war for talent” (Lievens, van Dam, Anderson,

2002; Michaels, Handfield-Jones & Axelrod, 2001). As was observed 1n late 2009, “no
one word demonstrated the shift in corporations’ attention... from processes 1o people

more vividly than the single word ‘talent’” (The Economist, November 13 2009).

Indeed, talent (previously termed ‘human resources’) is seen as essential to an

organisation’s future SUCCESS (Michaels et al, 2001), which highlights the importance of

-13-



personnel selection for organisations to gain competitive advantage. Given the high
costs of hiring and retaining the best employees (Chambers, 2002) personnel selection

remains a significant concern for organisations during the current economic down-turn.

Finding, selecting and then retaining talent is one of the toughest business challenges
faced by organisations (Goldsmith, 2009) with talent thought to be “the world’s most
sought-after commodity” (Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a, p. 136). Traditionally, selection
research has been from the organisation’s perspective, often focusing on the extent to
which various selection methods predict an applicant’s future job performance (e.g.
Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). However, the “war for talent” may be a practical reason for
research to shift to an applicant-focused agenda. It is important for organisations to
attract good candidates (Breaugh & Starke, 2000) and an organisation’s selection
process may send positive, or negative, ‘signals’ to candidates about the state of the
future working relationship (Anderson, 2001). For instance, a fairly-designed selection
process may suggest to applicants that fairmess is an important concern for an
organisation. In turn, this may result in the organisation’s ability to attract top
candidates (Landy & Conte, 2009; Lievens et al, 2002). Indeed, research suggests that
an organisation’s image is important to applicants and those with better reputations are
better able to attract applicants (Turban & Cable, 2003; Turban, Forret & Hendrickson,

1998). Furthermore, a company’s image can be defined by their recruitment practices
(e.g. Fielden & Dulek, 1982) and applicants are more likely to apply to organisations

that have desirable attributes (e.g. Terjesen, Vinnicombe & Freeman, 2007),

Nevertheless, to date most selection research has adopted an organisational perspective,
with few studies focusing on the applicants’ perspective. In fact, it has been estimated
that less than 5% of empirical selection-based studies take an applicant-oriented stance
(Anderson, Lievens, van Dam & Ryan, 2004). Since a selection process is a two-way
social exchange between an individual and an organisation (Herriot, 1992; 1993: 2002:
Lievens et al, 2002), it seems increasingly important also to examine the applicant’s

perspective (Anderson et al, 2004; Herriot & Anderson, 1997). Therefore the present

thesis takes an applicant-oriented approach to selection, examining the selection

process and methods from the applicant’s point of view.



A brief review of the dominant, psychometric view of selection within organisational
psychology that takes an organisational perspective 1s presented in this chapter; this is
followed by an outline of an alternative perspective encompassing the applicant’s point
of view — selection as a social process. Following this, a review of the literature

examining applicant perceptions of selection is presented, along with an overview of

the main limitations of this research.

1.2 The psychometric view of selection

Historically, personnel selection and assessment has tended to be dominated by the
psychometric paradigm, which takes a rationalistic, positivist and scientific approach to
selection considered from the organisation’s perspective (Anderson et al, 2004; Cascio
& Aguints, 2008b; Derous & De Witte, 2001; Pfeffer, 1993; Searle, 2003; de Wolff,
1993). In essence, selection is seen as an exercise in predicting someone’s suitability
for a job through the use of selection methods that predict future job performance
(Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; Derous & De Witte, 2001; McCourt, 1999: Thornton, 1993
de Wolff, 1993). The dominance of the psychometric paradigm within selection has
resulted in improved methods of selection assessment due to researchers’ efforts to

demonstrate the validity, reliability and utility of selection methods (e.g. Schmidt &

Hunter, 1998; Robertson & Smith, 2001). However, it is also associated with a number

of Issues that have resulted in some authors questioning the paradigm’s utility (e.g.
Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; de Wolff, 1993). Four main issues are outlined below, which
include: (1) there is a gap between selection research and practice (e.g. Sanders,
Riemsdijk & Groen, 2008); (2) selection methods are more than neutral, non-impactful,
predictors of subsequent job performance (e.g. Anderson, 2001); (3) selection is a
process, not a “series of hurdles to overcome” (e.g. Herriot, 1993), and (4) the

candidate can influence the process and the outcome of selection (e.g. Wanous, 1988).
(1) Firstly, there is a gap between selection research and practice (Anderson, 2005;

Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; Sanders et al, 2008). This is highlighted by the low

adoption of psychometric methods in practice where surveys indicate that
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organisations tend not to use the valid and reliable methods preferred by some
psychologists (see for example Hodgkinson & Payne, 1998; Keenan, 199535;
Robertson & Makin, 1986; Shackleton & Newell, 1991; Smith & Abrahamsen,
1992; Zibarras & Woods, 2010). These surveys highlight that there 1s a research-

practice gap in selection: despite empirical research questioning the validity of
unstructured selection methods, a significant number of organisations still choose to
use them. Smith and Abrahamsen (1992) drew attention to this when they found a
negative correlation between the use of selection methods in practice and the
research evidence for validity. It appears therefore that in practice, organisations
choose selection methods requiring little technical expertise rather than those that
are highly valid. In fact, it has been argued that organisations are not concerned
with validity except for legal purposes (Herriot, 2002). The gap between research
and practice appears enduring, where over 20 years ago it was commented on in a
survey: “...in relation to the impact that current research should have upon

selection practices, the results are depressing” (Robertson & Makin, 1986, p. 51);

recent survey findings (Zibarras & Woods, 2010) suggest that this view prevails.

Some commentators (e.g. Guion, 1989; 1998; Highhouse, 2008) suggest that

psychologists are at fault for the relative lack of influence of research on practice.

Alternatively, it could be that the gap between research and practice is due to the
dominant positivist selection paradigm, which some argue is flawed (e.g. Anderson
et al, 2004; Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; De Wolff, 1989). Within the psychometric
paradigm there has been an almost exclusive focus on demonstrating the validity
and reliability of selection methods, whilst other practical or theoretical
perspectives, such as person-organisation fit, have received less attention
(Anderson, 2001; Derous & De Witte, 2001; De Wolff, 1989; Herriot; 1989; 1992:
1993, 2002; Herriot & Anderson, 1997; McCourt, 1999). For instance, selection
methods with less robust psychometric properties such as unstructured interviews
may be popular because they serve purposes other than candidate assessment. Less
structured interviews may help determine the extent to which candidates ‘fit’ with

the team or organisation (Anderson, 1992; Cable & Judge, 1997; Shackleton &

Newell, 1991), and recruiters may ‘sell’ the organisation to candidates (Herriot,
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2002). Indeed, selection at senior levels may be somewhat more of a two-way

process of mutual influence and negotiation (e.g. Herriot, 1993; 2002).

(2) Secondly from a psychometric perspective, selection methods are often assumed to

be neutral and non-impactful predictors of candidate suitability and later work

performance (Anderson, 2001; Lievens et al, 2002; Robertson, lles, Gratton &
Sharpley, 1991). However, selection methods are unlikely to merely act as
psychologically non-impactful predictors (Anderson, 2001; Herriot & Anderson,
1997; Robertson et al, 1991), and it is unlikely that applicants are merely passive

“receptors” of selection processes (e.g. Rynes, 1993a). Evidence suggests that

candidates experience selection methods in differing ways, forming impressions of
the organisation from these experiences (Sutton & Griffin, 2004; Wanous, 1978;

1992). For example, empirical research shows that pre-entry experiences can have

longer-term, detrimental effects on newcomer attitude and turnover (e.g. Riordan,
Weatherly, Vandenberg & Self, 2001).

(3) Thirdly, the psychometric perspective places importance on the selection methods,

considering them a ‘series of hurdles to overcome’ (Herriot, 1993). This ignores the

fact that selection is a process consisting of a number of interpersonal exchanges
between applicant and recruiter, ‘each episode being a social situation where
Information and expectations are exchanged (Herriot, 1992; 1993; 2002; Lievens et
al, 2002). It is the first step in a continuing relationship and many researchers
believe that a psychological contract is formed and developed during the selection
process (e.g. Anderson, 2001; Anderson & Ostroff, 1997; Conway & Briner, 2005;

Herriot, 2002; Rousseau, 2001; Rousseau & Greller, 1994; Shore & Barksdale,
1998; Shore & Tetrick, 1994).

(4) Fourthly, the psychometric paradigm generally does not acknowledge that a
candidate has an influence in the process and outcome of selection. In fact,
applicants are often fairly proactive in attempting to influence selection outcomes
(Rynes, 1993a). Topics such as the employees’ role in organisational entry (e.g.
Barber, Wesson, Roberson, & Taylor, 1999; Taylor & Bergmann, 1987; Wanous,
1988; 1992; Wanous & Colella, 1989); impression management (e.g. Gilmore,
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Stevens, Harrell-Cook & Ferris, 1999; Imada & Hakel, 1977; Silvester, Anderson-
Gough, Anderson & Mohammed, 2002) and self-selection (e.g. Ryan, Sacco,
McFarland & Kriska, 2000) challenge the psychometric approach. Indeed, selection
research has been referred to as pre-Copernican (Landy, Shankster & Kohler, 1994)
because the “Universe’s centre” in relation to selection has been the needs of an
organisation — predicting future job performance and productivity — with less

priority on applicants’ needs (Anderson, 2004; Anderson et al, 2004; Derous & De
Witte, 2001; Herriot & Anderson, 1997; Lievens et al, 2002).

