THE ROLE OF ATTRIBUTION AND FAIRNESS IN UNDERSTANDING JOB

APPLICANT REACTIONS TO SELECTION PROCEDURES AND DECISIONS



DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY (2008) McMaster University

(Business Administration) Hamilton, Ontario

TITLE: The Role of Attribution and Fairness in Understanding
Job Applicant Reactions to Selection Procedures and
Decisions

AUTHOR Khaldoun Ismail Ababneh, B.A. (Yarmouk University),

M.P.A., M.B.A. (Tennessee State University)
SUPERVISOR Dr. Rick D. Hackett

NUMBER OF PAGES: xiv, 183

ii



THE ROLE OF ATTRIBUTION AND FAIRNESS IN UNDERSTANDING JOB

APPLICANT REACTIONS TO SELECTION PROCEDURES AND DECISIONS

By

KHALDOUN ISMAIL ABABNEH, B.A., M.P.A., M.B.A.

A Dissertation
Submitted to the School of Graduate Studies
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
For the Degree

Doctor of Philosophy

McMaster University

© Copyright by Khaldoun Ismail Ababneh, December 2008

il



ABSTRACT

Drawing upon Applicant-Attribution-Reaction Theory (AART) and research in the
area of job applicant reactions, this study clarifies and underscores the influence of
attributions on job applicant perceptions and behavioural reactions to staffing procedures
and decisions. Overall, applicant attributions were influenced by: (a) experiencing a
staffing process that satisfies/violates procedural justice rules; (b) receiving a favourable
(selected) or unfavourable (rejected) selection outcome; and (c) receiving an explanation
for a selection decision. Results further suggest that applicant attributions, influence
applicant perceptions and behaviours. Consistent with AART’s predictions, process
fairness perceptions mediated relationships between applicant attributions and each of
organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, litigation intentions, job
acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions. Theoretical and practical implications

for these findings are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1. Statement of the Research Problem

Prior to 1990, most of the research in the personnel selection realm focused on
understanding the staffing process (i.e., recruitment and selection) from the perspective of
the organization. Specifically, this research examined mostly psychometric characteristics
of selection methods (e.g., reliability and validity), utility of different selection methods,
predictors of job applicant attraction, and the adverse impact of selection procedures/tools
on designated minority group members such as women and African Americans (see
Breaugh & Starke, 2000; Ployhart & Holtz, 2008; Ryan & Tippins, 2004; Salgado,
Viswesvaran, & Ones, 2003; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). However, over the last two
decades, there has been a growing body of research focusing on applicant reactions,
which examines the cognitions, attitudes, affect, intentions, and behaviours of applicants
toward the staffing process (Anderson, Born, & Cunningham-Snell, 2001; Gilliland,
1993; Hausknecht, Day, & Thomas, 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000).

Several considerations have contributed to the increasing body of research on
applicant reactions (Gilliland, 1993; Hausknecht et al., 2004; Macan, Avedon, Paese, &
Smith, 1994; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000). First, applicant reactions to the staffing process
have been theoretically suggested (Gilliland, 1993) and empirically demonstrated
(Hausknecht et al. 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000) to influence the ability of an
organization to attract job applicants. Second, selection procedures and outcomes that are

perceived negatively by applicants are more likely to influence applicant job pursuit and
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acceptance decisions, which affect the utility of the selection process. Third, applicant
perceptions of selection procedures and outcomes can influence applicant decisions to
reapply to other jobs with an organization and to recommend the organization to other
potential applicants. Fourth, negative applicant perceptions of selection procedures and
outcomes may influence applicant intentions and behaviours to file complaints and to
pursue litigation against employers (Cascio, 1991; Gilliland, 1993). Fifth, applicant
perceptions of selection procedures and outcomes influence self-perceptions such as self-
esteem and self-efficacy, which in turn may influence applicant behaviours such as job
search activities (Gilliland, 1993; Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000).

Because of the importance of studying job applicant reactions, several models
have been put forward to understand this emerging research area (e.g., Arvey, Strickland,
Drauden, & Martin, 1990; Gilliland, 1993; Ployhart & Harold, 2004). However, most of
the empirical research conducted in this area has used Gilliland’s (1993) organizational
justice model (e.g., Bauer et al., 2001; Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000).
To develop his model, Gilliland (1993) drew on the organizational justice literature (e.g.,
Bies & Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1986; Leventhal, 1980). The main premise of Gilliland’s
(1993) model is that the perceived fairness of selection procedures and perceived fairness
of selection outcomes (e.g., selected or rejected from a job) determine applicant
perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours. More discussion of Gilliland’s (1993) model is
presented in Chapter 2.

Though researchers suggest that applicant attributions are likely to influence and

explain applicant perceptions and behavioural reactions, applicant attributions in a job



PhD Thesis — K. I. Ababneh McMaster — Business Administration

selection context are not well understood (Anderson et al., 2001; Brockner et al., 2003;
Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ployhart and Harold, 2004; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Schroth &
Shah, 2000). To stimulate more research on applicant attributions, Ployhart and Harold
(2004) have recently proposed a new theory called the Applicant Attribution-Reaction
Theory (AART). They argue that although prior conceptualizations of applicant reactions
(e.g., Arvey et al., 1990; Gilliland, 1993) “have been invaluable for enhancing our
understanding of the consequences of applicant perceptions and reactions they are
insufficient for providing a strong psychological explanation of how applicant
perceptions are formed, and why they produce various affective, behavioural, and
cognitive consequences” (Ployhart & Harold, 2004, p. 84). Furthermore, these
researchers contend that having an answer for the “why question” is what will lead to a
“deeper understanding of the nature and consequences of applicant reactions” and
contribute to advancing theory and practice (Ployhart & Harold, 2004, p. 84). Therefore,
in this research, I draw upon AART to shed more light on a number of issues in the area
of applicant reactions.

An important area of research that has received attention within applicant
reactions research is the influence of providing explanations to job applicants. Research
in this area has demonstrated that providing job applicants an explanation of why a
selection procedure is being used or why a particular hiring decision is being made can
influence their perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours (e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Horvath,
Ryan, & Stierwalt, 2000; LaHuis, Perreault, & Ferguson, 2003; Ployhart, Ryan, &

Bennett, 1999; Truxillo, Bauer, Campion, & Paronto, 2002). Moreover, a number of
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studies have shown that providing explanations for selection procedures and decisions
can simultaneously enhance some applicant perceptions such as process fairness (i.e.,
perceived fairness of the selection procedures) and reduce some other applicant
perceptions such as self-perceptions (e.g., self-esteem; self-efficacy) depending on the
selection outcome and type of explanations provided (Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart et al.,
1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000).

Although research on the influence of providing applicants with explanations for
selection procedures and outcomes has increased our understanding of applicant
attitudinal, perceptual and behavioural reactions to such information, this research is
limited in some respects. Firstly, few studies have examined and explained why different
types of explanations have different effects on applicant reactions (e.g., Gilliland et al.,
2001; LaHuis et al., 2003; Ployhart, Ehrhart, & Hayes, 2005). Secondly, although
research has examined how and why different explanations influence certain applicant
reactions (e.g., process fairness), it has yet to examine this influence on other applicant
reactions, such as intentions to litigate or to accept a job offer (Truxillo et al., 2002).

Thirdly, a common limitation of the research on applicant reactions and the
research on providing explanations is the paucity of studies that have applied attribution
theory principles. This paucity is surprising given the fact that research from selection
and nonselection contexts has suggested the importance of attributions in determining
and explaining people’s attitudes and behaviours (Brockner, 2002; Forsterling, 2001;
Martinko, Douglas, & Harvey, 2006; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997, Schroth & Shah, 2000;

Weiner, 1985, 1986). For example, prior research uncovered an interaction effect
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between procedural fairness and outcome favorability on self-perceptions such that when
individuals experience fair selection procedures and receive a negative outcome (e.g., a
job rejection) they report lower self-perceptions than individuals who experience unfair
selection procedures and receive a negative outcome (Holmvall & Bobocel, 2008;
Schroth & Shah, 2000). Research also shows that when individuals experience unfair
procedures and receive a positive outcome (e.g., a job offer), they report lower self-
perceptions than individuals who experience fair procedures and receive a positive
outcome (Brockner et al., 2003; Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah,
2000). A considerable amount of this research suggests that applicant attributions account
for this interaction effect (Brockner, 2002; Brockner et al., 2003; Gilliland, 1993;
Ployhart & Harold, 2004; Van den Bos et al., 1999); however, the role of attribution in
explaining the above interaction has not been fully understood in a job selection context.
Hence, further research investigating the role of attribution in predicting and explaining

job applicant reactions such as the interaction effect discussed above is needed.

1.2. Research Objectives

This research has two main objectives. The first is to draw upon AART
propositions to examine the role of attributions in forming applicant perceptions (e.g.,
procedural fairness), attitudes (e.g., organizational attractiveness) and behavioural
consequences (e.g., job acceptance). In contrast to the organizational justice framework
(e.g., Gilliland, 1993; Schmitt & Gilliland, 1992) wherein fairness perceptions are
considered as the primary determinants of applicant reactions, AART proposes that

applicant perceptions, (including faimess perceptions) and behavioural consequences are
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directly influenced by applicant attributions. Stated plainly, AART (Ployhart & Harold,
2004) substitutes perceptions of fairness as the main determinants of applicant
perceptions and behaviours with applicant attributions. AART also posits that fairness
perceptions and self-perceptions partially mediate the relationship between attribution
dimensions and behavioural reactions. Ployhart and Harold (2004, p. 85) furthermore
argue that the key constructs proposed in applicant reactions research such as fairness
perceptions (e.g., Gilliland, 1993) “carry little explanatory power” of how applicant
perceptions are formed and why they generate varied affective, behavioural, and
cognitive consequences.

The second main objective of the current research is to enhance understanding of
how and why explanations provided to job applicants have varied effects on applicant
perceptions and behaviours. Building on AART propositions and findings of research on
applicant reactions, this thesis examines when and why three types of explanations
provided to justify a particular hiring decision have different effects on applicant
perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours. These three types of explanations are
“procedural”, “personal” and “diversity”.' Ployhart et al. (1999) noted that these three
types of explanations are information-based. That is, they differ among each other based
on the type of information provided. Brief definitions of these three types of explanations

are provided in the following paragraph.

! These types of explanations are almost the same as those suggested by other researchers (Bies, 1997;
Gilliland et al, 2001), but with different labels.
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Procedural explanations provide applicants with information about the reliability,
validity and/or fairness of selection procedures used to reach a selection decision. In a
selection context, an example of a procedural explanation is an organization informing
applicants that the selection methods (e.g., work sample test, or interview) used to arrive
at a selection decision are “proven” indicators of an applicant’s future job performance.
Personal explanations provide applicants with personal reasons for a selection decision.
An example is an organization informing a job applicant that his/her qualifications and/or
performance on the selection tests are higher (lower) than those of the rejected (selected)
applicants. Finally, diversity explanations provide applicants with information to justify a
particular selection decision in terms of workforce diversity (Ployhart et al., 1999). An
example of this type of explanation is an organization informing job applicants that it is
striving to increase diversity in its workforce based on gender, race, or nationality to
ensure that its workforce is more reflective of its population (Bobocel & Farrell, 1996;

Ployhart et al., 1999).

1.3. Significance of the Research

Investigating the role of attributions in understanding job applicant reactions is
essential from both theoretical and practical perspectives. Theoretically, a considerable
amount of research suggests that applicant attributions are fundamental to the formation
of fairness perceptions, self-perceptions, and behavioural consequences (e.g., Brockner,
2002; Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001; Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart & Ryan,
1997; Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000). However, few studies have directly

examined this in a job selection context. Thus, this research seeks to provide further
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insights into the role of attributions as a psychological mechanism connecting the
perceptions of violating (satisfying) the selection justice rules (e.g., consistency of
administration) with subsequent applicant perceptions (e.g., fairness perceptions) and
behavioural reactions (e.g., job acceptance). For instance, explicit investigation of the
role of attributions during a staffing process is likely to enhance our understanding of
how and why explanations provided to job applicants generate varied effects on applicant
perceptions and behaviours. In addition, this thesis seeks to simultaneously test
propositions from AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) and Gilliland’s (1993)
organizational justice model. Doing so will provide a better basis for evaluating the role
of each framework in understanding applicant reactions.

Practically, using attributions and justice principles to investigate the
consequences of selection procedures and decisions on applicant reactions is likely to
enhance an organization’s ability to generate perceptions and behaviours among
applicants that are favourable to themselves and the recruiting organization. For example,
if the current research finds that AART can help explain the effects of justice procedures
and why explanations have different effects on applicant reactions, then organizations
could use this framework to enhance applicant experiences with the selection process,

thereby potentially increasing job acceptance rates and reducing litigation.

1.4. Organization of the Thesis

This thesis consists of five chapters. The first chapter introduces the problem
statement and explicates the significance and objectives of this research. Chapter 2

reviews the literature and the theoretical frameworks pertinent to this research, while
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Chapter 3 presents the research model and the hypotheses. The fourth chapter presents
the research methodology, data analysis, and the results from the data analysis. Finally,

Chapter 5 offers the discussion, contributions, limitations, and future research directions.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, three streams of literature pertinent to the current research are
reviewed. The first is the literature on explanations; the second is the literature on job
applicant reactions; and the third is the literature on attributions in a staffing context. Two
important points should be noted about this chapter. First, this review is not intended to
provide thorough coverage of the literature on explanations, applicant reactions, and
attributions, but rather an overview of the studies that will provide the basis for the
proposed model and hypotheses. Second, although I review these streams of literature

independently, it is important to recognize that they are closely related.

2.1. Overview of the Literature on “Explanations”

This overview is divided into two parts. In the first, a brief conceptual background
on explanations is outlined. Then, empirical findings on the impact of explanations in
selection and nonselection contexts are reviewed. In the second part, empirical research
aimed at explaining why explanations influence applicant perceptions and behaviours are

reviewed.

2.1.1. Conceptual Background on Explanations

Shaw, Wild, and Colquitt (2003) indicate that the academic research on
explanations was most likely prompted by Scott and Lyman’s (1968) work in sociology
and rejuvenated by the work of Bies and Moag (1987; 1986) in an organizational context.
Scott and Lyman (1968, p. 46) defined an explanation (also referred to as an “account”)

as “a statement made by a social actor to explain unanticipated or untoward behavior”. In
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their typology, Scott and Lyman (1968) proposed two types of accounts. The first of
which is an excuse (referred to as “causal” account by Bies, 1987). An example of this in
a selection setting would be an interviewer denying responsibility for a negative event
such as asking a biased question (e.g., [ am following an interview protocol imposed by
management) but acknowledging that the event was inappropriate and should not have
occurred. The second type of account is referred to as a justification. Here, the employer
admits responsibility but refutes that an event that is perceived by a job applicant as
“negative” is inappropriate (e.g., affirmative action hiring).

Adapting Snyder, Higgins, and Stucky’s (1983) framework, Bies (1987) refined
Scott and Lyman’s typology and offered four main types of explanations (accounts) that
can be used within an organizational context, including employee selection. The four
types of explanations are: (1) ideological, which reframes the action or the outcome in a
way that legitimizes the action or makes it less likely to conflict with the recipient’s
values or goals; (2) referential, which compares one’s treatment or outcome to those of
others; (3) causal, which provides an explanation for the action aimed at reducing the
perceived responsibility of the agent of the action/decision; and (4) penitential, which
offers an apology intended to persuade the recipient that the perceived unjust action is
atypical of the decision maker.

Gilliland’s (1993) model divides explanations into two categories based on their
timing: (a) explanations provided before a hiring decision is made and (b) explanations
provided after a hiring decision is made (Gilliland, 1993). The first category of

Gilliland’s classifications focuses mainly on the provision of information regarding the
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reliability, validity, fairness of selection procedures/methods, and/or how and why
specific selection procedures/methods are used in the selection process (Gilliland, 1994;
Horvath et al., 2000). The second category focuses on the provision of explanations that
aim to justify or explain why a selection decision has been made (Gilliland et al., 2001;
Ployhart et al., 1999). Although explanations can be categorized in several ways as

outlined above, these categorizations are not mutually exclusive.

2.1.2. The Effects of Explanations in a Selection and Nonselection Context

A considerable number of studies from different contexts have demonstrated that
providing explanations regarding decision outcomes and/or processes generally mitigates
negative reactions to unfavourable outcomes (e.g., Bies & Shapiro, 1988; Greenberg,
1993), improves perceptions of fairness (e.g., Bies & Shapiro, 1988; Gilliland &
Beckstein, 1996; Shapiro, 1991) and positively influences individual behaviours (e.g.,
Bies, 1987; Sitkin & Bies, 1993). These results have been established with respect to
employee discipline (Cole, 2008) organizational change (e.g., Rousseau & Tijoriwala,
1999), smoking bans (e.g., Greenberg, 1994), journal editorial decisions (e.g.,Gilliland &
Beckstein, 1996), sex-based promotion (e.g., Bobocel & Farrell, 1996), layoff decisions
(e.g., Brockner, Dewitt, Grover, & Reed, 1990), and underpayment (e.g., Greenberg,
1990a).

However, research has demonstrated that the influence of explanations is much
more complex than the frequently positive effects reported by most early research (Bies,
Shapiro, & Cummings, 1988; Brockner, 2002; Gilliland et al., 2001; Horvath et al., 2000;

Ployhart et al., 1999; Shapiro, 1991). For example, Bies et al. (1988) noted that providing
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explanations alone is not sufficient for producing favourable reactions or for minimizing
negative perceptions. Specifically, they showed that the adequacy and sensitivity of
explanations are vital to an explanation’s effectiveness. Adequacy refers to the degree to
which an explanation is accurate, sufficient, logical, clear, and/or objective. Sensitivity
reflects the way in which an explanation is conveyed (e.g., high or low respect/sympathy)
(Greenberg, 1990b; Ployhart et al., 1999; Shapiro, Buttner, & Barry, 1994).

Research from the applicant reactions literature (e.g., Horvath et al., 2000;
Ployhart et al., 1999; Truxillo et al., 2002) has also found that providing explanations
may simultaneously produce different effects (i.e., positive, negative, or no effect)
depending on the type/content of the explanation (e.g., procedural, personal,
justification), outcome favorability (e.g., rejected, accepted), and the dependent variables
examined (e.g., process fairness, self-efficacy, organizational attractiveness). For
example, research on applicant reactions has shown that although providing explanations
that highlight the fairness of selection procedures can improve perceptions of process
fairness for rejected applicants (e.g., Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000), it also
can damage their self-perceptions such as self-efficacy and self-esteem (e.g., Gilliland,
1994; Ployhart et al., 1999). Furthermore, Ployhart et al. (1999) report that participants
who received a diversity explanation held the lowest process fairness perceptions relative
to participants who received a personal explanation, procedural explanation, or no
explanation. The reasons for these differential effects of explanations are not well
understood. Below, I review empirical studies that attempted to explain why explanations

influence applicant reactions.
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2.1.3. Empirical Research on Why Explanations Influence Applicant Reactions

Only recently has research examined why explanations influence a variety of
applicant perceptions and behaviours (Gilliland et al., 2001; Ployhart et al., 2005). This
recent research has used concepts of fairness theory (FT, Folger & Cropanzano, 1998)
and Kelley’s (1967, 1972) covariation model of attribution.

“Fairness theory” (hereafter referred to as simply "FT"; Folger & Cropanzano,
1998) is an extension of referent cognitions theory (Folger, 1986). It proposes that
negative events (e.g., receiving a job rejection) prompt individuals to spontaneously
engage in “counterfactual” reasoning in order to understand and evaluate the negative
events (Roese, 1997). Through this counterfactual reasoning, individuals compare what
actually took place to what might have been by forming three types of counterfactuals,
referred to within FT (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998) as “Would”, “Could”, and
“Should”.

“Would counterfactuals” refer to alternative situations against which the
perceived negative event, such as a job rejection, is compared. For example, in a selection
context a rejected applicant might imagine another situation in which he/she would have
perhaps received a job offer. “Could counterfactuals” contrast what the decision maker
did to what the decision maker could have done. Stated differently “Could
counterfactuals” deal with the degree to which a decision maker has control over the
negative events. “Should counterfactuals” contrast what the decision maker did to what
should have been done in accordance with moral codes and acceptable selection

standards (e.g., used unfair instead of fair procedures).
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FT (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998) suggests that individuals will react negatively to
an unfavourable outcome if they are able to: (a) imagine an alternative with a more
positive or less negative outcome; (b) identify a violation of ethical or professional
standards responsible for the negative outcome; and/or (c) hold the decision maker
accountable for the outcome. Furthermore, FT posits that people will react most
negatively to unfavourable events if they are able to generate “Would counterfactuals”
and at the same time are able to generate “Could counterfactuals™ and/or “Should
counterfactuals”.

Using propositions from FT, Gilliland et al. (2001, Study 1 & 3) developed
explanation scenarios and communicated them through job rejection letters to examine
whether reductions in generating counterfactuals could enhance applicant perceptions of
fairness and organizational attractiveness. These scenarios were labelled: “Would
reducing explanations” intended to reduce the likelihood of rejected applicants
generating “Would counterfactuals” (e.g. by providing information about the superior
qualifications of applicants receiving job offers); “Should reducing explanations”
intended to reduce the likelihood of rejected applicants generating “Should
counterfactuals” (e.g. by highlighting the appropriateness of selection procedures); and
“Could reducing explanations” intended to reduce the likelihood of rejected applicants
generating “Could counterfactuals” (e.g. by offering external conditions, such as
budgetary cutbacks, as influencing selection decisions).

Gilliland et al.’s (2001) research provided valuable support for the predictions of

FT. For example, “Would reducing explanations” and “Could reducing explanations”
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lowered applicant perceptions of unfairness and increased their intentions to recommend
the organization to others. This research also found that combining the “Would” and
“Should” reducing explanations was more effective in improving perceptions of fairness
and increasing the likelihood of applicants recommending the employer to others as
compared to when no explanation or only one explanation was offered. Combining all
three types of explanations did not provide results different from those obtained when
only two explanations (e.g., “Would” and “Should”) were used in combination. In their
field study, Gilliland et al. (2001, Study 2) also demonstrated that providing rejected
applicants with a “Could reducing explanation” increased applicant actual
recommendations and reapplication behaviours.

However, Ployhart et al. (2005) noted that although FT (Folger & Cropanzano,
1998) is helpful in understanding individual perceptions of, and reactions to, negative
events, it is less useful in understanding perceptions and reactions resulting from positive
outcomes. This limitation is an important one since prior research on applicant reactions
(e.g., Horvath et al., 2000; Ployhart et al., 1999) has shown that explanations may
simultaneously lead to a positive influence on some perceptions and a negative influence
on others depending on the selection outcome (i.e., selected/rejected) and type of
explanations provided. That is one of the reasons why Ployhart et al. (2005)
recommended and applied Kelley’s (1967,1972) covariation model of attribution as an
aid to better understanding the effects of explanations on applicants’ reactions.

Kelley’s covariation model (1967, 1972) proposes that consensus, distinctiveness,

and consistency cues (pieces of information) influence whether the cause of an event
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(e.g., job rejection) is perceived to result from causes that are internal (e.g., ability) or
external to individuals (e.g., biased selection procedures, low selection ratio). A
consensus cue indicates the degree to which an individual’s behaviour or outcome is
similar to that for other individuals. A distinctiveness cue indicates whether the outcome
or treatment that an individual receives is unique to a specific situation. Finally, a
consistency cue reflects how one’s behaviour, treatment, or outcome is consistent over
time. Kelley’s model suggests that when information cues regarding an event (such as a
job offer/rejection) convey low consensus, low distinctiveness, and high consistency,
individuals are more likely to make internal (dispositional) attributions. On the other
hand, they are more likely to make external (situational) attributions when the
perceptions of consensus, distinctiveness and consistency are high.

Ployhart et al. (2005) adapted Kelley’s (1967,1972) covariation model of
attribution to understand the effects of explanations on students applying to secure
admission to a university program. Specifically, they examined the effect of the
information cues conveyed in the explanation letters on applicant locus of causality
attributions, self-perceptions, fairness perceptions, and organizational attractiveness. To
facilitate the presentation of Ployhart et al.’s (2005) findings, the following paragraph
illustrates how they operationalized the three informational elements (i.e., consensus,
distinctiveness and consistency) of Kelley’s covariation model in their research.

For a selected or a rejected applicant, consensus refers to the extent to which other
applicants receive the same outcome. For a rejected (selected) applicant, high consensus

means most of the other applicants were rejected (selected) and low consensus means
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most of the other applicants were selected (rejected). Clearly, the same information can
result in perceptions of either high or low consensus depending on the applicant’s
outcome (i.e., selected or rejected). Distinctiveness refers to the extent to which the
selection procedures used by an organization are similar to or distinct from those used by
other organizations. High distinctiveness refers to a situation in which an organization is
using selection procedures that are distinct from other organizations. In contrast, low
distinctiveness refers to a situation in which an organization is using selection procedures
that are similar to other organizations. Consistency refers to the extent to which the same
selection procedures are used by an organization from year to year. High consistency
refers to a situation in which an organization uses the same selection procedures from one
year to the next. In contrast, low consistency refers to a situation in which an organization
uses different selection procedures from one year to the next.

