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Abstract

Fit is important for organizations and can lead ttumber of positive outcomes, including
satisfaction and organizational commitment. linslear whether interviewers can accurately
assess person-organization and person-job fit ¢gfirdlwe employment interview. This study
used a mixed between-subject and within-subjedgdeas assess the effects of training on the
identification of fit vis-a-vis value congruenc@nalyses confirmed that interviews can be used
to assess this type of fit. Further, training baruseful for improving the accuracy of this
assessment; however, people are better at idengifyiack of values rather than a presence of
values. Additionally, interviewers’ ratings of &kbility, overall fit, and employability (i.e.,
hiring decision and pay decision) were relateddaxceived value congruence. These findings
and their implications for organizations are disads

Keywords:person-organization fit, person-job fit, perceiwaiue congruence, actual

value congruence, subjective value congruenceyieiges



| Know What | Want When | Seelt: The Effects of Training on Fit Detection Through the
Employment I nterview

The attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) framewdf&chneider, 1987) suggests that both
employers and applicants are attracted to each b#sed on similarity. This similarity can be
described as fit and can have many positive outsdméh for an applicant and an organization.
A meta-analysis by Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, anthidson (2005) found that person-job fit
and person-organization fit were strongly relatedhiny positive outcomes, such as job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, andatiegly related to outcomes such as intention
to quit and strain. Therefore, it is important éwganizations to select employees who have a
high fit for a job or organization.

While many are in agreement about the importahdg there are still differing opinions
about how fit should be conceptualized, defined, measured (Kristof, 1996). Fit can be
assessed at many levels, such as person-job fiitY,Rakerson-group fit (PG fit), person-vocation
fit (PV fit), person-organization fit (PO fit), angkrson-environment fit (PE fit). Depending on
the level, the conceptualization of fit changesttch the attributes that are important at that
level.

Within each level, fit can also involve a congrued many different attributes. For
example, Edwards (1991) argues that PJ fit carobeeaptualized in two ways: 1) demands-
abilities fit, in which the knowledge, skills, aadilities (KSAs) of the individual match the
requirements of the job, or 2) needs-suppliesrfityhich the needs of the individual are met by
the attributes of the job. Caldwell and O’Reilly900) argue that PO fit involves the congruence
of knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) betweemindividual and organization. Moos (1987)

defined PO fit as the congruence between individealds, organizational structures, and



reinforcement systems. Bowen, Ledford, and Na{h881) argue that PO fit involves
congruence between an individual's personality @mdrganization’s image. Chatman (1989)
discusses PO fit as the congruence between thessaftan individual and an organization. In
addition, there are several ways to measure Pfie to the complexity inherent in this area,
the few studies examining fit have produced configgresults. Therefore, the purpose of the
present study was to address some of these issaésdrto measurement and respond to a call
for more controlled laboratory research in the arfeiit assessment through the interview
(Judge, Higgins, & Cable, 2000; Posthuma, Morge&oGampion, 2002).
Fit as Value Congruence

While fit has been defined and measured in numen@ys (Kristof, 1996), some of the
key attributes related to fit are the values ofratividual, the underlying needs met by a job, and
the values of an organization (Cable & DeRue, 2@fgtman, 1989; 1991; Judge & Bretz,
1992; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). At the leveltbie individual, values are important for
assessing fit for several reasons. While reseesdtave defined values in many ways, all agree
that values affect behavior. Allport, Vernon, dmddsey (1951) argue that values are motives.
French and Kahn (1962) extended this to say tHaesanotivate through goal-directed
behavior. Further, values are enduring beliefs fenalitate a person’s adaptation to his or her
environment (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Rokeach, 197Bhese definitions suggest that
individuals experiencing a mismatch between thein @alues and the values of the job or
organization will experience a lack of motivatiamaan inability to adapt to their work
environment. As such, it is important for the woekated values of an individual to match the

values met by a job and the values of an orgaoizati



At the level of the job, it has been argued thatgtaence between the needs of an
individual and the supplies of the job is an impattaspect of fit. As such, needs-supplies fit
has been the focus of many theories, includingsajent, well-being, and satisfaction (Kristof
et al., 2005). If a person’s needs are met by arf@ny positive outcomes are possible. Further,
a cluster of related needs make up a value (LafguBawis, 1978; McCloy et al., 1999).
Therefore, a focus on needs-supplies fit invohsseasing the congruence between individual
values and the needs, or values, met by a job.e¥xample, Kemelgor (1982) found that value
congruence between a supervisor and subordinatke@sn higher job satisfaction due to
congruence facilitating attainment of desired jthlautes. Posner, Kouzes, and Schmidt (1985)
also discovered that individuals found their job$& more desirable when personal values
matched those of the organization, which led togased job satisfaction. However, Edwards
(1991) has cautioned researchers about the intatjore of these studies. These studies have
typically examined congruence between individualthe organization and inferred how this
congruence impacts fit with the job but have noasueed needs or whether these needs are
being met by the job. There is a lack of resear¢his area as most PJ fit research has focused
on the demands-abilities congruence.

At the level of the organization, values are ataportant. Chatman (1991) argues that
value systems are important to organizations ashbk define the culture that dictates
appropriate behavior of members and motivate theites and functions of the organization. In
a study examining the role value congruence playsiorganization, Enz (1988) found that
having values congruent with top managers wasexrmatant of departmental power. In a study

examining congruence between personal values gjahization values, Posner et al. (1985)



found that shared values were related to posititeames such as organizational goals and
organizational commitment.

Because values have a strong impact on individelaawior, job choice, and dictate the
culture of an organization, Chatman (1989) arghaswithout value congruence, one of three
things may happen. First, a new employee may ahhiggor her values to fit within the values
of the job or organization (e.g., Weiss, 1978)cdel, a new employee may change the values
of the job or organization (e.g., Kohn & SchoolE978). Last, the new employee might leave
the job or organization (Kristof-Brown et al., 2Q00%As these outcomes are likely not desirable,
an argument can be made for the importance ofghfanvalue congruence.

Other research has suggested that work-value genge has led to other positive
outcomes for organizations, such as organizatiotiaenship behaviors (OCBs) and employee
happiness. O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) found #ia&te congruence predicted extra-role
behaviors and turnover. Morse’s (1975) findingggasted that individuals were more
comfortable and competent in organizations thatdnadlar values to their own. Chatman
(1991) found that individuals who had high workueaktongruence with an organization had
high job satisfaction, adjusted quickly, and wessllikely to leave the organization. All of this
research seems to suggest that fit, in terms ok walue congruence, is important for an
organization. As such, a useful way to conceptedit is the value congruence between the
individual and the organization or job.

I nterviews

Given that value congruence influences severalmzg#tonal outcomes, businesses need

to find techniques to assess the values of jobidates to ensure congruence with specific jobs

and organizations more generally. One potent@drigjue for assessing values in a pre-



employment context is an interview. Rynes and &ert1990) argue that fit has most often
been assessed through the employment interviesefection purposes because the attributes
considered for fit are interpersonally exhibited &valuated. In their review of the interview
literature, Judge et al. (2000) state that vetleliesearch has focused on fit in the contexhef t
interview, despite the fact that many researchave largued for the use of employment
interviews to assess applicants’ value congrue@batman, 1991; Ferris & Judge, 1991).
Further, the few studies conducted on assessitigyéitgh employment interviews have
obtained conflicting results due to various formhsn@asurement (Adkins, Russell, & Werbel,
1994; Bretz, Rynes, & Gerhart, 1993; Cable & Jud§®7; Rynes & Gerhart, 1990).

With regard to measuring value congruence, thexredew key distinctions to consider.
More specifically, congruence has been assessatkhguring an interviewer’s perception of
applicant, job, or organization values to obtaireatimate operceived congruence
Congruence has also been assessed by comparingrdeasurements of applicant values to
determineactual congruencéCable & Judge, 1997; Judge et al. 2000). Lasgsures of
overall fit, also known asubjective fitask an interviewer to provide an overall impressf
applicant fit. This distinction is important inaththe comparison of actual congruence, perceived
congruence, and subjective fit has led to diffemritomes in terms of the ability of an
interviewer to assess fit.

