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ABSTRACT 

Further analysis using a similar data set to the McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt 

and Maurer ( 1994) meta-analysis of employment interviews was performed in the 

present study, in order to investigate four possible causes for the apparent superiority 

of individual employment interviews. These causes included (a) criterion 

contamination of individual interview studies, (b) greater prevalence of psychologists 

performing individual interviews, (c) greater number of trained/experienced individual 

interviewers, and (d) greater prevalence of high proximity to target positions in 

individual interviews. A research question was also proposed to investigate whether 

all interview panel sizes were inferior to individual interviews in terms of validity. 

Meta-analyses using 204 job and training performance validity coefficients indicated 

that individual interviews were superior in validity to panel interviews, but only when 

the criterion was training performance. Training/experience was the only explanation 

for the superiority of individual interview validity, such that individual interviewers 

were more likely to be trained/experienced, suggesting that individual interview 

validity was superior as a result. The explanation that the use of psychologists in 

interviews may account for superior individual interview validity was only partially 

supported. While psychologists were more prevalent in individual interviews, 

indivdual interview validity was lower than that of panel interviews, when the criterion 

was job performance. Only when training was the criterion was individual interview 

validity higher when psychologists were interviewers. Two hypotheses were not 

supported. Firstly, there was no evidence of criterion contamination inflating 
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indivdual interview validity. Secondly, no relationship between interviewer proximity 

and interview validity was found. Investigations of whether all panel sizes were 

inferior in terms of validity found that panel sizes of more than three members were 

superior in validity to individual interviews, when the criterion was job performance. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The employment interview is the most widely used selection technique in 

organisations for predicting the suitability of applicants for positions (Drake, Kaplan, 

& Stone, 1973; Guion, 1976; Harris, Toulson, & Livingston, 1996; Ryan & Sackett, 

1987; Robertson & Makin, 1986; Taylor, Mills, & O'Driscoll, 1993; Ulrich & 

Trumbo, 1965 ;). Ryan and Sackett ( 1987) found in their survey of industrial and 

organisational psychologists that 93.8% used the interview as part of their 

assessments. Similarly, in New Zealand, the interview is used extensively across all 

organisations for selection purposes (Harris, Toulson, & Livingston, 1996; Taylor, 

Mills, & O'Driscoll, 1993). The widespread use of the employment interview as a 

selection technique has likewise been a popular focus of much research and analysis 

and several narrative and meta-analytic reviews have been performed on the 

employment interview literature since Wagner's (1949) first review. 

Narrative reviews of the employment interview literature have often criticised 

the ability of interviews to reliably and validly predict applicant suitability for 

employment (Arvey, 1979; Arvey & Campion, 1982; Harris, 1989; Keenan, 1989; 

Mayfield, 1964; Schmitt, 1976; Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965; Wagner, 1949; Wright, 

1969). For example, Wagner ( 1949) reported low validities for the traditional 

unstructured interview (median r =.27) and only moderate reliabilities 



(median r = .57). Similarly, Mayfield ( 1964) noted that the employment interview 

literature still indicated low validities and reliabilities for the employment interview. 

Ulrich and Trumbo (1965) concurred with Mayfield's ( 1964) assertion of deficient 

validities and reliabilities, and directly questioned its continued use as a technique for 

selection, as did Wright ( 1969) and Schmitt ( 1976). The belief that employment 

interviews lacked predictive validity was upheld in a meta-analytic review conducted 

by Hunter and Hunter ( 1984) who found employment interviews to have mean 

validity of only .14. However, while this estimate of interview validity appears to be 

dismally low, Huffcutt and Arthur (1993) noted that the estimate was obtained from 

only ten correlation coefficients, and must therefore not be taken as a true indication 

of interview validity. Moreover, the coefficients used by Hunter and Hunter ( 1984) 

were only corrected for the statistical artifacts of sampling error and criterion 

unreliability, and not corrected for range restriction, which Hunter and Hunter (1984) 

acknowledge may have severely underestimated their estimate of employment 

interview validity. 

2 

While results of early reviews of the interview literature were discouraging, 

particularly in terms of validity, Dreher and Maurer ( 1989) noted that there were 

several complications with validity estimates of employment interviews. These 

estimates were complicated by the fact that validation study designs typically tended 

to aggregate multiple interviewers judgements of applicants, failing to take into 

account the differences in interviewer ratings (e.g., Albrecht, Glaser, & Marks, 1964; 

Miner. 1970; Tziner & Dolan, 1982). Dreher, Ash, and Hancock ( 1988) 

demonstrated that the use of aggregate analysis samples underestimates the validity of 

employment interviews and this underestimation is likely to be substantial. Secondly, 

there was a general failure to make important statistical adjustments in validity studies 



of the employment interview, particularly for range restriction (which underestimates 

validity estimates, as demonstrated in the Hunter and Hunter (l 984) estimate of 

interview validity). Finally, the existing domain of validity studies failed to take into 

account a number of methodological and contextual factors that were likely to affect 

interview validity estimates. Deficient criteria, lack of research on factors such as 

occupational and job differences, the purpose of the interview, and interview settings 

and formats all contributed to the underestimation of interview validity, according to 

Dreher and Maurer ( 1989). 

3 

The complications with inadequate validation study designs, lack of statistical 

adjustments, and a general failure to address methodological and contextual factors in 

older employment interview studies influenced the spurious conclusion that 

employment interviews were neither reliable or valid (Dreher & Maurer, 1989). 

However, the results of recent reviews which have utilised meta-analytic techniques to 

determine the true validity of employment interviews have provided researchers with 

evidence to consider employment interviews more positively (Huffcutt & Arthur, 

1994; Huffcutt & Woehr, 1993; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994; 

Searcy, Woods, Gatewood, & Lance, 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988; Wright, 

Lichtenfels, & Pursell, 1989). Table l presents the results of previous meta-analytic 

findings. 

The estimates obtained by Wiesner and Cronshaw ( 1988), McDaniel et al. 

( 1994 ), and Huffcutt and colleagues, were all corrected for the statistical artifacts of 

sampling error, criterion unreliability and range restriction, while those estimates 

obtained by Searcy et al. ( 1993) and Wright et al. ( 1989) were corrected for predictor 



Table I 

Summary of Previously Published Mean Validities for Employment Interviews 

Authors Overall 

Wiesner & Cronshaw ( 1988) .47 

McDaniel et al. ( 1994) .37 

Huffcutt & Woehr ( 1993) .43 

Huffcutt & Arthur (1994) .37 

Hunter & Hunter (1984) .14 t 

Wiesner & Cronshaw ( 1988) 

McDaniel et al. (1994) 

Wiesner & Cronshaw ( 1988) 

Wright et al. ( 1989) 

McDaniel et al. ( 1994) 

Searcy et al. ( 1993) 

.31 

.33 

.62 

.38 :j: 

.44 

.49 :j: 

Mean Validities 

Panel Individual 

All Interviews 

.44 .44 

.32 .43 

Unstructured Interviews 

.37 .20 

.33 .34 

Structured Interviews 

.60 .63 

.38 .46 

Note. Blanks indicate that panel versus individual interviews were not investigated in the research, 
and therefore no validity estimates were available. "Structure" was operationalised in slightly 
different ways by each researcher. Unless otherwise noted, all estimates are corrected for sampling 
error, range restriction, and criterion unreliability. t - corrected for sampling error and criterion 
unreliability. :j: - corrected for sampling error, predictor and criterion unreliability, and range 
restriction. 

unreliability in addition to all of the aforementioned statistical artifacts. The validity 

estimates obtained for employment interviews in general, that is, irrespective of 

4 
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moderators such as structure or panel versus individual interviews, were much higher 

than the estimate calculated by Hunter and Hunter ( 1984 ). For example, Huffcutt and 

Arthur ( 1994) and McDaniel et al. (1994) both estimated the corrected mean validity 

for employment interviews to be .37, while Huffcutt and Woehr ( 1993) and Wiesner 

and Cronshaw ( 1988) estimated the corrected mean validity of interviews to be .43 

and .47, respectively. These results indicate that the overall validity of employment 

interviews was much higher than previously believed. 

In addition to assessing the overall validity of employment interviews, authors 

of meta-analytic reviews have explored a number of variables hypothesised to 

moderate, or influence the predictive validity of employment interviews. Such 

moderators included interview structure (Huffcutt & Woehr, 1993; Huffcutt & 

Arthur, 1994; McDaniel et al, 1994; Searcy et al., 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988; 

Wright et al., 1989), interview content (McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy et al., 1993), 

criterion purpose (McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy et al., 1993), test information and 

ancillary data (McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy, et al., 1993), rating procedures (Searcy 

et al., 1993), job performance criteria (Searcy et al., 1993), and panel versus 

individual interviews (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy et al., 

1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). In addition to the moderators of interview 

validity, Conway, Jako, and Goodman (1995) analysed moderators of interview 

reliability, such as study design, that is panel versus individual interviewers, 

interviewer training, and interview structure. Of the moderators explored in meta

analyses, interview, structure appeared to be the largest moderator of interview 

validity and reliability (Conway et al., 1995; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; Huffcutt & 

Woehr, 1993; McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy et al., 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988; 
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Wright et al., 1989). For example, Table 1 shows that Wiesner and Cronshaw ( 1988) 

reported a corrected mean validity estimate of .62 for structured interviews, while 

other corrected estimates of structured interview validity were lower ranging from .38 

(Wright et al., 1989) to .49 (Searcy et al., 1993). On the other hand, unstructured 

interviews fared far worse, yielding mean validities ranging between .14 (Hunter & 

Hunter, 1984, corrected for sampling error and criterion unreliability) to .33 

(McDaniel et al., 1994, corrected for sampling error, criterion unreliability, and range 

restriction). The differences in predictive validity of structured and unstructured 

interviews was further highlighted by Huffcutt and colleagues, who argued that 

interview structure was more diverse than a simple dichotomisation of the variable, 

and proposed a taxonomy of dimensions of interview structure. While this approach 

may be more methodologically correct, the results told a similar story to other meta

analytic investigations of interview structure - structured interviews were more valid 

than unstructured interviews (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; Huffcutt & Woehr, 1993). In 

terms of reliability, Conway et al. ( 1995) found that interviews were more reliable 

when interview questions were more standardised, while Wiesner and Cronshaw 

( 1988) reported mean reliability coefficients of .82 and .61 for structured and 

unstructured interviews, respectively. In sum, structure was found to have a profound 

influence on the reliability and predictive validity of employment interviews. 

