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The past decade has seen continued interest in the  employment interview,
with  several  changes  in  research  emphasis.  The  present  review  is  a
comprehensive examination of interview research conducted since Harris last
reviewed this literature.  We begin with a review of  the traditional  areas of
interview  research:  reliability,  validity,  structured  interviews,  inter-viewer
differences, equal employment opportunity issues, impression management,
and decision-making processes. Next,  we review and discuss more recent
developments in interview research such as the use of  the interview as a
means of assessing person±organization (P±O) fit and applicant reactions to
the employment interview. Throughout the review, suggested topics for future
research are discussed.

There is perhaps no more widely used selection procedure than the employ-
ment  interview.  Despite  decades  of  research  questioning  the  validity  of  the
interview and the reliability of interviewers, most organizations still include some
type of interview in their selection process. Recent research has inves-tigated a
number  of  different  aspects  of  the  interview  in  an  attempt  to  elucidate  the
reasons behind  their  continued use.  In  addition,  several  recent  studies  have
presented new psychometric evidence that provides support for the continued
use of the employment interview. Our review of this recent research will bring
together a wide variety of studies which, when considered together, may provide
a better picture of the employment interview and provide us with avenues for
future research.
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CONVENTIONAL WISDOM ON THE INTERVIEW

Until  very  recently,  the  interview,  as  typically  conducted,  was  thought  to  be
plagued by many problems. The following is probably an accurate summary of
conventional wisdom regarding the employment interview:

. There is low reliability among interviewers regarding what questions
should be asked of applicants and how applicants are evaluated.

. Applicant appearance including facial attractiveness, cosmetics, and attire,
biases interviewer evaluations. A recent study of appearance bias in the
interview was provided by an experiment finding that moderately obese
applicants  (especially  female  applicants)  were  much  less  likely  to  be
recommended for employment, even controlling for job qualifications

. Non-verbal cues (eye contact, smiling, etc.) also bias interviewer ratings
(Dipboye, 1992).

. Job Vacancy   Interviewers give more weight to negative information than to
positive information. Research suggests it takes more than twice as much
positive  as  negative  information  to  change  an  interviewer's  initial
impression of an applicant. As a result, the unstructured interview has
been labeled a ``search for negative evidence'' (Rowe, 1989).

. Primacy effectsÐwhere information is  obtained prior  to the interview or
during  its  early  stagesÐdominate  interviewer  judgments.  Research  has
shown that on average, interviewers reach final decisions about applicants
after  only  4  min  of  a  30-min  interview.  These  first  impressions  are
particularly  influential  because  interviewers  engage  in  hypothesis
confirmation  strategies  that  are  designed  to  confirm  their  initial
impressions.  Interviewers with positive  first  impressions of  an applicant
sell the applicant more on the company, do more recruiting, and tell them
more about the company (Dougherty, Turban, &

. Similarity effects, where applicants who are similar to the interviewer with
respect to race, gender, or other characteristics, receive higher
ratings and also bias interviewer judgments.

. Interviewers  have  poor  recall.  One  study  demonstrated  this  by  giving
managers an exam based on factual information after watching a 20-min
videotaped interview. Some managers got all 20 questions correct but the
average manager only got 10 questions right (Carlson, Thayer, Mayfield, &
Peterson, 1971).

Due to these factors, the typical, unstructured interview has been argued to
be a relatively invalid method of selecting employees. However, the publication
of Harris (1989, p. 720) signaled a change in direction and optimism of interview
research. Harris noted in his review, ``Earlier re-views of this literature were quite
negative about the validity of the interview as a selection tool; recent research
suggests that the interview
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may be much more valid.'' Harris also reviewed research in other areas, such as
decision-making in the interview and the effects of interviews on applicants. In
the next sections, we review interview research since the Harris review.

INTERVIEW RESEARCH SINCE 1989

Since  Harris's  (1989)  review a decade ago,  interview research has provided
many new insights into the interview. Table 1 contains a categorization and brief
summary of the goals and findings of interview research in the past decade. As
shown in the table, the research streams are grouped into four categories: (1)
Psychometric properties (reliability and validity) of  the inter-view; (2) Ways of
improving  the  interview,  which  include  structured  inter-views,  recognition  of
individual differences in interviewer validity lowongan kerja, and consideration of
equal  employment  opportunity;  (3)  Process  issues,  which  concern  applicant
impression  management  and  interviewer  decision-making  processes;  and  (4)
two new areas of  researchÐperson±organization  (P±O)  fit  and the effects  of
interviews on applicants. Below, we provide a review of studies on the interview
published since the Harris (1989) review. The review is grouped into the topical
areas that are depicted in Table 1, which are the ones that have attracted most
of the attention of interview researchers since 1989.

