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the results obtained from the regression analyses for the selection moderators.
Although data are not available for the unselected sample for the socialisation
moderators, the significant correlations between assessment centre performance and
role knowledge, interpersonal resources knowledge and frequency of manager

contact would indicate that the effects of range restriction through implicit selection

may also influence these analyses.

Table 8.1. Descriptive Statistics for the Predictor, Criterion, and Moderators for
Successful and Unsuccessful Applicants

Successful Applicants Total Sample
Variable rpred. rcriter. Mean SD Mean SD
Predictor
AC Score® - 19¥ 7.01 0.70 6.57 0.88
Criterion
Estimated Potential® 19¥ - 7.01 1.07 - -
Selection Moderators
Overall Procedural Justice (T4) .03 -.02 4.05 0.54 3.94 0.65
Overall Procedural Justice (T4) .02 13 4.15 0.47 3.78 0.79
Motivation (T4) 25t 13 4.58 0.44 4.48 0.52
Anxiety (T4) -.06 A3 243 0.74 247 0.80
Self-efficacy (T5) 27 .10 5.59 0.65 5.51 0.69
Equity (T5) 19 -.07 3.92 0.59 3.42 0.92
Feedback (T5) .09 .08 3.83 0.63 3.72 0.73
Socialisation Moderators (T5)
Shell PC Violation .05 .05 2.11 0.84 - -
Recruit PC Violation® -.03 -39%* 1.80 0.75 - -
Social Knowledge =17 12 5.12 0.74 - -
Role Knowledge -21% -.00 4.79 1.21 - -
Int. Res. Knowledge -26" .04 5.00 1.20 . -
Organisational Knowledge .14 -.05 4.63 0.92 - -
Recruit-Manager Quality .10 247 4.05 0.65 - -
Recruit-Manager Frequency -.19¥ -17 2.24 1.21 - -

Note. N =70-81. p * <.001; ¥ p<.01; "p <.05; *p <.10. * Successful applicant data
is based on those for whom criterion ratings were available; * = ratings provided by
Shell Managers. r pred. = correlation with the predictor; r criter. = correlation with
the criterion.
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Moderators of Selection Validity Measured During Selection

Hypothesis 16 proposed that applicants’ perceptions of selection would
moderate selection predictive validity. Analyses were conducted via moderated
multiple regression (MMR). The criterion used in these analyses was the managers’
ratings of the recruits’ overall potential, four months post-entry into Shell. The
independent variable was the overall assessment centre score. Power concerns
prevented all moderators from being included in a single analysis. Seven separate
MMRs were therefore conducted for each moderator: pre-decision procedural justice,
post-decision procedural justice, selection motivation, selection anxiety, post-
decision self-efficacy, post-decision equity and post-decision feedback. The
criterion was regressed onto the assessment centre predictor score (entered in the first
step), the moderator variable (entered in the second step) and the interaction term
(entered in the third step).

The results are displayed in Table 8.2. The results indicated that the main
effect of the assessment centre score approached significance for the four analyses
involving the time 5 moderators. The small fluctuations in the relationship between
the predictor and criterion across analyses was caused by slight variations in the
available sample. None of the main effects for the moderator variable were
significant, and none of the interaction terms were significant (p <.05). However, the
interactions between assessment centre score and both motivation at time 4 (R?A =
.04, p <.10) and self-efficacy at time 5 (R’A = .04, p <.10) approached significance.
Since it is likely that the small sample size and restriction of range in variables
limited the chance of finding significant moderator effects, the interactions between
assessment centre score and both motivation and self-efficacy were further analysed.

The sample was split at the mean of motivation and self-efficacy, resulting in
two groups for each moderator (i.e. high and low motivated groups, high and low
self-efficacy groups). Uncorrected validity coefficients were calculated for each
group, although it is important to highlight that the small sub-sample sizes mean that
caution is required when interpreting these results. As displayed in Table 8.3, the
results indicated that relative to the total sample, criterion-related validity was larger
for individuals with higher motivation (r = .19) and self-efficacy (r = .25) and

smaller for those with lower motivation (r = .05) and self-efficacy (r =.10).
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Table 8.2. Social Impact Variables Measured During Selection as Moderators of
Predictive Validity

R R? AR? RA FA(df) B B
Procedural Justice T4*
Step1: AC .16 .03 01 .03 1.77 (1,67) .16 25
Step2 PJ .16 .03 -.00 .00 0.04 (2,66) -.02 -.05
Step3: ACxPJ 17 03 -.02 .00 0.15(3,65) -.80 -.19
Procedural Justice TS
Step1: AC 21 .04% 03 04  3.07(1,69)F 21F 33
Step2 PJ 24 .06 .03 .02 1.23 (2,68) 13 30
Step3: ACxPJ 26 .07 .03 .01 0.75(3,67) 1.86 45
Motivation T4
Step 1: AC .16 .02 01 .02 1.72 (1,69) .16 24
Step2 MOT .18 .03 .00 .01 0.63 (2,68) .10 24
Step3: ACxMOT 27 .07 .03 04 223 (3,67)" 348" 75
Anxiety T4
Step1: AC .16 .02 .01 .02 1.70 (1,68) .16 24
Step2 ANX 21 .04 .02 .02 1.38 (2,67) .14 21
Step 3: ACx ANX 22 .05 .01 .01 0.40 (3,66) 3 15
Self Efficacy T5
Step1: AC 21 .04* .03 04  3.02(1.68)" 21 33
Step2 SFEF 21 .04 .02 .00 0.16 (2,67) .05 .08

Step 3: AC x SFEF .30 .09 .05 04 3.11(3,66)° 3.53° .56
Equity T5?

Step1: AC 21 .04% .03 04  3.07 (1,69)* 217 33
Step2 EQ 23 .05 .03 .01 0.59(2,68) -.11 -.20
Step3: ACxEQ 25 .06 .02 .01 057 (3.67) -1.08 -22
Feedback T5

Step1: AC 22 .05 .03 05 3.35(1,65F 22 .32
Step2 FB 23 .05 .02 .00 0.25 (2,66) .06 .10
Step3: ACxFB 23 .05 .01 .00 0.12(3,65) -.64 -12

Note: ¥ p =.10. AR? = Adjusted R*; AC = Assessment Centre Score; PJ = Procedural
Justice; MOT = Motivation; ANX = Anxiety; SFEF = Self-Efficacy; EQ = Equity;
FB = Feedback; T = time. *Separate analyses were conducted on the five procedural
justice rules at time 4 and on overall distributive fairness, but none were significant.

However, since low variability can suppress the magnitude of a correlation, it
is possible that sub-group differences in the variances of the predictor and criterion
scores had an artefactual impact on the results obtained. The equality of the

variances across the sub-samples was therefore tested. According to Levene's test
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for the equality of variances, the sub-sample with the lower validity coefficient for
motivation had significantly smaller predictor variances (F (28,43) = 4.09, p <.05),
but not criterion variances (F (28,43) = 0.17, p = .90). For self-efficacy, there were
no significant differences between the variances of the two samples in either the
predictor (F (19,51) = 0.05, p =.945), or the criterion (F (19,51) = 0.17, p = .90).
There were also no mean differences in the predictor or criterion ratings of the
subgroups for either moderator. In terms of the significant result, it is possible that
the restriction of range in the predictor for low motivated applicants suppressed the
size of the coefficient relative to the high motivation group. This correlation was
therefore re-calculated by correcting for the restriction of range in the predictor using
Thorndike’s (1965) Case I formula (cited in Guilford, 1965). In accordance with
Schmitt and Ryan (1992), the predictor scores of the group with the larger validity
coefficient were used as the unrestricted distribution. The restriction of variance in
the low motivation group accounted for only .03 of the difference between the two
sub-samples, increasing predictive validity to .08 for the low motivation group. In
comparison with the correlation of .19 for the high motivation group, these result
lend support to the impact of motivation, rather than range restriction, on the validity
coefficients. In summary, low assessment centre motivation and low self-efficacy
attenuated predictive validity, whilst high motivation and high self-efficacy
enhanced it. Since the regression analyses approached significance (p <.10), this

offered only partial support to Hypothesis 16.

Table 8.3. Predictive Validities, Means and Standard Deviations for those with High
and Low Motivation and Self-Efficacy

Predictor Criterion
Moderator Group N  Validity" Validity Mean SD Mean SD

Motivation  Total 71 .16 - 6.99 0.72 7.00 1.09
High 43 .19 - 7.09 0.80 7.03 1.20
Low 28 .05 .08 6.82 0.53 6.95 1.05
Self-Efficacy Total 70 21 - 7.02 0.67 7.03 1.07
High 51 25 - 7.14 0.66 7.03 1.09
Low 19 10 - 6.71 0.61 7.03 1.03

Note. * uncorrected validity coefficient; ® corrected for restriction of range relative to
the group with higher motivation (this validity coefficient does not account for
restriction of range relative to the unselected applicant sample).
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Moderators of Predictive Validity Measured During Socialisation

Hypothesis 17 proposed that socialisation knowledge, recruit-manager
relationships, and psychological contract violations would moderate selection
validity. Analyses were again conducted via Moderated Multiple Regression
(MMR). The criterion used in these analyses was the managers’ ratings of the
recruits’ overall potential, four months post-entry into Shell. The independent
variable was the overall rating of potential from the assessment centre. Again, power
concerns prevented all moderators from being included as separate variables in a
single analysis. Eight separate MMR analyses were therefore conducted for each
moderator: social knowledge, role knowledge, interpersonal resources knowledge,
organisation knowledge, frequency of recruit-manager contact, quality of recruit-
manager relationship, employer psychological contract violation and employee
psychological contract violation. The criterion was regressed onto the assessment
centre predictor score (entered in the first step), the moderator variable (entered in
the second step) and the interaction term (entered in the third step).

The results of these moderated regressions are displayed in Table 8.4. Again,
the main effects for the assessment centre score were significant, or approached
significance in some analyses, depending on the available sample. Main effects were
also observed for two moderators (i) employee violations of the psychological
contract, and the quality of the recruit-manager relationship. The main effect of
social knowledge also approached significance (p <.10). Results also indicated that
two interaction terms explained incremental variance above these main effects. The
interactions with the assessment centre score were significant for both manager’s
ratings of employee violations of the psychological contract (R*A = .05, p <.05) and
employee ratings of social knowledge (R°A = .08, p <.01). The non-significant
correlations between assessment centre performance and both recruit violation of the
psychological contract (r = -.03) and social knowledge (r = -.17) indicated that the
effects of range restriction through implicit selection were unlikely to be high for
either moderator variable. Analyses progressed to the interpretation of these

moderator effects.
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Table 8.4. Social Variables Measured during Selection as Moderators of Selection
Predictive Validity

R R? AR* RA FA(df) B B
Social Knowledge
Stepl: AC .19 .04¥ .02 .04 2.94(1,76)*  .19¥ .30
Step2 SK 25 06" .04 .03 2.02(2,75)  .16* 24
Step3: ACxSK 38 15t 1 08 729374t 4.13F 0.74
Role Knowledge
Step1: AC 18 .03 .02 .03 2.54(1,75) .18 29
Step2 RK 18 .03 .01 .00 0.08(2,74) .03 .03
Step3: ACxRK 21 .04 .00 .01 0.793,73) 1.12 .14
Interpersonal Resources Knowledge
Step1: AC .19 .04* .02 .04 2.93(1,78)*  .19* 29
Step2 IRK 21 .04 .02 .01 0.67(2,77) 09 .08
Step3: ACxIRK 27 .07 .04 .03 2.37(3,76) 1.61 21
Organisation Knowledge
Step1: AC .18 .03 02 .03 2.72(1,77) .18 29
Step2 OK .20 .04 .01 .01 0.40(2,76) -.08 -.07
Step3: ACxOK 26 .07 .03 .03 2.11(3,75) 225 32
Recruit-Manager Contact®
Stepl: AC .19 .04¥ 02 .04 2.88(1,79)% .19 29
Step2 MC 24 .06 .03 .02 1.492,74) -.14 -.13
Step3: ACxMC 24 .06 .02 .00 0.09(3,73) -37 -.05
Recruit-Manager Quality®
Step1: AC .19 .04% .02 .04 2.84(1,74)% .19¥ .29
Step2 MQ 30 .09' .06 .05 4.00(2,73)" 22t 38
Step3: ACxMQ .30 .09¥ .05 .00 0.30(3,72) 81 15
Employer PC Violation
Stepl: AC 23 05" .04 .05 4411,7nt 23" 36
Step2 ERPC 24 .06 .03 .00 1.02(2,76) .04 .04

Step3: ACxERPC .24 .06 .02 .00 0.02(3,75) -.12 -.02
Employee PC Violation®
Stepl: AC .19 04% .02 .04 2.93(1,78) 19¥ .29

Step2 EEPC 43 d9* 17 A5 1437Q2,77)*  -39*  -56
Step3: ACxEEPC 49 24* 21 .05 5.12(3,76)" 221" -44

Note. p * <.001; T p <.01; T p <.05; * p =.10. * As rated by the manager. AR = Adjusted R*;
AC = Assessment Centre Score, ER PC = Employer Psychological Contract Violation; EE
PC = Employee Psychological Contract Violation; SK = Social Knowledge; RK = Role
Knowledge; IR Interpersonal Resources Knowledge; OK = Organisational Knowledge; MC
= Recruit-Manager Contact; MQ = Recruit-Manager Relationship Quality.
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Again, the sample was split in half at the mean of the two moderator
variables and uncorrected validity coefficients were calculated for each group. As
displayed in Table 8.5, the results indicated that criterion-related validity was higher
for individuals with lower employee psychological contract violations and higher
social knowledge. Furthermore, according to Levene's test for the equality of
variances, there were no sub-sample differences in the variances of the predictor
(violation: F (31,49) = 1.44, p = .233; knowledge: F (32,44) = 1.85, p = .178) or
criterion (violation: F (31,49) = 1.08, p = .457; knowledge: F (32,44) = 121, p =
.086). Therefore, differences in range restrictions across the sub-samples did not
explain the different validity coefficients. There were though significant mean
difference in the criterion ratings for the psychological contract violation, to the
extent that those with low violations had higher criterion scores (t (1,78) = 3.63, p
<.001). In summary, high employee violation and low social knowledge attenuated
the estimate of predictive validity, whilst low employee violation and high social
knowledge enhanced it. This offered some support to Hypothesis 17 that variables

measured during socialisation would moderate predictive validity.

Table 8.5. Predictive Validities, Means and Standard Deviations of the Assessment

Centre for High and Low Employee Psychological Contract Violation and Social
Knowledge

Predictor Criterion
Moderator Group N  Validity® Mean SD Mean SD
Employee Violation Total 80 19 7.01 0.70 7.01 1.07
High 49 02 6.96 0.62 6.68 1.08
Low 31 42 7.08 0.81 7.52 0.85
Social Knowledge  Total 78 .19 7.02 0.70 7.01 1.09
High 34 32 7.16 52 7.03 92
Low 44 -.14 6.92 .79 6.99 1.21

Note. * uncorrected validity coefficient.
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Assessment Centre Construct and Predictive Validity
Overview
Research was conducted involving an assessment centre with three exercises
(in-tray, proposal and semi-structured interview) and three dimensions (capacity,
achievement and relationships). Two assessors provided independent ratings of each
dimension at the end of each exercise. The following analyses explore both
assessment centre construct and predictive validity.

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the assessment centre are given in Table 8.6. Based
on ratings from the 11 point scale, the mean potential ratings ranged from 6.76
(interview ratings of achievement) to 6.41 (proposal rating of achievement), whereas
the standard deviations were between 1.23 (in-tray rating of capacity) and 0.95

(interview ratings of relationships).

Table 8.6. Descriptive Statistics for Assessment Centre Ratings

Rating M SD Kurtosis Skewness
In-tray
Achievement 6.44 1.14 -.12 -.10
Relationships 6.42 1.08 .01 -.05
Capacity 6.60 1.23 -.12 -.15
Proposal
Achievement 6.41 1.02 .07 -.16
Relationships 6.43 1.01 .05 -.06
Capacity 6.53 1.10 -.08 -.10
Interview
Achievement 6.76 .99 23 .01
Relationships 6.67 .95 28 .05
Capacity 6.56 1.07 .06 .04
Note. N=516

Table 8.7 shows the multitrait-multimethod correlation matrix and the
variance-covariance matrix. The reliability ratings between the two assessors were
adequate, ranging from .83 to .91 with an average of .87. The average monotrait-
heteromethod correlation was .46, the average heterotrait-heteromethod correlation
was .44 and the average heterotrait-monomethod correlation was .80. Therefore, the

moderate monotrait-heteromethod correlations suggested some convergent validity,



Table 8.7. Multitrait-Multimethod Correlation Matrix and Variance-Covariance Matrix
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Exercise In-tray Proposal Interview
Dimension Ach. Rel Cap. Ach. Rel Cap. Ach. Rel Cap.
In-tray Achievement 1.31) 1.01 1.21 32 27 38 .62 55 .70
Relationships (1.16)  1.07 30 29 34 .60 58 .64
Capacity (1.51) 34 31 41 .66 .63 .81
Proposal Achievement Sl 49 .56
Relationships 47 .50 53
Capacity 53 53 .62
Interview Achievement (0.98) 76 77
Relationships (0.90) .76
Capacity (1.16)

Note. N = 516. All correlations are significant at p <.001. Ach: Achievement; Rel: Relationships, Cap: Capacity. Values below the
diagonal = correlations, Values on the diagonal in parentheses = variances; values above the diagonal = covariances. Italicised values =
monotrait-heteromethod; solid line triangle = heterotrait-monomethod; broken line triangles = heterotrait-heteromethod
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but these correlations were only marginally higher than the heterotrait-heteromethod
correlations and were almost half the size of the heterotrait-monomethod
correlations. This provided evidence of low discriminant validity. Furthermore, the
difference between the heterotrait-monomethod correlations and the heterotrait-
heteromethod correlations indicated the presence of exercise effects.  This
preliminary analysis therefore provided weak evidence for construct validity.

Hypothesis 18 indicated that via Confirmatory Factor Analysis, assessment
centre variance would be explained by both exercise and dimension factors. All
factor structures in Table 3.1 (Chapter Three) were tested using the covariance
matrix as input to AMOS. To briefly re-iterate, the taxonomy involved five Method
Structures and four Trait Structures, resulting in 20 alternative models. These varied
in terms of whether they modelled method factors, trait factors, or a combination of
both factors. Table 8.8 reports the corresponding goodness-of-fit statistics from the
analysis for the different models.