In line with Kelley’s model, Ployhart et al. (2005) found that when both selected
and rejected applicants received explanations that conveyed low consensus, low
distinctiveness, and high consistency information, internal attributions were made for the
selection decision. However, in contrast to what Kelley’s model would predict,
explanations that conveyed high consensus, high distinctiveness, and high consistency
information did not result in external attributions for the hiring decision for either
selected or rejected applicants. Ployhart et al. (2005) suggested that the participant’s past
experience and self-efficacy may account for these unexpected findings. With respect to
process fairness perceptions, these researchers also found that individuals who received

information that conveyed high consensus, high consistency, and low distinctiveness cues
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produced higher process fairness perceptions than those who received the other
combinations of covariation information. Moreover, Ployhart et al. (2005) showed that
providing rejected applicants with high consensus information can enhance perceptions
of the self and the organization. Yet, the same information reduces self-perceptions for
selected applicants. Selected applicants who received low consensus information reported
higher perceptions of self and of the organization than did rejected applicants who
received the same information. Both distinctiveness and consistency cues accentuate the
pattern of the relationships stated above (i.e., the impact of the high/low consensus
information on the perceptions of self and of the organization).

Although these studies (Gilliland et al., 2001; Ployhart et al., 2005) and the theory
on which they are founded (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Kelley, 1967; Kelley, 1972)
have advanced our understanding of how and why explanations affect applicant
perceptions and behaviours, AART offers an alternative and more comprehensive
approach to examining and understanding the influence of explanations on applicant

reactions (Ployhart & Harold, 2004).

2.2. Overview of Job Applicant Reactions Research

Reviewing the research on applicant reactions, Ryan and Ployhart (2000)
identified two prevailing streams of research emerging from this literature. The first
explored how test perceptions relate to test performance, prompted by Arvey et al.’s
(1990) demonstration that applicant motivations, attitudes, and perceptions of
employment tests (e.g., job relatedness, face validity) are associated with applicant test

performance. Arvey et al. (1990) also uncovered that the differences in performance
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between racial groups on cognitive ability tests were due partly to differences in test
perceptions and motivations. Likewise, Chan (1997) showed that African Americans, as
compared to their white Caucasian counterparts, perceived cognitive ability tests to have
lower predictive validity while no such differences were observed for personality
inventories. Furthermore, Chan, Schmitt, DeShon, Clause, and Delbridge (1997) found
that applicants perceiving a test to have low face validity were less motivated to do well
in the test, thereby resulting in lower test performance compared to those perceiving the
test to have high face validity. Other researchers have also conducted studies related to
this stream and demonstrated the importance of paying attention to the impact of
individual differences on applicant perceptions and test performance. To enhance
research in this area, researchers have developed multidimensional and theory-driven
measures of test motivations and perceptions (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; Sackett &
Lievens, 2008, Sanchez, Truxillo, & Bauer, 2000).

The second of the two prevailing streams of research on applicant reactions
employs the organizational justice framework (e.g., Gilliland, 1993; Schmitt & Gilliland,
1992) and focuses primarily on understanding the antecedents and consequences of
applicant perceptions of the fairness of selection systems. Since Gilliland’s (1993)
organizational justice model is the most widely accepted and subscribed model in
applicant reactions research (e.g., Bauer et al., 2001; Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ryan &

Ployhart, 2000), the next section introduces an overview of this model.
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2.2.1. Overview of Gilliland's Model of Applicant Reactions

Gilliland’s (1993) model of applicant reactions is developed based on the
organizational justice literature (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1986; Leventhal,
1980). The model consists of four key parts: (a) situational and personal conditions, (b)
procedural and distributive justice rules, (c) overall fairness perceptions, and (d)
organizational and individual outcomes. Situational and personal conditions such as test
type, human resource policy, and behaviours of human resource personnel influence the
degree to which rules of procedural and distributive justice are perceived as satisfied or
violated. Rules of procedural justice consist of three categories: (a) the formal features of
selection method rules (job relatedness, opportunity to perform, consistency of
administration), (b) explanation rules (feedback, selection information, honesty) and (c)
interpersonal treatment rules (propriety of questions, two-way communication, and
interpersonal effectiveness). Distributive justice consists of three rules: equity, equality,
and fulfillment of needs.

The model proposes that rules of procedural justice directly influence the overall
perceived fairness of the selection process, while rules of distributive justice directly
influence the overall perceived fairness of the selection decisions. The model also
predicts that procedural justice rules moderate the effect of distributive justice rules on
overall outcome fairness perceptions; while distributive justice rules moderate the effects
of procedural justice rules on the overall process fairness perceptions.

Gilliland’s (1993) model also proposes that overall fairness perceptions of

selection processes and outcomes determine: (a) reactions during hiring (e.g., job-
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application and job acceptance decisions); (b) reactions after hiring (e.g., job
satisfaction); and (c) self-perceptions (e.g., self-esteem, self-efficacy). Overall,
Gilliland’s model proposes that the relationship between justice rules and applicant
reactions is fully mediated by overall faimess perceptions.

Several studies offer findings in line with Gilliland’s model predictions. For
example, Ployhart and Ryan (1997) found that both rejected and selected applicants
generally reported higher favourable process fairness perceptions when they viewed
selection procedures as fair and that these perceptions increased when individuals also
perceived the selection outcomes as fair. Researchers also found that job relatedness
(Schleicher, Venkataramani, Morgeson, & Campion, 2006), opportunity to perform
(Truxillo, Bauer, & Sanchez, 2001), and consistency of administration (Bauer, Maertz,
Dolen, & Campion, 1998; Ployhart & Ryan, 1998) associated positively with perceptions
of overall fairness.

Furthermore, Gilliland (1994) and Bauer et al. (2001) found that applicant
perceptions of fairness are positively associated with intentions to recommend the
organization to others. Other research has also generated findings along the lines of
Gilliland’s (1993) model predictions (e.g., Bauer et al., 2006; Gilliland & Beckstein,
1996; Macan et al., 1994). For more detailed discussion of the research that examined
Gilliland’s model, see Hausknecht et al.’s (2004) meta-analysis and Ryan and Ployhart’s
(2000) narrative review.

While previous conceptualizations of applicant reactions (e.g., Arvey et al., 1990;

Gilliland, 1993) have contributed to our knowledge of the antecedents and consequences
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of applicant perceptions and reactions, Ployhart and Harold (2004) argue that these
conceptualizations lack a strong psychologically-based explanation of how applicant
perceptions are formed and why they generate varied affective, cognitive, and
behavioural reactions. To address this, Ployhart and Harold (2004) proposed AART,
which integrates the applicant reactions framework from the selection literature with the
attributions framework from the social psychological literature. Ployhart and Harold
(2004) acknowledge that Gilliland (1993) made general references to applicant
attributions, but did not explicitly incorporate them into his model. They also
acknowledge that recent justice models (e.g., Folger & Cropanzano, 1998) have begun to
pay more attention to understanding the justice judgment process and to explicitly
illuminate the role of attribution in this process. A detailed discussion of AART elements,
predictions, and significance will be offered following the next section, which reviews

research on attributions within a staffing context.

2.3. Overview of Attributions Research within Staffing Context

Attribution is the process through which people assign causes or motives to the
events that they encounter (Forsterling, 2001; Martinko et al., 2006; Wong & Weiner,
1981). Central to the general research on attribution theory is the proposition that
individuals spontaneously engage in attributional analyses to determine the cause of their
and other’s events, especially those events that are negative, unexpected, or important
(Wong & Weiner, 1981). Attribution researchers have also suggested and demonstrated

that the attributions people assign for negative, unexpected, or important events influence
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their expectations, affect, cognition and behaviour (Forsterling, 2001; Martinko et al.,
2006, Weiner, 1986; Wong & Weiner, 1981).

In a selection context, the principles of attribution theory have been (e.g., Arvey
& Campion, 1982; Herriot, 1981; Ployhart & Harold, 2004) applied to understand how
applicant attributions influence employer impressions and ratings of job applicants (e.g.,
Chapman & Webster, 2001; Silvester, 1997, Silvester, Anderson-Gough, Anderson, &
Mohamed, 2002; Struthers, Colwill, & Perry, 1992). For example, Silvester (1997) found
that job applicants frequently assign causal attributions for events that have negatively
impacted them (e.g., failing in a course) during job interview conversations. She also
found that “successful” candidates, in contrast to those who were “unsuccessful”’, more
frequently attributed past negative events to more stable and personal causes. These
attributions created specific impressions on interviewers. The more applicants attributed
past negative events or outcomes to stable and personal causes, the more favourably they
were rated by the interviewers (Silvester, 1997). Based on these findings, Silvester (1997)
concludes that interviewers are more likely to select candidates who are less defensive
and more willing to assume responsibility for the negative events in their lives.

The general principles of attribution theory have also been applied to understand
applicant attributions (and the consequences of these attributions) on their reactions
during and after the selection process (e.g., Kluger & Rothstein, 1993; Ployhart et al.,
2005; Ployhart, McFarland, & Ryan, 2002; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Struthers et al.,
1992). Using students playing the role of job applicants, Kluger et al. (1993)

demonstrated that test type produces significant effects on applicant locus of failure (i.e.,
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whether the cause of failure is perceived to be due to internal or external factors).
Specifically, work sample tests received the highest score on the locus cause of failure
(i.e., applicants attributed the cause of failure to be more internal) followed by trainability
tests, cognitive ability tests, and biographical inventories. However, as noted by Ployhart
and Ryan (1997), Kluger and Rothstein (1993) “did not use a comprehensive theoretical
attribution framework” (p. 313). Encouragingly, over the last decade, researchers have
begun to use more comprehensive attribution frameworks in understanding applicant
reactions. For example, Ployhart et al. (2005) used Kelley’s (1967,1972) model to
understand the effects of explanations on applicants’ locus of causality, perceptions of
process fairness, and perceptions of the organization.

Weiner’s attribution model (1985; 1986) has also attracted the attention of
researchers from the staffing area (e.g., Ployhart et al., 2002; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997,
Struthers et al., 1992). Weiner’s (1985; 1986) model has two main features. The first is
that people’s causal attributions for any event can be classified into three major causal
dimensions: locus, stability, and controllability. Causal attributions (also known as
specific causes) refer to explanations that specify why an event occurred. Examples of
causal attributions that applicants might provide for not receiving a job offer include lack
of qualifications, an unfair selection process, a difficult selection process, bad luck, and
so on (Martinko, 1995; Russell & McAuley, 1986). Causal dimensions (i.e., locus,
stability, and controllability) represent the underlying cognitive structure of the causal
attributions (Martinko, 1995; Russell & McAuley, 1986). Locus indicates whether the

cause of an event or treatment is perceived to be due to factors internal (dispositional) or

25



PhD Thesis — K. I. Ababneh McMaster — Business Administration

external (situational) to the individual (e.g., Heider, 1958). Stability refers to the degree to
which the cause is seen as stable or unstable (Weiner, 1986). Controllability refers to
one’s degree of influence or control over an event (Weiner, 1986). The second main
feature of Weiner’s model is that causal attributions concerning an event are less
important than the causal dimensions (i.e., locus, stability, and controllability) in
determining individual perceptions, intentions, and future behaviours (Kent & Martinko,
1995).

A considerable amount of research from a nonselection context provides results in
support of Weiner’s model (Forsterling, 2001; Martinko et al., 2006; Weiner, 1986;
Wong & Weiner, 1981). For example, within a selection context, Ployhart et al. (2002)
applied Weiner’s (1985; 1986) model to identify the causal attributions (specific causes)
that applicants frequently make for withdrawing from a selection process. They also
examined the effect of the causal dimensions on applicant “reapplication expectancies”
(reapplying for the same job with the same organization in the future) and on “general
application expectancies” (applying for a similar job with other organizations). To
conduct their study, Ployhart et al. (2002) contacted applicants who withdrew from a
police officer selection process and asked them to specify the main cause for their
withdrawals and then asked them to rate this cause in terms of the locus, stability, and
controllability dimensions of attribution (Weiner, 1985, 1986). Participants reported a
wide variety of reasons for their withdrawal. However, withdrawing as a result of rot-
being able to leave work/school was the most frequent reason (15%); while withdrawing

due to family considerations/relocation issues (4%) was the least frequent reason.
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Ployhart et al. (2002) also found that minority (African Americans) and female applicants
reported different reasons for withdrawing than did majority applicants (White) and male
applicants. African American applicants said that they withdrew primarily as a result of
changing their minds about the job (18%), while this reason was reported by relatively
few White applicants (8%). Nineteen per cent of the women reported changing their
minds about being a police officer as the main cause for their withdrawals. In
comparison, this cause was reported only by 7% of males. These researchers also found
that attributions in term of locus, stability, and controllability accounted for 35% of the
variance in applicant specific reapplication expectancies. Applicants who rated the cause
of their withdrawal to be high (versus low) on the stable and the controllable dimensions
of attributions were significantly less likely to reapply for a police officer position with
the same organization. Furthermore, Ployhart et al. (2002) demonstrated an interaction
between controllability and race in predicting applicant specific reapplication
expectancies. For minority applicants (African Americans), the relationship between
controllability and reapplication was positive. However, for majority applicants (White),
this relationship was negative. In other words, among those applicants who perceived the
cause of their withdrawal as controllable, minority applicants (African Americans) were
more likely to reapply than majority applicants (White). However, among those
applicants who perceived the cause of their withdrawal as uncontrollable, minority
applicants (African Americans) were less likely to reapply than majority applicants

(White). Ployhart et al. (2002) suggested that differences in the causal attributions that
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each group assigned to their withdrawal decisions may account for the interaction effect
between controllability and race.

The above discussion and prior reviews suggest several models that can be drawn
upon to understand applicant reactions (see Anderson et al., 2001; Forsterling, 2001;
Martinko, 1995; Martinko et al., 2006). However, this thesis focuses mainly on the
application of AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) because it comprehensively incorporates
research and theory from the literature on applicant reactions (e.g., Gilliland, 1993) with
research and theory from the social psychological literature on attributions (e.g., Kelley’s
model, 1967, 1972; Weiner’s model, 1986,1985). Also, AART has been specifically
advanced to illustrate the role of attributions in explaining and influencing applicant
reactions. Finally, AART predictions can be compared with those rooted within an
organizational justice framework (e.g. Gilliland’s model, 1993). Having reviewed the

related literature, I now present the main components and predictions of AART.?

2.3.1. Overview of Applicant Reactions Attribution Theory (AART)

As can be seen from Figure 3.1, AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) begins with an
objective event, such as completing an employment test, employment interview, or
receiving feedback on an interview or hiring decision. In line with previous research from
the selection (Ployhart et al., 2005; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997) and nonselection (e.g., Wong

and Weiner, 1981) literatures, AART suggests that when applicants experience a staffing

% There are other elements (e.g., individual and cultural differences) that the AART proposes that are not
discussed here because they are not central to the current research proposal.
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event that is negative, unexpected, and/or significant they are more likely to engage in
attributional analysis to determine the cause of the event.

Second, AART differentiates between an objective event (i.e., actual staffing
event) and a perceived event (applicant interpretations of the actual staffing event).
AART emphasizes this distinction because applicants are more likely to have partial,
selective, or poor perceptions of the objective reality of a staffing event (Gilbert &
Malone, 1995; Trope, 1986). This occurs mainly because applicants tend to engage in
attributional biases such as self-serving bias. Specifically, individuals are prone to engage
in self-enhancing attributions under favourable events; and in self-protecting attributions
under unfavourable events (Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978; Chan, Schmitt,
Jennings, Clause, & Delbridge, 1998a; Gilbert & Malone, 1995). Self-serving bias is an
attributional “error” that occurs when people overstate responsibility for their favourable
outcomes but understate liability for their unfavourable outcomes (Forsterling, 2001;
Ployhart & Harold, 2004). For example, after a staffing process, applicants are more
likely to engage in self-serving bias by attributing the cause of receiving a job rejection to
unfair selection procedures, incompetent interviewers or other external causes, while
attributing the cause of receiving a job offer to their own ability, qualifications, or other
internal causes.

Third, AART proposes that applicants compare what they perceive from a staffing
event to their expectations (i.e. what they consider acceptable selection standards). Here,
AART proposes justice rules (Gilliland, 1993; Leventhal, 1980) such as consistency of

administrations and job relatedness of the staffing procedures as the main standards that
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applicants use to compare what they perceived during a staffing process to what they
expected to happen or should have happened.

Fourth, AART predicts that violation/satisfaction of justice rules or applicant
expectations during the selection process influence the degree to which the cause of an
event is attributed to internal, stable, and controllable dimensions of attributions.
Specifically, AART predicts that when the justice rules are satisfied, applicants are more
likely to attribute the cause of their events to internal, stable, and controllable dimensions.
However when justice rules are violated, individuals are less likely to attribute the cause
of their events to internal, stable, and controllable dimensions.

Fifth, consistent with previous research (Russell & McAuley, 1986; Russell,
McAuley, & Tarico, 1987; Weiner, 1985), AART proposes that locus, stability, and
controllability are better predictors of individual perceptions and behaviours than are the
specific causes that individuals might assign to their staffing events. One reason for this
is that despite the large number of specific causes that can be attributed to an outcome or
treatment by job applicants, the causes can be summarized and classified with respect to
locus, stability, and controllability (Kent & Martinko, 1995; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997,
Weiner, 1985, 1986).

Finally, while Gilliland’s (1993) model suggests fairness perceptions as the main
determinants of applicant self-perceptions and behavioural reactions, AART proposes
that applicant attributions with respect to locus, stability, and controllability directly
influence applicant perceptions, including perceptions of fairness. AART also proposes

that both the attributions and perceptions of applicants influence subsequent behavioural
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reactions. Alternatively stated, fairness perceptions and self-perceptions partially mediate
relationships between applicant attributions and their behavioural consequences (e.g.,
withdrawal, job choice, and litigation).
Summary

This chapter presented overviews of three different streams of literature relevant
to the current research. Within these overviews, two theoretical models, namely, AART
(Ployhart & Harold 2004) and Gilliland’s (1993) organizational justice model were
presented. The following chapter presents the focal model and accompanying hypotheses

for this thesis.

31



PhD Thesis — K. I. Ababneh McMaster — Business Administration

CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH MODEL & HYPOTHESES

3.1. Proposed Research Model and Variables.

The proposed research model shown in Figure 3.2 has been derived mainly from
AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) and Gilliland’s (1993) organizational justice model.
Based on the organizational justice framework and the applicant reactions literature (e.g.,
Gilliland, 1993; Hausknecht et al., 2004), this model begins with three procedural justice
rules (box A). The first rule is consistency of administration, referring to the degree of
uniformity in applying selection procedures across applicants. The second is job
relatedness, referring to the extent to which job applicants perceive the content of the
selection process as relevant to the job. The third is opportunity to perform, referring to
the extent to which applicants perceive that they have had the opportunity to demonstrate
their knowledge, skills, and abilities during the selection process (Gilliland, 1993;
Gilliland, 1995).

The three procedural justice rules were incorporated into the proposed model
because they have been theoretically posited to directly influence the overall perceived
fairness of selection procedures (box E; Gilliland, 1993, 1995; Hausknecht et al., 2004;
Leventhal, 1980). However, AART suggests that violation/satisfaction of these justice
rules influence applicant attributions in terms of locus, stability, and controllability (box
D), which in turn influence applicant perceptions of the overall fairness of the selection

process (box E).
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From the applicant reactions literature and AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004), I
included the selection decision outcome (box B; i.e., selected/rejected). AART predicts
that when applicants receive a selection decision they engage in an attributional search to
determine whether the cause of this outcome is due to internal, stable, and controllable
factors. Furthermore, AART predicts that applicants are more likely to engage in self-
serving bias. Specifically, selected applicants will attribute the cause of their selection to
internal, stable, and controllable factors and that rejected applicants will attribute the
cause for their rejection to external, unstable, and uncontrollable factors (Ployhart and
Harold, 2004; Weiner, 1985, 1986).

Based on the literature that has examined the impact of explanations on applicant
perceptions and behavioural reactions in selection processes (e.g., Horvath et al., 2000;
Ployhart et al., 1999), I have included three types of explanations for a selection outcome:
procedural, personal, and diversity (box C). Ployhart et al. (1999) showed that these
explanations have different types of effects on applicants perceptions (box E) and can
simultaneously produce positive effects on some perceptions and negative effects on
others depending on explanation content and outcome favorability (e.g., selected/
rejected).

Box “D” of this model presents the attribution dimensions, which are the vital
elements of this model (Ployhart & Harold, 2004: Weiner 1986). AART (Ployhart &
Harold, 2004) offers three dimensions of attribution: locus, stability, and controllability.
However, the results of confirmatory factor analyses from four studies suggested splitting

the controllability attribution dimension of attribution into two separate but related
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dimensions: personal control and external control (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992;
McFarland & Ross, 1982). Personal control reflects the degree to which the cause is seen
as controllable by the attributor (e.g., job applicant). External control reflects the degree
to which the cause is perceived to be controllable by others (e.g., recruiters and
organizations).

McAuley et al. (1992) noted that although Weiner (1986) acknowledged the
confusion that may result from treating controllability as one-dimensional rather than
bidimensional (i.e., personal and external), most research has measured controllability as
one-dimensional. Splitting controllability into the two dimensions as suggested by
McAuley et al. (1992) may help in understanding job applicants’ reactions because they
may differentially influence these reactions.

To illustrate, suppose applicants state that they were rejected from a job because
of their personality profile. The cause for this rejection is likely to be perceived outside
the applicants’ control, but within the control of the employer who has included
personality assessment among selection tools. Accordingly, asking job applicants to rate
the degree of overall controllability of a cause of a hiring decision (consistent with the
one-dimensional view of controllability) could create confusion for applicants (or at least
result in loss of information helpful to understanding and predicting applicant perceptual
and behavioural reactions). Accordingly, I measure controllability as a bidimensional
construct comprising personal and external control.

From the applicant reactions literature and AART, the proposed model includes

two types of perceptions (box E): (a) overall process fairness perceptions (perceived
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fairness of the selection procedures/methods used to determine the hiring decisions); and
(b) self-perceptions (individual’s perception/evaluation of worthiness and capabilities of
self, consisting mainly of self-efficacy and self-esteem). Process fairness perceptions are
included because they have been proposed by Gilliland (1993) to have a direct effect on
applicant reactions (e.g., job application and job acceptance decisions). However,
Ployhart and Harold (2004) have argued that applicant attribution dimensions directly
influence perceptions (e.g., process fairness, self-perceptions) and behavioural
consequences (e.g., withdrawal from the selection process, job choice). Accordingly,
AART replaces perceptions of fairness as the primary determinants of applicant reactions
with applicant attributions (Ployhart & Harold, 2004). AART also predicts that
perceptions of process fairness and self (box E) partially mediate associations between
attributions (box D) and behavioural consequences (box F).

Finally, organizational perceptions and four applicant behavioural reactions (box
F) are incorporated into the proposed model because studies have highlighted their
practical implications for organizations (Gilliland, 1993; Hausknecht et al., 2004). These
variables also have been theoretically suggested as outcomes of fairness perceptions (e.g.,
Gilliland, 1993; Hausknecht et al., 2004) and attributions (e.g., Ployhart & Harold, 2004).
The four behavioural reactions are: recommending the organization to others (e.g.,
Gilliland et al., 2001; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997, 1998), accepting a job offer (e.g., Macan et
al., 1994; Truxillo et al., 2002), reapplying to the organization (e.g., Gilliland et al., 2001;

Ployhart & Ryan, 1997), and pursuing legal action (Bauer et al., 2001; Gilliland, 1993;
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Hausknecht et al., 2004). The rationale for the relationships depicted in the proposed

model, accompanied by a formal presentation of hypotheses, follows.

3.2. Research Hypotheses
3.2.1. The Influence of Procedural Justice Rules on Applicant Attributions

According to AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004), applicants have expectations and
a specific set of standards (mainly, the justice rules of Gilliland’s model) for how the
selection process should be conducted. Violating or satisfying these standards and
expectations influences the degree to which the cause of the selection outcome is
perceived to be internal, stable, and controllable.

In particular, AART predicts that when applicants perceive what happens during
the selection process to be in line with Gilliland’s procedural justice rules (i.e. job
relatedness, consistency of administration and opportunity to perform), they are more
likely to rate the cause of the selection event as internal, stable, and controllable.
However, under a selection process in which Gilliland’s procedural justice rules are
violated, AART predicts that applicants will be less likely to attribute the cause of the
selection event as internal, stable, and controllable.

Research provides some indirect support for the above AART predictions
(Brockner et al., 2003; Schleicher et al., 2006; Schroth & Shah, 2000). For example,
Brockner et al. (2003) found that individuals used procedural rules in making self-
attributions with respect to events affecting them. Specifically, people were more likely
to consider themselves as responsible for selection outcomes (attributing them to ability

and/or effort) when the selection process involved objective criteria, consistent evaluation
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standards, and accurate information. However, individuals perceived themselves less
responsible for selection outcomes when subjective criteria and inconsistent evaluation
standards were used.

Similarly, in a study that examined subordinate reactions to negative feedback
delivered by a supervisor, Leung, Su, and Morris (2001) showed that a supervisor
delivering negative feedback using fair interpersonal treatment (being considerate and
respectful to subordinates) reduced subordinate negative dispositional attributions about
the supervisor. Specifically, subordinates were more likely to acknowledge responsibility
for outcomes in situations where the feedback was communicated in a fair and
interpersonally considerate manner (Bies & Moag, 1986; Gilliland, 1993) than where
feedback was given in an unfair and interpersonally inconsiderate manner (i.e., the
supervisor being rude and disrespectful to subordinates). Accordingly:

Hypothesis 1a-4d: Relative to applicants who experience a selection procedure that
violates Gilliland’s justice rules (i.e., job relatedness, opportunity to perform,
consistency of administration; Box A, Figure 3.2), applicants experiencing a selection
procedure that satisfies these rules will rate the cause of their selection outcome to be
higher on: the a) internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D, Figure 3.2); and c)
personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of attributions; and d) lower on the

external control (Box D, Figure3.2) dimension of attribution.