Psychometric Properties of the Interview

Reliability. As was noted earlier, it has been argued that reliability of the interview
is low, in that  interviewers do not  agree among themselves in terms of  what
questions  should  be  asked  of  applicants  and  how applicants  are  evaluated.
Furthermore,  it  has  been  argued  that  interviewers  base  their  decisions  on
different  factors,  have different  hiring standards  jobs for 14 year olds,  and
differ in the degree to which their actual selection criteria match their intended
criteria (Graves & Karren, 1996). A recent meta-analytic review of 111 studies,
however, shows that the reliability of the interview varies widely depending on
the  situation.  Conway,  Jako,  and  Goodman  (1995)  found  that  the  average
reliability of highly structured individual interviews was 0.59, while the reliability
of unstructured individual interviews was 0.37. As might be ex-pected, reliability
was  much  higher  for  panel  interviews.  Surveys  reveal  that  in  practice,
unstructured interviews are much more likely to be used than structured and, in
this case, the reliability of the average interview is likely to be close to 0.37.
Thus, individual interviews are only moderately valid. Structured interviews are
considerably  more reliable,  which of  course is one of  the goals of  structured
interviews.  That  structured  and  unstructured  inter-views  have  such  different
levels  of  reliability  may  explain  differences  in  the  validity  of  structured  and
unstructured interviews, which will be considered in the ``Structured interviews''
section loker jakarta.
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TABLE 2
Validity of Structured Interview Controlling for Cognitive Ability

Without range restriction With range restriction
corrections corrections

Cognitive ability (B) 0.48 0.42
Structured interview (B) 0.12 0.27
Multiple correlation (R) 0.54 0.59

Note:  Correlation  between  cognitive  ability  scores  and  structured  interview  performance  was
estimated at 0.40 (Huffcutt et al., 1996). Validity of cognitive ability was estimated at 0.53 (Hunter
& Hunter, 1984). Validity of structured interview was estimated to be 0.31 (without range 
restriction correction) and 0.44 (with range restriction correction) (McDaniel et al., 1994).

Validity. Although for 50 years the conventional wisdom was that interviews had
low validity,  publication  of  several  influential  reviews  in  the  last  decade  has
challenged  this  conclusion.  In  particular,  McDaniel,  Whetzel,  Schmidt,  and
Maurer (1994) conducted a meta-analysis of the literature and found that the
mean validity of all interviews was 0.26 (without correcting estimates for range
restrictionÐsee  below).  This  estimate  is  higher  than  what  has  typically  been
assumed.  This  overall  estimate  does not  distinguish  between structured  and
unstructured interviews, which will be discussed below.

Improving the Interview

Structured Interviews. It  has been known for some time that  structured inter-
views are more valid than unstructured interviews. The McDaniel et al. (1994)
meta-analysis estimated the validity of structured interviews to be 0.31, while the
validity  of  unstructured  interviews  was  0.23.  (We  think  the  actual  validity  of
unstructured interviews may be lower than this, as truly unstructured interviews
probably  would  have  no  numerical  scores;  meaning  they  could  not  have  a
validity  score  attached  to  them.)  Another  study  (Huffcutt  &  Arthur,  1994)
suggested  even  higher  validities  for  structured  interviews  (0.57  when  highly
structured). However, it is difficult to know how to interpret this estimate since it
was  corrected  for  range restriction (which is  a  procedure that  is  not  without
controversy;  Sackett,  Schmitt,  Tenopyr,  Kehoe,  &  Zedeck,  1985;  Schmidt,
Hunter,  Pearlman,  &  Rothstein-Hirsch,  1985).  Because  corrections  for  range
restriction have such a dramatic effect on estimated validity, and because such
corrections  have  not  been  used  in  many  meta-analyses  in  the  selection
literature, the merits of such corrections need to be researched further. Despite
concerns over these corrections, however, results do clearly suggest that scores
on structured interviews are non-trivially related to job performance loker kerja.