Overall, there has been little debate over many of the assumptions within the objectivist
psychometric paradigm, resulting in an incomplete understanding of the phenomena
and issues that make up the dynamic environment of selection (Herriot & Anderson,
1997). Researchers (e.g. Cascio & Aguinis, 2008a; Herriot & Anderson, 1997) have
speculated whether the psychometric paradigm can keep up with rapidly changing
trends within organisations. Differing theoretical perspectives may be necessary to deal
with the challenge of how organisations deal with personnel selection in changing
conditions (Anderson, Born & Cunningham-Snell, 2001; Anderson et al, 2004;
Billsberry, 2007; Herriot, 1993; Herriot & Anderson, 1997; McCourt, 1999). As such, a

different perspective to selection has been proposed: selection as a social process, in

which a subjective, social exchange takes place and considers selection from the

candidate’s point of view (e.g. Herriot, 1993). This approach does not claim to otfer an
alternative to how employees should be selected; however since the social process view

of selection considers selection from the applicant’s viewpoint, the present thesis

explores this perspective. The next section briefly outlines this perspective; followed by

a review of the research relating to applicant perceptions of selection.

1.3 The social process view of selection

Selection as a social process emphasises the nature of the relationship between the
individual and the organisation, and selection is seen as the first stage in the

employment relationship (Herriot, 1993; 2002). During the selection process both

parties’ expectations are considered and an emphasis is placed upon information and
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social exchange (Derous & De Witte, 2001; Derous, Born, & De Witte, 2004; Derous,
De Witte & Stroobants, 2003; Herriot, 1993; Marcus, 2009). The social process
approach differs from the psychometric paradigm in two main ways (Derous & De
Witte, 2001). Firstly, rather than predicting future work performance where applicants’
preferences or expectations are not recognised (Herriot & Anderson, 1997), the social
process approach considers inter and intra-personal processes between the individual
and the organisation (Derous & De Witte, 2001). Secondly, the psychometric approach
focuses on the organisation’s point of view; yet both the individual and organisation
attract and select each other (e.g. Bretz, Ash & Dreher, 1989; Schneider, 1987; 2001;
Schneider, Goldstein & Smith, 1995; Schneider, Kristof-Brown, Goldstein & Smuith,
1997) and so the social process view also recognises the importance of the applicant’s
point of view (Derous & De Witte, 2001; Bauer, Maertz, Dolen & Campion, 1998).

One stream of research that focuses on the applicant’s perspective is that of applicant

perceptions of, and reactions to, selection methods and processes, which is outlined

below.

1.4 Applicant perceptions of selection

In the last two decades a more applicant-focused research agenda has been pursued and

a growing body of literature has emerged (Anderson, Herriot & Hodgkinson, 2001;
Chan, Schmitt, Sacco & DeShon, 1998; Gilliland, 1994, Hiilsheger & Anderson, 2009),

which examines the attitudes, affect and cognitions that applicants may have about a
selection process (Ryan & Ployhart, 2000). The fundamental premise underlying this
research is that applicants’ perceptions of (1) selection methods and (2) selection
processes effect personal and organisational outcomes including applicant decision-
making, organisation attractiveness and potential litigation (Gilliland, 1993). In the
following section different theoretical approaches within the applicant reaction

literature are reviewed and evaluated. Following this, empirical research findings

relating to applicant perceptions are presented along with the limitations of some of this

research.
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1.4.1 Evaluating theoretical approaches of applicant perceptions

Early work focused on applicant perceptions of various selection methods (e.g.
Robertson & Kandola, 1982), and was mainly descriptive, merely comparing reactions
to a variety of methods (Chan & Schmitt, 2004). Since much of the early work was
atheoretical in nature, several researchers attempted to develop frameworks to model
the determinants and outcomes of these perceptions. Several theoretical models have
been put forward and examples include: the ‘social validity’ of selection methods
(Schuler, 1993); the ‘impact validity’ of selection (Iles & Robertson, 1989; 1997);
‘socialisation impact’ of selection methods (Anderson, 2001; Anderson & Ostroff,

1997); and organisational justice theory (Gilliland, 1993) each of which are brietly

outlined and evaluated below.

In an attempt to evaluate these theoretical frameworks, one must consider evaluation
criteria that can be used. There is an ongoing debate within social sciences regarding
what constitutes the criteria one can use to evaluate theoretical frameworks (see for
example: Freese, 1980; Kaplan, 1964; Sutton & Staw, 1995; Weick 1989; 1995).

However, Sutton and Staw (1995) suggest two main evaluation criteria. Briefly these
are: (1) empirical evidence to confirm the theory, in particular data that proves causal

relationships; (2) an explanation of why variables and constructs are connected and
why they come about; that is, the theory should they answer both the ‘what’ and the

‘why’ of relationships between variables/constructs.

Social validity model

Schuler’s (1993) ‘social validity’ model of selection is defined as the situational
characteristics that make selection processes socially acceptable to candidates. Social
validity is understood in relation to four situational characteristics which are thought to
influence applicants’ perceptions of selection methods. These are: (i) information
about tasks and organisational characteristics; (i1) participation in the development and
implementation of selection methods, or being able to exert some control over the

process; (iit) transparency of selection processes and evaluation, and (iv) feedback in

an honest and considerate manner. Schuler also describes empirical findings to support
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his model. There is empirical evidence to suggest that the factors individually play a
role in predicting applicant perceptions (e.g. Bauer et al, 1998; Gilliland, 1994,
Smither, Reilly, Millsap, Pearlman & Stoffey, 1993), although currently no research
supports this four-factor model since they have not been tested simultaneously (Derous
& De Witte, 2001). Therefore, it could be argued that Schuler’s (1993) model is a list
of variables and constructs with some empirical research findings that relate to aspects
of the model, but causality of the relationships has not yet been tested empirically. In

fact, Schuler himself claims that his model is a ‘heuristic’ (p. 14) to guide investigation,

rather than a testable theoretical model.

Impact validity model

Iles and Robertson’s (1989; 1997) theoretical model relates to the ‘impact validity’ of
selection, defined as the extent to which selection methods affect a candidate’s
psychological characteristics. This described one of the first causal models of applicant

perceptions where selection methods positively or negatively influence candidate

attitudes towards themselves, the -selection process and the organisation. The basic
premise underlying this model is that characteristics of selection methods (e.g. face
validity, job relevance) and outcome (pass/fail) will influence applicant attitudes and
perceptions towards the selection methods. These perceptions in turn will influence
outcome vartables such as self-esteem and organisational commitment. Iles and
Robertson propose moderator variables such as life stage of candidate, including prior
experience, and personality characteristics. Although initial support was found for the
mediating role of applicant perceptions (Robertson et al, 1991), the authors themselves

suggest that the model merely indicates the variables and how they may be related, but

empirical research has not tested the components or their causality (Iles & Robertson,
1997; Sutton & Staw, 199)5).

Socialisation impact model

A further theoretical model relates to the socialisation impact of selection (Anderson,

2001; Anderson & Ostroff, 1997) which suggests that selection and socialisation can be
perceived of as stages in a process of newcomer integration through which both person-

Job and person-organisation fit are attained (Anderson & Ostroff, 1997). This model
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proposes a five domain theoretical framework categorising the different ways in which
selection methods may impact on candidates. These are: (1) Information Provision; (i1)
Preference Impact; (i11) Expectational Impact; (iv) Attitudinal Impact and (v)
Behavioural Impact. Information Provision refers to the information provided to
candidates through the selection methods, intentional or otherwise; for instance
organisations may convey information about what the job is like through using realistic
work samples. Preference Impact refers to applicant perceptions towards selection
methods, where positive perceptions increase the chances of hiring the best applicants.
It 1s argued that selection methods are liked or disliked for particular reasons, one of
which 1s that they may have a long-lasting psychological influence on candidates (e.g.
Gilliland, 1993). Expectational Impact refers to applicants making formal, varied and
long-lasting expectations of the future work relationship. Candidates extend
information obtained during selection into a psychological contract of the employment
relationship (e.g. Conway & Briner, 2005; Rousseau, 1995). Attitudinal Impact refers
to applicant attitudes towards the prospective employer, organisation, team and job
role. This is influenced by the information provided to the applicant, their preference
impact reactions and the series of expectations they have generated during the selection
process. It 1s likely that this unfolds over time as candidates have more contact with

organisational members. Finally, Behavioural Impact refers to subsequent, on-the-job

behaviour of hired applicants which is influenced by the previous four domains. It

should be noted that the five domain framework has not yet been tested empirically,

although Anderson (2001) suggests that it can be done through empirical research.

In sum, it appears that the models outlined above are mainly descriptive in nature.

There is some empirical research supporting relationships between some of the
variables within the models; however an explanation of why variables are related is not
always included in these models; and furthermore empirical research has not yet proven

causal relationships or shown why applicant perceptions occur.

Organisational justice theory

The dominant model for research on applicant perceptions, however, is presented by

Gilliland (1993; 1995) who proposes organisational justice theory (Greenberg, 1987;
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1990) as a framework to consider applicant perceptions of selection processes. As with
organisational justice theory, Gilliland makes a distinction between procedural and
distributive justice. In a selection context, procedural justice refers to the fairness of
the selection process itself, whilst distributive justice refers to the fainess of the
selection outcome. The model, displayed in Figure 1.1, proposes that the extent to
which applicants believe that selection processes satisfy or violate certain procedural
and distributive justice rules leads to overall faimess perceptions. This, in turn, leads to
individual and organisational outcomes (Gilliland, 1993; 1994; 1995; Ployhart & Ryan,
1998a: Truxillo, Bauer & Sanchez, 2001). It is probable that this is the dominant
theoretical model used in applicant perception research since not only is there empirical
evidence supporting causal relationships between variables, but it also answers the
‘why” question as well as the ‘what’ (Kaplan, 1964; Sutton & Staw, 1995). That is, not
only does Gilliland’s theory explain what happens in relation to fairness perceptions,

but it also explains why faimess perceptions occur: when certain procedural and

distributive justice rules are satisfied or violated.