In one such study, Rynes and Gerhart (1990) asladiters to complete a series of
measures after interviewing MBA students. Thesasuees asked the recruiters to assess
attributes of the applicants, their overall emplaity, and their degree of subjective fit. They
found that recruiters were able to distinguish lestmvoverall employability and fit. Further,

they found a higher within-firm recruiter agreeméntfit than between-firm recruiter



agreement. The authors interpreted this reswdvaence that recruiters’ assessment of fit had
some basis in actual firm characteristics, rathantsome idiosyncratic recruiter preference.
Last, they found that recruiter assessment ofdi velated to the MBA students’ attributes, such
as goal orientation, and not job qualificationgshsas work experience. While Rynes and
Gerhart (1990) were directly assessing subjectiyéhkir results suggest that perceived
congruence may be influenced by actual congrudrmeever, this was not directly assessed.

In another study using campus recruiters, Bret#.€1.993) chose to avoid imposing a
description of fit. They asked recruiters to ansaseries of questions about fit in an attempt to
assess the recruiters’ ideas of fit and extraatiBpexamples. The researchers then
independently coded the interviews for informatarout fit. They found that while the
literature may be arguing for selecting on congoaein values or culture, recruiters focused on
experience, appearance, and social skills. Thexefianterviewers are not provided with
information about fit and important attributes, geved fit will not be influenced by actual
congruence.

In another related study, Adkins, Russell, andiWk(1994) had campus recruiters
complete the Comparative Emphasis Scale (CES, iR&uleglino, 1987) assessing personal
work values and what they perceived to be theipaations’ work values. Applicants also
completed the CES so that the researchers couddhadscore for actual congruence. After each
interview, the recruiters scored the applicant mpleyability and subjective fit. They found
that congruence between the values of the applar@hthe interviewer was related to
employability and fit. However, congruence betwdsnvalues of the applicant and the
organization was not related to employability anbjsctive fit. Therefore, actual value

congruence did not appear to be related to sutbgeftiti



In a fourth study, Cable and Judge (1997) direz$iyessed actual value congruence,
perceived value congruence, and subjective fiteyTddministered an Organizational Culture
Profile (OCP; O'Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 199%b) assess applicants’ values. The OCP was
also administered to the interviewers to assesspbeceptions of the applicants’ values as well
as their perceptions of their organizations’ valuékey found a small but significant
relationship between actual and perceived valugrecemce. However, perceived value
congruence had a larger impact on subjective fitgqions than actual value congruence.

Taken as a whole, these findings suggest sevengisth There is some evidence that, if
told to assess overall subjective fit, interviewease their assessments solely on experience and
social skills rather than on value congruence. Aoldally, perceived value congruence appears
to be related to subjective fit. However, when dieassessed, perceived value congruence is
impacted by actual congruence. These observatigygest that depending on how fit is
assessed, differing relationships between percagadruence and actual congruence are
obtained. However, if it is directly assessedppears that there is a relationship between
perceived value congruence and actual value congeueFurther, the employability and
subjective fit is related to perceived fit. Thenef, it appears that if fit is explained to
interviewers, actual congruence impacts perceivagjimience, subjective fit, and other

employability opinions. This led to the first hytpesis:

Hypothesis Onelnterviewers’ assessment of perceived value carge, subjective fit,
and likeability will be influenced by actual congnce. Interviewer's employment
decisions (i.e., hiring decision, pay recommenagtiaill be influenced by actual

congruence.



However, there is a caveat to these findings. firftkngs of Bretz et al. (1993) suggest
that experience and social skills may impact assessof fit. Therefore, it is important to
consider the situations under which experiencesaxcdal skills may be important. One
important consideration may be whether the focumiselecting for congruence with job values
or organization values.

Much of the research discussed has focused ontP@His is because most of the
research on PJ fit has addressed demands-alsltreguence (i.e., the individual having the
necessary KSAs to perform a job) rather than neegglies congruence (i.e., individual needs
met by a job). While demands-abilities congrueisdmportant for PJ fit, organizations can
screen for this type of congruence earlier in #edion process through resume screens and
other similar techniques rather than assessing ni@snabilities congruence in the interview
setting. Further, it is important for organizasamot to lose sight of the needs-supplies
congruence that is also important for PJ fit. Jolay either meet or not meet sets of needs,
which can be grouped to represent values, of amidwl (Lofquist & Dawis, 1978; McCloy et
al., 1999). Therefore, when selecting based omtambetween individual needs, or values, and
the values of the organization, it makes senséstoansider a match with the values met by the
job. Regardless, the ability demands of a job mia#ficult to assess PJ fit without
considering experience given that employers mayumsk experience to gauge the knowledge
and skills of a candidate (Bretz et al., 1993)mifirly, values are interpersonally exhibited and
evaluated, making social skills important for assegboth PO and PJ fit as well (Rynes &

Gerhart, 1990). These observations led to thensebgpothesis:

Hypothesis TwoExperience and social skills will interact wittganization value

congruence and job value congruence such thatexigarience level will diminish the



accuracy of the identification of job value congrae while high social skills will

enhance the identification of both job and orgatmmzavalue congruence.

Training

While several authors have argued for the effecgs of interviews as a method for
assessing fit (Adams, 1999; Rynes & Gerhart, 198@) have not ignored the problems that
interviews have as a selection tool (Judge e2@00). It is widely accepted that unstructured
interviews are poor predictors of performance (Arg@eCampion, 1982; Harris, 1989). On the
other hand, the structured interview has receiveddsupport in the literature as a selection tool
(Arvey & Campion, 1982; Campion, Palmer, & Campib97; Harris, 1989).

In their review of structured interviews, Campidrak (1997) argued for several
different methods of adding structure to improve ithterview process, of which two are relevant
to the present effort. First, they suggested deeaf detailed anchor rating scales to improve the
interview. Another way interviews can be structui®to provide interviewers with training.

Vance, Kuhnert, and Farr (1978) assessed the usehaivioral rating scales in a study
using audio recordings of interviews. Behaviogedimg scales provide a description of expected
behavior. These behaviors are linked to anchortpahat provide illustrations of behavior
expected from an applicant at each of the pointherscale. The authors assessed the impact of
using behavioral rating scales to reduce intengewr in comparison to a typical rating scale.
Vance et al. found that using the behavioral rasicge reduced rater error and increased rater
accuracy. Therefore, Campion et al. (1997) arbaedetailed anchor rating scales should be
used to enhance objectivity resulting in bettet-tetest and inter-rater reliability and agreement.

It is logical that these findings would extendlte identification of values through the interview.



Research on assessing value congruence throughiénte also suggests that training
may be useful (Judge et al., 2000). When not gexywith guidance, interviewers are not
accurate at assessing actual congruence (Brekz £0893). Other research has found conflicting
results about the ability of interviewers to defeetsonal attributes. For example, Arvey and
Campion (1982) have argued that interviewers hafieudty assessing personal characteristics.
However, Paunonen, Jackson, and Oberman (19874l fiia interviewers were able to assess
values in applicants. Therefore, it is likely thraining to use a behavioral rating scale would be
useful for assessing value congruence.

While training is not necessarily a method for agdstructure, Campion et al. (1997)
argue that it is a frequently used way to make thaeother structural components are
implemented correctly (Dipboye, 1992). Several wsidLatham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion,
1980; Maurer & Fay, 1988; Vance et al., 1978) hawad that training interviewers to use
rating scales led to high reliability, they have egamined the unique effects of the training,

which the present effort will consider vis-a-vigthext two hypotheses:

Hypothesis Thrednterviewers receiving PO fit training will be bet at identifying
organization value congruence. Interviewers rengi®J fit training will be better at
identifying job value congruence. Individuals neagg training in both PO and PJ fit

will be better at identifying both organization got value congruence.