Although interview structure is perhaps the most notable moderator of 

interview validity and reliability, other moderators have also been found to influence 

interview validity and reliability. For instance, the content of the interview affects 

employment interview validity. Content refers to the type of questions used, such as 

situational or behavioural questions. McDaniel et al. (1994) found that interviews 
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which used situational interview questions were higher in predictive validity than 

interviews based on other types of questions, such as psychological or job-related 

questions. Similarly, Searcy et al. ( 1993) found in their analysis of structured 

interviews that situational interviews were also more valid than interviews based on 

behavioural or non-behavioural questions. Another interesting finding was that 

interview validity was lower when interviewers had access to tests scores or any other 

information prior to an interview, such as biographical data (McDaniel et al., 1994; 

Searcy et al., 1993). Interview validity was also shown to vary as a function of the 

performance criterion used. For example, Searcy et al. ( 1993) found that structured 

interviews were more valid when subjective job performance criteria, rather than 

objective criteria such as tenure, were used. Similarly, McDaniel et al. (l 994) also 

found that subjective criteria such as job or training performance yielded higher mean 

corrected validities for interviews than an objective measure of performance, in 

particular, tenure. 

The purpose of the criterion has an influence on the predictive validity of 

interviews, such that mean corrected validity was higher when job performance 

criteria were collected for research rather than administrative purposes. McDaniel et 

al. ( 1994) noted that estimates based on administrative criteria were more likely to be 

biased and contaminated by errors, such as halo effect, thereby decreasing validity. 

Another moderator of interviews, interviewer training, was completely overlooked in 

meta-analyses of interview validity, however, Conway et al. ( 1995) addressed this 

moderator in their investigations of interview reliability. These authors concluded that 

interview reliability was higher when interviewers were trained, and recommended 

some form of training for interviewers. Finally, job analysis was also shown to affect 
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interview reliability and validity. Wiesner and Cronshaw (1988) found that structured 

interviews were more valid when the interview questions were based on a formal 

rather than less formal job analyses, while Conway et al. ( 1995) noted that job 

analysis had an effect on interview reliability, albeit an indirect one, but nevertheless 

endorsed the need for job analyses to be performed when developing interviews for 

selection purposes. One other variable that was found to influence the validity and 

reliability of employment interviews (and was often analysed in conjunction with 

interview structure), was panel versus individual interviews (Conway et al., 1995; 

McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy et al., 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). It was with 

this particular factor that the present study was concerned. The following section 

discusses panel and individual interviews in more detail. 

Panel Interviews: Are More Heads Better Than One? 

A number of meta-analytic reviews have compared the predictive validity and the 

reliability of panel and individual interviews (Conway et al., 1995; McDaniel et al., 

1994; Searcy et al., 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). The notion of using a group 

to conduct an employment interview is appealing for a number of reasons. Firstly, the 

group literature suggests that groups may be better at tasks such as interviewing. For 

instance, groups have been found to be superior to individuals at recalling information 

(Martell & Borg, 1993; Stasser & Titus, 1987). Moreover, aggregating the individual 

opinions of interviewers is thought to improve the quality of decisions by balancing 

and cancelling out random error. Finally, the diversity of information and opinions 



that are inherent in a group may enhance the accuracy of the decision made (Maier, 

1967). 
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Secondly, industrial and organisational psychologists have advocated the use 

of multiple sources of information for the completion of such tasks as job analysis and 

performance appraisal. In reference to job analysis, many authors writing about job 

analysis methods have encouraged the use of multiple sources of information in the 

collection of job analysis data (e.g., Fisher Schoenfeldt, & Shaw, I 993; Gael, 1983; 

Gatewood & Feild, 1994; Harvey, 1990). Harvey(l 990) noted that" ... whenever 

possible, multiple raters ... should be used to improve the quality of job analysis data" 

(Harvey, 1990, p. I 12). By using multiple sources of information (as opposed to 

consulting only one source), it has been argued that the outcome of job analyses 

would present a more accurate description of a particular job (Gael, 1983). 

Similarly, the use of multiple raters has been advocated in the field of 

performance appraisal. The notion of utilising multiple raters for the administration of 

performance appraisals is relatively new. Latham and Wexley (1981), along with 

Landy and Farr (1983), suggested that the ideal appraisal system is one based on 

multiple sources. This approach has a number of advantages, including an increased 

likelihood of obtaining a more complete understanding of an employee's performance, 

thus leading to a more valid rating. In addition, an employee's acceptance of the 

ratings of his/her performance was thought to increase. More recently, the multiple 

rater approach to performance appraisals has been more commonly referred to as 

360-degree feedback, a technique involving multiple raters, including self

assessments, in the assessment of individuals. Tornow ( I 993) noted that this 

technique has been used for a variety of purposes, including performance appraisal, 
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facilitating personal development of managers (Hazucha, Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993), 

succession planning and assignment selection (Moses, Hollenbeck, & Sorcher, 1993), 

and organisational change (London & Beatty, 1993). The use of 360-degree feedback 

in performance appraisal for personal development has shown promise as a valid 

alternative to traditional performance appraisals in terms of acceptance and increased 

managerial performance (Hazucha et al., 1993), although it was not clear whether 

such a technique was effective for increased performance at other levels. While the 

use of multiple sources of information appears to have great appeal for job analysis or 

performance appraisal, there is no evidence to suggest that such an approach was 

superior to individuals. 

The support for the use of groups for performing tasks is by no means only 

confined to the areas of job analysis and performance appraisal. The selection 

interview literature has also voiced its support for the use of groups for performing 

employment interviews, such that group or panel interviews have been purported to 

increase the reliability and validity of interviews (Anstey & Mercer, 1956; Arvey & 

Campion, 1982; Campion, Pursell, & Brown, 1988; Dipboye, 1991; Dipboye & 

Gaugler, 1993; Hollingworth, 1922; Lowry, 1994; Mayfield, 1964). Arvey and 

Campion ( I 982) noted in their narrative review of selection interviews that interviews 

conducted by panels appeared to show promise as a means of enhancing reliability and 

validity. This assertion was based on the favourable reliability and validity estimates 

obtained from authors of panel interview studies such as Landy ( I 976), Anstey 

( I 977), and Reynolds ( I 979). Arvey and Campion ( 1982) argued that the sharing of 

perceptions and ideas with different interviewers might force panel members to be 

more attentive to the irrelevant inferences made on non job-related variables. In 
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addition, M. Campion et al. (I 988) noted that using a panel for the interview process 

reduces the effect of idiosyncratic biases that were more likely to occur when 

individual interviewers were used. 

In sum, a group approach to completing tasks, such as selection interviewing, 

job analysis or performance appraisal, appears to be popular. It is therefore surprising 

that meta-analytic reviews have found a group approach to interviewing to be no 

better, and even inferior to individual interviews in terms of predictive validity 

(McDaniel et al., 1994, Searcy et al., 1993, Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). The 

following section reviews the meta-analytic findings regarding panel versus individual 

interviews. 

Recent Meta-analytic Evidence: More Heads Are Worse Than One 

The results of meta-analyses performed by McDaniel et al. (I 994 ), Searcy et 

al. ( 1993), and Wiesner and Cronshaw (1988) all indicated, contrary to popular belief, 

that groups were no better and possibly worse than individuals at predicting applicant 

suitability for employment. Wiesner and Cronshaw ( 1988) hypothesised that panel 

interviews would be more valid than individual interviews, because panel interviews 

would be more reliable, and reliability sets the upper limit of validity. McDaniel et al. 

( 1994) made no such formal hypothesis, although they suggested, given the higher 

administration costs associated with performing panel interviews, that panel 

interviews ought to be more valid. Finally, based on suggestions of moderators of 

structured interviews by Dipboye and Gaugler ( 1993) who argued that panels would 

increase the reliability and validity of structured interviews, Searcy et al. ( 1993) 



compared the amount of non-artifactual variance in the estimated population means 

(p) that was explained by panel versus individual interviews. Table 2 presents the 

estimates acquired by Wiesner and Cronshaw (I 988) and McDaniel et al. ( 1994) for 

panel versus individual interview validity and the interaction with structured and 

unstructured interviews. 

12 

When panel and individual interview validity was considered without reference 

to structure, Wiesner and Cronshaw (1988) reported that the mean corrected 1 

validities for panel and individual interviews were equal (.44 ), while McDaniel et al. 

(1994) found that individual interviews were superior in validity to panel interviews, 

yielding corrected mean validities of .43 and 32, respectively. Similarly, when panel 

and individual interview validity was considered with interview structure, McDaniel et 

al. ( I 994) reported substantially higher validity for structured individual interviews 

than for structured panel interviews (.46 versus .38, respectively), however, the 

difference reported by Wiesner and Cronshaw ( 1988) between structured panel and 

individual interviews was not as great (.60 versus .63, respectively). The only 

instance in which panel interviews were reported to have higher validity than 

individual interviews was when the panel interview was unstructured (Wiesner and 

Cronshaw, 1988), such that the corrected mean validities were .37 for panel 

interviews and .20 for individual interviews. Conversely, McDaniel et al. (1994) 

found that the difference in the corrected mean validity of unstructured panel and 

individual interviews was negligible (.33 versus .34, respectively). 

1 "Corrected" refers to the correction of mean validities for the statistical artifacts of sampling error, 
criterion unreliability, and range restriction unless stated otherwise. 
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Table 2 

Summary of Previously Published Mean Validities of Panel and Individual Interviews 
(Criterion= Job Performance) 

Mean Validities 

Author Overall Panel Individual 

All Interviews 

Wiesner & Cronshaw ( 1988) .47 .44 .44 

McDaniel et al. (1994) .37 .32 .43 

Unstructured Interviews 

Wiesner & Cronshaw ( 1988) .31 .37 .20 

McDaniel et al. (1994) .33 .33 .34 

Structured Interviews 

Wiesner & Cronshaw ( 1988) .62 .60 .63 

McDaniel et al. (1994) .44 .38 .46 

All estimates are corrected for sampling error, range restriction, and criterion unreliability. 

While the estimates reported by McDaniel et al. ( 1994) and Wiesner and 

Cronshaw ( 1988) are slightly different in terms of the size of the validities, the 

conclusions of both meta-analyses remained the same - individual interviews were 

superior in predictive validity to panel interviews. These differences may be 

attributable to slightly different definitions of structure, and differences in the 

correlation coefficients used. However, neither of these authors statistically tested 

these differences in individual and panel interview validity to determine how likely 

they were to have occurred by chance alone. Searcy et al. ( 1993) came to a similar 

conclusion in their search for moderators of structured interviews, such that multiple 
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interviewers decreased interview validity. In terms of the reliability of panel and 

individual interviews, Wiesner and Cronshaw ( 1988) reported higher mean reliability 

coefficients for panel interviews compared to individual interviews (.85 versus .78, 

respectively). Conway et al. ( 1995) found that when interview questions were highly 

standardised, panel interviews were more reliable than individual interviews (.91 

versus .59). Although panel interviews appeared to be more reliable than individual 

interviews, this was not reflected in the corrected mean validity estimates of panel 

interviews, despite suggestions that panel interviews should be more reliable and valid 

than individual interviews (e.g., Dipboye, 1991; Dipboye & Gaugler, 1993). 