According to the fit indices, Models 1D, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3D, 4C, 4D and 4E
show an adequate fit to the data. Although the fit indices are equal for Method
Structures C and D, the definition problems vary across the two approaches
(Kleinmann & Koller, 1997). Nevertheless, in the present application, ill-defined
solutions in terms of negative variances and factor loadings, emerged for both
Method Factors C and E. Furthermore, in the computation of some models, non-
positive definite covariances were observed which may have been caused by
collinearity, or linear dependency, in the data set (Wothke, 1993). The high
correlations between variables, particularly the heterotrait-monomethod correlations,
may have resulted in a matrix that could not be inverted (Ullman, 1996). Wothke,
(SEMNET, 19th November, 1998) also indicated that positive definite matrices may
be caused by misspecified models, such as when indicators that should have been
assigned to the same factor are forced to load onto different factors. In the present
analyses, it is possible that the high heterotrait-monomethod correlations resulted in

misspecification when models contained trait factors.
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Table 8.8. Goodness of Fit Indices for Confirmatory Factor Analyses of the Different
Structural Models

Model X? df X*/df TLI CFI PNFI Problem
1A 4112.43* 36 114.23 - - - -
1B/2A 1676.88* 27 62.11 .46 .60 A4 -
1C 574.80* 27 21.29 .82 .87 .65 -
1D 97.09* 24 4.05 .97 .98 .65 -
1E 574.80* 27 21.29 .82 .87 .65 -
2B 418.55* 19 22.03 81 .90 47 -
2C 62.23* 18 3.46 .98 1.00 A9 2,5
2D 24.50 15 1.63 .99 1.00 4] 1
2E 62.23%* 18 3.46 .98 1.00 49 2,3
3A 2998.39* 27 111.05 .03 27 .20 3
3B 1664.94 19 87.63 24 .60 31 1
3C 513.77* 18 28.54 .76 .88 44 -
3D 45.69% 15 3.05 .98 .99 41 1,2
3E 513.77* 18 28.54 .76 .88 A4 -
4A 1564.22%* 24 65.18 43 .62 41 -
4B 402.02* 15 26.80 7 91 38 1,2,4
4C 23.07 15 1.54 1.00 1.00 41 2,5
4D 9.62 12 .80 1.00 1.00 33 124
4E 23.07 15 1.54 1.00 1.00 A1 2,3

Note. N=516 * p <.001. TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index;
PNFI = Parsimonious Normed-Fit Index. Models refer to Table 3.1, Chapter Three.
Problems: 1 = negative regression weights, 2 = covariance matrix not positive
definite, 3 = negative errors, 4 = negative factor correlations, 5 = negative factor
variances.

Model 1D which has correlated exercise latent factors, was the only model
with adequate fit and acceptable parameter estimates. For Model 1D, the
correlations of the interview with the other exercises were relatively high (r = .69
with the in-tray, and r = .64 with the proposal), and moderate between the in-tray and
proposal (r =.34). Table 8.9 displays the amount of variance explained by the latent
exercise factors. The results indicated that on average 79.3% of variance in the
assessment centre was accounted for by exercise factors. Hypothesis 18 which
postulated that variance would be explained by both exercise and dimension factors,

was not therefore supported.
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Table 8.9. Proportion of Variance Explained by Method Factors for Model 1D.

Variance Component

Source of Rating In-tray Proposal Interview
Achievement 86% 81% T7%
Relationships 77% 79% 81%
Capacity 85% 81% 71%
Average 82% 80% 76%

The Simultaneous Analysis of Predictive and Content Validity

Hypothesis 19 proposed that the assessment centre would display predictive
validity at the overall level and at both the exercise and dimension level. In order to
examine the predictive validity, correlations were computed between initial estimates
of potential and performance measured four months post-entry and the assessment
centre dimension scores, exercise scores and overall scores. Corrections were made

using Thorndike’s (1949) Case I formulae (see Appendix 11).

Table 8.10. Predictive Validity of the Assessment Centre by Overall Score, by
Dimensions and by Exercises.

Overall Performance Overall Potential
AC Rating o Uncorrected Corrected Uncorrected Corrected

Overall - .03 .04 19" 24
Achievement 82 -.05 -.06 27t 32
Relationships 81 .06 .07 .16 .18
Capacity .84 -.03 -.04 217 .26
In-tray 93 .02 .03 17 21
Proposal 93 .04 .05 27 33
Interview 92 -.02 -.02 241 27

Note. N = 80-57. p * <.001; T p < .01; " p < .05 (one-tailed). AC = Assessment
Centre. Corrections with Thorndike’s (1949) Case I Formula, cited in Guilford
(1965).

As indicated in Table 8.10, there were near zero correlations between the
assessment centre and initial ratings of performance. Significant correlations were
though observed for the initial ratings of potential. Indeed, this was expected given
that the assessment centre was designed to measure potential rather than

performance. Interestingly, the reliabilities of both the dimension and exercises
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scales had high reliabilities. The uncorrected correlations indicated that the ratings
of the dimensions achievement and capacity provided significant predictors of
subsequent estimates of potential and that the ratings of the proposal and interview
exercises provided significant predictors of subsequent estimates of potential.
Therefore, despite the finding that the assessment centre demonstrated an absence of
dimension variance, both dimension and exercise scores showed reasonable validity
for ratings of subsequent potential. The discussion will further consider possible

explanations for this finding.
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Chapter Nine

Discussion

Introduction

The present research adopted various perspectives on selection in order to
integrate previous disparate areas in the literature. In particular, four main
perspectives were examined: procedural justice, emergence of the psychological
contract, moderators of predictive validity and the simultaneous analysis of
assessment centre construct and predictive validity. The results relating to each of
these areas will be discussed in the first four sections of this discussion chapter. For
each area, future research directions and the implications for practice are discussed.
The fifth section addresses the strengths and weaknesses of the present research and

in conclusion, the main contributions are summarised.
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Organisational Justice in Selection

Overview of Results

Nine hypotheses relating to the procedural justice of selection were analysed
and are summarised in Table 9.1. In addition, the psychometric properties of the
Selection Fairmess Survey (SFS) were investigated. The following discussion
focuses on five emerging themes: (i) the SFS, (ii) cultural differences, (iii) the impact
of the outcome decision, (iv) the impact of changes over time from expectations to
perceptions of justice, and (v) feedback as a moderator of the impact of justice. The

implications for both theoretical research and practice will also be highlighted.

Table 9.1. Overview of the Organisational Justice Results

Hypothesis  Supported? Summary

1 Partial There were some cultural differences in applicants’ mean
responses to the procedural justice rules.

2 No There were no cultural differences in terms of the salient
dimensions of overall procedural fairness.

3 Yes Successful and unsuccessful candidates’ perceptions of
procedural justice differed only following communication
of the outcome decision.

4 Yes Changes over time from expectations to perceptions of
procedural justice had an impact on overall evaluations of
procedural justice.

5 Yes Changes over time from expectations to perceptions of

procedural justice had an impact on expectations of
subsequent selection methods with the same organisation.

6 Yes Changes over time from expectations to perceptions of
procedural justice had an immediate (pre-decision) impact
on affective and attitudinal variables at the interview and
assessment centre, and on behavioural variables at the
interview only.

7 Partial Changes over time from expectations to perceptions of
procedural justice had an intermediate (pre-decision)
impact on organisational attractiveness, but not self-esteem
or candidate decision-making.

8 No Changes over time from expectations to perceptions of
procedural justice did not have a long-term (post-
employment) impact.

9 Partial Feedback moderated the impact of perceptions of some
procedural justice rules.
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Selection Fairness Survey

Review of the Results

Construct Validity. In partial support of the SFS construct validity, the

present research provided insight into its underlying factor structure. In Study A, a
47 item version of the questionnaire yielded an eight factor solution, and in Study B,
a 28 item version yielded a five factor solution which replicated across four time
points. The factor structures from both studies were consistent with the three
components of procedural justice identified by Greenberg (1993a): the formal
characteristics of the process (i.e. career relatedness and opportunity to perform), the
information offered during the process (i.e. selection process information), and
interpersonal treatment (i.e. interpersonal effectiveness, two-way communication and
bias suppression). In both studies, the procedural justice rules were generally
correlated within time, and for Study B, across time. Overall, the results supported
the SFS as representing various dimensions of procedural fairness.

Although the factor structures obtained were different from that obtained by
Gilliland (Personal Communication, 20 March, 1996: See Appendix 4), they were
more consistent with the original design of the survey (Gilliland & Honig, 1994a).
Methodological issues may explain this finding. Gilliland and Honig (1993a) asked
applicants to evaluate justice in retrospect and in relation to the candidates’ own
choice of selection process, whereas the present research used real time data in Study
B and ratings were made in relation to an identified selection process in both studies.
These factors may have enabled the present applicants to make more meaningful
ratings of the procedural justice dimensions. The analyses also indicated that Dutch-
British responses to the SFS had demographic and measurement equivalence. This
adds further support to the psychometric properties of the measure and would
indicate that future development and research are warranted.

Reliability. In terms of reliability, the SFS demonstrated good internal
consistencies in Study A, but was less adequate in Study B for four sub-scales:
opportunity to perform, bias suppression, career relevance and informativeness. Two
possible explanations are offered: First, shorter versions of these scales were adopted
in Study B which may have reduced variance and suppressed the reliability of ratings

relative to Study A. Second, the weaker reliabilities were generally observed at times
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1 and 3 where revisions had been made to the item wording, so that they would
reflect a measure of justice expectations rather than perceptions. It is possible that
applicants who were new to the particular selection method had greater difficulty
rating their justice expectations. However, the internal consistencies for the justice
rules at times 1 and 3 showed only marginal differences when computed separately
for those with and without previous experience of an interview or assessment centre
respectively. Therefore, the reduction in number of items per scale is likely to be the
main cause of the difference across studies.

Future Research

Clearly, further research is needed on the psychometric properties of the SFS.
A 31 item survey based around the following six procedural justice rules is suggested
for future validation (see Appendix 12): (i) interpersonal effectiveness, (ii) career
relevance, (iii) informativeness, (iv) two-way communication, (v) opportunity to
perform, and (vi) bias suppression. The justification for this recommendation is the
good reliability obtained for a six item scale of interpersonal effectiveness in both
studies, and also the good reliability observed for the longer versions of the career
relevance, informativeness and two-way communication factors in Study A.
Additional items also need to be developed for the opportunity to perform and bias
suppression factors. It is recommended that this survey is used in relation to
identified and real selection procedures and that reactions are measured in close
temporal proximity to the actual selection experience. Further cross-cultural
validation of the psychometric properties of the measure would also be of value.

Investigating Cultural Differences

Mean Differences in Perceptions of Justice

Controlling for small, non-significant measurement non-equivalence, mean
differences were observed for some of the procedural justice rules, partially
supporting Hypothesis 1. The British candidates had higher mean perceptions of
interpersonal effectiveness at all time points and higher expectations of assessment
centre opportunity to perform. Conversely, the Dutch applicants had higher
expectations of interview opportunity to perform and assessment centre
informativeness. As predicted in Hypothesis 1, there were no mean differences

across the two cultures for the distributive justice rule, which was likely to be due to



265

the outcome decision being the main determinant of equity perceptions (Gilliland &
Honig, 1994b). Overall, the results provided some support for Hypothesis 1.
Interestingly, the Dutch applicants had higher mean expectations of
opportunity to perform at the interview, but lower expectations at the assessment
centre. Schuler’s (1993) discussion of the importance of providing applicants with
an opportunity to exert control is likely to be influential here, together with cultural
differences in the extent to which universities prepare students for selection
procedures. In the UK, university careers services typically offer workshops and
practice interviews, whereas Dutch universities provide little formal support in this
regard.  British applicants may therefore expect a more structured and
methodological approach to interviews which may result in students expecting the
organisation to largely control the interaction. Dutch applicants on the other hand,
may expect a more informal conversation, leading to greater anticipated freedom to
sell themselves and opportunity to perform. These different expectations would be
unlikely to affect the assessment centre since the structured approach is likely to be
evident to both nationalities. Previous research has supported a link between
national frequency of selection method usage and justice reactions (Steiner &
Gilliland, 1996). The lower expectations of opportunity to perform observed for the
Dutch applicants at the assessment centre may therefore be a result of the less
frequent use of this procedure in The Netherlands (Hodgkinson & Payne, 1998).

Differences in the Relative Weighting of Procedural Justice

Congruent with previous cross-cultural research conducted on American and
French applicants (Gilliland & Steiner, 1996), the present results indicated few
British-Dutch differences in terms of justice rule salience. Although the most salient
interview procedural justice rule differed across the two groups, inconsistent
reliabilities in the overall measure of interview procedural fairmess represented a
limitation. Furthermore, the results indicated some degree of cross-cultural similarity
in the salient dimensions at both the interview and assessment centre. For example,
at the assessment centre, opportunity to perform was the most salient rule for both
cultures, and bias suppression and informativeness were not significant in either

culture. Overall therefore, there was limited support for Hypothesis 2.
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It is possible that characteristics of the selection method are more influential
than nationality in determining the salience of various procedural justice rules. Since
both the interview and assessment centre are relatively interactive selection methods
designed to measure maximum performance, it is not surprising that there is some
overlap in the most salient dimensions. For example, the opportunity to perform and
career relevance influenced both British and Dutch applicants perceptions of overall
procedural fairness for both selection methods. This was the first research to
compare the salience of different procedural justice rules for interviews and
assessment centres. Gilliland (1995) found the interpersonal effectiveness rule
dominated interview evaluations, with the job relatedness, two-way communication,
opportunity to perform, feedback and honesty rules also salient. Since Shell’s
assessment centre involved an interview, these rules would be likely to influence the
overall evaluation of this method. Furthermore, the inclusion of a work sample test
(i.e. the in-tray) would further support the salience of the career relevance rule
(Dodd, 1977; Gilliland, 1995; Schmidt, Greenthal, Hunter, Berber & Seaton, 1977;
Schmitt, Gilliland, Landis & Devine, 1993).

Future Research

This study provided a fairly conservative test of cultural differences in terms
of justice reactions since the British and Dutch are reasonably aligned along some
cultural dimensions (e.g. Hofstede, 1980). Nevertheless, some differences in
expectations and perceptions of justice were observed. Future intervention studies
may examine the impact of providing interview preparation workshops to Dutch
applicants in order to determine whether this would reduce cultural differences in
terms of expectations of interview opportunity to perform. Future research will also
benefit from examining cultural differences across a range of selection methods. In
addition, research on more disparate cultures (i.e. outside North America and
Western Europe) will provide further insight into the cultural equivalence of the SFS
factor structure and into the extent to which the salience of the justice dimensions for
certain selection methods are internationally generalisable. The continued and more
widespread application of the robust SEM procedures adopted here to ensure the

equivalence of measures across cultures, is also recommended.
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The Impact of the Outcome Decision on Justice Evaluations

In Study B, prior to knowing the selection outcome, there were no significant
differences in terms of successful and unsuccessful applicants’ perceptions of the
procedural justice rules. In Study A, following communication of the decision, there
were significant differences between these groups of applicants. Paired comparisons
across time in Study B also indicated that there were no significant differences
between successful and unsuccessful applicants post-, but not pre-decision.
Together, these results provide support for Hypothesis 3 and indicate that emotional
reactions to the outcome directly influence applicants’ perceptions of procedural
justice to the extent that successful candidates’ perceptions are heightened, whilst
unsuccessful applicants’ perceptions are lowered. This suggests that post-decision
perceptions are influenced by either ‘emotional bruising’ or ‘emotional uplifting’
which may obscure the objectivity of the reactions elicited (Cunningham-Snell,

Fletcher, Anderson & Gibb, 1997).

Future Research

If the selection decision radically alters perceptions of procedural justice,
future theoretical investigations into applicants’ objective perceptions of procedural
justice should measure this construct prior to feedback of the decision, otherwise the
measure is likely to be contaminated by outcome evaluations. In addition, future
longitudinal research is required to examine which justice dimensions are adjusted
following communication of the outcome. It is therefore important that researchers
take multiple measures of this construct during the selection process. Recent
selection research adopting an organisational justice perspective has recognised the
need to take measures of overall procedural fairness both pre- and post- the outcome
decision (e.g. Thomsteinson & Ryan, 1997). Future research should continue to
draw comparisons between different time points, but should also measure the justice
rules which provide more detailed insight into applicants’ justice evaluations.

The Impact of Temporal Change in Justice Expectations to Perceptions of Reality

Five hypotheses were posed to examine the impact of change from
expectations to perceptions of justice on (i) overall perceptions of procedural
fairness, (ii) subsequent justice expectations and (iii) immediate (pre-decision), (iv)

intermediate (post-decision), and (v) long-term (post-organisational entry) outcome
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measures. For these hypotheses, changes from expectations to perceptions of justice
were investigated by the stringent approach of first ensuring temporal measurement
equivalence via SEM. The results from the preliminary analysis are reported first,
followed by the results relating to the impact of temporal change.

Temporal Measurement Equivalence

With one exception, the procedural justice rules measured across times 1 and
2 and times 3 and 4, did not show any error change. Since ratings of expectations
and perceptions of procedural justice were equivalent, this provided a justification for
investigating change over time, the exception being for the career relevance rule
which showed beta change across times 1 and 2. For the other rules, controlling for
non-significant beta and gamma change, a number of significant mean changes were
obtained. For interpersonal effectiveness and bias suppression, the results indicated
that applicants’ perceptions of these rules increased from expectations to perceptions
at both the interview and assessment centre. Conversely, applicants’ perceptions of
informativeness decreased at both selection methods, and their perceptions of
opportunity to perform decreased at the assessment centre. Overall therefore, the
SEM analyses supported the robustness of the SFS factors across time and showed
that while controlling for small amounts of beta and gamma change, some temporal
changes were found. This adds further support to the utility of the SEM approach.

Impact on Overall Procedural Fairness

In support of Hypothesis 4, overall procedural fairness evaluations rated pre-
decision were associated with change from expectations to perceptions of the justice
rules. For example, at the assessment centre, the change in interpersonal
effectiveness, opportunity to perform, and informativeness influenced the overall
evaluations. In addition, the change in evaluations of the justice rules had an impact
on post-decision overall procedural fairness, even after controlling for perceptions of
distributive justice.

Contrary to Gilliland’s (1993) suggestion that negative information would be
more salient than positive information, this research indicates that changes in both
directions can influence applicants’ perceptions of overall fairness. This result also
seems inconsistent with Ployhart and Ryan’s recent (1998) study where negative rule

violation, but not positive rule violation, resulted in significantly different
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perceptions of overall procedural fairness relative to rule satisfaction. This
Inconsistency may be due to the different selection methods investigated, or due to
different research methodologies. In tests, negative information may have a greater
impact, whereas in more interactive procedures, both positive and negative
information may influence perceptions of fairness. Alternatively, the difference may
be attributed to the artificial manipulation of the administration consistency rule in
Ployhart and Ryan’s (1998a) study which may have inflated the salience of negative
rule violation. In the present field research, experiences leading to perceptual change
may have been more subtle and hence led to an impact of change in both directions.