Hypothesis Fourinterviewers will be influenced by their trainitglike, hire, and pay

more for applicants with a high value congruencécinag the focus of their training.

While training should help interviewers identifglue congruence, past research suggests

that individuals are better at identifying valuesome applicants than in others. Eder and

10



Buckley (1988) have argued that the judgment @nnéwers is impacted more by their own
cognitive organization than by actual attributeshef applicant. For example, Rosenhan (1973)
conducted a study examining the ability to distisgwsanity from insanity in a psychiatric
hospital. When pseudopatients (i.e., sane peoptehad never suffered from psychiatric
disorders) checked themselves into psychiatric italspthe real patients were better able to
identify the sane individuals than were the prafess mental health workers. The mental
health workers were looking for a presence of almabbehaviors indicating that the individuals
were sick. Alternatively, the other patients appddo notice a lack of abnormal behaviors
which helped them correctly identify the pseudag@s. This suggests that individuals are
better at classifying people if they focus on &latan attribute than the presence of an
attribute. Similarly, Rowe (1989) found that intewers give more weight to negative
information than to positive information. Thesesetyations led to the fifth, and final,

hypothesis:

Hypothesis Five:People will be more accurate at identifying apgiits with low values

than applicants with high values.

Method
Study Overview
In order to test these hypotheses, participants tvained to assess fit with one of three
possible training modules, while the experienceiaakills, PO fit, and PJ fit of applicants
were manipulated to be high or low. As such, thesdesign involved a between-subject factor
with three levels (training type) and four withinkgect factors (experience, social skills, PO fit,

PJ fit) with two levels each.

11



Participants

Participants were recruited from a large, southerasuniversity. Undergraduate
students chose from a list of studies in ordeeteive extra credit in their psychology courses.
Of the 147 who chose to participate in the presemdy, 44 were men, 97 were women, and Six
did not identify their sex. The average age ofgample was 19.

Procedures

Students were recruited to take part in the ptestedy, which was described as a
business scenario in which participants would @keéhe role of managers in charge of hiring a
new employee. When the participants arrived, these first asked to complete a timed
covariate during the first 15 minutes of the fivadh study. Additionally, they were asked to
complete untimed covariates and a background irdban questionnaire during the last hour of
the study. Measures of intelligence, personadityg risk taking were included as covariate
control variables that might confound the relattops being investigated.

After completing the first timed covariate measyr&rticipants read a scenario asking
them to take on the role of manager for a smadllbasiness. As a manager, each participant
would be assisting in the process of selectingvaaministrative assistant from a set of 16
applicants who had been chosen for interviewstidj@ants were informed that they would be
completing a training to assist them in this preceifter the training, they were asked to read
transcripts of interviews with the 16 applicantsl amswer a series of questions about each
applicant. These questions asked the particigardgssess the values, subjective fit, and
likeability of each applicant. Last, the partiappgwere asked to make a hiring and pay decision

for each applicant.

12



Covariate Measures

Employee Aptitude Survey (EAS). Given the cognitive demands of the task at hand, a
measure of intelligence was included as a covanegasure. The EAS was used to measure
intelligence. This measure asks participants @0 several statements and decide if each is true
or false. Participants also had the option toagadp'not sure.” Grimsley, Ruch, Warren, and
Ford (1985) and Ruch and Ruch (1980) have provededence for the predictive and construct
validity of this measure as a test of intelligendde retest reliability for this measure is around
.80.

Risk Taking. Due to the fact that participants were asked toexdcisions that could
impact the organization in the scenario, such ggpaisions, a measure of risk taking was
included as a covariate measure. The Domain-Spé&igk-Attitude Scale (Weber, Blais, &
Betz, 2002) assesses several content domainsgingltinancial, health/safety, recreational,
ethical, and social decisions. This 40-item measigks participants to read statements and
respond with their likelihood of engaging in eacktihaty. An example activity is “Betting a
day’s income at the horse races,” in which theigaent was asked to answer on a scale from
one, indicating very unlikely, to five, indicatimgry likely. This measure yielded an acceptable
average internal consistency coefficiamt(.75). Evidence for the construct validity oisth
measure has been provided by Weber, Blais, and(Be@2).

Personality. The Five Factor Model Questionnaire (FFMQ; Gill &dgkinson, 2007)
was used as a global assessment of personaliy. FFRIQ measures openness,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeablenesseamadticism. Participants were asked to read
a list of 80 adjectives and respond with the extenthich each word described them on a scale

from one indicating “not like me” to five indicagri'very like me.” This measure yielded an

13



acceptable average internal consistency coeffi¢eent.76). Evidence for the construct validity
of this measure has been provided by Gill and Hodgi.

Demographics. Participants were asked to answer several questioasbackground
data form. These items were self-reported andided questions about age, gender, work
experience, standardized test scores, and GPA.

M easur es

Values. The work importance profiler (WIP; McCloy et al999) was used to create a
values benchmark rating scale for use during theitrg. This benchmark rating scale was
shortened to create the measure used in the assggsisk. The WIP was chosen because it is
easily accessible on the O*NET website (a tookmeer exploration and job analysis) and
because the values are easy to understand contpavtiter value taxonomies, which include
values such as hedonism and universalism that rbgghtard for participants to understand in the
context of the work environment (e.g., SchwartA2)9 The WIP identifies six values, each
with associated needs. These six values anddbsaciated needs can be found in Figure 1 and
Figure 2.

The benchmark rating scale included definitionsaxth value in addition to definitions
of the associated needs. Next, using a brainstgrteichnique (Campion et al., 1997; Campion,
1988) guided by the WIP measure, the researchatewescriptions and examples of low,
medium, and high needs. To provide evidence ottment validity of these descriptions and
examples, five graduate students familiar withdbetent area were asked to read definitions of
the values and associated needs. They were tked &sread the descriptions and examples
and rate each on a scale from one (low) to fivghthi Following the guidelines suggested by

Pulakos (1997), two standards were met: high ageaeamong raters and a high percentage of

14



ratings at the proper level for each example. rtfenoto meet these standards, ratings were
assessed to make sure they fell within .5 poimis fthe expected value. That is to say, an
example intended to represent a low level of aajaihich should receive a score of 1, received
ratings no higher than a 1.5. Further, inter-regéability was computed. The five graduate
students’ ratings of the descriptions and exampla® reliable g = .81). This measure

yielded an acceptable average internal consisteoefficient ¢ = .78).

Subjective Fit. Because a single measure of both PO and PJ fitalidxist, items from
measures of PO fit and PJ fit (Judge & Cable, 1$2ks & Ashforth, 1997) were combined to
produce a new, seven-item measure of overallit.example item is: “To what extent would
this applicant find the kind of work they are loogifor?” Participants responded using a 5-point
Likert-type scale with the anchors of one indicgtia a very little extent and five indicating to a
very large extent. This measure yielded an acbéptaverage internal consistency coefficient (
=.93).

Likeability. Rather than focus on specific type of likeabilitel as interpersonal
attraction (e.g., Berscheid, 1985; Newcomb, 19%G)evceived similarity (e.g., Byrne, Clore, &
Worchel, 1966), general likeability was measuregbling seven items from various measures
(e.g., Findlay, Girardi, & Coplan, 2006; Kohn, 19%aza & Carpenter, 1987). Example items
include: “I like this applicant” and “I would wamd work with this person.” Participants
responded using a 5-point Likert-type scale witbhemms of one indicating strongly disagree and
five indicating strongly agree. This measure yaeléin acceptable average internal consistency
coefficient ¢ = .92).

Hiring Decision. The hiring decision was measured by the followiegi: “Would you

hire this applicant?” Participants responded weh gr no.
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Pay Decision. The pay decision was measured by the following itéhyou hired this
applicant, at what level would you start his or s&llary?” Participants responded to a 5-point
Likert-type scale with an anchor of one indicatiagbelow base pay, three indicating base pay,
and five indicating far above base pay.

