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I. Introduction

a. 5 Reasons to study applicant reactions

i. applicants who find the selection system invasive may view the company as a less attractive option

ii. candidates with negative reactions to a selection experience might dissuade other potential applicants from seeking employment at the organization

iii. candidates may be less likely to accept an offer from a company with selection practices that are perceived unfavorably

iv. applicant reactions may be related to the filing of legal complaints and court challenges

v. applicants may be less likely to reapply with an organization or buy the company’s products if they feel mistreated during the selection process

II. Theoretical foundation

a. Applicant reactions are attitudes, affect, or cognitions of an individual might have about the hiring process.

b. Organizational justice theory has been used to explain applicant reactions which is made up of perceived fairness of:

i. Outcome allocations (distributive justice)

ii. Rules and procedures used to make those decisions (procedural justice)

iii. Sensitivity and respect shown to individuals (interpersonal justice)

iv. Explanations and accounts given to individuals (informational justice)

v. Theory – depending how an applicant views these facets influences future attitudes, intentions, self-perceptions, and behaviors.

c. Additional model by Ryan and Ployhart (2000) looked at antecedent and moderator variables – affective and cognitive states during the process and general perceptions about testing and selection
III. Model Overview

a. Important outcomes can best be predicted by applicant perceptions of the selection process

i. Performance on selection procedures

ii. Self-perceptions

iii. Variety of attitudes and behaviors

b. Applicant perceptions – lines of research are procedural justice, distributive justice, interpersonal justice, informational justice, test motivation, test anxiety, attitudes toward tests, and attitudes toward selection.   Other constructs are internal cognitions as they complete the selection tools– motivation and anxiousness

c. Outcomes – researchers have found small to moderate positive associations between applicant perceptions and actual and perceived selection procedure performance, self-efficacy, and self-esteem.

i. Results are mixed when analyzing behavioral outcomes like acceptance intentions, retesting intentions, litigation intentions, etc.

d. Antecedents- four classes have been identified

i. Person characteristics – demographics, big 5, prior work experience

ii. Perceived procedure characteristics – job relatedness, opportunity to perform, reconsideration opportunity, two-way communication, and propriety of questions

1. job relatedness comprised of face validity and perceived predictive validity

iii. Job characteristics

iv. Factors associated with organizational context

e. Main Hypotheses

i. Hypothesis 1: There will be nonzero relationships between person characteristics and applicant perceptions

ii. Hypothesis 2: There will be positive relationships between perceived procedure characteristics and applicant perceptions.

iii. Hypothesis 3: Applicant perceptions will be positively related to the outcomes of actual and perceived procedure performance, organizational attractiveness, recommendation intentions, offer acceptance and intentions, self-efficacy, and self-esteem.  There will be negative associations for those relationships involving test anxiety.

iv. Moderators – 

1. Selection context – authentic (real job), hypothetical (pretend), and descriptive contexts (rate a list of selection tools).

2. Hypothesis 4: Selection context will moderate the relationship between applicant reactions and organizational outcomes such that correlations drawn from studies involving applicants in authentic selection contexts will differ from those found in studies conducted in hypothetical selection contexts.

3. Hypothesis 5: Favorability rating across selection tools will vary such that employment interviews and work samples will be rated more favorably than cognitive ability tests, and cognitive ability tests will be rated more favorably than personality inventories, biodata, honesty tests, and graphology.

4. Stage in the selection process was also looked at (pre-application/pre-testing, assessment period, after outcome).

a. Implicit hypothesis – applicants are more influenced by the direction of the outcome feedback than they are by other perceptions.
IV. Method

a. Database search

b. Criteria for inclusion – study measured applicant reactions concerning some aspect of the selection process, the reported relationship was examined in at least 5 studies, and a correlation coefficient was reported or there was sufficient available data to derive a correlation.

c. Meta-analysis approach – authors coded and got a mean reliability estimate for variables from .75 to .92 (M = .83)

V. Results

a. N = 86 samples

b. Person characteristics – the average correlation between age, gender, and ethnic background with applicant reactions such as procedural justice, distributive justice, and test motivation was generally small (effect size between -.03 to .05) Conscientiousness should a moderate correlation with test motivation (r = .20) but overall hypothesis 1 was not supported.