Impact on Subsequent Expectations of Procedural Justice

Consistent with Hypothesis 5, the results indicated that changes from
expectations to perceptions of justice at the interview had an impact on justice
expectations for the subsequent assessment centre with Shell. In particular, change
in perceptions of interview informativeness explained expectations of this rule at the
assessment centre. Further, change in interview bias suppression had a significant
impact on subsequent expectations of interpersonal effectiveness. The latter may be
explained by the fact that these two rules are both from the ‘interpersonal treatment’
category identified in Greenberg’s (1990a) taxonomy. The moderate correlations
among these justice rules also mean that discrepancies between expectations and
perceptions of one justice rule may lead to a change in expectations of another rule.
Therefore, in support of Hypothesis 5, for two dimensions, significant differences
between justice expectations and perceptions of reality at the interview predicted
expectations of justice at the assessment centre. This further adds to Rosse, Miller
and Stecher’s (1994) research which indicated that reactions to selection methods
were influenced by the additional methods that they were used in conjunction with.

Immediate Impact

In support of Hypothesis 6, changes from interview expectations to
perceptions of justice were associated with changes in motivation, anxiety, self-
esteem, organisational attractiveness, intentions to accept offers of employment and
ratings of interview potential. At the assessment centre, differences in justice
perceptions were associated with changes in motivation, anxiety and self esteem.

The change in perceptions of organisational attractiveness at the assessment centre
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was also significantly predicted by the combined impact of changes in justice, but no
specific rule explained the finding. At the assessment centre, changes in perceptions
of justice did not predict intentions to accept offers of employment or assessment
centre ratings of potential.

The small amount of variance accounted for in these analyses leads one to
question the real significance of these findings. In terms of the applicant-rated
dependent variables (i.e. all variables except organisational selection ratings), a
stringent analytical approach was adopted whereby the impact of changes in justice
on changes in outcome variables was assessed. Here the amount of variance
accounted for ranged from (3% - 6%), but had the direct impact of these variables
been examined the amount of variance accounted for would have ranged from (7% -
15%). In addition, the small variance obtained in applicants’ ratings of procedural
justice and these immediate variables, would have artificially deflated the
relationships observed. Arguably, the results provide some support to the immediate
impact of justice evaluations on applicant-rated variables. Nevertheless, it is
important to highlight that the data do not allow conclusions to be drawn regarding
the direction of effect. Since measures of justice and these ‘outcome’ variables were
taken simultaneously, it is also possible that changes in motivation, for example, lead
to a re-evaluation of procedural justice.

In terms of the behaviour-related variables (i.e. intentions to accept an offer of
employment and organisational ratings of selection potential), the results indicated
that the interview had a greater impact than the assessment centre. This difference
may be explained by the fact that the assessment centre provided applicants with
much greater scope to find out about career opportunities in the organisation. This
information may have therefore been more influential than perceptions of justice in
determining applicants’ employment acceptance decisions. Indeed, Gilliland (1993)
suggested that perceptions of procedural justice may have a greater impact on
behavioural intentions in the absence of detailed information regarding the nature of
the job or organisation. The result is also consistent with previous research which
has shown that perceptions of the selection process, notably interviewer

characteristics and empathy, are important in impression formation during early
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selection rounds, whereas other factors, notably job characteristics, become more
important at subsequent stages in the process (Taylor & Bergmann, 1987).

However in the present study, the change in procedural justice for both the
interview and assessment centre explained similar amounts of variance in the
behavioural variables. The respective amount of variance explained at interview and
assessment centre for intentions to accept job offers were 3% and 1% and for
selection potential were 2% and 2%. Hence, a more likely explanation for the
different findings in the present analyses is the smaller sample size available at the
assessment centre (interview N = 663, assessment centre N = 438). In fact, the
restriction of range at the assessment centre caused by selection at the interview
would have suppressed the effect sizes at the assessment centre. This seems likely on
the basis of the standard deviations of the interview and assessment centre scores
which were 1.29 and .88 respectively. Therefore, caution is required when
comparing the impact of justice across several stages of a selection process where
initial selection methods lead to a truncation in the data for subsequent methods.

Furthermore, the practical significance of explaining 2% of the variance is
doubtful for either selection method. A less stringent approach was adopted for
organisational ratings at selection than for the applicant-rated variables since the
direct impact of change in procedural justice on selection scores was examined. An
alternative possibility is that the relationship between selection justice reactions and
selection scores is indirect; justice evaluations may influence selection behaviour
through their impact on affective variables. Research has supported the relationship
between selection performance and self-esteem (e.g. Ellis & Taylor, 1983),
motivation (e.g. Arvey et al., 1990), and anxiety (e.g. Arvey et al., 1990). In the
present study, the association between faimess reactions and these variables is
apparent at both the interview and assessment centre. The likely indirect effect is
consistent with Chan et al.’s (1997) research which demonstrated that face validity
perceptions on a cognitive ability test had an indirect influence on performance on a
subsequent parallel test through test-taking motivation. Hence future research should
examine in more detail the potential indirect impact of procedural justice reactions on

performance across a range of selection procedures.
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Intermediate Impact

The results provided some support for Hypothesis 7 regarding the
intermediate, post-decision impact of assessment centre procedural justice.
Specifically, controlling for perceptions of distributive fairness, changes in ratings of
organisational attractiveness from time 3 to 5 were predicted by changes in
perceptions of justice across times 3 and 4. This is consistent with previous research
which has found procedural justice to be more strongly associated with evaluations
of the organisation than distributive justice (Gilliland & Honig, 1994b; Smither,
Reilly, Millsap, Pearlman & Stoffey, 1993). The present results extend these
findings and indicate that the more objective pre-decision measure of procedural
justice can also add incremental variance in explaining applicants’ evaluations of the
organisation over and above distributive fairness reactions.

However, perceptions of procedural justice did not have an impact on post-
decision self-esteem or candidate decision-making, and the results indicated that
perceptions of distributive fairness had the main impact on these variables. This is
contrary to previous research which has supported the impact of procedural justice
reactions on post-decision self-esteem (Gilliland & Honig, 1994b) and to qualitative
research on the impact of social variables on candidate decision-making (Rynes,
Bretz & Gerhart, 1991). However, both these studies elicited reactions to the
selection process in retrospect, where perceptions were inevitably contaminated by
the outcome decision. This is likely to have resulted in an over-estimation of the
impact of reactions to the selection process. Overall therefore, controlling for
perceptions of distributive fairness, procedural justice discrepancies had only a
limited intermediate impact.

Long-Term Impact

Hypothesis 8 was not supported as perceptions of assessment centre
procedural justice did not have a long-term impact on outcome variables measured
four months post-entry into the organisation. The lack of long-term impact is
consistent with laboratory research conducted by Gilliland (1994) over a shorter
interval of two weeks. However, the results are inconsistent with other researchers
who have found lasting effects of justice one-month after selection (Smither et al.,

1993) and with the long-term impact observed for other social process variables (e.g.
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self-esteem: Fletcher, 1991). The lack of long-term impact for procedural justice in
the present study may have been due to a number of factors. First, data were only
available from successful applicants leading to a smaller sample size and a restriction
of range in perceptions of justice relative to the total applicant sample. Second, there
was an average delay of 5.14 months (range 0-11) between selection and entering the
organisation, leading to an average 9 month gap between the measurements of justice
and the long-term outcome variables. This inevitably suppressed the post-
employment impact of justice. Third, consistent with organisational justice research
on equity (Greenberg, 1982, 1988), it is likely that over time, overpayment justice is
perceived similarly to justice satisfaction, whereas justice underpayment is
remembered as such and is therefore more likely to have a long-term impact. The
negative change in informativeness and opportunity to perform observed in the
present study may have failed to show a long term impact because applicants had the
lowest justice expectations of these rules and their subsequent perceptions of these
rules were still above the midpoint of the scale. Hence, in the long-term, overall
positive evaluations of the selection process may have been discounted rather than
compensated for by increased satisfaction, commitment, performance and so on.

Future Research

The results of the SEM analyses highlight the importance of not assuming
that any statistically significant temporal change in mean scores is attributable to true
alpha change. Rather, it is important that future research applies these procedures to
evaluate the presence of different types of change in longitudinal data sets. In
addition, by measuring the justice ruvles pre-selection, these expectations could be
controlled to determine more precisely the impact of the procedural justice
experienced during the selection process. The stringent approach adopted here may
also be usefully applied to other areas of selection research.

Previous researchers have queried whether statistical artefacts would result in
a reduced impact of social process variables (e.g. Arvey et al., 1990). The present
research has illustrated that despite this range restriction, reactions to the selection
procedures did have an immediate impact, but less of an intermediate impact and no
long-term impact. Given the greater immediate impact of justice at the interview,

future research may also usefully measure the impact of justice evaluations post-
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communication of the interview outcome to determine whether justice perceptions
influence withdrawal from the process. Furthermore, research is needed on the long-
term impact of justice perceptions where procedures are less positively evaluated and
where there is a shorter delay between selection and organisational entry.

Finally, more fine grained analysis of assessment centre procedural justice is
required. In the present research, the assessment centre comprised three exercises,
but applicants were requested to respond to their reactions to the process as a whole.
Differential reactions to each exercise were therefore not captured. The varied
content of the exercises, particularly in terms of the extent to which they were career
relevant may have resulted in varied reactions. On the other hand, the three exercises
were of a similar format, involving an interaction between one applicant and two
assessors. Where assessment centres involve more diverse exercises (e.g. group
discussions, psychometric tests), the measurement of differential reactions to each
exercises will be important.

Feedback as a Moderator of the Impact of Procedural Justice

Controlling for perceptions of distributive fairness, three feedback moderator
effects were observed: the interaction of feedback and perceptions of career relevance
on organisational attractiveness, the interaction of feedback and career relevance for
applicant decision-making, and the interaction between feedback and interpersonal
effectiveness for candidate decision-making. Consistent with Francis-Smythe and
Smith (1997), no moderator effects were observed for post-decision self-esteem. For
each significant effect, the results indicated that feedback had the greatest impact on
organisational attractiveness or candidate decision-making when the procedural
justice rule was low. This offered some support for Hypothesis 9.

These findings consolidate previous research in the organisational justice and
selection literatures. Previous organisational justice research has found that offering
a justification for a decision can influence fairness perceptions (Bies and Shapiro,
1988; Greenberg, 1990b), but has not examined the potential moderating role of
these explanations on other outcome variables. In the selection literature, Gilliland
(1994) found that explanations regarding the selection process appeased the negative
reactions of rejected candidates in terms of recommendation intentions, but he did

not examine the role of an explanation regarding the outcome. The present research
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therefore builds on these findings by illustrating that the provision of a justification
for the decision can moderate some outcome variables. The finding regarding the
impact on applicant decision-making is important. Since this may have a direct
impact on the utility of the selection process (Murphy, 1986), an organisation’s
investment in good feedback procedures may prove cost effective in the long term.

Future Research

The present longitudinal research also indicates the inappropriateness of
considering feedback as a procedural justice rule. As argued in Chapter One,
feedback is delivered with the outcome decision and is a distinct element from the
selection process itself. This research illustrates that it should be more appropriately
perceived as a potential moderator of procedural justice, over and above the impact
of distributive justice. Future selection justice frameworks should therefore not
incorporate feedback-as a sub-dimension of procedural justice. Furthermore, as
Briscoe (1997) notes, in more collectivist cultures (e.g. Japan), the provision of
individualised feedback is problematic and may be perceived differently. Cross
cultural research on the role of feedback as a moderator of procedural justice is
therefore required.

Practical Recommendations Regarding Selection Justice

Through using the SFS pre- and post-selection (prior to feedback),
organisations can identify where selection methods fail and exceed candidates’
justice expectations. The possibly of positively influencing the process through
exceeding applicants’ expectations of fairness has also been illustrated. Positive
change from expectations to perceptions of interpersonal effectiveness and bias
suppression were observed and these influenced a number of other variables. In
terms of negative change, there was a decrease across both selection methods for
informativeness, and for opportunity to perform at the assessment centre only.
Comments provided by candidates indicated a need for clearer explanations
regarding the assessment centre exercises and so more explicit communication may
help to increase applicants’ perceptions of these rules. Hence, by identifying
applicants’ expectations and perceptions of selection procedural justice, organisations
can identify ways to reduce negative change. In addition, multinational organisations

can use the SFS to identify cultural differences in expectations of selection fairness
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and may moderate the process accordingly. The importance of cross-cultural
awareness in terms of differential reactions to selection procedures will take on
greater significance as organisations introduce selection beyond their national
frontiers.

This research has clearly illustrated the utility of measuring expectations and
pre-decision perceptions of procedural justice. Nevertheless, the final impression
also remains critical. Previous research has illustrated that post-decision perceptions
of procedural fairness are linked with a number of outcome variables, such as
recommendation intentions (e.g. Cunningham-Snell, et al., 1997; Gilliland, 1994;
Smither et al., 1993). Since shared information with colleagues can influence
applicants’ decisions about whether to proceed with an organisation’s selection
process (e.g. Arvey, Gordon, Massengill & Mussio, 1975; Rynes et al., 1991), the
final impression remains critical. It may therefore be worth attempting to innoculate
candidates at the beginning of the process by informing them that negative results
can lead to a lowered perception of selection fairness. As illustrated in the present
study, organisations also need to consider carefully how they communicate the
decision. The results examining the moderating role of feedback would indicate that
this might help to counteract negative pre-decision perceptions of justice. Likewise,
good feedback may mediate post-decision perceptions of procedural justice and may
therefore prove a worthwhile investment by the organisation.

To conclude, the results for these first nine hypotheses have illustrated the
importance that organisations should attach to applicants’ reactions to the selection
process and to subsequent feedback procedures. The SFS can be used to monitor

where changes in the process are likely to have most beneficial impact.
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Emergence of the Psychological Contract

Overview of Results

Six hypotheses relating to the emergence of recruits’ psychological contract
were analysed and Table 9.2 provides an overview of the results. The following
discussion focuses on five themes: (i) the link with perceptions of justice, (ii) cultural
differences, (iii) temporal change, (iv) predictors of temporal change, and (v) the
impact of temporal change on outcomes. The implications for both theory and

practice will be highlighted.

Table 9.2. Overview of the Psychological Contract Results

Hypothesis Supported? Summary

10 No There were few significant relationships between
perceptions of the psychological contract at selection and
perceptions of justice.

11 No There were no British-Dutch differences in perceptions of
the psychological contract either pre- or post-
organisational entry.

12 No Temporal change was observed in recruits’ perceptions of
the psychological contract, but not in the predicted
direction.

13 Partial Temporal change in recruits’ perceptions of the

psychological contract generally represented some
increased  congruence  with  the  organisational
representatives’ perspective.

14 Partial Temporal change in perceptions of employer obligations
were predicted by socialisation knowledge and
psychological contract violations whereas changes in
employee obligations were predicted by the recruit-
manager relationship.

15 Partial Temporal changes in perceptions of employee obligations
had some impact on outcome variables, but changes in
employer obligations did not.

The Psychological Contract and Perceptions of Justice

Overall, there was little support for Hypothesis 10 that relational elements of
the contract would be correlated with procedural justice, and transactional elements

with distributive justice. In fact, there were few significant correlations between any
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psychological contract obligations and justice dimensions. Although slightly more
significant relationships were observed when procedural justice was measured post-
communication of the outcome decision, the relationship was still weak and the
slight increase probably reflected a greater impact of common method variance given
that psychological contracts were also measured post-communication of the decision.
There are possible reasons for the lack of association between the two constructs.
First, the relationship would have been artificially suppressed by the lack of
variability in both measures, and second, as will be discussed in more detail in a
subsequent section, the construct validity and reliability of the psychological contract
measure is unknown. Nevertheless, overall the support is limited and a more
appropriate avenue for future research may be to investigate possible intermediate
constructs. For example, perhaps perceptions of procedural justice influence
perceptions of the job and organisational characteristics which in turn influence
perceptions of the psychological contract.

Cultural Differences

The cross cultural analyses did not support Hypothesis 11. There were no
differences between the British and Dutch applicants in terms of their perceptions of
either employee or employer obligations at selection or four months post-entry. This
would indicate information available during the selection process led to both
nationalities developing similar percepiions of the exchange relationship. However,
it is possible that cultural differences existed in terms of the importance attached to
these dimensions. Future cross-cultural research should also elicit the salience of the
dimensions.  Furthermore, research on psychological contact perceptions and
salience is required on more disparate cultures undergoing the same selection
procedures. As mentioned above, the British and Dutch are two of the more closely
aligned cultures and so caution is warranted in terms of generalising this result more
widely

Temporal Change

Direction of Change

Hypothesis 12 proposed that adjustments in perceptions of the psychological
contract would be evident, to the extent that perceptions of employer obligations

would increase and employee obligations would decrease. Although some changes
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were observed, they were generally in the opposite direction to that hypothesised.
The results indicated that perceptions of employer obligations to provide promotion
and support with personal problems decreased across time, and perceptions of
employee obligations to stay for a minimum of two years decreased, whereas
perceptions of the obligation to volunteer for extra tasks increased.

Hypothesis 13 also proposed that the adjustments would lead to greater
congruence with the organisation’s perspective. Results indicated that the recruits’
ratings of training, career development, working extra hours and refusal to support
Shell’s competitors decreased between selection and four months post entry to the
extent that there were no longer significant differences between the two parties.
Discrepancies in the other dimensions also generally decreased, although significant
differences remained. There were two exceptions: First, for perceptions of the
employee obligation for extra role behaviour, the significant difference became
greater after four months. Second, the employer obligation to provide support with
personal problems showed no significant difference between the two parties at the
end of selection, but after four months of employment, recruits had significantly
lower perceptions than the organisational representatives.

In terms of the direction of change, the results are contrary to previous
research which has found temporal increases in perceptions of employer obligations
(e.g. Robinson, Kraatz & Rousseau, 1994; Thomas & Anderson, 1998) and decreases
in employee obligations (e.g. Robinson et al., 1994). In the present study, one of the
two employee dimensions showing significant temporal change actually increased,
whilst both employer obligations decreased. In terms of the discrepancy with
Robinson et al.’s (1994) research, this may reflect sample differences. In the present
research, the students were of predominantly technical disciplines and may have held
inflated expectations in comparison to Robinson et al.’s (1994) MBA students.
Indeed, in comparison to the 97% of Robinson et al.’s (1994) respondents who had
acquired more than 2 years of work experience, only 20% in Study A and 21.5% in
Study B had acquired this amount of experience. Therefore, Shell’s applicants may
have held more naive perceptions and hence initial change reflected a reality
adjustment. Indeed, the general pattern of closer congruence with the organisational

representative’s perspective would provide some support. Furthermore, the different



280

time frames are likely to have influenced the results. MBA graduates are highly
marketable and usually have short organisational tenure (Robinson & Rousseau,
1994). Therefore, after two years of employment they may have perceived that in
return for their incumbency, increases in the organisation’s contributions were
warranted. After only four months of employment, the recruits in the present study
were unlikely to have had enough opportunity to perceive that they had adequately
fulfilled their own contributions to merit a corresponding adjustment in their
employer’s obligations. Hence the transactional shift observed in Robinson et al.’s
(1994) study would have been premature and unjustified.