Training Manipulation

The training served as a between-participant méatipn. Each participant completed
one of three possible training modules: PJ-finirag, PO-fit training, or combination training
(both PJ and PO fit). This training was desigreedda a Frame-of-Reference (FOR) training to
improve participants’ ability to accurately assealie congruence using the values benchmark
rating scale (Bernardin & Buckley, 1981). Thignmag was designed following the guidance of
Pulakos (1997) and followed the steps of the trgmeveloped by Pulakos (1986). This format
was adjusted to be a self-paced, paper-and-peamnilat similar to Marcy and Mumford (2007).
As such, it involved three main sections: readingigten lecture, practice with immediate
elaborative feedback, and a final discussion aiiesl

Written lecture. The written lecture included three main sectiohie first section, a
general discussion about values and fit, was sirageoss all three training modules. First,
values in general and their relationship to fitevdiscussed. Next, fit was defined and the
importance, including outcomes, of fit was desatib@&his section was used to discuss the
multidimensional nature of fit (Pulakos, 1997).st,ahe usefulness of selecting on the basis of
these values was described. While this discussampresent in all three training modules, the
specific content, such as the definition of fit sfacused on either PJ fit, PO fit, or both.

Each training module then discussed a set of Bp@alues. These values were

discussed in terms of their definition and impoce&anThe PJ fit training focused on values
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associated with the job of administrative assistdite PO fit training focused on the values
associated with the organization in the scenafioe combination training focused on the values
for both the job and the organization. The valgsigned to be important for the job were
achievement, independence, and recognition. Adtdiein of each can be found in Figure 1. The
values assigned to be important for the organinatiere relationships, support, and working
conditions. A definition of each can be found igu¥e 2. The combination training discussed
all six values. Participants were then asked topdete a multiple choice quiz in order to ensure
active processing of the content. If a participgmitmore than one question incorrect, they were
asked to review the material and repeat the géfier the quiz, the participants were provided
with a list of definitions of needs associated vatth value. Following this information, the
participants were quizzed again. If participardsrgore than one question incorrect, they were
asked to review the material and repeat the quiz.

The third section of the written lecture preserdad discussed benchmark rating scales.
Since the participants were undergraduate studerigsniliar with these scales, they needed to
be educated about benchmark ratings scales in@erénerefore, a description was provided
including information about how they are developed their purpose. The participants were
then quizzed on this material. If participants gutre than one question incorrect, they were
asked to review the material and repeat the gNext, the values benchmark rating scale was
presented. Definitions of each value were providgain. Following these definitions, a
discussion of the anchors for low, medium, and theglels of the value were provided. Last, a
behavioral benchmark was provided. An examplelzérachmark rating scale for one of the

values can be found in Figure 3. Following thi®imation, the participants were quizzed again.
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If participants got more than one question incdrréney were asked to review the material and
repeat the quiz.

Practice with immediate elabor ative feedback. After completing the written lecture
section, participants were then provided with thpartunity to practice assessing an applicant.
The instructions informed the participants thaythwuld be reading transcripts from interviews
held for a job several years prior. The partictpahen worked through three practice
interviews.

After reading through the first practice intervieanscript, participants were provided
with the true scores on each value and rationalehoscores. True scores were obtained by
having subject matter experts score each partitipg@milar to the process of checking the
behavioral examples for the values benchmark ratade, reliability was assessed to check for
agreement. The subject matter experts’ ratinge wadrable .y = .85). After reading through
the second practice interview transcript, partiotpavere asked to provide a score for each value
as well as rationale for these scores. Next,riegcores and rationale were provided.
Participants were then asked to identify differenicetween their scores and the true scores as
well as differences between their rationales aedtiovided rationales. Last, they were asked to
give a final score and rationale for the secondtpra interview transcript. This process was
repeated for the third, and final, practice intewitranscript.

Final discussion of values. To serve as a final discussion of values, partidpavere
asked to complete an open-response quiz abouttbhessand their associated needs. Their
responses on this quiz, as well as all other gsiazere checked by a researcher to ensure
completion, accuracy, and active processing.

Within Manipulation: Assessment Task
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After completing the training, all participantsga@ the assessment task. During the
assessment task, participants were asked to readténview transcripts for the 16 applicants.
Participants viewed the transcripts in a randoneostd as to avoid an order effect. After
reading the transcript of each applicant, participavere asked to answer a series of questions.
This set of questions was composed of the itemrm fre study measures of values, fit,
likeability, pay decision, and hiring decision.

Each applicant transcript was manipulated to bé br low on experience, social skills,
organization value congruence, and job value cargre. These four within-subject factors
were crossed to produce all possible combinathgsh resulted in 16 transcripts. All
interview transcripts contained responses to theesaterview questions. However, value
congruence was manipulated using varying questiéns.example, for applicant one, the
response to the third and fourth question containfedmation about values. However, for
applicant two, the second and fifth question comdiinformation about values. The first
guestion was always used to manipulate experiemtehe second question was always used to
manipulate social skills. This was done so thatigpants would not be able to pick up a
pattern to use in assessing the values of thecgopli This was not a concern for experience or
social skills because participants were not astebsess these characteristics. An example of
an interview transcript can be seen in Figure 4.

To ensure these transcripts adequately displayedtthbutes in question at the desired
levels, graduate students familiar with the conteat rated these transcripts using the
benchmark rating scale prior to the study. Any ped problems were addressed and the
transcripts were adjusted. A second set of gradstatlents then rated the transcripts using the

values benchmark rating scale. This second sgrtaofuate students reliably,§= .79) scored
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each transcript as it had been manipulated (iigh, Wwhen it was supposed to be high, low when
it was supposed to be low; Pulakos, 1997).
Dependent Variables

The measures of values, fit, likeability, pay demn, and hiring decision were used to
compute the dependent variables. In order to assestch between the manipulated values and
the participant ratings of valuesPacongruence score was computed (Edwards, 1994afdr e
of the six values. Then, using tBé scores for all values, an average assessmengaycsgore
was computed. This accuracy score representgldgonship between perceived value
congruence and actual value congruence. This s@seeverse coded to make interpretation
easier to understand. Therefore, higher scoresiare accurate. Similarly, an average fit and
likeability score were also computed.
Analyses

A mixed analysis of covariance design was compuiiéa four within-subject factors
(experience, social skills, organization value coegce, job value congruence) and one
between-subject factor (training type). Five sapaanalyses were computed for each of the
five dependent variables: assessment accuracgbilky, subjective fit, pay decision, and hiring
decision. In all analyses, only the covariate auatthat produced relationships significant at the
.05 level with the dependent variables were rethine

Results

Assessment Accuracy

The within-subject effects from the mixed analysigovariance with assessment
accuracy as the dependent variable can be seabie T. IntelligenceH(1,137) = 8.06p =

.005), social risk takingH(1,137) = 9.93p = .002), and agd~(1,137) = 6.60p = .011)
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produced significant relationships with assessraeatiracy. More specifically, intelligence
was positively related to accuracy, while socisk iaking and age were negatively related to
accuracy.

A significant main effectR(1,137) = 6.31p = .013) was obtained for the level of
experience of the applicant. Inspection of celanwindicated that when applicant experience
was high, participants were not able to identifjuea as accuratelyn= 3.78,SE=.07) as when
applicant experience was lom§E 4.67,SE=.09). Therefore, when applicant experience was
high, participants were less accurate as measyredrbparing actual value congruence to
perceived congruence value scores. This sugdestexperience level is distracting for people
identifying values.

A significant interactionK(1,137) = 12.86p < .001) was obtained for the manipulated
experience and social skills of the applicant.tiBigants were best at identifying values when
experience was low and social skills were high=(4.469,SE= .09) compared to when
experience was high regardless of whether socilid skere high or lowih = 3.78,SE=.09).
Again, experience appears to be distracting farctielg based on values, but social skills may be
helpful. This may suggest that individuals needacskills to successfully express their values.

