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ABSTRACT
APPLICANT REACTIONS TO NOVEL SELECTION TOOLS
By

Darin Wiechmann

Organizations are increasingly using novel tools (e.g., multimedia, web-based,
computer adaptive testing) in designing selection systems. While there is great interest in
using these tools, there is little research to indicate how applicants react to them. As
applicant reactions have been shown to affect a number of variables important to
organizations (e.g., test fairness, job acceptance, productivity, recommendation
intentions), it is important to understand what determines these reactions. A framework
was developed to highlight a number of antecedents to, types of, and consequences of
reactions to novel testing. The current study has a 2 (mode of presentation: paper-and-
pencil - computerized) X 2 (perceived technical level of the job: high technical job - low
technical job) X 2 (selection decision: rejected or selected) between subjects design.
While test-takers’ post-test perceptions do not significantly differ as a result of mode of
administration, factors such as computer anxiety and experience were shown to be
important factors in determining success in the selection process. Results show the
significant relationships between post-feedback reactions and test-takers’ intentions. The
discussion highlights implications for implementing novel selection tools in an applicant

setting.
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INTRODUCTION

“A century of progress: Science discovers, technology applies, man conforms”
(Volti, as cited in Spacapan & Oskamp, 1990). Despite being almost 70 years ago, the
theme of the 1933 Chicago World’s Fair portrays one way of describing the current role
of technology in personnel selection. With the advent of cheap personal computers,
networking capabilities, new video equipment and software, etc. companies are looking
for new ways to apply these technologies. Dating back to WWII, researchers began using
new technologies that were available to them. Gibson’s (as cited in McHenry & Schmitt,
1994) and Carter’s (cited in Dubois, 1970) motion picture tests were some of the first
tests designed in a technologically new medium. While, not gaining popularity early on,
technology eventually paved a cost-effective way for companies to design new selection
tools. Leading companies such as AT&T, Proctor and Gamble, IBM and Allstate (cited
in McHenry & Schmitt, 1994), Texas Instruments (Texas Instruments, 1999), etc. are
following the lead of these early researchers by implementing such tools as multimedia,
computer adaptive, web-based, and video testing. The attractiveness of using these
technologies over paper-and-pencil tests may come from the increased standardization,
cost effectiveness, positive image of the organization, and realistic job preview they are
able to provide.

Before implementing these types of technologies, researchers and practitioners
have been concerned with their ability to predict performance at a level comparable to
traditional paper-and-pencil versions. With good justification, issues of psychometric

equivalence have received a great deal of discussion in much of the literature to date



(e.g., Bartram & Bayliss, 1984; Hofer & Green, 1985; Moreland, 1985; Skinner &
Pakula, 1986; Burke & Normand, 1987; Mazzeo & Harvey, 1988; Mead & Drasgow,
1993). Research examining equivalence of different versions has found that while they
are often highly correlated, differences may occur due to the type of test used (e.g.,
Bartram & Bayliss, 1984; Greaud & Green, 1986; Mazzeo & Harvey, 1988; Henly,
Klebe, McBride, & Cudek, 1989; Mead & Drasgow, 1993). In addition to psychometric
issues, researchers (e.g., Angle, Ellinwood, Hay, Johnson, & Hay, 1977; Lucas, Mullins,
Luna, & Mclnroy, 1977; Skinner & Allen, 1983; Slack & Slack, 1977; Slack & Van
Cura, 1968) have also been concerned with reactions to automated testing. While
researchers have been concerned with general reactions to automated testing, much of
this research has been conducted in a clinical setting. To date, far less research has
examined reaction issues in the area of personnel selection (Burke, Normand, & Raju,
1987; Daum, 1994; Landis, Davison, & Maraist, 1998). Gilliland (1993) proposed a
number of important variables that applicants’ perceptions may affect such as self-
efficacy, future job-search intentions, job acceptance decisions, litigation intentions,
performance, and job satisfaction. Researchers have found support for a number of these
variables such as self-efficacy (e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Horvath, Ryan, & Stierwalt, in
press), recommendation intentions (Ployhart & Ryan, 1997), organizational attractiveness
(Bauer, Maertz, Dolen, & Campion, 1998), job satisfaction (Farmer, Beehr, & Love,
1998), and test performance (Chan, Schmitt, DeShon, Clause, & Delbridge, 1997). The

goal of the current paper is to better understand applicant reactions to novel testing

procedures.



While computers are not novel to most people today, the state of computer
technology is allowing researchers to design unique selection tools. Many people may
have used a computer for basic word processing, but very few have probably taken a
computer adaptive test (CAT) or a multimedia test, which are being used by some
organizations. Thus, even though technology and novel are not synonymous, they are
closely related at this point in personnel selection.

In the following sections, I will discuss the various issues surrounding the use of
novel technologies. First, I will discuss some of the limitations in the existing literature
on novel testing and how the current paper addresses these limitations. Next, I will
review the benefits of novel technologies that have been put forth in the literature. As
with any new technology, it is also important to understand the potential costs of using
them. While novel technologies present a number of advantages over traditional paper-
and-pencil tests, they also have drawbacks of which both practitioners and researchers
need to be aware. After discussing these issues, I will discuss the research that has
examined people’s reactions to novel technologies. I will then present a framework,
which attempts to clarify the antecedents and consequences of applicant reactions to
novel testing. Finally, I will present a study to assess components of this framework.
Benefits of Novel Technologies

Since the initial use of computers in psychological testing, many researchers have
pointed out the potential benefits of using new technologies (e.g., Bartram & Bayliss,
1984; Erdman, Klein, & Greist, 1985; Kleinmuntz & McLean, 1968; Smith, 1963;
Tomkins & Messick, 1963). Kleinmuntz and McLean (1968) pointed out the three major

advantages of the computer in psychiatric interviewing are flexibility, objectivity, and



speed. Researchers using computers would benefit from these factors in either the
administration or scoring of tests or both. Thus, the early attraction to using computers
was to take the fallible human out of the process.

Another avenue for using computerized testing was to reduce subgroup
differences commonly found in the literature. Research in personnel selection has
consistently found the presence of subgroup differences for cognitive ability tests (Hunter
& Hunter, 1984; Jensen, 1980), but also other types of tests such as situational judgment
tests (Chan & Schmitt, 1997) and biodata instruments (Schmitt & Pulakos, 1998).
Cognitive ability tests consistently show Caucasian test-takers score a one standard
deviation advantage above African-American test-takers. With legal issues always a
concern to organizations, subgroup differences on a selection test will likely result in
adverse impact, which may be legally challenged.

Researchers have looked to different mediums as potential avenues to reduce
subgroup differences and have found some promising results (Johnson & Mihal, 1973;
Chan & Schmitt, 1997). Johnson and Mihal (1973) theorized that computer testing might
be able to reduce the subgroup differences found with paper-and-pencil cognitive ability
tests. They gave black and white students a general cognitive ability test with
quantitative and verbal sub-tests. They found that while white students did not differ
between versions, black students did better on the computer version. In addition, there
were subgroup differences on the paper-and-pencil version of the verbal sub-test, but not
the computerized version. This research shows that subgroups may perform differently

when tested on the computer versus with a paper-and-pencil test.



Chan and Schmitt (1997) provide further evidence for changing the relative
standing of African-Americans and Caucasians on a situational judgment test. They
found that subgroup differences in test performance and face validity perceptions were
reduced when participants were given a video-based version of a situational judgment test
compared to a paper-and-pencil version. They also found that this interaction of race and
method could be explained by differences in reading comprehension and face validity
reactions. The conclusion was that the video-based version may be more concrete and
realistic to applicants, which in turn reduces the adverse impact that is normally attributed
to racial bias in less concrete and realistic tests.

Researchers have also explored the potential of novel tests to measure new
constructs that may not have been possible in the past (e.g., Fleishman, 1988). Fleishman
(1988) believes that not only will we be able to better measure such existing constructs as
perceptual speed, short-term memory, and spatial visualization, but we will also have the
capability to measure constructs not possible before such as divided attention,
concentration, and workload conditions.

Other advantages that companies may gain from using novel technologies may
be a more favorable impression of the organization (McHenry & Schmitt, 1994), a more
realistic job preview (McHenry & Schmitt, 1994; Shotland & Alliger, 1999), and better
selection and recruiting efforts (Stanton, 1999). With new technologies burgeoning at an
incredible rate, more organizations will be able to witness these advantages first-hand and
will look for other ways to extend their capabilities. Before implementing novel

technologies in an organization, it is also important to understand the potential negatives



that surround them. The next section will review the potential costs of using these new
technologies.
Costs of Novel Technologies

While these technologies are attractive alternatives to traditional tests, many
researchers (e.g., Bartram & Bayliss, 1984; Skinner & Pakula, 1986) have also been
concerned with the potential costs of using them. Erdman, Klein, and Greist (1985)
discuss that many professionals are apprehensive about using computerized interviews
for their patients because they are impersonal and inhumane. With the proliferation of
web-based selection systems, Stanton (1999) highlights the increased problem of test
security. Still another concern of new technologies is their tremendous start-up and
updating costs (McHenry & Schmitt, 1994). Thus, organizations interested in using new
technologies must be aware of these and other potential costs.

A great deal of research has been conducted to determine the equivalence of
traditional paper-and-pencil tests to their more high-tech versions. Mead and Drasgow’s
(1993) meta-analysis of paper-and-pencil versus computerized cognitive ability tests
provided evidence for their equivalence. They found a .91 overall correlation between
the two versions, but found differences between timed power and speeded tests. While
timed power tests showed a .97 correlation between versions, speeded tests only showed
a .72 correlation. Their meta-analysis points out that researchers should not just assume
computer versions are equivalent and need to be aware of the nature of their tests.

Other researchers have also compared versions of other commonly used measures
in organizations such as personality measures (King & Miles, 1995), attitude surveys

(McFarland, Ryan, & Paul, 1998), and interviews (Martin & Nagao, 1989). While there



is evidence that different versions correlate strongly, there is also evidence of differences
in the way people respond to computerized measures (Evan & Miller, 1969;
Lautenschlager & Flaherty, 1990) that may have important effects on test equivalence.
For example, most research conducted using computers in an interview setting has shown
that patients provide more honest answers to personal, intrusive questions as compared to
traditional face-to-face interviews (Evan & Miller, 1969; Lucas et al., 1977; Martin &
Nagao, 1989; O’Brien & Dugdale, 1978). Other research has found that people do not
respond differently to computers (Lautenschlager & Flaherty, 1990; Skinner & Allen,
1983). As computerized testing is becoming more commonplace, the issues of test
equivalence will be increasingly important to resolve. In addition to the issues of test
equivalence, researchers have also been concerned with people’s reactions to these
technologies. The next section discusses research that has examined the types of
reactions people have to novel technologies.
Reactions to Novel Technologies

Since the early work with computerized testing, researchers have paid close
attention to people’s reactions to the new assessment tools. Not only were computers
being used in psychological testing, they were also becoming more and more a part of
everyone’s lives. Thus, it was important to realize how people react to technology in
general. As Spacapan and Oskamp (1990) point out, “In our culture, it appears that most
people welcome the promise of new technology as an asset in their lives.”

A number of research reviews on computerized testing have highlighted the
importance of understanding reactions to these types of tests (Bartram & Bayliss, 1984;

Burke & Normand, 1987; McHenry & Schmitt, 1994). These reviews discuss the various



factors that are somewhat unique to computerized testing such as type of computer
networks, examinees’ computer experience, human factors, interpersonal treatment by the
machine, and impression management. These types of issues prompted the American
Psychological Association (APA) to publish a set of guidelines for computer-based tests
and interpretations that addressed concerns raised by practitioners and researchers (APA,
1986). The Standards highlighted a number of issues important to designing,
administering, and interpreting results from computer-based tests. While not radically
different from APA’s other guidelines, they do highlight the unique nature of these types
of tests.

Research on reactions to computerized testing has found that test-takers exposed
to novel testing situations consistently responded favorably to them (Barbera, Ryan,
Desmarais, & Dyer, 1995; Frank, 1993; Schmidt, Urry, & Gugel, 1978; Slack & Van
Cura, 1968). In many cases, test-takers even preferred the high-tech version compared to
its paper-and-pencil counterpart (Angle et al., 1977; Arvey, Strickland, Drauden, &
Martin, 1990; Lucas, 1977; Ogilvie, Trusk, & Blue, 1999). Research supporting test-
takers’ preference for novel tests spans from the first use of computers in the 1960s to
their wide use today. Thus, it seems test-takers’ preferences are due to factors other than
the mere introduction of computers into the society at large.

Despite the positive reactions that novel tests normally elicit, research has shown
that novel tests may also bring out a fear and anxiety in some people, especially with
computers. The term computerphobia highlights not only a buzzword in the workplace
(e.g., Faerstein, 1986), but also an area of concern to researchers (e.g., Ametz, 1997;

Gardner, Render, Ruth, & Ross, 1985; Gilroy & Desai, 1986; Henderson, Deane, &



Ward, 1995; Hill, Smith, & Mann, 1987; Igbaria & Chakrabarti, 1990; Rosen, Sears, &
Weil, 1993). Hedl, O’Neal, and Hansen (1973) found that people taking a computerized
intelligence test experienced more anxiety and had more negative attitudes than
compared to two traditional examiner-presented conditions. Students’ reactions after the
experiment hinted at the fact that lack of clarity in the instructions, unfamiliarity with the
equipment, and the type of interaction with the system may have been the cause of their
negative reactions. Torkzadeh and Angulo (1992) provide a review of the various factors
that may contribute to computer anxiety. Gender, trait anxiety, computer knowledge,
locus of control, and math anxiety are some of the potential correlates of interest. Thus,
test-takers’ reactions to novel testing are dependent not only on factors of the system, but
also on the examinees’ experiences and attitudes.
Limitations of Previous Research

Despite a considerable amount of research on reactions to novel testing, there are
a number of limitations in the literature that need to be addressed. First, only a few
researchers have attempted to develop a comprehensive framework of reactions to novel
testing (Burke et al., 1987; Daum, 1994; Landis et al., 1998). Burke et al. (1987)
attempted to develop a model to explain attitudes towards computer testing, but only
looked at a small number of individual differences (i.e., computer experience, education
level, word processing experience) and their relation to general attitudes towards
computer testing. Landis et al., (1998) attempted to examine different types of reactions
to novel tests based on differences in their formats. Similarly, they only looked at a small
subset of reactions applicants may have (i.e., fairness, anxiety, and satisfaction), but did

not measure any individual differences or outcomes of these reactions. Daum (1994)



examined a number of reactions to novel testing (i.e., fairess, ease, anxiety, preference),
but did not look at the outcome of these reactions or the individual differences thought to
be important. The current study is based on a comprehensive framework that examines
the individual differences thought to be important to explaining applicant reactions,
different types of reactions applicants may have, outcomes of those reactions, and
manipulations that may affect relationships of these variables.

Second, as was noted earlier, most of the studies that have measured reactions
have done so in non-applicant contexts. To date, there is only limited research (Daum,
1994; Martin & Nagao, 1989; Schmidt, Urry, & Gugel, 1978) that directly examines
reactions to novel testing in an applicant context. In a study examining the
implementation of computerized testing in a medical school, Ogilvie et al. (1999) note
the caution involved in implementing computerized testing due to the need to "learn
about the technology without jeopardizing students' performance in high stakes
examination situations.” Smither et al. (1993) also suggest one practicality of studying
applicant reactions is the potential for their indirect impact on test validity and utility.
Supporting these concerns, research indicates that test-takers' perceptions influence not
only their test performance (e.g., Chan, 1997; Chan & Schmitt, 1997; Chan et al., 1997)
but also their subsequent withdrawal from the selection process (Schmit & Ryan, 1997).
Thus, organizations seeking to implement novel tests should be aware of the potential
reactions that applicants may have and the consequences of these reactions.

Another reason for studying applicant reactions is the potential differences that
may occur due to the unique nature of the testing situation. In most cases, applicants are

in an unfamiliar situation being tested for a job that they would like to have. In addition,
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they most often are in direct competition with the other applicants for the positions.
While this context is not entirely unique from other testing situations, it is unlikely that
the factors affecting an applicant's reactions and the consequences of those reactions are
similar when compared to other testing situations. In order to examine applicant
reactions to novel tests, the current study will be conducted in a simulated selection
setting.

Finally, most of the research on reactions to novel testing has used either
cognitive ability tests (e.g., Arvey et al., 1990; Burke et al., 1987; Daum, 1994; Landis et
al., 1998; Schmidt et al., 1978) or interviewing (e.g., Lucas, 1977; Lucas et al., 1977,
Martin & Nagao, 1989; O’Brien & Dugdale, 1978; Skinner & Allen, 1983). There is
limited applicant reaction research using other types of novel tests such as multimedia
tests (Shotland & Alliger, 1999, Barbera et al., 1995) and video-based tests (Chan &
Schmitt, 1997) that go beyond simply transferring a paper-and-pencil test to a computer.
Research has shown that people do not perceive various selection tests similarly in terms
of such factors as face validity, predictive validity, and interpersonal treatment (Rynes &
Connerly, 1993; Smither et. al, 1993; Steiner & Gilliland, 1996). As organizations are
increasingly using a variety of novel tests, it is important for researchers to examine these
issues for the types of testing situations applicants have likely not encountered before.
The current paper will use a computerized in-basket test as an example of a novel test not
widely used in selection testing.

Reactions Framework
The purpose of the current paper is to examine what factors contribute to

explaining applicants’ reactions to novel testing. While there are many types of novel
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testing currently being used, this research will focus on a computerized in-basket test. As
little research has been conducted in this area, much of the current research will be
exploratory in nature. Thus, a wide variety of potential factors will be examined in order
to understand what determines applicants’ reactions to novel tests.

To better understand these issues, I present an initial framework of the various
factors thought to be important (Figure 1). The framework provided is not meant to be a
causal model; instead, it is intended to be a guide to help understand applicant reactions
to novel testing. The framework presented here is a blend of ideas taken from a number
of literatures relevant to the current research such as the applicant reactions,
computerized testing, organizational justice, and educational literatures. The current
framework included antecedents of reactions, types of reactions, and consequences of
reactions in the context of novel technologies.