c. Perceived procedure characteristics – Clear support for hypothesis 2, which means that perceived procedure characteristics were positively related to applicant reactions.  Face validity and perceived predictive ability showed correlations of .50 and .54 respectively.

d. Applicant perceptions and outcomes – Strong support for hypothesis 3.  Test anxiety was negatively related to outcomes.  Applicant perceptions were shown to have an average correlation with outcomes ranging from .08 to .52.
e. Selection context moderator – General support was found for hypothesis 4.  Average correlations differed between authentic and hypothetical selection contexts in 23 of 50 relationships examined.

f. Favorability ratings – results using sample-weighted aggregation indicate that applicants rated interviews (M = 3.84) more favorably, followed by work samples (M = 3.63), resumes (M = 3.57), and references (M = 3.33).  Cognitive ability testing received moderate favorability ratings (M = 3.14), as did personality testing (M = 2.88) and biodata (M=2.81).  Personal contacts (M=2.51), honesty tests (M=2.47) and graphology (M =1.76) were rated unfavorably.  Hypothesis 5 was supported.

g. Selection stage moderator – the general pattern that emerged was that average correlations are higher when both variables are measured simultaneously than when they are separated by time and results vary widely across possible temporal combinations.  This supports hypothesis 6.

h. Relationships between perceived procedure characteristics – In general there were low to moderate relationships among these variables with the exception that opportunity to perform and perceived predictive validity showed an average correlation of .76.
i. Relationships between applicant perceptions – The strongest relationship found was between procedural and distributive justice (r =/.60)

j. Relationships between outcomes – The strongest relationships were between application intentions and offer acceptance intentions (r = .74) and between recommendation intentions and produce purchase intentions (r = .62)

k. Additional analyses and file-drawer analyses – The number of missing studies needed to reduce the obtained effect size would be between 8 and 735 additional studies (Med = 130) with average null findings in order to reduce the observed correlations by .02.

VI. Discussion
a. Empirical findings

i. Conscientiousness and Neuroticsim had small average correlation with procedural justice.  Conscientiousness was moderately related to test motivation.

ii. The findings provide support for procedural justice rules offered by Gilliland (1993) as predictors of applicant perceptions.

iii. Most of the studies involved intentions which leaves unanswered questions concerning potential relationships with a variety of important behavioral outcomes

iv. Justice-behavioral intentions relationships correlations tended to be stronger in hypothetical settings as compared to authentic contexts.

1. Possible reasons - authentic – increased motivation or possibly the person is applying for multiple jobs and doesn’t have as much motivation for one particular job.  Self-selection causes range restriction.

b. Sample issues – half of the samples involved participants in hypothetical selection settings and these were mainly college students.  The remaining samples were restricted to police or civil service or applicants for temporary or seasonal positions.

c. Theoretical issues – 

i. How applicant perceptions develop and change over time with respect to various stages of the selection process.  Salience of experience could decay over time?

ii. Signaling theory could be complement to justice theory

iii. Attribution theory could be a complement to justice theory

iv. Realistic job previews (RJP) could be analyzed for any influence on applicant perception

v. Withdrawal and job choice involves decision making which could be explained by image theory.

d. Methodological issues

i. Need to report contextual features of selection

e. Directions for future research

i. Applicant reactions and subsequent behaviors
ii. Behavioral outcomes need to be studied

iii. Applicant withdrawal

iv. Global attitudes towards employment testing

v. Antecedents of applicant reactions

vi. Examine the potential benefits of interventions that could improve applicant reactions

vii. Need to research cross-cultural differences in reactions to selection

f. Implications for practice

i. Organizations can reap numerous benefits if they attend to applicant reactions

1. less litigation

ii. Increased salience of the link between the selection tool and the job increases favorability

iii. Selection tool is an important determinant of applicant reactions; namely the more transparent the relationship b/w the tool and the job duties (ie face validity), the better the applicant reactions.
g. Limitations

i. Caution about interpreting results due to possible second-order sampling error

ii. Small sample sizes did not permit analyses based on test type or test medium

iii. Estimates of the true bivariate relationship between variables do not permit inferences about causality