The present findings were different from those observed by Thomas and
Anderson (1998) in a study investigating employer obligations only. Over eight
weeks of training, they found increases in employer obligations. Sample differences
may again explain the difference. In comparison to the average of 13% who had
experienced previous employment with Shell in terms of summer placements, one
third of the British Army recruits sampled by Thomas and Anderson (1998) had
previous experience with the Armed Forces. Furthermore, one third of their recruits
had close family members in the Armed Forces, whereas less than 1% of the recruits
in the present study had relatives working for Shell which may have influenced
initial perceptions of the psychological contract. Shell’s recruits may have held more
inflated views of the employment relationship, hence leading to a downward
adjustment during socialisation. On the other hand, the British Army recruits may
have underestimated their emotional attachment to the organisation to the extent that
after eight weeks of training, they rapidly increased the relational aspects of the
contract (Thomas & Anderson, 1998). It is likely therefore that sample and
organisational characteristics are likely to influence the dynamic nature of the
psychological contract. Future research comparing different work settings and
sample characteristics using the same methodology is warranted.

In terms of the degree of congruence with organisational representatives, the
majority of change was in the direction of greater congruence, and although several
statistical differences remained, it is possible that with longer tenure further
adjustment would have taken place. However, for two dimensions, change in

recruits’ perceptions resulted in decreased alignment between the parties. Recruits
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increased perception of their obligation to take on extra tasks may have resulted from
being required to contribute to real business issues promptly after their start date.
Several recruits commented on the early responsibility and stated that they would
have liked more time for development and mentoring. In terms of the decrease in
employer obligations to provide personal problem support, recruits’ comments would
indicate that the decrease in congruence between the two parties may have been due
to the relocation problems experienced by several recruits. This may have led to a
generalised sense of lack of personal support from the organisation.

Predictors of Temporal Change

Hypothesis 14 predicted that changes in recruits’ perceptions of the contract
would be predicted by socialisation knowledge, the recruit-manager relationship and
psychological contract violations. This was partly confirmed. Specifically,
socialisation knowledge predicted changes in perceptions of personal problem
support, violations predicted changes in career development, and the recruit-manager
relationship also approached significance for career development. Interestingly, the
combined impact of both psychological contract violation and quality of recruit-
manager relationship on changes in the employer obligation of career development,
explained additional variance than either predictor explained in isolation. For
changes in perceptions of employee obligations, only perceptions of the recruit-
manager relationship emerged as significant predictors for no competitor support and
minimum stay.

The acquisition of socialisation knowledge had an impact on changes in
employer obligations, but not employee obligations. The findings for employer
obligations were in accordance with Thomas and Anderson (1998) and will be
discussed first. The change in personal problem support was predicted by
interpersonal resources knowledge. Intuitively it seems likely that higher
establishment of a network of insiders would explain changes in perceptions of the
organisation’s obligations to provide support. In addition, although changes in
promotion were not significantly predicted by the knowledge domains, the impact of
social and role knowledge approached significance. The small samples sizes
available for these analyses may have meant that significant results were not found.

Since these knowledge domains explained between 5% and 11% of the variance of
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changes in perceptions of employer obligations, this indicates that future research
investigating the role of knowledge acquisition in psychological contract adjustment
is warranted.

Socialisation knowledge did not predict changes in employee obligations. To
the author’s knowledge, this was the first study to explore the relationship between
these constructs. The results indicate that during initial socialisation, newcomers’
information-seeking leads to greater learning in terms of employer contributions to
the relationship, rather than their own contributions. Indeed, the main impetus
behind information-seeking is to reduce the uncertainty in the organisational
environment (e.g. Louis, 1980). This suggests that initial information-seeking post-
organisational entry aids recruits’ interpretation of only employer obligations of the
contract.

The quality of the recruit-manager relationship predicted change in not
supporting competitors, whilst the frequency of contact predicted change in
perceptions of minimum length of stay. Perceptions of the relationship therefore
represented the only predictor which explained changes in employee obligations.
This may be due to the fact that recruits and their managers would have jointly set
targets for the recruit and these interactions presumably served to provide
information regarding the organisation’s perceptions of employee contributions to
the relationship. In addition, the quality of recruit-manager relationship approached
significance in explaining the change in the employer obligation to provide career
development. Since Shell require employees to take responsibility for managing
their career development, perhaps those with more positive relationships felt that
their managers would be more likely to agree to their proposals. For employee
obligations at least, these results would lend some support to Shore and Tetrick’s
(1994) suggestions that new recruits view the supervisor as a chief agent for
establishing the psychological contract.

Contrary to Robinson et al.’s (1994) research, recruits’ perceptions of
psychological contract violation did have an impact on employer obligations and not
employee obligations. Again, this is likely to be a result of the different samples and

the time frames investigated. Violations after four weeks may have served to inform
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recruits about the reality of their employment relationship, whereas after two years of
employment may be interpreted as the employer reneging on promised obligations.

Impact of Temporal Change on Qutcomes

In partial support of Hypothesis 15, changes in perceptions of employee, but
not employer obligations, had an impact on some of the outcome variables examined.
Taking the employer obligations first, if recruits are aware of their naivety and that
they have based their perceptions of employer obligations on implicit messages, they
may tolerate initial adjustment in these perceptions as a result of experiencing
organisational reality. Alternatively, the non-significant results may be due to the
methodological limitations previously discussed. Overall however, these results
suggest a limited impact of initial changes in perceptions of employer obligations,
but this requires confirmation in further research.

For employee obligations, the changes had a significant impact on job
performance, and approached significance for the remaining outcome variables,
except job potential. For example, the change in perceptions of the obligation to stay
for a minimum period of time predicted both organisational commitment and the
change in intended tenure. For the change in organisational attractiveness, the
change in perceptions of extra role behaviour approached significance. The results
therefore indicate that the change in different employee dimensions had an impact on
different outcome variables. The effects were positive, indicating that the adjustment
did not negatively impact on the employment relationship.

Future Research

It is vital that future qualitative research is conducted to identify the extent to
which perceptions of obligations really emerge during selection and -early
socialisation. Two quotes from recruits at time 6 are worthy of note. A geologist
commented, “they [Shell] don’t particularly owe me anything! These days, everyone
is out for themselves it seems. They owe it to themselves to get the best out of their
employees, and if they fail to do so, it is Shell that loses...”. On the other hand, an
engineer seemed more comfortable with the idea of a reciprocal exchange of
obligations “Payment, training and atmosphere are good. In response I try to fulfil
my obligations to Shell to the best of my capabilities”. Future research needs to

examine some of the individual difference variables (e.g. amount of previous work
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experience) that render the use of the word “obligations” unacceptable to some
recruits. Furthermore, future research is required to provide greater precision in
terms of how psychological contracts develop. Qualitative research may provide a
useful starting point to address these issues. Subsequently, quantitative research at
several intervals post-entry into an organisation may provide more detailed insight
into the dynamic nature of the contract following organisational entry.

Research is also required in order to generate a more comprehensive measure
of the psychological contract dimensions (Anderson & Schalk, 1998; Rousseau &
Tijoriwala, 1998). Certainly the use of single-item scales with unknown reliability
was a limitation in the present study. Rousseau’s (1998) recent development of the
Psychological Contract Inventory (cited in Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1998) may prove
useful. This 25 item inventory contains seven factors representing two relational
subdimensions, two transaction subdimensions and three balanced dimensions.
Rousseau & Tijoriwala (1998) suggest that “this approach promises more stable,
generalisable measures of discrete contract terms across populations” (p. 688). The
ratio between items to factors may be a limitation, but future cross-organisational,
cross-worker and cross-cultural research is required to determine whether this
measure will indeed provide a more robust measure of this construct. This research
should be both qualitative and quantitative in order to determine the content and
construct validity of the measure.

The use of a multi-item measure of psychological contract dimensions would
also enable more precise research to be conducted in terms of the type of change that
occurs during initial organisational entry. It has been proposed here that some of the
changes may have reflected conceptual change as a result of moving from naive
perceptions at selection to more informed perceptions following initial socialisation.
In other words, it is likely that gamma change occurs for some dimensions, and not
alpha change. As Thomas, Cunningham-Snell & Anderson (1998) note, it is possible
that non-significant results are due to the analysis focusing on the wrong type of
change. Future research may well benefit from exploring the degree of gamma
change in recruits’ ratings of psychological contract dimensions across time.

This research illustrated the utility of exploring psychological contract

mutuality by providing a benchmark on which to interpret changes in recruits’
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perceptions of the psychological contact. In particular, the general decline in
perceptions of employer obligations represented an unexpected result, but was at
least partly a reflection of increased reality. Future research is required where
matched responses are obtained from the recruit and the organisational
representatives with whom they interact during the selection process. This would
provide more detailed insight into psychological contract mutuality during the
selection process. Future research should also examine organisational
representatives’ perspective at more than one time point in order to calculate test-
retest reliability coefficients. Again, through measuring recruits’ perceptions of the
psychological contract over several intervals during the socialisation process, the
threshold of congruence between the two parties may be identified.

In general, the level of psychological contract analysis should be more
focused at the level of interaction between the employee and employer. However, as
Guest (1998) notes, this presents an “analytical nightmare”, although developments
in statistical approaches for evaluating congruence in organisation-person fit research
(e.g. Edwards, 1994) may prove informative, as illustrated in recent psychological
contract research (Porter, Pearce, Tripoli & Lewis, 1998). In addition, SEM
comparisons of the construct equivalence in recruits’ and organisational
representatives’ perceptions at both recruitment and following a period of
organisational tenure may provide an alternative approach to examining changes in
congruence between the two contractual parties.

As a note of caution, the small sample posed a limitations in the analyses and
may have resulted in Type I and II error. Spurious results may have been found, or
alternatively, the real effect sizes may have been suppressed by the lack of available
data. Future research with larger samples is therefore warranted to further investigate
predictors of psychological contract change and its impact on outcome variables.
This research should further investigate the joint effects of several predictors of

psychological contract change.
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Practical Recommendations

This research illustrates that measuring recruits’ perceptions of the
psychological contract provides a starting point for identifying appropriate
interventions.  The discrepancies with organisational representatives can be
addressed, so that recruits commence with more accurate perceptions of the
employment relationship. To some extent, this reiterates recommendations made in
the job expectations literature, where researchers have repeatedly called for selection
systems to send more realistic messages to applicants in order to suppress the inflated
expectations usually generated (e.g. Nicholson & Arnold, 1991; Wanous, 1992;
Wanous & Colella, 1989). However, in competitive labour markets, organisations
may not heed this advice, presumably due to greater concern for attracting and
recruiting the best applicants. This research highlights an alternative approach.
Organisations can attend to their socialisation process and use this as vehicle to
facilitate psychological contract adjustment. Attention should be given to both sides
of the contract, to gain an understanding of what recruits expect from the
organisation, and to communicate the organisation’s expectations of the recruit. If
recruits’ perceptions are naive, then the socialisation practices can be used to help the
individual rapidly adjust to the reality of the organisation. The results from this
study indicate that changes in initial perceptions of particularly employer obligations,
has minimal impact and hence may not cause significant detriment to the
employment relationship. Early adjustment may prevent more serious consequences
resulting from change and violations previously identified after longer organisational
tenure (e.g. Robinson, 1996; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994).

Alternatively, rather than making recruits more realistic, the organisation may
attempt to unleash their apparent enthusiasm. Recruits seemed to be prepared to
provide greater contributions to the relationship, and expected more in return. If
these represent feasible contributions, then the organisation may increase their
contribution to the relationship, and in return may benefit from the employee
fulfilling their part of the contract to a higher level. For example, organisations may
encourage recruits to stay for longer and may offer more career development in
return. This may lead to mutual benefits, but is clearly dependent on future research

establishing the viability of the perceptions expressed by recruits.
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Selection and Socialisation Moderators of Predictive Validity

Overview of Results

As summarised in Table 9.3, a series of analyses were conducted in relation
to Hypotheses 16 and 17 which revealed the presence of various social process
moderators in the predictor-criterion relationship. For all four moderators, the effect
indicated that positive social processes (e.g. high motivation, low employee
violation) enhanced selection validity, whilst low social processes (e.g. low
motivation, high employee violation) attenuated validity. Discussion will initially

focus on the selection moderators, and then the socialisation moderators.

Table 9.3. Overview of the Moderators of Predictive Validity Results

Hypothesis Supported? Summary

16 Partial Selection motivation and self-efficacy approached
significance as moderators of assessment centre validity.
The results were not significant for selection justice,
feedback or anxiety.

17 Partial Post organisational entry, social knowledge (as rated by
the recruit) and employee psychological contract violations
(as rated by the line manager), were identified as
significant moderators of assessment centre validity. The
results were not significant for employer psychological
contract violations, other socialisation knowledge
domains, or the recruit-manager relationship.

Selection Moderators

In partial support of Hypothesis 16, the results indicated motivation as a
likely moderator of assessment centre predictive validity. Indeed, despite, lower
criterion variances for the group with lower validity, differences in the coefficients
obtained for the high and low motivation sub-samples were still present after
corrections were made for the restriction of range. Previous researchers have also
found that motivation moderates cognitive test predictive validity (Barbera, Ryan,
Desmarais & Dyer, 1995; Schmitt & Ryan, 1992). The present research not only
provided some support for the role of motivation in a different selection method, but
was also the first to adopt a predictive validity design in a field study. The results

would appear to provide further support to Schmitt and Ryan’s (1992) argument that
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high motivation acts as a positive influence on criterion-related validity for selection
methods which assess maximum performance.

In terms of the second selection moderator which approached significance,
self-efficacy, this was the first study to examine its impact on validity. The findings
indicated that high self-efficacy enhanced predictive validity. Previous socialisation
research has examined the moderating role of self-efficacy on the relationship
between training and job performance, but has found more pronounced associations
between training and job performance for those with low self-efficacy (Saks, 1995).
The inconsistency is inevitably a result of differences between the context of training
and selection. As Saks (1995) suggested, those with low self-efficacy may have
treated training as more than a symbolic event and hence taken training more
seriously. These individuals may therefore have derived greater benefit from the
training in terms of subsequent job performance. In selection however, applicants’
awareness of being evaluated is highly salient and may result in those with low self-
efficacy being inhibited from being able to demonstrate their maximum potential.
Hence, those with higher selection self-efficacy yield higher predictive validity.

In Study B, moderating effects were not observed for perceptions of justice,
feedback or selection anxiety. Previous research on cognitive tests has also not
supported the moderating role of anxiety (Barbera et al., 1995). Recent research with
measures of overall procedural faimess measured pre- and post-communication of
the decision, has similarly not found a moderating effect for personality tests, but has
found an effect for cognitive tests (Thornsteinson & Ryan, 1997). Whilst it is
possible that procedural justice plays a moderating role in cognitive tests, but not
assessment centres, methodological differences between the studies may explain the
different results. Thornsteinson and Ryan’s (1997) findings may have been spurious
due to the artificial nature of their research, or alternatively, the present research may
have failed to capture a moderating effect due to range restriction. In the present
research the standard deviations of overall assessment centre faimess for the
successful group were .54 pre-decision and .47 post-decision. In Thornsteinson and
Ryan’s (1997) study, the pre- and post- decision standard deviations for overall
cognitive test fairness were .94 and .98 respectively. The lower variability in the

present research would have been affected by the use of a shortened version of
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Gilliland’s (1995) measure of overall fairness and by the availability of data from
successful applicants only. Thornsteinson and Ryan (1997) on the other hand, used
the full version of the scale and their data were not truncated by the effects of
selection. In the present study, the opportunity to detect a moderating effect may
have been further limited by the use of managers’ ratings as a criterion which may be
susceptible to more errors and contamination than Thornsteinson and Ryan’s (1997)
use of academic performance scores. The limitations of the criterion measure used in
the present research will be further discussed at the end of this section.

Socialisation Moderators

Previous research has not examined the impact of socialisation on predictive
validity, and hence the present results represent a particular contribution in this area.
In partial support of Hypothesis 17, two of the socialisation variables were identified
as significant moderators, these being social knowledge and employee violations of
the psychological contract. The other socialisation moderators were not significant,
these being: employer violations of the psychological contract, other socialisation
knowledge domains, and measures of the manager-recruit relationship. The
socialisation knowledge domains will be discussed first, followed by the measures of
the recruit-manager relationship, and subsequently the psychological contract
violations.

Taking social knowledge first, the results indicated that low social knowledge
attenuated predictive validity, whilst high knowledge enhanced it. In fact, the
validity coefficient became negative for the low social knowledge subgroup, but the
small sub-sample sizes merits caution here. This particular domain of socialisation
knowledge may have emerged as a significant moderator as the establishment of
team relationships may be apparent to the line manager during the first few months
of employment. The acquisition of social knowledge may therefore impact on initial
ratings of recruits’ potential. In order to acquire social knowledge, recruits may have
to demonstrate other behaviours such as openness, social boldness, self confidence
and extroversion. These qualities may result in more direct evidence being available
to the line manager from which they can judge recruits’ future potential.
Furthermore, individuals with these characteristics may display more consistent

evidence across both selection and socialisation resulting in the closer association
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between their assessment centre and criterion scores. Conversely, if recruits fail to
acquire social knowledge immediately then managers’ rating may be more prone to
error due to a smaller amount of evidence upon which to base the evaluation. Those
acquiring low social knowledge may be more introverted and closed and hence may
not provide so much consistent evidence across the selection and socialisation
contexts, thus resulting in lower predictive validity.

Although the remaining socialisation knowledge domains did not emerge as
significant predictors, this may have been due to sample size limitations.
Interestingly, for the organisation and interpersonal resources domains, a non-
significant 3% of the variance in the criterion was explained by their interaction with
the assessment centre score. When controlling for the main effects of the variables
comprising the interactions term, it is not unusual to find significant moderators
explaining only 1% of the variance (Aiken & West, 1991, Chapter 8). Therefore, the
present sample size poses a limitation. Alternatively, these domains may have
emerged as significant moderators of validity had the criterion been taken after
longer tenure. Further research involving the collection of criterion data at a number
of measurement waves post-organisational entry is therefore warranted.