PROCEDURAL
JUSTICE RULES

Selection
method

Including job OUTCOMES
relatedness,
personnel formal test A During hiring, e.g. jOb
characteristics and| * P Overal.l fairness of acceptance intentions
interpersonal selection process After hiring, e.g. job

treatment satisfaction

Hiring decision

Self-perceptions,
e.g. seif-esteem and

DISTRIBUTIVE

JUSTICE RULES |- - offi
Including equity seli-etiicacy
expectations

and equality

Figure 1.1: Organisational justice model of applicants’ perceptions to selection processes, adapted
from Gilliland (1993)

Based on organisational justice theory and empirical findings relating to applicant
perceptions, Gilliland (1993) proposed 10 procedural justice rules of selection. These

encompass three domains that influence perceptions of overall fairness: formal
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characteristics, interpersonal treatment and explanation. The formal characteristics
incorporate job relatedness, opportunity to perform, opportunity for reconsideration,
and consistency of administration. Interpersonal treatment relates to interpersonal
effectiveness, two-way communication and propriety of questions. Explanation relates
to feedback, selection information and honesty in treatment. These 10 procedural
justice rules are outlined with a summary description in Table 1.1. The formal test
characteristics and interpersonal treatment domains refer to the test-taking process
itself, while explanation relates to the final stage of the selection‘ pr;)céss when
feedback 1s received (Van Vianen, Taris, Scholten & Schinkel, 2004). The ‘selection
fairness’ model put forward by Gilliland (1993; 1994) has been the most widely cited
framework in applicant perceptions research and has influenced much of the current

debate on this topic (Chan, Schmitt, Jennings, Clause & Delbridge, 1998a; Truxillo,
Steiner & Gilliland, 2004).

Table 1.1: Procedural justice rules underlying perceptions of selection processes

Rule Description

The extent to which selection methods appear to measure

1. Job relatedness content that is relevant to the job role or appears to be valid

2. Opportunity to The extent to which candidates can demonstrate their
perform knowledge, skills and abilities
3. Reconsideration  Candidates having the opportunity to review test results or
opportunity challenge scores, or to be able to re-test
4. Administration The degree to which selection processes are consistent or
consistency standardised across people and over time
The provision of feedback that is timely and informative
5. Feedback . : »
regarding test results and selection decision
6. Selection Information on, and justification for, the use of selection
information methods and decisions made
7. Honesty The extent to which communication with candidates is candid
8. Interpersonal The extent to which candidates are treated with respect during
effectiveness the selection process
9. Two-way The opportunity for candidates to ask questions during

communication  interpersonal interaction throughout the selection process
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Rule Description

10.Propriety of The degree to which the questions asked of candidates during
questions the selection process are appropriate

Note. Table adapted from Gilliland, 1995, p. 12

The previous section summarised and evaluated the theoretical approaches to applicant
perceptions. Currently, organisational justice theory is the most widely used framework
to examine applicant perceptions of selection methods and processes. However, there
remain some conceptual issues which result in a lack of clarity of some applicant

perception research. Firstly, some of the research within the applicant perception arena

is atheoretical because it has not been based on comprehensive models (e.g. Smither et

al, 1993); this can be problematic when comparing findings between studies (Sackett &
Lievens, 2008).

Secondly, there is a general lack of clarity around some of the terminology used within
the applicant perception literature. For example, the terms applicant perceptions and
applicant reactions are used interchangeably. Ryan and Ployhart (2000) suggest that in
using the term ‘reactions’ it may appear, erroneously, that reactions operate as outcome

variables only; whereas perceptions are often examined as determinants of other
(outcome) variables relating to the applicant or organisation. Therefore to aid clarity,

the present thesis will use the term ‘perceptions’ to refer to an applicant’s general views

of the selection process.

Thirdly, in some empirical research there remains a lack of clarity about whether
selection methods or processes are examined (e.g. Macan, Avedon, Paese & Smith,
1994) and thus researchers often do not conceptually separate the two. Selection
processes typically occur over a period of time, and during this time candidates may
experience a number of different selection methods, gaining information and as a
result, readjusting their perceptions (Carless, 2003; Chan & Schmitt, 2004). Indeed,
perceptions of a low fidelity selection method used at the start of a selection process

may be different to a high fidelity selection method used towards the end of a selection

process. Furthermore, failing to get the job at the last stage of selection is likely to
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result in more negative reactions than failing at the first stage of a selection process,
since candidates have invested more time and effort in the process. This reflects the
temporal dynamics of the pre-entry relationship. As such, separating the analysis of

selection methods and processes could allow a more precise description of the likely

outcomes of applicant perceptions.

Finally, to date authors have used several different ways to unify and organise the

research findings relating to applicant perceptions. One approach has been to focus on
the determinants and outcomes of applicant perceptions (e.g. Hausknecht, Day &
Thomas, 2004), where the outcomes of applicant perceptions have been studied
extensively (Van Vianen et al, 2004) and to a lesser extent, the determinants (Chan &
Schmitt, 2004). Indeed, research most often centres on the relationship between the
perceived fairness of selection methods/processes and various outcomes, such as
organisational attractiveness (Truxillo et al, 2004). A further way has been to focus on

‘hard’ versus ‘soft’ outcomes, where ‘hard’ outcomes relate to actual behavioural
outcomes, and ‘soft’ outcomes relate to attitudes and perceptions (e.g. Truxillo et al,
2004). However, this thesis focuses on determinants as opposed outcomes, for a
number of key reasons. First, authors (e.g. Chan & Schmitt, 2004) have commented on
the relative lack of research on the determinants of fairness perceptions; second, a
recent meta-analysis (Hausknecht et al, 2004) concluded that future research should

focus on the determinants of applicant fairness perceptions; and third, it is thought that

identifying and clarifying the determinants of fairness perceptions will lead to a better

understanding of the psychological mechanisms underlying applicant perceptions
(Hausknecht et al, 2004).

A general framework (shown in Figure 1.2) has been devised by the researcher to both
structure the literature review on applicant perceptions research and to outline the
studies presented in this thesis. Essentially, this framework is based on both Gilliland’s
(shown in Figure 1.1) and Hausknecht et al’s (2004) models, but extended to include
the person characteristics that may be determinants of applicant perceptions.

Furthermore, Gilliland’s model considers ‘test type’ as a determinant of justice rules; in



the present framework, selection methods and processes have been separated to depict

selection as a process that operates over time.

As can be seen In Figure 1.2, there are five main determinants of overall fairness
perceptions of the selection; these are (i) person characteristics; (11) the individual
selection methods that make up the stages of the selection process; (1it) procedural
justice rules; (iv) job characteristics; and (v) the organisational context. The first three
arecas are explored in detail in the following sections and where relevant, job and
organisational context variables are commented on. However, the job and

organisational context variables are explored in greater detail in the following chapter

with particular reference to this thesis. The empirical research relating to applicant
perceptions in the sections that follow is structured using this framework and therefore
the research is outlined relating to: person characteristics; determinants and outcomes

of applicant perceptions relating to selection methods, and outcomes of applicant

perceptions relation to selection processes.
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1.4.2 Person characteristics relating to perceptions of selection methods

Person characteristics have generally included gender, ethnicity and individual
differences such as personality or cognitive ability. The following sections outline

key research findings relating to these person characteristics.

Gender

‘Gender differences have been found in studies examining work-related attitudes
(e.g. Davey, 1998; Gutek & Cohen, 1987). However, the research examining gender
differences relating to fairness perceptions is mixed. On the one hand some research

has found gender differences, for example Chapman and Ployhart (2001) found
gender differences in the extent to which selection processes were percetved as
unfair, where women reacted more negatively than men to some types of unfairness,
for instance being asked questions about family. On the other hand, further
empirical research shows no gender differences in fairness perceptions relating to

perceptions of the selection methods themselves (e.g. Carless, 2006; Ispas, Ilie,

Iliescu, Johnson & Harris, 2010). This is supported by meta-analytic findings that
suggest a near zero relationship between applicant perceptions and gender

(Hausknecht et al, 2004). Nevertheless, given the mixed findings and the reported

gender differences in work-related attitudes, further research may be warranted.

Ethnicity

In relation to ethnicity, the issue of adverse impact of cognitive ability tests is well
documented in the selection literature (e.g. Potosky, Bobko & Roth, 2005; Schmidt,
1988) and applicant perceptions have been examined as a possible reason why there
1s a Black-White test score gap (Chan, 1997; Chan & Schmitt, 1997; Chan, Schmitt,
DeShon, Clause & Delbridge, 1997; Hausknecht et al, 2004; Ployhart, Ziegert &
McFarland, 2003; Schmit & Ryan, 1992). Ethnic group differences have been found
relating to both test-taking attitudes, where Whites rated their motivation towards
cognitive ability tests significantly higher than Blacks (Arvey, Strickland, Drauden
& Martin, 1990; Chan et al, 1997); and test perceptions, where minority groups
react less positively to tests than do majority groups (Schmitt, Oswald, Kim,

Gillespie & Ramsay, 2004). However it could be argued that these studies (Arvey et
al, 1990; Chan et al, 1997; Schmitt et al, 2004) are limited by the fact that they were
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not field-based, since job applicants may have been more motivated to perform well

on selection tests than students.