In the past few years, researchers have attempted to better understand the
conditions  under  which  structured  interviews  are  most  valid.  For  example,
several  studies  have  investigated  the  validity  of  future-oriented  or  situational
interviews (``What would you do if . . . ?'') versus experience-based or behavioral
interviews (``What did you do when . . . ?''). The
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McDaniel et al. (1994) meta-analysis suggested that situational interviews are
more  valid,  while  two  studies  directly  comparing  the  formats  suggested  that
experienced-based interviews are more valid (Campion, Campion, & Hudson,
1994; Pulakos & Schmitt,  1995). The other issue that  has domi-nated recent
research on structured interviews is that of incremental validity. One pre-1989
study  suggested  that  structured  interviews,  while  valid,  did  not  contribute
incremental  validity  controlling for  cognitive  ability  tests  (Campion,  Pursell,  &
Brown, 1988). This result caused Campion et al. (1988, p. 36) to label structured
interviews, ``orally administered cognitive ability test[s].'' More recently, several
studies have suggested that struc-tured interviews do add incremental validity
beyond cognitive ability tests (Campion et al., 1994; Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995). It
is  clear  that  cognitive  ability  is  substantially  correlated  with  scores  on  the
structured  interview,  perhaps  at  a  higher  level  than  the  structured  interview
correlates  with  job  performance  (Huffcutt,  Roth,  &  McDaniel,  1996  report  a
correlation  of  0.40  between  structured  interview  and  cognitive  ability  test
scores).  Table  2  shows  the  incremental  validity  of  the  structured  interview
controlling for cognitive ability. As the table shows, if estimates are uncorrected
for range restriction, the validity of the structured interview appears to be quite
small controlling for cognitive ability. We are not necessarily advocating here that
organizations abandon use of structured interviews in favor of cognitive ability
tests. Rather, we are arguing that more consideration needs to be given to what
is  being  measured  in  the  structured  interview,  and  the  implications  for
incremental validity job vacancies.

Individual Differences in Interviewer Validity. Research has consistently demon-
strated that interviewers differ widely in their  ability to accurately forecast job
performance. This has caused some researchers to wonder whether we should
not  focus  on  the  validity  of  the  interview,  but  rather  on  the  validity  of  the
interviewer.  It  has  even  been  argued  that  since  interviewers  differ  in  their
evaluations and use different parts of the rating scale, aggregation of ratings
across interviewers systematically understates the ability of interviewer rat-ings
to predict job performance (Dreher, Ash, & Hancock, 1988). Recently, Pulakos,
Schmitt,  Whitney,  and  Smith  (1996)  completed  the  most  comprehen-sive
investigation of individual differences in interviewer validity to date. Analyzing the
decisions  of  62  interviewers,  who  completed  an  average  of  25  structured
interviews, Pulakos et al. (1996) showed differences in interviewer kerja online
dari rumah  validity (correlation between an individual interviewer's ratings and
job performance for  the interviewees who were hired)  ranging from ÿ0.10 to
0.65. Contrary to Dreher et al.'s (1988) arguments, they found that aggregation
across  interviewers  did  not  lower  the  estimated  validity  of  the  interview.  As
Pulakos et al. (1996) note, this difference may have been due to the fact that
Dreher  et  al.  studied  unstructured  interviews  while  Pulakos  et  al.  studied
structured interviews. Thus, there appear to be vast differences in interviewer
validity, which suggests the somewhat ironic (though obvious) point that those
who do the selecting (interviewers) need to be carefully selected themselves.
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What background characteristics lead to individual differences in validity is an
obvious question for future research.

Equal Employment Opportunity. Numerous studies have investigated the role of
equal  employment  opportunity  (EEO)  in  the  interview.  Several  studies  have
investigated, for example, whether black, female, or older interviewees received
lower ratings than white, male, or younger interviewees. Despite the research
attention, this area has suffered from a number of limitations. First, the results
have been mixed, with some studies showing sex or racial differences, and other
studies showing no differences. Second, few studies investigated demographic
similarity in the interview. The literature on demographic similarity would argue
that  one  cannot  understand  how  an  interviewer  evaluates,  say,  a  female
applicant  without  knowing  the  sex  of  the  interviewer.  Indeed,  several  recent
studies suggest that demographic similarity effects appear to exist in the inter-
view. Namely, white interviewers tend to give white interviewees higher ratings
and black interviewees lower ratings,  and black interviewers give black inter-
viewees higher ratings and white interviewees lower ratings (Lin et al.,  1992;
Prewett-Livingston, Feild, Veres, & Lewis, 1996). These studies also suggested
that structured interviews did not counteract these race effects.