Previous research on novel technologies has examined individual difference
measures thought to be important in explaining people’s perceptions. Differences in
computer experience (e.g., Comber, Colley, Hargreaves, & Dorn, 1997; Igbaria &
Chakrabarti, 1990; Kerber, 1983), computer self-efficacy (e.g., Compeau, 1992; Hill,
Smith, & Mann, 1987; Webster & Martocchio, 1995), test-taking experience (Kravitz,
Stinson, & Chavez, 1994; Ryan, Greguras, & Ployhart, 1996), and test-taking anxiety
(Barbera et al., 1995; Schmit & Ryan, 1997) have been found to affect reactions to novel
testing. The current study will highlight those constructs important in explaining
differences that occur.

Research has found that applicants react to a number of different aspects of the

selection system. The applicant reactions literature has found that applicants perceive a
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selection system in terms of the perceived fairness of the process as well as the perceived
fairness of the hiring decision (e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Ployhart &
Ryan, 1998). In addition, factors of a selection system may affect applicants’ perceptions
of the consistency of the process, preference for the process, perceptions of the perceived
job-relatedness of the test, self-assessed performance, etc (Gilliland, 1993). The current
study will measure a number of these reactions thought to be important.

The importance of applicant reactions stems from the consequences that they
pose to researchers and practitioners. As noted earlier, applicant reactions have been
shown to affect a number of important variables such as productivity (e.g., Gilliland,
1994), organizational attractiveness and recommendation intentions (e.g., Smither et al.,
1993), and job acceptance intentions (e.g., Linden & Parsons, 1986; Macan, Avedon,
Paese, & Smith, 1994). The current study will focus on a subset of these variables in
order to better understand some of the potential consequences that may arise from
reactions to novel testing. The next section will more fully examine the framework and
the evidence that currently exists to justify the inclusion of the variables and
manipulations used in the study.

Finally, in order to more fully examine applicant reactions to novel testing, |
reviewed the literature for variables that would affect reactions. In conducting the
literature review, there were a number of variables that would be likely to affect reactions
to novel tests. For the current paper, I focused on those variables that were thought to
have the most impact on reactions: mode of administration, perceived technology level

of the job, and the selection outcome.

14



Individual Differences

In this section, I will present individual difference measures that are important to
understanding applicant reactions across a wide variety of tests. For all test-takers, I will
be examining the role of test-taking experience, test-taking self-efficacy, and test-taking
anxiety on their reactions. In addition, I will also examine the role of computer
experience, computer self-efficacy, and computer anxiety on participants’ reactions for
those taking the computerized version of the test.

Test-taking experience is thought to be important in determining test-takers’
reactions to a selection test. The more experience a person has with taking tests, the more
likely they are to see them as part of the process and will react more positively to them.
Kravitz et al. (1994) found that for many types of selection tests (e.g., interview,
cognitive ability test, personality test, work sample test) previous experience with them
was positively related to perceptions of the test. Ryan et al. (1996) also found that
experience with a specific type of physical ability test (PAT) was positively related to the
perceived job relevance of the test, fairness perceptions of the test, and general
perceptions of PAT’s job relevance and fairness.

Hypothesis 1: Test-taking experience will be positively related to post-test

perceptions (i.e., liking, process fairness, test ease, consistency, perceived job-

relatedness, and self-assessed performance) of the selection test.

As participants may be comfortable using computers, but not taking tests, I
included a measure of their general test-taking self-efficacy. Test-taking self-efficacy is a
specific instance of the more general construct of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977).

Perceived self-efficacy can be defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and
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execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments™ (Bandura, 1997).
Test self-efficacy can then be defined as the belief in one’s capability to perform
effectively when confronted by a test-taking situation.

Test-takers low in test self-efficacy are more likely to have negative emotions
surrounding the test (Gist, Schwoeder, & Rosen, 1989) which are likely to transfer to
their perceptions after taking the test. Test-takers high in test self-efficacy approach the
testing situation more positively so will be more likely to have more positive perceptions
after taking the test. Ryan, Ployhart, Greguras, and Schmit (1998) found that test self-
efficacy was related to a number of important variables in an applicant population. In
particular, they found that test self-efficacy was positively related to motivation and test
performance and negatively related to test anxiety. Furthermore, researchers (e.g., Bauer
et al., 1998; Gilliland, 1994) have found that self-efficacy was positively related to
fairness perceptions of the selection process.

Hypothesis 2: Test-taking self-efficacy will be positively related to post-test

perceptions (i.e., liking, process fairness, test ease, consistency, perceived job-

relatedness, and self-assessed performance) of the selection test.

Test-taking anxiety is an example of a situation-specific anxiety trait (Spielberger
& Vagg, 1995). Hodapp, Glanzmann, and Laux (1995) discuss that test anxious people
are likely to “respond with excessive worry, self-deprecatory thoughts, and intense affect
and physiological arousal when exposed to examination situations.” Thus, it should not
be a surprise that test-taking anxiety has been found to relate negatively to test

performance (e.g., Arvey et al., 1990; Hembree, 1988) and perceptions of the test
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(Barbera et al., 1995; Schmit & Ryan, 1997). Schmit and Ryan (1997) also found that
test-taking anxiety was positively related to withdrawal from a selection process.

Hypothesis 3: Test-taking anxiety will be negatively related to post-test

perceptions (i.e., liking, process fairness, test ease, consistency, perceived job-

relatedness, and self-assessed performance) of the selection test.

As computers are still not ubiquitous in society, researchers are concerned that
previous computer experience may affect people’s attitudes towards computers and their
applications (e.g., Hill et al., 1987, Igbaria & Chakrabarti, 1990; Pope-Davis & Twing,
1991; Zoltan & Chapanis, 1982). Similar to test-taking experience, applicants'
experiences with computers are likely to influence their reactions to the test. The more
experience people have with a computer, the more likely they are to see them as just
another aspect of the selection process and will react more positively to them. Applicants
with little computer experience may see them as an unfamiliar, unfair, part of the process
that they should not have to contend with. A number of studies examining attitudes
towards computers have found that past computer experience is related to general
acceptance of computers (e.g., Burke et al., 1987), willingness to use computers (Zolton
& Chapanis, 1982), anxiety (Igbaria & Chakrabarti, 1990), liking (Comber et al., 1998),
task performance (Czaja & Sharit, 1993), confidence (Loyd & Gressard, 1984; Pope-
Davis & Twing 1991; Torkzadeh & Koufteros, 1993), and general attitudes towards
computers (Howard & Smith, 1986; Igbaria & Chakrabarti, 1990; Popovich, Hyde,
Zakrajsek, & Blumer, 1987). While there is some evidence that experience may lead to
negativity in users (e.g., Rosen et al., 1993), most research finds that computer

experience is positively related to attitudes towards computers and their uses.
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Hypothesis 4: Computer experience will be positively related to post-test
perceptions (i.e., liking, process fairness, test ease, consistency, perceived job-
relatedness, and self-assessed performance) of the selection test for those taking
the computerized version.

Related to the amount of experience people have with computers is their
perception of how able they are to use a computer. Computer self-efficacy is again a
variant of the self-efficacy construct (Bandura, 1977). Similar to test self-efficacy,
applicants low in computer self-efficacy are more likely to have negative emotions
surrounding the test, which are likely to transfer to their perceptions after taking the test.

Computer self-efficacy is thought to be an important variable in understanding
people’s decision to use computers (e.g., Hill et al., 1987), reactions to computers (e.g.,
Webster & Martocchio, 1995), their attitudes (e.g., Compeau, 1992; Compeau & Higgins,
1995), and their performance when using computers (e.g., Gist et al., 1989; Karsten &
Roth, 1998). This research supports the conclusion that computer self-efficacy is
positively related to attitudes, intentions, and behaviors with regard to computers and
their applications.

Hypothesis 5: Computer self-efficacy will be positively related to post-test

perceptions (i.e., liking, process faimess, test ease, consistency, perceived job-

relatedness, and self-assessed performance) of the selection test for those taking
the computerized version.

Computer anxiety is another construct that has received a great deal of attention in
the literature. As with self-efficacy, Cambre and Cook (1985) discuss how computer

anxiety is similar to test anxiety as a manifestation of the general anxiety construct.
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Similar to test anxiety, computer anxiety is thought to be an affective response where
people are intimidated by the computer, worry about damaging the computer, and worry
about looking stupid. While test-taking anxiety and computer anxiety are conceptually
similar, Heinssen, Glass, and Knight (1987) found that while the Computer Anxiety
Rating Scale was correlated with trait anxiety, it was not correlated with Sarason’s Test
Anxiety Scale (1978). Shermis and Lombard (1997) also found no relationship between
measures of computer and test anxiety. Thus, computer anxiety seems to be capturing
unique variance in people’s reactions to computers beyond that of test anxiety. Research
has found evidence that computer anxiety is negatively related to such variables as
attitudes towards computers (e.g., Howard, 1986; Igbaria & Chakrabarti, 1990; Popovich
et al., 1987), amount of interaction with computers (e.g., Mahar, Henderson, & Deane,
1997; Rosen et al., 1993), and performance (e.g., Bloom & Hautaluoma, 1990; Elder,
Gardner, & Ruth, 1987).
Hypothesis 6: Computer anxiety will be negatively related to post-test
perceptions (i.e., liking, process fairness, test ease, consistency, perceived job-
relatedness, and self-assessed performance) of the selection test for those taking
the computerized version.

When novel technologies are first introduced to people, it is likely that there will
be some resistance to using them. When computers were far less prevalent in society
compared to the present time, Zoltan and Chapanis (1982) noted that many people
noticed that the public did not accept computers. Other researchers have discussed the
resistance that occurs in the workplace (e.g., Faerstein, 1986; Henderson et al., 1995).

Faerstein (1986) noted that workers’ apprehension for using novel technologies may be
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due to their need for control or autonomy, resistance to change, and fear of failure or the
unknown. Henderson et al. (1995) also note that these and other factors may be the
source of failure that commonly occurs for organizations trying to implement
management information systems. Thus, people who are less resistant to new
experiences and/or change may be more likely to interact with novel technologies and
rate these experiences as more positive than people who are resistant to new experiences
and/or change.

Hypothesis 7: Openness to experience will be positively related to post-test

perceptions (i.e., liking, process fairness, test ease, consistency, perceived job-

relatedness, and self-assessed performance) of the selection test for those taking

the computerized version.
Mode of Administration

Landis et al. (1998) examined applicants’ reactions to cognitive ability testing
using a paper-and-pencil, computerized, and computer adaptive manipulation. They
hypothesized computer adaptive testing would produce more anxiety in examinees, lower
fairness perceptions, and less satisfaction compared to the more traditional forms of
testing (i.e., paper-and-pencil and computer administered testing). They found some
support of differences in anxiety and faimess between the computer administered and
computer adaptive conditions compared to the paper-and-pencil condition. Based on
these findings, I may similarly expect some differences in reactions to traditional versus
novel testing conditions.

Daum (1994) also examined applicant reactions to different versions of a

cognitive ability test. This research compared faimess perceptions of a paper-and-pencil
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versus computer adaptive (CAT) version of a cognitive ability test. Results showed that
test-takers rated the CAT as less consistent but equally fair as the paper-and-pencil
version. Daum (1994) attributed participants’ perceptions of fairness to the explanation
given for using the computer adaptive test. As this was only a post-hoc explanation of
the results and not an experimental manipulation, it is important to consider further
research findings.

Previous research shown not only positive overall reactions from test-takers
towards computerized testing (Angle et al., 1977; Barbera et al., 1995; Frank, 1993;
Lucas, 1977, Schmidt et al. 1978; Slack & Van Cura, 1968) but also that test-takers
prefer computerized versions of tests over their paper-and-pencil versions (Arvey et al.,
1990; Ogilvie et al., 1999). These findings may be attributed to the novelty of the
computerized testing. Ogilvie et al. (1999) found that participants reacted positively to
the computer due to being perceived as efficient and an improvement over the paper-and-
pencil tests. Arvey et al. (1990) also found the test-takers found the computerized testing
was "intrinsically more interesting, more challenging, less boring..." than the paper-and-
pencil version. Based on these findings, I hypothesize that participants taking the
computer version will like the test more than participants taking the paper-and-pencil
version.

Hypothesis 8a: Participants taking the computerized test will show higher liking

than those taking the paper-and-pencil version.

In addition to overall reactions, researchers have found that applicants either rate
different versions of a test as equally fair (Daum, 1994) or rate the computerized version

as more fair (e.g., Schmidt et al., 1978; Schmitt, Gilliland, Landis, & Devine, 1993) than
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their traditional paper-and-pencil versions. This may be due to peoples' perceptions that
computers are more objective, accurate, and less prone to biases than traditional forms of
selection testing. As these characteristics have been discussed in regard to determining
fairness perceptions (e.g., Gilliland, 1993; Leventhal, 1980), it is hypothesized that these
factors will lead to more positive reactions from participants taking the computerized
version versus those taking the paper-and-pencil version.

Hypothesis 8b: Participants taking the computerized version will rate the test as

fairer than those taking the paper-and-pencil version.

In assessing participants’ reactions, it is hypothesized that the general
preference/liking and perceptions of fairness towards novel testing will be related to how
difficult they perceived the test to be. Kluger and Rothstein (1993) found support for a
positive relationship between difficulty and negativity towards the task. As past research
has shown that participants generally prefer computerized tests to their paper-and-pencil
versions, | hypothesize that these reactions may have been due in part to test-takers’
perceptions that the computerized tests were easier than the paper and pencil tests.

Hypothesis 8c: Participants taking the computerized test will feel the test was

easier than those taking the paper-and-pencil version.

Another perception of importance is participants’ self-assessed performance.
Researchers (e.g., Chan et al., 1998; Kluger & Rothstein, 1993; Macan et al., 1994;
Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Rynes & Connerley, 1993) have found evidence that self-
assessed performance is important for understanding reactions to a selection system. In
conducting a literature review, I could not find research that examined differences in self-

assessed performance for novel versus traditional testing. Above, I hypothesized that
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participants taking the computerized test will feel the test was easier than those taking the
paper-and-pencil test. Thus, if participants think the computerized test was easy, they
should be more likely to rate that they performed well on the test.
Hypothesis 8d: Participants taking the computerized test will rate that they
performed better compared to participants taking the paper-and-pencil test.

One of the advantages of novel testing mentioned above is the increased
standardization in test administration (e.g., Kleinmuntz & McLean, 1968; McHenry &
Schmitt, 1994). Gilliland (1993) discusses the importance of consistency of
administration and its effect on participants’ fairness perceptions. Gilliland posits that
certain types of tests may raise concerns of consistency and that these concerns may be
more salient for some types of tests (e.g., interviews) more than others (e.g., paper-and-
pencil tests). Daum (1994) found support for this idea as participants rated a computer
adaptive test as more consistent than a paper and pencil test. As one of the key
advantages of computerized testing is higher degree of consistency compared to human
administered tests (e.g., Bartram & Bayliss, 1984; Burke & Normand, 1987; Denner,
1977; Thompson & Wilson, 1982), it is likely that participants taking the computerized
version will rate the test as more consistent than participants taking the paper-and-pencil
version.

Hypothesis 8e: Participants taking the computerized test will feel the test was

more consistently administered than those taking the paper-and-pencil version.

As discussed earlier, one of the concerns for researchers was the impersonal
nature of computers (e.g., Erdman et al., 1985; Space, 1981). Research examining

computerized interviewing (Martin & Nagao, 1989; Greist et al., 1973) has provided
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some evidence that test-takers react negatively to this aspect of novel testing. I
hypothesize that participants taking the computerized test will react more negatively to
the interpersonal aspects of the computerized test than participants taking the paper and
pencil test.

Hypothesis 8f: Participants taking the computerized test will rate that they were

treated more impersonally than those taking the paper-and-pencil version.

For perceived job-relatedness, I do not predict a direct effect of mode of
administration. Instead, I predict that the relationship between mode of administration
and perceived job-relatedness will be moderated by perceived technology level of the job.
This moderated hypothesis will be discussed in the subsequent section on perceived
technology level of the job.

Perceived Technological Level of the Job (Job Type)

Heskgth and Neal (1999) discuss the impact that the current technological
revolution is having on the workplace by changing the amount of involvement workers
have with technology. While many more workers are interacting with technology, there
are still differences between jobs in the degree of involvement they require. For example,
a sales clerk in a grocery store probably does not encounter the same degree of
technology that a computer engineer does. While novel selection tests might be cheaper
and easier to administer, the applicant may not see the relevance of the technology to the
type of job to which they are applying. It is important to note that not every novel
selection test is designed to be more job-related. In many cases, the use of novel testing
is to increase the testing standardization, lessen the scoring time, and decrease the

financial cost of testing.
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Kravitz et al. (1994) found some support that applicants may view selection tests
differentially depending on the type of job for which they are used. They found that
personality tests, honesty tests, and criminal records were viewed more positively when
used for managers as opposed to production workers. They also found that physical
ability tests were viewed more positively for production workers than for managerial
positions.

Murphy and colleagues (Murphy, Thornton, & Prue, 1991; Murphy, Thornton, &
Reynolds, 1990) have also found evidence that people’s perceptions of selection tests
vary by job type. In both studies, they found that college students’ acceptance of
employee drug testing varies by type of job. In addition, their research shows that these
differences are due to the amount of perceived danger from impaired job performance.
Thus, drug testing was rated as more acceptable for an airline pilot than compared to a
janitor.

Further support for the importance of job type comes from research comparing
acceptance of computerized interviews. Martin and Nagao (1989) compared paper-and-
pencil, computerized, face-to-face with a cold interviewer, and face-to-face with a warm
interviewer versions of an interview simulation for a clerk or management trainee
position. They found attitudes towards the nonsocial interviews (i.e., paper-and-pencil
and computerized interviews) varied by the type of job to which participants were
applying. Participants applying to a management position resented the nonsocial

interviews significantly more than participants applying for a clerk position.
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Lucas (1977) also hypothesized that people with various job types would differ in
their attitudes towards computer interviewing. Lucas found that non-manual workers had
less favorable attitudes towards computer interviewing than manual workers.

Based on previous work, it is expected that perceived technology level of the job
will moderate the relation of mode of administration to participants’ reactions to the test.
Specifically, the strength of the relationship between mode of administration and
perceptions of the selection test will depend on the perceived technology level of the job.
This relationship will be apparent for perceptions of perceived job-relatedness (face
validity and perceived predictive validity).