Therefore the impetus for the present study stems from the lower validity of panel 

interviews observed in recent meta-analyses, given predictions which indicated that 

panel interviews would be more valid than individual interviews. 

Aims of the Present Study 

The aims of the present research were twofold: (1) to determine why panel interview 

validity was no better than individual interview validity, by investigating the possible 

causes for the inferior validity of panel interviews found in previous meta-analyses, 

and (2) to investigate the effect of panel size on Panel interview validity. 

Aim 1 

Three previous meta-analyses have found panel interviews to be no better and 

possibly worse than individual interviews in terms of predictive validity, yet the social 

and industrial and organisational psychology literature favoured a group approach to 

accomplishing tasks that require making decisions or judgements. Given that there 
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was also support for group approaches to selection interviewing in the selection 

interview literature (e.g., Arvey & Campion, 1982; Campion et al, 1988; Dipboye, 

1991; Lowry, 1994), and given that other factors were not been considered in the 

panel and individual comparisons performed by McDaniel et al. ( 1994 ), Searcy et al., 

(1993), and Wiesner & Cronshaw (1988), it would be premature to conclude that a 

group approach to interviewing is an inefficient method of selection. Therefore, 

before discounting the predictive validity of panel interviews as such, a final look at 

possible causes for the inferiority of the predictive validity of panel interviews was 

warranted. 

A number of possible causes for the inferiority of panel interview validity to 

individual interviews were postulated in the present study, which will be summarised 

here and elaborated on in the subsequent pages. These included: 

a) Criterion contamination artificially inflating individual interview validity 

b) Individual interview validity may be superior because interviewers may 

also be psychologists 

c) Trained/experienced interviewers make more valid decisions, and are more 

likely to be prevalent in individual interviews 

d) Interviewers more proximal to target positions may make more valid 

selection decisions, and are again more likely to be prevalent in individual 

interviews. 

A detailed discussion of each of the possible causes of panel interview validity 

inferiority follows below. 



Criterion Contamination. One of the prominent sources of criterion bias is 

knowledge of predictor information. Cascio ( 1987) provided a example of 

assessment center selection of executives relevant to the present study: 

16 

"If an individual's immediate superior has access to the prediction to this 

individual's future potential by assessment centre staff, and at a later date the 

supervisor is asked to rate the individual's performance, the supervisor's prior 

exposure to the assessment center prediction is likely to bias this rating. If the 

subordinate has been tagged as a "shooting star" by the assessment centre staff 

and the supervisor values that judgement, he or she may too, rate the 

subordinate as a "shooting star" .. [and vice versa]. In either case - spuriously 

high or spuriously low ratings - bias is introduced and gives an unrealistic 

estimate of the validity of the predictor" (Cascio, 1987, pp. 65-66). 

In the McDaniel et al. (1994) meta-analysis, interviews were found to be more valid 

when they were conducted by individuals rather than by a panel. However, the 

interview validity for individual interviews may, in fact, be overestimated due to 

criterion contamination. Since the interviewer in an individual interview is most likely 

to be the position manager, the interviewer is also just as likely to be the rater of 

performance. As Cascio ( 1987) illustrated, this situation would constitute criterion 

contamination, suggesting that interview validity for individual interviews could be 

artificially inflated, thus projecting the illusion that individual interviews are more 

valid than panel interviews. It is possible that criterion contamination may also be 

present in panel interview studies, however, I would argue that this problem would 

not present itself in the same degree as in individual interview studies. Because panel 

interviewers are more likely to be removed from the target position, it is feasible to 



assume that panellists would be less likely to be involved in the administration of 

performance appraisals. The present study investigates the validity of interviews by 

removing those studies where interviewers were also raters of performance, thus 

providing a more accurate estimate of interview validity. 
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Hypothesis I: Individual interview studies are more likely than panel interview 

studies to have criterion contamination, and when studies with criterion 

contamination are removed, mean individual interview validity might be 

expected to be no higher, and possibly less than mean panel interview validity. 

Psychologists versus Non-Psychologists. Another explanation for the inferior 

validity of panel interviews found in the previous meta-analytic reviews may be that 

interviewers who are also psychologists increase the validity of selection decisions, 

and individual interviewers are more likely to be psychologists than panel 

interviewers, because psychologists should have greater expertise in selection 

interviewing. In a review of expertise and performance, Chi, Glaser, and Farr ( 1988) 

drew a number of conclusions. First, experts excel mainly in their own domains. 

Second, experts perceive large, meaningful patterns in their domains. Third, experts 

see and represent a problem in their domain at a deeper, more principled level than 

novices. Finally, experts have strong self-monitoring skills, meaning that experts were 

more aware when errors were made and when to check for errors. Therefore, experts 

might be expected to perform better than novices. Support for the expert hypothesis 

was also found by Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Bentson ( 1987) in their review 

of assessment center validity such that psychologists' assessments were significantly 
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more valid than those made by managers. This finding contradicted a widely held 

belief that managers were more valid assessors, since managers were more familiar 

with job requirements than psychologists. The implications of these conclusions for 

the present study are that psychologists who are selection interviewers are more likely 

than non-psychologists to have expertise in the area of selection interviewing, and 

therefore make more valid selection decisions than non-psychologists. Psychologists 

are more likely to be involved in conducting individual interviews than panel 

interviews, since it would be costly for organisations to employ a panel of 

psychologists. While it is feasible that an interviewing panel may have a psychologist 

in its midst, it is more likely that psychologists would be prevalent in conducting 

individual interviews. The hypothesis concerning psychologists is as follows: 

Hypothesis 2: Psychologists are more likely to make more valid interview 

judgements than non-psychologists, and psychologists are more likely to be 

prevalent in individual interviews than in panel interviews. 

Interview Training/Experience. Interviewers have been found to make numerous 

errors in conducting the interview and evaluating applicants (Gatewood & Feild, 

1994; Mayfield, 1964), such as using interview questions inconsistently with 

applicants, questions which are not job -related or which do not pertain to the 

applicant's ability to perform the job. Other errors include overestimating their ability 

to evaluate applicants, which can lead to hasty selection decisions, which may be 

influenced by all manner of personal biases. Employment interviewers are also subject 

to making rating errors, such as central tendency, leniency, and stringent errors in 
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their evaluations. Other errors such as halo, contrast, first impression, and similar-to

me effects have also been shown to influence interviewer judgements. Training 

interviewers in conducting interviews, the interview process, decision-making 

methods, and systematic scoring, can reduce the number of errors made by 

interviewers, and thus improve the reliability and validity of the employment interview 

(Dipboye, 1991; Dipboye & Gaugler, I 993; Gatewood & Field, I 994 ). 

Interview experience and training is intuitively appealing as a moderating 

factor in interview validity (Keenan, 1989), since trained/experienced interviewers are 

more likely to know how to interview applicants effectively, process information 

presented in the interview, and be able to judge people better than those that are 

untrained/inexperienced. Arvey and Campion ( 1982) noted that previous findings 

suggested that intensive training courses that included practice with feedback and 

group discussions helped in reducing rating errors of contrast, halo, similarity, and 

first impression (Latham, Wexley, & Pursell, 1975; Wexley, Sanders, & Yuki, 1973). 

Keenan ( 1978) also found that trained interviewers were less biased in their 

evaluations of applicants, while other research found no significant effects for training 

in reducing rater errors (Vance, Kuhnert, & Farr, 1978; Maurer & Fay, 1988). There 

is some evidence to suggest that training may increase interview validity and 

reliability. For example, Dougherty, Ebert, and Callender ( 1986) obtained higher 

interview validities after interviewers were trained than prior to training, while 

Heneman ( 1975) found that low reliabilities resulted when untrained interviewers 

observed unstructured interviews. Conway et al. ( I 995) found that interview 

reliabilities were higher when interviewers were trained. 
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The case for experienced interviewers is not so clear, as there has been little 

research conducted on whether the effectiveness of interviewers' judgements varies 

with the amount of experience. One study, conducted by Keenan ( 1978), investigated 

interviewer experience and interviewer effectiveness and found that experienced 

interviewers were more biased than interviewers with less experience (when bias was 

operationalised as a correlation between personal liking for the candidate and a 

judgement of suitability). However, given that there has been little attempt to 

investigate interviewer effectiveness and experience, it may be too presumptuous to 

draw any major conclusions from this finding. 

Despite the inconsistencies regarding interviewer training and lack research 

with respect to interviewer experience in the selection interview literature, support for 

training interviewers still prevails (Conway et al., 1995; Dipboye, 1991; Dipboye & 

Gaugler, 1993). In fact, Conway et al. (1995) recommended that interviewers should 

be trained in some capacity, based on their finding that training increased interview 

reliability. Moreover, there is evidence in the performance appraisal literature to 

suggest that rater training can increase accuracy (e.g., Sulsky & Day, 1992). 

The concepts of training and experience were treated as a single variable in the 

present study based upon the following premise that interviewers who have either 

training or experience, suggests that they have some skills in interviewing, and 

therefore may contribute to superior validity. If training/experience does increase 

interview validity, then one explanation for the superiority in interview validity for 

individual interviews may be that individual interviewers are more likely to have 

training/experience than panel interviewers. If an organisation was to leave a 

selection decision to one person rather than a panel, then they would be more likely to 



leave the interviewing task to a person with training/experience, rather than to 

someone without such skills. Therefore, the training/experience hypothesis states: 

Hypothesis 3: More experienced/trained interviewers make more valid 

selection decisions than interviewers with no training/experience, and 

individual interviewers are more likely to be trained/experienced. 

Proximity of Interviewer to Target Position. One of the possible explanations for 

the inferiority of panel interview validity may be found in the assessment of 

interviewers' proximity to the target position. Interviewers who are familiar and 

knowledgeable about the target position and its requirements, may increase the 

likelihood that a more valid selection decision will be made. Devine and Kozlowski 
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( 1995) investigated the effects of domain-specific knowledge and task characteristics 

on decision making. The results showed that individuals who had high degree of 

knowledge were more accurate on well-structured decisions, but are no better than 

low-knowledge individuals on ill-structured decisions. Secondly, high-knowledge 

individuals reduced information search when decisions were well-structured and 

alternatives were descriptively labelled. Finally, high knowledge individuals utilised 

more contextual information than low knowledge individuals. This supports the 

hypothesis that interviewers who are closely related to the target position are likely to 

have more relevant knowledge than individuals who are higher in the organisational 

hierarchy, from different departments, or from outside of the organisation. Therefore, 

interviewers who are more proximal to the target position might be expected to make 

more valid judgements than interviewers who are not. 
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Individual interviews are most likely to be conducted by persons proximal to 

the target position (such as the immediate manager of the target position or someone 

who is proximal to the vacant position), while panel interviews are more likely to 

comprise of members who are less related or proximal to the target position. 

Therefore: 

Aim2 

Hypothesis 4: Interviewer proximity to the target position is positively 

correlated with interview validity, and individual interviewers are more likely 

to have greater proximity to the target position. 