The role of gender has been studied frequently jobs for 15 year olds, and
the most recent results suggest that females do not receive lower ratings than
males (Harris,  1989).  However,  studies investigating sex similarity have been
lacking. With respect to the race similarity effects, it is easier to understand why
these findings exist (the similarity±attraction paradigm is one of the more robust
findings  in  social  psychology)  than  what  should  be  done  about  them.  The
similarity  effects  would  only  imply  generalized  adverse  impact  if  interviewers
were demographically imbalanced (e.g., more male interviewers than female).
Thus,  one  practical  implication  of  these  findings  would  be  to  ensure  that
interviewers were balanced in terms of  demographic characteristics.  A recent
analysis  of  dis-crimination  cases  involving  the  interview  suggested  that  the
employer loses a little under half of all cases that reach district court (Williamson,
Campion,  Malos,  Roehling,  &  Campion,  1997).  Thus,  employers  need to  be
concerned with adverse impact in the interview. The same study showed that
structured interviews fared significantly better in the courts.

Process Issues

Impression  Management.  Unlike  other  selection  procedures,  the  employment
interview has a social component. To be sure, the exchange of information is
central to the intended purpose of the interview. Yet it must be acknowledged
that most questions asked in the interview, if the collection of factual informa-tion
were the primary purpose of the interview, could more efficiently be collected
from  an  application  blank  or  questionnaire.  It  may  not  be  too  much  of  an
overstatement to conclude that interviews are a bit  of an illusionÐthe evident
purpose is the exchange of factual information, but the social dynamics are what
really matter (make the interview distinctive). Given the social
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nature of the interview and that applicants typically are motivated to impress the
interviewer, the inclination of applicants to manage impressions in the interview
cannot be denied work from home jobs.

Indeed,  a  recent  study  (Stevens  &  Kristof,  1995)  of  applicant  influence
behavior in the context of college interviews revealed that, during the course of
an interview, all applicants self-promoted (used positive self-descriptions), and
the average applicant engaged in 33 acts of self-promotion and spent roughly 8
minutes  on  self-promotion  during  the  course  of  the  30-minute  interview.  By
contrast,  roughly  half  the  applicants  engaged  in  some  form  of  ingratiation
(praise, compliments, opinion conformity), but the average applicant engaged in
only two acts of ingratiation. How well do these tactics work? Recently, Higgins,
Judge,  and  Ferris  (2000)  completed  a  meta-analysis,  which  revealed  that
ingratiation and self-promotion positively affected an interviewer's eva-luation of
job candidates. Thus, applicants engage in impression management behaviors,
and it appears that those who engage in more of these behaviors achieve higher
success in the interview. It is not known what implications applicant impression
management have for the interview. On the one hand, impression management
would appear to be a source of error in that it stands in the way of interviewers
accurately measuring an applicant's true qualifica-tions for the job. On the other
hand, to the extent that impression manage-ment behaviors are related to job
performance (and  it  appears  that  they  are;  Higgins  et  al.,  2000),  impression
management may not  detract  from, or may even enhance, the validity of the
interview. This would be a worthy area for future research.

Decision-Making in the Interview. The literature studying how interviewers make
decisions  in  the  interview continues  to  expand.  One  of  the  more  prominent
research  streams  has  concerned  the  effect  of  interviewers'  pre-interview
impressions  on  their  subsequent  decisions.  In  one  sense,  the  effect  of  pre-
interview  beliefs  on  post-interview  decisions  is  perfectly  logical  and  func-
tionalÐmost interviewers have collected certain information about an appli-cant
from other  sources  (applications,  resumes,  references,  test  scores)  and  this
information can be quite relevant. Thus, pre-interview information can actu-ally
enhance or augment the validity of the interview. Where the situation becomes
problematic is when pre-interview perceptions bias the subsequent conduct of
the interview, and interviewers' cognitive processes during or after the interview.
To the extent that such biases are pervasive, it would under-mine the validity of
the interviewÐif an interviewer's decisions were purely a function of pre-interview
beliefs, then the decision would only be as valid as the pre-interview information.
In  fact,  research  indicates  that  pre-interview  im-pressions  influence  post-
interview evaluations and affect interviewers' beha-viors (e.g., interviewers with
positive pre-interview impressions spend more time recruiting the applicant) and
cognitions (interviewers' pre-interview impressions influence how they interpret
applicant behavior during the inter-view) (Phillips & Dipboye, 1989). Research
further  indicates  that  pre-interview  impressions  influence  post-interview
evaluations, even controlling for appli-
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