In designing a selection test, it is important that the test be related to the job for
which it is intended. Gilliland (1993) posits that a selection procedure’s job-relatedness
may be one of the most important determinants of fairness perceptions. One of the
advantages of novel tests is their ability to present applicants with a more face valid test
than using a traditional test. Researchers (e.g., McHenry & Schmitt, 1994; Shotland,
Alliger, & Sales, 1998; Smither et al., 1993) have discussed the importance of the face
validity of novel tests in increasing applicants’ perceptions of test fairness. If a novel test
is able to simulate the actual job, it should provide applicants with a more realistic job
preview than a test with less fidelity (e.g., McHenry & Schmitt, 1994; Shotland &
Alliger, 1999). Researchers have found some support that video-based tests (Chan &
Schmitt, 1997) and multimedia tests (Shotland & Alliger, 1999) are more face valid than
their paper-and-pencil counterparts. However, novel tests should only have more face
validity if they are used for jobs that require a similar interaction with the technology.

Using a novel test for a job that does not use that type of technology would make it less
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face valid than a traditional paper and pencil test. Thus, to the degree that the selection
test is perceived as matching the requirements of the job, the test should be perceived as
more job-related.

Hypothesis 9: Perceived technology level of the job will moderate the

relationship between mode of administration and perceived job-relatedness (face

validity and perceived predictive validity). Participants taking the computerized
version will perceive the test as having greater perceived job-relatedness than

those who are taking the paper-and-pencil version when they are applying for a

highly technical job. Participants taking the paper-and-pencil version will

perceive the test as having greater perceived job-relatedness than those taking the
computerized version when they are applying for a less technical job.
Decision Qutcome

Adams’ (1965) Equity Theory was one of the first attempts at examining reactions
to decisions made in an organizational setting. Following Adams’ (1965) initial work on
Equity theory, much research was devoted to testing his ideas and the various factors that
may affect these reactions (Greenberg, 1990). This stream of research became known as
distributive justice and refers to “the perceived faimess of the outcomes or resources
received” (Cropanzano & Ambrose, 1996).

Research has found applicants who are hired have more positive perceptions of
the selection system compared to those applicants who are not hired (e.g., Bauer et al.,
1998; Cunningham, 1989; Farmer et al., 1998; Gilliland, 1994; Kluger & Rothstein,
1993; Macan et al., 1994; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Smither et al., 1993; Thorsteinson &

Ryan, 1997). These studies generally provide evidence for the effect of outcome on
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process fairness (e.g., Farmer et al., 1998), outcome fairness (e.g., Thorsteinson & Ryan,
1997) or both process and outcome fairness (e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart and Ryan,
1997; Smither et al., 1993).

In addition, other researchers have found support for the effect of outcome on
other reactions (Bauer et al., 1998; Kluger & Rothstein, 1993). Kluger and Rothstein
(1993) measured a number of reactions and found that selection outcome affected test-
takers’ reactions of coping, test faimess, pleasure and calmness. Bauer et al. (1998)
found that selection outcome affected applicants’ general attitude toward employment
testing. Thus, while there may be stronger support for the effect of selection outcome on
process and outcome fairness, there is some indication that rejected participants may
show a number of negative reactions.

Hypothesis 10: Participants who are not selected for the job will have more

negative post-feedback perceptions (i.e., liking, process fairness, outcome

fairness, test ease, consistency, interpersonal treatment, perceived job-relatedness)
compared to participants who are selected for the job.

Despite strong evidence that selection outcome has an effect on perceptions, there
is no research, which examines whether this effect differs for novel tests compared to
traditional tests. Consistent with earlier hypotheses, I predict that the effect of the
selection outcome on performance attributions will vary with the mode of administration.
Ployhart and Ryan (1997) provide some ideas from attribution theory that help to explain
how these differences in applicant reactions may occur. They posit that applicants going
through a selection process might attribute success or failure to sources internal or

external to themselves. For example, applicants selected for a job may be more likely to
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attribute their success to their own ability and not to the factors of the selection process
such as test ease, interviewer bias, or preferential hiring. Applicants not selected may be
more likely to attribute their failure to these outside sources and not to internal factors so
that they may protect their self-perceptions. Ployhart and Ryan (1997) found that
selected applicants were more likely to attribute their success to internal, stable, and
controllable factors than were rejected applicants. Chan and colleagues (Chan, 1997;
Chan et al., 1997) found similar evidence that links reactions to attribution theory. They
found that test-takers make different attributions based on test performance in that poor
performing test-takers are more likely to see the test as not job-related or predictive of job
performance than are high performing test-takers.

In the current study, the types external attributions that rejected applicants make
may be important to understanding reactions to novel testing. The addition of technology
into a selection setting may provide applicants with a salient factor to which they may
attribute their failure in the selection process. For example, it may be easier for
applicants who are not selected for the job to attribute the outcome to the technology
used. As selected applicants typically attribute their success to internal, stable, and
controllable factors, the type of selection test should not impact their attributions.

Hypothesis 11: Mode of administration will moderate the relationship between

the selection outcome and post-feedback performance attributions of the selection

test. For those rejected, participants taking the computerized version will be more
likely to make external, uncontrollable, and unstable performance attributions

compared to participants taking the paper-and-pencil version. For those selected,
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participants in the computerized and paper-and-pencil versions should not differ

in their performance attributions.
Behavioral Intentions

An important aspect of applicant reactions is their effect on applicants’

behaviors towards the organization. Researchers (e.g., Bauer et al., 1998; Dailey & Kirk,
1992; Farmer et al., 1998; Gilliland, 1993; Gilliland, 1994; Macan et al., 1994; Ryan et
al., 1996; Schmit & Ryan, 1997) have found applicant reactions relate to various
outcomes of importance to applicants and the organization (e.g., job acceptance, self-
efficacy, job satisfaction, recommendation intentions).

Murphy (1986) points out that the utility of a selection system depends on its
ability to hire the most qualified applicants. Applicants who react negatively to a
selection system may be more likely to reject a job if it is offered or withdraw from the
selection process. In addition, researchers (e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Rynes, 1993; Rynes &
Barber, 1990) also highlight that applicant reactions may negatively impact a company’s
ability to recruit qualified applicants through past candidates’ recommendations.
Research has found that applicant reactions are positively related to job acceptance
intentions (e.g., Korsgaard, Sapienza, Turnley, & Diddams, 1996; Macan et al., 1994;
Ployhart & Ryan, 1997), organizational attractiveness (Smither et al., 1993),
recommendation intentions (Bauer et al., 1998; Gilliland, 1994;) and company image
(e.g., Kluger & Rothstein, 1993).

Hypothesis 12a: Post-feedback perceptions of the selection process (i.e., liking,

process fairness, outcome fairness, test ease, consistency, interpersonal treatment,

perceived job-relatedness) will be positively related to job acceptance intentions.
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Hypothesis 12b: Post-feedback perceptions of the selection process (i.e., liking,

process fairness, outcome fairness, test ease, consistency, interpersonal treatment,

perceived job-relatedness) will be positively related to recommendation

intentions.

In addition to affecting the utility of a selection system, researchers (e.g., Gilliland
& Steiner, 1998, Rynes & Barber, 1990) have suggested reactions may have an effect on
applicants’ intentions to use the company’s services or products. Evidence for this
relationship comes from Macan et al. (1994) who found that applicant reactions were
positively related to purchase intentions.

Hypothesis 12c: Post-feedback perceptions of the selection process (i.e., liking,

process fairness, outcome fairness, test ease, consistency, interpersonal treatment,

perceived job-relatedness) will be positively related to purchase intentions.

METHODS

Participants

212 students from a large Mid-western university participated in the study.
Students were recruited from an introductory psychology class and received class credit
for their participation. The average age of the sample was 20 years. The sample was
76% Female, 73% White, 10% African American, and 9% Asian.

Of the 212 participants, 10 participants were dropped from the analyses. Three
participants were dropped from the analyses as they did not show up for part two of the
experiment. In addition, four participants were dropped for not following instructions,
one for receiving the wrong instructions, one for displaying a clear lack of effort in the

experiment, and one for conveying to the test administrator that he learned about the
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experimental task from a previous participant. Thus, 202 participants were retained for
the analyses.
Design
The design of the current study was a 2 (mode of presentation: paper-and-pencil

- computerized) X 2 (perceived technical level of the job: high technical job - low
technical job) X 2 (selection decision: rejected or selected) between subjects design. Due
to the resources needed for the mode of presentation manipulation, sessions required the
researcher to designate a condition before participants were able to volunteer for the
study. In addition, each session was also randomly assigned to the perceived technical
level of the job condition. The selection decision was based on their performance on the
selection test. To make the hiring decisions, a cut score was determined from pilot
testing as well as from norms gathered during the test’s original development.
Pilot Studies

To ensure that test content and instructions were perceived similarly, a pilot test
was conducted in which 12 participants were given both versions of the test. Participants
were randomly assigned to take either the paper-and-pencil or computerized test first in
order ensure no order effects. Participants were told they were participating in a study
designed to examine a selection test for an organization (Appendix A). Next, participants
filled out a consent form (Appendix B). After taking both tests, the administrator asked
participants to provide feedback on the content, instructions, and various aspects of the
tests that they found to be non-equivalent so adjustments could be made to the tests.

Participants were then given a debriefing as to the purpose of the study (Appendix C).
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After each pilot session, participant suggestions were examined and appropriate
changes were made to the content, instructions, and presentation of the stimulus materials
in order to make the computer and paper-and-pencil versions as equivalent as possible.

A second pilot study was conducted in which 50 participants were asked to rate
20 jobs as to their perceived level of technology used in the job (Appendix D). The jobs
were selected from a list of positions for which the test is used to select applicants.

Results of the survey are shown in Table 1. Based on the results, I selected two
jobs that would require similar skills and represented the high and low end of the scale
(i.e., business analyst and customer service representative). In addition, the two jobs
were rated significantly different from each other in technology level (t(1,49) = 51.68, p
<.05). Ithen searched a variety of online job search companies (e.g., hotjobs.com,
misconsult.com) for job descriptions of the selected jobs. These descriptions were used
to describe the jobs for which participants were taking the test.

Procedure

As noted above, I designated the mode of administration condition for each
session before participants signed up and the perceived technology level of the job
condition for each session before participants arrived. Participants received either the
computer or paper-and-pencil version of the test. Four versions of the test administrator
instructions were created to correspond to each of four conditions created by the mode of
administration and perceived technology level of the job manipulations (Appendix E).

The administrator first gave a brief introduction to the study. Next, participants

filled out an informed consent, which further explained the incentives (Appendix F).
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Table 1

Technology Ratings Across Pilot Job Titles.

Job Title

Programmer
Telecommunications Technician
Electrician

Plant/building Mechanic

Business Analyst*

Instructional Designer/Training Consultant

Accountant

Financial Analyst

Insurance Claims Processor
Auditor

Insurance Fraud Investigator
Administrative Assistant
Insurance Account Representative
Executive Secretary

Human Resources Representative
Legal Researcher/Paralegal
Records Clerk

Sales Support Specialist

34

Mean

4.39

4.16

3.95

3.74

3.67

3.63

3.55

3.55

3.51

3.49

3.44

3.37

3.34

3.33

3.30

3.29

3.28

3.22

SD
72
.68
73

73

.65
.68
.65
.59
.65
.65
75
.61
.68
.62
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Customer Service Representative* 3.02

Receptionist 2.88

.62

.59

* Indicates jobs chosen for the job type manipulation

Note. N=51
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Participants were told that cash awards of $15 were available for those participants who
would have been selected for the position described. Incentives were used so participants
would have an increased motivation to perform well on the selection test, thus, simulating
realistic applicant conditions.

Next, participants were given a description of the specifics of the study and the
manipulation of the perceived technical level of the job. Participants were told they were
applying for a high technical or low technical job. Participants were then given a
description of the in-basket examination and filled out a questionnaire asking
demographic questions and the first set of measures (Appendix G).

Participants then took either the computerized or paper-and-pencil in-basket
examination. After completing the test, participants were given a second questionnaire
(Appendix H). After completing the questionnaire, participants were told that their tests
would be scored and a selection decision would be made. They were told they would
learn of this decision at the next session one week later. During the time between session
one and the second session, participants’ in-basket results were scored and participants
were classified as being hired or not hired based on those scores.

At the second session, participants were reminded as to the purpose of the study,
the type of job for which they were taking the test, the type of test they took, and the
basis of the selection decision. Participants were then given their selection decision and
final questionnaire (Appendix I for selected participants & Appendix J for rejected

participants). Participants were then given a debriefing about the purpose of the study

(Appendix K).
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Measures

A complete list of measures used in the study is provided in Appendix L. Those
scales adopted from previous research have scale reliabilities provided. Due to the nature
of the test used, other scales have either been modified to fit the current context or have
been created by the researcher. Unless noted otherwise, all scales used five point Likert-
type scales (1=Strongly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree).

Manipulation Check. In order to check the effect of manipulating the perceived
technology level of the job, I used the perceived level of technology scale that was used
in the second pilot study to select the job type. The measure had an alpha of .86. This
measure was given after test instructions, but before participants took the selection test.

Motivation Check. To assess participants’ motivation to do well on the selection
test, participants were given 10 items adopted from the Motivation sub-scale from the
Test Attitude Survey (Arvey et al., 1990). For this sub-scale, Arvey et al. (1990) found
an alpha = .85. This measure was given after test instructions, but before participants took
the selection test.

Individual Difference Measures. The following set of measures was given after
test instructions and an explanation of the type of test participants would be taking, but
before participants took the selection test. Test taking experience was measured using a
four-item scale asking about experiences with in-basket tests (e.g., “I have taken a test
similar to this test”). Test taking self-efficacy was measured using five items adopted
from Pintrich and DeGroot (1990). They found an alpha of .90 for this measure. Test-
taking anxiety was measured using Sarason and Ganzer’s (1962) Test Anxiety Scale

(TAS), which is composed of 16 true-false items. Reliability estimates could not be
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found for this measure, but Sarason, Pederson, and Nyman (1968) reported a .93
correlation between the 16-item and the updated 37-item TAS measures. Based on this
high correlation, I can infer that the reliability of each scale was above .90 (Deshon,
personal communication, September, 1999).

Computer-Related Individual Difference Measures. The following variables were
measured before participants took the selection test. Computer experience was measured
using 12 items from Potosky and Bobko (1998). Factor analyses showed two six-item
factors, which represented technical competence and general competence aspects of
computer experience. Potosky and Bobko (1998) obtained an alpha of .93 for this
measure. As results of a factor analysis supported these two components of computer
experience, two-six item measures of technical and basic experience were created.
Computer self-efficacy was measured using an eight-item scale based a measure from
Levine and Donitsa-Schmidt (1997). Based on a factor analysis, Levine and Donitsa-
Schmidt created a ten-item scale, which had an alpha of .90. Despite their findings, I
dropped two items from the scale. I dropped one item as it seemed more geared towards
the high school population on which it was created (“Computer studies is one of my best
subjects™) and another item because its factor loadings in the current study indicated that
it is was tapping a construct other than computer self-efficacy. Computer anxiety was
measured using a ten-item scale from Igbaria and Chakrabarti (1990). They obtained an
alpha of .91 for this measure. Openness to experience was measured using 12 items from
the Openness to Experience sub-scale of the NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1989). Costa

and McCrae (1992) found an alpha of. 90 for this measure.

38



Post-Test, Pre-Feedback and Post-Test, Post-Feedback Measures. The following

set of questions were asked in both post-test, pre-feedback and post-test, post-feedback
questionnaires. Process fairness was measured using four items adopted from Gilliland
(1994). Gilliland (1994) obtained an alpha of .85 for this measure. Perceived job
relatedness was measured using 10 items adopted from Smither et al. (1993). Smither et
al. (1993) discuss perceived job relatedness as comprising two factors, face validity and
perceived predictive validity. Smither et al. (1993) obtained alphas above .80 for these
scales. Consistency was measured using a four-item measure used in Ployhart and Ryan
(1997), which was created from 2 items from Gilliland and Honig (1994) and 2 items
from Ployhart and Ryan (1997). Ployhart and Ryan (1997) found an alpha above .80 for
this measure. Interpersonal treatment was measured using six items created by the
researcher in order to understand how applicants felt they were treated during the
experiment. While Gilliland and Honig (1994) created a reliable measure of a similar
nature, their measure did not capture the same aspects of the interaction during the
experiment in which I was interested. The current measure was created to measure the
potential feelings of being treated inhumanely by a computer as has been postulated by
some researchers (e.g., Erdman et al., 1985). Results of a factor analysis indicated that
these six items were tapping two aspects of interpersonal treatment. Three items tapped
participants' interaction with the test (e.g., “I felt the test was impersonal”) and three
items tapped aspects of participants' interaction with the test administrator (e.g., "The test
administrator cared how I felt during the testing"). Thus, two three-item measures were
created to reflect these components of interpersonal treatment. The higher the scores on

these measures, the more negatively participants viewed their treatment. Test ease was
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measured using three items created by the researcher and two items adopted from Arvey
et al. (1990) to examine how difficult examinees perceived the test to be (e.g., “I thought
this test was easy””). The modified measure was used due to due to Arvey et al.’s low
reliability (.56) for their four-item measure. Liking was measured using four items
developed by the researcher in order to measure applicants’ generally perceptions of the
test (e.g., “I liked taking this type of test”).

Post-Test, Pre-Feedback Only Measure. The next set of questions were asked

only on the post-test, pre-feedback questionnaire. Self-assessed performance was
measured using five items from Brutus and Ryan (1996). Brutus and Ryan found an
alpha above .80 for this measure.

Post-Test, Post-Feedback Only Measures. The last set of questions were only

asked on the post-test, post-feedback questionnaire. Performance attributions was
measured using the Causal Dimension Scale (CDS) (Russell, 1982) and six items
developed by the researcher. The CDS is based on Weiner’s (1979) three dimensions of
causality: locus, stability, and controllability. Participants are first asked to write down
the primary (perceived) reason that they were selected or rejected. Next, they are asked
to rate this reason on the three dimensions of locus, stability, and controllability. Each
dimension consists of three items rated on a nine-point Likert-type scale. The CDS
contains three three-item measures reflecting these dimensions. In addition, six items
were developed by the researcher to measure additional aspects of the locus dimension,
which might capture the different types of attributions that selected and rejected
participants make. That is, two three-item measures were written to reflect the degree to

which participants attributed their performance to external factors and internal factors.
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Outcome fairness was measured using four items from Gilliland (1994). For this
measure, Gilliland (1994) obtained an alpha of .86.