A significant interactionK(1,137) = 3.84p = .024) was obtained for training condition
and applicant job value congruence. Participafits kgceived PJ-fit training were significantly
more accurate at identifying applicants who had jabvwalue congruencen= 4.46,SE= .15)
than identifying those who had high job value corgice ih= 3.72,SE=.16). This would
suggest that training helped participants but ey were better at identifying those with low

value congruence than with high value congruence.
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A significant three-way interactiorir(1,137) = 3.62p = .029) was obtained for training
condition, the experience of the applicant, andatyanization value congruence of the
applicant. Participants who received PO-fit traghor the combination training more accurately
identified applicants with low organization valuengruencer = 4.57,SE=.20) than
applicants with high organization value congruerspecially if the applicant was also high in
experiencerfi= 3.55,SE=.15). Again, this seems to suggest that expegiean undermine the
ability to identify organization value congruendeurther, people are better at identifying low
value congruence than high value congruence.

A significant three-way interactiorr(1,137) = 5.34p = .006) was obtained for training
condition, the social skills of the applicant, ardanization value congruence of the applicant.
Participants who received PJ-fit training or conalbion training were best at identifying values
in applicants who had high social skills and lowaorization value congruenam € 4.80,SE=
.20) compared to applicants who had both high $skils and high organization value
congruencerfi = 3.53,SE=.16). However, those participants who receivedfietraining were
best at identifying values when applicants had bmthsocial skills and low organization value
congruencerfi = 4.50,SE= .17) compared to applicants who had both higlasskills and high
organization value congruenaa € 3.66,SE= .16). Therefore, regardless of training,
participants are better at identifying low valuegnience. Further, people trained in PO fit are
less accurate at identifying organization valuegtaance if the applicant has high social skills,
but social skills do not appear to distract thos® Wave received PJ fit training or combination
training.

A significant three-way interactiorr(1,137) = 7.95p < .001) was obtained for training

condition, social skills of the applicant, and pddue congruence of the applicant. Again,
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participants who received PJ-fit training or conation training were best at identifying values
in applicants who had high social skills and low y@lue congruencen= 4.71,SE= .21)
compared to all other applicants £ 3.84,SE=.18). However, those participants that received
PO-fit training were best at identifying values wtapplicants had either low social skills and
high job value congruencen(= 4.86,SE= .22) or high social skills and low job value
congruencerfi = 4.85,SE= .21) and were patrticularly poor at identifyindues in applicants
who had both high social skills and high job vateagruencerq = 3.12,SE=.15). This
provides additional support for the hypothesis ffeiple are better at identifying individuals
with low value congruence. Again, we see that petpined in PO fit are less accurate at
identifying organization value congruence if th@lagant has high social skills, but social skills
do not appear to distract those who have receivédtt Raining or combination training.
Subjective Fit

The within-subject effects from the mixed analysdi€ovariance with subjective fit as
the dependent variable can be seen in Table Zawersion F(1,133) = 7.97p = .033) and
gender F(1,133) = 9.93p = .002) produced significant relationships witlhjgative fit. More
specifically, extraversion and gender were podyivelated to subjective fit with females rating
applicants as having a higher overall fit.

A significant main effectK(1,133) = 7.39p = .007) was obtained for the level of social
skills of the applicant. Inspection of cell meamdicated that when the social skills of the
applicant were manipulated to be high, participgetseived the applicant as a better overall fit
(m=3.29,SE=.04) compared to when the social skills were malated to be lown) = 2.85,
SE=.03). This provides support for the moderatifigats of social skills on the relationships

between actual congruence and perceived congruence.
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A significant interactionK(1,133) = 17.91p = .007) was obtained for training condition
and the manipulated PJ ff(1,133) = 17.91p = .007) of the applicant. Participants who
received PJ-fit training appropriately perceivedst with high job value congruence as a better
overall fit (m= 3.61,SE=.06) than participants who received PO fit tnagnjm = 3.23,SE=
.06) or combination trainingn{(= 3.3,SE=.06). Further, participants who received thé-RJ
training or the combination training did perceivsignificant difference in fit between applicants
with high job value congruencen= 3.42,SE= .06) and applicants with low job value
congruencerfi = 2.70,SE=.06). Similarly, a significant interactiof({,133) = 10.87p < .001)
was obtained between training condition and orgdium value congruence of the applicant.
Again, those who received PO-fit training or conatian training perceived a significant
difference in fit between applicants with high angaation value congruencen= 3.40,SE=
.06) and applicants with low organization valuegmence ih = 2.69,SE= .07). This provides
some evidence for the effectiveness of value cargre training at helping people identify fit
through an interview. Further, it supports thedtiesis that fit would be related to actual value
congruence.

Likeability

The within-subject effects from the mixed analysigovariance with likeability as the
dependent variable can be seen in Table 3. Exs@avef(1,139) = 5.12p = .025) and health
risk taking £(1,139) = 5.18p = .024) produced significant relationships witlgaeptions of
likeability. More specifically, extraversion wastively related to likeability while health risk
taking was negatively related to likeability.

A significant main effectK(1,139) = 4.22p = .042) was obtained for social skills.

Inspection of cell means indicated that participdikied applicants who had high social skils (
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= 3.49,SE= .027) significantly more than those applicant®wlad low social skillsng= 3.03,
SE=.03). This provides support for the moderatifigats of social skills on the relationships
between actual congruence and perceived congruence.

A significant interactionK(1,139) = 5.86p = .004) was obtained for training condition
and the organization value congruence of the agpiicinspection of cell means indicated that
participants who received the PO-fit training o tombination training liked applicants with
high organization value congruence significantlyrenn = 3.44,SE= .05) than those applicants
with low organization value congruenca £ 3.05,SE=.05). This distinction was not made for
those who received PJ-fit training. Similarly,igrsficant interaction(1,133) = 11.052p =
.000) was obtained for training condition and thie yalue congruence of the applicant. Again,
participants who received the PJ-fit training @ dombination training liked applicants with
high job value congruence significantly mone£ 3.53,SE= .05) than those applicants with low
job value congruencen= 2.98,SE= .05). This suggests that likeability is relatedctual
congruence. Further, participants may be infludrimetheir training to want to hire applicants
who demonstrate a better fit.

Hiring Decision

The within-subject effects from the mixed analysigovariance with hiring decision as
the dependent variable are shown in Table 4. Aifssggnt interactionff(1,141) = 6.13p =
.003) was obtained for training condition and thgamization value congruence of the applicant.
Inspection of cell means indicated that participamtio received the PO-fit training or the
combination training were significantly more liketly hire applicants with high organization
value congruencer(= 3.42,SE= .10) than those applicants with low organizatraiue

congruencerfi = 2.41,SE=.13). This distinction was not made for thosewdceived PJ-fit
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training. Similarly, a significant interactiof((1,141) = 15.12p < .001) was obtained for
training condition and the manipulated PJ fit ag #pplicant. Again, participants who received
the PJ-fit training or the combination training wesignificantly more likely to hire applicants
with high job value congruencen= 3.50,SE= .12) than those applicants with low job value
congruencerfi = 2.36,SE=.10). This suggests that hiring decision istegldo actual
congruence. Further, participants may be infludrimetheir training to want to hire applicants
who demonstrate a better fit.

Pay Decision

The within-subject effects from the mixed analysfigovariance with pay decision as the
dependent variable can be seen in Table 5. Agleeeds If(1,140) = 5.11p = .025) produced
a significant relationship with pay decision. Mayeecifically, agreeableness was positively
related to pay decision.

