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The purpose of this study was to provide an evaluation of an interviewee
skills training program in a field setting using a broad sample of inter-
viewers, jobs, and candidates. The training program (n = 158) derived
its content from previous literature and used multiple instructional tech-
nigues. An experimental design was employed with a self-study (placebo
control) group (n = 140), random assignment, and many levels of eval-
uation criteria. Measures exhibited acceptable reliability, and statistical
power was high for all analyses. Results indicated that class members re-
sponded positively to the program and demonstrated substantial learning.
Interviewer evaluations of behavior failed to distinguish between experi-
mental groups, however, and no differences were observed in job offers.
Furthermore, no differences were observed between study participants and
nonparticipants (n = 174} in terms of interview behavior and job offers.
This study illustrates the danger of relying solely on reaction or learning
criteria in the evaluation of training programs. Several explanations are
offered for the findings.

The number of persons seeking jobs or job changes at any given time is
substantial (Current Labor Statistics, 1986; Rosenfeld, 1977). Recent trends
include an increase in job search and career change services (Solomon,
1986). These services employ a variety of assessment and training strategies
to help their clients define career interests and enhance job-hunting skills.
Although considerable research is available to guide interest assessment
(e.g., Westbrook, 1985), very little work has been done to examine the
effectiveness of programs to improve job-hunting skills (Schwab, Rynes,
& Aldag, 1987). The purpose of this study was to assess the effectiveness
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of a principal component of many of these programs—interviewee skills
training.

While there have been numerous studies exploring interviewee training
efforts (Arvey & J. Campion, 1982), the focus has been on inexperienced
job candidates. The bulk of the prior research falls within two areas. The
first and largest area focuses on improving the interview-taking skills of
members of special populations that are disadvantaged in employment. Ex-
amples include rehabilitation clients (Keith, Engelkes, & Winborn, 1977,
Pinto, 1979; Stevens & Tornatzky, 1976; Venardos & Harris, 1973), psy-
chiatric patients (Furman, Geller, Simon, & Kelly, 1979; Kelly, Laughlin,
Claiborne, & Patterson, 1979; Kelly, Urey, & Patterson, 1981; Logue, Zen-
ner, & Gohman, 1968), culturally disadvantaged (Barbee & Keil, 1973;
Jackson, 1972; Keil & Barbee, 1973), adolescents with behavioral prob-
lems (Braukmann, Fixsen, Phillips, Wolf, & Maloney, 1974), and prison
inmates (Speas, 1979).

The second area of research focuses on students, particularly college
students. Although some of this research is oriented toward students with
communication problems (Hollandsworth, Glazeski, & Dressel, 1978; Hood,
Lindsay, & Brooks, 1982) or poor employment outlook (Austin & Grant,
1981; Heimberg, Stanley, & Blankenberg, 1982), most of the studies are
oriented toward improving the interview-taking skills of normal students
(Harrison et al., 1983; Hollandsworth, Dressel, & Stevens, 1977; Seigfried
& Wood, 1983; Wild & Kerr, 1984).

Research findings have generally been promising up to this point, with
most studies reporting some success in improving interviewee knowledge
or skills. While many studies tried to enhance generalizability by us-
ing personnel managers as evaluators of post-training performance, nearly
all studies have been conducted in laboratory settings. Only two studies
included a field follow-up on employment success (Keith, et al., 1977;
Stevens & Tornatzky, 1976), but both had very small sample sizes.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate an interviewee skills training
program in a field setting with a large industry sample.

Setting and Research Approach

The present study took advantage of an opportunity to conduct a natural
field experiment. The organization was embarking on a voluntary trans-
fer program to address a human resource imbalance. Large numbers of
employees in manufacturing and development operations were being in-
terviewed for promotions and lateral transfers to marketing divisions of
the organization. Development of an interviewee skills training program
was commissioned to enhance the number of employees receiving offers.
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However, time and staff resource limitations dictated that not all candi-
dates could receive significant training. Thus, a natural field experiment
was justified wherein candidates could be randomly assigned to the limited
training slots or to a self-study (placebo control) condition.