Behavioral Intentions. The following questions were also provided on the final
questionnaire given to applicants. Job acceptance intentions was measured using two
items from Ployhart and Ryan (1997) and two items created by the researcher. Ployhart
and Ryan found an alpha of .98 for their two-item measure. Recommendation intentions
was measured using four items from Gilliland (1994). For this measure, Gilliland (1994)
found an alpha of .83. Purchase intentions was measured using three items developed by
the researcher to understand if participants’ attitudes towards the organization are
affected (“I would not use this organization’s products or services”).

Priority Management Exercise. The Priority Management Exercise (PME) is an
in-basket exercise designed by AON Consulting to measure competencies in multi-
tasking, time management, adaptability, ability to deal with complexity, and prioritizing
tasks. Due to the proprietary nature of the PME, it is not included as an Appendix. The
in-basket requires participants to use policy guidelines in order to route the numerous
requests in their in-box. These requests vary in how clearly they match the stated policies
for handling different types of requests. For each request there are a number of cues that
must be completed to correctly process the message (e.g., time frame, type of message,
routing order, type of routing).

During the exercise, participants must also deal with new requests that arrive
during the exercise as well as new messages that change the priority of the requests.

Performance on the test consists of the number of correct number of cues (e.g., time
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frame, type of message, routing order, type of routing) that participants completed for the
requests.

The PME first gives participants a 20-minute introduction to the task and then a
10-minute period to review the policies they will be using. After reviewing the policies,
participants spend 30 minutes completing the PME.

RESULTS

Analysis Plan

In order to test all of the relationships hypothesized, I used the following steps.
First, I began the analyses by confirming that the manipulation of the perceived
technology level of the job worked and then checked for participants' motivation. Next, I
describe some overall descriptive statistics for the measures and some changes in the
measures that were conducted as a result of these descriptive statistics. I then assess the
relationships between the general test-taking measures (i.e., test experience, test anxiety,
test self-efficacy, and openness to experience) and post-test reactions for the whole
sample using correlations. Using correlations, I also assess the relationships between the
computer-related measures (i.e., computer experience-technical, computer experience-
basic, and computer anxiety) and post-test reactions for participants in the computer
condition. Next, I test for mean differences in post-test perceptions by Mode of
Administration using a series of one-way ANOVAs. I then test for the moderated
relationship of Mode of Administration and perceived job-relatedness by perceived
technology level of the job using moderated regression. To test for the effect of Selection
Outcome on post-feedback perceptions, I use the MANOVA procedure. Next, I test for

the moderated relationship between the selection outcome and post-feedback
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performance attributions (locus, stability, controllability, internal attributions, and
external attributions) of the selection test by mode of administration using moderated
regression. As a follow-up to this analysis, I examined the reasons given by participants
for their selection decision to see if any overall differences were apparent. Finally, I

examined the relationship between post-test perceptions and intentions using correlations.

In addition to the hypothesized relationships, I also conducted a set of follow-up
analyses. The first analysis examined the interaction of process and outcome fairness on
intentions by using moderated regression. I also examined the unique effects of the
computer-related variables beyond the general test-taking measures (i.e., test experience,
test anxiety, and test self-efficacy) in two sets of analyses. The first set examined the
incremental validity provided by the computer-related measures in predicting test
performance and the selection outcome and the second set of analyses examined the
incremental validity provided by the computer-related measures in predicting post-test

reactions. I used moderated regression to test both sets of analyses.

Manipulation Check

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to test the effect of the job type and mode
of administration manipulations on participants' perceptions of the amount of technology
involved in the job for which the test was used to select applicants. The results indicated
that both the job type manipulation (F(1,198)=7.13) and mode of administration
manipulation (F(1,198)=32.30) influenced participants' perceptions of the amount of
technology in the job they were taking the test for. The means indicated that participants
viewed the high-tech job as involving more technology than the low-tech job (3.44 vs.

3.17, respectively). Participants taking the computerized test viewed the job as involving
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more technology than participants taking the paper-and-pencil test (3.57 vs. 3.00,

respectively).

While the significance of the job type indicates the manipulation was successful,
the significance of the mode of administration manipulation was unexpected. The results
indicate that telling participants the type of test they will be taking can influence their
perceptions of the type of job for which they are taking the test. Regardless of the
condition participants were in, they perceived the job as involving at least a moderate
amount of technology. This result also may signify an overall perception by participants
that most jobs involve some amount of technology despite the differences in the outward

description of the technologies involved in these jobs.

Motivation Check

A two-way ANOVA was conducted to test the effect of the job type and mode
of administration manipulations on participants' motivation to perform well on the
selection test. Results indicated that there was not a difference in motivation across
conditions and that participants were all highly motivated (average = 4.17 out of 5) to

perform well on the selection test.

Descriptive Statistics

Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and reliabilities of the pre-test
measures, post-test, pre-feedback measures, and post-feedback measures are in Tables 2,
3, and 4, respectively. Overall, most measures had acceptable reliabilities (> .70). The
exceptions to this were the interpersonal treatment-administrator and interpersonal

treatment-test measures which both had reliabilities less than .70 for both



Table 2

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations of the Pre-Test Individual Difference

Measures.
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
1. Test-taking experience 248 1.00 (.88)
2. Test-taking efficacy 3.24 .66 .27 (.91)
3. Test-taking anxiety 22.39 4.13 -.09 -.19 (.84)
4. Computer exp - technical 2.63 81 15 40 -.12 (.79)
5. Computer exp — basic 3.91 S56 27 57 -11 51 (\74)
6. Computer anxiety .00 97 -21 -59 .22 -52 -78 (.94)
7. Openness to experience 3.63 48 .18 .22 -09 .12 .33 -38 (.74)

Note. N=202. Bolded correlations are significant at p <.05. Reliabilities are in

parenthesis on the diagonal. Scale range for test-taking anxiety is 16 (low) to 32

(high). Computer anxiety is a standardized composite of computer anxiety and

computer efficacy. All other scales range from 1 - 5.
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Table 3

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations of the Post-Test, Pre-Feedback Measures.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 9

1. Process fairness  3.64 .83 (192)

2. Face validity 3.88 .60 .38 (.83)

3.PPV 3304 .79 .64 .36 (.88)

4. Consistency 4.09 S5 32 49 .30 ((74)

5. IT-admin 252 61 -14 -15 -19 -13 (.67)

6. IT-test 322 .68 -21 -.09 -07 -.04 .30 (.62)

7. Test ease 2.73 81 .27 .11 .10 .07 .12 -.06 (.84)

8. Liking 296 86 41 30 36 .12 -16 -39 .46 (91)

9. SA performance  2.94 64 38 .23 .24 .14 -08 -30 .53 .58 (.77)

Note. N=202. Bolded correlations are significant at p <.05. Reliabilities are in
parenthesis on the diagonal. All scales range from 1 to 5. PPV is Perceived predictive
validity, IT — admin is Interpersonal treatment-administrator, and IT — test is

Interpersonal treatment-test.
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post-test, pre-feedback (.67 and .62, respectively) and post-feedback (.62 and .69,
respectively) measures. The low reliabilities are likely due to the fact that they were
created by the researcher and that they only contain three items per measure. As the six
items were originally created to measure overall interpersonal treatment, the finding of a

two-factor solution limited the chances of reliable measures.

The other measure with low reliability was the controllability scale on the Causal
Dimension Scale (Russell, 1982) measured post-feedback. While Ployhart and Ryan
(1997) found a low reliability for this dimension (.71), the current study found a much
lower reliability (.58). A possible reason for this low reliability may be due to the
confusing nature of this measure. Compared to the rest of the tasks in the study,
participants had the most number of questions about this measure and often times needed

to be corrected as how to correctly complete the measure.

In examining the relationships among the variables across Tables 2-4, the
variables showed good evidence of discriminant validity as indicated by the low to
moderate correlations among the measures and the differences in relationships across the
measures. One exception to this finding was an initial correlation of -.87 between
computer anxiety and computer efficacy. As a result of this finding, I combined the two
measures into the measure of computer anxiety shown in Table 2 and used it in the

subsequent analyses.

Tables 3 and 4 also show the general reactions that participants had to the PME.
Overall, the perceptions of Liking were slightly below average at post-test, pre-feedback
and post-feedback (2.73 and 2.91, respectively). This is not unexpected given that

participants also perceived the PME on the more difficult end of the scale (2.73 and 2.68,
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respectively) and Test Ease and Liking were positive and moderately correlated at post-

test, pre-feedback and post-feedback (.46 and .42, respectively).

Faimess Perceptions

The results of the hypotheses relating general test-taking individual differences
(Hypotheses 1-3) and openness to experience (Hypothesis 7) are shown in Table 5. The

correlations are based on all 202 participants.

Hypothesis 1, which stated that test-taking experience would be positively related
to post-test perceptions, received weak support as only liking was positively related to
test-taking experience (r=.19). Hypothesis 2 which stated that test-taking efficacy would
be positively related to post-test perceptions received partial support as liking (r=.20),
face validity (r=.19), test ease (r=.20) and self-assessed performance (r=.31) were
positively related to test-taking efficacy. Hypothesis 3, which stated that test-taking
anxiety would be negatively related to post-test perceptions, received weak support as
only self-assessed performance was negatively related to test-taking anxiety (r=-.29).
Hypothesis 7, which stated that openness to experience would be positively related to
post-test perceptions, received weak support as only face validity (r=.28) and consistency

(r=.20) were positively related to openness to experience.

The results of the hypotheses relating the computer-related individual differences
to post-test perceptions (Hypotheses 4-6) are shown in Table 6. For these tests, only the
participants that took the computer version are included (n=107). Hypothesis 4, which
stated that computer experience would be positively related to post-test perceptions,

received differential support across the technical and basic sub-scales.
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While both technical and basic experience were positively related to liking (r=.41 and
r=.36, respectively), test ease (r=.37 and r=.35, respectively) and self-assessed
performance (r=.42 and r=.47, respectively), basic experience was also related to process
fairness (r=.28) and face validity (r=.37). Hypothesis 6, which stated that computer
anxiety would be negatively related to post-test perceptions, received good support as
liking (r=-.45), process fairness (r=-.29), face validity (r=-.43), test ease (r=-.41),
consistency (r=-.26), and self-assessed performance (r=-.55) were all negatively and

significantly related to computer anxiety.

Hypotheses 8a-f, which predicted differences in post-test reactions by Mode of
Administration, were tested using one-way ANOVAs. The results from Table 7 show

that mode of administration did not have a significant effect on any of the post-test
perceptions.

Hypothesis 9, which stated that the perceived technology level of the job would
moderate the relationship between mode of administration and perceived job-relatedness
(face validity and perceived predictive validity), was tested using moderated regression.
The results in Table 8 show Hypothesis 9 was not supported as the interaction was non-

significant for both face validity and perceived predictive validity.

A MANOVA was conducted to assess the effect of selection outcome on liking,
process fairness, outcome fairness, ease, consistency, interpersonal treatment-
administrator, interpersonal treatment-test, face validity, and perceived predictive validity
as the set of dependent variables (Hypothesis 10). Pillai's trace indicated the main effect

of selection decision was significant (F(9, 192) =9.02, n2=.297). Table 9 shows
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Table 7

. .

Significance Results of Post-Test Reaction Measures by Mode of Administration.

Measure Computer Paper-and-Pencil F-Value

Mean SD Mean SD

Process fairness 3.66 .78 3.61 .89 13
Consistency 4.14 49 4.04 .61 1.60
Interpersonal treatment-admin 248 .60 2.56 .61 .83
Interpersonal treatment-test 3.22 .69 3.23 .67 .01
Liking 2.98 .89 2.94 .83 .08
Test ease 2.85 .87 2.59 72 5.29
Self-assessed performance 2.99 .67 2.87 .60 1.80

Note. N=107 and 95 in the computer and paper-and-pencil conditions,

respectively. All Fs are non-significant at p <.01.
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Table 8

Moderated Regression of Perceived Technology of Job and Mode of Administration.

Model

(o0

R2

lo¢

I

AR?

AR’F

Face validity
STEP 1

Perceived Technology of Job

Mode of Administration

STEP 2
Perceived Technology of Job

X Mode of Administration

Perceived predictive validity
STEP 1
Perceived Technology of Job

Mode of Administration

STEP 2
Perceived Technology of Job

X Mode of Administration

.08

-.02

.07

-.19

-.02

.01

.10

-.02

.02

-.14

.03

.07

-.12

.03

-.06

1.27

1.53 .01

2.64

1.87 .00

2.03

35

Note. All beta estimates, Fs, and AR%s were non-significant.
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Table 9

Significance Results of Post-Feedback Reactions by Selection Outcome.

Measure Selected Rejected F-Value
Mean SD Mean SD
Process faimess 3.90 .86 3.47 77 13.32*
Outcome fairness 3.92 .69 3.42 .63 29.29*
Face validity 3.96 .64 3.62 .63 14.40*
Perceived predictive validity 3.24 .64 2.77 .73 21.76*
Consistency 4.19 .68 4.06 .59 2.00
Interpersonal treatment-admin 244 .54 2.40 .57 27
Interpersonal treatment-test 3.07 .79 3.37 .73 7.41*
Liking 3.35 .78 2.62 .85 38.21*
Test ease 2.99 .86 2.46 .69 23.73*
*p<.05

Note. N=183 for the Selected group and N=119 for the Rejected group.
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the means and standard deviations for these measures by the selection decision. Post-hoc
analyses indicated that liking, process fairness, outcome fairness, ease, interpersonal
treatment-test, face validity, and perceived predictive validity were more positive for
selected participants than rejected participants. Thus the Hypothesis 10, which stated that
participants who are not selected for the job would have more negative post-feedback

perceptions compared to participants who are selected for the job, was mostly supported.

Hypothesis 11, which stated that mode of administration would moderate the
relationship between the selection outcome and post-feedback performance attributions
(locus, stability, controllability, internal attributions, and external attributions) of the
selection test, was tested using moderated regression. Table 10 shows the interaction
term was significant for the stability dimension of the Causal Dimension Scale but not the
locus dimension, controllability dimension, or the external attributions and internal
attributions measures. Figure 2 shows the interaction for perceptions of stability. While
selected participants' perceptions do not differ across mode of administration, rejected
participants in the computer condition perceive their performance as more stable than
participants in the paper-and-pencil condition. While selected participants' perceptions
were consistent with Hypothesis 11, rejected participants' perceptions were contrary to

the hypothesis. Thus, Hypothesis 11 was not supported.

I also examined the reasons given by participants across all conditions. Most
participants stated that they did or did not get the job due to their ability to either perform
or not perform up to the standards of the test. Of the remaining reasons, participants gave

a variety of explanations for their selection decision. A few selected and rejected
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Table 10

Moderated Regression of Selection Outcome and Mode of Administration.

Model

o

[oe}

AR?  ARPF

3

Cu

STEP 1
Selection Outcome

Mode of Administration

STEP 2
Selection Outcome X

Mode of Administration

Stability
STEP 1

Selection Outcome

Mode of Administration

STEP 2
Selection Outcome X

Mode of Administration

-1.63*

-41

.05

-2.51*

-32

-.87*

-47

-.12°

-.63

-.08

-.51

59

25

25

42

.43

32.70*

21.70*

70.49*

49.01*

.00 .02

.01 3.95*



Model b B R F AR?  AR’F
Controllability

STEP 1 29 40.71*

Selection Outcome -1.59* -54

Mode of Administration -.06 -.02

STEP 2 .29 27.40% .00 .84
Selection Outcome X 33 .26

Mode of Administration

Internal attributions

STEP 1 23 29.30%

Selection Outcome -.79% -.46

Mode of Administration -.14 -.08

STEP 2 23 19.47* .00 .10
Selection Outcome X -.07 -.09

Mode of Administration

External attributions

STEP 1 .02 2.39

Selection Outcome 22% .14

Mode of Administration .07 .04
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Model b B R E AR’ AR
STEP 2 .02 1.61 .00 .08
Selection Outcome X -.06 -.09
Mode of Administration
*p<.05
91
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Computer Paper-and-Pencil

Mode of Administrati

Figure 2. Selection Decision and Mode of Administration Interaction

participants attributed their success or failure to experience or lack of experience with
work similar to that in the in-basket test. Similarly, two participants cited a lack of
computer experience as why they were not selected for the job. Some rejected
participants also cited a lack of interest in the job or motivation in general as to why they

were not selected. A few rejected participants noted that the test was not job-related to
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the position described or, more generally, “any real world job.” Two participants also
cited external reasons such as hunger and lack of sleep as reasons. A number of rejected
participants also cited a lack of clear instructions as a reason why they were not able to
perform well. Finally, one rejected participant indicated that “It’s hard to learn from a

computer — very impersonal” as their reason for not being selected.

Hypotheses 12a-c, which stated that job acceptance, recommendation intentions,
and purchase intentions would be positively (negatively for interpersonal treatment)
related to post-feedback perceptions, were tested using correlational analyses. Table 11
shows that all but 22 of the 27 relationships were significant and in the expected
direction. The magnitude of the significant correlations between the post-feedback
reactions and intentions were low to moderate in size: recommendation intentions
(average r = .40, range .20 - .70), purchase intentions (average r = .33, range .18 - .44),
and acceptance intentions (average r = .24, range .17 - .43). The main source of the non-
significant relationships was for interpersonal treatment-administrator (non-significant
for purchase and acceptance intentions) and acceptance intentions (non-significant for

consistency and face validity).

Additional Analyses

Fairness Interaction on Intentions

Similar to previous literature (Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; see
Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996, for a review), I also tested for an interaction between
selection outcome/outcome fairness and process faimess on behavioral intentions
(recommendation, purchase, and job acceptance intentions). The expected interaction is

that process fairness is more positively related to intentions when outcome fairness is
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low. In addition, outcome fairness is more positively related to intentions when process
fairness is low. I examined both selection outcome and outcome fairness similar to
Ployhart and Ryan (1997). As they note, selection outcome and outcome fairness are not
synonymous, as one can perceive a negative outcome as fair. In addition, I expected
differences in the interactions for a number of reasons. One reason for expecting
differences in the results is that as one of the outcome indicators is a subjective variable
(outcome fairness) while the other is an objective variable (selection outcome). I also
expected differences in results as one of outcome indicators is a dichotomous variable
(selection outcome), while the other is a continuous variable (outcome fairness). As the
power to detect an interaction involving a dichotomous variable is lower compared to a
continuous variable (McClelland & Judd, 1993), I would expect a different pattern of
significant results.