Further research using police officer applicants (Schmit & Ryan, 1997) found that
Caucasians rated their motivation and belief in tests significantly higher and
comparative anxiety significantly lower, than African-Americans. However the
authors suggest that absolute magnitudes of these differences were not large,
although they do not report effect sizes. Furthefmore, significantly more African-
Americans withdrew in comparison to Caucasians; but qualitative results indicated
that test-taking attitudes played only a minor role in the withdrawal decision.
Viswesvaran and Ones (2004) found ethnic group differences in terms of the
relative importance placed on different aspects of the selection process; for instance

Asians assigned more importance to the objectivity of the selection process than
Whites, whereas Whites were more concerned about the legality of variables.
However, the numbers of ethnic minorities used in the sample — 18 Asians and 12
Hispanics — were small, and thus it is hard to draw firm conclusions. It should also
be noted that the research outlined above examining ethnic group differences has
mainly focused on test attitudes and has not been specifically related to perceptions
of procedural justice or general fairness perceptions. A more recent study (Zibarras
& Patterson, 2009) that focused on procedural justice perceptions (job relatedness,
formal test characteristics, interpersonal treatment) and process fairness, found no
substantive ethnic group differences in these perceptions. A further study (Chan et
al, 1998b) examining test perceptions relating to fairness and job relatedness, found
no differences in perceptions or test performance between Black and White

subgroups. Indeed, Hausknecht et al’s (2004) meta-analysis concludes that there is a

near zero relationship between applicant perceptions and ethnic characteristics.
Nevertheless, given the somewhat inconclusive findings, there is scope for further

research to determine the extent to which ethnicity can be conceived of as a

determinant of applicant perceptions.

Individual differences

In looking at other person characteristics, it has been suggested that individual
differences such as personality or cognitive ability might be a source of variance in

perceptions of both selection methods and processes (Ryan & Ployhart, 2000), but
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the relationship has only been examined in a small number of stud‘ies (Hausknecht
et al, 2004). In relation to personélity, Viswesvaran and Ones (2004) found that
emotional stability was moderately positively related to perceptions of selection
process variables whilst individuals high on conscientiousness and emotional
stability placed less importance on context variables such as selection ratio and
Horganisational resources. However, their study involved only a small sample (N=78)
of working individuals who were not actually experiencing a selection process per
se. meiilo, Bauer, Campion and Paronto (2006) also found personality variables to
account for variance in self- and organisation perceptions above that accounted for
by faimess perceptions. Emotional Stability was positively related to selection
process variables and applicant perceptions, whilst Agreeableness was positively

related to perceived likelihood of getting the job and perceptions of organisation-

employee relations.

In relation to cognitive ability, Viswesvaran and Ones’ (2004) study also showed
cognitive ability to be positively correlated with content perceptions (including job
relatedness, objectivity and invasiveness) and negatively correlated with context of
selection perceptions (including selection ratio and organisational resources).

However, these relationships showed small effect sizes and participants were rating

their perceptions of selection processes in general, rather than based on their
experience of a specific selection process. In a further study that examined the role
of cognitive ability in applicant perceptions to selection processes, Bauer, Truxillo,
Paronto, Weekley, and Campion (2004) found no difference between candidates for

perceptions of structure fairness, but found that individuals higher on cognitive
ability were more likely to view an interactive voice response screening method as
more socially fair than individuals low on cognitive ability. In essence, given the
paucity of research examining individual differences, results are currently

Inconclusive about the precise nature of the relationship between individual

differences and fairness. As such, more research is warranted.

Summary

In summary, person characteristics have not been extensively examined as potential
determinants of applicant perceptions and thus more research in this area is

required. Indeed, researchers have commented on the relative lack of examination
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of the role of person characteristics in applicant fairness perceptions (e.g. Bauer et
al, 2004; Rynes, 1993a; 1993b; Truxillo et al, 2004). Therefore, some authors (e.g.
Schmitt & Chan, 1999; Nikolaou & Judge 2007; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000; Thornton,
1993) have argued that more work is needed to establish person characteristics as
determinants of applicant perceptions; in particular so-called ‘trait-like’ variables
(such as gender and ethnicity; Schmitt & Chan, 1999; Chan & Schmitt, 2004) and
stable individual differences. Therefore the present thesis explores person
characteristics as determinants of applicant perceptions, with a specific focus on

‘trait-like’ variables, including gender, ethnicity and candidate educational

background; and individual differences, including personality, self-efficacy, and

cognitive ability.

1.4.3 Selection methods: determinants and outcomes of applicant

perceptions

This section examines selection methods as determinants of applicant perceptions
and the subsequent outcomes. Specifically, research relating to selection methods as

determinants of applicant perceptions focuses on the selection methods themselves,

procedural justice rules and contextual factors. The subsequent outcomes generally

focus on selection method performance. These are reviewed separately below.

1.4.3.1 Selection methods: determinants of applicant perceptions

Selection methods

The determinants of applicant perceptions relate to the characteristics of the

selection methods themselves, with variability found in the perceived fairness of
different methods (Anderson, 2003; Anderson & Witvliet, 2008; Bertolino, Steiner
& Verdi, 2007; Elkins & Phillips, 2000; Ispas et al, 2010; Lievens, de Corte &
Brysse, 2003; Marcus, 2003; Moscoso & Salgado, 2004; Nikolaou & Judge, 2007;
Phillips & Gully, 2002; Steiner & Gilliland, 1996; Truxillo et al, 2001; Van Vianen
et al, 2004). Several studies have been conducted to compare cross-national
perceptions of process fairness for 10 common selection methods (interviews, CVs,

work samples, biodata, ability tests, references, personality questionnaires, honesty

tests, personal contacts and graphology; e.g. Anderson & Witvliet, 2008; Moscoso

& Salgado, 2004; Marcus, 2003; Nikolaou & Judge, 2007; Phillips & Gully, 2002;
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Steiner & G@Gilliland, 1996). Since these studies have shared a common
methodological approach, comparisons have been made across countries. Findings
indicate a relatively stable pattern of results with few cross-national difterences in
ratings of process fairness on these selection methods. Generally, interviews, CVs
and work samples are rated most favourably, whilst personal contacts, graphology
and honesty tests are rated least favourably with very few significant differences
found between countries. As such, authors (e.g. Hiilsheger & Anderson, 2009;
Anderson & Witvliet, 2008) conclude that similarities in applicant perceptions are |
actually more prevalent than are differences, suggesting that it may be possible to
generalise findings internationally. Although these results provide a compelling
case supporting the extent to which these selection methods are perceived of as fair,
one criticism of this body of work is that it has been largely dependent on student-
based samples with relatively few ficld-based studies (Bauer et al, 1998; Carless,
2003; Hausknecht et al, 2004; Landy & Conte, 2009). This is important because
undergraduate students may not be familiar with all the selection methods they are
rating (Marcus, 2003). Indeed, it has been argued that for social science research,
caution should be exercised when extending relationships found using student
samples to non-student, adult populations (e.g. Dipboye & Flanagan, 1979;
Peterson, 2001). Such authors suggest replicating research based on student samples
with non-student samples before attempting to generalise. Therefore further

research is needed to examine applicant perceptions of particular selection methods

within field-based samples, as is done in the present thesis.

Perceptions of selection methods have also been examined in two field-based
studies. Firstly, Rosse, Miller and Stecher (1994) found that applicants reacted least
favourably to a personality assessment plus interview condition as compared to
either an interview alone, or an interview plus cognitive ability test. Secondly, in a
sample of police force applicants, Carless (2006) found that interviews were rated

the most job-related, followed by physical agility tests and personality assessment:

additionally, in relation to the extent to which applicants perceived they could exert
control over the selection situation, interviews and physical agility tests were rated
most positively, followed by personality assessment. This research indicates that

field-based studies might replicate previous lab-based findings; however further

research Is warranted.
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Selection procedural justice rules

Other determinants of fairness perceptions include the perceived selection
procedural justice rules originally identified by Gilliland (1993; 1994) such as job
relatedness, opportunity to perform and two-way communication (e.g. Bauer et al,
1998: Truxillo et al, 2001; Van Vianen et al, 2004). In particular, the most

frequently examined justice concern has shown positive associations between job

relatedness and fairness perceptions (Chan & Schmitt, 2004). In fact, Gilliland
(1993) considers job relatedness of the selection methods to have greatest impact on
fairness as compared to other characteristics of a selection process. Rynes and
Connerly (1993) found that job-related selection methods received the most
favourable ratings, such as simulation-based interviews, written simulations and
business-related tests; additionally, perceptions of ability tests were improved when
items were framed around business-related rather than abstract topics. Similarly,
Smither et al (1993) found that ability tests with business-related items were
perceived as more job related than those with abstract items. Assessment centre

exercises were perceived to be highly job-related whilst personality questionnaires
and biodata were perceived as having relatively low job-relatedness. However, in

the former study undergraduate students were used; whilst in both studies, ratings
were based on descriptions of the methods or sample items for cognitive ability
tests, rather than field-based selection methods. These issues could potentially limit
the generalisability of the findings to general applicant samples. Nevertheless, it is
interesting to note that some of the differences in ratings may relate to the fidelity of
the selection method (Motowidlo, Dunnette & Carter, 1990) where higher fidelity
selection methods (such as assessment centres) are perceived more positively than

lower fidelity selection methods (such as cognitive ability tests); and further that

perceptions can be improved by creating a higher fidelity version of a particular

method (such as converting ‘abstract’ ability test items to ‘business-related’ items;

Smither et al, 1993). This is perhaps not surprising since higher fidelity methods are

considered more similar to actual work conditions than low fidelity methods
(Motowidlo et al, 1990).