To provide a rigorous evaluation, an evaluation plan originally proposed
by Kirkpatrick was utilized (1959a, 1959b, 1960a, 1960b). He suggested
four levels of criteria: (1) Reaction-——How well did the participants like
the training program? (2) Learning—What facts, principles, or techniques
did the participants understand and absorb? (3) Behavior—Did the pro-
gram change any of the participants’ behavior back on the jobs (or in the
interviews)? (4) Results—Did the program have an impact on important
outcomes for the organization or participants (like getting job offers)? Al-
though many research texts on training encourage this form of in-depth
evaluation (e.g., Goldstein, 1986; McGehee & Thayer, 1961; Wexley &
Latham, 1981), published studies using all four levels in an industrial train-
ing evaluation are rare (e.g., Latham & Saari, 1979).

Method
Sample

A broad sample of jobs, interviewers, and interviewees was obtained
from a large electronics company. Jobs to be staffed included sales, en-
gineering, programming, computer operations, administration, secretarial,
and other support positions. Ninety-nine interviewers participated; the
group consisted of first- through third-level marketing and support man-
agers (e.g., sales, marketing, sales engineering, customer service, office
administration, etc.).

Interviewees came from a facility that was responsible for developing
and manufacturing electronic equipment. The experimental group con-
tained 158 and the control group 140 employees. For some analyses, data
were also available on 174 nonparticipants. Nonparticipants consisted of
employees who did not volunteer for the program (see Procedure).

Specific sample sizes for each measure are described below. In all
cases, stafistical power is at least 95% to detect a medium effect size at
p < .05. (Note: According to Cohen, 1977, a medium effect size is equal
to a .5 SD difference between groups, or r = .24).

Mean tenure of the interviewees was 2.1 years (SD = 2.9) for job and
1.5 years (SD = 6.9} for company. Interviewees’ current jobs were 43.7%
professional, 22.3% technical, 19.4% administrative, and 14.6% manufac-
turing. Approximately 40% had a four-year college degree or more, and
72.6% had some education past high school. Only nonsignificant or trivial
differences existed between the training and self-study groups, or between
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study participants and nonparticipants, on these demographic variables and
on age, race, and sex.

Procedure

Selection took place in three stages. First, presentations were made
to employees describing available positions. Second, managers from the
marketing organizations screened interested candidates by reviewing per-
sonnel files. Third, marketing managers returned to the facility to conduct
the interviews.

These stages were repeated for each marketing organization recruiting
at this facility. All employees were available for recruiting, except for
smail numbers of employees with critical skills (e.g., some programming
positions) or in departments with unusually high workloads. Candidates
could be interviewed for more than one job, and they could be interviewed
by several managers from the same marketing organization or by managers
from different organizations.

To schedule interviews, current managers of employees were called and
informed of times and places. During the conversation, managers were told:
“An Interview-Taking Skills Program is available to help your employee
prepare for the upcoming interview. If interested, have your employee call
{staff member’s name and extension).” When (if) the employee called, he
or she was randomly assigned (using a Hewlett Packard random number
generator, Model HP97) to either the training or self-study condition as fol-
lows. Training: “We have a training program designed to help you prepare
for your upcoming interview to enhance your interview-taking skills. Itisa
half-day program. Are you interested?” Self-study: “We have some read-
ing materials designed to help you prepare for your upcoming interview.
If you are interested, we can have them delivered to you.”

It was necessary to have employees call back for random assignment
(rather than simply telling the manager), because many managers had more
than one employee taking interviews. Also, this procedure limited the study
to volunteers and avoided the sending of reading materials to uninterested
employees, thus allowing separate analyses of “pure” nonparticipants. Ap-
proximately 63% of those solicited called back and were assigned to one
of the study conditions.