The second area concerned recruits’ perceptions of the recruit-manager
relationship and these variables did not emerge as significant predictors. The quality
of the relationship had a main effect on the criterion, but the interaction with
assessment centre score was not significant. Whilst it is possible that recruits and
managers had different perceptions of their relationship, this did not appear to be the
case. Managers’ and recruits’ ratings of both the quality and amount of contact were
significantly correlated (r = .29 p <01, and r = .36 p <.001 respectively).
Furthermore, managers’ ratings of these items did not significantly moderate
predictive validity. However, the unknown reliability of the single-item measure of
the recruit-manager relationship adopted in the present research is a limitation, as the
power of moderated multiple regression is greatly reduced as the reliability of the
measure decreases (Aiken & West, 1991, Chapter 8) The moderate correlations
between the ratings provided by the recruit and manager provide some indication of
reliability, but multi-item scales from the leader-member exchange literature

(Scandura & Graen, 1984) for example, would have provided more direct insight.
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Future research adopting more robust measures of the relationship between the
recruit and manager should further analyse the impact on predictive validity.

The third area of possible socialisation moderators concerned violations of
the psychological contract. Employee violations as rated by the line manager were
significant, whereas employer violations as rated by the recruit were not. For
employee violation, the analysis indicated that the association between selection and
job performance was more pronounced for those with low violation. In fact, the
validity coefficient was near zero for the high violation group, possibly because
violations to the psychological contract obscured manager’s ability to objectively rate
recruits’ long-term potential. Indeed, employees with high violation had
significantly lower criterion scores than those with low violation.

In terms of the non-significant employer violations, it is likely that during
initial organisational tenure, recruits’ are motivated to impress their managers and
hence do not allow initial violations to impact on their work behaviour. Furthermore,
the recruits’ mean rating of 2.06 on the measure of employer violation indicated that
the majority perceived a reasonable degree of contract fulfilment and this may further
explain the non-significant finding. Future research after longer tenure will provide
further insight into the role of employer violations on predictive validity.

This research has illustrated that the traditional perspective’s assumption that
selection performance is a function of true score plus error is likely inaccurate.
Certainly aspects of motivation and self-efficacy also appear to be important
components of the process. In addition, experiences that intervene between measures
of selection and the criterion are also likely to impact on predictive validity. As
noted by Arvey et al. (1990), the moderator factors can “operate to enhance
prediction and therefore help increase the ceiling on validities that has been observed
in the research literature before” (p.713).

Future Research

A number of recommendations are made for future research. In particular,
future research on moderators of predictive validity should be conducted on larger
sample sizes. In the present analyses only 4 out of 15 moderator analyses were
significant or approached significance, and so it is possible that the effects observed

were spurious. Alternatively, with larger sample sizes, more variables may have
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emerged as significant moderators of predictive validity. For small samples to
generate significant results, the effect sizes would have to be large, and yet the
restriction of range inherent in both the moderator and predictor variables would
have deflated the effect sizes. Power concerns also prevented the simultaneous
analysis of moderator variables and so further research on the moderating role of
predictive validity on larger samples (N > 120: Stone, 1988) is warranted. However,
as illustrated in the present research, even in organisations where relatively large
numbers of recruits are selected into the organisation, practical constraints on
longitudinal research designs may pose limitations on whether this can be achieved.
In order to provide greater power, it may be useful to integrate a number of studies to
conducted meta-analyses on these moderator effects. Indeed Cascio (1991)
recommends this approach for the analysis of selection moderators, but cautions
against the possibility of both Type I and II error if an inadequate number of studies
are included (< 6) and if the studies contain inadequate sample sizes.

Future research should also consider the possibility of generating more
psychometrically robust criteria. In the present research there were a number of
possible limitations: First, some managers may have been privy to the selection
results leading to contamination effects; second, each rating was provided by a
different manager providing greater opportunity for rater error; and third, the use of
early ratings of the criteria after a relatively short time may have resulted in
opportunity bias. Future research may also therefore benefit from taking criterion
measures at various time points post organisational entry and by using multiple raters
for each individual to allow the computation of inter-rater reliability coefficients.

Consistent with the present study, future research should also examine a wide
range of selection and socialisation moderators, but should also draw comparison
across different selection methods. In addition to the variables explored in the
present research, future research would also benefit from examining the moderating
role of job motivation and post-organisational entry self-efficacy. The examination
of multiple moderators or the use of subgrouping may also prove beneficial (Cascio,
1991). For example, it might be the case that subgroups with high selection
motivation and high social knowledge post organisational entry provide enhanced

validity coefficients above the independent effects of either moderator in isolation.
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Furthermore, future research may benefit from adopting several measurement points
post-entry into the organisation since it is possible that different moderators will have
stronger or weaker effects depending on the length of organisational tenure.

Practical Recommendations

As has been previously discussed in the literature, these findings have
implications for the nature of validation studies conducted (Schmitt & Ryan, 1992).
Previous research has shown job incumbents have lower motivation in concurrent
validity designs (Arvey et al., 1990) which may lead to an underestimate of the true
validity of assessment centres. As research on selection validity has demonstrated,
even small difference among wvalidities from different designs have practical
significance for an organisation in terms of utility pay-back (Cascio, 1987). This
study would suggest that programmes during selection aimed at increasing
participants’ motivation and self-efficacy might improve selection validity. This
may also be achieved by ensuring the selection process exceeds applicants’
expectations of justice since the present research has illustrated that this may have
had impact on motivation and self-perceptions. Furthermore, during the initial
period of socialisation, actions aimed at facilitating the recruits’ acquisition of social
knowledge and their understanding their obligations in the psychological contract,
may also improve predictive validity. As Barbera et al. (1995) note in relation to
their proposal for motivation programmes, research is needed to determine if such
interventions can be developed, and if so, to identify the extent to which they impact

on the moderator variables, and subsequently on validity.
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Assessment Centre Construct and Predictive Validity

Review of Results

Two hypotheses were analysed in relation to the assessment centre construct
and predictive validity. The results are reviewed in Table 9.4 and will be discussed

together with the implications for theory and practice.

Table 9.4. Overview of the Assessment Centre Construct Validity Results

Hypothesis Supported? Summary

18 No The assessment centre demonstrated exercise factors, but
not dimension factors.

19 Partial With a criterion rating of potential, the assessment centre
demonstrated reasonable predictive validity in terms of the
overall assessment centre score, the dimension ratings and
the exercise dimensions. With a criterion rating of
performance, the assessment centre had no validity.

Assessment Centre Construct Validity

There was no support for Hypothesis 18 that the assessment centre would
have both dimension and exercises factors. Rather, by comparing the full taxonomy
of models identified by Kleinmann and Kéller (1997), the CFA results indicated
Model 1D with exercise factors only had the best fit to the data. The exercise factors
explained an average of 79.3% of the assessment centre variance. Therefore, despite
the large sample size, the small number of dimensions, the use of real applicants, and
the application of the full taxonomy of models, the assessment centre demonstrated
weak construct validity via the presence of exercise effects. Consistent with earlier
applications of CFA to assessment centre construct validity (e.g. Bycio, Alvares &
Hahn, 1987; Sackett & Harris, 1988; Schneider & Schmitt, 1992), the ratings
appeared to measure situation-specific behaviour as displayed within the exercises
and not the three criteria it was designed to assess. This raises fundamental questions
regarding this selection method. Is the assessment centre an illusion of fidelity where
the ratings perversely have predictive validity? In accordance with early construct

validity research, these results indicate that assessment centres may be more
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appropriately developed according to critical job situations, and not dimensions (e.g.
Robertson, Gratton & Sharpley, 1987).

Explanations for the Weak Construct Validity

However, there are a number of possible reasons why these results were not
in line with recent more optimistic results regarding assessment centre construct
validity (e.g. Donahue, Truxillo, Cornwell & Gerrity, 1997; Kleinmann & Kaller;
Sagie & Magnezy, 1997). These include the high multicollinearity across variables,
direct rating contamination, the use of higher-order criteria, differences in the
observability of dimensions, rating complexity, exercise specificity, and the lack of
transparency for applicants.

High Multicollinearity. The CFAs revealed a number of identification

problems which may provide insight into the cause of the weak construct validity.
The identification problems were surprisingly evident in the correlated uniquenesses
models (Method Structure E) which typically avoids identification problems.
Furthermore, for models with both exercise dimensions / uniquenesses and
dimension factors (e.g. 4D and 4E), parts of the covariance matrix were nonpositive
definite rendering the solution inadmissible because the matrix could not be inverted
as required by CFA. Wothke (1993) highlights that covariance matrices from trait
and method scores can have collinearity problems “because the sum of the trait
scores will equal the sum of the method scores” (p. 263) and argues that this can be
the source of indefiniteness.  Consistent with previous research, the high
multcollinearity between ratings appeared to be the cause of the positive definite
correlation matrices (Fleenor, 1996; Sackett and Harris, 1988: Organisation C).

It is useful to note, however, that some correlations across the different
dimensions are expected since the criteria are unlikely to be completely independent.
This would serve to suppress discriminant validity. As Robertson, et al. (1987) note,
“it is difficult to decide the extent to which the pattern of positive relationships
observed is due to halo effects, true interrelationships, or both” (p.192). In the
present study however, the extremely high heterotrait-monomethod correlations are
presumably at least partly influenced by halo effects.

Direct Rating Contamination. Second, direct contamination in the interview

ratings was caused by two factors: the assessors were informed of the in-tray and
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proposal ratings prior to the interview and the overlap of one assessor from each of
the previous exercises. Indeed, this may explain the high correlation between the
interview and other exercises (average .67) compared to the more moderate
correlation between the proposal and in-tray (.34). It should be noted however, that
the exercise variance is unlikely to be solely attributed to rater error given the good
reliability in the independent ratings made by the two assessors in each exercise.
Higher-Order Criteria. Third, the nature of the dimensions themselves may
have resulted in the halo effect. The three dimensions essentially represented higher
order criteria of the old ten criteria: Capacity (helicopter or wide perspective,
analysis, sense of reality and imagination), achievement (business sense,
achievement motivation, decisiveness) and relationships (influencing and motivating,
communication, planning and organising). Hence, the three criteria encompassed a
number of sub-components. However, Gaugler and Thornton’s (1989) research
which demonstrated the positive impact of a smaller number of dimensions on
construct validity, employed more narrow, low-order qualities (e.g. planning and
organising, self-confidence, initiative). Hence, the use of higher order criteria may
not have the intended reduction in cognitive complexity experienced by the
assessors. Furthermore, it is possible that different exercises may have tapped into

different aspects of the higher order criteria, thereby suppressing convergent validity.

Dimension Observability. Fourth, halo effects may have resulted from
unequal opportunity to obtain evidence on each criterion. Anecdotal evidence from
assessors suggests that for all exercises, the evidence for capacity is highly
observable, whereas the evidence for achievement and relationships is dependent on
the adequacy of the assessor probing. As Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) found, cross
situational consistency is more obtainable when target behaviours are highly publicly
observable. If capacity were more observable however, the monotrait-heteromethod
correlations should be higher for this dimension, and yet there was little difference in
these correlations across the criteria. Alternatively, if as a result of the lack of direct
observability, assessors used evidence obtained for capacity to infer applicants’
potential at relationships and achievement, then this would indeed result in similar
levels of monotrait-hereromethod correlations across dimensions. Hence, differences

in criteria observalibility may have added to the halo effect.
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Rating Complexity. Furthermore, the schedule at the Shell assessment centre

allowed very limited time for assessors to classify and rate the evidence obtained. As
a result, some assessors appeared to take shortcuts by deriving overall scores and
gave little attention to differentiating between the three criteria. The time restrictions
appeared to result in limited consultation of the behavioural anchored rating scales
(BARS) which may also have suppressed construct validity. Furthermore, even
when the BARS were used, they only provided anchors for four of the eleven points
on the rating scale. Assessors’ ability to accurately map the evidence observed on
the intermediate rating points for which anchors were not provided is questionable.
This may have also limited assessors’ ability to accurately distinguish between
dimensions, leading to a general halo effect.

Exercise Specificity. Sixth, the lack of discriminant validity may be a result

of behaviour being situationally specific. Indeed, this has been suggested as a reason
why previous research incorporating more similar forms of exercise has yielded more
positive construct validity (e.g. Sackett and Harris, 1988; Scheider & Schmit, 1992).
However, in Shell’s assessment centre, the exercises were similar in that they all
involved the same structure (one applicant and two assessors), with ratings made on
observations of the verbal behaviour only, and with the interactions being of the
same duration. Therefore, differences in content rather than format may explain the
lack of cross-situational consistency. Notably, the proposal required analysis of a
general topic, whereas the in-tray required the analysis of a business scenario. This
would appear to support Bycio et al.’s (1987) comment that content differences in
exercises may be pivotal in construct validity.

Lack of Transparency. Finally, a lack of transparency to applicants in terms

of which components of the exercises measured achievement and relationships, may
also have reduced the construct validity of the assessment centre. Interestingly,
applicants’ ratings of the justice rules would appear to indicate an awareness for the
focus on capacity and absence of direct assessment regarding achievement and
relationships. At the assessment centre, the lowest justice ratings were for
opportunity to perform and applicants’ comments are informative:

“At the end I have just the feeling that I developed different ideas, without

talking about my own performances”
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— “...[I had] no opportunity to discuss ‘achievements’ of ‘changes made’ as
detailed in the assessment pack”
— “I did not demonstrate my social skills”

As Kleinmann and colleagues have illustrated, applicants’ ability to recognise
dimensions impacts on assessment centre convergent and discriminant validity
(Kleinmann, 1993; Kleinmann, Kuptsch, & Kaller, 1996). They argue that informing
applicants about the behaviours being assessed allows more consistent behaviour
across exercises. Whilst Shell applicants were informed about the three criteria, the
lack of transparency in how the assessment of achievement and relationships mapped
onto the exercises may have reduced the transparency. This link between applicants’
reactions and the psychometric approach adds further justification to the importance
of adopting multiple perspectives in selection research.

Assessment Centre Predictive Validity

Overall Assessment Rating

In terms of predictive validity, the evidence for the assessment centre was
reasonable. In partial support of Hypothesis 19, the corrected correlation between the
overall assessment centre score and ratings of potential four months post
organisational entry was .24. Although this is lower than the average correlation of
.37 identified in the meta-analysis by Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Bentson.
(1987), this may be due to a number of factors which will be discussed below.
Nevertheless, in this single sample, these findings indicated the simultaneous
presence of reasonable predictive validity and low construct validity. The robust
approach adopted here to construct validity adds to Chan’s (1996) findings that the
discrepancy between assessment centre predictive and construct validity is unlikely
to be explained by different quality assessment centres being used in the two
previously disparate areas of research.

To return to the issue of the lower criterion-related validity than has been
observed in meta-analytical studies, there are a number of possible explanations.
First, the accuracy of the criterion may be limited given the short interval between
organisational entry and the measurement of job potential. Second, the lower
validity may be partly due to the fact that the three exercises comprising the

assessment centre were of similar format. It is possible that assessment centres
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involving a greater range of exercises yield higher validity coefficients. Third, the
validity coefficient would have been suppressed by the effectiveness of the first two
stages of the selection process. The corrected correlations based on Case 1 (Guilford,
1965) were .13 and .53 for the application form and interview respectively which
would have led to a restriction of range in assessment centre scores. The
implications regarding the assessment of predictive validity in multi-stage selection
procedures will be further discussed under the recommendations for future research.

Dimension and Exercise Ratings

In terms of the ratings of potential, the results were more positive and
indicated reasonable similarity across these ratings, with two exercises and two
dimensions being significantly correlated with the criterion of potential. Notably, the
average reliability of the dimensions scales (.82) was dramatically higher than has
been found in previous studies (e.g. Chan, 1996; Sackett & Harris, 1988). The large
halo effect observed in the present assessment centre may explain these findings.
The moderate to high correlations across exercises inevitably boosted the reliability
of the dimensions ratings and may account for the near equal predictive validity of
dimension and exercise ratings.

Interestingly, there were no significant correlations between any assessment
centre rating and subsequent measures of performance. Gaugler et al. (1987)
similarly found higher validities for potential as opposed to performance criteria, but
the present findings indicate a greater difference. At least two explanations are
possible here. First, the assessment centre criteria were designed to measure future
potential and not performance at the first job. It is quite possible that an individual
could perform successfully in their first assignment, but not demonstrate the qualities
required for potential at more senior positions. Indeed, the correlation of .53 between
the manager’s ratings of potential and performance would indicate that there was not
a complete overlap between these ratings. Second, since the same ratings scale was
used for the criterion potential rating, but not the performance rating, it is possible
that both direct and indirect contamination occurred in the criterion ratings of
potential. Despite the intention that selection scores are withheld from recruits’
managers, this information is sometimes relayed, which may have biased the

criterion ratings. The subtle criterion contamination explanation (Klimoski &
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Strickland, 1977 in Klimoski & Brickner, 1987) may also explain the higher
correlations with potential rather than performance scores. This suggests that
selection ratings are made on the basis of assessors’ knowledge of additional factors
needed to advance in the organisation (e.g. person-organisation fit) which inevitably
correlated more highly with managers potential rather than performance ratings.
Overall, the lower correlations with performance were not unexpected.

Theoretical Implications

Although the lack of construct validity has been argued to be less significant
for selection than development, it remains important to actively strive to increase our
understanding of the assessment centre process. As Bycio et al. (1987) suggest, if
dimensions can be more reliably measured, this may increase predictive validity.
Given the numerous reasons highlighted for the present finding of exercise effects, it
would be premature to recommend a complete dismissal of the dimension approach
to assessment centre design. Rather, future research is required which addresses
some of the limitations observed in the present assessment centre.

In terms of the criterion-related validity, the present research highlights the
need for greater attention to be devoted to multistage selection processes. Much of
the research from the predictivist perspective has focused on exploring the validity of
1solated selection methods. However, the validity provided by different selection
methods may be affected by the other measures that they are used in conjunction
with. This may reflect both an artefact of range restriction that results from selection
decisions made at previous stages in the process, or may be a result of selection
methods explaining overlapping variance. In terms of the restriction of range issue,
this will artificially suppress correlations between the assessment centre and job
performance. Therefore, future research is required to develop appropriate predictive
validity techniques which allow the researcher to take into account the restriction of
range caused by previous selection methods. Furthermore, increased attention to
incremental validity is required such that more informed decisions can be made
regarding the appropriate use of selection methods across different stages in the
process. Ideally, this research would require all applicants to take part in each stage
of selection in order to accurately assess this incremental validity. Applied studies

will inevitably encounter opposition to such methodology.
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These results serve to highlight the importance of not assuming that results
regarding assessment centres can be generalised. The content of assessment centres
varies widely, some contain mainly groups exercises (e.g. Sackett & Harris, 1988);
others have a mixture of group and individual exercises (e.g. Klienmann & Koller,
1997), whilst others, like the present one, have individual exercises only. It is vital
that future research continues to provide details regarding the content of assessment
centres to identify the optimal mix of exercises for predictive and construct validity.