For the Selection Outcome by Process Fairness interaction (Table 12), the
interaction term for acceptance intentions was significant, but not for recommendation
intentions or purchase intentions. Figure 3 shows the source of the interaction for
acceptance intentions. As expected, process fairness is more positively related to
acceptance intentions for rejected participants compared to selected participants.

For the Outcome Fairness by Process Fairness interaction (Table 13), the
interaction terms were significant for recommendation intentions, purchase intentions,
and acceptance intentions. Figure 4 shows the source of the interaction for acceptance
intentions. The difference between high and low outcome fairness is smaller when
process fairness is low compared to when process fairness is high. The same type of the

interaction was also found for recommendation intentions and purchase intentions.



Table 12

Moderated Regression of Selection Outcome and Process Fairness.

Model b B R? F AR?  AR’F
Recommendation intentions

STEP 1 28 38.17*

Selection Outcome 12 067

Process Fairness .70%* 22

STEP 2 .28 25.72% .00 .87
Selection Outcome X -13 -28

Process Fairness

Purchase intentions

STEP 1 .23 28.97*

Selection Outcome -13 -12

Process Fairness 20% .44

STEP 2 .23 19.23* .00 .04
Selection Outcome X -.02 -.07

Process Fairness
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Model

(o

(o]
wl\)

I

|[>

e
~N

AR’F

Job acceptance intentions

STEP 1

Selection Outcome

Process Fairness

STEP 2
Selection Outcome X

Process Fairness

-2.48%

-.62*

S50*

13

-1.22

-.52

17

1.00

14.63*

13.39* .04

9.63*

*p<.05
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Table 13

Moderated Regression of Outcome Fairness and Process Fairness.

Model b B R? F AR’  AR’F
Recommendation intentions

STEP 1 25 33.84*

Outcome Fairness -40 -30

Process Fairmess -.14 -.13

STEP 2 27 24.56* .02 4.73*
Outcome Fairness X 7% 91

Process Fairness

Purchase intentions

STEP 1 21 26.76*

Outcome Fairness =27 -34

Process Fairness -.20 -30

STEP 2 .24 20.45* .03 6.37*
Outcome Fairness X 2% 1.08

Process Fairness
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Model b B R? F AR’  ARF
Job acceptance intentions

STEP 1 .05 5.28%

Outcome Fairness -.52 -.36

Process Fairness -.59 -.49

STEP 2 .07 5.18% .02 4.80*
Outcome Fairness X 21%* 1.04

Process Fairness

*p <.05
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Determinants of Performance

I also examined the variables that influence participant performance and the
subsequent selection outcome. I attempted to assess the influence of the general
individual difference variables (test anxiety, test self-efficacy, test experience) on
participants' test performance. If these more general measures should affect test
performance as suggested by previous research (see Ryan, 2000, for a review), I was also
interested in assessing whether the computer-related measures (computer anxiety,
computer self-efficacy, computer experience — basic and technical) would add to the
prediction of performance for participants taking the computerized test.

For these analyses, I regressed the individual difference variables (test anxiety,
test self-efficacy, test experience) in STEP 1 and the computer-related variables
(computer anxiety, computer experience — basic and technical) in STEP 2 onto both test
performance and selection outcome. I also ran separate sets of regressions for those
taking the paper-and-pencil version and those taking the computerized version. The
expectation was that the general test measures would significantly predict test
performance and the selection outcome for both groups but the computer related variables
would only add to the prediction of these dependent measures in the computer condition.
The results of these analyses for the paper and pencil and computer conditions are in
Tables 14 and 15, respectively.

The results indicated that the general test-taking variables did not predict either
test performance or the selection outcome for either the paper and pencil or computer
conditions. The results also indicate that, as expected, the computer-related variables did

not add to the prediction of either test performance or selection outcome for the paper and
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Table 14

Regression Analyses of Selection Outcome and Test Performance for the Paper-and-

Pencil Condition.

Model b B R F AR’ AR
Selection Outcome

STEP 1 .02 .69

Test experience .06 A3

Test efficacy .03 .05

Test anxiety .01 .05

STEP 2 .09 1.49 .07 2.27
Computer experience-technical -.02  -.03

Computer experience-basic -22  -25

Computer anxiety .07 12

Test Performance

STEP 1 .05 1.67

Test experience -19  -20

Test efficacy -10  -.07

Test anxiety -01 -.04

STEP 2 .09 1.37 .03 1.07
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Computer experience-technical .07 .05

Model b B R? F AR*>  AR’F
Computer experience-basic 35 .19
Computer anxiety -05 -.04

Note. For Selection Outcome: 1=Selected, 2=Rejected. All beta estimates, Fs, and

AR’Fs were non-significant.
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Table 15

Regression Analyses of Selection Outcome and Test Performance for the Computer

Condition.

Model b B R? F AR’ AR
Selection Outcome

STEP 1 .04 1.40

Test experience -06 -.10

Test efficacy .04 .05

Test anxiety .02 17

STEP 2 .16 3.16* 12 4.76*
Computer experience-technical -.11  -.18

Computer experience-basic -04 -05

Computer anxiety 12 25

Test Performance

STEP 1 .04 1.31

Test experience -04 -04

Test efficacy -02  -.01

Test anxiety -05 -.20
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Model b B R E AR AR¥
STEP 2 14 2.80* 11 4.16*
Computer experience-technical .31* .26

Computer experience-basic 12 .07

Computer anxiety -10  -.11

*p<.05

Note. For Selection Outcome: 1=Selected, 2=Rejected.
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pencil condition. As expected, the computer-related variables did significantly add to the
prediction of both test performance and selection outcome for the computer condition.
While the overall AR? was significant for both test performance and selection outcome (),
only one beta was significant in both regressions (i.e., computer experience - technical for
test performance). The beta (b=.31) indicates that participants possessing more technical
components of computer experiences perform better than participants with less technical
experience.

Determinants of Reactions

In addition to examining the incremental validity of the computer-related
measures in predicting test performance and the selection outcome, I also assessed the
incremental validity provided by the computer-related measures in predicting post-test
reactions. I examined these relationships by partialling out either the general test-taking
individual difference measures (i.e., test taking experience, test anxiety, test self-efficacy)
or test ease. These measures were selected as they were the most likely variables to
influence post-test reactions. To examine these relationships, I ran a series of regression
analyses for each computer-related measure in which I entered in either the general-test
taking measures (i.e., test experience, test anxiety, and test self-efficacy) or test ease in
STEP 1 and the computer-related measure in STEP 2. Controlling for either the general
test-taking measures or test ease produced the same results in that computer experience-
technical produced a significant AR? for both liking (AR? = .08 and .05; beta = .30 and
.23, respectively) and self-assessed performance (AR? = .08 and .05; beta = .30 and .23,
respectively). Controlling for either the general test-taking measures or test ease also

produced the same results for computer experience-basic in that computer experience-
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basic produced a significant AR? for both face validity (AR? = .06 and .11; beta = .30 and
.35, respectively) and self-assessed performance (AR = .07 and .08; beta = .32 and .30,
respectively). Finally controlling for either the general test-taking measures or test ease
also produced the same results for computer anxiety in that computer anxiety produced a
significant AR? for face validity (AR? = .11 and .16; beta = -.40 and -.43), consistency
(AR? = .07 and .07; beta = -.33 and -.30), liking (AR” = .09 and .05; beta = -.36 and -.25,
respectively) and self-assessed performance (AR> =.12 and .11; beta = -.42 and -.37,

respectively). While some of the correlations that were significant between the

computer-related measures and post-test reactions became non-significant in these

L - yww

analyses, most remained significant. Thus, after controlling for either the general test-
taking measures or perceptions of test ease, the computer-related measures add
significant variance in predicting post-test reactions.
DISCUSSION

The results of the study suggest that implementing new selection tools will likely
proceed without major effects on applicant reactions, but there are factors that
practitioners and researchers should consider. I will begin the discussion by first
addressing the results for the mode of administration, job type, and selection outcome
manipulations. Next, I will address the relationship between various components of the
framework: individual differences and attitudes, individual differences and performance,
and attitudes and intentions. I will then discuss limitations of the current study, future

directions, and implications for implementing novel technologies.
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Mode of Administration

Results indicated that mode of administration did not have an effect on
participants’ post-test reactions. This finding is contrary to previous research, which has
shown differences in reactions across paper and pencil and computer tests (e.g., Landis et
al., 1998; Ogilvie et al., 1999; Arvey et al., 1993; Martin & Nagao, 1989). There are a
number of differences between the current study and the other findings that make a clear
explanation for the discrepancy difficult. First, the other studies assessed these
relationships using three different types of tests: computer adaptive cognitive ability
(Arvey et al., 1993; Landis et al., 1998), interview (Martin & Nagao, 1989), and
computerized multiple choice exams (Ogilvie et al., 1999). Second, although three of the
studies used college samples, Arvey et al. (1993) examined reactions using military
recruits. Finally, only two of the four studies (i.e., Arvey et al., 1993; Martin & Nagao,
1989) examined the differences in reactions in an applicant setting. It will be important

for future studies to explore the impact of these differences on reactions to novel testing.

Although research has shown some evidence for differences across some of the
reactions variables (liking, fairness, consistency, interpersonal treatment), the hypotheses
related to test ease and self-assessed performance were based on the generally positive
reactions test takers have towards computerized testing in previous research (e.g.,
Barbera et al., 1995; Frank, 1993; Arvey et al., 1990; Ogilvie et al., 1999). As Kluger
and Rothstein (1993) found a relationship between test difficulty and negativity towards
the task, I put forth the idea that as test takers have been found to prefer computerized
testing, that this may be due to the fact that they think the test is easier than paper and

pencil tests. The easier participants think the test is, the more likely they will be to assess
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that they performed well on the test. In the current study, there were not differences
between conditions in test ease, which may be why they did not differ in their overall
liking of the test or self-assessed performance. Situations in which the tests are more
dissimilar may produce differences in the perceived difficulty of the test that could affect
test-takers’ ability to accurately assess their performance as well as their overall liking of
the test. Thus, difficult tests may lead to an applicant's uncertainty of how he/she
performed relative to other applicants, which, in turn, may provoke more negative
applicant reactions to the test. Additional analyses indicated that controlling for test ease
had some influence on the relationship between individual difference measures and post-
test reactions. Thus, it is important for test administrators to keep the influence of test
difficulty in mind when trying to predict reactions. While the difficulty level is inherent
in tests, it is important for practitioners to acknowledge the uncertainty that may arise

from the test difficulty.

The lack of differences for the other variables (i.e., process faimess, consistency,
and interpersonal treatment) may have been due to the type of test that was used in the
current study. To examine these variables, researchers have used computer adaptive
tests, mterﬁews, and multimedia tests. As research has shown substantial variance in
peoples’ reactions to across types of tests (Rynes & Connerly, 1993; Steiner & Gilliland,
1996), this may be a source of variance in reactions across studies that accounts for the

lack of differences across mode of administration in the current study.

Results also indicated that mode of administration did not moderate the

relationship between the selection outcome and post-feedback performance attributions.
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This result is not surprising considering the large main effect of the selection outcome on

all five measures of attributions.

Overall, the results of the current study suggest that practitioners implementing
new computerized selection tools should not be overly concerned with potential
differences in applicants’ reactions. It is important to note however that the current study

used only one type of test on a college sample who are likely to have different E

experiences with computers than the general population. Thus, practitioners should still

consider the type of test they are implementing and the type of applicants who will be

taking the test when anticipating reactions to novel tests. 1

Perceived Level of Technology (Job Type)

The finding that the perceived level of technology did not moderate the
relationship between mode of administration and perceptions of perceived job relatedness
(face validity and perceived predictive validity) was surprising. Previous research
strongly supports the notion that perceptions of perceived job relatedness should be
affected by the match between the selection test and job for which an applicant is
applying for (Lucas, 1977; Martin & Nagao, 1989; Murphy et al., 1991; Murphy et al.,

1990; Kravitz et al., 1994).

One explanation for this result would be the lack of a pure manipulation of the
perceived level of technology between the two jobs, which was noted earlier. The
manipulation did lead participants to view the high-tech job as involving more
technology than the low-tech job but both jobs were rated as having higher than average

levels of technology. The problem is the participants taking the computerized test viewed
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the job as involving more technology than participants taking the paper-and-pencil test.
Thus, participants attended to differences in the job descriptions that were given in the
instructions, but also gathered information about the job from the type of test they knew
they would be taking. While this outcome resulted in a tainted manipulation, it does
provide a useful insight into how test-takers perceptions of perceived job relatedness may
have been formed. To the degree that applicants have limited information about the
requirements of job to which they are applying, they may look to aspects of the selection

system to understand what the job may involve.
Selection Outcome

As expected, the selection decision had a significant impact on most of the post-
test reaction variables and attribution measures. This result is consistent with previous
research that indicates a “self-serving bias” (Chan et al., 1998; Horvath et al., in press;
Ployhart & Ryan, 1997). Participants who are selected like to think the test was fair,
valid, etc., which helps to maintain their self-image. In order to also maintain their self-
image, participants who are not selected reflect negatively on the selection test, which

diverts blame for the outcome outside of themselves.

The current study did not support that mode of administration moderates the
relationship between the selection outcome and post-feedback performance attributions
of the selection test. While a significant interaction was found for perceptions of
stability, the nature of the interaction was contrary to the hypothesis. This finding is not
surprising due to the presence of a strong main effect of selection outcome on
attributions. Participants’ attributions appear to depend more on the outcome of the

procedure than the mode of administration.
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The results from the CDS did indicate differences in participants’ attributions
for their success or failure. A subset of the participants cited the nature of the test as the
reason for why they were hired or not. Some participants noted their experience with the
test content influenced their performance while others noted that the test was not job-
related. In addition, a few participants cited a lack of experience with computers and the
impersonal nature of learning from computers as reasons why they were not hired. While
most participants gave reasons that I would expect from most test takers, the subset of
people who gave alternative reasons suggests that practitioners should be aware that
alternative attributions are always possible. As most external attributions will likely
come from rejected participants, practitioners should be aware of these possibilities and

try to address the concerns before implementing a new selection tool.

The results also supported a process by outcome interaction found in previous
research (Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Horvath et al., in press; see Brockner & Wiesenfeld,
1996 for a review). While the pattern of the interaction between selection outcome and
process fairness on acceptance intentions was expected, the pattern of the three
significant interactions between outcome faimess and process fairness on intentions was
unexpected. The unexpected cell was that for low outcome fairness, the mean for high
process faimess was not significantly higher than when outcome fairness was high. One
explanation for these results is that the context in which rejected participants are asked
these questions may be an odd evaluation for them. In many cases, a selection context is
a one-shot interaction between an organization and an applicant. In today’s job market,
applicants likely have many options available to them so when asked these questions,

they may discount these questions and find employment elsewhere. In the current study,
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rejected participants are given the selection decision and then immediately asked whether
they would take a job if was now offered to them. In addition, I asked questions of their
intentions to recommend the experiment and purchase products from this organization.
In a context where applicants are internal to the organization or the job market is tight, I
would expect that applicants would respond differently to these types of questions. In
these contexts, applicants know they may have future interactions with the organization

and so will respond with a different frame of reference.

The results of the overall interactions highlight the importance of attending to
both process fairness and outcome fairness. In a selection setting, some applicants will
inevitably be rejected for the position and will likely have negative perceptions of this
outcome. For the rejected participants, it becomes important for the selection system to
have fair procedures for making the selection decisions. Researchers have suggested
numerous ways to increase perceptions of process fairness (Leventhal, 1980; Gilliland,
1994; Bies & Moag, 1986; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Factors such as voice,
interpersonal treatment, timely feedback, lack of bias, and consistency have been shown
to be important predictors of perceptions of the fairness of procedures. The current study
suggests researchers and practitioners should attend to these factors when designing and

implementing selection systems.
Individual Differences and Attitudes

The current study supported the hypotheses that individual differences in
measures relating to testing in general as well as to computers are important in predicting
reactions to selection systems. For the measures relating to general test-taking individual

differences, the current study supported the finding that test-taking efficacy is related to
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reactions surrounding the test (e.g., Bauer et al., 1998; Gilliland, 1994; Gist et al., 1989).
Test-taking efficacy was positively related to participants’ general liking of the test as

well as their perceptions of face validity. Participants with high test-efficacy may be less
likely to search for “flaws” in testing situations as they are confident that they can handle
the requirements of the test. Participants low in test-efficacy expect they will not do well

so may search for factors that may account for their performance.

Openness to experience was also positively related to face validity. This result
supports previous suggestions that resistance to new systems and technologies stems
from a fear of change and of the unknown (Faerstein, 1986; Henderson et al., 1995). In
the current study, it may be that participants who are more open to new ideas and
experiences are less resistant to the suggestion that the novel test is related to the job for

which they are taking it and less prone to expect only certain types of tests.

Finally, results also indicated that both test-taking self-efficacy and test anxiety
were related to participants’ self-assessed performance. These results are consistent with
the conceptual nature of these variables, which suggest that participants who are anxious
and low in self-efficacy have more off-task thoughts such as negative self-thoughts, fear
of social disapproval, and heightened arousal (Hodapp et al., 1995). The more off-task
thoughts test-takers have, the less likely they will be able to judge their success in the
selection system. While I did not find a relationship between self-assessed performance
and faimess perceptions, research has shown that the ability of participants to judge their
performance is important in determining fairness perceptions (Chan et al., 1998; Kluger
& Rothstein, 1993; Macan et al., 1994; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Rynes & Connerley,

1993). Thus, it is important to further understand the types of individual differences that
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may be important in determining test-takers’ ability to assess their potential success in a

selection system.

The results for the computer-related measures are similar to previous research that
has shown their importance in explaining reactions to computers (Hill et al., 1987;
Igbraria & Chakabarti, 1990; Levine & Donitsa-Schmidt, 1997). Results indicated that
both technical and basic computer experience and computer anxiety were related to
fairness perceptions (process fairness, face validity) as well as general perceptions of
liking and test ease. Also similar to the general measures, all three measures were
significantly related to self-assessed performance. Results also indicated that the
measures of anxiety and efficacy across the general test measures and computer-related

measures showed discriminant validity.