There were 68 (22.8%) exceptions to the random assignment procedure
for a variety of reasons (e.g., specific requests for training from employees
assigned to self-study, or scheduling conflicts causing employees assigned
to training to instead be given only reading materials). All analyses were
conducted both with and without these exceptions, and no differences were
found. Therefore, only results for the total sample will be presented.
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Training condition. Most research on interviewee skills training in-
volves some combination of lecture, discussion, role playing or other form
of practice, feedback and reinforcement, and occasional videotaping (e.g.,
Barbee & Keil, 1973; Hollandsworth, et al., 1978; Keil & Barbee, 1973;
Kelly, et al., 1979, 1981; Logue et al., 1968). Efforts to clearly differ-
entiate the effectiveness of various techniques have yielded mixed results
(Austin & Grant, 1981; Hollandsworth, et al., 1977; Speas, 1979; Venardos
& Harris, 1973). Furthermore, recent meta-analyses on managerial train-
ing suggest that combinations of techniques, such as lecture and discussion
plus role playing or other practice, are effective on a wide array of crite-
ria (Burke & Day, 1986). Thus, this study used a combination of lecture,
discussion, role playing, and feedback.

The program had three sections. First, “Advice on How to take Inter-
views” consisted of lecture and discussion and drew largely from popular
books on the subject (e.g., Bolles, 1982; Medley, 1984; Pettus, 1981;
Robertson, 1978). It consisted of eight topics: appearance and dress (e.g.,:
Dress conservatively. Check appearance before entering the interview.),
interviewing etiquette (e.g., Don’t smoke or chew gum. Remember the
interviewer’s name.), preparation (e.g., Learn about the product or service
before the interview. Bring a pen and notebook.), answering questions
(e.g., Answer questions specifically and decisively. Remember you are
selling yourself.), attitudes (e.g., You must show that you are interested.
You must communicate enthusiasm and a positive attitude.), nervousness
(e.g., Interviewers expect a little nervousness. Do not retract an answer in
the face of silence.), verbal expression (e.g., Be aware of proper grammar.
Speak clearly and watch your pronunciation.), and nonverbal behavior (e.g.,
Maintain good eye contact. Be an active listener.). '

Second, “Preparing and Practicing Answers to Likely Questions” asked
participants to develop answers to 20 questions on three topics: yourself
(e.g., What are your strengths? What are your long-term goals?), education
and experience (e.g., What future plans do you have for education and
training? What do you like most and least about your current job?), and
match with the job opening (e.g., Why do you want this job? Why do you
think you would be successful?). Participants then divided into groups of
three to role play being interviewed and to give feedback to each other.
The instructor observed and gave feedback.

Third, “Characteristics of Interviews and Interviewers” addressed the
question: What do we know about interviews that might help prepare an
interviewee to be more effective? It included a presentation and discussion
of a 20-minute company-developed videotape designed to train managers
on how to conduct interviews. It gave advice (e.g., put the candidate at
ease. Encourage self-evaluation.), and it illustrated the proper behaviors



680 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

with actors. Also included was a lecture and discussion on what intervie-
wees might learn from the research on interviews (e.g., importance of first
impressions, heavy influence of candidate’s verbal skills. For reviews see
Arvey & J. Campion, 1982, or Schmitt, 1976.) Finally, evaluation factors
thought to be negatively weighted in interviews were reviewed (e.g., lack
of planning for career, overemphasis on money).

A four-hour program was developed because it was a typical length for
in-house training and was adequate to cover the content available. Time
was divided 40:40:20 among the three sections, respectively. Class sizes
were limited to 20 students or less to enhance interaction.

Self-Study (Placebo Control) Condition. A control condition, which
included a placebo, was needed because it would have been inappropriate
to turn away volunteers for the program without any perceived assistance.

The self-study package consisted of copies of the overhead transparen-
cies presented in the training and a cover memo that encouraged study and
preparation. Each page contained a list of short statements or discussion
points on how to take interviews. These materials avoided the potential
bias of totally different content between the two conditions, yet they pro-
vided an inert or placebo treatment (Cook & Campbell, 1979) because
few principles of learning were present. Aside from missing examples and
explanations of the instructor and fellow students, the self-study condition
also lacked active participation in discussion and role-playing practice and
feedback.