A significant interactionK(1,140) = 9.34p < .001) was obtained for training condition
and organization value congruence of the applic&inilar to previous results, participants who
received PO-fit training or combination trainingphed to pay the applicants with high
organization value congruence significantly mare=(2.95,SE= .06) than those applicants with
low organization value congruenae £ 2.50,SE=.06). Similarly, a significant interaction
(F(1,140) = 4.66p = .011) was obtained for training condition anbl yalue congruence of the
applicant. Again, participants who received PJréitning or combination training planned to
pay the applicants with high job value congruenggiicantly more (n = 3.02,SE= .06) than
those applicants with low job value congruenoe=(2.57,SE=.05). Similar to previous results,

this may suggest that pay decision is related tiwedcongruence. Further, participants may be
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influenced by their training to want to pay apphitmore who demonstrate higher value
congruence.
Discussion

Before moving to a discussion of the finding$wa limitations are worth noting. First,
the present study used an undergraduate studeptesalvhile students are familiar with
interview situations, it is important to note ttia¢y do not have as much expertise as
professionals (Ericsson, 2004). To address thmgdtion, participants’ training included
information that might not be necessary for a gsi@nal, such as the importance of fit and the
impact on turnover. A second limitation relatedie student sample is the nature of the
interview task. There is a possibility that théadings obtained using a paper-and-pencil task
would not generalize to a real world setting. Ieal-world setting, there are consequences for
an incorrect hire or a false rejection and indialdumay face additional pressure or motivation
to perform (Posthuma et al. 2002). In their reva@interview research, Arvey and Campion
(1982) discussed the few studies comparing stimmlaterial and concluded that paper-people
had different results than those in real interviehesvever, these differences were minimal.
Therefore, more research is needed to determinegheshthe same findings would be obtained in
more experienced populations in a real interviettirse

Another limitation is that the present effort dselimited values set. Other values
taxonomies exist (e.g., Rokeach, 1979; Schwart@2)®ut the present study used only the six
values in the WIP. Further, the present effortrtbtl assess conflicting values because half were
reserved for PO fit while the other half were rgsérfor PJ fit. That is to say, we did not
consider situations where the values of the jobthad/alues of the organization conflict. For

example, an accounting job may not fulfill a higked for creativity, but an organization may
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value creativity. Future research is needed t@edaghe current findings to these complicated
situations that likely occur in organizations.

Even bearing these limitations in mind, the préesé#iort does have some noteworthy
findings. First, it appears that training peomedentify values improves their ability to idemtif
values through the interview process. Participaits received PO Fit training were better at
identifying organization value congruence and pgréints who received PJ Fit training were
better at identifying job value congruence. Aduhally, those who received the combination
training were good at identifying both. These fimg$ provide support for hypothesis three. As
such, it appears that people are capable of asgessues during interviews for the purpose of
selecting on the basis of both organization andijphnd combination training may be the best
approach for organizations interested in both.

This finding has two important caveats. Firsg #tcuracy of value congruence
identification appears to be impacted by the exgmee and social skills of applicants. Overall,
people were worse at identifying value congruenbemexperience of applicants was high.
More specifically, experience and social skills eged to be distracting for people who received
PO-fit training, resulting in less accurate idanéfion of organization value congruence.
However, those who received PJ-fit training or corabon training were better at identifying
value congruence when the applicant had high sekibis if they were low in value congruence.
These findings were opposite of hypothesis twosarghest several things. First, it may be best
to screen for experience in an earlier stage o$éhection process. Second, combination
training may work best, but it is important to beamind that the applicant may need high
social skills for the interviewer to identify apgdints’ values. This suggests that social skills

may be necessary for expression of values, regardiietype of fit, but are only important for
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the identification of low value congruence. Forthigalue congruence, social skills appear to be
distracting. Further, one of the limitations witlherviews is that applicants can fake responses
(i.e., socially desirable responding or impressimanagement; Stevens & Kristof, 1995).
Therefore, people with high social skills may ergagresponse distortion in an interview and
may appear to have values that align with the degdion as a result. Alternatively,

interviewers may assume that an applicant is faKitigey have high social skills and high
values. This may explain the drop in accuracy liese situations. This implication must be
borne in mind when selecting on fit through thenatew.

A second important note about training is that peappear to be better at identifying a
lack of values than a presence of values. That$sy that people appear to be better at
identifying low value congruence than high valuegmmence. This finding supports hypothesis
five and suggests several things. First, this heae implications for future training efforts. It
may be better to focus training on identifying lowdividuals given that people appear to be
better at identifying low values. This may resaltifferent training strategies using different
guestions and an alternative scoring logic. It tn@yssumed that 4s and 5s on a scale are
meaningful while in reality 1s and 2s are more nrggful. That is to say that it may be more
important for organizations to be able to idenfigople without values than it is to discriminate
between people with moderate or high values. $hggests that value congruence identification
may have a threshold effect: Once an individuatinea a certain level of value congruence,
increased congruence will have diminishing returfiserefore, organizations may want to focus
on identifying people at the low end of the scaledreen out those individuals. This research
finding may suggest that interviewing for fit shdwbke a screen-out approach (i.e., looking for

disqualifying factors) rather than screen-in applo@.e., looking for desirable characteristics;
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Ryan & Sackett, 1992). This is an important imgion given that Ryan and Sackett found that
only 21.6% of assessors from various areas, inotudiffering graduate training (I1/0O or non-
I/0) and differing professional affiliations (S1G#d non-SIOP), felt that they use a screen-out
approach. If this is the case, it may be importanhclude the interview as an earlier screening
step of the selection process. However, this ipedtalanced with the reality of the cost and
time that interviews require.

The last set of findings relates to the issuesudised about conflicting findings in
previous research due to a comparison across peccebngruence, actual congruence, and
subjective fit. The present effort obtained firgBrsuggesting that perceived congruence,
subjective fit, employability, and likeability weedl related to actual congruence. Again, the
relationship between perceived congruence, subgetiti and actual congruence appears to be
moderated by experience and social skills. Thisided some support for hypotheses one and
two. These findings suggest that if trained onirfiterviewers’ ratings of perceived congruence
can be used as decently accurate assessmentsahft they are highly related to actual
congruence. Further, ratings of overall subjechiyemployability, and likeability can be used
in a similar way in that they are also relateddtwal congruence. However, some caution must
be observed in that participants completed all oness Therefore, their ratings of perceived
congruence may have impacted their scores on thjedive fit, employability, and likeability
measures. Future research may be needed in ¢aigacompare these separately.

In support of hypothesis four, it was found thiatrting on fit impacts these other
assessments of employability and likeability. Whamed on PJ fit, participants rated high job
value congruence applicants higher in terms ofldiity and hireability and made larger pay

recommendations. The same was true for individwmaised on PO fit when scoring applicants
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high in organization value congruence. Again, tfas implications for the timing of the use of
the interview to assess fit. If training interviens to assess fit, this may impact their ultimate
hiring and pay decisions. Given that people ateebat identifying low value congruence
individuals, it may be unwise to use the intervievassess fit as a last stage of the selection
process.
Conclusion

Taken as a whole, these findings suggest thatvietes can be used to assess fit in terms
of value congruence. Training can be useful fgrrioning the accuracy of this assessment;
however, people are better at identifying a lackalties rather than a presence of values and this
can be complicated by the experience and socilé siithe applicant. More research is needed

to test these hypotheses in actual organizations.
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Table 1
Within-Subject Effects from the Mixed Analysis ov&iance with Assessment Accuracy as the

Dependent Variable

2

Variable MS F(1, 137) p ]
Experience 24.486 6.313 .013 .044
Social Skill 11.870 2.781 .098 .020
PJ Fit .697 .103 749 .001
PO Fit 9.525 1.312 .254 .009
Experience * Social Skill 56.800 12.862 .000 .086
Experience * PJ Fit 1.126 277 .599 .002
Experience * PO Fit 7.133 1.578 211 .011
Experience * Training 3.738 .964 .384 .014
Social Skill * PJ Fit 37.506 7.836 .006 .054
Social Skill * PO Fit 3.962 1.045 .308 .008
Social Skill * Training 12.545 2.939 .056 .041
PO Fit * PJ Fit 42.064 8.213 .005 .057
PJ Fit * Training 26.068 3.839 .024 .053
PO Fit * Training 8.031 1.106 .334 .016
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit 1.037 .248 .619 002
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit 16.330 4.541 .035 .032
Experience * Social Skill * Training 9.389 2.126 32 .030
Experience * PJ Fit * Training 11.139 2.741 .068 803
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit 14.286 3.170 .077 .023
Experience * PO Fit * Training 16.358 3.619 .029 Q05
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit 11.934 2.715 102 D1
Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 38.071 7.954 .001 104
Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 20.230 5.337 .006 072
PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 7.914 1.545 217 .022
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 2.070 .496 .610 .007
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit 11.625 .084 .085 .021
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 9.823 2.731 .069 .038
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 4.960 1.101 .336 .016
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 22.931 5.8 .007 .071
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Trdig .351 .091 913 .001