The literature on groups and group performance indicates that groups can be 

more effective than individuals (in particular to average individual performance), in 

terms of the quality of decisions made ( e.g., Bottger & Yetton, 1988; Martell & Borg, 

1993; Miner, 1984;). In relation to group size, Littlepage (1991) noted that evidence 

of the relationship between group size and group performance was inconsistent, such 

that some studies indicated that increases in group size had no effect on performance, 

while other studies showed that performance increased with group size. Still other 

studies indicated that group performance increases with group size but with 

diminishing returns. Therefore, the nature of the relationship between group size and 

performance appears to vary as a function of the task. Of the tasks identified by 

researchers in the group literature, decision-making or judgemental tasks best 

characterise the task of employment interviewing, as interviewers are required to 

make a decision or judgement as to which applicant is best suited to the target 
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position. Most of the literature on group size and group performance has focused on 

tasks other than judgment or decision-making tasks, and there has been a general 

reluctance to put a number on an optimal group size for such tasks. However, 

Robbins ( 1993) and Worchel, Cooper, and Goethals (1990) noted that group 

performance would decrease when the size of a decision-making group exceeds five 

members. 

Interestingly, several studies in the selection interview literature have 

suggested that an optimal group size for panel interviewing might range between two 

and five members (Campion et al., 1988; Daniel & Valencia, 1991; Lowry, 1994). 

However, such suggestions were not based on any evidence that panel interview 

validity increased as a result of the panel size ranging between two and five members. 

In fact, there appears to be no evidence that panel interview validity varies as a 

function of panel size. Rather, it would seem that the suggestion made by Campion et 

al. (1988), Daniel & Valencia (1991), and Lowry (1994) was derived from the 

number of interviewers typically employed in a panel interview. Therefore, based on 

these assumptions that the best size for an interviewing panel might range anywhere 

between two and five members, the following research question was proposed: Are all 

panel sizes inferior to individual interviews in terms of validity? By analysing the 

validity of various interview panel sizes, a clearer understanding of the effect group 

size has on decision-making or judgemental tasks may be achieved. 

In sum, the first aim of the present study was to determine why earlier meta

analytic reviews found panel interview validity to be no better or worse than 

individual interview validity, by investigating the possible causes. Four possible 

causes were identified and included: (I) criterion contamination in individual interview 



studies, (2) greater prevalence of psychologists in individual interview studies, (3) 

greater pervasiveness of training/experience in individual interview studies, and ( 4) 

greater prevalence of proximal interviewers in individual interview studies. The 

second aim was to investigate whether all panel sizes were inferior to individual 

interviews in terms of validity. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

METHOD 

Data Set 

A total of 204 interview validity coefficients were analysed in the present 

study. The validity data were obtained from validation studies in which job 

performance and training performance were used as criteria for assessing the validity 

of selection interviews. The studies used in the present analysis were those employed 

in a previous meta-analysis of employment interviews conducted by McDaniel et al. 

( 1994). 

The studies were located by McDaniel and colleagues in an extensive literature 

search extending over a period of eight years. Validity data was obtained from the 

database of validity coefficients from the U.S. Office of Personnel Management and 

from the reference lists of five previous meta-analyses (Dunnette, Arvey, & Arnold, 

1971; Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Reilly & Chao, 1982; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988; 

Wright et al., 1989). These validity coefficients were obtained from both unpublished 

and published research. Sources included journal articles (n = 60), dissertations (n = 

20), technical reports (n = 32), master's theses (n = 1 ), unpublished or submitted 

manuscripts (n = I), books (n = 4), and conference papers (n = 9). Research was 

conducted in a variety of settings, such as education (n = 16), business (n = 31 ), 

armed forces and law enforcement agencies (n = 46), manufacturing (n = 25), and 

other areas (n = 9), for example the Peace Corps. In some cases, studies included 
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more than one coefficient (e.g., Kennedy, 1986), all of which were coded. While this 

may appear to violate the principles of independence, it must be noted that some 

studies reported separate coefficients for training and job performance criteria, while 

others simply reported separate coefficients for separate studies. 

Study Inclusion Rules 

Several sources of validity data included in the McDaniel et al. ( 1994) analysis 

were excluded from the present study for a variety of reasons. First, studies excluded 

by McDaniel et al. (1994) were not included in the present analysis2 Secondly, 

several validation studies could not be located by McDaniel in time for the present 

analyses. Of those studies not located were seven validity studies (Berkley, 1984; 

Delaney, 1954; English, 1983; Flynn & Peterson, 1972; McKinney, 1975; Wayne 

County Civil Service Commission, 1973) and six personal communications to 

McDaniel (Ard, 1985; Bosshardt, 1993; Brown, 1986; Davis, 1986; Maurer, 1986; 

Pearlman, 1978). 

Table 3 shows the comparison of the number of studies used by McDaniel et 

al. ( 1994) and in the present study. As a result of these decision rules, over 200 

validity coefficients remained for analysis in the present study. A list of all studies 

used for analysis in the present study are presented in Appendix A. 

2 The reader is referred to the "Decision Rules" section in the McDaniel ct al. ( 1994) study for 
further clarification of the decision rules employed for the inclusion/exclusion of studies from 
analyses. 



Table 3 

Comparison of The Validity Coefficients Used In The Present Study with McDaniel 
et al. ( 1994) 

Number of Coefficients 
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Criterion McDaniel et al. ( 1994) Present Study 

Job Performance 160 136 

Training Performance 75 68 

Total 235 204 

Coding Interview Studies 

Each of the studies included in the present meta-analysis were coded by two 

independent judges, using a coding sheet developed from the hypotheses. Each 

coding category is described below. 

Interview type. All studies were coded in terms of whether the interview was 

conducted by an individual or a panel of interviewers. In the present investigation, a 

"panel interview" was defined as one in which two or more interviewers were present 

at the same interview. McDaniel et al. (1994) treated such interviews and others in 

which individuals assessed applicants on separate occasions, yet made a collective 

decision, as "board" interviews. These were coded as individual interviews in the 

present analysis. While this is technically a form of panel interview (Dipboye, 1991 ), 

it was not considered to be a pure form of the panel interview as such a group of 

interviewers were not witness to the same applicant behaviours. 
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Criterion contamination. In order to investigate the impact of criterion 

contamination on interview validity, the judges were first required to ascertain for 

each study whether the performance criterion used for the computation of criterion

related validity was objective or subjective. Objective criteria referred to criteria such 

as tenure, test scores, and sales per hour (Weekley & Gier, 1987). Those studies 

identified as consisting of objective criteria were not coded further, since criterion 

contamination was not viewed to be an issue for such studies. Subjective criteria 

referred to criteria that consisted of appraiser judgements which included ratings or 

rankings on scales to assess performance such as BARS or graphic rating scales. 

Those studies identified to have used subjective criteria in the calculation of criterion

related validity were then coded as to whether the interviewers were also raters of 

performance, using a classification system comprised of four categories which were as 

follows: (a) it was certain that the selection interviewers were also raters of 

performance; (b) it was probable that the selection interviewers were also raters of 

performance; ( c) it was certain that the selection interviewers were not raters of 

performance; and (d) it was probable that the selection interviewers were not raters of 

performance. These four categories were later collapsed into two categories which 

indicated as to whether the selection interviewers were or were not the raters of 

performance. Both individual and panel interview studies posed a few problems for 

coding criterion contamination, as some studies did not identify interviewers in 

relation to the target position. Therefore, it was difficult to determine as to whether 

the interviewers were associated with appraising performance. In such cases, these 

studies were not included for the analysis of criterion contamination. Also, there were 

some instances in which one panel member was the only rater of performance, 

however, this still constituted criterion contamination, and was coded accordingly. 



29 

Interviewers as psychologists. In order to investigate the impact a psychologist has 

on interview validity, and whether individual interviewers were more likely to be 

psychologists, the judges coded whether each interviewer was or was not a 

psychologist, irrespective of whether the interview was conducted by a panel or an 

individual. For those interviews with multiple raters, that is for both true panels and 

multiple rater interviews, there was often little information given regarding the 

interviewers, and thus made coding for psychologists difficult. However, in most 

cases, panels were often a mix of psychologists and non-psychologists, and thus 

separate codings for each interviewer were made. When the interview was conducted 

by a panel, studies in which there was at least one psychologist present in the 

interview panel were included in the analysis of psychologists. However, these were 

not included in the analysis of non-psychologists. 

Training/experience. All studies were coded for interviewer training/experience. 

The coding sheet allowed for one of two possible codings for training/experience 

which included (I) yes and (2) no. A "yes" code included all those studies which 

stated or implied that interviewers had training/experience. For example, a number of 

validity studies used in the present met-analysis used the 'Teacher Perceiver" 

interview (a structured interview used in the United States for the selection of 

teachers), and it was often never stated that the interviewer, who was also the 

researcher in most cases, had training/experience. However, in order to conduct a 

'Teacher Perceiver" interview, the interviewer is required to undergo an intensive 

training course (Zaranek, 1983 ), and therefore a "yes" was coded for 

training/experience in such cases. Similarly, those interviewers who were members of 

a personnel department within the organisation in which interviews were conducted 
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were also coded as trained/experienced. Panel interview studies in which some 

interviewers were trained/experienced and other panel members were not, a "yes" to 

training/experience was coded, as such panels were deemed to have some 

training/experience. 

Interviewer proximity. The positions of interviewers in all of the studies were coded 

by the judges in order to analyse interviewer proximity to the target position. For 

panel interview studies, each interviewer was coded individually for his/her position in 

relation to the target position. In the original coding schedule, the following types of 

interviewer position categories relative to the target position were identified: (I) 

immediate manager; (2) higher-level manager; (3) incumbent; (4) personnel specialists 

or any personnel/human resources position; (5) interviewer from another department; 

(6) peer to target position; (7) subordinate to target position; (8) other member of the 

organisation; and (9) not a member of the organisation. For ease of analysis, these 

categories were later collapsed into a three-point scale ranging from low ( l) to high 

(3) proximity. "Low" proximity included categories five, seven, eight and nine, while 

categories two, four and six were classified as "medium" proximity, and categories 

one and three classified as "high" proximity to the target position. In many cases, 

particularly for panel interviews and individual interviews in which there were multiple 

raters, interviewers varied in proximity to the target position, and therefore and 

average rating was calculated. 

Each study was coded using the aforementioned rules. If a study provided 

insufficient information on a particular factor, it was coded as missing information and 

excluded from that particular analysis. For example, if it was not clear in a study 

whether the interviewer was or was not a rater on the performance criterion, the study 



was omitted from the criterion contamination analysis. The coding sheet used in the 

present study is presented in Appendix B. 

Reliability of Coding 
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Table 4 presents reliability information for the coding of studies. Two judges 

coded each study independently and then met periodically to compare codings. 