The self-study condition was considered an adequate placebo for two
additional reasons. First, much of the content consisted of little more
than what is available in the popular press. Second, it was expected that
candidates would not use the package or spend much time preparing for
their interviews.

Measures

Measures were developed for each level of training evaluation criteria
(Kirkpatrick, 1959a, 1959b, 1960a, 1960b). Most measures were organized
around the three sections of the training program.

1. Reaction. After classroom training, participants were asked two
questions about each section: “To what extent did the (section) improve
your knowledge/skills in the interview taking process?” and “To what
extent do you think the (section) will improve your effectiveness in the
upcoming interview(s)?” All questions utilized a five-point rating scale
ranging from 1 (to a very great extent) to 5 (to no extent). On the basis
of previous psychophysical research (Bass, Cascio, & O’Connor, 1974),
adjectives that would enhance discriminability were selected to describe
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the anchor points. Reaction data were available on 146 class participants
(92.0% completion rate).

2. Learning. Participants were given a three-question essay test be-
fore and after the class: “What advice are you aware of on how to take
interviews?”, “What are some likely questions you might be asked in the
upcoming interview(s)?”, and “What do you know about the nature of
interviews and interviewers that might be helpful in taking interviews?”

Questions were scored by counting correct. answers. An answer was
correct in both the before and after tests if it was consistent with some
aspect of the training content. This liberal criterion allowed considerable
variation in (correct) performance in the test given before the class. Scorers
were blind as to whether a test was given before or after the class. Interrater
reliabilities between the two scorers on a sample of 30 tests ranged from
90 to .97 (p < .05) across the three questions of the test. Data were
available on 156 class participants (98.7% completion rate).

In addition, participants were asked: “To what extent have you thought
out answers. to potential interview questions or otherwise prepared for the
upcoming interview?” The five-point rating scale described above was
utilized. This question was only asked prior to the class, and it was analyzed
separately from the tests.

3. - Behavior. Behavior measures were collected on both training
and self-study groups, and in some cases on nonparticipants. Two mea-
sures were developed: interviewer-completed evaluation and candidate-
completed evaluation. Because interviewers typically conducted 12 or more
interviews per day and evaluations ideally should be completed immedi-
ately after each interview, a lengthy behavioral measure (cf. Latham &
Wexley, 1981) could not be used. Thus, a four-question, interviewer-
completed evaluation was developed. Two questions reflected the course
content: “How well did the candidate appear to be prepared for the infer-
view (e.g., good appearance, anticipated questions, well-thought-out views,
etc.)?” and “How well did the candidate perform from an interview-taking
skills perspective (e.g., good verbal expression, good eye contact, proper
interviewing behavior, good attitude, calm, etc.)?” Interviewers were also
asked: “Overall, how good was the skills match between the candidate’s
background and your job opening?” and “Understanding that this is not
an official expression of interest, what is the likelihood that the candi-
date might receive a job offer?” Ratings were made on a five-point scale
ranging from 1 (very good) to 5 (very poor) Evaluations were collected
immediately after each interview.

Interrater reliabilities (intraclass correlations) ranged from .39 to .54
across items (p < .05). Agreement, defined as one point or less difference
on the rating scale, ranged from 67.2% to 88.9% across items (p < .05);
this method of calculating the significance of agreement is based on Lawlis
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& Lu (1972). Although levels of reliability and agreement seem modest,
they are considered acceptable because most candidates were interviewed
for more than one job, and evaluations correlated strongly with actual
job offers (see Results measure). Data were available on 473 interviews
with study participants and 220 interviews with nonparticipants (92.2%
completion rate).

