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« Recruiting the best possible talent is a top priority for organizations
(effectiveness: Barrick et al 1998, financial performance: Huselid, 1995)

« 55% of companies are increasing their investment in algorithm recruitment
(Aptitude Research, 2022)
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Increasing trend in recruitment process 20 yrs trend of publications

Copyright© 2023 st=24Ysts| F2 AR 3| All Rights Reserved.



"|s algorithmic assessment less capable than an HR manager
In assessing job candidates?"”
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"|s algorithmic assessment less capable than an HR manager
In assessing job candidates’ interpersonal skills?”

Beliefs affect the acceptance and implementation of technology

Copyright© 2023 st=24Ysts| 223 All Rights Reserved. (Johnk 2021, Davis 1985)



Literature Review & Hypothesis

« People prefer human services and decision-making over algorithms,
especially in situations that involve understanding individual uniqueness or
emotions (e.g. Cadario et al 2021, Castelo et al 2019, and Longoni et al 2019)

 People feel uneasy or threatened when robot exhibits interpersonal traits
and implicitly associate algorithm with being cold rather than warm (i.e.,
social relations) (e.g. Shank et al 2019, Wang and Quadflieg 2015, and Our Pilot Study)

People hold a negative lay belief about algorithmic assessment’s
ability to evaluate interpersonal skills

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Human bias and algorithm technologies

« Controversies and challenging problems of humans
» First impression, serial position error, halo error, contrast error (e.g., King et al. 1980, Scullen, 2000)
» Raters’ personality, motivation, and mood (Harari 2015, Harris 1994, Baron 1993)
» Ratees’ race, gender, and appearance (Riggio 1998, FitzGerald 2017)
» Raters’ biases accounted 62% for rating variance (Scullen, 2000)

 Improving algorithm technology

« NLP and machine learning tech detects candidates' personalities through interviews, with
95.36% accuracy (Jayaratne 2020, Suen 2019)

« Detecting deception better than humans based on facial micro-expressions (Monaro 2022)

 Biased algorithms are easier to fix than biased people (Mulainathan, 2019)
 Limited behavior change as a result of human training (Chang 2019)
« Fairness improving Als are actually being developed (Pessach 2022)
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Evaluating effectiveness of algorithmic assessment (vs. humans)

 Field study: Nurses at a large hospital (N = 282), hired in late 2020 & 2021

 Predictor: Algorithmic vs human assessment (manager and executive interview)

« Manager interview: senior nurses and HR staff assessed job applicants’ nursing knowledge,
motivation, and personality
» Executive interview: a chief nursing officer and HR executives evaluated job applicants’ overall

suitability for the role

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Evaluating effectiveness of algorithmic assessment (vs. humans)

« Outcome variables: Post-hire interpersonal performance evaluations in 2022
1. EXxpertise

Task execution

Work cooperation

Communication

Competence

Warmth

7. Overall Evaluation

o gk WD

« Control variables: age, gender, team-fixed effect

Y; = [, + f,Allnterview; + i, Managerinterview; + f;Executivelnterview; + 0Z; 4 ¢;.
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Evaluating effectiveness of algorithmic assessment (vs. humans)

i (2 (3] ] (5] 16 [(T] 5 ()
Interpersonul Task Work . : i Overall  Composite
. Fermmiticn . ‘o sence Wi =
i Expertise Execution  Coopention ommunicaion. L ompelence immith Soaaltation  Peulisation
(hitcome vanable:
Algalnterview 010 (1(0* 0 noe Bl .nG* [, | 3% o.i1* TN ES 0, [
(LIRS (00 ) (.0 (103 19,041 (LD (0.05) (1L05) RIS
Managerinterview 0,07 0.02 0,02 0,08 (.04 01,06 (.08 0.07 0.04
RIS (.04 RIS (05 NURISY (03 (105 (.05 LIRS
Executivelnterview 0,08 0.05 0, 08" 0,10* 0.07 0,07 (.07 (.07 0,07
AR IR AR (.05 NS (L0 (LOEy {05 LIRSy
Age, Gendar, Team Yes Yos Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yos Yes
e T s O L T L
Observitions 252 282 242 282 42 282 282 K2 282
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Evaluating effectiveness of algorithmic assessment (vs. humans)

* Interpersonal skills analysis

» Average of six items (Cronbach’s a =0.92; two communication items, two work cooperation items,
one warmth item, and item A of the overall evaluation)

Coefficients Sig.