Discrepancies were discussed and an agreement was reached. In some cases, 

discussions of discrepant codings were not resolved, and a third judge was called 

upon to resolve a coding disagreement. The reliability prior to discussion for panel 

versus individual was 87%, 89% for objective versus subjective criteria, 82% for 

interviewer also criterion rater, and 80% for training/experience. The reliabilities for 

psychologist versus non-psychologist and interviewer position were averaged, since 

there was more than one interviewer in some studies. The average reliability for 

psychologist versus non-psychologist was 99%, while the reliability for interviewer 

position was somewhat lower with only 68% agreement. After discussion, agreement 

on the codings reached 100%. 

Analyses 

Meta-analysis was used for performing the analyses in the present study. It is a 

technique that evolved from a need to make sense of a vast number of accumulated 

study findings in many research domains. There are many other methods of 

integrating study results across studies, although these are generally inferior to meta

analysis. For example, the traditional narrative review is one method of 

comprehending study results. However, this method has been shown to be unreliable. 

Hunter & Schmidt ( 1990) noted that Cooper & Rosenthal ( 1980, cited in Hunter & 



Table 4 

Judges' Percentage Agreement on Coding Schedule. 

Question# 

Panel or Individual Interview 

Objective versus Subjective Criteria 

Interviewer also Criterion Rater 

Psychologist versus Non-Psychologist 

Interviewer Training/Experience 

Interviewer Position 

Percentage Agreement 

87 

89 

82 

99 

80 

68 

Note: Agreements reached I 00% after third party mediation. The percentage agreements for 

"Psychologist versus Non-Psychologist" and "Interviewer Position" categories (5 each) were 

averaged for studies with multiple interviewers. 

32 

Schmidt, 1990) found that even when the size of the sample of studies was a small as 

seven, reviewers who used narrative methods or quantitative methods reached 

different conclusions. Wolf ( 1986) noted many other potential disadvantages of the 

traditional narrative review method. Firstly, reviewers may selectively include studies. 

Secondly, there is a danger that studies may be weighted subjectively, thereby 

influencing the conclusions made. Thirdly, there is a likelihood of failure to examine 

characteristics of studies as possible explanations for divergent or consistent results 

across studies. Finally, narrative reviewers may fail to examine moderating variables 

in the relationship of interest. A number of narrative reviews of the employment 

interview literature have been conducted over the years (Arvey, 1979, Arvey & 

Campion, 1982; Harris, 1989; Keenan, 1989; Mayfield, 1964; Schmitt, 1976; Ulrich & 

Trumbo. 1964; Wagner, 1949; Wright, 1969) and the conclusions of these reviews, 

particularly with respect to interview validity, were not favourable. Meta-analysis is 

an advanced technique for statistically integrating results of independent studies to 
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obtain definitive conclusions in a research area. Unlike narrative reviews, this 

technique allows reviewers to estimate how much of the observed differences in 

results across studies is attributable to statistical artifacts rather than considerable 

differences in the underlying population relationships. Meta-analysis is more than a 

data-analysis technique, as it provides researchers with clearer directions regarding 

research needs within a particular domain. It can also be useful in the development of 

theory to identify what needs to be explained by a theory. 

Essentially, meta-analysis provides estimates of the true average correlations 

and the true variation across studies, by calculating and removing variance attributable 

to artifacts. Hunter and Schmidt ( 1990) noted that there are several types of study 

and methodological artifacts that can alter the size of a study correlation to the extent 

that it actually underestimates the true correlation. Such statistical artifacts include 

sampling error, error of measurement in the independent and dependent variables, and 

range variation (ie., range restriction or enhancement). 

The use of meta-analysis in estimating selection interview validity has 

contributed to a more lucid understanding of the factors that influence interview 

validity. For example, it is clear from previous meta-analytic reviews that structure is 

a powerful moderator of interview validity (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; Huffcutt & 

Woehr, 1993; McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy et al. 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). 

While narrative reviewers have suspected that structure would influence interview 

validity (e.g; Keenan, 1989; Schmitt, 1976; Wagner, 1949; Wright, 1969), only the 

use of meta-analysis has confirmed such suspicions. Similarly, while many authors 

have concluded that panel interviews are, or at least should be, superior to interviews 

conducted by individuals (e.g., Campion, 1988; Dipboye, 1991; Lowry, 1994 ), the use 

of meta-analysis in the present review may contribute to an enhanced understanding of 
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interview validity. This can be achieved by determining the factors that not only affect 

interview validity, but are also correlated with whether the interview is conducted by 

an individual of a panel of interviewers. 

A meta-analysis programme called MetaQuick 16, developed by Stauffer 

( 1996) was used in the present study to analyse the proposed hypotheses. The 

programme is a psychometric meta-analysis programme based on the procedures 

developed by Hunter and Schmidt ( 1990) and Hedges and Olkin ( 1985). 

Data sets were constructed according to the variable under consideration and 

the nature of the criterion. Hypotheses were tested by breaking the data set down by 

codings for a particular hypothesis, and comparing summary statistics. For example, 

the validities of panel and individual interviews with and without criterion 

contamination were analysed, by identifying the validity coefficients for those 

particular categories. For instance, all the coefficients which came from studies that 

were criterion contaminated individual interviews were analysed and then the result 

was compared to the result of criterion contaminated panel interview studies. 

In all analyses, validity coefficients were corrected for sampling error and 

criterion unreliability. Following the reasoning of McDaniel et al. (1994), coefficients 

were not corrected for predictor unreliability, as the aim of this study was to obtain 

estimates of the operational validity of interviews for selection purposes. While range 

restriction data were available from McDaniel et al. (1994), coefficients were not 

corrected for range restriction due to MetaQuik 16' s inability to use separate artifact 

distributions. As a result, the validities obtained without range restriction corrections 

must be regarded as lower bound, or downwardly biased, since range restriction 

attenuates or underestimates validity coefficients. 
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Artifact Information 

As per the meta-analysis conducted by McDaniel et al. ( 1994 ), the studies used 

in the present analysis contained little information regarding the reliability of the job 

performance and training criteria. The present analysis thus uses the criterion 

reliability distributions used by Pearlman ( 1979) and later adopted by McDaniel et al. 

(1994 ), in which the average criterion reliabilities used for job performance and 

training performance were .60 and .80, respectively. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESULTS 

Overall Validity of Individual versus Panel Interviews 

Analyses of the validities of individual and panel interviews were conducted for 

both job and training performance criteria to examine the extent to which individual 

and panel interviews differ in terms of validity, in the present sample. While McDaniel 

et al. (1994) conducted analyses using "tenure" as a performance criterion, this was 

not used in any of the present analyses, since the number of validity studies from 

which adequate conclusions could be drawn was too small (five studies in total). 

Comparisons with McDaniel et al.' s ( 1994) original findings were also made, but only 

with validities in which the criterion was job performance (as McDaniel et al did not 

compare the validities of individual and panel interviews when the criterion was 

training performance). The comparisons were performed in order to ensure that the 

results of the present study were not grossly conflicting with those obtained by 

McDaniel et al. Table 5 presents the results for individual and panel interviews for job 

and training performance criteria and show that panel interviews are equal in validity 

to individual interviews when the criterion was job performance, with both interviews 

yielding corrected mean validities of .28. However, when the criterion was training 

performance, panel interviews were inferior in terms of validity. achieving a mean 

corrected validity of 13 compared to 



Table 5 

Mean Validities for Panel and Individual Interviews 

Interview 
Distribution 

All interviews 

Individual 
Interviewer 

Panel Interview 

All Interviews 

Individual 
Interviewer 

Panel Interview 

N No. of r's 

21807 (25244) I 36 (160) 

11292(11393) 65 (90) 

7399(11915) 47 (54) 

58793 68 

51850 29 

5151 26 
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90% Credibility 
Mean r Obs. cr e cre Value 

Criterion = Job Performance 

0.22 (0.20) 0.15 (0.15) 0.28 (0.26) 0.20 (0.17) -0.05 

0.22 (0.24) 0.18(0.18) 0.28 (0.31) 0.23 (0.20) -0.10 

0.22 (0.17) 0.11 (0.12) 0.28 (0.22) 0.14(0.13) 0.05 

Criterion = Training Performance 

0.23 0.08 0.25 0.09 0.10 

0.24 0.07 0.27 0.08 0.13 

0.12 0.07 0.13 0.08 -0.01 

Note: The first column of data in each table identifies the distribution of the validities analysed. The following four columns of data present the total sample size, the number of validity 
coefficients upon which each distribution was based, and the uncorrected mean and standard deviation of each distribution. Obs = observed; p = estimated population mean with corrections 
for sampling error and criterion unreliability; crp = estimated standard deviation. Values in parentheses refer to those obtained by McDaniel et al. (1994). 
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Table 6 

Mean Validities for "Multiple Assessor" and Individual Interviews 

Interview 90% Credibility 
Distribution N No. of r's Mean r Obs. cr ~ cr~ Value 

Criterion= Job Performance 

Individual 7749 70 0.28 0.21 0.36 0.26 -0.08 
Interviewer 
Multiple 
Assessor 12642 54 0.18 0.09 0.24 0.13 0.03 
Interviews 

Criterion = Training Performance 

Individual 10945 29 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.23 -0.16 
Interviewer 
Multiple 
Assessor 6055 18 0.22 0.16 0.24 0.18 -0.05 
Interviews 
Note. Obs = observed; p = estimated population mean; crp = estimated standard deviation. 
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.26 for individual interviews. The results of the validities when the criterion was job 

performance conflict with those obtained by McDaniel et al., in which the corrected 

mean validities for individual and panel interviews were .31 and .22, respectively. 

These differences are attributable to two possible causes. Firstly, one possible cause 

for the differences could be that not all the validity coefficients used by McDaniel et 

al. ( 1994) could be obtained, and therefore it was not possible to include these in the 

present analyses. Secondly, some studies coded as individual interviews in the present 

study were coded as "board" interviews by McDaniel et al. In order to investigate 

which of these possible explanations accounted for the different results, analyses were 

performed using McDaniel et al. 's definition of panel and individual interviews (in 

which panel or "board" interviews encompassed all interviews in which there were 

multiple assessors, irrespective of whether all interviewers interviewed candidates 

simultaneously). 

Table 6 presents the results of the validities for individual and multiple assessor 

interviews for job and training performance criteria. The results for interview validity 

when the criterion was job performance were similar to the original findings of 

McDaniel et al., such that the mean corrected validities for panel and individual 

interviews were .24 and .36, respectively, compared to McDaniel et al. 's findings of 

.22 for panel interviews and .31 for individual interviews. Therefore, the conflict 

between the results of the present study and those of McDaniel et al. can be attributed 

to the definition of "panel" interviews, rather than an incomplete data set. 