Additional analyses also indicated that the computer-related measures still
provide incremental validity in predicting reactions after accounting for general test-
taking measures and test ease. These analyses indicated that although some of the
relationships were no longer significant or slightly weaker after controlling for these
measures, most relationships remained significant. Thus, when assessing reactions to
computerized testing, researchers should assess both types of individual difference

measures.

For practitioners, these findings are important as they suggest an additional set of
factors that they should consider when implementing a computer versus a paper-and-
pencil test. Not only would practitioners have to be concerned with applicants general
interactions with tests but also the types and amount of experience that applicants bring to

the selection process.
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Individual Differences and Performance

Results indicated that neither performance on the in-basket test nor the selection
outcome was predicted by measures such as test anxiety, test efficacy, and test experience
which have been shown to affect test performance (Hembree, 1988; Sadri & Robertson,
1993). An explanation for this finding is that the measures used to assess these constructs
were about tests in general. In the current study, I used a test that was meant to be
unfamiliar to test takers so when participants were responding to these questions, they
may have not been able to answer the question with this type of test in mind. If I had
used items more specific to the type of test or the test had been more traditional (i.c.,
cognitive ability test), I would likely find a relationship between these measures and test

performance.

While the general test measures did not predict performance or selection outcome,
consistent with previous research, the computer-related measures significantly predicted
both performance and selection outcome (Czaja & Sharit, 1993; Karsten & Roth, 1998;
Shermis & Lombard, 1998). These results are consistent with the suggestions that these
variables may handicap the performance of test takers by feelings of uneasiness and
irrelevant thoughts during the test. Of interest was the finding that the computer-related
measures predicted significant variance in performance and the selection outcome after
accounting for the general test measures. These results provide further evidence that
individual differences in computer-related measures capture unique variance when

assessing the impact of using computerized testing.

As these measures can affect applicants’ test performance, we need to better

understand how these computer-related individual difference measures develop and how
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to change them. If tests that involve computers are not supposed to measure differences
in experience, then the test may be selecting applicants based on experience without
knowing it. Biases such as this would likely pose a legal problem to an organization that
attempts to use such a test. Thus, organizations should be prepared to either provide the
type of computer training needed to eliminate these differences or eliminate these biases

from the selection test.
Attitudes and Intentions

The relationship between attitudes and intentions found in previous research (e.g.,
Bauer et al., 1998; Gilliland, 1993; Ryan et al. 1996; Schmit & Ryan, 1997) was
supported by the current study. Results also indicated that participants discriminated
between the different types of intentions measured in the current study (i.e.,
recommendation, purchase, and acceptance intentions), as the measures were only
moderately intercorrelated. Organizations attempting to attract and hire the best
applicants need to consider all aspects of the selection system that may affect applicants’
attitudes toward the selection process and organization. While the current study and
previous research (e.g., Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) has shown the relationship of attitudes
to intentions, it will be important for future research to consider actual behavioral
outcomes as a result of these attitudes.

Limitations

The current study has some limitations that should be noted. One limitation of the
study is the use of a simulated applicant setting. While researchers ideally would like to
use real applicants in an actual selection setting, the lab setting does provide some

advantages for addressing applicant reactions. By studying the issue of applicant
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reactions in a laboratory setting, I was able to address many more questions of interest in
order to gain a broader perspective on what may influence reactions to novel
technologies. In addition, the laboratory allows a greater amount of control than is
typically found in applied settings. It is highly unlikely that an organization would allow
such a study to randomly assign participants to conditions and measure the types of
variables, which may attune applicants to fairness issues surrounding the selection
system. Recognizing the limitations of a laboratory setting, I attempted to insure that
participants would be highly motivated to perform well on the in-basket test by using an
incentive. As noted earlier, the use of a $15 incentive was successful in motivating

participants to try and perform their best on the selection test.

Another limitation of the current study was the manipulation of perceived
technology level of the job (job type) was tainted by a main effect of mode of
administration. Thus, the non-significant interaction predicted between mode of
administration and perceived technology level of the job on perceived job relatedness was
not surprising. As noted earlier, while this result was unexpected, it does shed light on
how participants may form perceptions of the job relatedness of a selection system.
Without a detailed job description, applicants may use aspects such as the technology
involved in the selection tests as cues with which to judge the validity of the selection

system.

In order to strengthen the manipulation, I could have used a variety of means.
One way would be to directly tell participants that the job either required a high level of
technology or did not involve any technology at all. Another means of strengthening the

manipulation would be to provide a much richer description of the job and to provide a
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better explanation of the type of test they would be taking. I would suggest that making
both types of changes would strengthen the manipulation by clearing up ambiguity that

may have existed in the current study.

The current study may also have been limited by the nature of the sample used.
The sample consisted of college students who indicated a relatively substantial amount of
basic computer experience (3.9 out of 5). In addition, the sample was young (average age
was 20) and was 76% Female and 73% White. As age, gender, education have been
shown to influence attitudes towards computers (Comber et al., 1997; Igbaria &
Chakrabarti, 1990; Parasuraman & Igraria, 1990; Pope-Davis & Twing, 1991; Shashaani,
1997; Torkzadeh & Angulo, 1992), I may find stronger or different effects in a more

diverse sample.

Future Directions

As a result of the current study, there are a number of areas that deserve further
investigation. In researching the many issues surrounding computer perceptions, the
general picture is that much of the research is outdated. While there is increasing
research on computer-related issues, more research needs to be conducted to assess the
impact that rapid changes in technology have on the relevance of the research that has
been conducted. Sharing this concern, Dyck, Gee and Smither (1997) explored the
changes in a measure of computer anxiety that was originally developed in the late 1980s.
They found that the factor structured changed over time as well as age differences in the
factor loading of two of the twenty items. While not conclusive, these results suggest

that peoples’ interactions with computers have changed along with the changes in the
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technology. As the spread and advancement of computers will only keep increasing, it is

important for researchers to attempt to keep up with the change.

Another issue to pursue in future research is the relationship of the general test-
taking measures and computer-related measures in predicting reactions and applicant
performance. The current study suggests that both sets of measures are important in
understanding reactions and that computer related provide unique variance in predicting
participants’ success in the selection process. Important issues to pursue are to
understand what each set of measures are capturing and what can be done to deal with

these differences.

Another area that deserves attention is the reactions applicants may have to the
different types of selection tools being designed and implemented in organizations.
While some researchers have begun to address such issues as web-based testing (Stanton,
1999), there are many other types of new selection tools such as the in-basket test used in
the current study that applicants have likely not experienced. Future research needs to
continue to examine new types of selection tools being developed and the determinants
and outcomes of applicants’ reactions to them. As research has shown that applicants
react differently across a number of selection tools, it is important to revisit these

differences as new tools are implemented.

While computer use is on the rise, there are still large sub-groups (e.g., minorities,
age groups) in applicant populations that do not interact with computers. Future work
should try to conduct studies in actual applicant populations in order to see how these
variables affect reactions and applicant performance. Conducting studies with applicants

will also allow researchers to see how these reactions affect applicants’ behaviors such as
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withdrawing from the selection process, recommending the organization to others, and
willingness to accept a job offer. Combining both lab and field studies will allow
researchers to provide convergent evidence of the various factors that determine applicant

reactions and to provide insights to guide future research when differences arise.

While only qualitative in nature, the current study also indicated differences in the
types of attributions participants may make. Due to the nature of the test used in the
current study, it was not surprising that some of these attributions related to the content
and presentation mode of the test. If these types of reactions can be predicted, it is
important for future research to investigate the factors leading to these attributions and

the actions organizations can take to deal with them.

Suggestions for Implementation

The current study suggests some issues that researchers and practitioners should
attend to when implementing new types of selection tools. One suggestion is that
designers need to consider the impact that individual differences may have on applicants’
perceptions of the selection test as well as their performance. In the current study,
individual differences such as computer experience and computer anxiety were shown to
be significant predictors of test performance and the selection outcome. The issue for
organizations is that if important differences do exist, what can be done about them? It
will be important for practitioners to understand which individual differences can be
changed thru simple interventions and which individual differences can be targeted for
selective recruitment or pre-selection. Igbraria and Chakrabarti (1990) suggest that
making the system friendly to all applicants and/or providing training are some of the

ways to reduce anxiety and increase attitudes towards the system. Practitioners should
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continue to consider similar types of interventions when using novel selection tests.

Another suggestion is to weigh the costs and benefits of the new types of
selection tools before implementing them. Along with previous research, the current
study highlighted the importance of the relationship between attitudes towards the
selection test and participants’ intentions. Without considering these issues,
organizations may design and implement costly selection tools that comprise the validity
and utility of the selection system. In discussing the implementation of civil service

applicant exams on the Internet, Coffee et al. (1999) make a suggestion:

A high level of communication with potential applicants is needed. Any time
radical changes are made to a time worn traditional process, there is a need to
provide detailed information to interested individuals. Persons who have grown
accustomed to traditional tests will have numerous questions, complaints, and
suggestions regarding the exam format, examining philosophy, technical
problems, etc." (296)
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APPENDIX A

ADMINISTRATOR INSTRUCTIONS FOR PILOT STUDY

Pilot-Test Administrator Instructions

Hello, my nameis ____ , and I will be your test administrator today. The
purpose of this study is to examine a selection test for an organization. This study will
last approximately three hours, for which you will receive credit points for your
psychology class. I go into more detail shortly, but I first need to have everyone fill out a

consent form.

[Hand out consent form]

Now, this consent form states that you are participating in this study voluntarily
and that all of your responses will remain confidential. You can leave this experiment
any time you want for whatever reason, and you will receive 1 credit point for every 30
minutes you participate in this study. Please read it over and ask any questions if you

have them.

[Collect consent forms]

Well, as I have briefly mentioned, the purpose of this study is to examine a
selection test for an organization. You will each take a [CONDITION SPECIFIC
TYPE OF TEST: % GET THE PAPER-AND-PENCIL FIRST, /2 GET THE
COMPUTERIZED VERSION FIRST] in-basket examination, which is used to select

applicants for the organization. The organization uses the examination to make sure that
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you have the necessary skills before you could be hired. After taking this test, you will
then take another test. After completing the second test, we will ask some questions to
gather your impressions of both tests.

You are about to begin work on a test that would indicate how well you would
perform on the job to which the organization is hiring. Your test score would help
determine whether your skills and abilities match those necessary on the job. Although
parts of the test are timed, you will have the opportunity to view the Individual Test
Instructions at your own pace. Please complete the tests independently and try to do your

best. Do you have any questions?
You may now begin the Priority Management Exercise by going through the
tutorial provided. If you have any questions, please raise your hand to indicate you need

assistance. After you finish the tutorial, please wait quietly for everyone else to finish.

DO NOT begin the reviewing the policies until you are instructed to do so.

[WATCH THEM TO INSURE THAT THEY DO NOT HIT
THE “BEGIN REVIEW PERIOD” BUTTON OR BEGIN
LOOKING AT THEIR POLICY BOOK!!!

[After everyone is finished with the tutorial]

You may now begin reviewing the policies.

[After the review time is over]

You may now begin the Priority Management Exercise.
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[After the 30 minutes is up]

Please stop. We will now take a five-minute break. Please do not discuss the test with

anyone else during the break.

[S MINUTE BREAK]

We will now move to a different room to conduct the second half of the experiment.

[After everyone is situated at their new station]

As was mentioned earlier, the purpose of this study is to examine a selection test
for an organization. Now, you will each take a different version of the same test that you
recently completed. Specifically, you will each take a [CONDITION SPECIFIC TYPE
OF TEST: )2 GET THE PAPER-AND-PENCIL SECOND, 4 GET THE
COMPUTERIZED VERSION SECOND] in-basket examination, which is used to
select applicants for the organization. The organization uses the examination to make
sure that you have the necessary skills before you could be hired.

After completing the test, we will ask some questions to gather your impressions

of the test. I will then give everyone a debriefing as to the purpose of the study.

You are about to begin work on a test that indicates how well you will perform on
the job to which you are applying. Your test score will help determine whether your
skills and abilities match those necessary on the job. Although parts of the test are timed,
you will have the opportunity to view the Individual Test Instructions at your own pace.
Please complete the tests independently and try to do your best. Do you have any

questions?
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You may now begin the Priority Management Exercise by going through the
tutorial provided. If you have any questions, please raise your hand to indicate you need
assistance. After you finish the tutorial, please wait quietly for everyone else to finish.

DO NOT begin the reviewing the policies until you are instructed to do so.

[WATCH THEM TO INSURE THAT THEY DO NOT HIT
THE “BEGIN REVIEW PERIOD” BUTTON OR BEGIN
LOOKING AT THEIR POLICY BOOK!!!

[After everyone is finished with the tutorial]

You may now begin reviewing the policies.

[After the review time is over]

You may now begin the Priority Management Exercise.

[After the 30 minutes is up]

The next thing we would like you to do gather your impressions of the selection test. In
particular, were there any aspects of either test that you found to be unclear or confusing?
Were the instructions clear? Were the task expectations clear? Were the tests equal in

content and clarity?

[Write down participant comments]
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The last thing I will do is give you a debriefing about what the study was about. If you

have any questions while I am reading it, feel free to stop me.

[Read debriefing]

Lastly, I need to sign all of forms so you get credit for the experiment.
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APPENDIX B

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PILOT STUDY
INFORMED CONSENT FOR PILOT STUDY PERCEPTIONS OF

APPLICATION PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study is to examine a selection test for an organization. Your
participation in this study requires 3 hours of your time. You will receive 6 Psychology
subject pool credits for this 3-hour time commitment. There are no risks or discomforts
associated with this procedure.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You are free to discontinue the study
at any time for any reason without penalty. Simply inform the investigator if you wish to
withdraw. Your responses will be completely confidential. The information provided
below will be used to identify you should you win an award. Your identity will be kept
confidential, and it will not be associated with your responses for any data analyses.

You are free to ask any questions you might have about this study at any time. At the end
of your involvement, you will be provided with feedback explaining the purpose of this
research in more detail. You may ask about the results of the study by contacting one of
the investigators. If you have any additional questions or concerns please feel free to
contact us at 432-7752 (Ann Marie Ryan or Darin Wiechmann).

You have been fully informed of the above described procedure and its possible risks and
benefits. You give permission for participation in this study. You know that the
investigator and his/her associates will be available to answer any questions you may
have. If at any time, you feel your questions have not been answered, you may speak
with the Head of the Department (Gordon Wood, 355-9563), or the Committee on
Research Involving Human Subjects (355-2180).

You understand that you may decline to answer any item and are free to withdraw this
consent and discontinue participation in this project at any time without penalty. You are
also aware that within one year of your participation, a copy of this Informed Consent
form will be provided upon request.

Date

Print Name Signature
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APPENDIX C

DEBRIEFING FOR PILOT STUDY

Pilot Study of Perceptions of Application Procedures

Now, I am going to tell you about the experiment you participated in. The study in which
you just participated was designed to determine the equivalence of two versions of the
same test. In addition to using your ratings on the various dimensions, we will also use
your comments and suggestions to make the tests as equivalent as possible. After
completing the pilot test, we will be running an experiment designed to assess
participants’ reactions to these tests. Reactions to these tests are important as
organizations who may be using them are faced with the consequences of applicants’
reactions (e.g., legal, social, economic issues).

You will receive credit points for your time and effort in this experiment, and all of your
answers will remain confidential. One final request is that you please do not talk about
this experiment with other people who may want to participate. You can mention
generally what you had to do (i.e., take a test, fill out questionnaires) but please do not
tell them what we were studying. If they knew that, it would change how they act, and
the experiment will be a waste of their time and ours. Thanks.
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APPENDIX D

TECHNOLOGY SURVEY

TECHNOLOGY SURVEY

Before filling out this survey, please fill in the following demographic information:

Please fill in your name, instructor’s name, and course information in the box on the
left side of the opscan sheet.

Please write your PID number under the “PID” heading on the top right side of the
sheet and fill in the appropriate circles.

Please write your age in the under the “Section” heading with a “zero” before your
age (i.e., 019) and fill in the appropriate circles.
Please fill in the appropriate circle under the “Sex” section below the PID section.

Please return to your instructor when completed.
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TECHNOLOGY SURVEY

For each of the following 20 jobs, please evaluate the level of technology that you
perceive that the job involves. Specifically,

technology can be defined as “new types of hardware (tools, equipment, and so
on) and software (such as the Internet) which are developed.”

For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

Now, please read each of the following questions and fill in the appropriate circle on the
opscan sheet that best describes how you feel. IMPORTANT — Make sure that the
number of the statement matches the number on the opscan sheet.

e Insurance account representative

1. The current job requires a lot of technology.

2. The current job could not be performed without technology.
3.  The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

4. Iwould expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
5. Working with technology is an important part of this job.

6. This job does not involve working with technology.

¢ Electrician

7. The current job requires a lot of technology.

8. The current job could not be performed without technology.
9. The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

10. Iwould expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
11. Working with technology is an important part of this job.
12. This job does not involve working with technology.

e Legal researcher/paralegal

13. The current job requires a lot of technology.

14. The current job could not be performed without technology.
15. The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

16. 1would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
17. Working with technology is an important part of this job.
18. This job does not involve working with technology.
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19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.
38.
39.
40.
4].
42.

43.

45.

47.
48.

Accountant

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.

The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Financial analyst

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.

The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Programmer

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.

The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Executive secretary

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.

The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Customer service representative

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.

The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.
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49.
50.
S1.
52.
53.
54.

55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.
62.
63.

65.
66.

67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.

Receptionist

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Records clerk

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Telecommunications technician

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Insurance fraud investigator

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Plant/building mechanic

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.
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79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.

85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.

91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.

97.
98.
99.

Auditor

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Business Analyst

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Sales support specialist

The current job requires a lot of technology.

The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology.

Administrative assistant

The current job requires a lot of technology.
The current job could not be performed without technology.
The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.

100. I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
101. Working with technology is an important part of this job.
102. This job does not involve working with technology.