AlgorithmicInterview 0.10 0.02
ManagerInterview 0.07 0.12
Executivelnterview 0.08 0.07
Age, Gender, Team Control YES
Observations 292

« The Algorithmic interview score was the only significant predictor of
Interpersonal performance evaluations
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Overview

« Study1A. Companies’ lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment: non-users (N = 205)
« Study1B. Companies’ lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment: users (N =)

« Study2A. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment (N = 201)

« Study2B. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment (N = 60)

« Study3. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment, Indirect measure (N = 200)

« Study4A. Lay beliefs of job candidates: survey (N = 107)

« Study4B. Lay beliefs of job candidates: experiment (N = 161)

« Study5A. Lay beliefs of managers: survey (N = 102)

« Study5B. Lay beliefs of managers: experiment (N = 99)

« Study6. Mitigating negative lay beliefs (N = 231)
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StudylA. Companies’ lay beliefs: non-users (= 2os)

« Companies that did not adopt algorithmic assessment

* Between a competency test and a face-to-face interview, which
selection tool do you think is better at predicting an applicant's

Interpersonal [analytical] capabilities?
(1 = Definitely competency test, 7 = Definitely face-to-face interview)

 Control: company size

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



StudylA. Companies’ lay beliefs: non-users (= 2os)

M interpersonal
[ Anabytical

g iE]

L0t =
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Log _—

NO ) gt

Age van carrently in charge of hiring (HR) tasks?

Interpersonal vs Analytical: p < .001
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StudylA. Companies’ lay beliefs: non-users (= 2os)

« Companies which adopted algorithmic assessment.

* Between a competency test and a face-to-face interview, which
selection tool do you think is better at predicting an applicant's

Interpersonal [analytical] capabilities?
(1 = Definitely competency test, 7 = Definitely face-to-face interview)

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



StudylA. Companies’ lay beliefs: non-users (= 2os)

B [nterpersonal
6 00 | {Analytical

4 O

3 0}

MO ‘J‘E:.'
Are yvou currently in charge of hinng (HR) tasks? _
Interpersonal vs Analytical: p < .001
No vs Yes p = .065

| I I Interaction p = .587
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Study2A. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment (=2o1)

 Human interviewer
: HR personnel interviewers evaluate job candidates’ answers

* Algorithmic interviewer
. Al interviewers evaluate job candidates’ answers

* DV: Perceived capability of Human [Al] interviewer in evaluating job
candidates interpersonal skills, analytical skills (7-point Likert scale)

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Study2A. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment (=2o1)

ElHuman
WAl

50

3

Interpersonal Analytical

* People expect assessment assessment to be less capable of evaluating
the interpersonal skills of job candidates compared to humans.
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Study2B. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment (-=so)

« Algorithmic assessment tool vs HR personnel
. Al assessment tool [HR personnel], which evaluates the interviewee's
answers to the job- and personality-related questions and also evaluates
how the interviewees behave in mini-games

* DV: Perceived capabillity of Al assessment tool [HR personnel] in

evaluating job candidates interpersonal skills, analytical skills (7-point
Likert scale)

« Same pattern of results as StudylA (F(1, 59) = 23.31, P< 0.001, n2 = 0.283)

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Study3. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment, Indirect
measure « =200

» Between-subjects design (interviewer: Human vs Algorithm)
» Lucy recently had an Al interview [HR personnel interview] at a large company

* Which one of the following four scores would you like to check to guess
whether Al hired Lucy? (£0.15 bonus, incentive compatible)
1. Interpersonal Skills Assessment Score
2. Analytical Skills Assessment Score
3. Educational Background Assessment Score
4. Foreign Language Proficiency Assessment Score Individuals tend to seek

evidence that can help confirm

their beliefs
Klayman & Ha, 1987; Wason, 1960
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Study3. Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment, Indirect
measure « =200

* Proportion of participants who chose to look at the interpersonal skills
score over the analytical skill score

 Human interviewer 75.29% > Al interviewer 42.68% (1) = 19.28, p < 0.001).
— Less proportion of participants in the algorithm condition chose
Interpersonal (vs. analytical) skill scores than in the human condition

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Study4A. Lay beliefs of job candidates: survey -1

« Korean market research company: people who experienced both
algorithmic and human interviews.

« Survey: recall their most recent algorithmic and HR interviews

* DV: In which of these interviews did you emphasize your

Interpersonal skills (analytical skills) relatively more.
(1 = "Definitely on HR interview", 7 = "Definitely on Al interview")

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Study4A. Lay beliefs of job candidates =107

« Lay beliefs towards algorithmic assessment can possibly affect the
actual behavior of candidates during the company interviews.