The validity coefficients that were in the training criterion sample were also re

analysed using the "multiple assessor" definition. Interestingly, the mean corrected 

validities for individual and panel interviews were different, such that panel interview 

validity was superior to individual interviews (.24 versus .22, respectively). Although 



these results can not be compared to McDaniel et al.' s ( 1994) (as no comparison 

between individual and panel interview validity was made for training performance 

criteria), these results illustrate that very different conclusions can be made when 

variables are operationalised in disparate ways. 

Criterion Contamination 
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It was hypothesised in the present study that one explanation for the superior 

validity of individual interviews compared to panel interviews may be attributable to 

the presence of criterion contamination in individual interview studies. Criterion 

contamination is most likely to affect individual interview validity since individual 

interviewers are more likely to be the target position's manager, and thus are more 

likely to conduct performance appraisals for the target position. As a result of this 

potential bias, the corrected mean validity for individual interviews might be inflated, 

thereby leading to the false conclusion that individual interviews are superior to panel 

interviews in terms of validity. By removing criterion contaminated studies, I 

hypothesised that mean individual interview validity would be lower than panel 

interview validity. 

Table 7 presents the results of analyses of individual and panel interviews with 

the omission of criterion contaminated studies when the criterion was job and training 

performance. Studies that could not be identified as either panel or individual 

interviews (twenty-four in total), were excluded from the criterion contamination 

analyses. A total of nine cases of criterion contamination were identified and 

subsequently removed. These contaminated cases were identified in 
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Table 7 

Panel and Individual Interview Validity Without Criterion Contamination 

Interview 90% Credibility 
Distribution N No. of r's Mean r Obs. cr p crp Value 

Job Performance 

Individual 
Interviewer 11433 63 0.22 0.18 0.28 0.24 -0.11 

Panel Interview 7256 45 0.22 0.11 0.28 0.14 0.05 

Total 18689 108 0.22 0.16 0.28 0.20 -0.06 

Training Perf orrnance 

Individual 
Interviewer 49890 27 0.24 0.07 0.27 0.08 0.13 

Panel Interview 4602 23 0.11 0.06 0.12 0.08 -0.0 I 

Total 54492 50 0.23 0.08 0.26 0.09 0.10 
Note: Obs= observed; p = estimated population mean corrected for sampling error and criterion unreliability; crp = estimated standard deviation. 
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the studies performed by Arvey, Miller, Gould, and Burch (1987), Finesinger, Cobb 

Chapple, and Brazier (1948), Grove (1981), Johnson, Boots, Wherry, Hotaling, 

Martin, and Cassens (1994 ), Pasco (1979), Plag (1961 ), Roth, Campion, and Francis 

( 1988), and Stohr-Gillmore, Stohr-Gillmore, and Kistler (1990). 

When the criterion was job performance, there were two cases each of 

criterion contamination for individual and panel interviews, which when removed, 

made no difference to the mean corrected validities of individual and panel interviews 

from when criterion contamination was present. As such, the validities remained 

constant at .28. In addition, there were not more instances of criterion contamination 

in individual interview studies as hypothesised. Therefore, the hypothesis was not 

supported when the criterion was job performance. 

A similar scenario occurred when the criterion was training performance. 

There were five cases of criterion contamination, two for individual interview studies 

and three for panel interview studies. When these cases of criterion contamination 

were removed, there was little difference in the mean corrected validities for 

individual and panel interviews, compared to when criterion contamination was 

present, such that the mean validities for individual and panel interviews were .12 and 

.27, respectively, compared to .26 for individual interviews and .13 for panel 

interviews when criterion contamination was present. However, the difference in the 

mean corrected validities for panel and individual interviews was large, suggesting 

that individual interviews are more valid than panel interviews when the criterion is 

training performance (irrespective of the existence of criterion contamination). 

Overall, the criterion contamination hypothesis was inconclusive, to the extent 

that criterion contamination was not as prevalent in individual interview studies as 



expected, and the removal of criterion contaminated studies did not alter the mean 

corrected validities of individual interviews. 

Psychologists versus Non-Psychologists 
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The second hypothesis of the present study reasoned that individual interview 

studies were more likely to use psychologists as interviewers, and that psychologists 

would have higher validity. Tables 8 and 9 present the results for psychologists 

versus non-psychologists for individual and panel interview studies when the criterion 

was job and training performance, respectively. Studies that were not identified as 

individual or panel interviews were used in the calculation of the mean validities for 

"psychologists" and "non-psychologists" in total. As Tables 8 and 9 indicate, when 

the criterion was job performance, psychologists were more prevalent in individual 

interviews as hypothesised: twenty-two individual interview studies used at least one 

psychologist, while only three panel interview studies used psychologists as 

interviewers. While individual interviews used more psychologists than panel 

interviews, the difference between the number of panel and individual interview 

studies in which the interviewers were not psychologists was negligible (44 versus 43 

studies respectively). When the criterion was training performance, a similar pattern 

emerged. Individual interview studies used psychologists as interviewers more than 

panel interview studies ( I I versus 4 ), and non-psychologists were used as 

interviewers more often in panel interviews than in individual interview studies (22 

versus 20 respectively). In sum, when interview studies used psychologists as 

interviewers, the interviews were more often individual interviews. 

While the first half of the "psychologist versus non-psychologist" hypothesis 

was supported, the mean corrected validities obtained for both types of interviews 



44 

Table 8 

Mean Validities for Interviewers as Ps)'.chologists (Criterion= Job Performance) 

Interview 90% Credibility 
Distribution N No. of r's Meanr Obs. cr Q O'Q Value 

Psychologist 

Individual 
Interviewer 6153 22 0.16 0.07 0.21 0.09 0.05 

Panel Interview 167 3 0.22 0.13 0.28 0.17 0.01 

Total 6580 29 0.16 0.07 0.21 0.10 0.05 
Not Psychologist 

Individual 
Interviewer 5979 43 0.28 0.23 0.36 0.30 -0.14 

Panel Interview 7232 44 0.22 0.11 0.28 0.14 0.05 

Total 15227 107 0.24 0.17 0.31 0.22 -0.06 
Note. Obs = observed; p = estimated population mean; crp = estimated standard deviation 
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Table 9 

Mean Validities for Interviewers as Ps:tchologists (Criterion= Training Performance} 

Interview 90% Credibility 
Distribution N No. of r's Mean r Obs. cr ~ cr~ Value 

Psychologist 

Individual 
Interviewer 7688 10 0.29 0.13 0.32 0.15 0.08 

Panel Interview 450 4 0.20 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.23 

Total 8538 16 0.28 0.13 0.31 0.15 0.08 
Not Psychologist 

Individual 
Interviewer 44162 19 0.23 0.05 0.26 0.06 0.16 

Panel Interview 4701 22 0.11 0.07 0.12 0.08 -0.02 

Total 50255 52 0.22 0.05 0.24 0.08 0.12 
Note. Obs = observed; p = estimated population mean; crp = estimated standard deviation 



under the respective performance criteria were somewhat surprising. Firstly, when 

interviewers were psychologists and the criterion was job performance, panel 

interview validity was superior to individual interview validity (.28 versus .21, 

respectively) as shown in Table 8. Secondly, individual interview validity was 

superior to panel interview validity when interviewers were identified as "non

psychologists", achieving corrected mean validities of .36 compared to .28, 

respectively Therefore, the second half of the "psychologist versus non

psychologist" hypothesis did not hold in this instance. 
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The hypothesis that individual interview validity would be higher than panel 

interview validity when psychologists were employed was supported when the 

criterion was training performance. Table 9 shows that the corrected mean validity 

for individual interviews was indeed superior to·panel interview validity, such that the 

corrected mean validities were .32 and .23, respectively. Furthermore, individual 

interview validity was also higher than the validity for panel interviews when 

interviewers were "non-psychologists" In this case, the corrected mean validities 

were .26 versus .12, respectively. In sum, the results suggest the following regarding 

the "psychologist versus non-psychologist" hypothesis. Firstly, psychologists are 

more prevalent in individual interviews for both performance criteria. Secondly, the 

results indicate that panel interview validity is superior to individual interview validity 

when psychologists are used and the criterion is training performance. Thirdly, panel 

interviews are inferior to individual interviews in terms of validity when non

psychologists are used as interviewers and the criterion is job or training performance. 

Finally. panel interviews are also inferior when interviewers are psychologists and the 

criterion is training performance. 
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Training/experience 

The third hypothesis tested was that training/experience increases interview 

validity, and individual interviews are more likely than panel interviewers to have 

training/experience. The results for studies using both job and training performance 

criteria, indicate that individual interviewers are more likely to have had 

training/experience than panel interviewers (as hypothesised), and individual 

interviews are more valid than panel interviews when interviewers were 

trained/experienced. However, individual interviews were less valid than panel 

interviews when the criterion was job performance and when interviewers were 

untrained/inexperienced. Tables 10 and 11 present the results of the analyses for both 

criterion types. 

For both criterion types, there were more cases of trained/experienced 

interviewers in individual interviews than in panels, as hypothesised. When the 

criterion was job performance, there were 32 cases of trained/experienced 

interviewers in individual interview studies compared to only 14 cases in panel 

interview studies. Similarly, when the criterion was training performance there were 

more trained/experienced interviewers in individual than in panel interview studies (23 

versus 15, respectively). 

Individual interviewers were more valid than panel interviews when 

interviewers were trained/experienced for both performance criteria. When the 

criterion was job performance, the mean corrected validity for individual interviews 

was .44 compared to compared to .3 I for panels, as Table 10 shows. Similarly, the 

corrected mean validity was higher for individual interviews than panel interviews 

when the criterion was training performance (.35 versus .12, respectively). However, 

when interviewers were not trained/experienced, panel interviews yielded a higher 
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Table 10 

Mean Validities of Interviews for Training/Ex12erience (Criterion = Job Performance) 

Interview 90% Credibility 
Distribution N No. of r's Mean r Obs. cr p crp Value 

Training/Experience 

Individual 
Interviewer 3938 32 0.34 .24 0.44 0.31 -0.07 

Panel Interview 1570 14 0.24 0.01 0.31 0.02 0.28 

Total 6411 56 0.30 0.20 0.39 0.26 -0.05 

No Training/Experience 

Individual 
Interviewer 1208 3 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.18 -0.11 

Panel Interview 1460 2 0.35 0.05 0.46 0.07 0.34 

Total 2668 5 0.26 0.15 0.33 0.19 0.02 
Note. Obs = observed; p = estimated population mean; crp = estimated standard deviation. 
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Table 11 

Mean Validities of Interviews for Training/Experience (Criterion= Training Performance) 

Interview 90% Credibility 
Distribution N No. of r's Mean r Obs. cr p crp Value 

Training/Experience 

Individual 
Interviewer 12835 23 0.31 .12 0.35 0.14 0.12 

Panel Interview 3837 15 0.1 l .0.09 0.12 0.10 -0.04 

Total 17730 44 0.26 0.14 0.29 0.16 0.02 
Note. Obs = observed; p = estimated population mean; crp = estimated standard deviation. No studies were available for "no training/experience" 
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corrected mean validity than individual interviews (.46 versus .18, respectively). job 

performance. (There was no validity data available in reference to interviewer 

training/experience for the training performance criterion.) Overall, 

trained/experienced interviewers were more prevalent in individual interview studies, 

and individual interview validity was superior to panel interview validity for both 

performance criteria, when interviewers were trained/experienced. However, panel 

interviews were superior in validity to individual interviews when interviewers were 

not trained/experienced. Therefore, there was partial support for the 

"training/experience" hypothesis. 