Practical Recommendations

In order to reduce the cognitive demands on assessors, time should be
devoted in the assessment centre schedule to allow appropriate evaluation of
evidence for each criteria. Benefits may accrue from shortening the rating scale,
providing behavioural anchors for all rating points, encouraging the use of BARS,
and training assessors in halo effects. In accordance with Fleenor (1997) and
Gaugler and Thomton (1989), it is recommended that a small number of less-
complex dimensions are adopted in order to further reduce rating complexity. The
present results also imply that it would be more appropriate to give applicants
feedback in terms of exercises rather than dimensions.

The halo effect is likely to be partly caused by the exercises being weighted
in capacity assessment, and so additional exercises which provide greater opportunity
to assess the other dimensions are therefore recommended. In particular, a structured
group exercise is suggested to provide more direct evidence on the relationships
quality. However, as Lievens (1998) notes, the use of a larger number of structurally
different exercises represents a trade-off; it allows for the sampling of a broad and
complex job domain, but may also result in even weaker convergent validity.
Finally, given the apparent impact of variations in assessment centre design, the
results from the present study reiterate the importance of organisation’s validating
their own procedures. This should be done for both predictive and construct validity.

Finally, organisations may benefit for using assessment centres as a pre-entry
socialisation opportunity (e.g. Andersen & Ostroff, 1997). Assessment centres
designed around typical job situations can serve as a realistic job preview for
applicants, may produce predictively valid ratings, and may generate input into

development plans of new recruits.
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Strengths and Limitations of the Present Research

Overview

As highlighted in the introductory chapters, there are a number of
shortcomings in the existing selection empirical literature which the present research
aimed to address. Most notably, the strengths of this research are in relation to the
integrated approach, the longitudinal design in an applied setting, the cross-cultural
perspective, and the application of robust statistical procedures. Each of these areas
will be discussed, together with the potential limitations.

The Integrated Approach

A key contribution of the present research has been the simultaneous analysis
of multiple perspectives in selection. To date, the selection literature has contained
various disparate approaches and this has been acknowledged as a likely limitation in
the explanatory power of the research (e.g. Dipboye, 1997; Robertson, 1994). More
specifically, researchers and theorists have called for integration across criterion-
related and construct validity perspectives (e.g. Chan, 1996; Lievens, 1998), across
predictivist and social impact models (e.g. Herriot, 1992; Hesketh & Robertson,
1993), and across the selection and socialisation literatures (e.g. Anderson & Ostroff,
1997).

The present research aimed to provide greater synergy across these
perspectives and has subsequently highlighted the utility in adopting this approach.
First, however, the hypothesised link between selection justice and the emergence of
the psychological contract was not supported. Whilst this may have been due to
inadequacies in the psychological coniract measure, it is likely that the relationship
between justice and perceptions of obligations is weak or at best, indirect. Second,
the present research highlighted the likely role of some selection and socialisation
experiences as moderators of predictive validity. This suggests that the ceiling for
validity coefficients may be higher than has previously been estimated (Arvey et al.,
1990). Third, the simultaneous analysis of criterion-related and construct validity
illustrated the concordance of a lack of dimension factors and reasonable predictive
validity. In addition, applicants’ reactions to the procedure indicated an awareness of

the inherent halo effects, adding further support to the results from the confirmatory
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factor analyses. Overall therefore, the results supported the importance of adopting a
more integrated perspective.

Applied Longitudinal Research

This research differed from previous selection studies in that a longitudinal
design was adopted following external applicants through a multistage selection
process and post-organisational entry. Researchers exploring the social impact of
selection have called for longitudinal research in an applied setting (e.g. Arvey et al.,
1990; Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart & Ryan, 1998). Since much of the existing research
has been based on laboratory studies, the present use of an applied setting where
permanent selection decisions were being taken represents a contribution to the
literature. Psychological contract researchers have also recognised the need for
longitudinal research, and more specifically, for short measurement intervals (e.g.
Conway & Briner, 1998; Thomas & Anderson, 1998). The present research provided
the only examination of change in recruits’ perceptions of both employer and
employee obligations after a relatively short period of organisational tenure. In
addition, in terms of examining moderators of validity, a predictive design was
adopted which represented a departure from existing research.

From both predictivist and social impact perspectives, this research has
illustrated the potential utility of taking a more holistic view of selection systems,
rather than the traditional focus on isolated selection methods. Specifically, in terms
of the predictivist perspective, range restriction resulting from several selection
stages may exert greater impact on estimates of predictive validity than has
previously been estimated. From the social impact perspective, applicants’ reactions
to initial stages of selection are likely to influence their reactions to subsequent
procedures. Therefore, the use of a longitudinal field study represents a strength of
the current research.

The use of an applied setting though did have some limitations. Practical
constraints made it impossible to administer the pre-interview and pre-assessment
centre questionnaires immediately prior to applicants’ experience of these selection
procedures. If between completing the pre- and post- selection questionnaires
individuals experienced selection methods with other organisations, their responses

to those procedures may have influenced the apparent change over time. However,
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paired t-tests indicated that there were no significant differences in prior experience
of various selection methods across times 1 and 2 or across times 3 and 4. Hence,
possible contamination caused by interim experience of selection procedures with
other organisations is likely to be limited.

A second possible weakness is that social desirability may have been
influential. Due to the need to match applicants’ responses across time and to the
organisational ratings, individuals had to identify their names in the questionnaires.
Applicants may not have given honest reactions for fear that these would influence
the outcome decision. However, the cover letters emphasised the academic basis of
this research and both verbal discussions with candidates and their quite detailed and
frank comments in response to the open-ended questions would indicate that
applicants were assured of the confidential nature of the research.

It is also possible that some findings are specific to the host organisation.
Indeed, Shell is a relatively high image organisation and it is generally perceived as
an attractive employer in both the UK and The Netherlands. Nevertheless, these
findings are likely to generalise to graduate selection and initial socialisation in other
high profile organisations. Furthermore, the construct validity of the Selection
Fairness Survey may generalise more widely.

European and Cross Cultural Perspective

The majority of previous selection research adopting an organisational justice
or psychological contract perspective has been conducted in North America. Given
likely cultural differences in perceptions of both justice (Steiner & Gilliland, 1996)
and psychological contracts (Sparrow, 1996), and given increases in global selection
(Shackleton & Newell, 1997), the dearth of cross-cultural research represented a
notable limitation. The present use of European applicants with the opportunity for
comparisons across the British and Dutch nationalities therefore provided an
important contribution to the literature.

In terms of comparisons with previous North American research, the results
indicated that the salient procedural justice dimensions previously observed
(Gilliland, 1995) were also salient in Europe. However, in terms of the
psychological contract, a nuinber of findings were inconsistent with previous North

American research (e.g. Robinson et al., 1990), and comments from a minority of
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recruits’ indicated that the use of the word ‘obligation’ was inappropriate. Although
the different results may have been due to sample, methodological and / or cultural
differences, this does confirm the importance of directly establishing the cultural
generalisability of research findings.

The present research also indicated the importance of cross-cultural
comparisons. For example, by identifying cultural differences in terms of reactions
to selection justice for example, organisation can modify their procedures to improve
the selection experiences for applicants of differing nationalities. Although there
were no differences between the British and Dutch recruits’ in their perceptions of
the psychological contract, a limitation of the research was the close proximity of
these two cultures along several dimensions (Hofstede, 1980). Future research on
more disparate cultural groups is required to further identify how applicants of
differing nationalities use information available during selection to make inferences
regarding their future working relationship with the organisation.

Statistical Procedures

When examining the social impact of selection, Macan et al. (1994)
acknowledged the importance of measuring and controlling for the initial level of the
outcome variable so that the relationship between reactions to selection and outcome
measures are not over-estimated. A more stringent approach also requires
controlling for initial levels of the independent variables. Hence, in the analysis of
justice reactions, the real impact of the selection process on the outcome measures
was analysed via a conservative approach.

The present research has illustrated the importance of applying structural
equation modelling (SEM) techniques to investigate both temporal change and cross-
cultural differences. Researchers need to be alert to possible error (beta and gamma)
change in the analysis of longitudinal data sets, otherwise, Type 1 error may result if
beta and gamma change are falsely interpreted as alpha change (Golembiekski et al.,
1976; Thomas, Cunningham-Snell & Anderson, 1998). Similarly, if cultures differ
in their interpretation of either the construct or the rating scale, then a lack of
measurement equivalence may lead to erroneous conclusions regarding cultural

differences (Riordan & Vandenberg, 1994). The present research has shown the
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utility of adopting the robust SEM procedures in longitudinal and cross-cultural
personnel selection research.

The application of CFA procedures to the analysis of assessment centre
construct validity also represents a strength of the present research. Previous
research analysing the full taxonomy of models is scarce and marked by small
sample sizes and the use of assessment centres for training, rather than selection
purposes. The large sample size available here, and the use of assessment centre for
permanent selection decisions therefore provides a contribution to this area.

A weakness of the analytical procedures was the use of a small sample size in
the regression analysis involving the psychological contract and moderators of
predictive validity. Given the large number of analyses performed, significant results
may have been spurious. The small sample sizes largely resulted from sample
attrition, for which non-response was only a small cause. Given the large sample
sizes obtained at the initial time points and given the relatively large selection targets
in the host organisation, this illustrates the practical constraints of conducting
research in this area.

Common method variance may represent a further limitation since the use of
self-report measures may inflate the relationship among attitudinal and behavioural
intention measures (e.g. Bagozzi & Yi, 1990; Feldman & Lunch, 1988). However,
the additional use of ratings from other sources, e.g. managers, interviewers and
assessors, in the analyses for some hypotheses at least partly addressed this issue.
For those hypotheses involving only self-report data, the risk of applicants wishing to
appear consistent was probably reduced by the large number of responses elicited
covering a variety of perceptions and attitudes (Ostroff and Kozlowski, 1992;
Thomas, 1998). In addition, where possible, the use of independent and dependent
variables measured at different time points (e.g. the intermediate impact of justice
rules) would have reduced the impact of common method variance. Finally, the
comments provided on the questionnaires and the insights obtained from frequent
site visits substantiated the quantitative results. The use of research interviews would
nevertheless have been valuable in an attempt to identify the causal direction

between variables (e.g. between motivation and perceptions of justice).
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Conclusion

In conclusion, there are a number of key findings which extend beyond the
existing literature. First, despite the range restriction observed in this field research,
positive and negative change from expectations to perceptions of procedural justice
had an impact on overall perceptions of procedural fairness, justice expectations on
subsequent selection methods, and various immediate and some intermediate
outcome variables. Second, the emergence of the psychological contract during
selection and early socialisation is a dynamic process with an early onset which can
influence a number attitudinal and behavioural variables. Third, the social process of
selection and experiences during socialisation are likely to moderate predictive
validity; and finally, that weak construct validity of the assessment centre remained
despite the relatively simple design of three exercises and three dimensions, and
despite the reasonable predictive validity. Overall, the main contributions were in
relation to the methodology of a longitudinal field design, the cross-cultural
approach, the application of robust analytical procedures and the integration across
the existing disparate areas within the selection literature and across the selection and

socialisation literatures more generally.
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Appendix 1
Confirmatory Factor Analysis with SEM: Model 4D

Method 1 Method 2 Method 3
\ 4 A 4 A
M1 M1 Ml M2 M2 M2 M3 M3 M3
T1 T2 T§ T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

"
OINOENC
7

Source: Marsh & Grayson, 1995.

Note: D = observed variable; O = latent factor; M = Method; T = Trait.
Measurement errors are not modelled in this diagram.
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Appendix 2

Comparison Methods C and E with Three versus Four traits

A: Method C (Latent Factor) B: Method E (Correlated Uniqueness)
Three Traits Three Traits

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

Ml Ml M1 Ml M1 Ml
C: Method C (Latent Factor) D: Method E (Correlated Uniqueness)
Four Traits Four Traits

T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4
M1

bbdd bddd

Note: This model is simplified so that only one method is displayed. T = Trait, M =
Method. With three traits (quadrants A and B) the number of factor loadings (N = 3)
equals the number of correlated uniqueness (N = 3). With four traits (quadrants C
and D), the number of factor loadings (N = 4) does not equal the number of
correlated uniqueness (N = 6). Hence, with three traits, Method Structures C and E
are equivalent models (Kleinmann & Koller, 1997; Marsh & Grayson, 1995).
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Appendix 3
Scales for Study A

Selection Fairness Survey (Gilliland & Honig, 1994a)
1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

1 The type of questions asked during the selection process were directly related to a
career with Shell

2 Iam satisfied with the amount of feedback I received during the selection process

3 I feel the selection process cut down on favouritism that can sometimes be a problem
when people are selected for jobs

4.  Given my ability and experience, I was not evaluated correctly by the selection
process. (R)

5 I feel Shell lied about the selection process and the way they choose people for
careers (R)

6  Lack of interactive or two-way communication was a problem in the selection
process (R)

7. The selection process did not capture the extent to which I am a hard worker (R)

8 I think some people would distort their responses during the selection process to try
to make themselves look better

9 I was offered an explanation of the types of factors that affect the selection process
decision

10. I was treated with warmth, sincerity and thoughtfulness during the selection process

11  The selection process was directly relevant to a Shell career because it involved the
same things that are required in the career

12 The company should have been more honest with me when telling me about the
position and my chances of being accepted (R)

13 In a way, [ was able to conduct my own interview, asking questions about my career
and Shell

14 Ireceived an adequate explanation of how the process would be scored
15. The selection process got right down to what I could and could not do

16. Given my past experience looking for a job, I feel I received an appropriate
evaluation

17  There did not appear to be any bias or discrimination on the basis of sex or anything

18 It would be easy for people to be dishonest when answering questions and make
themselves look good

19  The questions asked of me during the selection process were neither relevant nor
important for a Shell career (R)

20. 1 was given an adequate opportunity to demonstrate my skills and abilities

21 Iam satisfied with the communication that occurred during the selection process

22  I'was treated honestly and openly during the selection process

23 During the assessment centre I feel I was treated more like a number than a human
being (R)

24. The outcome of the selection process was not a good reflection of my job capacities
®)

25 1thought you could beat the selection process if you were smart and gave the answers



26
27
28

29

30

31.

32

33
34

35
36
37
38

39

40.

41
42

43

44

45.

46
47
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they were looking for

I am satisfied with how I was informed of the hiring decision

It took a long time to hear back from Shell (R)

The selection process was more like an interrogation - the people were cold and rigid
(R).

Some of the questions asked during the selection process were intrusive of my
privacy

It was made clear what was expected of me from the onset of the selection process.

I had control over the factors that influenced my performance during the selection
process

I think that my hiring decision was affected by special treatment offered to some
people (R)
I was told how the selection process scores would be used to make a decision.

I don’t think that the selection process can predict whether or not I will be successful
in a Shell career (R).

I received information on the hiring decision in a timely manner
Personal motives or biases appeared to influence the selection process (R)
People were candid and frank with me during the selection process

It was obvious how you should respond to some of the questions if you want to be
accepted by Shell

I was not offered sufficient opportunity to ask questions (R)
The results of the selection process were consistent with how I view myself
The recruiters were straightforward and sincere about the career and what it entails

I can see a connection between the selection procedures and performance in a Shell
career

I was given a reasonable explanation for why the specific selection procedures were
used to hire people.

During the selection process, the people made the difference - they were friendly and
made me feel at ease

During the interview, I never got the chance to prove myself (R).
I was asked questions that I feel were inappropriate or discriminatory
I was provided with informative feedback on my performance

Psychological Contract (Rousseau, 1990)

1 =Not at all; 5 = Very Highly

NN L B W

Employer Obligations Employee Obligations
Promotion 1 Working extra hours
High pay 2 Loyalty
Performance based pay 3 Volunteering to do non-required tasks
Training 4 Advance notice if taking a job elsewhere
Long term job security 5 Willingness to accept a transfer
Career development 6  Refusal to support Shell’s competitors
Support with personal problems 7 Protection of proprietary information

8 Spending a minimum of 2 years at Shell
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Gilliland’s Unpublished SFS Factor Analysis

Original  Description 1 2

HO The company should have been more honest when telling me about the position and my 0.69
chances of being hired (R).

S1 It was made clear what was expected of me from the onset of the selection process 0.68

FB I am satisfied with how I was informed of the hiring decision 0.65

HO People were candid and frank with me during the selection process 0.60

IT [ was treated honestly and openly during the selection process. 0.59

HO They were straightforward and sincere about the job and what it entails. 0.57

TWC I am satisfied with the communication that occurred during the selection process. 0.56

FB I am satisfied with the amount of feedback I received during the selection process. 0.48

FB I was provided with informative feedback on my performance 042

JR The selection process was directly relevant to the job because it involved the same things 0.70
that are required on the job

0)Y I was given an adequate opportunity to demonstrate my skills and abilities 0.65

0)3 During the selection process, I never got the chance to prove myself (R). 0.62

op The selection process did not capture the extent to which I am a hard worker (R) 0.60

opP I don’t think that the selection process can predict whether or not I will be successful on the 0.59
job (R).