Human resources representative

103. The current job requires a lot of technology.

104. The current job could not be performed without technology.
105. The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.
106. I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
107. Working with technology is an important part of this job.
108. This job does not involve working with technology.
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¢ Insurance claims processor

109. The current job requires a lot of technology.

110. The current job could not be performed without technology.
111. The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.
112. I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
113. Working with technology is an important part of this job.
114. This job does not involve working with technology.

e Instructional designer/training consultant

115. The current job requires a lot of technology.

116. The current job could not be performed without technology.
117. The current job only requires basic, non-technical skills.
118. I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
119. Working with technology is an important part of this job.
120. This job does not involve working with technology.

**Finally,
121. Are you
1 = African-American
2 = Asian
3 = Hispanic
4 = White
5 = Other
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APPENDIX E

TEST ADMINISTRATOR INSTRUCTIONS FOR MAIN STUDY

Test Administrator Instructions

Hello,mynameis __ , and I will be your test administrator today. The
purpose of this study is to examine application procedures for an organization. This
study is conducted in two parts; the first part is today and will last approximately 2 hours
and the second part will take place one week later and will last approximately one half
hour. For this time you will receive credit points for your psychology class. In addition,
there will be an opportunity for everyone to receive a cash award based on their
participation in both parts of the study. I go into more detail shortly, but I first need to

have everyone fill out a consent form.

[Hand out consent form]

Now, this consent form states that you are participating in this study voluntarily
and that all of your responses will remain confidential. You can leave this experiment
any time you want for whatever reason, and you will receive 1 credit point for every 30
minutes you participate in this study. Please note that to receive the credit points, you
must be able to meet at again next week at the same time. That is, if you do not return for
the second session, you will receive ZERO credit points. Please read it over and ask any

questions if you have them.

[Collect consent forms]
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Well, as I have briefly mentioned, the purpose of this study is to examine
application procedures for an organization. The job that the organization would be hiring
for is a (business analyst / customer service representative).

Business analysts are responsible for evaluating the organization’s business
needs. They assist with design, development, programming, and implementation of
various software and hardware applications. They respond to and prioritize
requests from employees for potential improvements to the existing computer
systems. They work with computer users to understand and articulate their needs.
They report to their immediate manager and conduct scheduled reporting on
problems.

Customer service representatives are responsible for processing and
answering all customer requests and resolving any issues related to client records.
They respond to and prioritize the requests from customers for efficient and timely
handling of their problems. This includes contacting customers and tracking down
pertinent information to complete the request. They report to their immediate
manager and conduct scheduled reporting on problems.

For the position of (business analyst / customer service representative), the
organization would want to make sure that everyone has the ability to do the job. Thus,
before an applicant can be hired for the (business analyst / customer service
representative) position, they would have to pass a selection test to make sure that they
have the necessary skills. In this study, you will be taking the same exercise in order for

us to better understand the selection process.
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The test you will be taking is a (computerized / paper-and-pencil) multi-
tasking in-basket exercise. An in-basket exercise is designed to replicate administrative
tasks of the job under consideration. Your task will be to review requests for marketing
services, prioritize the requests, and then route them to the appropriate individuals for
response to the requests. You will have 30 minutes to process as many messages as you

can in your in-box as well as new messages which you will receive.

3
After taking the test, I will score the results of your (computerized / paper-and- :
pencil) in-basket exercise. If your score indicates you have the same level of skills
necessary for the (business analyst / customer service representative) position and
[

would be hired for the (business analyst / customer service representative) position, *
you will receive a $15 cash award.

So, there are two parts to this study. What we will do today is take the selection
test and have you fill out some questionnaires. The second part will take place one week
later and will last approximately one-half hour. At the second session you will find out if
would have been hired or not hired for the (business analyst / customer service
representative) position. NOTE, instead of meeting here next week, we will meet at

. I will now pass around a reminder note with the date, time, and location

of our meeting place next week. Are there any questions about what is involved with this

study?

Before you take the test, you will first fill out a questionnaire. Please fill it out
completely and honestly. I am going to hand out the questionnaire and opscan sheet now,

but PLEASE DO NOT START UNTIL I SAY TO DO SO.
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[Hand out questionnaires and opscan sheets now. Make sure people do not start

prematurely]

While filling out the questionnaire, make sure that the number of the question
corresponds to the number on the opscan sheet. When you are finished, please make sure
you have filled in the correct number of questions on the opscan sheet. When you are
done please turn it over and wait quietly for everyone else to finish. If you have any
questions, just raise your hand and I will be by to help you. Are there any questions?

OK, begin.

[When they are finished, pick up the materials]

You are about to begin work on a (computerized / paper-and-pencil) in-basket
exercise used to select applicants for a (business analyst / customer service
representative) position. Your test score will help determine whether your skills and
abilities match those necessary on the job. Although parts of the test are timed, you will
have the opportunity to view the Individual Test Instructions at your own pace. Please
complete the tests independently and try to do your best. Again, cash awards will be
given to those individuals whose test scores were high enough that they would have been
selected for the (business analyst / customer service representative) position. Do you
have any questions?

You may now begin the Priority Management Exercise by going through the
tutorial provided. If you have any questions, please raise your hand to indicate you need
assistance. After you finish the tutorial, please wait quietly for everyone else to finish.

DO NOT begin the reviewing the policies until you are instructed to do so.
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[WATCH THEM TO INSURE THAT THEY DO NOT (HIT
THE “BEGIN REVIEW PERIOD” BUTTON!! / BEGIN
LOOKING AT THEIR POLICY BOOK BEFORE THE
REVIEW PERIOD!!!]]

[After everyone is finished with the tutorial)

You will now have 10 minutes to review the policies. You will have the policies during
the testing session but reviewing them may better prepare you for the Priority

Management Exercise.

[After the review time is over]
You will now have 30 minutes to work on the Priority Management Exercise. After the
30 minutes are over,

you will come to a screen, which indicates a second session. When you see
this screen, please do not touch anything and raise your hand to signal the test
administrator. After completing the test, please wait quietly for everyone else to
finish.

please stop and wait for the administrator’s instructions.
[After everyone has completed the PME]

The last thing you will do today is complete another questionnaire. While filling out the
questionnaire, make sure that the number of the question corresponds to the number on
the opscan sheet. When you are finished, please make sure you have filled in the correct
number of questions on the opscan sheet. After filling out the questionnaire, you may

quietly leave. Again, we will meet at the same time on in Room
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SESSION TWO

[Everyone’s test will be corrected and their selection decision packet will be ready to go.
In order to pass out their packet, use the subject sheet to match the subject number to

their name and PID.]

First, let me thank everyone for returning and taking the time to come here

today. As you recall, last week you took an in-basket exercise, which is used to select

Sl e "'-l_w

applicants for a (business analyst / customer service representative) position. Again,

business analysts are responsible for evaluating the organization’s business
needs. They assist with design, development, programming, and implementation of
various software and hardware applications. They respond to and prioritize
requests from employees for potential improvements to the existing computer
systems. They work with computer users to understand and articulate their needs.
They report to their immediate manager and conduct scheduled reporting on
problems

customer service representatives are responsible for processing and
answering all customer requests and resolving any issues related to client records.
They respond to and prioritize the requests from customers for efficient and timely
handling of their problems. This includes contacting customers and tracking down
pertinent information to complete the request. They report to their immediate
manager and conduct scheduled reporting on problems.
For the position of (business analyst / customer service representative), the

organization would want to make sure that everyone has the ability to do the job. Thus,
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before an applicant can be hired for the (business analyst / customer service
representative) position, they would have to pass a selection test to make sure that they
have the necessary skills.

Your score on the exercise would have been used to determine if you would be
hired or not hired for the (business analyst / customer service representative) position.
I have corrected all your exercises and determined who would have been hired or not
hired based on those scores. Now I will pass out everyone’s decision. Along with the
selection decision is a questionnaire. Please read the selection decision, which is written
on the first page of your packet. NOTE, there are no names printed on the selection
decision, which you will receive. This is only to conserve paper, but it is important that
you realize whatever the selection decision says is your selection decision. After reading
the selection decision, please go ahead and fill out the attached questionnaire using the
opscan sheet. It is very important that while filling out the questionnaire, you make sure
that the number of the question you are reading corresponds to the number you are filling
out on the opscan sheet. Feel free to ask me any questions you might have about the

questionnaire. When you are done please wait quietly for everyone else to finish.

[When everyone is finsihed]

All right, could everyone hand in the questionnaire and opscan sheet now?

I will now give you a debriefing about what the study was about. If you have any

questions while I am reading it, feel free to stop me.

[After reading the debriefing]
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Lastly, I need to sign all of forms so you get credit for the experiment. For those of you
who would have been selected for the (business analyst / customer service
representative) position, I also need to have you sign a form so you can receive your $15

cash award.

130



APPENDIX F

INFORMED CONSENT FOR MAIN STUDY
INFORMED CONSENT FOR PERCEPTIONS OF APPLICATION PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study is to examine application procedures for an organization. The
study has two parts: 1) You will complete measures typically used in selection !
processes, and 2) you will come back one week later to learn of the selection decision and

complete a final questionnaire.

Your participation in this study requires 2 Y2 hours of your time. This study consists of
two sessions, which are separated by one week. The first session will take approximately :
2 hours and the second session will take approximately %2 hour. You will receive 5

Psychology subject pool credits for this 2 2 hour time commitment. There are no risks or b
discomforts associated with this procedure.

Cash awards of $15 are available for those participants who would have been selected for
the position described. Winners will be selected on their performance on the selection
test given during the study. Awards will be given after you are informed of your
selection decision during the second session of the experiment.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You are free to discontinue the study
at any time for any reason without penalty. Simply inform the investigator if you wish to
withdraw. Your responses will be completely confidential. The information provided
below will be used to identify you should you win an award. Your identity will be kept
confidential, and it will not be associated with your responses for any data analyses.

You are free to ask any questions you might have about this study at any time. At the end
of your involvement, you will be provided with feedback explaining the purpose of this
research in more detail. You may ask about the results of the study by contacting one of
the investigators. If you have any additional questions or concerns please feel free to
contact us at 432-7752 (Ann Marie Ryan or Darin Wiechmann).

I understand the procedures and agree to participate in this study.

Date

Print Name Signature

PID
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APPENDIX G

PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

As part of our efforts to improve this employment selection test, we are interested in your
reactions to the selection process. We are providing you with a description of the test so
you can tell us about how well you think you will do on this type of test. After you have
read the test description, please answer the reaction questions below.

Priority Management Exercise (PME)
The PME is a multi-tasking in-basket exercise. An in-basket exercise is designed
to replicate administrative tasks of the job under consideration. Your task will be
to review requests for marketing services, prioritize the requests, and then route
them to the appropriate individuals for response to the requests. You will have
30 minutes to process as many messages as you can in your in-box as well as new
messages which you will receive.

Now that you have a description of the test, you should have an idea of the type of test
you will take in a few minutes.

For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree
Now, please read each of the following questions and fill in the appropriate circle on the
opscan sheet that best describes how you feel. IMPORTANT — Make sure that the
number of the statement matches the number on the opscan sheet.

The job for which I am taking this test requires a lot of technology.

The job for which I am taking this test could not be performed without technology.
The job for which I am taking this test only requires basic, non-technical skills.

I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.

Working with technology is an important part of this job.

A G

This job does not involve working with technology.
PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

Doing well on this test is important to me.

8. Iwant to do well on this test.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

I will try my best on this test.

I will try to do the very best I can on this test.

While taking the test, I will try to concentrate and try to do well.
I want to be among the top scorers on this test.

I push myself to work hard on tests.

I am extremely motivated to do well on this test.

I just don’t care how I do on this test.

I will not put much effort into this test.

I frequently read computer magazines or other sources of information that describe
new computer technology.

I know how to recover deleted or “lost data” on a computer or PC.
I know what a LAN is.

I know what an operating system is.

I know how to write computer programs.

I know how to install software on a personal computer.

I know what e-mail is.

I know what a database is.

I am computer literate.

I regularly use a PC for word processing.

I often use a mainframe computer system.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

133




For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

28. [ am good at using computers.

29. I have taken tests similar to this test.

30. I am familiar with the types of questions asked in this test.

31. I am familiar with this type of test.

32. I have not seen this type of test before.

33. I find using the computer easy.

34. It would be hard for me to learn to use a computer.

35. I learn new computer programs easily.

36. I hope I never have a job which requires me to use a computer.

37. I get confused with all the different keys and computer commands.
38. I feel uneasy when people talk about computers.

39. I feel comfortable working with computers.

40. I get anxious each time I need to learn something new about computers.
4]1. I believe I will have no problems on this test.

42. 1 think I will do very well on this test.

43. Compared with other applicants taking this test, I expect to do well.
44. 1 am confident that I will receive a high score on this test.

45. I’m confident I can solve the problems presented in this test.

46. I am confident that I could learn computer skills.

47. 1 am sure of my ability to learn a computer programming language.
48. 1 will be able to keep up with important technological advances in computers.

49. I feel apprehensive about using a computer terminal.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet

using the following scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 =Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
50. If given the opportunity to use a computer, I am afraid that I might damage it in some
way.
51. T have avoided computers because they are unfamiliar to me.

52
53
54
55
56

57.
58.
59.

60.
61.
62.
63.
64.

65.

66.
67.

. I hesitate to use a computer for fear of making mistakes that I cannot correct.

. I am sure of my ability to interpret a computer printout.

. I have difficulty understanding most technical matters.

. Computer terminology sounds like confusing jargon to me.

. I don’t like to waste my time daydreaming.

Once I find the right way to do something, I stick to it.

I am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature.

I believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confuse and mislead
them.

Poetry has little or no effect on me.

I often try new and foreign foods.

I seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments produce.

I believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral issues.
Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, I feel a chill or wave
of excitement.

I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe of the human
condition.

I have a lot of intellectual curiosity.

I often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:

1 =False
2 =True

68. While taking an important examination, I perspire a great deal.

69. I get to feel very panicky when I have to take a surprise exam.

70. During tests, I find myself thinking of the consequences of failing.

71. After important tests I am frequently so tense that my stomach gets upset.

72. While taking an important exam I find myself thinking of how much brighter the
other students are than I am.

73. I freeze up on things like intelligence tests and final exams.

74. If I were to take an intelligence test I would worry a great deal before taking it.

75. During course examinations, I find myself thinking of things unrelated to the actual
course material.

76. During a course examination, I frequently get so nervous that I forget facts I really
know.

77. If I knew I was going to take an intelligence test, I would feel confident and relaxed
beforehand.

78. 1 usually get depressed after taking a test.

79. I have an uneasy, upset feeling before taking a final examination.

80. When taking a test, my emotional feelings do not interfere with my performance.

81. Getting a good grade on one test doesn’t seem to increase my confidence on the
second.

82. After taking a test I always feel I could have done better than I actually did.

83. I sometimes feel my heart beating very fast during important tests.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

136



84. Are you

1 = Male
2 =Female
85. Are you
1 = African-American
2 = Asian
3 = Hispanic
4 = White
5 = Other

86. What is your age?

**Please fill in this answer on the third column to the right of the PID section.
Please fill out the boxes at the top with your age and fill in the corresponding circles
below. If you have any questions, please raise your hand.
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APPENDIX H

POST-TEST QUESIONNAIRE

POST-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

Please respond to the following questions as carefully and truthfully as possible. For
each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet using the
following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree
Now, please read each of the following questions and fill in the appropriate circle on the
opscan sheet that best describes how you feel. IMPORTANT — Make sure that the
number of the statement matches the number on the opscan sheet.

1. Whether or not I would get the job, I feel the selection process was fair.

2. Whether or not I would get the job, the procedures used to select people for this job
are fair.

Whether or not I would get the job, I am satisfied with the selection process.
Overall, I feel dissatisfied with the way people would be selected for the job.

I did not understand what the test had to do with the job.

I could not see any relationship between the test and what is required on the job.

It would be obvious to anyone that the test is related to the job.

The actual content of the test was clearly related to the job.

¥ ®©® N n oW

There was no real connection between the test that I went through and the job.

10. Failing to pass the test clearly indicates that you can’t do the job.

11. I am confident that the test can predict how well an applicant will perform on the job.
12. My performance on the test was a good indicator of my ability to do the job.

13. Applicants who perform well on this type of test are more likely to perform well on
the job than applicants who perform poorly.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

14. The employer can tell a lot about the applicant’s ability to do the job from the results
of the test.

15. The selection process was standardized and systematically administered.

16. As far as I know, the selection tests were administered the same way to all applicants.

17. Some people were treated differently than I was.

18. As far as I know, everyone received the same treatment during the selection process.

19. I felt the test was impersonal.

20. I felt like just another number while taking the test.

21. 1 did not care for my interaction with the test.

22. The test administrator cared how I felt during testing.

23. I felt I was respected during the testing.

24. ] felt I was treated coldly during testing.

25. 1 thought that the test was difficult.

26. I thought this test was easy.

27. This test was not difficult.

28. This test was too easy for me.

29. I found this test too simple.

30. I liked taking this type of test.

31. I prefer this type of test than others I have taken.

32. I would prefer taking a different type of test.

33. Compared to other tests I have taken, I didn’t like this test.

34. 1did well on the test.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet

using the following scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

35. My performance on the test was not as good as it could have been.

36. I could have done a lot better on the test under different circumstances.
37. 1 am satisfied with my performance on the test.
38. 1 did poorly on the test.
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APPENDIX ]

POST-DECISION QUESTIONNAIRE - SELECT CONDITION
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POST-DECISION QUESTIONNAIRE

9

You scored high enough to be offered a position as a (business analyst / customer
service representative) with this organization. Therefore, you will receive the $15
award.

9

Human Resource Manager

Please respond to the following questions as carefully and truthfully as possible. For
each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet using the
following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

Now, please read each of the following questions and fill in the appropriate circle on the
opscan sheet that best describes how you feel. IMPORTANT — Make sure that the
number of the statement matches the number on the opscan sheet.

® NSk

Whether or not I got the job, I feel the selection process was fair.

Whether or not I got the job, the procedures used to select people for this job are fair.
Whether or not I got the job, I am satisfied with the selection process.

Overall, I feel dissatisfied with the way people were selected for the job.

Overall, I feel the results of the selection process were unfair.