Interviewer Proximity 

This hypothesis stated that the proximity of interviewer(s) to the target 

position would correlate positively with interview validity, and that individual 

interviewers were likely to be more proximal than panel interviewers. The first half of 

the proximity hypothesis was analysed using Spearrnan's rho since the proximity data 

was ordinal (low= 1, medium= 2, and high= 3). The second part of the "proximity" 

hypothesis was analysed by identifying the median proximity rating for interviewers in 

both individual and panel interviews. Consistent with other analyses in the present 

study, analyses are presented for both job and training performance criteria. 

The results of the Spearman's rho correlations between interviewer proximity 

and interview validity were -0.16 (n = 80) and -0.03 (n = 49) for job and training 

performance criteria, respectively, both of which were insignificant. In spite of this 

finding. the interviewer proximity issue was pursued further by investigating the 

relationship between proximity and validity in conjunction with interview structure, 

based on the following logic. It would follow that interviewer proximity would not 
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affect interview validity when the interview is structured, as all interviewers, 

irrespective of how proximal they may be to the target position, would conduct the 

interview using a similar format. Accordingly, proximity might be expected to have a 

greater influence on interview validity when the interview is unstructured, as 

interviewers who are more proximal to the target position would have greater 

knowledge of the requirements for the target position, and would therefore make 

more valid selection decisions. This post hoc hypothesis was analysed using 

Spearman's rho. The results for the correlations between interview validity and 

interviewer proximity and structure were also inconclusive. When the criterion was 

job performance, the Spearman's correlation between interview validity and proximity 

when interviews were structured was .17 (n = 80) and -.32 (n = 20) when the criterion 

was training performance. Both correlations were not significant a the 0.05 level of 

significance. This supports the hypothesis that proximity is not important when 

interviews are structured. When the interviews were unstructured, the correlation 

between proximity and interview validity was -.30 (n = 38) and 0.13 (n = 20) when 

the criteria were job and training performance, respectively. Again, these correlations 

were not statistically significant. Therefore, there appears to be little relationship 

between interviewer proximity and interview validity when interviews are structured 

or unstructured. 

The second part of the "proximity" hypothesis postulated that individual 

interviewers were likely to be more proximal than panel interviewers. This was 

analysed by calculating the median proximity for interviewers for both job and training 

performance criteria. The results indicated that this was the case. The median 

proximity for individual interviewers was 1.0 and 2.0 for job and training 

performance, respectively, compared to O and 1.0, respectively, for panel 



interviewers. In sum, the results of the analyses of the "proximity" hypothesis, 

indicate that proximity is not related to interview validity, although individual 

interviewers are more proximal to target positions than panel interviewers. 

Panel Size 
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The present study investigated the effect panel size would have on interview 

validity. The results, presented in Table 12, show that panel interview validity 

increases with panel size. When the criterion was job performance, the corrected 

mean validity for two member panels was .22 compared to the corrected mean validity 

of .44 when the number of panellists was five. The trend of increased mean corrected 

validity with increased panel size was also evident when the criterion was training 

performance. Table 12 shows that interview panels with four members were more 

valid than those with only two members. The results show that panel interview 

validity does increase as a function of panel size, and larger panels were higher than 

individual interviews in terms of predictive validity, particularly when the criterion 

was job performance. 



53 

Table 12 

Summary of Mean Validities for Different Panel Sizes 

90% Credibility 
Panel Size N No. of r's Mean r Obs. cr ~ cr~ Value 

Job Performance 

2 members 4360 25 0.17 0.08 0.22 0.10 0.05 

3 members 1182 15 0.24 0.07 0.31 0.08 0.17 

4 members -t 

5 members 1548 4 34 0.11 0.44 0.11 0.21 
Training Performance 

2 members 3537 10 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.10 -0.06 

3 members 716 8 0.15 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.17 

4 members 187 2 0.18 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.20 

5 members -t 
Note. Obs = observed; p = estimated population mean; crp = estimated standard deviation. tNo validity studies were available 
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DISCUSSION 

The aims of the present study were (a) to analyse the possible causes for the 

inferiority of panel interview validity compared to individual interview validity, and 
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(b) to investigate whether all panel sizes were inferior to individual interviews in terms 

of predictive validity. In the present study, the overall findings indicated that 

individual interviews were equal to panel interviews in terms of validity when the 

criterion was job performance, although superior to panel interview validity when the 

criterion was training performance. Moreover, panel sizes of more than three 

members were more valid than individual interviews, when the criterion was job 

performance. The overall validity of individual and panel interviews and the outcomes 

the proposed hypotheses are discussed in tum below. 

Overall Validity of Individual versus Panel Interviews 

The validity of individual interviews was found to be superior to panel 

interviews for training performance criteria, and equal to panel interview validity 

when the criterion was job performance. When the McDaniel et al. ( 1994) definition 

of panel interviews was applied, and interviews were redefined as multiple assessor 

interviews, individual interviews were superior in predictive validity compared to 

panel interviews when the criterion was job performance, yet were inferior when the 

criterion was training performance. The results obtained after reclassifying the 

parameters of "panel" interviews, illustrate that varying results are likely to be 
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obtained when variables are not operationalised in a consistent fashion. In sum, the 

results yielded in the present study are only partially consistent with previous findings, 

such that individual interviews were superior to panel interviews in terms of validity, 

but only in the case of predicting training success (McDaniel et al., 1994; Searcy et 

al., 1993; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). 

Criterion Contamination 

The present study hypothesised that individual interview studies were more 

likely than panel interview studies to suffer from criterion contamination. This was 

based upon the reasoning that individual interviewers were more likely to be the 

supervisor or manager of the target position, and might therefore be involved in 

assessments of performance, which would constitute criterion contamination. If this 

was the case, then individual interview validity would, in fact, be artificially inflated 

giving rise to the assertion that individual interviews were more valid. This hypothesis 

was not supported as individual interview studies had no more cases of criterion 

contamination than panel interviews for both performance criteria, and the number of 

criterion contaminated cases was minimal. 

In addition, the criterion contamination hypothesis also stated that, once 

contaminated studies were omitted from comparisons of panel and individual 

interview validity, individual interview validity would be no higher than panel 

interview validity. However, in spite of the removal of criterion contaminated studies 

from analyses, validities for both panel and individual interviews remained unchanged 

from when criterion contamination was present. 

It was interesting to discover that criterion contamination was not as prevalent 

as originally hypothesised. In fact, there were only nine cases of such bias in total. So 



56 

why might criterion contamination not be prevalent in the selection interview 

validation studies? Firstly, not all studies could be identified as to whether subjective 

appraisals of performance had occurred, and there were a number of cases in which it 

was not possible to identify how the interview was conducted (ie., individual versus 

panel formats). This was largely due to deficient reporting in many of the validity 

studies used in the present analysis. The results of the proximity hypothesis can also 

aid the interpretation of the criterion contamination result. Interviewers were 

generally not high in proximity to the target position, indicating that it was unlikely 

that interviewers were also raters of performance, thus eliminating the possibility of 

criterion contamination occurring. Furthermore, it is questionable as to how 

representative the validation studies used in the present study are of selection 

interviews in the field. It is possible that in many situations individual interviewers are 

indeed the position manager. Therefore, criterion contamination may be rife in 

practice. In conclusion, criterion contamination could not be attributed to explaining 

the superiority of individual interview validity in the present study. 

Psychologists versus Non-Psychologists 

In the present study, it was postulated that psychologists would increase 

interview validity, since psychologists would have more interviewing expertise than 

non-psychologists, and because evidence from the assessment center literature has 

indicated that psychologists made more valid ratings than non-psychologists. 

Furthermore, psychologists were predicted to be more prevalent in individual 

interviews than in panel interviews. 

The findings indicated that there was a greater prevalence of psychologists in 

individual interviews. Secondly, individual interviews were more valid than panel 
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interviews when psychologists were used as interviewers, but only when the criterion 

was training performance, however when the criterion was job performance, panel 

interviews were more valid. So, in fact, individual interviewers who were 

psychologists decreased interview validity when the criterion was job performance. 

This finding contradicts the conclusions of Gaugler et al. ( 1987), who noted that 

psychologists made more valid assessments than managers in assessment centers. 

Also, individual interview validity was higher when interviewers were non

psychologists and when the criterion was job performance, which contradicts the 

conclusions made by Chi et al.( 1992) that experts make more valid judgements. 

Interestingly, Camerer and Johnson (1991) noted that while experts were superior to 

novices in processing information, evidence showed that experts did not show 

superior performance. It is also possible that-psychologists may not really be 

"experts" about the target position, nor may they be experts in interviewing. In 

conclusion, interviewers as psychologists only explained the superiority of individual 

interview validity when the criterion was training performance. 

Training/Experience 

Past research on interviewer training suggested that trained interviewers can 

increase the validity and reliability of ratings made (e.g., Conway et al., 1995; 

Dougherty et al., 1986). The present study hypothesised that trained/experienced 

interviewers were more likely to prevail in studies of individual interviews than in 

panel interview studies. Individual interview validity was subsequently hypothesised 

to be superior in validity to panel interviews. The findings of the present study found 

that there were more trained/experienced interviewers in individual studies than in 

panel interview studies, and individual interview validity was subsequently higher than 
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panel interview validity (for both job and training performance criteria), a'i 

hypothesised. In addition, panel interview validity was superior to individual 

interviews when interviewers were untrained/inexperienced when the criterion was job 

performance. This result was based on only three validity coefficients, and thus might 

suffer from second-order sampling error and should therefore be treated with caution. 

This issue is discussed in more detail in the limitations section of this chapter. 

Therefore, one factor which may explain why individual interviews were more valid 

than panel interviews, is that individual interviewers were more likely to be 

trained/experienced than panel interviewers. As such, training/experience or skills in 

interviewing contributes to increased interview validity. 

Interviewer Proximity 

The results of correlational analyses between interview validity and interviewer 

proximity were inconclusive, such that correlational analyses failed to demonstrate 

any relationship between the two variables. Additional analyses between interviewer 

proximity and interview structure and validity also yielded no significant relationship. 