JR I can see a connection between the selection procedures and performance in a Shell career 0.57

opP The selection process got right down to what I could and couldn’t do 0.56
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Original  Description 3 4 5 6 7
QP Some of the questions asked during the selection process were intrusive of my privacy (R). 0.80
QP I was asked questions that I feel were inappropriate or discriminatory (R). 0.73
IT The selection process was more like an interrogation - the people were cold and rigid (R). 0.58
JR The questions asked of me during the selection process were neither relevant nor important 0.54
for the job (R)
TWC In a way, I was able to conduct my own selection process, asking questions about the job 0.80
and company
TWC I was not offered sufficient opportunity to ask questions (R) 0.60
IT During the selection process, the people made the difference - they were friendly and made 0.52
me feel at ease.
IT I was treated with warmth, sincerity and thoughtfulness during the selection process 0.51
IT During the selection process I feel I was treated more like a number than a human being 0.45
FB It took a long time to hear back from the company (R) 0.85
FB I received information on the hiring decision in a timely manner 0.83
SI 1 was told how the selection process scores would be used to make a decision. 0.74
S1 I received an adequate explanation of how the selection process would be scored 0.72
SI I was given a reasonable explanation for why the specific selection procedures were used to 0.55
hire people
BS Personal motives or biases appeared to influence the selection process (R). 0.73
BS I feel the selection process cut down on favouritism that can sometimes be a problem when 0.70
people are selected for jobs.
BS There did not appear to be any bias or discrimination on the basis of sex, ethnic group etc. 0.62
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Original  Description 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Eigenvalue 10.50 255 182 139 121 120 1.11
Percent of variance explained 31.80 7,70 550 420 3.70 3.60 3.40
Cronbach Alpha 088 084 074 077 082 065 0.60

Note: Original = Original sub-scale. JR: job relatedness; OP: opportunity to perform; FB: feedback on performance; SI: selection information,
HO: honesty in treatment; IE: interpersonal effectiveness; TWC: two-way communication; and BS: Bias Suppression
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Appendix 5
Scales for Study B

Selection Fairness Survey (Gilliland & Honig, 1994a)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

1. I feel the interview cut down on favouritism that can sometimes be a problem when
people are selected for jobs.

The interview did not capture the extent to which I am a hard worker (R)
3. I'was treated with warmth, sincerity and thoughtfulness during the interview

4.  The interview was directly relevant to a Shell career because it involved the same
things that are required in the career

5 Shell should have been more honest when telling me about the position and my
chances of being accepted (R)

6. Inaway, I was able to conduct my own interview, asking questions about my career
and Shell

I received an adequate explanation of how the interview would be scored.
8.  The interview got right down to what I could and couldn’t do
There did not appear to be any bias or discrimination on the basis of sex, ethnic group

10. The questions asked of me during the interview were neither relevant nor important
for a Shell career (R)

11. Iwas given an adequate opportunity to demonstrate my skills and abilities
12 T am satisfied with the communication that occurred during the interview.

13. I was treated honestly and openly during the interview.

14.  During the interview I feel I was treated more like a number than a human being (R)
15. The interview was more like an interrogation - the people were cold and rigid (R)
16. Some of the questions asked during the interview were intrusive of my privacy (R)
17. It was made clear what was expected of me from the onset of the interview

18. I was told how the interview scores would be used to make a decision.

19. 1don’t think that the interview can predict whether or not I will be successful in a
Shell career (R)

20. Personal motives or biases appeared to influence the interview (R)

21. The interviewers were candid and frank with me during the interview

22 I was not offered sufficient opportunity to ask questions (R)

23. The interviewers were straightforward and sincere about the career and what it entails

24. 1 can see a connection between the selection procedures and performance in a Shell
career

25. 1 was given a reasonable explanation for why the specific selection procedures were
used to hire people

26. During the interview, the people made the difference - they were friendly and made
me feel at ease

27  During the interview, I never got the chance to prove myself (R)
28. 1 was asked questions that I feel were inappropriate or discriminatory (R)
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Overall Procedural Fairness: Gilliland (1994)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

PF1
PF2

Whether or not I get accepted, I feel the interview process is fair
Overall, I am satisfied with the interview process

Selection Motivation: Arvey, Strickland, Drauden and Martin (1990)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

M1
M2
M3
M4

Doing well at this interview is important to me

I tried to do the very best I could at the interview

I was extremely motivated to do well at this interview
I didn’t put much effort into this interview (R)

Selection Anxiety: Arvey, Strickland, Drauden and Martin (1990)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

Al
A2
A3
A4
A5

During the interview I often thought about how poorly I was doing

I was very anxious about having this interview

I expect to be among the people who do really well at this interview (R)

During the interview I found myself thinking about the consequences of being rejected
During the interview, I got so nervous, I couldn’t do as well as I should have

Job Search Self Esteem: Ellis and Taylor (1983)

1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree

SE1

SE2
SE3

In general I am not very good at impressing potential employers with my
qualifications (R)

I am confident of my ability to make a good impression in job selection procedures

If I am really interested in a job, I can persuade the employer to make me an offer

Selection Feedback: Gilliland and Honig (1994a)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

FB1

FB2.

FB3
FB4
FB5

I am satisfied with the amount of feedback I received during the selection process.
I am satisfied with how I was informed of the decision.

It took a long time to hear back from Shell. (R)

I received information on the selection decision in a timely manner.

1 was provided with informative feedback on my performance.
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Overall Distributive Fairness: Gilliland (1994)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

DF1

I feel the decision was fair.

DF2 Overall, I am satisfied with the decision.

Equity: Gilliland (1994)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree; 3 = Neither; 4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree

EQ1

EQ2

EQ3

EQ4

Given my ability and experience, I was not evaluated correctly by the selection
procedures.

Given my past experience looking for a job, I feel I received an appropriate
evaluation.

The outcome of the selection process was not a good reflection of my job
capabilities.

The results of the selection process were consistent with how I view myself.

Self Efficacy: Jones (1986)

1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree

SEF1
SEF2
SEF3
SEF4

SEF5

SEF6

SEF7
SEF8

This Shell career is well within the scope of my abilities.
I do not anticipate any problems in adjusting to work in this organisation.
I feel I am overqualified for the Shell career.

I have all the technical knowledge I need to deal with a Shell career, all I need now is
practical experience .

I feel confident that my skills and abilities would equal or exceed those of my future
colleagues.

My past experiences and accomplishments increase my confidence that I would be
able to perform successfully in this organisation .

I could handle a more challenging career than this one.

Professionally speaking, this Shell career would exactly satisfy my expectations of
myself .

Psychological Contract (Rousseau, 1990)

See Appendix 3
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Socialisation Knowledge: Thomas & Anderson (1998)

1 =Not at all; 7 = Totally

S1 I know how to get along with others in my team

S2  Tknow the characters of others in my team

S3  Ienjoy spending time with others in my team

S4  Others in my team usually tell me the team gossip/news

S5 Others in my team usually include me in social outings

S6  Ican easily be identified as “one of the team”

S7  Iknow who to trust in my team

S8  I’ve made some close friends in my team

R1 I understand what my personal responsibilities are

R2  Iknow what my supervisor considers as good performance
R3 I know the limits of my authority

R4  Iknow what behaviour is rewarded

R5  I'know what it takes to do well

O1 I know what Shell values

02 I am familiar with the history of Shell

O3  Iknow the internal structure of Shell

04 I have learned how things really work at Shell

O5 I am familiar with the unwritten rules of how things are done at Shell
IR1 I {feel there is someone to go to for advice related to training

IR2 Ihave someone I feel comfortable going to if I need help preparing for an
assignment/project

IR3 Ihave someone I feel comfortable going to if I need help with personal problems
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Organisational Commitment: Mowday, Porter & Boulian (1974)

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Moderately disagree; 3 = Slightly Disagree; 4 = Neither; 5
= Slightly Agree; 6 = Moderately Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree

0OCl1

ocC2
0C3
OC4

0G5
0Cé6
oC7

OC8
0C9

OC10

OC11
OC12

OCl13
0Cl14
OC15

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order
to help Shell be successful.

I talk up Shell to my friends as a great organisation to work for
I feel very little loyalty to Shell (R)

I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for
Shell

I find that my values and Shell’s values are very similar
I am proud to tell others that I am part of Shell.

I could just as well be working a different type of organisation as long as the type
of work was similar. (R)

Shell really inspires the very best in the way of job performance.

It would take very little to change my present circumstances to cause me to leave
Shell.

I am extremely glad that I chose Shell to work for over others I was considering at
the time I joined.

there’s not much to be gained by sticking with Shell indefinitely (R)

Often I find it difficult to disagree with shell’s policies on important matters
relating to its employees. (R)

I really care about the fate of Shell.
For me this is the best of all possible organisations to work for.
Deciding to work for Shell was a definite mistake on my part (R)
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Appendix 6

Examining Gamma and Beta Change

Model 1: Gamma Change Model 2: Gamma Change
O] O]
SO | oS
O] O]

2

O—=L_| O—=1_|
D || oEmSCO
O] O—=_|
O—_| O]
COSCY | o=
O O

Equal Factor Structures Equal Covariance Paths (2)

Model 3: Beta Change Model 4: Beta Change
O—=_] O—L_ K%
O-—=>( ) O-C k(G )
O—=L_| O—=_|
O~ Ok
O-L > ) O-LF3>C
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Equal Latent Factor Variances (3) Equal Factor Loadings (4)

Key:

O Latent Factor L1 Item O Error




Appendix 7:

Means, Standard Deviations, Kurtosis and Skewness for Study B Questionnaire Items

Time One

Time Two

Time Three

Time Four

Time Five

Mean SD Kurt. Skew.

Mean SD Kurt.

Skew.

Mean SD Kurt, Skew.

Mean SD

Kurt. Skew. Mean SD Kurt. Skew.

Motivation
Ml

M2

M3

M4
Anxiety
Al

A2

A3

A4

A5

Self Esteem

SEl
SE2
SE3

4.72
4.86
4.56
4.59

2.12
2.88
2.32
1.91
2.17

5.43
5.32
4.67

49
38
.64
.80

0.89
1.05
0.73
0.88
0.96

1.47
1.16
1.23

543 -1.88
11.22 -3.03
445 -1.73
7.41 -2.57

0.53
0.02
0.12
0.88
0.70

-0.24
-0.79
-0.14

0.34
-0.03

0.32 -1.03
0.98 -0.96
-0.03 -0.46

Overall Procedural Fairness

PF1
PF2

2.07
2.57
0.39
2.98

4.60 .55
4.63 .53
439 .68
444 78

-0.71
-0.82
-0.01

0.28
-0.31

2.25
292
242
1.81
2.03

1.05
1.10
0.85
0.91
1.03

1.47 -0.57
1.26 0.10
1.20 0.01

5.22
5.01
4.40

4.01
3.99

0.69 1.69
0.71 199

-1.17
-1.29
-0.86
-1.63

0.45
-0.08
0.28
1.00
0.73

-0.63
-0.66
-0.28

-0.79
-0.98

4.60
4.83
4.50
4.55

2.09
2.78
225
223
2.12

5.45
5.41
4.86

33
40
.65
.82

0.91
1.07
0.72
0.99
0.85

1.34
1.06
1.25

-0.46
5.37
0.68
6.85

-0.83
-2.21
-1.09
-2.47

0.60
0.10
0.20
0.54
0.56

-0.05
-0.86
0.30
-0.55
0.07

0.50 -1.06
0.93 -0.89
0.11 -0.55

448 .59
460 .59
437 .70
443 .82

1.03
1.12
0.83
1.15
1.03

234
2.94
2.44
2.46
2.16

1.44
1.13
1.17

5.12
5.11
4.64

0.69
0.71

3.97
3.92

1.83
3.45
1.21
4.04

-0.62
-1.00
-0.10
-1.15

0.15

-0.60
0.01
-0.17

1.03
1.61

-0.92
-1.52
-1.00
-1.84

0.42
-0.14
0.24
0.26
0.81

-0.63
-0.59
-0.29

-0.67
-0.89

5.35
5.31
4.68

3.88
3.68

0.74
1.36
0.00

1.32
1.13
1.29

0.78 1.90
095 0.63

-1.05
-1.13
-0.51

-1.14
-1.00
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Time Five Time Six

Mean SD Kurt. Skew. Mean SD  Kurt. Skew.
Overall Distributive
Fairness
DF1 370 099 0.51 -0.94 - - - -
DF2 362 128 -0.87 -0.58 - - - -
Feedback
FB1 333 1.08 -0.68 -0.47 - - - -
FB2 374 107 045 -1.01 - - - -
FB3 417 1.16 1.14 -144 - - - -
FB4 395 099 1.00 -1.09 - - - -
FB5 341 1.08 -048 -0.56 - - - -
Equity
EQ1 3.51  1.07 -031 -0.62 - - - -
EQ2 354 095 -0.08 -0.53 - - - -
EQ3 329 122 -095 -0.33 - - - -
EQ4 334 1.13 -0.66 -0.52 - - - -
Self-Efficacy
SEF1 591 0.84 046 -0.68 417 087 250 -137
SEF2 532 123 -0.03 -0.75 332 1.10 -1.08 -0.19
SEF3 2.62 127 -0.06 0.67 259 1.04 0.03 0.69
SEF4 440 165 -0.89 -0.28 299 120 -1.19 0.35
SEF5 528 112 023 -0.56 356 083 0.78 -0.86
SEF6 582 083 085 -0.62 416 069 053 -0.57
SEF7 405 139 -0.22 -0.09 354 090 -0.76 0.03
SEF8 5.18 124 033 -0.65 319 1.04 -055 -0.38
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Time Six Time Six

Mean SD  Kurt. Skew. Mean SD  Kurt. Skew.
Socialsation Knowledge Organisational Commitment
Social Knowledge OCl1 5.78 1.04 0.89 -0.87
S1 554 086 049 -.071 0oC2 558 139 048 -098
S2 5.17 0.83 0.16 -0.33 0C3 5.83 130 229 -1.53
S3 544 090 025 -0.57 0cC4 1.85 1.19 342 1.83
S4 460 145 -0.79 -0.53 0C5 490 142 -0.55 -0.44
S5 535 1.28 -027 -0.66 0Cé6 570 128 0.79 -1.13
Sé6 549 1.16 0.80 -0.97 0C7 445 1.70 -090 -0.42
S7 520 1.10 0.63 -0.64 0C8 451 1.29 -0.10 -0.35
S8 408 1.62 -0.86 0.19 0Co 577 143 136 -1.37
Role Knowledge 0C10 5.89 123 1.16 -1.20
R1 517 129 141 -1.08 OC11 430 1.52 -0.83 -0.12
R2 452 157 -0.14 -0.77 0C12 5.04 140 -0.70 -0.47
R3 475 124 042 -0.86 OC13 562 1.05 1.12 -0.89
R4 475 144 0.11 -0.71 0C14 464 141 -0.10 -0.30
R5 494 128 096 -1.04 0C15 6.57 097 7.86 -2.77
Organisational Knowledge
16)| 515 1.07 038 -0.59
02 476 129 124 -1.19
03 473 1.14 031 -0.59
04 453 1.13 -0.11 -0.27
05 420 1.13 -035 0.20
Interpersonal Resources Knowledge
P1 547 1.52 0.12 -1.05
P2 5,52 128 0.84 -1.11

P3 372 1.71 -0.90 0.14




Appendix 8

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Matrix for Study B Scales at Times 1 and 2

Measure Mn. SD N 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15.
Biographic

1. Age 24,61 3.03 1345 1.00

2.  Gender® 128 045 1376 -21* 1.00

3.  Ethnic® 1.14 035 1373 -.03 .04 1.00

4. Employ" 137 048 1235 47* -09% .09t 1.00
Time One

5.  IntExper? 1.86 0.35 834 .05 06 -.05 01 1.00

6. Fairl 370  0.49 835 01 -.00 05 -.03 .01 1.00

7. Fair2 339 060 833 .06 .03 -03 -03 .02 37* 100

8. Fair3 3890 057 834 -10F 04 -17* -05 -00 .42% 29% 1,00

9. Fair4 359 0.60 838 -01 .09 .04 -05 .05 34% 52* 31* 1.00

10. Fair5 315 070 832 .14* 04 .01 -00 .06 .20% 30* .11t 25% 1.00

11. Motivation 4.72 042 834 .01 02 .01 -02 .04 20 .16% 23* 27 14* 1.00

12.  Anxiety 227 0.68 831 -09t .07t .04 -08 -08 -23% -28% -24% -16* -02 .02 1.00

13. S-Esteem 5.14  0.97 838 .06 .05 .04 01 A1 21% 0 30% 18%  25%  13*%  14%  -43*% 1.00

14.  Attract. 4.65 0.59 840 .04 .02 03 -00 -02 Jd9% 15%  21%  23% 09t 37 01 3% 1.00

15. Intn. Acpt. 420 0.75 841 .06 .06 04 -.03 .03 Jd2% 0 12% 17 18*  13*  35% 09T 07" .45%  1.00
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Measure Mn. SD N 1. 2. 3 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9, 10. 11, 12. 13. 14. 15.

Time Two
16. Language® 120 0.40 771 .19 -07  34* 09" -03 .06 .03 -09" .01 .01 -0 -05 .12t .02 .10%
17. Fairl 413 050 777 -01 .05 .12% .00 -01  28% .19* 27% 17* 02  .18% .10t .13% .12% .14%
18. Fair2 340 068 778 .04 .04 03 .01 -02 .20% 40* 19 25% 12t 11t .21 23 08" .09
19. Fair3 443 049 778 -02 .01 -09T -06 -00 .25% .17% 42%* 25% 10t 24% -17% 18% 23*  .20%
20. Fair 4 355 0.64 779 .02 .08 .05 .00 -01 22% 33*% 21% 47% 15% 18% -15% 22% | 15% 5%
21. Fair5 301 073 781 .14% -01 -0t .03 .06 .11t 20 03 .15% .40* 03 -.08" .13* .05 .08
22. OverallPF 4.00 0.64 777 -10f .07* .10f -01 .01  .23% 21% 21*% 25% 06 .15% -14* 15% .18* .12%
23. Motivation 4.54 050 776 .06 .06 .06 -02 .00 20%* 20% 28% 28% .14* 58% .07  20% 34*  40%
24, Anxiety 226 074 774 -07" 06 .03 -07 -02 -13* -19% -15% -11* -03 .00 .59%* -29% _01 .05
25. S-Esteem  4.88 1.03 766 .05 -03 .07 .11T .02  .19% 25% 13% 23% 12% 14% -41% 60* .12* .05
26. Attract. 460 060 777 .03 .03 -00 .06 -01 .11 10t 13* 15 .07  32% -06 .10f .50% .35%
27. Intent Acpt. 420 072 778 .05 .07 .08" .02 .06 .13* .18 17* 20% .17* 35% -03 .11t 42% 66*

Interview Scores
28. OverallPot. 625 129 1215 .16* .01 -02 .11* 07" -01 .06 -02 -02 .00 .05 -07 .11%¥ -03 -02
29. Org. Decis* 1.47 050 1174 27% -05 -03 .14* -01 -06 .03 -00 -01 -02 .02 -04 .04 -01 .06
30. Ap.Decis® 1.07 025 558 -14* 07 .07 -09" 09" 01 -01 -01 .00 -03 -01 -17v .15t 02 -.10
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Measure 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24, 25, 26. 27.  28. 29. 30.
Time Two