Note:MS = mean squar&(df) = F-ratio(degrees of freedonp) = significance levely? = partial eta squared effect
size.
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Table 2
Within-Subject Effects from the Mixed Analysis ov&iance with Subjective Fit as the
Dependent Variable

Variable MS F(1, 133) p n?
Experience 1.648 1.349 .248 .010
Social Skill 5.911 7.392 .007 .053
PJ Fit .180 .181 671 .001
PO Fit 4.700 3.503 .063 .026
Experience * Social Skill .509 .953 .331 .007
Experience * PJ Fit .300 .538 464 .004
Experience * PO Fit .525 .696 .406 .005
Experience * Training .670 .549 .579 .008
Social Skill * PJ Fit .337 .598 441 .004
Social Skill * PO Fit 1.547 2.639 .107 .019
Social Skill * Training .726 .908 .406 .013
PO Fit * PJ Fit .003 .005 .943 .000
PJ Fit * Training 17.802 17.905 .000 212
PO Fit * Training 14.582 10.869 .000 .140
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit 1.195 2.288 133 017
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit 2.462 2.873 .092  .021
Experience * Social Skill * Training .538 1.007 86 .015
Experience * PJ Fit * Training 377 677 .510 .010
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit .233 .394 531 .003
Experience * PO Fit * Training 1.121 1.487 .230 202
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit .104 .193 .661 .001
Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 2.755 4.881 .009 068
Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 178 .303 739 RO
PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training .708 1.077 .344 .016
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training .840 1.608 .204 .024
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit .001 0D .964 .000
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * Training .575 671 513 .010
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 1.181 2.001 .139 .029
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training .339 .628 .535 .009
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Traig 2.848 3.940 .022 .056

Note:MS = mean squaré(df) = F-ratio(degrees of freedonp) = significance levely® = partial eta squared effect size.

39



Table 3
Within-Subject Effects from the Mixed Analysis ov&iance with Likeability as the Dependent

Variable

Variable MS F(1, 139) p n
Experience 1.228 1.528 .218 .011
Social Skill 2.881 4.220 .042 .029
PJ Fit .805 1.010 .317 .007
PO Fit .318 425 .515 .003
Experience * Social Skill .006 .013 .908 .000
Experience * PJ Fit .159 .375 541 .003
Experience * PO Fit .074 .146 .703 .001
Experience * Training .505 .628 .535 .009
Social Skill * PJ Fit .042 .070 792 .001
Social Skill * PO Fit .974 1.893 171 .013
Social Skill * Training 402 .589 .556 .008
PO Fit * PJ Fit .023 .053 .818 .000
PJ Fit * Training 8.816 11.052 .000 137
PO Fit * Training 4.378 5.857 .004 .078
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit 1.319 2.702 102 .019
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit 457 712 .400 005
Experience * Social Skill * Training .625 1.290 @7 .018
Experience * PJ Fit * Training 671 1.587 .208 .022
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit .039 .078 .780 .001
Experience * PO Fit * Training 321 .638 .530 .009
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit .093 .223 .638 .002
Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 1.690 2.778 .066 038
Social Skill * PO Fit * Training .343 .668 .515 o1
PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 1.047 2.430 .092 .034
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 1.106 2.265 .108 .032
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit .163 38 .564 .002
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 157 .244 .784 .003
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training .367 742 478 .011
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training .390 .938 .394 .013
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Traig 1.051 2.159 119 .030

Note:MS = mean squaré(df) = F-ratio(degrees of freedonp) = significance levely® = partial eta squared effect size.
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Table 4
Within-Subject Effects from the Mixed Analysis ov&iance with Hiring Decision as the
Dependent Variable

Variable MS F(1, 141) p n?
Experience 371.301 80.958 .000 .365
Social Skill 281.168 90.845 .000 .392
PJ Fit 501.522 126.799 .000 A73
PO Fit 375.277 81.063 .000 .365
Experience * Social Skill 82.838 30.595 .000 178
Experience * PJ Fit 7.805 3.043 .083 .021
Experience * PO Fit .345 .140 .709 .001
Experience * Training 3.882 .846 431 .012
Social Skill * PJ Fit 4.861 1.618 .205 .011
Social Skill * PO Fit 14.477 5.751 .018 .039
Social Skill * Training 2.020 .653 .522 .009
PO Fit * PJ Fit 1.537 .506 478 .004
PJ Fit * Training 59.818 15.124 .000 177
PO Fit * Training 28.372 6.129 .003 .080
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit 17.988 8.543 400 .057
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit 2.846 .840 .361 .006
Experience * Social Skill * Training .361 133 .875 .002
Experience * PJ Fit * Training 1.877 732 .483 .010
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit 105.156 42.219 .000 30.2
Experience * PO Fit * Training 1.009 411 .664 .006
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit 1.969 .813 .369 .006
Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 8.541 2.843 .062 039
Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 1.987 .789 .456 1D
PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 1.704 .561 572 .008
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 1.027 .488 .615 .007
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit 27.031 11592 .001 .076
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 2.271 671 513 .009
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training .373 .150 861 .002
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training .829 .342 711 .005
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Traig 2.330 .999 371 .014

Note:MS = mean squaré(df) = F-ratio(degrees of freedonp) = significance levely® = partial eta squared effect size.
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Table 5
Within-Subject Effects from the Mixed Analysis ov&iance with Pay Decision as the
Dependent Variable

Variable MS F(1, 140) p n?
Experience 1.546 1.404 .238 .010
Social Skill .285 .375 541 .003
PJ Fit .309 428 .514 .003
PO Fit .003 .004 .952 .000
Experience * Social Skill .085 .161 .689 .001
Experience * PJ Fit .089 .182 671 .001
Experience * PO Fit .028 .059 .808 .000
Experience * Training .812 737 .480 .010
Social Skill * PJ Fit .465 .952 .331 .007
Social Skill * PO Fit 2.594 5.752 .018 .039
Social Skill * Training 1.014 1.334 .267 .019
PO Fit * PJ Fit 1.173 2.449 .120 .017
PJ Fit * Training 3.364 4.664 .011 .062
PO Fit * Training 7.978 9.336 .000 .118
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit 2.448 4.770 .031 .033
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit .000 .000 .985 000
Experience * Social Skill * Training .229 436 .647 .006
Experience * PJ Fit * Training .730 1.485 .230 .021
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit .394 .934 .335 .007
Experience * PO Fit * Training .644 1.344 .264 .019
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit .239 .587 .445 .004
Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training 1.198 2.455 .090 034
Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 2.298 5.095 .007 068
PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 114 .238 .789 .003
Experience * Social Skill * PJ Fit * Training .339 .660 .518 .009
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit 1.568 .630 .058 .025
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * Training 1.211 2.386 .096 .033
Experience * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training 410 971 381 .014
Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Training .051 .126 .882 .002
Experience * Social Skill * PO Fit * PJ Fit * Traig 2.764 6.416 .002 .084

Note:MS = mean squaré(df) = F-ratio(degrees of freedonp) = significance levely® = partial eta squared effect size.
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Figure 1.Definitionsof the Person-Job Fit Values Definitions.

Relationships

Definition: Individual values providing service to others awatking with co-workers in a friendly, non-
competitive environment.

Needs Associated with Relationships

Support

Co-workers: Individual indicates a need to havevookers who are easy to get along with.