One explanation for the insignificant findings regarding interviewer proximity may be 

that proximity does not connote effectiveness. An interviewer who possesses a great 

deal of knowledge about a particular position, may not be effective when required to 

extract relevant information from applicants, in terms of their ability to perform well 

on the job. Another explanation may be that the interviewers used in the studies 

analysed in the present analyses do not accurately reflect the positions of interviewers 

in practice. It could be that in practice, interviewers are more proximal to the target 

position, and perhaps the impact on interview validity is greater in the field. In 

conclusion, the present findings indicate that the proximity of the interviewer(s) to the 



target position had no effect on interview validity, although individual interviewers 

were more proximal than panel interviewers. 

Panel Size 
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In the present study the following question was posed: Were all panel sizes 

inferior to individual interviews in validity? The group literature has suggested that 

group performance may increase as a function of size, and was supported in the 

present study. The findings in the present study indicate that groups of four to five 

members are ideal, however only small samples of coefficients for panel interviews 

were available, which weakens validity generalisation somewhat. Moreover, there 

were no instances of panel interviews consisting of more than five members, and 

therefore comparisons with larger groups were not feasible. Nevertheless, while 

individual interviews were more valid than panel interviews, when interview validity 

was compared between individuals and varying interview panel sizes, larger interview 

panels yielded higher validity than individual interviews. 

In sum, the possible causes for the inferiority of panel interview validity might 

be attributed to the greater prevalence of interviewer training/experience in individual 

interviews than in panel interviews. Small panel sizes also appear to contribute to 

lower interview validity compared to individual interviews. Criterion contamination, 

interviewers as psychologists and interviewer proximity could not explain the superior 

validity of individual interviews. 

Limitations 

A number of limitations existed in the present study and require discussion. Firstly, 

the small number of studies in many of the analyses performed may give rise to 
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second-order sampling error. According to Hunter and Schmidt ( 1990), second-order 

sampling error occurs when meta-analysis is based on a small number of studies and 

the outcome depends partly on study properties that vary randomly across studies. 

The effect of second-order sampling error is more problematic for estimates of 

standard deviations than for estimates of means, such that estimates can be distorted. 

Therefore, the results for "no training/experience" and panel size should be treated 

somewhat cautiously. 

Secondly, the estimates of interview validity were not corrected for range 

restriction. The meta-analysis statistical package used to perform the analyses was 

unable to conduct analyses using separate artifact distributions, and so the results 

should be considered as lower-bound estimates of validity. While the program could 

perform analyses using artifact information, most of the validity studies used did not 

report separate artifact information for range variation, and therefore it was not 

possible to include such information. Nevertheless, the results indicated moderate 

validity for the employment interview, and it would be likely that these estimates of 

validity would be higher when range restriction was accounted for. 

The reporting of methodological information in the validity studies used in the 

present study was generally poor. Often there was little information as to who 

performed interviews, how many people conducted the interviews, whether 

interviewers were trained/experienced, and it was often not made clear whether 

interviewers were also involved in performance appraisals. This limitation is by no 

means unique to the present study. However, it did serve to undermine the 

robustness of some validity estimates in the present study. 

While every endeavour was made to obtain all the validity information used by 

McDaniel et al. ( 1994), it was not possible, and therefore it may not be entirely 



appropriate to directly compare the present results with those of McDaniel et al. 

( 1994 ). However, while only thirty-one coefficients were not located, the results 

obtained were similar, and therefore the concern of lack of comparability is minimal. 
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Another limitation of the present study resided in the treatment of interviewer 

training and experience as the same construct. The purpose of the merging of training 

and experience was purely to differentiate between interviewers with skills and those 

without interviewing skills to ascertain the differences in validity, if any. However, 

this may not be methodologically and conceptually correct. Training and experience 

are two quite different phenomena. Training refers to instructing interviewers on how 

to conduct an interview, how to minimise bias, and how to effectively obtain 

information from applicants so that an effective interview decision can be made. 

Experience, on the other hand, refers more to familiarity with conducting interviews, 

or that an interviewer has simply conducted a lot of interviews. Experience does not 

necessarily imply effectiveness. 

Moreover, neither training nor experience have been considered as one and the 

same in interview research. Research has tended to focus on one or the other. 

Research evidence regarding interviewer experience and validity is nonexistent (unlike 

interviewer training and validity), with research merely focusing on experience and 

level of bias affecting the decisions. For example, Keenan ( 1978) noted that 

experienced interviewers were more biased than less experienced interviewers, while 

Marlowe, Schneider and Nelson ( 1996) found that less experienced managers were 

more biased in their hiring decisions than more experienced managers. In relation to 

training and validity, there is some research evidence to suggest that training can 

increase the validity of employment interviews. While the present results suggested 

that the superior validity for individual interviews was attributable to 
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trained/experienced interviewers, it was not clear as to whether training was more 

effective than experience or vice versa. Future research could explore the concepts of 

training and experience in order to improve our understanding of what constitutes 

effective interviewers. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The present meta-analytic review of employment interviews focused on investigating 

possible causes of inferior panel interview validity compared to individual interviews. 

While the overall conclusion was that panel interviews were generally no better and 

even worse in terms of predictive validity, panel interviews were found to be superior 

in validity in some cases. Nevertheless, there remain a number of issues that may only 

be resolved as a result of further primary research. Firstly, studies are needed to 

ascertain what constitutes an effective interviewing panel, whether this be in terms of 

size, characteristics of interviewers, such as degree of training, level of experience, 

and processes which prevail within the interviewing group. Obviously, not all panels 

are equally effective, therefore, future research might investigate this. This would 

require indepth analysis of the group dynamics and processes that are in operation, 

and what size groups are more effective than others. Previous authors of panel 

interviews have randomly asserted that the ideal interview panel size ranges anywhere 

between two and five (e.g., Campion et al., 1988; Lowry, 1994), but without any 

empirical evidence to substantiate such claims. While the present research showed 

that larger panel sizes were not only more valid than smaller interview groups, but 

also more valid than individual interviews, there were no data for larger panel sizes to 

ascertain whether a diminishing effect on performance existed with larger interview 



groups. Future research might investigate the ideal panel size by comparing varying 

sizes of interview panels. 
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Secondly, future research might address the issue of under what circumstances 

individual and panel interviews are more appropriate, by investigating occupation type 

and interview type. Individual interviews may be more valid in circumstances where a 

candidate is being assessed for an entry-level position or a position requiring few 

skills. Panel interviews on the other had, may be more appropriate at executive levels 

where candidates might be expected to perform comfortably in such a situation. 

Indeed, a survey of selection practices of organisations in the United Kingdom 

indicate that individual interviews are commonly used for clerical/secretarial positions 

and manual/craftworker jobs in 19.9% and 23.7% of organisations surveyed, 

respectively. In addition, panel interviews are extremely common for graduate, 

managerial and professional/technical positions (Industrial Relations Services, 1997), 

although no validity information was available. Furthermore, applicant reactions to 

individual and panel interviews may also need to be addressed. It may be that 

individual interviews are more valid because applicants perform better at such 

interviews. The employment interview is not only a unique experience, but also one 

that is inherently stressful. Therefore candidates may feel more at ease in a one-on

one situation, and subsequently behave more naturally than candidates facing a group 

of five unfamiliar faces. 

Finally, there has been virtually no research in the selection interview literature 

directly comparing individual and panel interviews. If the issue of individual versus 

group is one of importance, why has this not been done? This issue might be best 

addressed in conjunction with research investigating interview panel dynamics, 

processes, and size, by directly comparing individual interviewers with interview 
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panels of varying sizes. Furthermore, such research should not be limited to simply a 

comparison of methods of interviewing. The reactions and processes of applicants 

and interviewers should also be incorporated into such research. 

Conclusions 

The results of the present meta-analysis did not support previous findings that panel 

interviews are inferior to individual interviews in predictive validity in the case of 

predicting job performance. However, support was found for panel interview validity 

inferiority when the criterion was training performance. Panel interviews were 

superior in validity when (a) large panel groups were utilised, and (b) interviewers 

were not trained/experienced. However, a number of possible explanations were not 

addressed in the present study which might be the subject of future primary research. 

In sum, the panel interview should not be considered as an inferior selection technique 

until the processes and dynamics of interview panels are further explored. 
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APPENDIXB 

CODING SCHEDULE 



Individual/Panel Interviewer Meta-Analysis 

Study#: _____ _ Authors: __________ _ 

Coder: ______ _ 

I a. Who conducted the interviews? 

(I) individual interviewers (2) panels of 2 or more interviewers 

(3) unable to tell whether individual or panel 

_ I b. If panels, what was the average number of interviewers on each panel? (if 

number not mentioned, code as "?"). 

I 
2. (first digit) What was each interviewer's position relative to the target position 

(ie., the position being interviewed for)? 

(I) Immediate manager of the position 

(2) Higher-level manager of the position 

(3) Incumbent of the position 

( 4) Personnel specialist/consultant/psychologist/psychiatrist (any HR 

position) 

(5) From another department 

(6) Peer to target position 

(7) Subordinate to target position 

(8) Other member of org. or not a work org. (role: _________ ) 
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(9) Not member of organisation (role: ) 

( I 0) Study did not mention interviewer's role in org. 

(2 11d digit) Was the interviewer(s) a psychologist? 

(I) said was psychologist (2) was not psych. ( or dido' t say) 



2a (interviewer I) 

2b (interviewer 2) 

2c (interviewer 3) 

2d (interviewer 4) 

2e (interviewer 5) 

3. Did interviewers have prior interview experience or training? 

(I) yes (2) no (3) no mention 

4. Does the study mention that any job analysis (e.g., interviews, surveys, 

observation, review of literature) was conducted? 

(I) yes (2) no (If "no", go to item 9) 

_ 5a. Were SME's interviewed to gather job analysis information? (include here 

mention of "critical incidents"). 

(I) yes (2) no (3) no mention 

5b. If SME's were interviewed, how many SME's were interviewed? 

6a. Were SME's surveyed ( questionnaire) to gather job analysis information? 

(I) yes (2) no (3) no mention 

6b. If surveys were administered, how many SME's were surveyed? 

7a. Were job incumbents observed to gather job analysis information? 

(I) yes (2) no (3) no mention 

7b. If incumbents were observed, how many total hours of observation? 
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_ 8a. Was any job analysis literature (e.g., job descriptions, training manuals) 

reviewed to gain job-related information? 

(I) yes (2) no (3) no mention 

8b. If so, how many sources of job analysis literature were consulted? 

9. Did the performance criterion used for the computation of criterion-related 

validity consist, at least partially, of appraiser judgements (e.g., graphic 

scale/BARS/BOS/ratings or rankings?) 

(I) yes (2) no (3) insufficient information to judge 

(Unless "yes", skip question IO) 

IO. Were interviewers also raters of performance? 

(I) It is certain that the selection interviewers were also the individuals who 

judged performance? 
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(2) It is probable that the selection interviewers were also the individuals who 

judged performance? 

(3) It is certain that the selection interviewers were not those individuals who 

judged performance? 

( 4) It is probable that the selection interviewers were not those individuals 

who judged performance? 

(5) The report provides insufficient information to judge whether interviewers 

were judges of performance. 
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