16. Language® 1.00

17. Fairl .07  1.00

18. Fair2 .03 44%  1.00

19. Fair3 -.03 45%  28*% 1.00

20. Fair4 .06 7% .51% 30%  1.00

21. Fair5 -00 12% 27 .04 24* 1.00

22, Overall PF .01 S55*% 0 50% 38% 47 15*  1.00

23. Motivation .03 33* 0 26%  31*  31% .04 27%  1.00

24. Anxiety -08" -25% -31% -26% -23*% -06 -24*% -14% 1.00

25. S-Esteem  -.08" .25% 34* 20% 31* 15% 30* 23% -49*% 1.00

26. Attract. -04  21%  10f  22%  21% .07 8% 35 -04  13* 1.00

27. Intent Acpt. .08" 25% .16* 23* 17+ .09t 19% 41* -03 3% 48*%  1.00
Interview Scores

28. Overall Pot. .02 a1t 2% .00 06 -02 .01 06 -17%  13* 02  -03 1.00

29. Org. Decis.* .01 08" .07 .04 05  -.01 .00 01 11T .09t .05 02 73*  1.00

30. Ap. Decis.* .04 01 00 -11  -02 .06 .02 -08 -08 06 -05 -10 .02 - 1.00

Note. p <.001; T p<.01; " p<.05. ® ordinal data with Spearman rho correlations. Correlations were calculated using pairwise deletion. Int Exper. =
Previous Interview Experience; Fair 1 = Interpersonal Effectiveness; Fair 2 = Opportunity to Perform; Fair 3 = Bias Suppression; Fair 4 = Career
Relevance; Fair 5 = Informativeness; S-Esteem = Self-Esteem; Attract. = Attractiveness; Intn.. Acpt. = Intention to Accept; Overall PF = Overall
Procedural Fairness; Overall Pot. = Overall Potential; Org. Decis. = Organisational Decision-Making; Ap. Decis. = Applicant decision-Making



Appendix 9

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Matrix for Study B Scales at Times 3 to 6

Measure Mn. SD N I 2. 3. 4, 31, 32, 33. 34 35 36. 37. 38 39. 40. 41,
Time Three
31. ACExper® 150 05 577 -12t 08" -05 -.09' 1.00
32. Fairl 381 049 584 01 .04 .08 .02 -03 1.00
33. Fair2 3.47 057 589 -06 .12t -04 -02 .02  30* 1.00
34. Fair3 393 058 584 11t 05 -04 -01 -01 39% 33* 1.00
35. Fair 4 371 059 58 -07 10" -03 .01 -00 30* .56* .31% 1.00
36. Fair$s 350 0.66 581 .09" .04 -05 .00 .02 27* 23% .19% 23* 1.00
37. Motivation 4.64 043 587 -07 .07 -02 -04 -01 23* 19% 23* 27¢ 09" 1.00
38. Anxiety 231 068 588 -06 .03 .05 -06 -10" -19% -24% -21% -20*% -12F 02 1.00
39. S-Esteem 524 094 583 -03 .08 .12 .02 .04 24* 23% 20% 21* 08 .15*% -38*% 1.00
40. Attract. 458 0.56 588 .11t -03 .08 .08 -00 20*% 21* 17* 21* 08  40* .05 .10" 1.00
41. Intent Acpt. 4.07 079 589 10" .06 .03 .07 -00 .17% 25% 17* 22* 06 .38% 09" .05 .55% 1.00
Time Four
42. Language® 1.59 049 493  34* -15% -0l .02 -07 .00 -02 -07 -06 .09" -15% -17* 06 .03 -.03
43. Fairl 405 055 488 .06 .08 .00 .04 -09 .40* 26* 25% 21* .16 .16* -13t 14t 12F  .15F
44. Fair2 334 065 493 -02 -00 .02 .09 -03 26% .49* 19% 34% 24% 11" -23% 16+ .12t .13*
45. Fair3 435 050 491 -02 .05 -01 .02 -06 .25% 23% 47* 19% 15T 18* -21* 17* 12" .14t
46. Fair 4 369 063 491 -16% .14t -05 -01 -.04 22% 44% 18% 57 20% 15*% -13t 10" .16* .17*
47. Fair5 340 073 48 .05 .04 01 -05 .04 25% 26*%  20% 27% 48+ .15% -11' 08 .12t .14%
48. OverallPF 394 065 494 -02 .03 .01 .02 -08 .24% 20% 23* 27* 16* .08 -17* .14% .09 .11t
49. Motivation 4.48 0.52 503 -.07 .09" -04 -06 .02 .20% .23* 27% 30% .08 .63* -04 .l6* 31* .34%
50. Anxiety 247 080 503 -12F 09" 06 -06 -08 -06 -17% -07 -06 -05 .10t .66% -31* 09" .14t
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Measure Mn. SD N 1. 2. 3. 4, 31, 32, 33, 34. 35  36. 37. 38. 39. 40. 41.
51. S-Esteem 496 1.01 497 -02 .06 .02 .05 .13t 13F 21 18* 24 107 .10 -37* 57¢ 03 -0l
52. Attract. 454 063 492 -00 .01 .01 .03 .04 .23% 23% 18 23*% 14T 32% .02 11" 59% 44
53. Intent Acpt. 4.03 0.80 491 .04 .07 .07 .03 .00 .15% 18% .15* 20* .07  32* .03 .01  47% .74*

Time Five
54, Equity 342 092 446 -02 .07 -04 -03 .02 .14t 22¢ 11 23* 11" 09 -09 06 .06 .05
55. Feedback  3.72 0.73 436 -.10" .16* .06 .02 .07 .17 20% .16F 23* .11t 11t -09 12" 05 .09
56. OverallPF 378 0.79 447 -02 -01 .02 .02 -03 .15t .26* .13% 22* 14 06 -13f 06 .08 .05
57. OverallDF 3.66 1.05 447 -00 .04 -02 -02 .02 .5t .10 .10t .11* .10t .10* -01 .08 .03 -.02
58. S-Esteem  S5.11 1.02 443 .02 .03 .03 .02 .14t 20% 20* .14t .14t 12 .16* -34* 60* 08 .02
59. S-Efficacy 5.51 0.69 435 .10' .05 .16* .10' .07 .18* .18* .19% 12" 13"} 25% -18*% 28% 22% 9%
60. Attract. 447 073 442 02 .01 .04 06 .02 13" 22%  23*%  21% 06  21* -03 .07 A41* 33%
61. Exp.Tenur. 494 1.15 222 .18 -13* 01 .10 -08 -04 .09 .15% .05 14" .18t -04 09 .23* 32%

AC Scores
62. OverallPot. 6.57 0.88 640 -.15% 07 .03 ~-11t 07 .05 .01 .06 -04 -12F 03 -05 .11t -03 -.16
63. Org. Decis® 1.50 050 601 .06 -03 -08 -04 -00 .03 03 .07 -01 .04 06 .03 .03 .07 -03
64. Ap.Decis® 1.80 040 276 .10 .04 -07 .03 -0l 04 06 .03 .06 -01 .23* 00 .01  28* 34%

Time 6
65. Training 640 48 9 -14 00 .12 .11 .03 -01 20 .02 .19 -02 -1l -20 20 .11 .02
66. M.Contact 248 130 103 .07 -08 .02 .01 .11 .08 .09 -07 .00 20 ~-11 .05 .00 .12 .05
67. M.Quality 399 066 100 .12 -12 .10 .11 -18 -15 07 20 -05 -05 .08 -06 23 .06 .23
68. Soc.Know. 5.12 075 106 -00 -06 .00 -04 .19 -12 .02 ~-16 .08 .03 -02 .03 .13 -06 .08
69. RoleKnow. 479 1.16 107 .13 -08 .06 .07 -04 -24" 03 03 01 .04 -02 -0 .11 -10 .14
70. Org.Know. 4.65 0.87 110 -13 -01 -01 -02 09 .10 228 .16 .12 .03 .09 -18 .17 .12 .0l
71. IRKnow. 494 122 110 .12 .13 .03 .03 -00 -13 ~-16 .04 -05 .18 -03 -07 .04 -10 .01
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Measure Mn. SD N L 2. 3, 4. 31. 32, 33, 34, 35 36 37. 38 39, 40. 4.
72. ERPC Vio. 206 080 109 -03 .17 .09 .01 .01 .15 -04 02 .01 07 07 -07 07 .08 -10
73. Org.Com. 510 075 102 .02 -12 -09 -07 .25% -02 -03 .01 .14 07 .03 .14 -04 .03 -0l
74. Job Satisf. 382 095 109 .04 -02 -05 -04 .10 -15 07 01 .10 -08 .14 05 .04 .06 .05
75. Attrac. 439 061 111 .02 -10 -03 04 15 06 .03 -0l .18 .01 .04 -03 .11 .03 .05
76. Exp. Tenur. 494 118 103 .03 -15 -07 -01 00 -13 -07 -00 .05 .11 .09 .18 .03 -04 .02

Measure  42. 43. 44, 45, 46, 47. 48. 49, 50. 51. 52, 53, 54. 55, 56, S57. 58. 59,

Time Four
42, Language® 1.00
43. Fairl -.02 1.00
44. Fair2 08  47* 1.00
45. Fair3 02 .49%  34%  1.00
46. Fair4 -07  47*  58%  34% 1.00
47. Fair5 06 .40%  40%  21%  38% 1.00
48. OverallPF .03  .56* .59% .33% 54  39% 100
49. Motivation -.13t 28*% 23* 24*  20* .16* .19* 1.00
50. Anxiety -17% -15%  -30% .13t 14 06 -27* .03 1.00
51. S-Bsteem .01  .25% .34% 17* 22% 16* 27* .14 -43* 1.00
52.  Attract. -01  27%  29%  25%  35%  22% 28% 38% 01 .06 1.00
53. Intent Acpt. -.02  .19% .17* .16* .22* 15% 16* .41* .14* 00  .52% 1.00

Time Five
54. Equity -04  31* 34 21% 24 17¢ 28 22*% .15t 21* 11" 08 1.00
55. Feedback  -.09  .29% 28% 25% 27* 24% 28 20* 00 .12' 21* 17t 43*% 1.00
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Measure 42, 43, 44, 45, 46. 47. 48. 49, 50. 51. 52. 53. S54. 55 S6. S7. 58. 50
56. OverallPJ -06 .35% 39* 30* 31* .22*% 43* .15% -18% .16t .17F .09 .65* .50* 1.00
57. OverallDF -.06  .22% 23* 15% 15t 07  20* .14t -08 .18 07 .04 .80* .40* .60* 1.00
58. S-Esteem .04 .14t 21* 15t 15F 10 .17* .09 -40* .67% .01 -11' .16* 07 .13t 20% 1.00
59. S-Efficacy .03 .14t .15t 13" 13" 12" 12t 27¢ -08  21%  24%  25% 03 .17 08 .02  .26% 1.00
60. Attract. =07 29%  24%  25%  20% 16t 26%  34% 05 .03 .58% 42%  34%  32%  40*%  24*% 03 .30*
61. Exp.Tenur. .04 .09 .07 .06 .11 .14 .11 .07 -10 .01 25 32% .12 .06 .20 09 .09 .21t
AC Scores
62. Overall Pot. -.15* 10" .10" 07 .11' .02 .07 100 -.14t  19% 04 18*%  45%  17*  30*%  45%  22*% .09
63. Org. Decis* -.09 .13f .10 09 .10t .07 .09 .06 -10" .16 .08 .01  .69* 27* 48% 72* 18% .05
64. Ap.Decis® -04 .09 -04 -02 -0l .01 08 A3t 100 <09 22% 38 05 .05 .07 .10 -11 .14
Time 6
65. Training 00 01 .05 -02 .03 .02 .18 -18 -14 .11 -03 -15 .13 .09 .04 .13 11 -09
66. M.Contact 21 -16 -06 .06 .02 -04 -07 -08 -04 -21 -07 -00 -04 -09 .09 -10 -07 -.06
67. M.Quality -19 .17 22* 16 .10 21 .05 36* .16 .17 .14 28 05 -0 .17 .08 .11 .15
68. Soc.Know. -15 -02 .04 .10 -01 -01 -17 .14 .03 -07 .02 -0t -11 .03 .08 -08 .15 .01
69. RoleKnow. .01 .04 06 .08 -01 .08 -13 .12 .15 .02 22 .02 .02 -0l .07 .03 .13 .07
70. Org.Know. -19 .15 .19 .12 .12 .11 .07 .15 -04 .10 328 -06 .10 32 13 a8 15 .19
71. IRKnow. .10 .10 .17 .10 -02 25 -10 .08 .10 ~-10 228 .12 .01 .05 20" .07 .06 .00
72. ERPCVio. -01 .08 -08 -06 -13 .04 .04 -10 -09 .13 -22 -09 .17 -15 -04 -13 .07 -04
73. Org.Com. .16 .01 .08 .15 .19 .15 .08 .09 .14 -23° .15 .01 ~-10 21 .14 .10 -08 .18
74. JobSatisf. .06 -02 -01 .12 .05 -03 -09 .19 .09 -21' 04 -09 -14 -04 01 -02 -11 .19
75. Attract. 01 03 07 .0 13 .01 05 .09 14 -16 31' 09 -03 .14 13 -04 -07 .19
76. Exp.Tenur. .01 -05 -08 .13 .01 .13 -07 -03 .17 -22' .13 -06 -06 .17 .02 -05 -05 -.09




Measure  60. 61.  62. 65. 66. 67. 68. 69. 70. 7. 72. 73. 74 75. 76,
Time Five
60. Attract. 1.00
61. Exp. Tenur. .33* 1.00
AC Scores
62. Overall Pot. .15% -10 1.00
63. Org. Decis.* 33* .13 .60
64. Ap.Decis® 24* 25% -03
Time 6
65. Training  -.03 -04 .05 1.00
66. M. Contact -.18 -.06 -.20 -02  1.00
67. M.Quality 20 .12 .04 16 -36* 1.00
68. Soc.Know. -.10 -16 -.15 14 11 .15 1.00
69. Role Know. -.05 .08 -.20' 11 -.02  42%  36% 1.00
70. Org. Know. .18 .03 .06 A8 10 23T 23" 40% 1.00
71. IRKnow. .02 .12 -21 15 .01 307 .54%  49% 231 1.00
72. ERPCVio. -01 .09 .08 02 =10 -13  -19 -28t -25F -20" 1.00
73. Org.Com. .11 .05 -.10 -02 31T .05 200 200 .16  34*% -33*% 1.00
74. Job Satisf. -.05 -.05 -.14 -04 14 230 28F  42% 24 29T -54%  45% 1,00
75. Attract. 16 .08 -.13 d2 .03 .08 .18 .28t 28F  28F  43%  63*  44% 1.00
76. Exp. Tenur. -.03  .48* -22 02 .09 .01 268 30 10 267 -32%  43% 41 44% 1.00
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Note.* p <.001; ¥ p <.01; ' p <.05. * Spearman rho correlations. AC Exper. = Assessment Centre Experience; Fair 1 = Interpersonal Effectiveness;
Fair 2 = Opportunity to Perform; Fair 3 = Bias Suppression; Fair 4 = Career Relevance; Fair 5 = Informativeness; S-Esteem = Self-Esteem; Attract. =

Attractiveness; Intn.. Acpt. = Intention to Accept; Overall PF = Overall Procedural Fairness; Overall Pot. = Overall Potential; Org. Decis.

Organisational Decision-Making; Ap. Decis. = Applicants Decision-Making; Overall DF = Overall Distributive Fairness; S-Efficacy = Self-Efficacy;
M. Contact = Manager Contact; M. Quality = Manager Relationship Quality; Soc. Know. = Social Knowledge; Role Know. = Role Knowledge; Org.

Know. = Organisational Knowledge; IR Know = Interpersonal Resources Knowledge; ER PC Vio. = Employer Psychological Contact Violation.
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Appendix 10

Interactions Between Feedback and the Procedural Justice Rules on Post-
Decision Outcome Measures

Figure 1: The Interaction Between Feedback (Time 5) and Career Relevance (Time
4) on Organisational Attractiveness (Time 5)
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Figure 2: The Interaction Between Feedback (Time 5) and Career Relevance (Time
4) on Offer Acceptance Decisions (Time 5)

2

1.9 4

1.8 |

1.7 |

Offer Acceptance Decisions

1.6 |
L
1.5
Low Career Low Fee dback} High Career
Relevance Relevance

g High Feedback}




361

Figure 3: The Interaction Between Feedback (Time 5) and Interpersonal
Effectiveness (Time 4) on Offer Acceptance Decisions (Time 5)
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Appendix 11
Thorndike’s (1949) Case 1 Formulae for Correction of Restriction of Range

The following formula is used when restriction is produced by selection on
the basis of a variable X, (i.e. the predictor) and there is knowledge of the standard

deviation in X, for both restricted (i.e. selected applicants only) and unrestricted

groups (i.e. all applicants):

R — o unrestricted
12 I

o-resm'cted ) 2 2 o-unrestricled
l—r; +ry| ————

restricted

Where, R,, = the estimate of the correlation in an unrestricted sample; r;,, =
the correlation found with the restricted sample; ¢ unrestricted = the standard
deviation of the measure in the unrestricted population; and o restricted = the

standard deviation of the measure in the restricted population

Cited in Guilford (1965)
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Appendix 12
Suggested SFS Procedural Rules Scales for Future Research

(1) Interpersonal Treatment

1.

2.
3.

hd

I was treated with warmth, sincerity and thoughtfulness during the selection
process

I was treated honestly and openly during the selection process.

During the selection process I feel I was treated more like a number than a
human being

The selection process was more like an interrogation - the people were cold and
rigid (R).

People were candid and frank with me during the selection process

During the selection process, the people made the difference - they were friendly
and made me feel at ease

(i1) Career Relevance

7.

10.

11.

The type of questions asked during the selection process were directly related to
a career with Shell

The selection process was directly relevant to a Shell career because it involved
the same things that are required in the career

The questions asked of me during the selection process were neither relevant nor
important for a Shell career (R)

I don’t think that the selection process can predict whether or not I will be
successful in a Shell career (R).

I can see a connection between the selection procedures and performance in a
Shell career

(111) Informativeness

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

I was offered an explanation of the types of factors that affect the selection
process decision

I received an adequate explanation of how the selection process would be scored.
It was made clear what was expected of me from the onset of the selection
process.

I was told how the selection process scores would be used to make a decision.

I was given a reasonable explanation for why the specific selection procedures
were used to hire people.

(iv) Two way communication

21.

22.

23.
24.

Lack of interactive or two-way communication was a problem in the selection
process

In a way, [ was able to conduct my own interview, asking questions about my
career and Shell ‘

I was not offered sufficient opportunity to ask questions (R)

The recruiters were straightforward and sincere about the career and what it
entails
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(v) Opportunity to Perform

25. The selection process did not capture the extent to which I am a hard worker (R)
26. The selection process got right down to what I could and could not do

27. 1 was given an adequate opportunity to demonstrate my skills and abilities

28. During the selection process, I never got the chance to prove myself (R).

29. During the selection process, I was able to communicate my capabilities.

(vi) Bias Suppression

26. There did not appear to be any bias or discrimination on the basis of sex or
anything

27. Some of the questions asked during the selection process were intrusive of my
privacy

28. Personal motives or biases appeared to influence the selection process

29. I think that the hiring process is affected by special treatment offered to some
people

30. I was asked questions that I feel were discriminatory
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