3.2.2. The Influence of the Selection Decision on Applicant Attributions

As outlined previously, AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) and attribution research
upon which it is based (e.g., Weiner, 1985, 1986) predict that when applicants receive a

selection decision, they engage in an attributional search to determine whether the cause
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of the decision is due to internal, stable, and controllable factors. Furthermore, AART
predicts that when applicants receive a selection decision, they are more inclined to
engage in self-serving bias. In particular, selected applicants will attribute the cause of
their selection to more internal, stable, and controllable dimensions of attributions; while
rejected applicants will be less likely to attribute the cause of their rejection to internal,
stable, and controllable dimensions of attributions (Ployhart and Harold, 2004; Weiner,
1985, 1986). AART suggests that this is likely to happen because applicants engage in
self-enhancing attributions under favourable outcomes and self-protecting attributions
under unfavourable outcomes (¢.g., Abramson et al., 1978; Gilbert & Malone, 1995).

In line with the above theoretical propositions, previous empirical studies from
nonselection contexts have demonstrated that individuals frequently engage in self-
serving bias by attributing the cause of their favourable events (e.g., passing an
educational test or winning a sport contest) to factors that are high on the internal, stable,
and controllable dimensions of attributions such as ability, and attributing their
unfavourable events (e.g., failing the test or winning the sport contest) to factors that are
low on the internal, stable, and controllable dimensions of attributions such as bad luck
and a biased selection process (Forsterling, 2001; Schaufeli, 1988; 1985; Weiner, 1986).

Using Weiner’s (1986) model, Ployhart and Ryan (1997) examined the
perceptions and reactions of individuals applying for admission into a university graduate
program. They found that when individuals received an admission, they attributed their
admission to factors that they considered internal, stable, and controllable; while those

who were rejected attributed this decision outcome to more external, unstable and
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uncontrollable influences. Accordingly, the following hypotheses are offered for
purposes of assessing the generalizability of these findings to an employment context:

Hypotheses 2a- 2d: Relative to those who are rejected (Box B, Figure 3.2),
individuals who are selected (Box B, Figure 3.2) will rate the cause of their selection
outcome to be higher on: the a) internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of attributions;

and d) lower on the external control (Box D, Figure3. 2) dimension of attribution.

3.2.3. The Influence of Explanations on Applicant Attributions

Building on the findings and suggestions of prior research (e.g., Brockner et al.,
2003; Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart et al., 1999; Van den Bos et al., 1999), Ployhart and
Harold (2004) contend that different types of explanations influence the nature of
attributions applicants make for an event (e.g., hiring or rejection decision). This occurs
because explanations compel applicants to consider other relevant factors that they may
have neglected in their attribution analyses resulting from their selective or incomplete
perception of the staffing events. Ployhart et al. (2005) also suggest that explanations for
selection decisions affect applicant reactions because they provide information that is
likely to be used by applicants in their attributional analyses and in forming their faimess
judgments regarding staffing events such as selection procedures used, or hiring decisions
made. An illustration of the above reasoning is as follows.

Applicants who receive procedural explanations that illuminate the fairness and
validity of the selection processes/tools or receive personal explanations that draw
attention to related personal reasons (e.g., lack of education, skills, experience) for the

selection decision are more likely to attribute such a decision to factors that are internal,
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stable, and personally controllable. However, applicants who receive no explanations or
receive diversity explanations (e.g., indicating that the organization is trying to increase
workforce diversity) are less likely to infer controllability and stability for the selection
decision. In other words, these applicants are more likely to attribute the causes of the
selection decision to factors that are low on locus, personal control, and stability (e.g., an
unfair selection procedure or preferential treatment; Ployhart et al., 1999).

According to Kelley’s (1972) discounting principle and Schroth et al.’s (2000)
findings, it is difficult for an individual to deny responsibility for a negative outcome
(e.g., rejected) when specific and accurate internal reasons (e.g., lack of qualifications,
efforts) are provided as the cause. In the same wayj, it is difficult for an individual to
claim responsibility for a positive outcome if success can be readily attributable to
external causes (e.g., preferential treatments, good luck). Accordingly:

Hypotheses 3a-3d: Individuals who receive a procedural explanation (Box C, Figure
3.2) for their selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the cause of their
outcome to be higher on: the a) internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of attributions,
and d) will rate the cause to be lower on the external control (Box D, Figure 3.2)
dimension of attribution than will individuals who receive a diversity explanation

(Box C, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 4a-4d: Individuals who receive a procedural explanation (Box C, Figure
3.2) for their selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the cause of their
outcome to be higher on: the a) internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of attributions;

and d) will rate the cause to be lower on the external control (Box D, Figure 3.2)
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dimension of attribution than will individuals who receive no explanation (Box C,

Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 5a-5d. Individuals who receive a personal explanation (Box C, Figure
3.2) for their selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the cause of their
outcome to be higher on: the a) internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of attributions,
and d) will rate the cause to be lower on the external control (Box D, Figure 3.2)
dimension of attribution than will individuals who receive a diversity explanation

(Box C, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 6a-6d. Individuals who receive a personal explanation (Box C, Figure
3.2) for their selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the cause of their
outcome to be higher on: the a) internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of attributions,
and d) will rate the cause to be lower on the external control (Box D, Figure 3.2)
dimension of attribution than will individuals who receive no explanation (Box C,

Figure 3.2).

3.2.4. The Interactive Effect of Explanations and Perceived Satisfaction/Violation of
Justice Rules on Overall Process Fairness Perceptions

A significant body of research from nonselection contexts demonstrates that
explanations that provide information about why specific procedures are used, or why
particular decisions are made, generally improve perceptions of fairness (e.g., Bies &
Shapiro, 1988; Bobocel & Zdaniuk, 2005; Gilliland & Beckstein, 1996; Greenberg,
1990b, 1993). Research from selection contexts also shows that providing job applicants
with explanations that offer personal explanations (providing applicants with personal

factors such as their ability or qualifications as reasons for receiving a job offer or a
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rejection), or procedural explanations (providing applicants with information about the
fairness, appropriateness and validity of the selection procedures/tools used to reach the
selection decision) generally improve perceptions of process fairness relative to when no
explanations are offered (Gilliland et al., 2001; LaHuis et al., 2003; Ployhart et al., 1999).

However, despite most studies report positive effects for explanations on process
fairness, there are studies that have shown that some explanations can lower perceptions
of process fairness (Greenberg, 1990b; Shapiro, 1991; Shaw et al., 2003). For example,
Ployhart et al. (1999) found that applicants who received diversity explanations
(indicating that the organization is seeking to select a diverse workforce) reported more
negative process fairness perceptions than those who received no explanations (i.e.,
control condition), procedural explanations, and personal explanations. Ployhart et al.
(1999) speculated that participant perceptions of “preferential treatment™ could be the
reason behind the negative effect generated by the diversity explanations. Similarly,
Horvath et al. (2000) found that justifying the use of selection procedures/tools by
providing applicant diversity explanations (labelled ideological) reduces applicant
fairness perceptions relative to those who received no explanation.

Research that examined attitudes and beliefs about affirmative action — “actions
taken to increase the number of underrepresented demographic groups in an
organization” (Kravitz & Platania, 1993; p. 928) — has shown that majority group
members opposed preferential treatment and quota hiring for designated minority group
members (Harrison, Kravitz, Mayer, Leslie, & Lev-Arey, 2006; Ployhart & Holtz, 2008).

These attitudes became more negative as demographic factors were given more weight
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(Heilman, Kaplow, Amato, & Stathatos, 1993; Kravitz et al., 2000; Nacoste, 1993;
Nacoste, 1987). Moreover, researchers demonstrated that unjustified diversity programs
(preferential treatment) also lead to negative attitudes among women who were selected
as result of implementing such programs (Heilman et al., 1993; Richard & Kirby, 1998).

Overall, the above research suggests that individuals who receive a procedural or
a personal explanation are more likely to report higher process fairness perceptions than
individuals who receive either a diversity explanation or no explanation. However, based
on the research that examined explanation adequacy (the degree to which explanations
are accurate, sufficient, and logical), I propose that perceived satisfaction/violation of
justice rules will moderate the effects of explanations on process fairness, such that the
influence of the explanations will take place only when applicants perceive satisfaction of
justice rules. This interaction is expected because procedural and personal explanations
are not likely to generate their positive effects if applicants perceive the information
provided in their explanation letters as inaccurate and/or contradictory to what they
actually experienced. Specifically, procedural and personal explanations provided to
applicants who experience a selection process that violates expectations for job
relatedness, opportunity to perform, and consistency of administration are more likely to
be perceived as inadequate explanations (Greenberg, 1990b; Shapiro et al., 1994; Shaw et
al., 2003). Hence, the positive effect of the procedural and personal explanations on
process fairness will be diminished. Accordingly:

Hypotheses 7a & 7b: When participants experience a selection procedure that
satisfies procedural justice rules, overall process fairness perceptions will be greater

Jor participants in the procedural explanation condition (Box C, Figure 3.3) than for
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participants in the (a) diversity and (b) no explanation conditions (Box C, Figure
3.3).

Hypotheses 7c & 7d: When participants experience a selection procedure that
satisfies procedural justice rules, overall process fairness perceptions will be greater
for participants in the personal explanation condition than for participants in the (a)

diversity and (b) no explanation conditions (Box C, Figure 3.3).

Hypotheses 7e: When participants experience a selection procedure that satisfies
procedural justice rules, overall process fairness perceptions will be greater for
participants in the no explanation condition than for participants in the diversity

condition (Box C, Figure 3.3).

Hypotheses 8: When participants experience a selection procedure that violates
procedural justice rules, there will be no difference in process fairness perceptions

across the four explanation conditions.

3.2.5. The Impact of Explanations and Selection Decisions on Self-Perceptions

Ployhart et al. (1999) have also reported that personal, procedural, and diversity-
justification explanations interact with selection outcomes to influence self-perceptions.
Specifically, they found that providing applicants with personal or procedural
explanations enhanced self-perceptions for selected applicants but lowered the self-
perceptions of rejected applicants. They further found that providing applicants with
diversity justification explanations lowered self-perceptions of selected applicants while
improving self-perceptions of rejected applicants. Similar results were reported by
Heilman et al. (1993). Specifically, these researchers found that when women perceived

that they received job offers because of their gender rather than their qualifications, their
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self-perceptions were negatively affected by diversity programs that were not adequately
justified. Given the above research findings, I hypothesize that the type of explanations

and selection decisions interact to influence self-perceptions such that:

Hypotheses 9: Individuals who are selected (Box B, Figure 3.4) and receive
procedural or personal explanations (Box C, Figure 3.4) will report higher self-
perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.4) than will selected individuals (Box B, Figure 3.4)

who receive a diversity explanation (Box C, Figure 3.4).

Hypotheses 10: Individuals who are rejected (Box B, Figure 3.4) and receive
procedural or personal explanations (Box C, Figure 3.4) will report lower self-
perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.4) than will rejected individuals (Box B, Figure 3.4)

who receive a diversity explanation (Box C, Figure 3.4).

3.2.6. The Influence of Explanations on Applicant Attitudes and Behavioural
Intentions

Besides examining the impact of explanations on process fairness and self-
perceptions, I also investigated the different effects of explanations on applicant attitudes
and behavioural intentions. A number of studies have examined the relationship between
explanations and applicant reactions such as organizational perceptions and
recommendation intentions. However, a majority of these studies (e.g., Bies & Shapiro,
1988; Gilliland, 1994; Richard & Kirby, 1998; Truxillo et al., 2002) investigated the
effect of providing only one type of explanation; they did not assess the differential
effects of different types of explanations.

Exceptions to focusing on just one type of explanation are studies by Ployhart et

al. (1999), Horvath et al. (2000) and Gilliland et al. (2001). For example, Ployhart et al.
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(1999) examined the impact of providing procedural, personal, and diversity explanations
on applicant organizational perceptions. They showed that while procedural and personal
explanations enhance organizational perceptions, diversity explanations negatively
impact these perceptions. Horvath et al. (2000) examined the effect of diversity (labelled
ideological), causal, and referential explanations and found that more negative fairness
perceptions and lower face validity perceptions were held by individuals receiving
diversity explanations compared to those receiving “control” or causal explanations.
However, research in this area has yet to examine the differential effects of
procedural, personal, and diversity explanations on other important applicant reactions
such as litigation and job acceptance. Consistent with the above research and prior
discussions of the influence of explanations on applicant reactions, it is logical to expect
that personal and procedural explanations will generate more favourable reactions on job
acceptance and litigation intentions (i.e., higher job acceptance intentions, less intention

to litigate) than diversity explanations and no explanations. Accordingly:

Hypotheses 11a & 11e: Individuals who receive procedural or personal explanations
(Box C, Figure 3.2) will report higher: a) organizational perceptions (Box F, Figure
3.2); b) recommendation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); c) reapplication intentions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); and d) job acceptance intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); and will
report lower e) intentions to litigate (Box F, Figure 3.2) compared to individuals who

receive a diversity explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 12a & 12e: Individuals who receive procedural or personal explanations
(Box C, Figure 3.2) will report higher: a) organizational perceptions (Box F, Figure

3.2); b) recommendation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); c) reapplication intentions
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(Box F, Figure 3.2); and d) job acceptance intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); and will
report lower e) intentions to litigate compared to individuals receiving no

explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2).

3.2.7. The Influence of Procedural Justice Rules and Attributions on Overall Process
Fairness Perceptions

Gilliland’s (1993) organizational justice model proposes that satisfaction/violation
of consistency of administrations, opportunity to perform, and job relatedness influence
the overall perceptions of process fairness which, in turn, influence applicant perceptions
and behaviours such as job acceptance and litigation actions. In some support of
Gilliland’s (1993) model proposition, a meta-analytic review (Hausknecht et al., 2004),
narrative reviews (Anderson et al., 2001; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000) and primary studies
(e.g., Bauer et al., 1998; Bauer et al., 2001; Ployhart & Ryan, 1998) reported that
perceptions of opportunity to perform, job relatedness, and consistency of administration
rules are all positively related to applicant’s overall perceptions of process fairness (e.g.,
Bauer et al., 1998; Bauer et al., 2001; Schleicher et al., 2006). In line with these findings

and the predictions of Gilliland’s model, the following hypothesis is advanced:

Hypothesis 13: Perceived satisfaction of justice rules (i.e., consistency of
administration, job relatedness, and opportunity to perform, Box A, Figure 3.2) will
have a direct positive influence on overall process fairness perceptions (Box E,

Figure 3.2).

However, as outlined earlier, AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) holds that
Gilliland’s model is lacking a strong psychologically-based explanation of how applicant

perceptions form. Specifically, AART would suggest that Gilliland’s model overlooks the
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explicit role of attributions in mediating the relationship between perceptions of
procedural justice and overall process fairness perceptions. Therefore, AART proposes
that applicant perceptions of satisfaction/violation of justice rules during the selection
process will influence applicant attributions, which in turn determine overall fairness
perceptions. Stated plainly, AART suggests that applicant attributions will fully mediate
the relationship between perceptions of the procedural justice rules and overall process
fairness perceptions. Based on AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) predictions, the

following hypotheses are offered:

Hypotheses 14a-14d. Applicant attributions in terms of a) locus (Box D, Figure 3.5);
b) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.5); ¢) stability (Box D, Figure 3.5), and d)
external control (Box D, Figure 3.5) will fully mediate the relationship between
perceptions of procedural justice rules (i.e., job relatedness, opportunity to perform,
and consistency of administration; Box A, Figure 3.5) and overall process fairness

perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.5).

3.2.8. The Influence of Overall Process Fairness Perceptions and Attributions on
Applicant Attitudes and Behavioural Intentions

A number of studies also demonstrated a positive relationship between
perceptions of overall process fairness and organizational outcomes. For example,
Gilliland (1994) and Bauer et al. (2001) showed that applicant perceptions of fairness are
positively associated with intentions to recommend the organization and its jobs to
others. Smither et al. (1993) and Truxillo and Bauer (1999) reported that organizational
attractiveness is positively correlated with overall process faimess perceptions. Studies

also found that when selected applicants perceive a selection process as unfair, they are
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more likely to decline a job offer (Macan et al., 1994; Singer, 1992). Similarly, Ployhart
and Ryan (1998) found a positive relationship between overall fairness perceptions of
selection outcomes and intentions to accept a job offer. Furthermore, perceptions of
fairness were found to be negatively related to legal-claiming behaviour (Goldman, 2001,
2003; Lind, Greenberg, Scott, & Welchans, 2000). Thus, based on Gilliland’s (1993)
organizational justice model and the above research findings, the following hypotheses

are put forward:

Hypotheses 15a-15e: Perceptions of overall process fairness (Box E, Figure 3.2)

will be positively associated with a) organizational perceptions (Box F, Figure

3.2); b) recommendation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); c) reapplication

intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); d) job acceptance intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2);

and e) negatively associated with litigation intentions.

However, another important aspect that distinguishes AART (Ployhart & Harold,
2004) from the organizational justice model is that applicant attributions in terms of
locus, stability, and controllability directly and indirectly (through overall process
fairness perceptions) influence their attitudes and behaviours (e.g., organizational
perceptions and recommendation intentions). In other words, AART proposes that
applicant perceptions (process fairness, test perceptions, and self-perceptions) partially
mediate associations between attribution dimensions and behavioural consequences.
Specifically, AART predicts that when applicants make internal, stable, controllable

attributions for the cause of an event (e.g., receiving a selection decision), favourable

reactions (e.g., high perception of fairness) will result, and when applicants rate the cause
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of an event (e.g., receiving a job offer) as external, unstable, and uncontrollable,
unfavourable reactions (e.g., low perception of fairness) will occur.

Using Weiner’s (1985; 1986) model, Ployhart et al. (2002) demonstrated that
applicants who rate the cause of their withdrawal from a selection process to be high
(versus low) on the stable and controllable dimensions of attributions were less likely to
reapply for such jobs in the future. In another application of Weiner’s model (1985;
1986), Ployhart and Ryan (1997) found that locus of causality was related positively to
intentions to recommend the organization to others and self-assessed performance
perceptions. They also found that stability related positively to self-assessed performance
perceptions. However, Ployhart and Ryan (1997) did not examine whether applicant
perceptions mediated the association between attribution dimensions and job applicant
intentions (e.g., to recommend the organization) as suggested by AART.

I am only aware of one study that examined the partial mediation suggested by
AART. Consistent with AART predictions, Holtz, Ployhart, Lozzi, and Ferreter (2005)
found that test-taker perceptions of the face validity of a test, job-relatedness, and
predictive validity partially mediated the association between locus and organizational
attractiveness and recommendation intentions. Also Holtz et al. (2005) found that test-
taker perceptions partially mediated the association between controllability and
recommendation intentions. Based on the propositions of AART and the above noted

research findings, the following hypotheses are put forward:

Hypotheses 16a-16e: Attributions in terms of locus and personal control (Box D,

Figure 3.2) will be positively related to: a) organizational perceptions (Box F,
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Figure 3.2); b) recommendation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); c) job acceptance
intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); and d) reapplication intentions (Box F, Figure
3.2); and negatively related to e) litigation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 17a-17e: Attributions in terms of stability (Box D, Figure 3.2) will be
positively related to: a) organizational perceptions (Box F, Figure 3.2); b)
recommendation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); and c) job acceptance intentions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); and negatively related to d) litigation intentions (Box F,
Figure 3.2); and e) reapplication intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 18a-18e: Attributions in terms of external control (Box D, Figure 3.2)
will be negatively related to: a) organizational perceptions (Box F, Figure 3.2);
b) recommendation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); c) job acceptance intentions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); and d) reapplication intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); and

positively related to e) litigation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 19a-19¢: Overall process fairness perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6)
will partially mediate the relationship between locus attribution (Box D, Figure
3.6) and: a) organizational perceptions; b) recommendation intentions; c)
litigation intentions; d) job acceptance intentions; and e) reapplication intentions

(all Box F, Figure 3.6).

Hypotheses 20a-20e: Overall process fairness perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6)
will partially mediate the relationship between personal control attribution (Box
D, Figure 3.6) and: a) organizational perceptions; b) recommendation intentions;
c) litigation intentions; d) job acceptance intentions; and e) reapplication

intentions (all Box F, Figure 3.6).

Hypotheses 21a-21e: Overall process fairness perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6)
will partially mediate the relationship between stability attribution (Box D,

Figure 3.6 and: a) organizational perceptions, b) recommendation intentions; c)
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litigation intentions, d) job acceptance intentions; and e) reapplication intentions

(all Box F, Figure 3.6).

Hypotheses 22a-22e: Overall process fairness perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6)
will partially mediate the relationship between external control attribution
dimension (Box D, Figure 3.6) and: a) organizational perceptions; b)
recommendation intentions; c) litigation intentions; d) job acceptance intentions;

and e) reapplication intentions (all Box F, Figure 3.6).

3.2.9. The Impact of Procedural Fairness, Selection Decision, and Attributions on
Self-Perceptions

Although research has shown that unfavourable outcomes (failing a selection test
or receiving a job rejection) reduce applicant self-perceptions and that favourable
outcomes enhance applicant self-perceptions, most of this research has also demonstrated
that this relationship is moderated by the degree to which the selection procedures are fair
(Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000; Van den Bos, 1999). In
particular, research has shown that when individuals experience fair selection procedures
and receive a negative outcome (e.g., a job rejection), they reported lower self-
perceptions than those who experience unfair selection procedures and receive a negative
outcome (Holmvall & Bobocel, 2008; Schroth & Shah, 2000)°. Prior research also shows
that when individuals experience unfair procedures and receive a positive outcome (e.g.,

a job offer), they reported lower self-perceptions than those who experience fair

3 Holmvall and Bobocel (2008) demonstrated that both the nature of self-identity (i.e., independent or
interdependent) and situational cues influence how individuals interpret and react to procedural fairness
perceptions upon receiving unfavourable outcomes. However, although Holmvall and Bobocel (2008)
indicated that attributional process may underlie the negative effect of fair procedures on self-perceptions,
they did not examine the role of attribution directly in their research.
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procedures and receive a positive outcome (Gilliland, 1994; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997,
Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000).

Though a number of researchers have suggested that attributions account for
(mediate) the interaction effect between procedural fairness and outcome favorability on
self-perception (Brockner, 2002; Brockner et al., 2003; Gilliland, 1993; Ployhart &
Harold, 2004; Van den Bos et al., 1999) the role of attribution in explaining this
interaction effect has yet to be completely understood. Specifically, researchers (e.g.,
Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000) who have found an interaction between
procedural fairness and outcome favorability on self-perceptions only interpreted their
findings in line with attribution theory predictions and findings (Kelley, 1972, Weiner,
1985) without actual examination of attributions. To overcome this limitation, Brockner
et al. (2003, Study 2) explicitly examined the role of the attributions in explaining the
interaction between procedural fairness and outcome favourability on self-perceptions.
Interestingly, they found that it is not procedural fairness, but rather attributions for
outcomes caused by process fairness perceptions that interact with outcome favourability
to influence people’s self-perceptions. In other words, the interactive effect of outcome
favourability and procedural faimess on self-perceptions was fully mediated by the
interaction effect of outcome favourability and self-attributions. In spite of their valuable
contribﬁtions, Brockner et al. (2003, Study 2) examined only the effects of the specific
causes (e.g., ability and effort) rather than the effects of the attribution dimensions
underlying these specific causes. However, attribution researchers (Russell & McAuley,

1986; Russell et al., 1987; Weiner, 1985) contend that the specific causes (e.g., ability
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and effort) that applicants assign as the reasons for their outcome (e.g., receiving a job
offer or rejection) are less important than the causal dimensions (i.e., locus, stability, and
controllability) of these specific attributions in predicting individual perceptions,
intentions, and behaviours. The primary reason for this is that, although there are a wide
variety of specific reasons that can be assigned to an event, there are a limited number of
psychological dimensions along which the causes of events can differ (Ployhart & Ryan,
1997; Russell & McAuley, 1986; Russell et al., 1987; Weiner, 1985). As such, the current
thesis specifically investigates the role of attribution dimensions in terms of locus,
stability, personal control, and external control in explaining the above stated interaction
effect. Below is the reasoning for why attributions in general and the attribution
dimensions of locus, stability, personal control, and external control can in particular
offer an explanation for the interaction between procedural fairness and selection
outcome on self-perception.

In line with attribution theory propositions (Weiner, 1985, 1986), Gilliland (1993)
noted in his organizational justice model that when the selection procedures or tools are
perceived to be unfair, applicants are more likely to make external attributions for their
outcomes and therefore the impact of the selection outcome on self-perceptions is more
likely to be reduced (Gilliland, 1993). On the other hand, when the selection procedures
are fair, applicants are more likely to make internal attributions, and therefore applicant
self-perceptions will be strongly influenced by the selection outcome. Also as stated
earlier, Kelley’s (1972) discounting principle of attribution suggests that it is difficult for

an individual to refute responsibility for a negative outcome when the procedures are fair.
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By the same token, it is difficult for an individual to claim responsibility for a positive
outcome if such an outcome can be readily attributable to external causes such as biased
selection procedures. Hence under such circumstances, rejected and selected applicants
are more likely to report lower self-perceptions (Schroth & Shah, 2000).

With respect to stability, when applicants perceive their selection outcome is
reached through unfair selection procedures, they are more likely to perceive the outcome
as unstable and less likely to occur in future selection events. Hence, their self-
perceptions are less likely to be affected by the rejection. Alternatively, applicants who
perceive their selection outcome is reached through fair selection procedures, they are
more likely to see their selection outcome as stable and more likely to occur in other
selection events. In turn, their self-perceptions are more likely to be affected by the
selection outcome.