The candidate-completed evaluation was collected from both training
and self-study groups and consisted of six questions. Three elicited reac-
tions to the three different sections of the class: “To what extent do you
feel the training program section on (name of section) helped make you
more effective in this interview?” The five-point scale of extent described
above was used. Three additional questions were asked: “Overall, how
well did the interview go?”; “In your opinion, what is the likelihood you
might get an offer?”; and “If the job were offered, what is the likelihood
you might accept?” The five-point scale ranging from very good to very
poor described above was used. Interviewee-completed evaluations were
mailed out after the interviews and collected before any offers were made.

Interrater reliabilities ranged from .85 to .92 for the items on the train-
ing (p < .05) and from .23 (p < .10} to .58 (p < .05) for the items on the
overall interview and chances of offer/ acceptance. Agreement ranged from
75.7% to 98.0% across items (one point criterion; p < .05). Again, relia-
bility and agreement are conservative because many candidates interviewed
for a number of different jobs. Data were returned from 289 interviews
(71.5% completion rate).

Positive correlations exist between all items of the interviewer-completed
evaluation and two items of the candidate-completed evaluation: how well
the overall interview went (r = .21 to .35, p < .05) and likelihood of an
offer (r = .23 to 42, p < .05). No correlations were observed with the
items on the value of the training or with the likelihood that the candidate
would accept an offer. These findings are consistent with previous research
on the relationship between interviewers’ and candidates’ evaluations (M.
Campion, 1980). )

In addition to measures developed for the study, the company’s official
applicant evaluations were also collected when possible. These evaluations
were completed by interviewers and required written comments on vari-
ous factors (e.g., education/training, work experience, job interest) and a
summary rating on a five-point scale from 1 (outstanding candidate) to 5
(unacceptable candidate). They were completed within a day of the inter-
views, but frequently not immediately after each interview. Interrater reli-
ability was .49 (p < .05), and agreement was 71.3% (one point criterion;
p < .05). Data were available on 289 interviews with study participants
and 152 interviews with nonparticipants (58.7% completion rate).
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The company’s official applicant evaluations were not identifiable by
interviewer’s name, thus only averaged data across interviews per candidate
on the company’s evaluations {M = 1.56 interviews per candidate, SD
= 1.01) could be compared with the averaged data on the interviewer-
completed evaluations developed for this study (M = 2.12 interviews per
candidate, SD = 1.53). Correlations ranged from .57 to .72 (p < .05},
but these aggregate analyses do not insure reliability at the individual level
(James, 1982).

4. Results. Data were collected on number of jobs. interviewed for and
offers received, and a ratio of offers to jobs was computed. As an assess-
ment of reliability, correlations with this ratio ranged from -.53 to -.77 with
the interviewer-completed evaluation and -.65 with the company’s official
applicant evaluation (p < .05). Data were available on 151 training mem-
bers, 127 self-study members, and 174 nonparticipants (95.8% completion
rate).

Only behavior and results criteria were collected for self-study members
to avoid “testing effects” (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). Typically, self-study
programs do not include externally administered evaluations or quizzes.

All instruments included statements on confidentiality and assurances
that refusing to participate would not adversely affect chances of getting a
job offer.

Results
1. Reaction

Table 1 indicates that training participants were positive on all aspects
of the program. All means are significantly more favorable than the mid-
dle point on the scales. On average, 78% of the participants were favor-
ably impressed with the program and believed that it had improved their
interview-taking skills and effectiveness.

2. Learning

Before attending the class, only 33.5% of participants had prepared for
upcoming interviews to even a moderate extent (M = 2.88, SD = .99).
Table 2 shows significant before-after differences on all questions of the
test, with improvements ranging from 23% to 57%.
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TABLE 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Percentage Favorable on
Course Evaluations

%
Item M SD Favorable

Advice—

improved skills 1.94 N . 79

improved effectiveness 1.90 s 79 79
Preparing answers—

improved skills 1.86 5 79

improved effectiveness 1.77 71 84
Characteristics of interviews—

improved skills 2.08 .90 71

improved effectiveness 1.97 .92 76

Note: n=146. Five-point rating scales, with 1 most favorable. All means are significantly
smaller (i.e., more favorable) than the 3 rating or “moderate extent” anchor on the scales
(t tests, p<.05). Percentage favorable reflects proportion indicating the training improved
their skills/effectiveness “to a very great extent” or “to a considerable extent.”

TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and t Tests on the Class Tests
Before test After test
Item n M SD n .M SD t
Advice 135 3.90 2.37 127 4.85 2.59 6.63
Likely questions 156 3.22 1.81 141 5.05 2.87 3.60
Nature of interviews 146 2.62 1.88 136 349 2.18 3.09

Note: All ¢ tests significant at p < .05.
3. Behavior

Strong intercorrelations exist among items of the interviewer-completed
evaluation (Table 3), and standard deviations reveal no apparent range re-
striction (Table 4). Comparisons between training and self-study groups
show no significant differences on any of the items, and the multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) is also nonsignificant (Wilks Lambda =
.99, F = .93, df = 4,437, n.s.). A significant MANOVA is observed be-
tween study participants and nonparticipants (Wilks Lambda = .98, F =
2.92, df = 4,646, p < .05). Individual ¢ tests are not significant (Table
5), however, indicating that the ratings, by themselves, did not distinguish
between groups. :

Intercorrelations among the items of the candidate-completed evaluation
range from .10 to .82, with the highest intercorrelations among the items
on the training program (Table 6). Standard deviations reveal no apparent
range restriction (Table 7). The MANOVA is significant (Wilks Lambda
= .89, F = 4.57, df = 6,229, p < .05), and differences in favor of the
training group exist on items reflecting evaluations of the training but not
on items evaluating the overall interview and chances of offer/ acceptance.
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TABLE 3
Intercorrelations Among the Items of the Interviewer-completed Evaluation
Performed in Likelihood
interview Skills match of offer
Prepared for interview 12 .56 .54
Performed in interview 51 54
Skills Match 78

Note: n’s = 653 to 691. All correlations significant at p<.05.

TABLE 4
Means, Standard Deviations, and t Tests on the Interviewer-completed Evaluation
Training Self-Study
Sroup Sroup
Item n M SD n M SD t
Prepared for interview 252 2.14 .89 221 2.04 .86 -1.31
Performed in interview 251 2.14 94 222 2.01 .85 -1.57
Skills match 244 290 - 115 214 2.76 1.34 -1.33
Likelihood of offer 242 3.25 1.45 212 3.00 145 -1.84

Note: All t tests nonsignificant at p < .05. Five-point rating scales, with 1 most favorable.

TABLE 5

Means, Standard Deviations, and t Tests on the Interviewer-completed Evaluation
Comparing Study Participants and Nownparticipants

Participants Nonparticipants
Item n M SD n M SD t
Prepared for interview 473 2.09 .88 220 2.08 .81 -.16
Performed in interview 473 2.08 90 219 2.16 .85 1.19
Skills match 458 2.84 1.15 215 273 1.16 -1.13
Likelihood of offer 454 3.13 1.46 213 3.25 1.47 98

Note: All ¢ tests nonsignificant at p < .05. Five-point rating scales, with 1 most favorable.

Analysis of effect size shows 11% of variance accounted for in the depen-
dent variables (Maxwell, Camp, & Arvey, 1981).

The company’s official applicant evaluation also shows no obvious
range restriction (M = 3.32, SD = 1.28). As with the other interviewer-
completed evaluation, no significant difference is observed between training
and self-study groups (M = 3.35 and SD = 1.32 versus M = 3.24 and
8D = 1.23, respectively; ¢ = —1.15, n.s.) and between study participants
and nonparticipants (M = 3.30 and SD = 1.28 versus M = 3.34 and
SD = 1.29, respectively; ¢t = 1.03, n.s.).

4. Results

Both the number of jobs interviewed for and offers per candidate range
from one to seven (M = 1.82 and SD = 1.16 versus M = .77 and SD =
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TABLE 6
Intercorrelations among the Items of the Candidate-completed Evaluation

Preparing  Characteristics Overall Likelihood = Likelihood

answers of interviews  evaluation of offer of accept

Advice 5 82 22 18 15
Preparing

answers 73 21 22 .10(a)
Characteristics of

interviews 22 21 13
Overall

evaluation 67 25
Likelihood of

offer .39

Note: n’s = 252 to 280. All correlations significant at p<.05, except (a).