In a more recent study also rating descriptions of selection methods but using job

applicants, Lievens et al (2003) showed that people who have a stronger ‘belief in
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tests’ have more positive fairness perceptions of selection methods. Specifically the
authors showed that test belief was positively related to fairness perceptions for
structured interviews, cognitive ability tests and personality inventories; and
positively related to job relatedness for personality inventories, structured

interviews, cognitive ability tests, work samples and unstructured interviews. This

indicates that individual differences relating to test utility perceptions may predict

fairness perceptions.

Other studies have shown that different aspects of selection methods can be
perceived as differentially fair, for example, in a ficld-based study using police

applicants, Truxillo et al (2001) found that two selection methods - a written
multiple choice test and a video-based oral test — were seen as fair on different
procedural dimensions. The video-based oral test was perceived as more job

related than the written multiple choice test; but the multiple choice test was

perceive to have more consistent administration than the video-based test.
Similarly, Lievens et al (2003) found that work samples and unstructured interviews
obtained the highest ratings for overall fairness and job relatedness; whilst cognitive
ability tests followed by work samples, received the highest ratings for “scientific
value’ where participants felt that they were based on solid scientific research.
However, this study was based on applicants rating descriptions of selection

methods, which may to some extent question the generalisability of these findings.

Contextual factors

Research shows that contextual factors may also be important in perceptions of
fairness. Firstly, Elkins and Philips (2000) found that biodata was considered more
job-related and procedurally fair when, in a hypothetical scenario, it was used to
select managers internationally than when it was used for either local or non-

specitic selection. However, being a hypothetical context using undergraduates, one

may question the ecological validity of the findings. Secondly, Gamliel and Peer’s

(2009) experimental study using live applicants rating hypothetical scenarios

indicated that the way information is framed about a particular selection method has
a significant impact on the way in which it is perceived. The authors found that

when the method of selection (an interview and grade point average score) was

framed in a positive way (that is, being used to select a percentage of applicants),
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candidate perceptions were significantly more positive than when information about

these methods was framed negatively (that is, being used to reject a percentage of

applicants). The authors suggest that this framing may effect the psychological

process in which information is encoded, where positive labelling invokes

favourable memory associations whilst negative labelling invokes unfavourable

associations.

Summary

To summarise, the preceding section has shown that there are a number of

determinants of applicant perceptions towards various selection methods. These

include: (i) the selection methods themselves, where studies show relatively

consistent ratings of selection method perceptions, even cross-culturally; (ii)

procedural justice rules, where studies show that these rules are key determinants
of fairness perceptions and further, that methods are differentially perceived

dependent on procedural aspects; and finally (iii) contextual factors, such as

framing the way in which selection methods are used.

1.4.3.2  Selection methods: performance outcomes of applicant perceptions

Researchers have found small to moderate positive relationships between applicant

perceptions and actual and perceived selection method performance (e.g. Macan et
al, 1994; Chan et al, 1997; Chan et al, 1998a; Chan et al, 1998b; Marcus, 2003;
Schmitt et al, 2004; Van Vianen et al, 2004); where actual performance refers to test

scores on the selection method itself and perceived performance refers to self-
assessed performance. It should be noted that although actual and perceived
performance are referred to as outcomes of applicant perceptions, many of the
studies reported here are cross-sectional in design and thus causality cannot be
assumed (Ryan & Ployhart, 2000). Nevertheless, findings replicate across both
student and field-based applicant samples. For instance, in three different student-
based studies, (1) Chan et al (1997) found a positive relationship between face
validity perceptions of a cognitive ability test battery and actual performance on the
test; (2) Marcus (2003) found that perceptions of perceived predictive validity and
fairness of a cognitive ability test were positively related to performance on the
same selection method; and (3) Schmitt et al (2004) found that relevance of biodata

and situational judgement items (to the role of a college student) and fairness
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perceptions (of using such measures to evaluate college applicants) were positively

related to perceived performance.

Similarly, researchers have replicated such findings using actual job applicants,
firstty Chan et al (1998a) found that job relevance perceptions of a reading
comprehension test and video-based situational judgement test (SJT) and overall
fairness perceptions were positively related to applicants’ perceived performance;
secondly, Van Vianen et al (2004) found that pre-feedback fairness perceptioﬁs
were positively related to perceived performance on three selection tests (cognitive
ability, personality questionnaire and SJT). A “self-serving bias” psychological
mechanism has been proposed as a way to explain the perceptions-performance

relationship: applicants who feel .that they have not performed well on a test also

perceive the tests as neither job-relevant nor fair (Chan et al, 1997; Chan et al,
1998a). It is thought that this ‘bias’ exists because individuals seek to explain their
behaviour in a way that will maintain a positive self-image (Higgins & Snyder,
1989). Therefore, in seeking to explain and justify the reason for not doing well,
applicants make ‘excuses’ and blame the cause as being due to unfair selection
processes. Thus, by evaluating tests as unfair a person’s self-esteem is protected
since the cause of not doing well is perceived to be dﬁe to external situational

factors such as unfair selection processes, rather than internal dispositional factors
(Ployhart & Harold, 2004).

A study by Chan et al (1998b) showed that this self-serving bias mechanism is
evident for cognitive ability tests but not for personality assessment. The authors
found a relationship between both pre- and post-test perceptions and cognitive
ability test performance; however, pre- and post-test perceptions were unrelated to
personality scores. Chan and colleagues suggest that this is because personality

assessment is a typical performance measure and may be less psychologically

threatening since candidates are unlikely to know what the “right” answer is. As
such, candidates are unlikely to self-assess their performance and so a self-serving

bias mechanism may not exist for typical performance measures. This implies that

there is scope for further research examining selection methods other than
psychometric tests.



1.4.4 Selection processes: outcomes of applicant perceptions

This section relating to selection processes focuses only on the outcomes of

applicant perceptions and not on the determinants. This is because research relating
to the selection process as a whole, or different methods examined longitudinally

during the selection process, have focused on the subsequent outcomes of these

perceptions, rather than the determinants of these.

1.4.4.1 Psychological and behavioural outcomes of applicant perceptions

In relation to the selection process, the following section includes research either

focusing on perceptions relating to the selection process as a whole; perceptions of

various selection methods examined longitudinally at different time points
throughout the selection process; or perceptions examined following outcome
feedback (that is, passing or failing the selection process). Three types of outcomes
of applicant perceptions relating to selection processes are reviewed: psychological

outcomes, including: a) attitudes; b) intentions; and behavioural outcomes, c)

behaviours. These are outlined below.

1.4.4.1.a Attitudes

This section focuses on the different attitudes that have been examined in relation to

candidate perceptions, including those relating to the selection process, the job and

the organisation.

Attitude towards the selection pr;)cess and job: Applicants’ perceptions of selection
methods have been found to be positively related to their satisfaction with the
selection process (e.g. Macan et al, 1994). In a longitudinal study of applicants for a
manufacturing organisation, Macan et al (1994) found that perceptions (face

validity and fairness) of a cognitive ability test battery and an assessment centre

positively predicted satisfaction with the selection process as a whole. Additionally,
applicants were more satisfied with the selection process following the assessment
centre than following the cognitive ability tests. This indicates that perceptions of a
low fidelity selection method (e.g. cognitive ability test) used at the start of a
selection process are less positive than a high fidelity selection method (e.g.

assessment centre) used at the end of a selection process. Applicant perceptions
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have also been linked with attitudes towards the job, where Macan et al (1994)
found face validity and faimess perceptions of a cognitive ability test battery and

face validity perceptions of an assessment centre positively predicted the extent to

which candidates rated perceptions of liking the job they would perform.

Attitude towards the organisation: When considering attitudes towards the
organisation, generally research has focused on organisational attractiveness (that

is, the appeal of a company). Studies have typically shown positive relationships
between applicant perceptions and organisational attractiveness (Anseel & Lievens,
2009: Bauer et al, 1998; Bauer, Truxillo, Sanchez, Craig, Ferrara, & Campion,
2001; Macan et al, 1994; Van Vianen et al, 2004). For organisations this may have
a significant impact on public relations because an applicant’s attitude towards the
organisation can influence how positively they discuss the organisation (Rynes,
1993a). In fact, this is important even when candidates are rejected, because
rejected applicants may criticise the organisation to other potential applicants
negatively impacting an organisation’s reputation (Smither et al, 1993). First,
Macan et al (1994) found that face validity and fairness perceptions of a cognitive
ability test battery and face validity of an assessment centre were positively related
to perceptions of organisational attractiveness. Furthermore, applicants were more
attracted to the organisation following the assessment centre than following the

cognitive ability test battery. Second, Bauer et al (1998) found that procedural

justice perceptions were positively related to perceptions of organisational
attractiveness even after controlling for pre-test perceptions. However, those who
passed the test evaluated the organisation more positively than those who failed;
suggesting that passing or failing is more important in determining organisational
attractiveness than procedural perceptions, although procedural justice still has
incremental value. Third, Anseel and Lievens (2009) showed in an experimental

study with students, that the impact of outcome decision (pass/fail) on perceptions

of organisational attractiveness, were mediated by perceptions of feedback accuracy

on a personality questionnaire,

In contrast, two field-based studies have found no such relationships. Firstly,

Truxillo, Bauer, Campion and Paronto (2002) found no relationship between

selection fairness information and perceptions of organisational attractiveness.
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However sample characteristics may have influenced this finding: police applicants
are likely to have already considered the relative advantages and disadvantages of
the job and organisation and so perceptions of fairness were relatively unimportant
in this organisational context. Secondly, Carless (2003) found no relationship
between perceptions of an interview and psychometric test and organisational
attractiveness. Instead, the author found that other variables, such as type of work,
organisational reputation, pay and job security, were significant predictors of
organisational attractiveness. Overall, findings suggest that procedural justice
perceptions may be related to organisational attractiveness to a degree, but that
other job and organisational variables are also important. Indeed, since attitudes
can be considered favourable or unfavourable evaluative reactions towards

something or someone (Myers, 1999) and are said to be characteristic adaptations

(McCrae & Costa, 1996; 1999; 2003), they develop over time as an individual

interacts with their environment. This therefore implies that attitudinal responses to

a selection process may develop over the course of a selection process as an

individual interacts with organisational representatives, selection methods and the

general selection process (e.g. Carless, 2003; Harold & Ployhart, 2008). As such a
person’s attitudinal response to their initial experience of a selection method may

appear somewhat different to their attitudes at a later date (Landy & Conte, 2009).