7 = Definitely on Al interview 7 7

>1  p < .001

p < .001

1 = Definitely on HR interview _
Interpersonal Analytical
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Study4B. Lay beliefs of job candidates: experiment n-=1sy

« Korea market research company: people who experienced both
algorithmic and human interviews.

* Between-subjects design (Human vs algorithmic assessment)

* DV: How much they emphasized below skills to pass the interview

(1=Not at all emphasized, 7=Emphasized very much).
* Interpersonal skills
 Analytical skills
« Foreign language skills

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Study4B. Lay beliefs of job candidates = e

« Lay belief towards algorithmic assessment can possibly affect the actual
behavior of candidates during the interviews.

p=.05 NS NS NS
1 1 1 1
7 A 7 A 7 A 7 A
6 . 6 6 6
> I - -
5 5 5 } i 5 !
1
4 - 4 - 4 - 4 -
3 3 3 3
2 2 2 2
1 T 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Human Al Human Al Human Al Human Al
Interpersonal Analytical Foreign Language Loyalty
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Study5A. Lay beliefs of managers: survey =10

« Korea market research company: office workers of companies with
more than 300 employees.

. Survey (Human vs algorithmic assessment)
« Employee H: hired with an HR interview
« Employee A: hired with an Al interview

* Which of the two employees would you assign the task requires below skills?
(1 = Definitely Employee H, 7 = Definitely Employee A)

* Interpersonal skills
 Analytical skills

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Study5A. Lay beliefs of managers w-=102

7 = Definitely
Employee A
6 p <.001
5 .
4 =
No preference 4 1
p <.001
3 .
I
2 .
1 = Definitely 1 .
Employee H Interpersonal Analytical p<'001

« Employee hired with the algorithmic (vs. Human) assessment is evaluated
to have lower interpersonal skills
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Study5B. Lay beliefs of managers: experiment = o)

« Korea market research company: office workers of companies with
more than 300 employees.

e Survey (Human interviewer vs Al interviewer)
« Employee H: hired with an HR interview
« Employee A: hired with an Al interview

* Which of the two employees would you assign the task requires below skills?
(1 = Definitely Employee H, 7 = Definitely Employee A)

* Interpersonal skills
 Analytical skills
+ Turnover potential (i.e., more likely turnover)

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.



Study5B

. Lay beliefs of managers n-=o99)

7 = Definitely . - -
Employee A ! ' '
- 6 - 6
° _ p<.001
5 1 . 2  p=.62
4 = A a A L
No preference 0 <.001
3 - 3 A 3
T
2 2 A 2

1 = Definitely
Employee H

Interpersonal Skills

Analytical Skills

Turnover Intention

« Employee hired with the algorithmic (vs. Human) assessment is evaluated
to have lower interpersonal skills
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Algorithmic assessment evaluates interpersonal skills

« Algorithm predicts communication skills, personality traits, and sociality.
Hung-Yue Suen etal 2020, Jayaratne 2020, Suen 2019

« Perceived usefulness affects acceptance and implementation of technology
Johnk 2021, Davis 1985

R Te o eEla 5 m
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Study6. Mitigating negative lay beliefs (=23

« Study 1. Summarizing news article

 Algorithm information: article about how algorithm evaluates candidates
Interpersonal skills.

« Control condition: article about an institution offering training and job info
about Al.

« Study 2. Consumer survey

* Which interview do you think is more effective in selecting employees with
excellent interpersonal skills [analytical skills].

(1 = Definitely Human interview, 7 = Definitely Al interview)
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Study6. Mitigating negative lay beliefs (=23

 Informing that algorithmic assessment actually evaluates interpersonal skills using
advanced techniques mitigated negative lay beliefs that people have about
algorithmic assessment.

Definitely -
Al interview o 77
NS
6 - 6 -
2 o =.003 5 1 =
Indifferent 4 3
3 4 B = 3 A
2 4 2 4
Definitely i . 1 1 . )
HR interview Control Al-info Control Al-info
Interpersonal skills Analytical skills
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Conclusion

 Effectiveness of algorithmic vs. HR managers
 Lay beliefs people have on algorithmic assessment

 Lay perception of job candidates and managers
« Job candidates: less emphasis on interpersonal skills.
« Managers: tend not to assign tasks that require interpersonal skills to
employees hired with algorithmic assessment.

* Informing people that algorithmic assessment actually evaluates
Interpersonal skills can help mitigate the negative lay beliefs people
have about algorithmic assessment

Copyright© 2023 et=3Fsts| =247 2| All Rights Reserved.
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