Drawing from the above research findings and theoretical considerations,
hypotheses 23a and 23b are advanced to replicate prior research findings of the
interaction between perceived procedural fairness of the interview and the selection
decision with respect to their effects on self-perception. Hypotheses 24a through 24d are
offered to assess the interaction between the selection decision and attribution dimensions
with respect to their effect on self-perceptions. Furthermore, hypotheses 25a through 25d
propose that the interaction between interview procedural fairness and the selection
decision with respect to their effect on self perceptions (as proposed in hypotheses 23a

and 23b) is fully mediated by the interaction between the selection decision and
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attribution dimensions as proposed in hypotheses 24a through 24d (Brockner, 2002;

Ployhart & Harold, 2004).

Hypothesis 23a. Individuals who are selected (Box B, Figure 3.7) and experience a
fair selection procedure (Box A, Figure 3.7) will report higher self-perceptions than
individuals who are selected (Box B, Figure 3.7) and experience an unfair selection

procedure (Box A, Figure 3.7).

Hypothesis 23b: Individuals who are rejected (Box B, Figure 3.7) and experience an
unfair selection (Box A, Figure 3.7) procedure will report higher self-perceptions
than individuals who are rejected (Box B, Figure 3.7) and experience a fair selection

procedure (Box A, Figure 3.7).

Hypothesis 24a: There will be an interaction between selection decision and locus
attribution on self-perceptions such that the relationship between locus (Box D,
Figure 3.8) and self-perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.8) will be positive for selected

applicants and negative for rejected applicants.

Hypothesis 24b: There will be an interaction between selection decision and personal
control attribution on self-perceptions such that the relationship between personal
control (Box D, Figure 3.8) and self-perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.8) will be positive

for selected applicants and negative for rejected applicants.

Hypothesis 24c: There will be an interaction between selection decision and stability
attribution on self-perceptions such that the relationship between stability (Box D,
Figure 3.8) and self-perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.8) will be positive for selected

applicants and negative for rejected applicants.

Hypothesis 24d: There will be an interaction between selection decision and external

control attribution on self-perceptions such that the relationship between external
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control (Box D, Figure 3.8) and self-perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.8) will be negative
for selected applicants and positive for rejected applicants.

Hypothesis 25a-25d: The interaction effect hypothesized in H24a — H24d between
selection decision and each of locus (25a), personal control (25b), stability (25¢), and
external control attributions (25d) on self-perceptions will fully mediate the

interaction effect hypothesized in H23a and H23b between fair procedures and

selection decision on self-perceptions.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY & RESULTS

4.1. Participants

Fourth and fifth* year undergraduate students (N = 261) taking business and
engineering classes at two large Canadian universities participated in this study. Due to
incomplete data 14 participants had to be excluded from analyses, resulting in a final
usable sample of 247 participants (see the preliminary analysis section for more detail).
The final sample consisted of 60% males. Participants’ mean age was 22.29 years (SD =
2.22). The racial makeup of the sample was 59% Caucasian, 17% Chinese, 11% South
Asian, with the remaining reporting other races. Eighty-two percent of the sample
consisted of individuals who were looking for a job at the time of completing the survey.
Eight percent of individuals planned to look for a job within three months from
completing the survey while the remaining individuals were planning to look for a job in

more than three months.

4.2. Design

A 2 (perceived satisfaction versus perceived violation of the procedural justice
rules) by 2 (selection decision: selected versus rejected from the job) by 4 (explanations
provided: procedural, personal, diversity, no explanation) between subjects factorial
design was used to test the majority of research hypotheses. Appendix A presents a

pictorial view of this design.

The business programs are 4 years in duration, while the engineering programs are 5 years in duration.
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4.3. Procedures

Individuals were recruited during their regular class time and completed all the
parts of this research either at the beginning or at the end of their class session. First, oral
presentations and a letter of information (consent form) were used to: (a) explain the
general purpose and procedures of this research, (b) specify eligibility for participation,
(c) assure confidentiality of participants, and (d) indicate the incentives for participation
(four-dollar Tim Horton’s Gift certificate). Individuals who indicated that they were
looking for a job or were to start looking for a job in the near future and agreed to
participate in this research randomly received a packet representing one of the research
conditions (see Appendix A). The packet consisted of three main parts (a) the letter of
information (consent form) (b) written scenarios, and (¢) the study measures (detailed
below).

After reading the letter of information, participants were instructed to imagine
themselves as having applied for a desirable job with an organization referred to as XYZ,
and to imagine themselves experiencing a specific job interview procedure with XYZ.
Half of the participants read an interview procedure scenario that was manipulated to
comply with three of Gilliland’s procedural justice rules: (a) consistency of
administration (the degree to which the organization/interviewer uses the same interview
content and procedures across applicants); (b) job relatedness (the extent to which job
applicants perceive the content of the interview to be relevant to the job); and (c)
opportunity to perform (the extent to which an applicant has a chance to demonstrate or

communicate his/her knowledge, skills, and abilities through the interview) (Gilliland,
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1993, 1995). The other half of the participants read an interview procedure scenario that
was manipulated to violate the above three rules of procedural justice (i.e., consistency of
administration, job relatedness, and opportunity to perform). Appendix B provides the
exact wording of the two interview scenarios. These interview scenarios were developed
based on previous related research ( Bies & Shapiro, 1988; (Gilliland, 1993; Gilliland et
al., 2001; Ployhart et al., 2005; Ployhart et al., 1999).

Once participants completed reading the assigned interview scenario, they were
instructed to rate the interview procedure in terms of consistency of administration, job
relatedness, opportunity to perform, and interview procedural fairness. Following this,
they received a letter and were asked to imagine it was a real letter informing them of the
selection decisions for the job at XYZ. Appendix C presents the exact wording of the four
explanation letters, which were developed based on explanations used in previous related
research (Bobocel & Farrell, 1996; Gilliland et al., 2001; Ployhart et al., 2005; Ployhart et
al., 1999).

29

Each letter greeted the applicant with (“Dear “Your Name Here’ ). For accepted
applicants, the letter started by stating “This is to inform you that we are offering you a
position in our organization”. For rejected applicants, the letter started by stating “This is
to inform you that we cannot offer you a position with our organization”. The selection
decision was followed immediately by the explanation information. In the procedural
explanation condition, the scenario read “The decision was based on a thorough

selection process. This process was developed by a leading research firm in the area of

recruitment and selection and is similar to the process used by a number of Fortune 100
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companies. This process has been demonstrated to be accurate and highly effective for
identifying and selecting successful candidates™ (Gilliland et al., 2001; Ployhart et al.,
1999). In the personal explanation condition, the scenario read “This decision was based
on the fact that your qualifications and performance on the selection tools were rated
higher (lower) than those of the rejected (selected) applicants. Furthermore, your industry
and job related experience were other important factors used in making our selection
decision”(Gilliland et al., 2001; Ployhart et al., 1999). In the diversity explanation
condition, the scenario read “We strive for diversity in our organization, and aim to select
a workforce that is diverse (based on gender, race, and/or nationality background) in
order to ensure that our workplaces are more reflective of our population”(Bobocel &
Farrell, 1996; Ployhart et al., 1999). In the control condition, no explanation information
was provided.

Each of the acceptance letters ended with “Your Name Here,” congratulations on
your job offer from XYZ Organization. We will be contacting you very soon with more
details about this job offer”. Each of the rejection letters ended with “Your Name Here,’
we are sorry that we could not offer you a position. Good luck in your job search”. Every
letter was signed by a fictional human resource director named “Mark James”. After
reading the explanation letters, the participants completed the rest of the survey measures
which are presented in the next section. Demographic and work related information were

collected on the last page of the survey.
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4.4. Measures

All measures used came from related literature. Unless otherwise stated, measures
were presented on 7-point Likert-type scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
and coded such that higher values indicate greater levels of the construct measured. A
pilot study was conducted using graduate and undergraduate students to solicit
suggestions and to ensure clarity of the scenarios and the measures used in this research.
Relevant and applicable suggestions of the pilot study were incorporated in the final
version of this research. The items comprising each measure are presented in Appendix
D.

Procedural Justice Rules Manipulation. Participant perceived satisfaction or
violation of the justice rules (consistency of administrations, opportunity to perform, and
job relatedness) during the interview process were assessed by items adapted from Bauer
et al. (2001). Consistency of administration was assessed with three items (e.g., the
interview was administered to all applicants in the same way”). Job relatedness was
measured with two items (e.g., “The content of this type of interview was clearly related
to the job™). Opportunity to perform was assessed with four items (e.g., “I could really
show my skills and abilities through this type of interview”). The internal consistency
reliability estimates from prior research were: consistency of administration (o =.93), Job
relatedness (a =.88), and opportunity to perform (a =.94) (Bauer et al., 2001).

Selection Decision Manipulation. The selection decision manipulation was
assessed by asking participants to check their selection status (i.e., offered or not offered

a job) based on the letter they received. This question was asked to ensure that
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participants read and acknowledged the selection decision conveyed in the selection
letter. Following prior research approaches (Gilliland 1994; Ployhart 1997), a three-item
measure of outcome fairness (Gilliland 1994) was also used to confirm the manipulation
check for the selection decision. An example of an item on this scale is “Overall, I feel
the results of the selection process were fair”. Gilliland (1994) reported a Cronbach alpha
coefficient of .86 for this scale.

Explanation Letters Manipulations. The manipulation of the explanation letters
were assessed with two items for each type of explanation. Each item begins with a stem
asking: “The letter I received from XYZ clearly and explicitly mentioned that....” A
sample item on the scale used for the procedural explanation is *“...The selection process
has been demonstrated to be accurate and highly effective for identifying and selecting
successful candidates”.

Interview Procedural Fairness Manipulation. Five items were used to assess
participant perceptions of the procedural fairness of the interview. The items were
adapted from previous research (Elkins & Phillips, 2000; Gilliland, 1994; Smither et al.,
1993). An example of an item on this scale is “overall, I believe that the use of the
interview instrument was fair”. Elkins and Phillips (2000) reported a Cronbach alpha
coefficient of .74 for this scale.

Attributions. The revised causal dimension scale (CDSII, McAuley et al., 1992;
Russell, 1982) was used to measure job applicant attributions. As discussed earlier, the
revised CDSII was used because it measures controllability as two distinct constructs

(i.e., personal and external controllability). To complete this scale, participants started by
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writing the main reason for being offered (or not being offered) the job, then expressed
their impressions or opinions for the reasons along the causal dimensions of locus,
stability, and controllability. Each of the attribution dimensions was assessed with three
seven-point Likert items. A sample item on the /ocus scale is “Is the cause something that
is: inside of you (7) — outside of you (1).” A sample item on the stability scale is “Is the
cause something that is: permanent (7) — temporary (1).” A sample item on the personal
control scale is “Is the cause something over which you have power (7) — over which you
have no power (1);” A sample item on the external control scale is “Is the cause
something that is: under the power of other people (7) — not under the power of other
people” (1). McAuley et al. (1992) reported coefficient Cronbach alpha that range from
.60 to .92 of this scale across four studies from different context.

Self-perceptions was measured with four semantic differential items (Ployhart et
al., 1999). The measure begins with a stem asking: “If I received this letter, my opinion
of myself would be...” (bad — good, unfavourable — favourable, disapproving —
approving, negative — positive). Ployhart et al. (2005) reported internal consistency
estimate of .95 for this scale.

Process fairness was assessed with a four-item measure adapted from Gilliland
(1994). A sample item on this scale is “Whether or not I got the job, I feel the selection
process was fair”. Gilliland (1994) reported a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .85 for this
scale.

Organizational Perceptions were measured with four semantic differential items

(Ployhart et al., 1999). The measure begins with a stem asking “If I received this letter,
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my attitude toward XYZ would be...” (bad — good, unfavourable — favourable,
disapproving — approving, negative — positive). Ployhart et al. (2005) reported a
Cronbach alpha coefficient of .94 for this scale.

Recommendation intentions were measured by three items adapted from
Gilliland et al. (2001). A sample item on this scale is “I intend to recommend XYZ
organization to others”). Gilliland et al. (2001) reported a Cronbach alpha coefficient of
.90 for this scale.

Litigation intentions were measured by a four-item scale adapted from Seitz,
Truxillo, & Bauer, (2001; “I would be more likely to sue an organization that provides a
letter like this than one that provides no letter.” Seitz et al. (2001) reported a Cronbach
alpha coefficient of .92 for this scale.

Job acceptance intention was measured by one item (“I will accept the job offer
from XYZ). This item was administered only for individuals who received a job offer.

Reapplication intention was measured by one item (“I intend to reapply for a
new job with XYZ”). This item was administered only for individuals who received a job

rejection.
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4.5. Results

4.5.1. Preliminary Data Analysis Results

Prior to hypothesis testing, the data were screened for accuracy of entry, missing
values, univariate outliers, multivariate outliers, normality, linearity and fulfillment of the
assumptions’ underlying each analysis performed (e.g., ANOVA, MANOVA). Because
most of the hypotheses involved testing differences between or among groups
(conditions), data were also screened for outliers and normality within each group
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The preliminary analyses are
described in more detail below, followed by a presentation of the hypotheses testing
results.

An initial screening of the data revealed that 14 participants failed to complete
one or more essential parts of the questionnaire. Further examination of these cases found
that incomplete responses cut across the various conditions of this research design (i.e.,
missing cases appeared to be randomly spread). Hence, these 14 participants were
excluded from subsequent analysis. The initial screening of the data also showed that
some scales had missing values on their items, however these missing values were very
few (no item has more than two missing values) and there was no pattern in these missing
values. Accordingly, each missing value was replaced with the mean response on the

remaining items for that case (McDonald, Thurston, & Nelson, 2000).

3 Some of these assumptions were tested within the actual hypothesis testing and therefore their results are
presented in later sections of this chapter.
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After having addressed the issue of missing values data were screened for
univariate (single variable) outliers by generating and examining box plots, stem and leaf
plots, and z-values for each variable. An analysis for multivariate outliers, when
applicable, was also undertaken through calculation of Mahalanobis’ distance values
within the regression procedures, which were evaluated with Chi square (?) criteria
(Meyers et al., 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). No univariate or multivariate outliers
were found.

I also assessed each variable for departure from normality by inspecting
histograms, normal Q-Q plots, skewness and kurtosis, and conducting the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test. Multivariate normality was also assessed, when applicable, by generating
and reviewing matrix scatterplots for applicable variables.

Although some variables moderately violated the assumption of normality
(primarily due to skewness), researchers (e.g., Mertler & Vannatta, 2005; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2001) have noted that MANOVA and ANOVA (the primary analyses used here)
are robust tests especially when the violations of normality results from skewness.
Researchers have also noted that equal size groups/conditions (Stevens, 1986) and group
size approximating 20 participants in the smallest group/condition should be sufficient to
ensure robustness to violations of univarite and multivariate normality (Mertler &
Vannatta, 2005). In the current study, the numbers of participants in each group/condition
were equal and sufficient (the smallest group/condition on which a hypothesis was tested
was 30). Accordingly, the moderate deviation from the normality assumption was not

considered a serious threat to the analyses conducted.
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Assessment of univariate linearity was done by inspecting bivariate scatterplots
and Pearson correlations. Multivariate linearity was assessed, when applicable, by
generating and reviewing scatterplots of standardized predicted values by standardized
residuals within regressions. These assessments revealed no serious threats to univarite
and multivariate linearity. To examine for multicollinearity, tolerance and Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF) values for each independent variable were calculated. The
tolerance and VIF values were found to be acceptable, signifying no multicollinearity
threat (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

To ensure equivalence of the study conditions in terms of age, gender, ethnicity,
and education, I conducted comparisons across the study conditions using ANOVA and
Chi square (y¢?). The results demonstrated that there was no significant difference among
participants across the conditions in terms of these variables. These results suggest that
random assignment of participants into the various conditions of this research was
successful (Druckman and Arai; 2004).

After conducting all of the above preliminary data analysis, the means, standard
deviations, internal consistency reliabilities, and intercorrelations for the major variables
of this research were computed. The results are presented in Table 4.1. As shown there,
the internal consistency reliabilities for all measures exceeded the generally accepted

reliability of .70 (except stability a = .67) (Nunnally, 1978).

4.5.2. Manipulation Checks

Several separate analyses were conducted as manipulation checks. Results

confirmed that the manipulations for (a) perceived satisfaction/violation of the procedural
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justice rules, (b) selection outcomes, (c) explanation letters, (d) and interview procedural
fairness perceptions were successful. Below is a presentation of the results of these
manipulation checks.

Procedural Justice Rules Manipulation. An ANOVA demonstrated that
participants experiencing selection procedures that satisfied procedural justice rules of
consistency of administrations, opportunity to perform, and job relatedness reported a
higher mean (M = 5.17) on these rules® than did participants who experienced selection
procedures that violated these rules (M = 2.10; F{; 245y = 582.24, p <.001).

Selection Decision Manipulation. An initial examination of the selection
outcome manipulation showed that all the participants who were assigned to the selected
condition indicated that the letter that they received offered them a job, while all the
participants who assigned to the rejected condition indicated that the letter that they
received did not offer them a job. Following established procedures (e.g. Gilliland 1994;
Ployhart et al., 1999) for checking the manipulation of selection decision, ANOVA also
confirmed that participants who received a job offer perceived the selection outcome to
be more fair (M = 3.78) than did participants who received a job rejection (M = 3.01;
Fl1.245) = 14.36, p <.001).

Explanation Letters Manipulation. An ANOVA testing the effectiveness of the
manipulation of the explanation letters confirmed that they worked as intended (F(3,243) =

82.52, p <.001). Participants assigned to the procedural explanation condition reported

® I aggregated the three variables pertaining to justice rules into one construct because they were highly
correlated. The results with each justice rule and with the aggregate of the three rules were the same. To
simplify the presentation of the results, I only reported results at the aggregate level.
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that the letter they received conveyed the content of the procedural explanation more (M
= 5.69) than did participants who were assigned to the personal (M = 3.14, p <.001),
diversity (M =2.37, p <.001), and control (M = 1.91, p <.001) conditions. Participants
assigned to the personal explanation condition reported that the letter they received
conveyed the content of the personal explanation more (M = 5.16) than did those who
were assigned to the procedural (M = 3.26, p <.001), diversity (M = 2.69, p <.001), and
control (M =2.35, p <.001) conditions. Participants assigned to the diversity explanation
condition reported that the letter that they received conveyed the content of the diversity
explanations more (M = 6.01) than did those who were assigned to the procedural (M =
2.39, p <.001), personal (M = 2.46, p <.001), and control (M = 2.13, p <.001) condition.
Interview Procedural Fairness Manipulation. An ANOVA demonstrated that
participants assigned to a fair interview procedure reported a higher mean of perceived
interview fairness (M = 5.26) than did individuals who were assigned to a low fair

interview procedure (M = 2.01; F(j 245) = 457.05, p <.001).

4.5.3. Results of Hypotheses Testing

4.5.3.1. The Influence of Procedural Justice Rules on Applicant Attributions

Hypotheses 1a through 1d predicted that applicants who experience a selection
procedure that satisfies the three justice rules would rate the cause of their selection
outcome to be higher on the a) internal, b) stable, and c) personal control dimensions of

attributions and d) lower on the external control attribution dimension. To test these
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hypotheses, one-way MANOVA’ was conducted. The Box test for the homogeneity of
variance-covariance assumption showed that this assumption was not violated (F10, 286929
=142,p =.163)8; therefore, Wilks’ Lambda was used to interpret the MANOV A results
(Olson, 1976; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The multivariate results revealed statistically
significant effects for the perceived satisfaction/violation of justice rules (Wilks’ A =
.937; Flaza2)=4.09, n* = .063, p < .005). The univariate analyses demonstrated that
perceived satisfaction/violation of the justice rules had a significant effect on locus
(Fu1245)=13.12, ° = .045, p < .001), personal control (F; 245)= 9.80, ° = .038, p < .005),
and stability (F(1 245)= 5.57, n’ =.022, p < .05). The effect on external control was not
significant (F{; 245y = 1.02, ;72 =.004, p = .313). Table 4.2 shows that the mean for each of
locus, personal control, and stability attributions is significantly higher (i.e. in the
direction predicted) when the justice rules were satisfied than when they were violated.

Hence, these results support Hla, H1b, and Hlc, but not H1d.

4.5.3.2. The Influence of the Selection Decision on Applicant Attributions

Hypotheses 2a through 2d proposed that individuals who are selected would rate
the cause of their selection outcome to be higher on internal, stable, and personal control
dimensions of attributions and /ower on the external control dimension of attribution. To

examine these hypotheses, one-way MANOV A was conducted. The Box test for the

” Two-way and three-way interactions were also conducted to examine the interaction effects between
(among) satisfaction/violation of justice rules, selection decision, and explanations on attribution
dimensions. No significant interaction was found. To simplify the presentation of the results, those analyses
were not reported.

¥ A non-significant value indicates that the homogeneity of variance assumption is met, while a significant
value indicates that the homogeneity of variance assumption is violated. If the Box test result is not
significant, Wilks” Lambda should be used for interpreting MANOV A results. However, if the Box test
result is significant, Pillai’s Trace should be used (Olson, 1976; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).
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homogeneity of variance-covariance indicates that the homogeneity of variance
assumption was met (F{10, 286584) = 1.47, p = .143); hence, Wilks’ Lambda was utilized as
the MANOVA test statistic. The multivariate results showed significant effects for
selection decision (Wilks” A =.936; Fi4242) = 4.10, ;72 =.064, p <.001). The univariate
analyses demonstrated that the selection decision had a significant effect on locus (F{; 245)
=11.05, n° = .043, p < .001), personal control (F1245y=17.18, ;72 =.028, p <.001),
stability ({1 245) = 4.89, n’ = .02, p <.05), and external control (Fa 245 = 6.57, n’ =.026,
p <.01). Table 4.3 shows that while the mean for each of locus, personal control, and
stability attributions is significantly higher (i.e. in the direction predicted) when
participants were selected than when they were rejected, the mean for external control is
significantly higher (i.e. in the direction predicted) when participants were rejected than

when they were selected. Hence, these results provide support for H2a through H2d.

4.5.3.3. The Influence of Explanations on Applicant Attributions

Hypotheses 3a through 6d predicted that the different types of explanation letters
would have different effects on locus, stability, personal control, and external control
dimension of attributions. To examine these hypotheses, one-way MANOV A was
conducted.

The Box test showed that the homogeneity of variance-covariance assumption
was not satisfied (F(30, 161847) = 2.74, p = .00); therefore, Pillai’s Trace which is a more
conservative MANOVA test statistic than Wilks” Lambda was used to interpret the
MANOVA results (Olson, 1976; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The multivariate results

using Pillai’s Trace criteria revealed significant effect for explanations (V' = .160; F(12.72¢)
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=3.41, n° = .053, p < .001). Moreover, the univariate analyses showed that explanations
had a significant effect on locus (F(3243) = 2.84, 772 =.034, p <.05) and personal control
(F3245y=17.15, ;7‘7 = .08, p <.001). The effect of explanations on stability and external
control was not significant.

To determine which types of explanations were significantly different in their
effects on the locus and personal control dimensions, planned comparisons were
conducted. These comparisons showed that participants who received a procedural
explanation reported a significantly higher mean (M = 4.46) on internal locus than did
participants who received a diversity explanation (M = 3.84, p <.01) and no explanation
(M= 3.82, p <.01). In addition, individuals who received a procedural explanation (M =
3.92) or a personal explanation (M = 3.97) reported a higher mean on personal control
attributions than did participants who received a diversity explanation (M = 2.87, ps <
.001). Table 4.4 presents the means and standard deviations for attribution dimensions by
explanations. The above findings provide support only for H3a, H3c, H4a, and H5c but

not H3b, H3d, H4b-d, H5a, H5b, H5b, H5d, and H6a-d.

4.5.3.4. The Interactive Effect of Explanations and Perceived Satisfaction/Violation
of Justice Rules on Overall Process Fairness Perceptions

Hypotheses 7a through 8 predicted an interaction between perceived
satisfaction/violation of justice rules and explanation types such that a different effect for
types of explanations on process fairness would be observed when procedural rules are
satisfied rather than violated. More specifically, when justice rules are satisfied,

participants who receive either a procedural or a personal explanation will report higher
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procedural fairness than will participants who receive a diversity explanation and no
explanation. Additionally, when justice rules are satisfied, participants who receive no
explanation will report higher procedural fairness than will participants who receive the
diversity explanation.

To test these hypotheses, a two-way ANOVA was conducted. Results revealed a
significant main effect for perceived satisfaction/violation of justice rules (F{; 239) =
201.37, p <.001, #° = .457) and a significant main effect for explanation types (F(3239) =
13.18, p <.001, n’ = .142). More importantly, the interaction of the two predictors was
significant (F(3239)=11.59, p <.001, )72 =.127). Since the interaction is significant, the
interpretation of this analysis should focus on this interaction (Pedhazur & Schmelkin,
1991; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Timm, 2002). Figure 4.1 reflects the nature of this
interaction.