This may explain the somewhat diverse findings relating to attitudinal outcomes.

14.4.1.b Intentions

Researchers have found applicant perceptions to be positively related to a number

of behavioural intentions. These include job acceptance intentions (e.g. Bauer et al,
2004; Carless, 2003; Macan et al, 1994; Ployhart & Ryan, 1998a; Truxillo et al,
2002); recommendation intentions (e.g. Anseel & Lievens, 2009; Bauer et al, 1998;
Gilliland, Groth, Baker, Dew, Polly & Langdon, 2001; McCarthy, Hrabluik &
Jelley, 2009; Ployhart & Ryan, 1998a); re-application intentions (Bauer et al, 1998;
Bauer et al, 2001; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997), and litigation intentions (Bauer et al,
2001; Seymour, 1988). Macan et al (1994) found that job acceptance intentions
were positively predicted by attitudes towards the selection process, job and
organisation; whilst Bauer et al (2004) found that the only positive predictor of job
acceptance Intentions was passing the selection process, and Carless (2003) found

that the only positive predictors were pre-selection job acceptance intentions and
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number of alternative job offers. On the other hand, Ployhart and Ryan (1998a)
found that job acceptance intentions were high regardless of participants’
perceptions of the procedural characteristics of administration consistency.
However, they also found that those who were selected by what were perceived as
an unfair process reported the least favourable recommendation intentions even if
they were selected for the job. This may suggest that even if a person is hired,
negative reactions can occur, the extent of which may spill over into the job role

and possibly lead to lower performance and ultimately turnover.

Bauer et al (1998) also found that procedural justice characteristics positively
predicted recommendation and re-application intentions; whilst Anseel and Lievens
(2009) found that the effect of passing/failing the selection process on
recommendation intentions was fully mediated by perceptions of personality
questionnaire feedback accuracy. Yet Truxillo et al (2002) found no relationship

between procedural characteristics and job pursuit or recommendation intentions.
However, as stated above, this was considered to be due to the sampling context
where police applicants have already considered the job in great deal; in fact, for
career-focused jobs, this may be a normal phenomenon. Although LaHuis (2005)
found a positive relationship between procedural fairness perceptions and job
acceptance intentions, his findings indicated that individual differences relating to
job search self-efficacy and motivational control actually moderated this
relationship where the relationship was stronger for those with lower levels of
motivational control and higher levels of job search self-efficacy. Finally, Bauer et
al (2001) found a negative relationship between legal intentions and the ‘social’
factor of their measure which included communication and interpersonal treatment
during the selection process. Overall, researchers have mostly found positive
associations between procedural characteristics and various behavioural intentions,
the extent of which appears to change depending on sample and contextual
characteristics. One could argue therefore that there remains unexplained variance
in these perceptions. Since associations between procedural characteristics and
intentions appear to change according to the sample or context, it is plausible that

person characteristics, individual differences or other contextual factors might

influence these fairness perceptions. This will be examined in some detail in this
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thesis and shows the importance of considering these variables in applicant

perception research.

1.4.4.1.c Behavioural outcomes

Gilliland (1993) suggested that perceptions of fairness affect behavioural outcomes
such as job acceptance, legal challenges and subsequent job performance and
satisfaction. However, research evidence for the link between applicant perceptions
and behavioural outcomes remains unclear (Chan & Schmitt, 2004; Truxillo et al,
2004). This is despite the fact that confirming this association is important in
establishing the practical utility and value of applicant perceptions in predicting
behaviour (Chan & Schmitt, 2004; Ployhart & Ryan, 1998; Sackett & Lievens,
2008; Schmitt & Chan, 1999). However, empirical evidence showing that applicant
perceptions directly link to practical individual and organisational outcomes is
limited because most outcome variables measured have been intentions rather than
actual behaviour (Schmitt & Chan, 1999). Selection fairness perceptions have been
positively linked to wbrk performance (Gilliland, 1994); subsequent re-application
among rejected candidates (Gilliland et al, 2001) and later performance on an
alternate test (Anseel & Lievens, 2009). For instance, Gilliland (1994) showed that
individuals who thought they had been selected by an unfair selection process had
poorer job performance and work attitudes than those who believed the process to

be fair. However, the sample in this study was undergraduate students and the “job”

on which their performance was measured was a four hour journal-coding task. This
type of experiment may have limited ecological validity since the setting is
somewhat artificial since the “job” may not be particularly representative of the
types of work that job incumbents may encounter (Greenberg, 1990). As such, it
may not be possible to infer that individuals selected by unfair processes will have
poorer work performance. Gilliland et al (2001) found that when applicants
received rejection letters implying that the selection decision was beyond the
company’s control, they were more than twice as likely to re-apply for a position as
applicants who received a letter with no such explanation. However, it should be
noted that the sample size was small (N=32). Finally, Anseel and Lievens (2009)

found that participants who reported higher feedback accuracy on an in-basket

exercise were more likely to perform better on a subsequent alternate form of the
eXercise.
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By contrast, research evidence is inconsistent in explaining the relation to
“behaviours such as applicant withdrawal (Truxillo et al, 2002; Schmit & Ryan,
1997), subsequent commitment and satisfaction (Cunningham-Snell, Anderson &
Fletcher, 1999), and turnover among those who were subsequently hired (Truxillo
et al, 2002). The inconsistent findings may to some extent be explained by the fact
that some of these behavioural outcomes measured were proximal (e.g. Anseel &
Lievens, 2009) and others were distal (e.g. Truxillo et al, 2002). It is plausible that
linking fairness perceptions to more distal behavioural outcomes may be harder to
do, since there may be a number of moderator variables (job market, organisational
culture) that reduce the potency of these relationships (Chan & Schmitt, 2004;
Schmitt & Chan, 1999). Indeed, some subsequent, on-the-job organisational
practices may make the selection process seem insignificant and as such the
influence of the selection methods and process may be lessened (Schmitt & Chan,

1999). Furthermore, given that such behavioural outcomes have only been

measured in a small portion of studies, there is less conclusive evidence related to
behaviours; and other potentially important outcomes are yet to be explored, such as
legal action. Although Bauer et al (2001) found a negative relationship between
‘process factors’ and legal intentions, the link to actual behaviour remains
unknown. OQutside the selection context, one study (Goldman, 2001) has
investigated decisions to file discrimination claims among terminated workers.
Findings indicated that perceptions of both procedural and distributive justice

positively predicted self-reported behaviour of filing a discrimination claim. As
such, it is feasible that findings may be similar in an employee selection context,

although one might question the ease of examining legal action in operational
settings (Truxillo et al, 2004). It seems unlikely that employers would want to raise

litigation issues with potential employees. Nevertheless, if such an association 1is

found, it is significant for organisations because legal challenges would be not only

expensive, but also have a subsequent negative impact on image (Schmitt & Chan,
1999).

Finally, intentions and behaviour have been shown to be moderately related in one
study examining the relationship between job acceptance intentions and actual

acceptance (Carless, 2003). Contrary to predictions, the author found no
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relationship between fairness perceptions and job acceptance behaviour; however,
findings indicated that the only predictor of actual job acceptance behaviour was
individuals’ job acceptance intentions at the end of the selection process. The
intention-behaviour link has been found in other areas of psychology (e.g. Ajzen,
1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; 1980; Armitage & Conner 2001; Conner & Sparks,
1996); as such it is plausible that further research may support the claim that
applicant perceptions and behavioural intentions are related to subsequent

behaviours such as re-application, recommendation, job acceptance and litigation

claims.

The preceding sections have provided an overview of applicant perceptions
literature, including: person characteristics; determinants and outcomes of applicant
perceptions relating to selection methods, and outcomes of applicant perceptions

relation to selection processes. An .additional area highlighted in Figure 1.2 (the

framework used in this thesis) is the psychological mechanism linking procedural
justice rules with applicant fairness perceptions. A number of theories have been

proposed, such as ‘fairness theory’ (e.g. Gilliland et al, 2001): however the
framework that has increasingly gained research attention in relation to fairness

perceptions is attribution theory. The next section briefly describes attribution

theory as a potential psychological mechanism and determinant of applicant fairness

perceptions.

/

1.4.5 Psychological mechanism

Recently, Ployhart and Harold (2004) proposed a new theory, the Applicant
Attribution-Reaction Theory (AART), that integrates research and theory from

applicant perceptions with literature from social psychology on attributions.