I feel the hiring decision (accept/reject) was fair.
Overall, I am satisfied with the hiring decision.
I am dissatisfied with the test administrator's decision about whether or not to hire

me.
I did not understand what the test had to do with the job.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE (page 1 of 5)
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For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

S = Strongly Agree

10. I could not see any relationship between the test and what is required on the job.

11. It would be obvious to anyone that the test is related to the job.

12. The actual content of the test was clearly related to the job.

13. There was no real connection between the test that [ went through and the job.

14. Failing to pass the test clearly indicates that you can’t do the job.

15. I am confident that the test can predict how well an applicant will perform on the job.

16. My performance on the test was a good indicator of my ability to do the job.

17. Applicants who perform well on this type of test are more likely to perform well on
the job than applicants who perform poorly.

18. The employer can tell a lot about the applicant’s ability to do the job from the results
of the test.

19. The selection process was standardized and systematically administered.

20. As far as I know, the selection test was administered the same way to all applicants.

21. Some people were treated differently than I was.

22. As far as I know, everyone received the same treatment during the selection process.

23. I felt the test was impersonal.

24. 1 felt like just another number while taking the test.

25. 1 did not care for my interaction with the test.

26. The test administrator cared how I felt during testing.

27. 1 felt I was respected during the testing.

28. I felt I was treated coldly during testing.

29. I thought that the test was difficult.

30. This test was harder than other tests I have taken.

31. I thought this test was easy.

32. This test was not difficult.
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PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE (page 2 of 5)

For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
4].
42.
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

50
51

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

I liked taking this type of test.

I prefer this type of test than others I have taken.

I would prefer taking a different type of test.

Compared to other tests I have taken, I didn’t like this test.

My performance was due to the type of test used.

My performance was due to the type of procedure used.

My performance was due to the way the test was presented.

My performance was due to my capabilities.

My performance was due to my abilities.

My performance was due to how hard I tried.

I would recommend this experiment to my friends.

I would tell my friends to participate in this experiment.

I would tell others this is a good experiment in which to participate.
I think other people should know this is a good experiment.

I would not use this organization's products or services.

I would like to use this organization’s products or services.

I am interested in using this organization’s products or services.
. I would accept the job.

. I would be willing to take this job.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE (page 3 of 5)
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APPENDIX J

POST-DECISION QUESTIONNAIRE - REJECT CONDITION
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POST-DECISION QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear s

Sorry, you did not score high enough to be offered a position as a customer
service representative with this organization. Therefore, you will not receive the
$15 award.

9

Human Resource Manager J

Please respond to the following questions as carefully and truthfully as possible. For
each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet using the
following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

Now, please read each of the following questions and fill in the appropriate circle on the
opscan sheet that best describes how you feel. IMPORTANT — Make sure that the
number of the statement matches the number on the opscan sheet.

Whether or not I got the job, I feel the selection process was fair.

Whether or not I got the job, the procedures used to select people for this job are fair.
Whether or not I got the job, I am satisfied with the selection process.

Overall, I feel dissatisfied with the way people were selected for the job.

Overall, I feel the results of the selection process were unfair.

I feel the hiring decision (accept/reject) was fair.

Overall, I am satisfied with the hiring decision.

® N Vv kA WD~

I am dissatisfied with the test administrator's decision about whether or not to hire

me.
9. 1did not understand what the test had to do with the job.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE (page 1 of 5)
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For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet

using the following scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

10. I could not see any relationship between the test and what is required on the job.

11. It would be obvious to anyone that the test is related to the job.

12. The actual content of the test was clearly related to the job.

13. There was no real connection between the test that I went through and the job.

14. Failing to pass the test clearly indicates that you can’t do the job.

15. I am confident that the test can predict how well an applicant will perform on the job.

16. My performance on the test was a good indicator of my ability to do the job.

17. Applicants who perform well on this type of test are more likely to perform well on
the job than applicants who perform poorly.

18. The employer can tell a lot about the applicant’s ability to do the job from the results
of the test.

19. The selection process was standardized and systematically administered.

20. As far as I know, the selection test was administered the same way to all applicants.

21. Some people were treated differently than I was.

22. As far as I know, everyone received the same treatment during the selection process.

23. I felt the test was impersonal.

24. 1 felt like just another number while taking the test.

25. 1 did not care for my interaction with the test.

26. The test administrator cared how I felt during testing.

27. I felt I was respected during the testing.

28. I felt I was treated coldly during testing.

29. I thought that the test was difficult.

30. This test was harder than other tests I have taken.

31. I thought this test was easy.

32. This test was not difficult.
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PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE (page 2 of 5)

For each of the following questions, fill in the appropriate circle on the opscan sheet
using the following scale:

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

4]

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

I liked taking this type of test.

I prefer this type of test than others I have taken.

I would prefer taking a different type of test.

Compared to other tests I have taken, I didn’t like this test.
My performance was due to the type of test used.

My performance was due to the type of procedure used.
My performance was due to the way the test was presented.

My performance was due to my capabilities.

. My performance was due to my abilities.
42.
43.
. I would tell my friends to participate in this experiment.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.

My performance was due to how hard I tried.

I would recommend this experiment to my friends.

I would tell others this is a good experiment in which to participate.
I think other people should know this is a good experiment.

I would not use this organization's products or services.

I would like to use this organization’s products or services.

I am interested in using this organization’s products or services.
Even if I would be offered the job now, I would not accept it.

I would not be interested in this job even if I would be offered it now.

PLEASE GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE (page 3 of 5)

150



(s Jo p 98ed) I9Vd LXAN AHL OL NO OO ASVA'1d

no£ jo apisuj 6 8 L 9 S 4 € z I no£ jo apisinQ

:S11ey) Buryowos (s)asned a3y S| °§

ajdoad 1ayj0 10 ajdoad 19y30 10

nok £q papuajuiuf I z € ¥ S 9 L 8 6 nok 4q papuaju]
:Bugiowos (s)asned Yy |

Aresodwa | | Z € v S 9 L 8 6 jusuBULIDg

:st1 ey Suiylowos (s)asned oy S| ‘¢

sjdoad saypo sjdoad 1ayj0 10

10 noA Aq a[qejjonuodsun) I ré € b S 9 L 8 6 oL Aq d[qejjonuo)
((s)asnedays| ‘g

uonenyis JIesino£ jo

3y} Jo 10adse ue sjoo[JoyY I rd € b S 9 L 8 6 10adse ue s1p)y

;yey) Suiyrowos (s)asned Yy S| |

‘Sa[eds SuIMO[[0} 2y} JO Yo J0J JaqUINU JUO J[JII) ‘SUWO0INO JNOK JO SISNED JO ISNED SIY)
Jo suotuido 10 suoissaidui] JNOA UIDUOD MO[Iq SWIAI Y] IA0QE UIPLM dABY NOK SUOSEII JO UOSEII Y} INOQE YUY :Suononnsuj

‘qof 3y} J0j Pajoajas Jou a1am nok Jy3noy) nok Aym uoseas Arewnrd ayy sn 2a18 ases|d ‘mojaq papiaoid aoeds uj

151



d[qisuodsai si auoswog

3urdueyoun

sIayyo noqe unyiowog

aw) 19A0 3|qelS

(s Jo g 98ed) gNT

9 S 14
9 S 14
14 S 9
9 S 14

€ r4 I 9[qisuodsal st auo oN
Yorym Ioj 3urygiowos (s)asneds 3yl s| ‘6

€ z I s|qeaduey)
st yer 3uiyiowios (s)asned ayy s| g

L 8 6 1noA noqe Juiyjowog
(s)asneo oy sp L

€ Z I awIn) JOAO J[qeLrep
St 3ey 3uryiawos (s)asned agy s| ‘9

152



APPENDIX K

DEBRIEFING FORM FOR MAIN STUDY

Perceptions of Application Procedures

Now, I am going to tell you about the experiment you participated in. The study in which
you just participated was designed to examine how people react to novel selection
procedures. We did this by having some participants take a computerized version and
some take a paper-and-pencil version of an in-basket test used to select applicants in an
organization. In addition, we looked at how changing the perceived level of technology
that the job involved changed how participants viewed the test. That is some people were
told they were applying for a job that is perceived as highly technical while others were
told they were applying for a job that is perceived as not involving much technology.

Looking at reactions to novel selection procedures is important as more organizations are
beginning to use computerized, web-based, multimedia, and similar high technology
selection procedures. As people’s perceptions of selection procedures may affect how
they view the organization, it is important to understand what determines these
perceptions.

You will receive credit points for your time and effort in this experiment, and all of your
answers will remain confidential. One final request is that you please do not talk about
this experiment with other people who may want to participate. You can mention
generally what you had to do (i.e., take a test, go to two sessions) but please do not tell
them what we were studying. If they knew that, it would change how they act, and the
experiment will be a waste of their time and ours. Thanks.
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APPENDIX L

COMPLETE LIST OF MEASURES AND SOURCES

Pre-test manipulation check

Perceived technology level of the job
The job for which I am taking this test requires a lot of technology.
The job for which I am taking this test could not be performed without
technology.
The job for which I am taking this test only requires basic, non-technical skills
(R).
I would expect to work with a lot of technology on this job.
Working with technology is an important part of this job.
This job does not involve working with technology. (R)

Pre-test motivation check

Motivation — adopted from Arvey, Strickland, Drauden, and Martin (1990)
Doing well on this test is important to me.
I want to do well on this test.
I will try my best on this test.
I will try to do the very best I can on this test.
While taking the test, I will try to concentrate and try to do well.
I want to be among the top scorers on this test.
I push myself to work hard on tests.
I am extremely motivated to do well on this test.
I just don’t care how I do on this test. (R)
I will not put much effort into this test. (R)

Pre-test person characteristics measures

Computer experience (Potosky and Bobko, 1997)
I frequently read computer magazines or other sources of information that
describe new computer technology.
I know how to recover deleted or “lost data” on a computer or PC.
I know what a LAN is.
I know what an operating system is.
I know how to write computer programs.
I know how to install software on a personal computer.
I know what e-mail is.
I know what a database is.
I am computer literate.
I regularly use a PC for word processing.

154




I often use a mainframe computer system.
I am good at using computers.

Test-taking experience
I have taken tests similar to this test.
I am familiar with the types of questions asked in this test.
I am familiar with this type of test.
I have not seen this type of test before. (R)

Computer self-efficacy (Levine & Donitsa-Schmidt, 1997)
I find using the computer easy.
It would be hard for me to learn to use a computer. (R)
I learn new computer programs easily.
I hope I never have a job which requires me to use a computer. (R)
I get confused with all the different keys and computer commands. (R)
I feel uneasy when people talk about computers. (R)
I feel comfortable working with computers.
I get anxious each time I need to learn something new about computers. (R)

Test-taking self efficacy
I believe I will have no problems on this test.
I think I will do very well on this test.
Compared with other applicants taking this test, I expect to do well.
I am confident that I will receive a high score on this test.
I’m confident I can solve the problems presented in this test.

Computer anxiety (Igbaria and Chakrabarti, 1990)
I am confident that I could learn computer skills. (R)
I am sure of my ability to learn a computer programming language. (R)
I will be able to keep up with important technological advances in computers. (R)
I feel apprehensive about using a computer terminal.
If given the opportunity to use a computer, I am afraid that I might damage it in
some way.
I have avoided computers because they are unfamiliar to me.
I hesitate to use a computer for fear of making mistakes that I cannot correct.
I am sure of my ability to interpret a computer printout. (R)
I have difficulty understanding most technical matters.
Computer terminology sounds like confusing jargon to me.

Test-taking anxiety (Sarason & Ganzer, 1962)
While taking an important examination, I perspire a great deal.
I get to feel very panicky when I have to take a surprise exam.
During tests, I find myself thinking of the consequences of failing.
After important tests I am frequently so tense that my stomach gets upset.
While taking an important exam I find myself thinking of how much brighter the
other students are than I am.
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I freeze up on things like intelligence tests and final exams.

If I were to take an intelligence test I would worry a great deal before taking it.
During course examinations, I find myself thinking of things unrelated to the
actual course material.

During a course examination, I frequently get so nervous that I forget facts I
really know.

If I knew I was going to take an intelligence test, I would feel confident and
relaxed beforehand. (R)

I usually get depressed after taking a test.

I have an uneasy, upset feeling before taking a final examination.

When taking a test, my emotional feelings do not interfere with my performance.
(R)

Getting a good grade on one test doesn’t seem to increase my confidence on the
second.

After taking a test I always feel I could have done better than I actually did.

I sometimes feel my heart beating very fast during important tests.

Openness to experience (Costa & McCrae, 1989)
I don’t like to waste my time daydreaming. (R)
Once I find the right way to do something, I stick to it. (R)
I am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature.
I believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confuse and
mislead them. (R)
Poetry has little or no effect on me. (R)
I often try new and foreign foods.
I seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments produce. (R)
I believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral issues.
Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, I feel a chill or
wave of excitement.
I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe of the human
condition. (R)
I have a lot of intellectual curiosity.
I often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas.

Post-test, pre-feedback measures

Process Fairness (Gilliland, 1994)
Whether or not I would get the job, I feel the selection process was fair.
Whether or not I would get the job, the procedures used to select people for this
job are fair.
Whether or not I would get the job, I am satisfied with the selection process.
Overall, I feel dissatisfied with the way people would be selected for the job.(R)

Perceived job relatedness (Smither, Reilly, Millsap, Peariman, & Stoffey, 1993)

Face validity
I did not understand what the test had to do with the job. (R)
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I could not see any relationship between the test and what is required on the job.
(R)

It would be obvious to anyone that the test is related to the job.

The actual content of the test was clearly related to the job.

There was no real connection between the test that I went through and the job.
(R)

Perceived predictive validity

Failing to pass the test clearly indicates that you can’t do the job.

I am confident that the test can predict how well an applicant will perform on the
job.

My performance on the test was a good indicator of my ability to do the job.
Applicants who perform well on this type of test are more likely to perform well
on the job than applicants who perform poorly.

The employer can tell a lot about the applicant’s ability to do the job from the
results of the test.

Consistency (Ployhart and Ryan, 1997; Gilliland and Honig, 1994)
The selection process was standardized and systematically administered.
As far as [ know, the selection tests were administered the same way to all
applicants.
Some people were treated differently than I was. (R)
As far as [ know, everyone received the same treatment during the selection
process.

Interpersonal treatment
I felt the test was impersonal.
I felt like just another number while taking the test. |
I did not care for my interaction with the test.
The test administrator cared how I felt during testing. (R)
I felt I was respected during the testing. (R)
I felt I was treated coldly during testing.

Test Ease
I thought that the test was difficult. (R)
I thought this test was easy.
This test was not difficult.
This test was too easy for me.
I found this test too simple.

Liking
I liked taking this type of test.
I prefer this type of test than others I have taken.
I would prefer taking a different type of test (R).
Compared to other tests I have taken, I didn’t like this test. (R)
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Self-assessed performance (Brutus & Ryan, 1996)
I did well on the test.
My performance on the test was not as good as it could have been. (R)
I could have done a lot better on the test under different circumstances. (R)
I am satisfied with my performance on the test.
I did poorly on the test. (R)

Post-test, post-feedback measures

Process Faimess (Gilliland, 1994)
Whether or not I got the job, I feel the selection process was fair.
Whether or not I got the job, the procedures used to select people for this job are
fair.
Whether or not I got the job, I am satisfied with the selection process.
Overall, I feel dissatisfied with the way people were selected for the job.(R)

Outcome Faimess (Gilliland, 1994)
Overall, I feel the results of the selection process were unfair. (R)
I feel the hiring decision (accept/reject) was fair.
Overall, I am satisfied with the hiring decision.
I am dissatisfied with the test administrator's decision about whether or not to hire
me.

Perceived job relatedness (Smither, Reilly, Millsap, Pearlman, & Stoffey, 1993)
Face validity
I did not understand what the test had to do with the job. (R)
I could not see any relationship between the test and what is required on the job.
(R)
It would be obvious to anyone that the test is related to the job.
The actual content of the test was clearly related to the job.
There was no real connection between the test that I went through and the job.
(R)
Perceived predictive validity
Failing to pass the test clearly indicates that you can’t do the job.
I am confident that the test can predict how well an applicant will perform on the
job.
My performance on the test was a good indicator of my ability to do the job.
Applicants who perform well on this type of test are more likely to perform well
on the job than applicants who perform poorly.
The employer can tell a lot about the applicant’s ability to do the job from the
results of the test.

Consistency (Ployhart and Ryan, 1997; Gilliland and Honig, 1994)
The selection process was standardized and systematically administered.
As far as I know, the selection tests were administered the same way to all
applicants.
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Some people were treated differently than I was. (R)
As far as [ know, everyone received the same treatment during the selection
process.

Interpersonal treatment
I felt the test was impersonal.
I felt like just another number while taking the test.
I did not care for my interaction with the test.
The test administrator cared how I felt during testing. (R)
I felt I was respected during the testing. (R)
I felt I was treated coldly during testing.

Test Ease
I thought that the test was difficult. (R)
This test was harder than other tests I have taken. (R)
I thought this test was easy.
This test was not difficult.

Preference/Liking
I'liked taking this type of test.
I prefer this type of test than others I have taken.
I would prefer taking a different type of test (R).
Compared to other tests I have taken, I didn’t like this test. (R)

Performance attributions
My performance was due to the type of test used.
My performance was due to the type of procedure used.
My performance was due to the way the test was presented.
My performance was due to my capabilities.
My performance was due to my abilities.
My performance was due to how hard I tried.

Causal Dimension Scale (Russell, 1982)
Is the cause(s) something that: Reflects an aspect-Reflects an aspect of the
situation
Is the cause(s): Controllable by you or other people-Uncontrollable by you or
other people
Is the cause(s) something that is: Permanent-Temporary
Is the cause(s) something: Intended by you or other people-Unintended by you or
other people
Is the cause(s) something that is: Outside of you-Inside of you
Is the cause(s) something that is: Variable over time-Stable over time
Is the cause(s): Something about you-Something about others
Is the cause(s) something that is: Changeable-Unchanging
Is the cause(s) something for which: No one is responsible-Someone is
responsible
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Acceptance intentions (Ployhart and Ryan, 1997)
Hired
I will accept the job.
I am willing to take this job.
Rejected
Even if I was now offered the job, I would not accept it.
I would not be interested in this job even if I was now offered it.

Recommendation intentions (Gilliland, 1994)
I would recommend this project to my friends.
I would tell my friends to participate in this project.
I would tell others this is a good experiment in which to participate.
I think other people should know this is a good experiment.

Purchase intentions
I would not use this organization's products or services. (R)
I would like to use this organization’s products or services.
I am interested in using this organization’s products or services.
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