Overall Figure 4.1 shows that, while there is a different effect for types of
explanations on process fairness when participants perceive satisfaction of the justice
rules, there is no different effect for explanations on process fairness perceptions when
individuals perceive justice rules to have been violated. To understand this interaction, I
formed a new variable with eight groups by crossing the perceived satisfaction/violation
of the justice rule levels with explanation types. Then, I used this new variable to conduct
planned comparisons. These comparisons showed that individuals who perceived
satisfaction of the justice rules and received a diversity explanation reported significantly
lower overall process fairness perceptions (M = 2.56) than did individuals who perceived

satisfaction of the justice rules and received a personal explanation (M =4.91, p <.001),
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procedural explanation (M = 4.56, p <.001), or no explanation (M = 4.30, p <.001). In
addition, the planned comparisons showed that individuals who perceived satisfaction of
the justice rules and received a personal explanation reported significantly higher overall
process fairness perceptions than did individuals who perceived satisfaction of the justice
rules and received no explanation (p <.05). However, the procedural condition did not
differ significantly from the control condition (i.e., no explanation). These results provide

support for the predictions of hypotheses 7a, 7c, 7d, 7e, and 8, but not 7b.

4.5.3.5. The Impact of Explanations and Selection Decisions on Self-Perceptions

Hypotheses 9 and 10 predicted an interaction between selection decision and
explanations on applicant self-perceptions. To test these hypotheses, a two-way ANOVA
was conducted. The results demonstrated a significant main effect for selection decision
(F239) = 68.26, p < .001, n° = .22). The main effect for explanation was not significant
(F3239)=.133, p =94, 772 =.002). The interaction effect was significant (£(3239) = 10.70,
p <.001, 5° = .118). Figure 4.2 shows the nature of the interaction.

To further illustrate the nature of this interaction, I formed a new variable with
eight groups by crossing the type of explanations with the selection decision levels. I then
used this new variable to conducted planned comparisons which showed that individuals
who were selected and received a diversity explanation reported significantly lower self-
perceptions (M = 4.39) than did selected individuals who received a personal (M = 5.61,
p <.001) procedural (M = 5.44, p <.001), or no explanation (M = 5.13, p <.05). On the
other hand, planned comparisons showed that individuals who were rejected and received

a diversity explanation reported significantly higher self-perceptions (M = 4.60) than did
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rejected individuals who received a personal (M = 3.38, p <.005) procedural (M =3.43,p
<.005), or no explanation (M = 3.60, p < .005). Accordingly, these results provide

support for hypotheses 9 and 10.

4.5.3.6. The Influence of Explanations on Applicant Attitudes and Behavioural
Intentions

One-way MANOVA® was conducted to examine the effects of explanations on: a)
organizational perceptions, b) recommendation intentions, ¢) reapplication intentions, d)
job acceptance intentions, and e) litigation intentions (H11a - H12e¢). Below are the
results of this examination.

The Box test for the homogeneity of variance-covariance indicates that an equal
variance cannot be assumed (F4s, 145726) = 1.70, p =.002). Accordingly, Pillai’s Trace is
used to interpret the MANOVA results (Olson, 1976; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The
multivariate analysis revealed a significant effect for explanations (Pillai’s Trace V' =
.245; Flis723) = 4.285, 172 =.082, p <.001). The univariate analyses demonstrated that
explanations had a significant effect on organization perceptions (3243 = 8.84, r72 =
.098, p <.001), recommendation intentions (F(3243) = 5.09, ;72 =.059, p <.005),
reapplication intentions (F(3,11s) = 4.54, ;72 =.095, p <.01), acceptance intentions (£(3 121)
=7.96, n° = .10, p < .01) and litigation intentions (F(3 243 = 15.87, ° = .164, p < .001).

To determine which types of explanations were significantly different in their

effect on organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, reapplication intentions,

° I also conducted a two-way and three-way MANOV A to explore the possibility of interaction between
explanation types, selection decision, and perceived satisfaction/violation of justice rules on the dependent
variables of H11a - H12e, however, only main effects for these variables were found. Therefore, my
presentation focused only on the results of the one-way MAVOVA.
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job acceptance intentions, and litigation intentions, planned comparisons were conducted.
Table 4.5 presents the means, standard deviations, and statistical significance for these
conditions. As shown there, the comparisons revealed that individuals who received a
procedural explanation or a personal explanation reported a significantly higher mean
(i.e. in the expected direction) on organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions,
reapplication intentions, and job acceptance intentions, and reported a significantly lower
mean (i.e. in the expected direction) on litigation intentions than did participants who
received the diversity explanation. These results provide support for hypotheses 11a
through 11e.

The planned comparisons also demonstrated that individuals receiving a
procedural explanation reported a significantly higher mean on the organizational
perceptions and reapplication intentions than did participants receiving no explanation
(see table 4.5). Furthermore, the planned comparisons revealed that the individuals who
received a personal explanation reported a significantly higher mean on the
organizational perception, recommendation intentions and reapplication intentions than
their counterparts who received no explanation. Therefore, these findings provide full
support for H12a and H12c¢ and partial support for H12b. However, H12d and H12e were

not supported.

4.5.3.7. The Influence of Procedural Justice Rules and Attributions on Overall
Process Fairness Perceptions

In line with Gilliland’s model, hypothesis 13 predicted that perceived satisfaction/

violation of justice rules (consistency of administration, job relatedness, and opportunity
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to perform) would have a direct positive influence on overall process fairness
perceptions. However in line with AART, hypotheses 14a through 14d suggested that
attributions in terms of locus, personal control, stability, and external control would fu/ly
mediate the relationship between perceived satisfaction/violation of the justice rules and
overall process fairness perceptions. To examine these hypotheses (13 through 14d), the
analysis recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) and Sobel’s test (Goodman, 1960) for
establishing mediation were used. 19 Sobel’s test indicates whether the indirect effect of
the independent variable on the dependent variable (as carried through the mediator) is
significant (Goodman, 1960; Preacher & Hayes, 2004).

To establish mediation according to Baron and Kenny (1986), three regression
equations should be assessed. In the first equation, the independent variable should
predict the dependent variable.'" In the second equation, the independent variable should
predict the mediator. In the third equation where the dependent variable is regressed on
both the mediator and the independent variable, the mediator should predict the
dependent variable. If each of the above relationships is established and in the third
equation we find that after controlling for the mediator effect, the effect of the
independent variable on the dependent variable is reduced but still significant, we

conclude the presence of partial mediation. However if the effect of the independent

' T also conducted the mediation analyses using boot-strapping technique (Preacher & Hayes, 2004).
However, the results from boot-strapping were similar to those reported here. For the sake of parsimony the
boot-strapping results were not reported here.

' Other researchers (see Mackinnon, 2008) argue that this condition (step) is not necessary to establish the
existence of mediation. However, I followed Baron and Kenny’s (1986) approach for establishing
mediation because I wanted to clearly show the nature (i.e., partial or full mediation) and magnitude of the
tested mediations. Notably, none of the mediations tested in this thesis were rejected as a result of not
establishing the first condition suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986).
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variable on the dependent variable is reduced and becomes non-significant after
controlling for the mediator effect, then full mediation can be concluded.

Table 4.6 presents the results of the several mediation regression analyses
conducted to examine hypotheses 14a through 14d. The unstandardized coefficients (b)
and their associated 7 and p statistics are reported here (Edwards & Lambert, 2007,
Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Since hypothesis 13 was
examined within these mediation analyses, Table 4.6 also provides data to test this
hypothesis. As shown in Table 4.6, the first equation for testing hypotheses 14a-14d
showed that perceived satisfaction/violation of the justice rules significantly predicted
overall process fairness perceptions (b = 2.11, p <.001). This satisfied the first condition
of mediation. The second equation for testing hypotheses 14a-14d showed that perceived
satisfaction/violation of justice rules significantly predicted locus (b = .60, p <.001),
personal control (b = .61, p <.005), and stability (b = .38, P <.05) but did not predict
external control (b =-.19, p =.50). The third equation for testing hypothesis 14a (see
Table 4.6) showed that after controlling for locus (mediator), the effect of perceived
satisfaction/violation of the justice rules on overall process fairness perceptions reduced
in magnitude (b = 1.98, p <.001), though was not completely reduced, suggesting partial
mediation. A significant Sobel test supported this (z = 2.45, p < .05). Similarly, the third
equation for testing hypothesis 14b (see Table 4.6) showed that after controlling for the
effect of personal control (mediator), the effect of perceived satisfaction/violation of
justice rules on overall process fairness perceptions reduced in magnitude (b= 1.87,p <

.01), however was not completely reduced, suggesting partial mediation. A significant
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Sobel test supported this (z = 2.90, p <.005). The third equation for testing hypothesis
14c (see Table 4.6) showed that after controlling for the effect of stability (mediator), the
effect of perceived satisfaction/violation of justice rules on overall process fairness
perceptions was not reduced (b = 2.13, p <.001), suggesting the absence of mediation. A
non-significant Sobel test confirmed the absence of mediation (z = -.59, p = .55).

In sum, in line with Gilliland’s model, the above analyses revealed a strong direct
positive effect for perceived satisfaction of justice rules on overall process fairness
perceptions, supporting hypothesis 13. In addition, the tests of mediation indicated that
participant attribution of locus and personal control partially mediated the relationship
between perceived satisfaction/violation of justice rules and overall process fairness
perceptions. However, the mediated effects were very small in magnitude. Accordingly,

the full mediation predicted in hypotheses 14a-d was not supported.

4.5.3.8. The Influence of Process Fairness Perceptions and Attributions on Applicant
Attitudes and Behavioural Intentions

In line with AART propositions, hypotheses 16a through 18e predicted that
attributions in terms of locus, personal control, stability, and external control would be
related to applicant attitudes and behavioural intentions. Also in line with AART
propositions, hypotheses 19a through 22e suggested that overall process fairness
perceptions would partially mediate the relationship between each dimension of
attributions and organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, reapplication
intentions, job acceptance intentions, and litigation intentions. To examine these

hypotheses, the regression analysis recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) and the
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Sobel test (Goodman, 1960; Preacher & Hayes, 2004) for establishing mediation were
used.

Table 4.7 through Table 4.10 presents the results of the several mediation
regression analyses conducted to examine hypotheses 19a through 22e. As reflected in
Table 4.7, the first equation for testing hypotheses 19a through 19e demonstrated that
locus significantly predicted organizational perceptions (b = .43, p <.001),
recommendation intentions (b = .40, p <.001), litigation intentions (b = -.21, p <.005),
job acceptance intentions (b = .22, p <.05), and reapplication intentions (b = .33, p <
.01). These results fulfilled the first condition of mediation and provided support for
H16a - H16e regarding the influence of locus attributions. In the second equa’[ion,12 locus
significantly predicted overall process fairness perceptions (b = .37, p <.01). The third
equation for testing H19a showed that after controlling for the effect of overall process
fairness perceptions (mediator), the relationship between locus and organizational
perceptions decreased in magnitude (b = .23, p <.001) but remained significant,
suggesting partial mediation. The Sobel test substantiated this (z =4.51, p <.001).
Similarly, the third equation for testing H19b showed that after controlling for the overall
process fairness effect, the relationship between locus and recommendation intentions
decreased in magnitude (b = .16, p <.001), yet remained significant, suggesting partial
mediation. A significant Sobel test supported this (z =4.79, p <.001). Accordingly, H19a

and H19b were supported.

2 Since equation 2 of the mediation analysis for H19a established that locus significantly influenced
process fairness, this equation is only reported here with H19a and not reported with H19b-H19%e.
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The third equation for testing H19c¢ (see Table 4.7) showed that after controlling
for the effect of overall process fairness perceptions (mediator), the influence of locus on
litigation intentions was fully mediated (b = -.09, p =.19; Sobel test z = - 3.82, p <.001).
The third equation for testing hypotheses 19d and 19¢ (see Table 4.7) also showed that
overall process fairness perceptions fully mediated the relationship between locus and
each of job acceptance intentions (b = .09, p = .33; Sobel test z = 2.27, p <.05) and
reapplication intentions (b = .01, p = .90; Sobel test z = 3.90, p <.001).

I also tested whether overall process fairness perceptions mediated the
relationship between the personal control dimension of attributions and each of
organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, litigation intentions, job
acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions (H20a - H20e). The first equation for
testing H20a - H20e (see Table 4.8) revealed that personal control significantly affected
organizational perceptions (b = .52, p <.001), recommendation intentions (b = .51, p <
.001), litigation intentions (b = -.30, p <.001), job acceptance intentions (b = .35, p <
.001), and reapplication intentions (b = .49, p < .001). These results fulfilled the first
condition of mediation and provided support for H16a - H16e regarding the influence of
personal control attributions. The second equation showed that personal control explained
significant variance in overall process fairness perceptions (b = .51, p <.001). The third
equation for testing hypotheses 20a-20c demonstrated that after controlling for the effect
of overall process fairness perceptions (the mediator), the magnitude of the effects of
personal control on organizational perceptions (b = .28, p <.001; Sobel test z=5.91, p <

.001), recommendation intentions (b = .20, p <.001; Sobel test z = 7.06, p < .001),
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litigation intentions (b = -.14, p <.05; Sobel test z =-4.17, p <.001) were reduced,
however the effects were not eliminated. Thus, consistent with AART (Ployhart and
Harold, 2004), hypotheses 20a through 20c were supported.

However, rather than finding the predicted partial mediation, the third equation
for testing hypotheses 20d and 20e (see Table 4.8) showed that overall process fairness
perceptions fully mediated the relationship between personal control and each of job
acceptance intentions (b = .12, p = .16; Sobel test z = 3.96, p < .001) and reapplication
intentions (b = .14, p = .80; Sobel test z =4.58, p <.001).

I also followed the above mediation analysis procedures to test whether the
influence of the stability dimension of attributions on organizational perceptions,
recommendation intentions, litigation intentions, job acceptance intentions, and
reapplication intentions is mediated by overall process fairness perceptions (H21a -
H21e). As shown in Table 4.9, the first equation of the analysis showed that stability was
only related to organizational perceptions (b = .22, p = .01). In the second equation,
however, stability was not significantly related to overall process fairness perceptions (b
= .08, p = .34). Therefore, according to Baron and Kenny’s criteria, the mediation effects
predicted in hypotheses H21a - H21e were not found (see Table 4.9 for more detail).

The Sobel test results corroborated the above findings by demonstrating that
overall process fairness perceptions did not mediate the relationship between stability and
organizational perceptions (z = .94, p = .36), recommendation intentions (z = .95, p =
.34), litigation intentions (z = -.93, p = .35), job acceptance intentions (z = 1.57, p = .12),

and reapplication intentions (z =-.51, p =.61). Thus, hypotheses H21a - H21e were not
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supported as overall process fairness perceptions did not mediate the relationship
between stability and each of organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions,
litigation intentions, job acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions.

Mediation analyses were also conducted to test whether the influence of external
control attributions on organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, litigation
intentions, job acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions is mediated by overall
process fairness perceptions (H22a - H22e). Table 4.10 provides results of these analyses.
As shown there, the first equation of the analysis revealed that external control related
only to recommendation intentions (b = -.15, p <.05). In the second equation, however,
external control was not significantly related to overall process fairness perceptions (b = -
.08, p=.31). Thus, according to Baron and Kenny’s criteria, the mediation effects
predicted in H22a - H22e were not found. The Sobel test results corroborated the above
findings by demonstrating that overall process fairness perceptions did not mediate the
relationship between external control and organizational perceptions (z = -1.00, p = .32),
recommendation intentions z = -1.01, p = .31), litigation intentions (z = .99, p = .33), job
acceptance intentions (z = -1.04, p = .30), and reapplication intentions (z =-1.01, p =.31).
Thus, hypotheses 22a through 22e were not supported.

In sum, the results showed that locus and personal control attributions predicted
organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, litigation intentions, job
acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions. Accordingly, hypotheses 16a through
16e were supported. However, the first equation of the mediation analyses performed to

test hypotheses 21a -22e revealed that stability was only related to organizational
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perceptions and external control was related only to recommendation intentions.
Accordingly, only hypotheses 17a and1 8b'? were supported. In addition, the mediation
analyses conducted to test the partial mediation predicted in hypotheses 19a -19e showed
that overall process fairness perceptions partially mediated the relationship between locus
and each of organizational perceptions (H19a) and recommendation intentions (H19b).
However, rather than finding partial mediation as predicted in H19¢ — H19e, overall
process fairness perceptions fully mediated the relationship between locus and each of
litigation intentions (H19c¢), job acceptance intentions (H19d), and reapplication
intentions (H19e).

Analyses conducted to test hypotheses 20a - 20e demonstrated that overall
process fairness perceptions partially mediated the relationship between personal control
and each of organizational perceptions (H20a), recommendation intentions (H20b), and
litigation intentions (H20c), supporting H20a, b and c, respectively. However, although
H20d and H20e predicted that overall process fairness perceptions would partially
mediate the relationship between personal control and each of job acceptance intentions
(H20d) and reapplication intentions (H20e), the results suggested full mediation rather

partial mediation.

4.5.3.9. The Interactive Effect of Procedural Fairness and Selection Decision on Self-
Perceptions

Hypotheses 23a and 23b predicted an interaction between selection decision and

interview procedural fairness on participant self-perceptions. To test these hypotheses, a

'3 Recall that hypotheses 17a and 18b was tested within the mediation analysis performed to test hypotheses
21a-22e.
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two-way ANOVA was conducted (see Table 4.10). The analysis revealed a significant
main effect for selection decision (F{; 243) = 65.82; 172 =.213, p <.001). Participants who
received a job offer reported higher self-perceptions (M = 5.13) than did participants who
did not receive a job offer (M = 3.74, p <.001). More importantly, there was a significant
interaction between selection decision and interview procedural fairness (F{; 243, = 14.28,
n’ = .055, p <.001). The pattern of the interaction is reflected in Figure 4.3. To further
understand the nature of this interaction effect, I formed a new variable with four groups
by crossing the selection decision levels with the interview procedure levels. I then used
the new variable to conduct planned comparisons, which showed that individuals who
were selected and experienced fair interview procedures reported higher self-perceptions
(M = 5.56) than did individuals who were selected and experienced unfair interview
procedures (M =4.73, p <.001). On the other hand, individuals who were rejected and
experienced unfair interview procedures reported higher self-perceptions (M = 3.98) than
did individuals who were rejected and experienced fair interview procedures (M = 3.50, p

<.05). Therefore, the interaction predicted in hypothesis 23a and 23b was supported.

4.5.3.10. The Interactive Effect of Selection Decision and Attributions on Self-
Perceptions

Hypotheses 24a through 24d predicted that selection decision and attribution in
terms of locus, stability, personal control, and external control interact to influence
applicant self-perceptions. Each of these hypotheses was examined by using separate
regression analysis. Prior to each analysis, continuous predictors were centered as

recommended by Aiken and West (1991). In each regression analysis, the effects on self-
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perceptions were simultaneously assessed with respect to selection decision, attribution
dimension, and the interaction between the two. Table 4.12 - 4.15 report the results of
these regression analyses. The unstandardized coefficients (») and their associated ¢ and p
statistics are reported here. As shown in Table 4.12, the results from testing H24a
revealed significant main effects for selection decision (b = 1.37, p <.001) and locus (b =
-.29, p <.001) on self-perception. The interaction term between locus and selection
decision on self perceptions was also significant (b = .64, p <.001). Table 4.13 reflects
the results from testing H24b. As shown there, significant main effects for selection
decision (b = 1.38, p <.001) and personal control (b =-.26, p <.001) on self-perception
were found. More importantly, a significant interaction between selection and personal
control on self-perception was also observed (b = .56, p <.001). Table 4.14 presents the
results of the hypothesized interaction between selection decision and stability attribution
on self-perception (H24c). As shown there, the regression analysis indicated a significant
main effect for selection decision (b = 1.32, p <.001), and for stability (b = .21, p <.05)
on self-perceptions. However, the interaction effect between selection and stability
attribution was not significant (b = -.04, p = .75). Table 4.15 reflects the results of the
hypothesized interaction between selection decision and external control attributions on
self-perceptions (H24d). As shown there, only a significant main effect for selection
decision on self-perception was found (b = 1.42, p = 001). Therefore, the above results
support hypotheses 24a and 24b, but not hypotheses 24c¢ and 24d.

To further understand the significant interactive effect of selection decision and

participant locus attribution on self-perceptions, I conducted simple slope analysis as
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suggested by Aiken and West (1991). The simple slope analysis showed that the
relationship between locus and self-perception is positive for selected applicants (b = .35,
p <.001). For rejected applicants, however, the analysis revealed a negative relationship
between locus and self-perception (b = -.28, p <.001). Figure 4.4 reflects the pattern of
this interaction. I also conducted simple slope analysis to probe the significant interactive
effect of selection decision and personal control attribution on self-perceptions. This
analysis showed that while the relationship between personal control and self-perception
is positive for selected applicants (b = .30, p <.001), it is negative for rejected applicants
(b =-.26, p <.001). Figure 4.5 reflects the nature of this interaction. These results

provide further illustration and support for hypotheses 24a and 24b.

4.5.3.11. The Role of Attributions in Mediating the Interactive Effect of Selection
Decision and Procedural Fairness on Self-Perceptions

Hypotheses 25a - 25d predicted that the interaction effects hypothesized in H24a -
H24d between selection decision and attribution dimensions on self-perceptions would
fully mediate the interaction effects hypothesized in H23a and H23b between interview
procedural fairness and selection decision on self-perceptions. To examine these
hypotheses, I mainly used the approach suggested by Muller et al. (2005) for testing
mediated moderation."* 1 also used procedures suggested by Edwards and Lambert
(2007) to probe the nature of any interaction uncovered. Specifically, I computed the

related simple effects (Aiken & West, 1991) for each significant interaction and tested

" There are differences among researchers about what should be labelled “moderated mediation” and what
should be labelled “mediated moderation” (see Edwards & Lambert, 2007; Muller et al., 2005 for more
detail discussion about this issue). I adopted Muller et al.’s view because it better fits with testing the
predictions of hypothesis 25 of this research (see footnote number 15).
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whether the simple effects at the two levels of the moderator (i.e., selection decision)
were significantly different from each other (Edwards & Lambert, 2007).

According to Muller et al.’s (2005) approach (which implements the steps
recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) for establishing mediation), three regression
equations should be performed to evaluate mediated moderation. The first simultaneously
assesses the effects of the independent variable, the moderator, and their interaction on
the dependent variable. The second simultaneously assesses the effect of the independent
variable, the moderator, and their interaction on the mediator. The third regression
simultaneously assesses the effects of the independent variable, the moderator, the
mediator, and interactions between: a) the independent variable and the moderator, and b)
the independent variable and the mediator on the dependent variable.

To conclude that the interaction effect between the independent variable and the
moderator is mediated by the interaction effect between the mediator and the moderator,
the following conditions should be satisfied according to Muller et al. (2005). First, a
significant interaction effect on the dependent variable should be observed between the
independent variable and the moderator in the first equation.'® Second, the independent
variable or the interaction between the independent variable and the moderator must

predict the mediator in the second equation. Third, a significant interaction between the

' In their approach, Edwards and Lambert (2007) suggest that this condition (step) is not necessary and
therefore they drop it from their analytical procedures (see Mackinnon, 2008). However if I drop this step
from my analysis I will be unable to clearly show the nature (i.e., partial or full mediation) and magnitude
of the tested mediated moderation. Hence, I believe that Muller et al.’s approach is better for testing the
prediction of hypotheses 25a — 25d. The approach by Edwards and Lambert offers excellent procedures for
estimating other models that integrate mediation and moderation. It also offers procedures to compute the
values of the simple effects and to test the difference between these simple effects at different levels of the
moderator variable.
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mediator and the moderator or a significant effect for the mediator on the dependent
variable must be observed in the third equation. Fourth, if each of the above conditions is
fulfilled and in the third equation we find that after controlling for the mediator effect and
its interaction with the moderator, the significant interaction effect between the
independent variable and the moderator (established in equation 1) becomes non-
significant, we conclude the presence of full mediation. However, if the interaction effect
between the mediator and the moderator is reduced but still significant, then partial
mediation can be concluded.

Table 4.16 provides the results of the mediated moderation analysis for H25a, in
which the locus dimension of attribution served as the mediator. As shown in Table 4.16,
the first regression demonstrated a significant interaction effect between interview
procedural fairness and selection decision on self-perceptions (b = 1.30, p <.001). Hence,
this satisfies the first condition of the mediated moderation. The results from the second
regression revealed a significant effect of interview procedural fairness on locus
attribution (b = .87, p <.001). Thus, this satisfies the second condition of the mediated
moderation. The third regression showed that after controlling for locus attribution
(mediator) and its interaction with selection decision, the coefficient associated with the
interaction between interview procedural fairness and selection decision on self-
perceptions reduced from 1.30 (first regression equation) to .96 (p < .005). The third
equation also revealed a significant interaction effect between locus attribution and

selection decision on self-perceptions (b = .58 p <.001). Accordingly the above results
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indicate that with locus attribution as the mediator, partial mediation is observed rather
than the full mediation hypothesized in H25a.

A similar mediated moderation analysis (as the one just conducted above) was
performed for H25b. Table 4.17 shows the results of this analysis. The first regression
revealed a significant interaction effect between interview procedural fairness and
selection decision (b = 1.30, p <.001) on self-perceptions.'® The results from the second
regression revealed a significant effect for interview procedural fairness (b =.68, p <
.005) on personal control attributions (mediator). The third regression showed that after
controlling for personal control attribution and its interaction with selection decision, the
coefficient associated with the interaction between interview procedural fairness and
selection decision on self-perceptions dropped from 1.30 (first regression) to .99 (p <
.005). The third regression also showed that the interaction effect between personal
control attribution and selection decision on self-perceptions was significant (b = .50, p <
.001). Accordingly the above results indicate that when personal control attribution
served as the mediator, partial mediation was observed rather than full mediation as
hypothesized in H25b.