According to attribution theorists, individuals take part in a process of sense-making

in order to identify the causes of important events (Wong & Weiner, 1981). Given
that selection processes are usually considered stressful and highly uncertain
(Ployhart, Ehrhart & Hayes, 2005); experiencing one may prompt an attributional

search. The AART framework focuses on attributions as the causal psychological
mechanism by which applicants develop fairness perceptions. Thus the authors

suggest that what causes and explains applicant perceptions and the subsequent

outcomes (cognitive, affective, behavioural) is attributional processing. Indeed, it
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matters less whether procedural justice dimensions are violated (or not) but rather
how justice is perceived in relation to attributional dimensions; and so attributions
are considered determinants of faimess perceptions. Ployhart and Harold (2004)
propose AART as way to understand fairness perceptions, believing that
attributions are fundamental to the formation and a key determinant of fairness
perceptions. Results of some applicant perception research have been consistent
with an attributional interpretation (e.g. Ployhart & Ryan, 1998; Ployhart, Ryan &
Bennett, 1999). Furthermore, two studies have included a direct examination of
attributions in applicant perception research (e.g. Ployhart et al, 2005; Ployhart &
Ryan, 1997). This research evidence is outlined in greater detail in study four. Since
preliminary research findings suggests that attributions might be the psychological

mechanism through which applicants form perceptions of fairness and indeed a

determinant of fairness perceptions, more research appears to be necessary.

Therefore the role of attributions in fairness perceptions is explored in one study.

i""\.—i-

1.4.6 Limitations of previous research

The previous sections have reviewed previous applicant perception research;

however, there are a number of limitations of this research which some authors

suggest (e.g. Sackett & Lievens, 2008) highlight doubts about its added value. The
following sections outline methodological issues which may contribute to the
perceived weaknesses of this research area. These include the use of student
samples and laboratory-based studies; the over reliance on cross-sectional,
quantitative studies; construct and measurement issues, and the lack of examination

of person characteristics, including individual differences and other ‘trait-like’

variables.

1.4.6.1 Use of student samples and lab-based studies

One potential criticism of applicant perception research is the use of student
samples, with an over-reliance on undergraduates (e.g. Bauer et al, 2004; Elkins &
Phillips, 2000; Gilliland, 1994; Moscoso & Salgado, 2004; Rynes & Connerly,
1993; Schmitt et al, 2004). Furthermore, some of the applicant perception research

relies on the use of hypothetical rather than authentic contexts in laboratory-based

studies (e.g. Brooks, Guidroz & Chakrabarti, 2009; Gamliel & Peer, 2009: Moscoso
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& Salgado, 2004; Nikolaou & Judge, 2007; Rynes & Connerly, 1993; Smither et al,
1993). Fewer studies have been field-based, using actual job applicants (e.g. Chan
et al, 1998a; Truxillo et al, 2001; Van Vianen et al, 2004) and so the generalisability
of the findings from research on students and/or inauthentic contexts to real-life
selection settings may be questionable; particularly since research suggests that
organisational context variables, such as type of work and organisational reputation,
influence applicant perceptions (Hausknecht et al, 2004). Indeed, it should be noted

that many of the studies outlined in the preceding review have not examined

participants applying for actual employment within organisations (see Table 2.1 in

Chapter 2 for further details on samples used).

There are a number of problems with using (1) student samples and (2) hypothetical

contexts. In relation to using student samples; firstly, actual applicants may respond
in different ways based on their prior experience with selection methods and the

context within they make their job search (Anderson, 2003). Therefore it may be

difficult to draw inferences from student-based studies since students are likely to
differ in terms of job search experience, commitment to securing employment
within an organisation and previous exposure to selection methods (Hausknecht et
al, 2004). Secondly, it is likely that university graduates have higher intellectual
abilities (Landy & Conte, 2009), and are generally younger (Phillips & Gully,

2002), than a large proportion of working individuals. Therefore one could question

whether student perceptions of selection methods and processes are generalisable to
other, possibly less-educated and older, working populations (Landy & Conte,
2009). Thirdly, it is suggested that attitudinal and emotional responses might
develop over time (e.g. Carless, 2003; Chan & Schmit, 2004). Since students may
not have experienced a particular selection method before, rating it for the first time
may appear somewhat different to how they might feel about it in the future (Landy
& Conte, 2009). In fact, empirical research indicates that there are differences
between student and job applicant samples. For instance, Arvey 'et al (1990) found
motivational and attitudinal differences between students and job applicants on
employment tests; and Nikolaou and Judge (2007) found differences in ratings of

CVs and psychometric tests between employees and students. It is possible that

students are generally more positive about psychometric tests because of greater

exposure to testing as a method of evaluation (Schmit & Ryan, 1997).
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In relation to hypothetical contexts, firstly, meta-analytic findings (Hausknecht et
al, 2004) indicate that relationships between procedural justice and outcomes are
stronger when hypothetical settings are used rather than field-based contexts. This
suggests that the role of fairness may to some extent be overestimated for studies
using hypothetical contexts. Secondly, participants often have not completed the
actual selection methods that they are evaluating in the hypothetical scenario
(Hausknecht et al, 2004; Ryan & Huth, 2008). Indeed, one cannot be certain that
Introducing selection methods by using brief descriptions is a sufficient substitute
for actually completing the method for selection purposes (Landy & Conte, 2009;
Ryan & Huth, 2008). This 1s highlighted by empirical research (Marcus, 2003)

showing that the image of a selection method provided by brief descriptions

changed considerably after actually experiencing the method. Thus, even if studies
are conducted with student samples, they may have greater research and practical

value if the participants actually completed the selection methods, rather than

evaluating them in the abstract. Thirdly, there is a clear difference between being

hypothetically rejected in an experiment and actually being rejected as an applicant

for a job (Landy & Conte, 2009), since job applicants may have invested

considerable time and effort in applying for jobs. Therefore some authors (e.g.
Bauer et al, 1998; Van Vianen et al, 2004; Truxillo et al, 2002) have suggested that
research should be field-based with real candidates, because reactions may differ

with real employment consequences (Bauer et al, 1998; Truxillo et al, 2002).

To conclude, experimental research has provided important information about

applicant perceptions (Truxillo et al, 2004), but field studies are needed to test the
ecological validity of the determinants and outcomes of fairness perceptions
established in laboratory-based studies (Greenberg, 1990). Since the focus of the
present thesis is the applicant perspective of selection, it is appropriate to conduct

field-based studies. Therefore, all samples used in this thesis are from high-stakes,

operational selection settings.

1.4.0.2 Qver reliance on cross-sectional, quantitative studies

Research on applicant perceptions has been criticised for focusing solely on

immediate level reaction outcomes (Anderson, 2003; Anderson et al, 2001: Bauer et
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al, 1998; Chan & Schmitt, 2004). While this is important and has implications for
the design of selection methods; it can only shed light on applicants’ immediate
level responses (Anderson et al, 2001; Anderson & Golsti, 2006; Bauer et al, 1998).
There still remain questions about the longer-term impact and outcomes of
applicant exposure to different selection methods (Anderson & Golsti, 2006;
Sackett & Lievens, 2008), which is important because typical employee selection
processes involve a number of discrete stages using different selection methods

(Ryan & Ployhart, 1998). As Chan and Schmitt (2004, p. 11) state: “one of the

most important but neglected areas of applicant reactions research concerns if and
how reactions change over time... because they inform us about the stability of
reactions”. Indeed, studies that longitudinally measure applicant perceptions at
different time points during selection (e.g. Truxillo et al, 2002) are rare and these

show that applicant perceptions differ depending on when the data is collected
(Sackett & Lievens, 2008).

Furthermore, since much of the research is cross-sectional, the relationship between

fairness and certain outcomes may be inflated due to common method variance

(Bauer et al, 1998; Sackett & Lievens, 2008; Truxillo et al, 2004). Common method
bias occurs when procedural fairness variables and outcomes are collected on the
same instrument (Schmitt & Chan, 1999). Certainly, these studies have been

important because they have demonstrated that relationships do exist; however, to
understand the implications of these effects in field-based settings, applicant

perception research should aim to be longitudinal in organisational contexts with
real consequences for applicants (Schmitt & Chan, 1999). Thus, the use of

longitudinal studies can reduce the effects of common method variance, examine
longer-term outcomes and can also take into consideration reactions following

performance feedback in the selection process (Bauer et al, 1998; Truxillo et al,

2004). Therefore three of the four studies in the present thesis examine applicant

perceptions using two-wave longitudinal designs in high-stakes operational

selection settings.

A further criticism that can be noted is the over-reliance on quantitative research

methods with only two notable studies (Gilliland, 1995; Schleicher, Venkataramani,
Morgeson, & Campion, 2006) using qualitative methods. Whilst the use of
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questionnaires offer advantages from a researcher’s perspective, such as the ease of
administration and consistency across participants (Robson, 2006); they do have
considerable drawbacks because attention is focused on topics that the researcher
considers important but are not necessarily salient to the applicants themselves
(Bartunek & Seo, 2002). On the other hand, when data is gathered using qualitative
methods such as interviews, the data are-salient and personally relevant to the
candidate (Gilliland, 1995). Indeed, authors (e.g. Schleicher et al, 2006; Marcus,
2003) have suggested that qualitative research on fairness is needed to “hear from”
those who are affected by selection processes. Since the focus of this thesis is on
the applicant’s perspective of selection, one study explores applicant perceptions

using qualitative methods. Thus the present thesis takes a multi-method approach

to examining applicant perceptions.