Moral Values: Individual indicates a needntat be put in situations where they would be presstoetb
things that go against their sense of right anchgro

Social Service: Individual indicates a need tohilogs for other people.

Definition: Individual values working with supportive managemthat stands behind its employees.

Needs Associated with Support

Company Policies and Practices: Individual indisaaeed to be treated fairly by supervisors and co
workers.

Human Relations Support: Individual indicates adneehave supervisors who would back up their
workers with management.

Technical Support: Individual indicates a needawensupervisors who train their workers well.

Working Conditions

Definition: Individual values employment security and goodkiag conditions.

Needs Associated with Working Conditions

Activity: Individual indicates a need to be buskthk time.

Compensation: Individual indicates a need to bd pamparable to that of other workers.
Security: Individual indicates a need to feel ttety have steady employment.

Variety: Individual indicates a need to do someghdiifferent every day.
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Figure 2.Definitions of the Person-Organization Fit ValuesfiDitions.

Achievement

Definition: Individual values work that is results orienteslwell as work that allows a person to use their
strongest abilities, giving them a feeling of acpdishment.

Needs Associated with Achievement

e  Ability Utilization: Individual indicates a need tnake use of abilities to their full extent whemmgoeting
. VAV(C:)rrlli(évement: Individual indicates a need to havekvbat gives the individual a feeling of
accomplishment.
Independence
Definition: Individual values working on their own and makthgir own decisions.

Needs Associated with Independence

e  Creativity: Individual indicates a need to try dig or her own ideas.
e Responsibility: Individual indicates a need to mhisor her own decisions.
e Autonomy: Individual indicates a need to plan tiveark with little supervision.

Recognition
Definition: Individual values opportunities for advancemesadership, and recognition of achievement.

Needs Associated with Recognition

Advancement: Individual indicates a need for ancopmity for advancement.

Authority: Individual indicates a need to give ditiens and instructions to others.

Recognition: Individual indicates a need to recea@gnition for the work they complete.

Social Status: Individual indicates a need to lo&éal up to by others in the organization or commyuni
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Figure 3.Example Benchmark Rating Scale

Achievement: Individual values work that is results orienteslwell as work that allows a person to use their
strongest abilities, giving them a feeling of acpdishment.

o Ability Utilization: Individual indicates a need toake use of abilities to their full extent whenreting

work.
e Achievement: Individual indicates a need to havekwbat gives the individual a feeling of accompiigent.

Scale & Benchmarks
1) Low Achievement Value: An individual with a low achievement value wilbhseek to make use of their
abilities to their full extent. They also do not/Baa need to complete a task in a way that wikdghem a
sense of accomplishment. As a result, they wilfgarto meet the minimum possible performance
requirements. This may also be identified as a tdakiscussion about the need for achievement atiliae

abilities.

Example languagél think my strength is that | try to always meey ivoss’s expectations. For example, one|of
my bosses once told me that | always complete porteeexactly as they requested. | am dependaliteainl
will try to meet any standard you set for me. ”

2) Low-to-Average Achievement Value

3) Average Achievement Value: Individuals with an average achievement value séktk to make use of their
abilities to their full extent in order to perfoitime best that they believe they can. It is alsooirtgmt that they
have work that gives them a sense of accomplishmban they complete it to the best of their ahility

Example languagél would say one of my strengths is that | alwaystd complete a task to the best of my
ability. For example, my boss at my last job gaeeam assignment to organize and file some documieioisk
the initiative to reorganize the filing system taka this process more streamlined and efficietiiénfuture. My

boss loved that | did this without being asked!”

4) Averageto-High Achievement Value

5) High Achievement Value: An individual with a high achievement value haargt ideas about using their
abilities to achieve large, unexpected, or highigcessful tasks. They not only want to performiiést that
they possibly can, but also they want to performelnehan all others.

Example languagél quickly moved up the ranks in my last job. Irtkithat my bosses realized that | am a g
getter and recognized my contributions. | made neranges as a manager that | believe prevented the
company from going under and repositioned the camppathe market. For example, | helped in the

development of a customer service training thatri@s been implemented company wide. This made me a

highly valuable and irreplaceable employee in nst Jab.”
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Figure 4. Example Interview Transcript

POSITION: Administrative Assistant
Applicant 1 smmnnnnininnninnuStart Interviewinniiin

o Briefly describe your work experience.
I have had a couple jobs that have prepared méhfisrposition. While getting my Associate’s degteeorked as
a bank teller. In this position, | gained experierig answering phones and communicating with otHeatso had
to be very organized with numbers and informatiiter graduating, | worked for a few years as are@ry in a
doctor’s office. There | further developed my adstiative skills, but also gained experience in grah office
management such as maintaining records, organiaifiting system, and scheduling.

e What experience do you haveinteracting with customersor clients?
I have quite a bit of experience dealing with costos and patients. As a bank teller, it was imparta listen and
communicate clearly because | was dealing with Edpnoney. We also had to constantly try to petlsua
customers to open new accounts. Therefore, | hotnyegersuasion skills. As a secretary in the dostoffice, it
was very important to listen and really pay attentto patients in order to make sure they get #ip that they
need. This helped me hone my coordination skittaibge there was always a lot of activity in théceff

0 What isthe most difficult thing about inter acting with clientsor customers?
Sometimes a patient would get panicky becausenbey concerned about their baby, but they did not
necessarily have an emergency situation. Therefowegs very important for me to read the situatéomd
figure out the best way to react to make sure #teepts remain calm, but also get the attentiory theed. |
often had to do this over the phone which is tritt it allowed me to really hone my ability tageve verbal
cues.

e What areyour career goals and how do you think this position will meet those goals?
While | have enjoyed being a secretary, | am logkar a new job because | wantadvance my career. | feel th
this position would allow me to grow as a person ancaployeel am looking for a position that will give me
more responsibilities to take care of on my owmould like to have more freedom to propose changgsojects,
even if they are small. | would even appreciatedggortunity for advancement in a company thatdvkrn could
work for, for the rest of my career.

e What areyour strengths?
I am really good at taking the initiative to figutileings out on my own. For example, when | workeithé
doctor’s office, | discovered that their systemdatering and storing data was not very efficiéfigured out a
better way to complete this task. My boss recogrizis ability and allowed me to take the initigtion other
tasks. | also feel that | am a very organized persbl was not organized, | probably would not baleveloped a
very good data storage system. Being organizedlsasallowed me to always be able to instantlysassi
customers and patients or find important informatfor a doctor.

e What areyour weaknesses?
| feel that | am easily bored. | like to have pienf things to do and | get bored if | have to be same activity
day in and day out. | don’t mind doing some ofgame things every day. For example, | know thanas
administrative assistant | would have some dutiks,answering phones, that | would do every dayweber, |
also know that | would be provided with the oppoitiyito do new tasks. This would also be remedjethé
eventual opportunity to move into new positionsil&\thwas nice that my last boss recognized myknibnever
led to the opportunity for a promation. | think tha eventually why | got bored in the position.

e What qualitiesdo you appreciatein aleader or supervisor?
I think it is important to have a boss who listéms$heir subordinates. My last boss was great almaticing any
extra time or effort that | put in. She was alsdlimg to listen to my ideas and didn’t get angrath was trying to
change the way things were done with the data geosystem. She was even willing to help me proamate
implement the change in the entire office.

e Tell meabout atimewhereyou had a conflict or disagreement with a coworker. How did you handlethe
situation and how did it turn out?
When | worked at the bank, most of the tellersadiig well. But, there was one girl who was alwiking bad
about other employees behind their backs. At ffisgnply tried to include the girl in our convergats in the
hopes that she could build a better relationshithwie rest of us. When this did not work, | evaliyiconfronted
her and explained that it made me uncomfortabléhéorto talk bad about others in the work placesuse we
were all friends. Somehow this seemed to work,Usecafter that she started joining in our conveima and
eventually became much friendlier.

a7