Two other mediated moderation analyses (same as those conducted above) were
done for the attribution dimensions of stability (H25¢) and external control (H25d). The

results did not satisfy the conditions outlined by Muller et al. (2005) for establishing

'® The results of this first equation are the same as the one conducted above with locus attribution. It is
repeated here to facilitate comparison with the third regression.
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mediated moderation. Hence, H25c and H25d were not supported. Tables 4.18 and 4.19
present the detailed results of these mediated moderation analyses.

To further understand the nature of the significant interactions found in testing
hypothesis 25a and 25b, I computed the simple effects for each path of the basic mediated
models'” at the two levels (i.e., selected or rejected) of the moderator. In line with
Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) approach, tests of differences for simple effects between
the two levels of the moderator at each path of the basic mediated model and tests of
differences for the indirect and total effects (based on bias—corrected confidence intervals
derived from bootstrap estimate) were computed (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). Table 4.20
and 4.21 present the values of the simple effects and the results of comparing these
effects for selected and rejected individuals when locus and personal attributions were
used as mediators. As reflected in Table 4.20, when locus (H25a) was used as a mediator,
the results from comparing the simple effects for selected and rejected applicants
revealed that the path from locus to self-perceptions (0.32 - .26 = .58 p <. 001), the direct
effect (0.70 - '0.26 = 0.96 p <. 001), the indirect effect (0.12 - 0.22 = 0.34 p <. 001), and
the total effect (0.82 -'0.48 = 1.30 p <. 001) were significantly different.'® On the other
hand, the results from comparing the simple effects for selected and rejected applicants
indicated that path from interview procedural fairness to locus (0.36 -.86 = "0.50 p <. 001)

was not significantly different.

'” A basic mediated model is one that consists of a path from an independent variable to a dependent
variable, a path from the independent variable to a mediator, and a path from a mediator to the dependent
variable. See Figure 4.6 which represents the basic mediated model for H25a.

"® Direct effect refers to the path from the independent variable to the dependent variable. /ndirect effect

refers to the product of the path from the independent variable to the mediator plus the path from the
mediator to the dependent variable. 7otal effect refers to the sum of the direct and the indirect effect.
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With personal control as mediator (see Table 4.21), the results from comparing
the simple effects for selected and rejected applicants revealed that the path from
personal control to self-perceptions (0.26 - '0.24 = 0.50 p <. 001), the direct effect (0.67 -
0.32=10.99 p <. 001), and the total effect (0.15 - '0.16 = 0.31 p <. 001) were significantly
different. On the other hand, the results from comparing the simple effects for selected
and rejected applicants indicated that the path from interview procedural fairness to locus
(0.32 -.03 =0.29 p >. 05), and the indirect effect (0.15 - 0.16 = 0.31 p >. 05), were not
significantly different. As shown in Tables 4.20 and 4.21, for selected applicants all the
slopes were positive. For rejected applicants, however, all the slopes were negative
except the slopes for the paths from interview procedural fairness to locus and personal
control attributions (which were positive).

This chapter has presented the methods used and results obtained. Although
several hypotheses of the current research were supported, a good number of hypotheses

were not supported. A complete summary of these is shown in Table 22.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The research on applicant reactions has provided theoretical reasons (e.g.,
Gilliland, 1993) -- and empirical support for -- the influence of justice rules on fairness
perceptions, as well as the influence of fairness perceptions on applicant behaviours
(Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ryan and Ployhart, 2000). However, few studies have
systematically investigated the psychological mechanisms by which such influence
occurs. Ployhart and Harold (2004) introduced AART, in which applicant perceptions
and behavioural reactions are explained in terms of the attributions applicants make
throughout the selection process. A key aim of the current study was to draw upon AART
propositions to investigate the role of attributions in forming applicant perceptions (e.g.,
fairness and self perceptions) and in influencing their behavioural reactions (e.g.,
recommendation and litigation intentions). Another objective was to understand the
differential effects of procedural, personal, and diversity explanations on applicant
perceptions and behaviours.

In line with AART predictions (Ployhart & Harold, 2004), the results in general
underscore the influence of attributions on applicant perceptions and behavioural
reactions. The results are also consistent with the organizational justice framework
(Gilliland, 1993; Hausknecht et al., 2004). I turn now to discussing the key findings and
their contribution to advancing theory and practice, and conclude by noting key

limitations to the current study and offering suggestions for future research.
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5.1. Key Findings

5.1.1. The Influence of Procedural Justice Rules, Outcome Favourability, and
Explanations on Attributions

A central finding of this study is that the nature of attributions that applicants
make concerning the cause of their selection outcome (i.e., selected/rejected) is
influenced by: a) their experience of a staffing process that satisfies/violates procedural
justice rules, b) a favourable (selected) or an unfavourable (rejected) selection outcome,
and c) explanations given for the selection decision.

Applicants who experienced a selection procedure that satisfied Gilliland’s
justice rules (i.e., job relatedness, opportunity to perform, consistency of administration)
rated the cause of their selection outcome higher on the a) internal, b) stable, and ¢)
personal control attribution dimensions than did applicants who experienced a selection
procedure that violated these rules. These results support AART (Ployhart & Harold,
2004) and are consistent with the few empirical studies that have attempted to link
procedural rules with attributions (Brockner, 2002; Leung et al., 2001). A unique
contribution of the current study lies with having shown under an experimental design
that satisfaction/violation of justice rules is an antecedent of applicant attributions in
terms of locus, personal control, and stability. Establishing this linkage empirically is
very important due to the AART proposition that applicant attributions in terms of these
dimensions determine applicant perceptions and behavioural reactions (Ployhart &

Harold, 2004; Weiner, 1985, 86).
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Regarding the influence of the selection decision (i.e., selected or rejected) on the
form of attribution applicants make, individuals who received a job offer rated the cause
of this positive outcome higher on the internal, stable, and personal control attribution
dimensions and lower on the external control attribution dimension. In contrast,
individuals who were rejected rated the cause of this negative outcome lower on the
internal, stable, and personal control dimension of attributions and higher on the external
control dimension of attribution. In line with AART predictions and prior research (e.g.,
Abramson et al., 1978; Chan et al., 1997; Chan et al., 1998a; Gilbert & Malone, 1995;
Ployhart & Ryan, 1997), these results show that applicants are more likely to engage in
self-enhancing attributions after a favourable event; and in self-protecting attributions
following an unfavourable event. While research outside the field of personnel selection
has shown that people engage in these two forms of self-serving attributions, this is the
first time this has been shown explicitly in terms of attribution dimensions within an
employment selection context, albeit a simulated one. Ployhart and Ryan (1997) showed
self-serving bias among individuals applying for admission into a university graduate
program and Chan and colleagues (Chan et al., 1997; Chan et al., 1998a) showed self-
serving bias in employment testing. However, Chan and colleagues operationalized self-
serving bias in terms of perceived performance rather than attribution dimensions. As
stated earlier, demonstrating self-serving bias in terms of attribution dimensions is
important because they are the primary factors that influence applicant perceptions and

behavioural reactions (Ployhart & Harold, 2004; Weiner, 1985, 86).
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With respect to explanations justifying the selection decision, it was predicted that
procedural, personal, and diversity explanations would have different effects on the
attribution dimensions of locus, personal control, external control and stability.
Consistent with these predictions, participants who received a procedural explanation
reported higher internal locus attributions than did participants who received either a
diversity explanation or no explanation. In addition, individuals who received a
procedural or a personal explanation reported higher personal control attributions than
did participants who received a diversity explanation. Consistent with Ployhart et al.
(2005) and AART predictions, the results generally suggest that job applicants react to
the content of the information provided in explanation letters and that this content shapes
their attributions.

While findings reported here provide some support for the differential influence of
explanation types on applicant attributions, a number of the hypothesized differential
effects were not supported. For example, there were no effects for the different types of
explanations (i.e., procedural, personal, diversity, and no explanations) on the stability
and the external control dimensions of attributions. Though it is difficult to explain this
theoretically, perhaps the content of the procedural, personal, and diversity explanation
letters did not contain enough specific information for participants to infer whether the
cause of the selection decision was stable or under external control. Hence, other types of
explanations that are more likely to trigger such effects should be investigated. For
instance, a causal explanation -- highlighting external conditions (e.g., bad economic

conditions) that led to not making a job offer (Bies, 1987) -- may significantly affect
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applicant external attributions. This is likely to happen as this type of explanation clearly

specifies external factors for an event.

5.1.2. The Relationship between Procedural Justice Rules, Attributions, and Overall
Process Fairness Perceptions

In line with AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004), this study predicted that attributions
in terms of locus, personal control, stability, and external control would fully mediate the
relationship between satisfaction/violation of procedural justice rules perceptions and
overall process fairness perceptions. Although fu// mediation was not found, attributions
(in terms of locus and personal control) partially mediated the effects of satisfaction/
violation of justice rules on overall process fairness perceptions. However, this mediated
effect was very small in magnitude. Since this is the first known study to investigate this
particular mediation, more research is needed before firm conclusions can be drawn
regarding the mediating effects of attributions.

Given that attribution dimensions were not strong mediators of the relationship
between satisfaction/violation of procedural justice rules and overall process fairness
perceptions, I conducted an auxiliary hierarchical regression to see whether attribution
dimensions explain unique variance in overall process fairness perceptions. This auxiliary
analysis showed that attribution dimensions explained variance in process fairness
perceptions beyond that explained by perceived satisfaction/violation of procedural

justice rules. Specifically,'” the locus and the personal control attribution dimensions

' In the first block of the hierarchical regression analysis, I regressed overall process fairness perceptions
(dependent variable) on perceived satisfaction/violation of the justice rules variable (independent variable).
This step explained 39% (AR® = .39 p < .001) of the variance in process fairness perceptions. In the second
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explained a significant proportion of unique variance (13%) in the overall process
fairness perceptions variable. This suggests that locus and personal control attributions
play an important role in forming overall process fairness perceptions, even if they don’t
represent the process by which the satisfaction/violation of procedural justice rules

influence process fairness perceptions.

5.1.3. The Role of Attributions in Mediating the Interactive Effect of Selection
Decision and Procedural Fairness on Self-Perceptions

An important issue that was examined in this study is the role of attributions in
explaining (mediating) the interaction between procedural fairness and outcome
favorability on self-perceptions. As discussed earlier, although previous researchers who
drew on attribution principles to understand this interaction shed some light on it
(Brockner et al., 2003; Schroth & Shah, 2000), they either speculated (without testing)
that individuals’ attributions accounted for the interaction (e.g., Schroth & Shah, 2000) or
they focused only on the effects of the specific causes (e.g., ability and effort) without
examining the effects of the attribution dimensions underlying these specific causes
(Brockner et al., 2003). Therefore, the present research specifically examined the role of
attribution dimensions (i.e., locus, stability, personal control, and external control) in
mediating (explaining) the influence of the interaction between procedural fairness and

outcome favorability on self-perceptions.

block, I added locus and personal control attribution dimensions as other independent variables. The
addition of locus and personal control attributions dimensions in second block resulted in a 13% significant
unique increase in R* (AR> = .13, p <. 001).
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In line with previous research findings, the present research demonstrated the
interaction effect of procedural fairness and outcome favourability on applicant self-
perceptions (Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000); and the interaction effect of
attribution dimensions and outcome favourability (Weiner, 1985, 1986) on applicant self-
perceptions. While research has demonstrated each of these two interactions in separate
studies (Ployhart et al., 1999; Schroth & Shah, 2000; Weiner, 1985, 1986), Brockner et
al. (2003) is the only other study to have shown these two interactions simultaneously in
one research setting. Demonstrating the two interactions simultaneously is important
because it provides more compelling evidence of the role of attributions in mediating the
interactive effect of procedural fairness and outcome favourability on self perceptions.
However, this study differs from Brockner et al.’s (2003) in showing the interaction
between outcome favourability and attributions in terms of attribution dimensions
(McAuley et al., 1992, Ployhart & Harold, 2004) rather than with respect to the specific
causes of attributions. The former is important because there is much consensus among
attribution researchers that it is not the specific attributed causes of personal events that
influence people’s perceptions and behaviour (Graham, 1991; Weiner, 1985, 1986) but
rather the underlying dimensions of the specific causes.

Most importantly, the current study has shown that the effect of the interaction
between procedural fairness and outcome favourability on self-perceptions is partially
mediated (explained) by the interaction between attribution dimensions and outcome
favourability. Specifically, procedural fairness perceptions influenced applicant locus and

personal attributions, and these attributions, which were affected by procedural fairness
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perceptions, interacted with outcome favourability to influence self-perceptions. To some
degree this finding is in line with Brockner et al.’s (2003) research. However, while
Brockner et al. found full mediation, partial mediation was shown here. This partial
mediation is somewhat surprising as most attribution researchers hold that specific causes
of attributions (e.g., ability and effort) are not as important in determining people’s
perceptions and behaviour as is the attributional dimensionality of the cause (Graham,
1991; Weiner, 1985, 1986). However, it has been shown elsewhere that attribution
dimensions and specific causes of attributions have joint and independent effects on
people’s perceptions and behaviours (Dresel, Schober, & Ziegler, 2005; Russell &

McAuley, 1986).

5.1.4. The Direct and Indirect Effects of Attributions on Applicant Perceptions and
Behavioural Intentions

Consistent with the AART predictions, applicant locus and personal control
attributions predicted organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, litigation
intentions, job acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions. However, stability
predicted only organizational perceptions, while external control attributions predicted
only recommendation intentions. Overall procedural fairness perceptions predicted
organizational perceptions, recommendation intentions, litigation intentions, job
acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions. These findings are in line with the
findings of the numerous applicant reaction studies that draw on the organizational justice

framework (Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000).
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With respect to the AART proposition that overall process fairness perceptions
partially mediate the effects of attribution dimensions on each of organizational
perceptions, recommendation intentions, litigation intentions, job acceptance intentions,
and reapplication intentions, mixed results were obtained. Specifically, as predicted,
process fairness perceptions partially mediated the relationships between applicant locus
of attributions and each of organizational perceptions and recommendation intentions.
Also as predicted, overall process fairness perceptions partially mediated the relationship
between personal control and each of organizational perceptions, recommendation
intentions, and litigation intentions. However, rather than finding the hypothesized partial
mediation, overall process fairness perceptions fully mediated the effect of locus on
litigation intentions, job acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions. Similarly,
overall process fairness perceptions fully mediated the influence of personal control on
job acceptance intentions and reapplication intentions.

While the influence of attribution dimensions on applicant reactions has been
established (Ployhart & Ryan, 1997, Ployhart et al., 2002), the current study is one of the
first to support the AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004) proposition that applicant
attributions directly and indirectly (via process fairness) influence applicant perceptions
and behavioural reactions. This result is consistent with Holtz et al.’s (2005) who found
that test-taker perceptions mediated the association between locus and each of
organizational attractiveness and recommendation intentions. Together, the above
findings (along with the results regarding the influence of justice rules, outcome

favourability, and explanations on applicant attributions) suggest that applicant
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attributions are influenced by: (a) experiencing a staffing process that satisfies/violates
procedural justice rules; (b) receiving a favourable (selected) or unfavourable (rejected)
selection outcome; and (c) receiving an explanation for a selection decision. Applicant
attributions, in turn, influence applicant perceptions and behaviours. In other words
attributions explain how staffing procedures and selection decisions influence applicant

perceptions and behavioural reactions.

5.1.5. The Interaction Effect of Explanations and Procedural Justice Rules on
Overall Process Fairness Perceptions.

Explanations generated different effects on process fairness perceptions only
when justice rules were satisfied rather than violated. Particularly, when justice rules
were satisfied, participants who received either a procedural or a personal explanation
reported greater fairness in the selection process than did participants who received a
diversity explanation. Additionally, when justice rules were satisfied, participants who
received a personal explanation perceived greater fairness in the selection process than
did participants who received no explanation. These findings to some degree extend prior
research on explanations by placing a boundary condition on the effectiveness of
procedural and personal explanations in enhancing process fairness perceptions (Gilliland
et al., 2001; Ployhart et al., 1999). Specifically, when justice rules are not satisfied,
procedural and personal explanations cannot generate their expected positive effects on
process fairness perceptions. The above results likely emerged because participants who
experienced a selection process that violated the three procedural justice rules perceived

the contents of the procedural and personal explanation as lacking truth and honesty.
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These speculations are consistent with prior research (Greenberg, 1990b; Shapiro, 1991;
Shapiro et al., 1994; Shaw et al., 2003) that showed explanation adequacy as an important
factor in determining the effectiveness of explanations.

5.1.6 The Interactive Effect of Outcome Favourability by Types of Explanations on
Self-Perceptions

Compared to selected individuals in the procedural, personal, and no explanation
conditions, selected individuals receiving the diversity explanation reported the lowest
self-perceptions. In contrast, rejected individuals who received the diversity explanation
reported the highest self-perceptions relative to rejected individuals who received the
other types of explanations. These results replicate those of Ployhart et al. (1999). More
importantly, they (coupled with the influence of explanations on applicant attributions)
lend empirical support for Ployhart et al.’s (1999) proposition that the psychological
mechanism by which explanations exert different effects on applicant self-perceptions is
the nature of attributions applicants make regarding their selection outcomes. As noted
earlier, relative to individuals receiving the other three types of explanations, individuals
with the diversity explanation reported the lowest locus and personal control attribution
ratings for their outcome. Consequently, the nature of attributions did not enhance the
self-perceptions for selected applicants receiving the diversity explanation nor did it harm
the self-perceptions of rejected applicants receiving the diversity explanations. On the
other hand, the nature of attributions enhanced the self-perceptions of selected individuals

who were in the procedural, personal, and no explanation conditions; but it harmed the
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self-perceptions of rejected individuals in the procedural, personal, and no explanation
conditions.

These results are consistent with Kelley’s (1972) discounting principle and with
Schroth and Shah (2000) in that it was difficult for selected individuals receiving a
diversity explanation to claim responsibility for their positive outcome since this outcome
could be easily attributed to external causes (i.e., preferential treatment given to them).
Consequently, their self-perceptions were not enhanced. Alternatively, it was easy for
rejected individuals receiving a diversity explanation not to inflict self-blame for the
negative outcome since the cause of their rejection was not a lack of ability or
qualifications but rather preferential treatment given to minority applicants.

Consequently, their self-perceptions were not harmed.

5.2. Implications for Theory

The results of this research offer a number of theoretical implications. First, this
study responds to the calls of other scholars for more application of attribution theory
principles to the study of applicant reactions (e.g., Anderson et al., 2001; Hausknecht et
al., 2004; Ployhart & Harold, 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000). In particular, it explicitly
tested propositions from AART (Ployhart & Harold, 2004), a theory that integrates
features from the organizational justice framework, with those from attribution theory.
Overall, results suggest that instead of focusing only on identifying the antecedents of
fairness perceptions as most research in the area of applicant reactions has done (see

reviews by Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000), researchers should also
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focus on identifying the antecedents of attributions because both applicant attributions
and fairness perceptions likely influence applicant perceptions and behavioural reactions.

Second, this study provides empirical evidence, under controlled conditions, that
satisfaction/violation of procedural justice rules cause variation in job applicant
attributions. Specifically, the higher the satisfaction of the justice rules of job relatedness,
consistency of administration, and opportunity to perform, the more those applicants
make internal and personal control attributions. These findings are important as no study
has examined and demonstrated this particular link. This linkage is also important
because these attributions determine applicant perceptions and behaviours (Ployhart &
Harold, 2004; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997; Weiner, 1986).

Third, the results from this research show that attributions have a direct and an
indirect effect (via process fairness) on applicant attitudes and behavioural intentions.
They provide support for the AART proposition that process fairness perceptions mediate
the attributions-behaviour intentions relationship. These findings also replicate findings
regarding the direct effect of process fairness on applicant attitudes and behavioural
intentions (see reviews by Hausknecht et al., 2004; Ryan & Ployhart, 2000).

Fourth, in contrast to research from selection and nonselection contexts that has
speculated (but not tested) that attributions account for the influence of the interaction
effect between process fairness and selection outcome on self-perceptions (e.g., Schroth
& Shah, 2000; see Brockner et al., 2003 for an exception), the current study used
dimensions of attributions to test for this directly. Results suggest that applicant self-

perceptions are formed in part via the locus and personal control attributions which
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appear to have been derived from procedural fairness perceptions. More importantly,
together, the above suggests that attributions play an important role in explaining how
staffing procedures and selection decisions influence applicant perceptions and
behavioural reactions.

Fifth, splitting the original controllability dimension of attribution (Weiner, 1986)
into two separate dimensions (i.e., personal and external control) as suggested by
McAuley et al. (1992) revealed that, while personal control attributions predicted the five
outcome variables examined, external control attributions only predicted
recommendation intentions. This suggests that personal control and external control
should be treated as two separate dimensions of controllability. Doing so should lead to a
richer understanding of the influence of attributions on applicant perceptions and

behaviour.

5.3. Implications for Practice

Practically, this study’s results suggest that organizations seeking to enhance
fairness perceptions by providing procedural and personal explanations should first
develop and implement selection procedures that satisfy procedural justice rules in terms
of job relatedness, consistency of administration and opportunity to perform. Without
satisfying such rules, procedural and personal explanations are not likely to generate their
potential positive effect on applicant process fairness perceptions. Organizations should
also focus on satisfying justice rules in their selection system because the degree to which
these rules are satisfied influence applicant attributions, which in turn influence applicant

perceptions and behavioural reactions (such as whether or not to accept a job offer, to
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recommend the organization to others, to litigate). These reactions are important for
organizations striving to achieve effectiveness and efficiency (Gilliland, 1993; Ryan &
Ployhart, 2000).

Though findings reported here suggest that managers can elicit favourable
applicant reactions by getting job applicants to attribute the cause of selection outcomes
to more internal and personal control factors, managers should also know that doing so
could be harmful to the psychological well-being (e.g., low self-esteem) of job applicants
who receive the personally unfavourable outcomes (e.g., not passing an employment test,
not receiving a job offer).

Organizations should be aware that providing diversity explanations or
implementing diversity programs is likely to produce negative reactions not only among
people who do not benefit from them, but also from the very people for whom diversity
initiatives are designed. For example, individuals receiving the diversity explanations
were less likely: (a) to accept a job offer, (b) to apply for future jobs, (c) to recommend
the organization; and they were more likely to litigate (as compared to individuals who
received the personal, procedural, and no explanation conditions).

The findings of the current study also suggest that the information given in
explanation letters shapes the nature of applicant attributions. This suggests that
organizations can use explanations to reduce self-serving bias, especially among
individuals who receive unfavourable outcomes (Ployhart & Harold, 2004). Though this
is likely to result in applicant reactions favourable to the organization, it is likely to lead

to lower applicant self-esteem and self-efficacy.
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5.4. Limitations

First, using undergraduate students is likely to limit the generalizability of the
current findings to actual selection contexts. However, the participants (senior students)
represent an important pool of job candidates organizations depend on. Additionally, the
fact that the majority (82%)>° of participants were searching for jobs at the time of their
participation renders the findings more pertinent because participants were likely
interested and involved in the study.

Second, the use of a scenario-based experimental design could limit the
generalizability of the findings because responses under a hypothetical situation may
differ from those under an actual staffing situation. In an effort to minimize this problem,
participants were asked to complete the survey as if they were experiencing an actual
organizational staffing process. An experimental design here is required to ascertain
whether the effects hypothesized would be established under controlled settings (e.g. to
build internal validity). Moreover, ethical considerations forbid one from manipulating
selection procedures within an actual organizational staffing process, which may largely
explain why most organizations are unwilling to participate in such studies (e.g. concern
for legal liabilities; Gilliland et al., 2001).

Third, applicant intentions were measured rather than actual behaviours.

Accordingly, there could be differences between applicants’ reported intentions and what

20 The remaining 18% of the participants consists of 8% of individuals who were planning to look for a job
within three months from completing the survey and the other 10% who were planning to look for a job in
more than three months.
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they would actually do. However, the theory of reasoned action (TRA, Fishbein & Ajzen,
1975) and the theory of planned behaviour (Madden, Ellen, & Ajzen, 1992) suggest that
behavioural intentions predict actual behaviour. Research from different contexts,
including personnel selection, support this (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sheppard,
Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988; Vinokur & Caplan, 1987).

Fourth, because data were collected from only one source (role playing job
applicants) using a self-report survey, there may be a common method variance problem
(Spector, 2006). I conducted Harman’s one-factor test (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003) using principal axis factoring and found that no single factor accounted
for the majority of the variance among study variables. Although the results of Harman’s
test may reduce the concern over common method variance, it does not guarantee its
absence.

Fifth, this research included a large number of different statistical tests, increasing
the possibility of inflated type I error rates. To minimize this threat, [ used conservative
statistical techniques. For example, | used MANOVA rather than a series of ANOVAs.
While such steps may reduce concerns with inflated type I error rates, it does not entirely
remove them. Notably, the majority of the hypotheses supported were significant at p

<.0lor less, lowering further the chances of inflated type I error rates.

5.5. Future Research Directions

Since this study focused only on some elements of the AART, research needs to
examine the other elements that were not explored here. For example, the influence of

cultural and individual differences on applicant attributions and behavioural reactions
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should be studied (Digman, 1990; Hofstede, 1980; Ployhart & Harold, 2004).
Specifically, research on attribution style has demonstrated that individual differences
influence the degree to which people assign internal and stable attributions to the events
they experience (Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978; Gladstone & Kaslow, 1995).
Similarly, while individuals from Western cultures are more likely to make dispositional
attributions, people from non-Western cultures are more likely to make situational
attributions (Morris & Peng, 1994; Ployhart & Harold , 2004; Zhang, Reyna, Qian, & Yu,
2008,).