1.4.6.3 Construct validity and measurement issues

Applicant perceptions research has been criticised by authors (e.g. Ryan & Ployhart,
2000; Sackett & Lievens, 2008) for the way in which constructs have been defined

and measured, with variability in the operationalisation of these constructs. Often

research has not been based in comprehensive applicant reactions models (e.g.

Smither et al, 1993) or has not considered multiple fairness dimensions as suggested

by Gilliland (1993). Indeed, it is only in the last decade that measures of process

and outcome fairness have been developed based on organisational justice theory
(such as Bauer et al’s 2001 Selection Procedural Justice Scale) and until recently
constructs were assessed using ad hoc measures (Sackett & Lievens, 2008). The use

of various ad hoc measures creates problems in comparing between studies, since it

is hard to determine whether differences in findings relate to the measurement of

truly different constructs, or to inadequate measurement (Ryan & Ployhart, 2000).

Sackett and Lievens (2008) therefore suggest that it is preferable to examine
applicant perceptions using multi-dimensional and theory-driven measures. As
such, an aim of this thesis is to ground research findings in theoretical frameworks
to examine applicant perceptions. Organisational justice theory is used as an over-
arching framework to examine applicant perceptions with measures that are based
on the current literature base (e.g. Gilliland, 1994; Bauer et al, 2001). Although two
studies focus on the examination of only one procedural justice dimension (job

relatedness), this is chosen because not only is it the dimension that is most
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consistently related to fairness (e.g. Macan et al, 1994; Rynes & Connerly, 1993;
Schmitt et al, 2004), but it was also deemed relevant for the specific samples used
(details outlined in the chapters themselves). A third empirical study focuses on

multiple dimensions of procedural justice. A final study goes some way towards

exploring the applicability of attribution theory as a psychological mechanism for

examining fairness perceptions.

1.4.6.4 Lack of examination of person characteristics, including individual

differences and ‘trait-like’ variables

A limitation that has been noted several times (e.g. Anderson, 2003; Bauer et al,
2004; Chan & Schmitt, 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000; LaHuis, 2005; Schmitt. &
Chan, 1999; Truxillo et al, 2004; Truxillo et al, 2006; Viswesvaran & Ones, 2004)
is that person characteristics are rarely considered as determinants of applicant
fairness perceptions, despite frequent calls within the literature to do so (e.g. Chan

& Schmitt, 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000). Authors have commented on the relative

lack of examination of individual differences such as personality (Anderson, 2003;

Bauer et al, 2004; Rynes, 1993; Truxillo et al, 2004) and cognitive ability (Bauer et
al, 2004). Indeed, less research has focused on the determinants than the outcomes

of applicant perceptions (Hiilsheger & Anderson, 2009).

The limited research that has been conducted examining individual differences (e.g.
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2004) does suggest a role for these in fairness perceptions.

Therefore some authors (e.g. Nikolaou & Judge 2007; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000;
Schmitt & Chan, 1999; Thornton, 1993) have commented that more work is needed

to establish person characteristics as the determinants of applicant perceptions,
including so-called ‘trait-like’ variables (such as gender and ethnicity; Schmitt &

Chan, 1999; Chan & Schmitt, 2004) and stable individual differences. This will

ascertain whether applicant perceptions are more than just a function of the

characteristics of the methods themselves. Some researchers (e.g. Truxillo et al,
2004) suggest that people will differ in terms of their perceptions of fairness, where
some might be more tolerant of “unfairness” than others. This may have important
practical implications because if negative candidate perceptions to selection
methods are mainly due to item content or poorly administered processes, then it is

possible to improve perceptions by changing the content or method (Schmitt &
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Chan, 1999). Conversely, such modifications may have little effect if applicant
perceptions are due to stable individual and ‘trait-like’ differences, such as ethnicity
or previous candidate experience. Therefore the present thesis explores person
characteristics as determinants of applicant perceptions, with a specific focus on
‘trait-like’ variables, including gender, ethnicity and candidate educational

background; and individual differences, including personality, self-efficacy, and

cognitive ability.

1.5 Summary and research question

This literature review has focused on the components presented in the framework

(introduced in section 1.4.1), and has presented four key areas that may be

considered determinants of fairness perceptions: person characteristics; perceptions
relating to selection methods, including both method characteristics and procedural
justice rules; and attributions as a potential psychological mechanism that may
determine fairness perceptions. Some issues that may limit some of the quality,
relevance and practical value of the research were also highlighted. A further

framework is presented below (Figure 1.3) which shows the key areas that this

thesis will focus on, indicated by the red line. The job characteristics and

organisational context variables are explored in some detail in the next chapter.
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Figure 1.3: Framework for examining applicant perceptions in this thesis,
highlighting key research areas

In sum, the overall aim of this research is to explore the determinants of applicant

fairness perceptions in high-stakes selection settings. Essentially, when choosing

the key determinant variables to focus on, the researcher prioritised (1) variables

where little prior research existed so that evidence could be populated into areas

where it was lacking, and (2) variables where research evidence already existed but

had not been explored in this particular research context, that is using field-based

applicant samples in high-stakes selection settings. The previous review of literature

outlined four key areas that may be considered determinants of applicant fairness

perceptions (person characteristics, selection methods, procedural justice rules and

attributions). These are explored in the present thesis for the reasons outlined

below:

1.

3.

Person characteristics

Person characteristics are explored in this thesis because they are yet to be
extensively examined in the applicant perception literature as predictors of

fairness perceptions, and authors (Bauer et al, 2004; Rynes, 1993a; 1993b;

Truxillo et al, 2004) have argued that research is warranted. Therefore, the
extent to which both individual differences (personality, self-efficacy and

cognitive ability) and ‘trait-like’ variables (gender, ethnicity, candidate

educational background) are determinants of fairness perceptions is considered

in this thesis.

. Selection methods

Although the influence of selection methods on fairness perceptions has been
examined to a great extent, there is still relatively little research that has been

conducted using field-based samples. Since it has been argued that replicating

research based on student samples with non-student samples is important in

social science research (e.g. Dipboye & Flanagan, 1979; Peterson, 2001), the
need for more research appeared important. Therefore, applicant perceptions of

a range of selection methods are explored in this thesis.

Procedural justice rules

-52.



Procedural justice rules have perhaps been the most often investigated
determinants of fairness perceptions. Yet, they are considered in the context of
this thesis because a key aim of the studies presented is to explore the extent to
which person characteristics predict fairness perceptions over and above
procedural justice rules. Additionally, there has been a lack of research in field-
based and high-stakes selection settings. So, whilst examining procedural
justice rules as determinants of fairness perceptions may not necessarily be

unique per se, the context within which this is explored presents an original

setting.

4. Attributions

Attributions are explored within this thesis because in the context of fairness
perceptions, they have received very little research attention, apart from two

notable studies (Ployhart et al, 2005; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997). Since preliminary

research findings suggest attributions as the potential psychological mechanism
through which faimess perceptions are formed, they may be considered a
determinant of these. Therefore the role of attributions in perceptions of

fairness perceptions is explored in this thesis.

However, as with all research, certain variables were prioritised over others and this
meant that some determinants were not considered in this thesis, these were:
contextual factors and test-taking attitudes. Contextual factors were not considered
because prior research focusing on contextual factors (e.g. Elkins & Philips, 2000;
Gamliel and Peer, 2009) has been experimental with the selection context
manipulated for different participants. Given that the present research took place in
operational selection processes, an experimental approach would not have been
possible, and furthermore the context was to some extent controlled since all
applicants were experiencing the same selection setting (this is explored in greater
detail in Chapter 2). Test-taking attitudes were also not considered in this thesis,
even though they have been shown to be a precursor of applicant perceptions (e.g.
Schmit & Ryan, 1997). The decision for this was two-fold: first, since the present
thesis sampled applicants from high-stakes selection processes, it is likely that all

participants would be highly motivated to do well in the selection processes with

little variance in test-taking attitudes (Morgeson & Ryan, 2009); second, because
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test-taking attitudes have been explored to a greater extent than determinants in both
student and applicant samples, the decision was taken to focus on the less well-
researched area. Additionally, as shown in Figure 1.3 job characteristic and
organisational context variables are also important in determining applicant fairness

perceptions. Rather than being directly examined in this thesis, they are controlled

for instead. This is outlined in further in Chapter 2 (section 2.3).

So, with the overall aim of this research to explore the determinants of applicant

fairness perceptions in high-stakes selection settings, the over-arching research

question is:

“To what extent are person characteristics, selection methods, procedural justice

rules and attributions determinants of applicant fairness perceptions in high-stakes

selection settings? "’

In addressing the research question, the methodological limitations presented above
(section 1.4.6) will be dealt with. This is outlined further in the next chapter, which
will also introduce the context, sampling, research design and methods used in this

research programme, and subsequently, present the studies in this thesis.
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Chapter 2: Context, Sampling, Research Design and Methods

2.1 Introduction

This chapter begins by presenting the context within which this research
programme was conducted. Next, the sampling, research design and methods are

considered; and finally a brief outline of each of the studies conducted within this

thesis is presented.

2.2 Context

It is important to consider ‘context’ in organisational research, since it is likely to
have at least some influence on the way in which research is conducted (Johns,
2001). The context of the present thesis was the UK National Health Service
(NHS), where one of the biggest changes in recent years has been Modernising
Medical Careers. This aimed to reform medical education and training (Tooke,
2008) and has resulted in a specific focus on how doctors should be selected
throughout the medical career pathway (shown in Figure 2.1). As can be seen in
Figure 2.1, there are a number of entry points to the medical career indicated by the

blue arrows in the diagram; for example from undergraduate medical training to

foundation training and then from foundation training to core spec<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>