Second, while it can be concluded to some degree that different patterns of
applicant attributions for selection outcomes are caused by satisfaction/violation of
justice rules, selection decision outcomes, and content of outcome explanations, the
design of the current study precludes definitive causal statements about the relationship
between attribution dimensions and overall process fairness perceptions. Specifically,
perhaps overall fairness perceptions lead to attributions (rather than the reverse).
However, the direction of causality inherent in the model tested is founded on AART and
the general attribution framework from the social psychological literature (Forsterling,
2001; Martinko et al., 2006; Weiner, 1986; Wong & Weiner, 1981). To further
understand the nature of causality between these variables, experimental and longitudinal
designs are required.

Third, most of the research into the differential influence of explanations focused
on the effects of providing explanations in a written format. Hence, research should

examine the differential influence of providing the same type of explanation through
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different communication media (i.e., orally face to face, written letters, e-mail, phone)
(Horvath et al., 2000). The principles of media richness theory (Daft & Lengel, 1984,
1986) can be integrated with organizational justice theory or attribution theory to guide
such research. Communication media differ in their capacity to convey multiple cues
simultaneously, speediness of feedback, and personal touch (Daft & Lengel, 1984, 1986).
For example, face-to-face communication is the richest medium of communication with
respect to these criteria (Daft & Lengel, 1984, 1986). Therefore, the richness of face-to-
face communication or a phone call is likely to generate positive reactions, or mitigate
negative reactions, compared with written letters or e-mails. Face-to-face or phone
communications are most likely to covey organizational concern for, and respect of, the
job applicants (Conlon & Murray, 1996).

Fourth, research needs to study the influence of different types of diversity
explanations on applicant perceptions and behavioural reactions (Cox & Blake, 1991;
Kirby & Richard, 2000). While the content of the diversity justification used in the
current study (i.e., informing applicants that the organization’s selection decision was
made to ensure that its workforce is more reflective of its population) generated negative
reactions toward the organization, research suggests that organizations could elicit more
favourable applicant reactions by communicating that workplace diversity provides
organizations with marketing and innovation advantages (e.g., Williamson, Slay, Shapiro,
& Shivers-Blackwell, 2008). Therefore, studies that show when and what type of
diversity explanations can generate favourable reactions are especially required for

organizations that implement diversity programs.
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5.6. Conclusion

Recent research in the personnel selection area has witnessed an increasing number
of studies focusing on applicant reactions to staffing procedures. While most of this
research used an organizational justice framework to understand applicant reactions, an
attributional framework was applied here. More specifically, Applicant-Attribution-
Reaction Theory (AART) was drawn upon in an effort to better understand the influence
of attributions on applicant perceptions and behavioural reactions to staffing procedures
and decisions. It was shown that procedural justice rules, outcome favourability (i.e.,
selected or rejected), and explanations given for a selection decision influenced applicant
attributions. These attributions, in turn, predicted applicant perceptions and behaviours.
In line with AART’s predictions, process fairness perceptions mediated the relationships
between applicant attributions and each of organizational perceptions, recommendation
intentions, litigation intentions, job acceptance intentions, and reapplication intentions. In
sum, these results indicate the importance of an attribution framework in understanding

applicant reactions and suggest that this framework warrants further investigations.
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Table 4.1: Means, Standard Deviations, Alpha Reliabilities® and Correlations” for the Major Variables

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Locus 4.06 1.41 (.74)
2. Personal Control 3.62 1.55 .59 (.86)
3. Stability 3.57 128 32 .05 (.67)
4. External Control 445 143 -33 -11 -21 (.77)
5. Process Fairness 3.00 1.69. 31 48 06 -07 (.95
6. Self perceptions 445 155 .11 .09 22 -02 .13 (.94)
7. Organizational Perception ~ 3.21 1.68 .36 .48 .16 -06 .60 ST (.96)
8. Recommendation Intention 3.02 1.64 .35 .49 .10 -13 .72 33 .72 (.94)
9. Litigation Intention 3.52 1.54 -19 -30 -.04 A1 -39 -10 -39 -37 (.93)
10. Offer acceptance 431 1.60 .19 .33 .03 H—55 —57T 67 B8 —34—~
11. Reapplication Intention 298 195 24 39 -05 -10 .60 ~-12 .54 .69 -42 41 -
12. Satisfaction/Violation"® S50 S50 21 .20 15 -07 .63 05 27 36 -12 29 26 -
13. Selection Decision’ S0 .50 20 17 14 -29 09 45 42 28 -21 .00 .02 -.02 -

* Alpha reliabilities are in parentheses along the diagonal.

® Correlations >.12.5 or < -.12.5 are significant at the .05 level, and those >.16 or < -.16 are significant at the .01 level. Tests of significance were two-
tailed.

¢ Satisfaction/Violation of justice rules was coded as “1” for satisfaction of procedural justice rules and “0” for violation of procedural justice rules.

4 Selected decision was coded as “1” for selected and “0” for rejected

n =247 (except “offer acceptance” n = 125; “reapplication intention” n = 122).

Higher values indicate greater levels of the construct measured.
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Table 4.2: Means and Standard Deviations for Attribution Dimensions by Perceived
Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules

Perceived Satisfaction Perceived Violation

Dependent Variables Mean SD Mean SD
Locus 437" 1.50 3.77 125
Personal Control 3.92° 1.48 3.31 1.56
Stability 3.76° 1.27 3.38 1.27
External Control 4.36 1.50 4.54 1.37

“ Different from the perceived violation condition ( p <. 005).
? Different from the perceived violation condition ( p <. 001).
¢ Different from the perceived violation condition ( p <. 05).
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Table 4.3: Means and Standard Deviations for Attribution Dimensions by Selection
Decision

Selected Rejected
Dependent Variables Mean SD Mean SD
Locus 4.35° 1.35 3.76 1.42
Personal Control 3.87° 1.51 3.35 1.55
Stability 3.74° 121 3.38 1.32
External Control 4.22° 1.35 4.68 1.50

“ Different from rejected condition ( p <. 001).
? Different from rejected condition ( p <. 01).
¢ Different from rejected condition ( p <. 05).
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Table 4.4: Means and Standard Deviations for Attribution Dimensions by Types of
Explanations

Procedural Personal Diversity No
Dependent Explanation Explanation Explanation Explanation
Variables Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Locus 4.46™ 1.22 4.12 1.46 3.84 1.39 3.82 1.42
Personal Control 3.92° 1.58 397° 140 2.87 1.55 3.69 1.42
Stability 3.59 1.09 3.52 1.29 3.89 1.53 3.28 1.10

External Control 4.41 1.35 4.46 1.39 4.10 1.63 4.45 1.44

“ Different from diversity explanation condition ( p <. 01).
® Different from no explanation condition ( p <. 01).
¢ Different from diversity explanation condition ( p <. 001).
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Table 4.5: Means and Standard Deviations for Organizational Perceptions, Recommendation Intentions, Reapplication
Intentions, Job Acceptance Intentions, and Litigation Intentions by Explanations Types

Procedural Personal Diversity No

Dependent Variables Explanation Explanation Explanation Explanation

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Organizational Perceptions 3.55" 1.55 3.86" 1.78 248 1.54 298 1.53
Recommendation Intentions 3327 1.69 347" 1.68 245  1.49 2.86  1.54
Reapplication Intentions 3.53% 216 3.48°  1.89 213 1.74 253 1.70
Job Acceptance Intentions 4.67° 1.44 4737  1.41 3.46"  1.68 440 1.58
Litigation Intentions 3.15  1.39 3.01 1.32 459 1.55 3337 139

“ Different from diversity explanation condition ( p <. 001).
® Different from no explanation condition ( p <. 05).
“Different from no explanation condition ( p <. 005).
“Different from diversity explanation condition ( p <. 005).
¢ Different from diversity explanation condition ( p <. 01).
¢ Different from no explanation condition ( p <. 005.
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Table 4.6: Results of Mediation Regression Analyses for Testing the Mediating Role of
Attributions in the Relationship between Perceived Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules
and Process Fairness (Hypotheses 14a-14d)

Hypothesis Equation and Variables b t p<

Hypothesis 14a Equation 1": Process Fairness (DV)"

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV)  2.11 12.62 .001

Equation 2: Locus (DV)

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV) .60 3.40 .001

Equation 3: Process Fairness (DV)

Locus (IV) 22 3,70  .001

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV) 1.98 11.87 .001
Hypothesis 14b

Equation 2: Personal Control (DV)

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV) 61 3.13  .005

Equation 3: Process Fairness (DV)

Personal Control (IV) 40  8.17  .001

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV)  1.87 12.34 .00l
Hypothesis 14c¢

Equation 2: Stability (DV)

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV) 38 236 .05

Equation 3: Process Fairness (DV)

Stability (IV) -.04 -.67 n.s.

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV)  2.13 12.57 .001
Hypothesis 14d

Equation 2: External Control (DV)

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV) -.19 -1.01 n.s.

Equation 3: Process Fairness (DV)

External Control (IV) -02 -48  ns.

Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules (IV)

2.10 12.55 .001

* Since equation 1 of the mediation analyses for H14a established that perceived satisfaction/violation of
justice rules significantly influenced process fairness perceptions, this equation is only reported here with
H14a and not reported with H14b-H14d.
# Letters listed next to the names of the variables indicate whether a variable serves as independent variable
(IV) or a dependent variable (DV) in each regression equation conducted.

n =247 (except “offer acceptance” n = 125; “reapplication intention” n = 122).
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Table 4.7: Results of Mediation Regression Analyses for Testing the Mediating Role of
Process Fairness in the Relationship between Locus Attribution and Organizational
Perceptions, Recommendation Intentions, Litigation Intentions, Job Acceptance Intentions,
and Reapplication Intentions (Hypotheses 19a-19e).

Hypothesis Equation and Variables b t p<
Hypothesis 19a Equation 1: Organizational Perceptions (DV)
Locus (IV) 43 6.00 .001
Equation 2": Process Fairness (DV)
Locus (IV) 37 5.08 .001
Equation 3: Organizational Perceptions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) 53 10.03  .001
Locus (IV) 23 3.68 .001
Hypothesis 19b Equation 1: Recommendation Intentions (DV)
Locus (IV) 40  5.80 .001
Equation 3: Recommendation Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (I1V) .65 14.03 .001
Locus (IV) 16  3.03  .005
Hypothesis 19¢ Equation 1: Litigation Intentions (DV)
Locus (IV) -21 -3.09 .005
Equation 3: Litigation Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) -33  -591 .001
Locus (IV) -09 -130 s
Hypothesis 19d Equation 1: Acceptance Intentions (DV)
Locus (IV) 22 214 .05
Equation 3: Acceptance Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) 49 691 .001
Locus (IV) .09 .97 n.s.
Hypothesis 19¢ Equation 1: Reapplication Intentions (DV)
Locus (1V) 33 2.3 .01
Equation 3: Reapplication Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) 72 7.65 .001
Locus (IV) .01 o2 n.s.

# Letters listed next to the names of the variables indicate whether a variable serves as independent variable
(IV) or a dependent variable (DV) in each regression equation conducted.

* Since equation 2 of the mediation analysis for H19a established that locus significantly influenced
process fairness, this equation is only reported here with H19a and not reported with H19b-H19e.

n =247 (except “offer acceptance” n = 125; “reapplication intention” n = 122).
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Table 4.8: Results of Mediation Regression Analyses for Testing the Mediating Role of
Process Fairness in the Relationship between Personal Control Attribution and
Organizational Perceptions, Recommendation Intentions, Litigation Intentions, Job
Acceptance Intentions, and Reapplication Intentions (Hypotheses 20a-20e).

Hypothesis Equation and Variables b t p<

Hypothesis 20a Equation 1: Organizational Perceptions (DV) #

Personal Control (IV) 52 8.60 .001

Equation 2": Process Fairness (DV)

Personal Control(IV) S1 0 8.49  .001

Equation 3: Organizational Perceptions (DV)

Process Fairness (IV) 47 827 .001

Personal Control (IV) 28 4.60 .001
Hypothesis 20b Equation 1: Recommendation Intentions (DV)

Personal Control (IV) 51 880  .001

Equation 3: Recommendation Intentions (DV)

Process Fairness (IV) .61 12.81 .001

Personal Control (IV) 20  3.87  .001
Hypothesis 20c Equation 1: Litigation Intentions (DV)

Personal Control (IV) -30 -4.93 .001

Equation 3: Litigation Intentions (DV)

Process Fairness (IV) -29 -4381 .001

Personal Control (IV) -14 -223 .05
Hypothesis 20d Equation 1: Acceptance Intentions (DV)

Personal Control (IV) a5 393 .001

Equation 3: Acceptance Intentions (DV)

Process Fairness (IV) 46 597 .001

Personal Control (IV) 12 1.40 n.s.
Hypothesis 20e Equation 1: Reapplication Intentions (DV)

Personal Control (IV) 49  4.69 .001

Equation 3: Reapplication Intentions (DV)

Process Fairness (IV) .66  6.54 .001

Personal Control (IV) 14 1.36 n.s.

* Letters listed next to the names of the variables indicate whether a variable serves as independent variable
(IV) or a dependent variable (DV) in each regression equation conducted.

* Since equation 2 of the mediation analysis for H20a established that personal control significantly
influenced process fairness, this equation is only reported here with H20a and not reported with H20b-
H20e. n =247 (except “offer acceptance” n = 125; “reapplication intention” n = 122).
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Table 4.9: Results of Mediation Regression Analyses for Testing the Mediating Role of
Process Fairness in the Relationship between Stability Attribution and Organizational
Perceptions, Recommendation Intentions, Litigation Intentions, Job Acceptance Intentions,
and Reapplication Intentions (Hypotheses 21a-21e).

Hypothesis Equation and Variables b t p<
Hypothesis 21a Equation 1: Organizational Perceptions (DV)*
Stability (IV) 22 261 .01
Equation 2" Process Fairness (DV)
Stability (IV) .08 .95 n.s.
Equation 3: Organizational Perceptions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) S8 1139  .001
Stability (IV) .16 2.52 .05
Hypothesis 21b Equation 1: Recommendation Intentions (DV)
Stability (IV) 13 1.61 n.s.
Equation 3: Recommendation Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) .69 16.03 .001
Stability (IV) 07 133  ns.
Hypothesis 21c ~ Equation 1: Litigation Intentions (DV)
Stability (IV) -.05 .59 NS
Equation 3: Litigation Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (I1V) -36 -6.69 .001
Stability (IV) -07 1.05 n.s.
Hypothesis 21d Equation 1: Acceptance Intentions (DV)
Stability (IV) .03 31 n.s.
Equation 3: Acceptance Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) D1 7.29 .001
Stability (IV) -07  1.68 n.s.
Hypothesis 21e Equation 1: Reapplication Intentions (DV)
Stability (IV) -.04 -6l n.s
Equation 3: Reapplication Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) a2 B32 .001
Stability (IV) -04 -37 n.s.

# Letters listed next to the names of the variables indicate whether a variable serves as independent variable
(IV) or dependent variable (DV) in each regression equation conducted.
* Since equation 2 of the mediation analysis for H21a established that Stability significantly influenced

process fairness, this equation is only reported here with H21a and not reported with H21b-H21d.

n =247 (except “offer acceptance” n = 125; “reapplication intention” n = 122).
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Table 4.10: Results of Mediation Regression Analyses for Testing the Mediating Role of
Process Fairness in the Relationship between External Control Attribution and
Organizational Perceptions, Recommendation Intentions, Litigation Intentions, Job
Acceptance Intentions, and Reapplication Intentions (Hypotheses 22a-22e).

Hypothesis Equation and Variables b t p<
Hypothesis 22a  Equation 1: Organizational Perceptions (DV)#
External Control (IV) -06 -.90 n.s.
Equation 2": Process Fairness (DV)
External Control (IV) -.08 -1.01 n.s.
Equation 3: Organizational Perceptions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) 58 11.38  .001
External Control (IV) -.02 -.37 n.s.
Hypothesis 22b  Equation 1: Recommendation Intentions (DV)
External Control (IV) -15 -2.00 .05
Equation 3: Recommendation Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) .69 16.14 .001
External Control (IV) -.09 3.03 n.s.
Hypothesis 22¢ Equation 1: Litigation Intentions (DV)
External Control (IV) A2 180 ns.
Equation 3: Litigation Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) -35 -6.54 .001
External Control (IV) -.09 -1.52 n.s.
Hypothesis 22d Equation 1: Acceptance Intentions (DV)
External Control (IV) 14 1.37 n.s.
Equation 3: Acceptance Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) 50 7.16 .001
External Control (IV) .08 .93 n.s.
Hypothesis 22¢ Equation 1: Reapplication Intentions (DV)
External Control (IV) -13 -1.66 n.s.
Equation 3: Reapplication Intentions (DV)
Process Fairness (IV) 71 8.05 .001
External Control (IV -.07 -.78 n.s.

# Letters listed next to the names of the variables indicate whether a variable serves as independent variable
(IV) or dependent variable (DV) in each regression equation conducted.

* Since equation 2 of the mediation analysis for H22a established that external control significantly
influenced process fairness, this equation is only reported here with H22a and not reported with H22b-
H22d. n =247 (except “offer acceptance” n = 125; “reapplication intention” n = 122).
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Table 4.11: The Effect of Selection Decision and Interview Fairness on Self-
Perceptions

Source SS df MS F P n
Between treatments 147.73 3 49.25

Selection (A) 120.62 1 120.62 65.82 .000 213
Interview Fairness (B) 1.73 1 1.73 95 331 .004
(A) X (O) 26.17 3 26.17 14.28 .000 .055
Error 44536 243 1.83

Total 5476.31 247
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Table 4.12: Results of Regression Analysis Testing for Interaction between Selection
Decision and Locus Attribution on Self-Perceptions (Hypothesis 24a).

Predictors Dependent Variable: Self-Perception
b t p
Locus -.29 -3.39 .001
Selection 1.37 7.99 .001
Locus X Selection .64 5.26 .001
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Table 4.13: Results of Regression Analysis Testing for Interaction between Selection
Decision and Personal Control Attribution on Self-Perceptions (Hypothesis 24b).

Predictors Dependent Variable: Self-Perception
b t p
Personal Control -.26 -3.32 .001
Selection 1.38 8.07 .001
Personal Control X Selection .56 507 .001
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Table 4.14: Results of Regression Analysis Testing for Interaction between Selection
Decision and Stability Attribution on Self-Perceptions (Hypothesis 24¢)

Predictors Dependent Variable: Self-Perception
b t p
Stability 21 2.26 .05
Selection 1.32 7.50 .001
Stability X Selection -.04 -.32 n.s.
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Table 4.15: Results of Regression Analysis Testing for Interaction between Selection
Decision and External Control Attribution on Self-Perceptions (Hypothesis 24d)

Predictors Dependent Variable: Self-Perception
b t p
External Control .08 .94 7S,
Selection 1.42 7.90 .001
External Control X Selection -.05 -372 n.s.
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Table 4.16: The Role of the Interactive Effect of Selection Decision and Locus Attribution in Mediating the Interactive
Effect of the Selection Decision and Procedural Fairness on Self-Perceptions.

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
(Dependent Vartable: (Dependent Vartable: (Dependent Variable:
Predictors Self-Perceptions) Locus) Self-Perceptions)
b h b i b A
Interview Procedural Farness -48 - 1.97* 87 T -.26 -1.05
Selection Deciston A3 3 (e 85 347 .90 3 1
Interview Procedural Farness x Selection Decision 1.30 3750 -.50 -1.46 96 280
Locus 26 2.96**
Locus x Selection Decision 58 4 679+

N=241 *p<.05 * p< 01 **p< 005 ***p < 001
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Table 4.17: The Role of the Interactive Effect of Selection Decision and Personal Control Attribution in Mediating the
Interactive Effect of the Selection Decision and Procedural Fairness on Self-Perceptions.

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3

(Dependent Variable: (Dependent Variable: (Dependent Variable:
Predictors Self-Perceptions) Personal Control) Self-Perceptions)

b ¢ b ¢ b t

Interview Procedural Fairness - 48 -1.97* 68 2.50%** -32 -1.33

Selection Deciston 75 E A1) 60 2.21* .89 CE

Interview Procedural Fairness x Selection Dectsion 1.30 3 jge -13 -34 99 295"
Personal control -.24 -3.00%**
50 Y

Personal control x Selection Deciston

N=141 *p<.05 ** p< 01 **p< 005 ***p < 001
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Table 4.18: The Role of the Interactive Effect of Selection Decision and Stability Attribution in Mediating the
Interactive Effect of the Selection Decision and Procedural Fairness on Self-Perceptions.

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
(Dependent Variable: (Dependent Variable: (Dependent Variable:
Predictors Self-Perceptions) Stability) Self-Perceptions)
b ¢ b ¢ b ¢
Interview Procedural Fairness -48 -1.97* 24 1.04 -54 -2.21%
Selection Decision 75 3075 22 95 69 2 pasee
Interview Procedural Fairness x Selection Decision 1.30 3 7%= .30 10 1.30 3.7]%%%
Stability 19 2 .50%
Stability x Selection Deciston -07 - 97

N=241 *p<.05 * p< 0] ***p< 005 ****p < 001
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Table 4.19: The Role of the Interactive Effect of Selection Decision and External Control Attribution in Mediating the
Interactive Effect of the Selection Decision and Procedural Fairness on Self-Perceptions.

Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3
(Dependent Variable: (Dependent Variable: (Dependent Variable:
Predictors Self-Perceptions) External Control) Self-Perceptions)
b ! b ! b t
Interview Procedural Fatrness -48 -197* -42 -1.62 -46 -1.85
Selection Deciston 15 e -69 -2.69%* 13 3.15%*
Interview Procedural Fairness x Selection Deciston 1.30 LI 11 1.21 1.28 L1V asend
External control 06 12
External control x Selection Dectsion -03 -.23

N=241 *p<.05 ** p< 01 **p< 005 **4p < (0]

144



PhD Thesis — K. I. Ababneh McMaster — Business Administration

Table 4.20: Analysis of Simple Effects for Hypothesis 25a with Locus as the
Moderator

Moderator Path Effects
Variable X=>M M-=>Y Direct Indirect Total
Selection Outcome
Selected 0.36 0.32* 0.70™ 0.12 082"
Rejected 0.86** -0.26™* -0.26 -0.22* -0.48**
Differences -0.50 0.58** 0.96** 0.34** 1.30**

N=247, *p<.05**p< .01
“X-> M” signifies the path from interview procedural fairness to locus
“X-> M” signifies the path from locus to Self-Perceptions
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Table 4.21: Analysis of Simple Effects for Hypothesis 25b with Personal Control as
the Moderator

Moderator Path Effects
Variable X=>M M=>Y Direct Indirect Total
Selection Outcome
Selected 0.55** 0.26** 0.67** 0.15* 0.82**
Rejected 0.68** -0.24** -0.32 -0.16* -0.48**
Differences -0.13 0.50** 0.99** 0.31*" 1.30**

N=247;, *p<.05**p< .01
“X-> M” signifies the path from interview procedural fairness to personal control
“X-> M” signifies the path from personal control to Self-Perceptions
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Table 4.22: Summarized Results of Hypotheses

Hypothesis Supported | Not Supported
Hypothesis 1a-4d: Relative to applicants who
experience a selection procedure that violates Hla-Hlc Hld

Gilliland’s justice rules (i.e., job relatedness,
opportunity to perform, consistency of
administration; Box A, Figure 3.2), applicants
experiencing a selection procedure that satisfies
these rules will rate the cause of their selection
outcome to be higher on: the a) internal (Box D,
Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D, Figure 3.2); and c)
personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of
attributions; and d) lower on the external control
(Box D, Figure3. 2) dimension of attribution.

Hypotheses 2a- 2d: Relative to those who are H2a - H2d:
rejected (Box B, Figure 3.2), individuals who are
selected (Box B, Figure 3.2) will rate the cause of
their selection outcome to be higher on: the a)
internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure
3.2) dimensions of attributions; and d) lower on the
external control (Box D, Figure3. 2) dimension of
attribution.

Hypotheses 3a-3d: Individuals who receive a H3a & H3¢ | H3b & H3d
procedural explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2) for their
selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the
cause of their outcome to be higher on: the a) internal
(Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D, Figure 3.2); and
¢) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of
attributions; and d) will rate the cause to be lower on
the external control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimension of
attribution than will individuals who receive a
diversity explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 4a-4d: Individuals who receive a H4a H4b, H4c, &
procedural explanations (Box C, Figure 3.2) for their H4d
selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the
cause of their outcome to be higher on: the a) internal
(Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D, Figure 3.2); and
¢) personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimensions of
attributions; and d) will rate the cause to be lower on
the external control (Box D, Figure 3.2) dimension of
attribution than will individuals who receive no
explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2).
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Table 4.22: Continued

Hypothesis Supported |Not Supported
Hypotheses 5a-5d: Individuals who receive a H5c HS5a, H5b, &
personal explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2) for their HS5d

selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the
cause of their outcome to be higher on: the a)
internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure
3.2) dimensions of attributions; and d) will rate the
cause to be lower on the external control (Box D,
Figure 3.2) dimension of attribution than will
individuals who receive a diversity explanation (Box
C, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 6a-6d: Individuals who receive a Hé6a- H6d
personal explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2) for their
selection outcome (selected or rejected) will rate the
cause of their outcome to be higher on: the a)
internal (Box D, Figure 3.2); b) stable (Box D,
Figure 3.2); and c) personal control (Box D, Figure
3.2) dimensions of attributions; and d) will rate the
cause to be lower on the external control (Box D,
Figure 3.2) dimension of attribution than will
individuals who receive no explanation (Box C,
Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 7a & 7b: When participants experience | H7a H7b
a selection procedure that satisfies procedural justice
rules, overall process fairness perceptions will be
greater for participants in the procedural explanation
condition (Box C, Figure 3.3) than for participants
in the (a) diversity and (b) no explanation conditions
(Box C, Figure 3.3).

Hypotheses 7c & 7d: When participants experience | H7¢ & H7d
a selection procedure that satisfies procedural justice
rules, overall process fairness perceptions will be
greater for participants in the personal explanation
condition than for participants in the (a) diversity
and (b) no explanation conditions (Box C, Figure
3.3).

Hypotheses 7e: When participants experience a H7e
selection procedure that satisfies procedural justice
rules, overall process fairness perceptions will be
greater for participants in the no explanation
condition than for participants in the diversity
condition (Box C, Figure 3.3).
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Table 4.22: Continued

Hypothesis Supported | Not Supported

Hypotheses 8: When participants experience a HS8
selection procedure that violates procedural justice
rules, there will be no difference in process fairness
perceptions across the four types of the explanation
conditions.

Hypotheses 9: Individuals who are selected (Box B, | H9
Figure 3.4) and receive procedural or personal
explanations (Box C, Figure 3.4) will report higher
self-perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.4) than will
selected individuals (Box B, Figure 3.4) who receive
a diversity explanation (Box C, Figure 3.4).

Hypotheses 10: Individuals who are rejected (Box H10
B, Figure 3.4) and receive procedural or personal
explanations (Box C, Figure 3.4) will report lower
self-perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.4) than will
rejected individuals (Box B, Figure 3.4) who receive
a diversity explanation (Box C, Figure 3.4).

Hypotheses 11a & 11e: Individuals who receive Hlla-Hlle
procedural or personal explanations (Box C, Figure
3.2) will report higher: a) organizational perceptions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); b) recommendation intentions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); c) reapplication intentions (Box
F, Figure 3.2); and d) job acceptance intentions (Box
F, Figure 3.2); and will report lower €) intentions to
litigate (Box F, Figure 3.2) compared to individuals
who receive a diversity explanation (Box C, Figure

3.2).
Hypotheses 12a & 12e: Individuals who receive Hl2a & H12d & H12e
procedural or personal explanations (Box C, Figure | Hl2c were not

3.2) will report higher: a) organizational perceptions | supported; |supported
(Box F, Figure 3.2); b) recommendation intentions 12b was
(Box F, Figure 3.2); ¢) reapplication intentions (Box | partially
F, Figure 3.2); and d) job acceptance intentions (Box | supported
F, Figure 3.2); and will report lower €) intentions to
litigate compared to individuals receiving no
explanation (Box C, Figure 3.2).
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Table 4.22: Continued

Hypothesis Supported | Not Supported

Hypothesis 13: Perceived satisfactions of justice H13
rules (i.e., consistency of administration, job
relatedness, and opportunity to perform; Box A,
Figure 3.2) will have a direct positive influence on
overall faimmess perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 14a-14d: Applicant attributions in terms H14a- H14d

of a) locus (Box D, Figure 3.5); b) personal control; (however partial
stability (Box D, Figure 3.5); ¢) personal control mediation

(Box D, Figure 3.5); and d) external control (Box D, instead of full
Figure 3.5) will fully mediate the relationship mediation was
between perceptions of procedural justice rules (i.e., found for 14a
job relatedness, opportunity to perform, and and 14b)

consistency of administration; Box A, Figure 3.5)
and overall process fairness perceptions (Box E,
Figure 3.5).

Hypotheses 15a- 15e: Perceptions of overall process | H15a -H15¢
fairness perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.2) will be
positively associated with a) organizational
perceptions (Box F, Figure 3.2); b) recommendation
intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); c) reapplication
intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); d) job acceptance
intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); and e) negatively
associated with litigation intentions.

Hypotheses 16a-16¢: Attributions in terms of locus | H16a - H16e
and personal control (Box D, Figure 3.2) will be
positively related to: a) organizational perceptions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); b) recommendation intentions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); c) job acceptance intentions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); and d) reapplication intentions
(Box F, Figure 3.2); and negatively related to €)
litigation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 17a-17e: Attributions in terms of H17a H17b- H17e
stability (Box D, Figure 3.2) will be positively
related to: a) organizational perceptions (Box F,
Figure 3.2); b) recommendation intentions (Box F,
Figure 3.2); and c) job acceptance intentions (Box F,
Figure 3.2); and negatively related to d) litigation
intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2); and e) reapplication
intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2).
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Hypothesis Supported | Not Supported
Hypotheses 18a-18e: Attributions in terms of H18b H18a,c,d,e
external control (Box D, Figure 3.2) will be

negatively related to: a) organizational perceptions

(Box F, Figure 3.2); b) recommendation intentions

(Box F, Figure 3.2); c) job acceptance intentions

(Box F, Figure 3.2); and d) reapplication intentions

(Box F, Figure 3.2); and positively related to e)

litigation intentions (Box F, Figure 3.2).

Hypotheses 19a-19¢: Overall process fairness H19c - H19e
perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6) will partially H19a-H19b | (Instead of
mediate the relationship between locus attribution partial

(Box D, Figure 3.6) and: a) organizational mediation full
perceptions; b) recommendation intentions; ¢) mediation was
litigation intentions; d) job acceptance intentions; found)

and e) reapplication intentions (all Box F, Figure

3.6).

Hypotheses 20a-20e: Overall process fairness H20a - H20c | H20d - H20e
perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6) will partially (Instead of
mediate the relationship between personal control partial

attribution (Box D, Figure 3.6) and: a)
organizational perceptions; b) recommendation
intentions; c) litigation intentions; d) job acceptance
intentions; and e) reapplication intentions (all Box F,
Figure 3.6).

mediation full
mediation was
found)

Hypotheses 21a-21e: Overall process fairness
perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6) will partially
mediate the relationship between stability attribution
(Box D, Figure 3.6) and: a) organizational
perceptions; b) recommendation intentions; ¢)
litigation intentions; d) job acceptance intentions;
and e) reapplication intentions (all Box F, Figure
3.6).

H2la-H2le

Hypotheses 22a-22e: Overall process fairness
perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.6) will partially
mediate the relationship between external control
attribution (Box D, Figure 3.6) and: a)
organizational perceptions; b) recommendation
intentions; c) litigation intentions; d) job acceptance
intentions; and e) reapplication intentions (all Box F,
Figure 3.6).

H22a - H22e
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Hypothesis

Supported

Not Supported

Hypothesis 23a: Individuals who are selected (Box B,
Figure 3.7) and experience a fair selection procedure
(Box A, Figure 3.7) will report higher self-perceptions
than individuals who are selected (Box B, Figure 3.7)
and experience an unfair selection procedure (Box A,
Figure 3.7).

H23a

Hypothesis 23b: Individuals who are rejected (Box B,
Figure 3.7) and experience an unfair selection (Box A,
Figure 3.7) procedure will report higher self-
perceptions than individuals who are rejected (Box B,
Figure 3.7) and experience a fair selection procedure
(Box A, Figure 3.7).

H23b

Hypothesis 24a: There will be an interaction between
selection decision and locus attribution on self-
perceptions such that the relationship between locus
(Box D, Figure 3.8) and self-perceptions (Box E,
Figure 3.8) will be positive for selected applicants and
negative for rejected applicants.

H24a

Hypothesis 24b: There will be an interaction between
selection decision and personal control attribution on
self-perceptions such that the relationship between
personal control (Box D, Figure 3.8) and self-
perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.8) will be positive for
selected applicants and negative for rejected
applicants.

H24b

Hypothesis 24c: There will be an interaction between
selection decision and stability attribution on self-

Interaction was
not found (main

perceptions such that the relationship between stability effect for
(Box D, Figure 3.8) and self-perceptions (Box E, stability was
Figure 3.8) will be positive for selected applicants and found on self-
negative for rejected applicants. perceptions)
Hypothesis 24d: There will be an interaction between H24d
selection decision and external control attribution on

self-perceptions such that the relationship between

external control (Box D, Figure 3.8) and self-

perceptions (Box E, Figure 3.8) will be negative for

selected applicants and positive for rejected applicants.

Hypothesis 25a-25d: The interaction effect hypothesized H25a - H25¢
in H24a — H24d between selection decision and locus (partial

(25a), personal control (25b), stability (25¢), and external
control attributions (25d) on self-perceptions will fully
mediate the interaction effect hypothesized in H23a and
H23b between fair procedures and selection decision on
self-perceptions.

mediations were
found with locus
and personal
control)
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Figure 3.1: Applicant Attribution Reaction Theory*

Objective Event Attrihutional Processing Sequence Behavioral
(situatlen): . N
(examples include / X U;‘:;?;:;z':b'
administration of Situation Expectation Perceived Attribution: Withdrawal
selection process: »| Perception (Justice Satisfaction Locus Litigation
treatment; (Salience) Rules) [ or [P  Stability Test performance
selection methods; Violation Controllability \ PN
hiring decision; Subgroup differences
etc.} v \
T\ /
Cultural Individual Perceptions:
Differences: Differences: Fairness
Individualism Personality Self-perceptions
Power Distance Experience Altitudes
Masculinity Values Test perceptions
Uncertaiaty Beliefs
Avgoidance Implicit Theories

*Ployhart, R. E., & Harold, C. M. (2004). The applicant attribution-reaction theory

(AART): An integrative theory of applicant attributional processing. International
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 12(1-2), 84-98.
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Figure 3.2: The Role of Attribution and Justice in Understanding Applicant Reactions

(A)

Perceived Satisfaction or

Violation of Justice Rules

(Fair/Unfair Procedures): HI3
* Consistency of

Administration Hla-HI1d
* Job Relatedness E) | Perceptions:
+ Opportunity to Perform (D) (E) | Perceptions: B

Attribution: P S - Attitudes and
‘L | * Overall Process | | H15a-Hl5e Bloehavi.oural
(B) H2a — H2d ocus I"" Fairness Perceptions | v Intentions:
Selection Decision p| *Stability R ! _
(Outcome Favorability): * Personal Control [~ %) ~— = — =~ - * Org. Perceptions
* Offered a Job H3a — H6d * External Control * - . I * Recommendations
* Not Offered a Job L §elf_P Sriegtf i * Reapplication
H16a— H18e| * Offer Acceptance
© | * Litigation
Explanations Provided: A

* Procedural
* Personal
* Diversity Hlla-HI12b
* No Explanations (control)

Note: For simplicity reasons, the interactions and mediation hypotheses are reflected in Figure 3 through Figure 8.
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Figure 3.3: The Interactive Effect of Explanations and Perceived Satisfaction/
Violation of Justice Rules on Overall Process Fairness Perceptions (H7a — HS)

(A)
Perceived Satisfaction or
Violation of Justice Rules
(Fair/Unfair Procedures).

* Consistency of
Administration

* Job Relatedness

* Opportunity to Perform

© H7a - H8 (E)
Explanations Provided:

* Procedural

* Personal

* Diversity

* No Explanations (control)

*Qverall Process
Fairness Perceptions
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Figure 3.4: The Interactive Effect of Explanations and Selection Decision on Self-

Perceptions (H9 — H10)

(B
Selection Decision
(Qutcome Favorability):
* Offered a Job
* Not Offered a Job

©)
Explanations Provided:
* Procedural
* Personal
* Diversity
* No Explanations (control)

, H9 - HI10

(E)
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Figure 3.5: The Influence of Procedural Justice Rules and Attributions on Overall
Process Fairness Perceptions (H14a — H14d)

(A)
Perceived Satisfaction or
Violation of Justice Rules
(Fair/Unfair Procedures):

* Consistency of
Administration

* Job Relatedness

* Opportunity to Perform

(D)
Attribution

* Locus

* Stability

* Personal Control
* External Control

)

* Overall Process
Fairness Perceptions
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Figure 3.6: The Influence of Attributions and Overall Process Fairness perceptions
on Attitudes and Behavioural Intentions (H19a — H22¢)

(D) (F)
Attribution; Attitudes and
* Locus Behavioural Intentions;
* Stability (E) * Org. Perceptions
* Personal Control * Recommendations
* External Control * Overall Process »| * Reapplication
Fairness Perceptions * Offer Acceptance

* Litigation
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Figure 3.7: The Impact of Procedural Fairness and Selection Decision on Self-
Perceptions (H23a — H23b)

(A)

Procedure Fairness

* Fair Procedure
* Unfair Procedures

(B)
Selection Decision H23a-H23b [ (E)
(Outcome Favorability): y
* Offered a Job * Self-Perceptions
* Not offered a Job
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Figure 3.8: The Interactive Effect of Selection Decision and Attributions on Self-
Perceptions (H24a — H24d)

(D)

Attribution:
* Locus
* Stability
* Personal Control
* External Control

(B) (E)
Selection Decision A 4 H24a — H24d >
(Outcome Favorability): | * Self-Perceptions
* Offered a Job
* Not Offered a Job
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Figure 4.1: Perceived Satisfaction/Violation of Justice Rules by Explanation Type
Interaction on Overall Process Fairness Perceptions
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Figure 4.2: Selection Decision by Explanation Types Interaction on Self-Perceptions
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Figure 4.3: Selection Decision by Interview Procedural Fairness Interaction on Self-

Perceptions
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Figure 4.4: Locus Attribution by Selection Decision Interaction on Self-Perceptions
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Figure 4.5: Personal Control Attribution by Selection Decision Interaction on Self-
Perceptions
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Figure 4.6: Example of a Basic Mediated Model

Locus
/ e \
Interview Fairness
Procedures > Self-Perceptions
(Independent Variable) (Dependent Variable)
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Appendix A: Conditions of the Study

Schematic of a 2 x 2 x 4 Factorial Design of the Study*

Explanation Letters
Perceived Outcome No )

. . C . . . Explanation

Satisfaction/Violation | Decisions ] .
. Procedural | Personal | Diversity | (Control)

of Justice Rules
Satisfaction of Justice Selected Cl1 C2 C3 C4
Rules
Satisfaction of Justice Rejected Cs5 Cé6 Cc7 C8
Rules
Violation of Justice Selected C9 C10 Cl1 C12
Rules
Violation of Justice Rejected C13 Cl4 Ci15 C16
Rules

* The above figure reflects the conditions resulted from this research manipulation.
“C1”, for example, reflects the condition in which participants experienced an
interview procedure that satisfied three of Gilliland’s procedural justice rules (i.e.,
consistency of administration, job relatedness, and opportunity to perform) and in
which participants also received a procedural explanation letter that conveyed a
favourable selection outcome.
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Appendix B: Types of Interview Procedures

Fair Procedural Interview Scenario.

Interview Procedures

Imagine that you had recently applied for a desirable job with an
organization (let us call it XYZ) and as part of XYZ organization’s selection
process had gone through the following selection interview procedure.

The interview lasted 30 minutes. After a brief introduction by the interviewer, you
were allowed to make a brief opening statement to highlight certain aspects of your
resume. After this introduction, the interviewer asked you questions about your resume,
work knowledge, and job experience. All of the questions asked by the interviewer were
related to the job that you applied for. At the same time, you had an opportunity to ask
the interviewer questions about the job and the company. Before the end of the interview,
the interviewer also invited you to point out any qualifications and skills that had been
overlooked.

After finishing your interview, you found out from a trustworthy source that: a)
the same interviewer conducted all of the interviews for this job; b) this one interviewer
followed the same interview procedures and asked the same interview questions of all
applicants; c) all applicants were treated and evaluated on the same criteria/standards; and
d) the duration of the interviews were similar for all applicants (i.e., each interview lasted
30 minutes).
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Unfair Procedural Interview Scenario.

Interview Procedures

Imagine that you had recently applied for a desirable job with an
organization (let us call it XYZ) and as part of XYZ organization’s selection
process had gone through the following selection interview procedure.

The interview lasted 20 minutes. After a brief introduction, the interviewer spent
the entire time describing the company, its history and possible new directions for the
company’s future. The interviewer did not ask you questions concerning your resume,
work knowledge, or work experience, and the interviewer questions were unrelated to the
job that you applied for. Also, you were not even given the opportunity to ask the
interviewer any questions about the job or the company. Furthermore the interviewer did
not give you a chance to point out your qualifications and skills that are relevant to this
job opportunity.

After finishing your interview, you found out from a trustworthy source that: a)
different interviewers were used to interview applicants for this same job; b) the various
interviewers followed different interview procedures and asked different interview
questions of the job applicants; c) each interviewer used different criteria/standards to
evaluate applicants for the same job; and d) the duration of the interviews varied from
one applicant to the next (i.e., some interviews lasted 30, others 20, and others last only
10 minutes).
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Appendix C: Types of Explanation Letters.

Procedural Explanation Letter/Selected

= |

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 5Z5 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we are offering you a position with our organization.
The decision was based on a thorough selection process. This process was developed by a
leading research firm in the area of recruitment and selection and is similar to the process
used by a number of Fortune 100 companies. This process has been demonstrated to be
accurate and highly effective for identifying and selecting successful candidates.

“Your Name Here,” congratulations on your job offer from XYZ Organization.
We will be contacting you very soon with more details about this job offer.

Mark James

Motz

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization
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Personal Explanations Letter/Selected

= |

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 575 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we are offering you a position in our organization. This
decision was based on the fact that your qualifications and performance on the selection
tools were rated higher than those of the rejected applicants. Furthermore, your industry
and job related experience were other important factors in making our selection decision.

“Your Name Here,” congratulations on your job offer from XYZ Organization.
We will be contacting you very soon with more details about this job offer.

Mark James

My les

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization
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Diversity Explanation Letter/Selected

= |

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 5Z5 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we are offering you a position with our organization.
We strive for diversity in our organization, and aim to select a workforce that is diverse
(based on gender, race, and/or ethnicity background) in order to ensure that our
workplaces are more reflective of our population.

“Your Name Here,” congratulations on your job offer from XYZ Organization.
We will be contacting you very soon with more details about this job offer.

Mark James

M- {aes

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization
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Control Explanation Letter/Selected

= |

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 575 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we are offering you a position in our organization.
“Your Name Here,” congratulations on your job offer from XYZ Organization. We will

be contacting you very soon with more details about this job offer.

Mark James

My laes

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization

173



PhD Thesis — K. I. Ababneh McMaster — Business Administration

Procedural Explanation Letter/Rejected

=

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 5Z5 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we cannot offer you a position with our organization.
The decision was based on a thorough selection process. This process was developed by a
leading research firm in the area of recruitment and selection and is similar to the process
used by a number of Fortune 100 companies. This process has been demonstrated to be
accurate and highly effective for identifying and selecting successful candidates.

“Your Name Here,” we are sorry that we could not offer you a position. Good
luck in your job search”.

Mark James

Myfplez

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization
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Personal Explanation Letter/Rejected

A

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 5Z5 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we cannot offer you a position in our organization. This
decision was based on the fact that your qualifications and performance on the selection
tools were rated lower than those of the selected applicants. Furthermore, your industry
and job related experience were other important factors in making our selection decision.

“Your Name Here,” we are sorry that we could not offer you a position. Good
luck in your job search”.

Mark James

Muploes

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization
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Diversity Explanation Letter/Rejected

=

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 575 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we cannot offer you a position in our organization. We
strive for diversity in our organization, and aim to select a workforce that is diverse
(based on gender, race, and/or ethnicity background) in order to ensure that our
workplaces are more reflective of our population.

“Your Name Here,” we are sorry that we could not offer you a position. Good
luck in your job search”.

Mark James

My (oes

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization
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Control Explanation Letter/Rejection

= |

XYZ

XYZ Organization
2006 New RD
X4Y 5Z5 Anywhere Canada

Dear “Your Name Here”

This is to inform you that we cannot offer you a position with our organization.
“Your Name Here,” we are sorry that we could not offer you a position. Good luck in

your job search”.

Mark James

My (es

Human Resources Director
XYZ Organization
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Appendix D: Scale Items

Procedural Justice Rules Manipulation (Perceived Satisfaction/Violation)

Consistency of Administration

- The interview was administered to all applicants in the same way.

- There were no differences in the way the interview was administered to different
applicants.

- XYZ organization/interviewer made no distinction in how they treated applicants
during the interview.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly; 7 = Strongly Agree)

Job Relatedness

- The content of the interview was clearly related to the job.
- It would be clear to anyone that this interview is related to the job.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly; 7 = Strongly Agree)

Opportunity to Perform

[ could really show my skills and abilities through this type of interview.

This type of interview allowed me to show what my job knowledge and skills are.
I was able to show what I can do on this type of interview.

The interview gave applicants the opportunity to show what they know and can do.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly; 7 = Strongly Agree)

Interview Fairness Perception Manipulation

- I feel the use of the interview by XYZ was fair.

- Using the interview instrument to select employees was fair.

- I am satisfied with XYZ’s use of the interview.

- Overall, I believe that the use of the interview was fair.

- I felt good about the way the interview was conducted and administered.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly: 7 = Strongly Agree)
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Explanation Manipulations

The decision was based on a thorough selection process which developed by a leading
research firm in the area of recruitment and selection.

The selection process has been demonstrated to be accurate and highly effective for
identifying and selecting successful candidates.

My qualifications and performance on the selection tools were higher than those of the
rejected applicants.

My industry and job related experience were other important factors in making the
selection decision.

XYZ is striving for diversity (based on gender, race, and/or nationality).

XYZ is aiming to select a workforce that is diverse.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly; 7 = Strongly Agree)

Explanation Adequacy

- The letter I received from XYZ provided an adequate explanation.
- lunderstand why XYZ made the hiring decision it did.
- The reason that XYZ provided for the selection decision was sufficient.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly: 7 = Strongly Agree)

Attributions*

Is the cause of the selection outcome something that (is)......................7

1. Reflects anaspect of yourself 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Reflects anaspect of the situation
2. Manageable by you 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Notmanageableby you

3. Permanent 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Temporary

4. Youcanregulate 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Youcannotregulate

5. Over which others have control 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which others have no control
6. Inside of you 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Outside of you

7. Stable over time 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Variable overtime

8. Under the power of otherpeople 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Notunder the power of other people
9 Something about you 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Something about others

10. Over which you have power 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Overwhich you have no power
11. Unchangeable 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Changeable

12. Other people can regulate 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Otherpeople cannot regulate

*tems 1, 6, 9 = locus of causality; 3, 8, 12 = external control, 3, 7, 11 = stability; 2, 4, 10
= personal control.
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Self-Perceptions

If I received this letter, my opinion of myself would be......

- Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good

- Unfavourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favourable
- Disapproving 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Approving
- Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive
Organization Perceptions

If I received this letter, my attitude toward XYZ would be...

- Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good

- Unfavourable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favourable
- Disapproving 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Approving
- Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive

Process Fairness

- Whether or not I got the job, I feel the selection process was fair.
- The methods that XYZ used to select applicants were appropriate.
- XYZ Organization made hiring decisions in a way that was fair to job applicants.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly:; 7 = Strongly Agree)

Distributive Justice

- Overall, I feel the hiring process was consistent and unbiased.
- Given the situation, I feel that XYZ made the right hiring decision.
- Overall, I believe the hiring decision was appropriate.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly: 7 = Strongly Agree)

Recommendation Intentions

- I would recommend XYZ organization to my friends/colleagues.
- I think my friends/colleagues would be interested in applying for a job at XYZ.
- Iintend to recommend XYZ organization and its job openings to others.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly; 7 = Strongly Agree)
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Reapplication Intentions

- Iintend to reapply for a new job with XYZ (rejected)

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly: 7 = Strongly Agree)

Job offer Acceptance

- I will accept the job offer from XYZ (selected).
(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly: 7 = Strongly Agree)

Litigation Intentions

- An organization that provides a letter like this would likely be sued by applicants.

- I think applicants might sue a company that provides letter like this.

- If letters like this become more widely used with job applicants, there will be an
increase in the number of lawsuits against employers.

- I'would be more likely to sue an organization that provides a letter like this than one
that provides no letter.

(7-point response scale: 1= Disagree strongly: 7 = Strongly Agree)
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Appendix E: Demographic and Other Related Questions

1. Please select your level of education
A. High school or less
B. Graduate from 1-3 years college
C. Graduate from 4 years college
D. Postgraduate study or degree
E. Other (please specify):

2. Please select your gender:
Female ] Male ]

3. Please select your age group:
A. 18-24
B. 25-30
C. 31-34
D. 35-40
E. 41-45
F. More than 45

4. Which of the following best characterizes you?
A. Canadian Citizen
B. Canadian Landed Immigrant
C. Other (please specify)

5. What ethnicity do you consider yourself to be?

Aboriginal

White

Chinese

South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Punjabi, Sri Lankan)

Black (e.g., African, Haitian, Jamaican, Somali)

Arab/west Asian (e.g., Armenian, Egyptian, Iranian, Lebanese, Moroccan)
Other ( please specify)

OmEUO® R

6. Are you currently looking for a job
Yes [} No [

7. Are you currently holding?
A. Full time job
B. Part time job
C. I currently do not have a job
D. Other ( please specify)
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8. When was the last time you applied for a job?
In the last month.

In the last 2-3 months.

In the last 4-6 months.

More than 6 months.

[ have not applied for a job.

moaQw»

9. How many times have you been in a job interview?
A. Never
B. Once
C. Twice
D. Three times or more

10. Are you planning to look for a job?

In the next month.

In the next 2-3 months.

In the next 4-6 months.

In more than 6 months.

I do not plan to look for a job within the next 9 months.

moQw»
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