. TABLE 7
Means, Standard Deviations, and t Tests on the Candidate-completed Evaluation
Training Self-Study
group aroup
Item n M SD n M SD t
Advice 165 2.30 .87 114 2.76 .99 4,12%
Preparing answers 168 2.13 94 115 2.79 1.12 5.35%
Characteristics of interviews 163 2.39 .85 114 2.79 1.01 3.51%
Overall evaluation 164 - 1.85 77 121 1.84 .89 -.05
Likelihood of offer 148 2.32 1.07 116 2.19 99 -.99
Likelihood of accept 145 2.08 1.07 111 2.15 1.11 56
Note: Five-point rating scales, with 1 most favorable.

*p < .05

1.02, respectively). The ratio of offers to jobs averages approximately one-
third (M = .37), and there is wide variation among candidates (SD = .43).
The comparison between training and self-study groups is nonsignificant
(M = .37 and SD = .42 versus M = .38 and SD = .42, respectively;
t = .30, n.s.). The same occurs when study participants are compared to
nonparticipants (M = .37 and SD = .42 versus M = .37 and SD = .44,
respectively; ¢ = —.02, n.s.).

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of an in-
terviewee skills training program. An experimental design was employed
with a self-study (placebo control) group and random assignment. A field
setting was used with a large and broad sample of interviewers, jobs, and
candidates. Multiple measures were utilized, which exhibited acceptable
interrater reliability and agreement, as well as range and variation. Sta-
tistical power was high for all analyses. The training program derived its
content from previous literature and used multiple instructional techniques.
Finally, the program was evaluated on four levels of training criteria ranging
from participant reactions to job offers.
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Results indicated that class members responded positively to the con-
tent of the training. They felt the program improved their interview-taking
skills and would enhance their effectiveness. Class members also demon-
strated substantial learning of the training content, and they were more
positive than the self-study group on a follow-up evaluation of interview-
ing behavior. .

Actual interviewer evaluations failed to distinguish between training
and self-study groups, however, and no differences were observed in job
offers. In addition, no differences existed between study participants and
nonparticipants on these criteria. In different terms, this research replicates
earlier work in the management training domain by finding positive training
effects on subjective and objective learning measures, as well as what
Burke and Day (1986) refer to as subjective behavior measures. But these
positive effects were not found for more objective behavior measures or
for organizational results. This study further illustrates the often noted
danger of relying solely on reaction or learning measures in the evaluation
of training programs (e.g., Goldstein, 1986; Kirkpatrick, 1959a; McGehee
& Thayer, 1961; Wexley & Latham, 1981).

Several potential explanations can be offered for the lack of significance
on some of the criteria. For example, one difference between this research
and earlier work using behavioral measures is the context of evaluation.
Most previous work employed passive observers evaluating videotaped in-
terviews in laboratory settings. In this study, evaluations were collected
from the interviewers themselves following actual interviews. The labo-
ratory setting, by enhancing experimental control, may be able to detect
training differences that are imperceptible to more active interviewers in
face-to-face interviews. The interview-conducting (e.g., rapport building,
questioning) and information-collecting (e.g., listening, note taking) respon-
sibilities of real interviewers may detract from their ability to detect subtle
differences in interview-taking behavior. This potential for method vari-
ance needs to be examined, for it has implications for the generalizability
of laboratory findings to actual interview settings. »

A potential explanation for the nonsignificant findings on job offers
concerns the availability of candidate information prior to the interview.
Because candidates were employees of the same organization, considerable
information was available before the actual interviews (e.g., work history,
performance appraisals, some limited aptitude test data). It has long been
known that first impressions are potent predictors of final interview out-
comes (Springbett, 1954, cited in Webster, 1982). More recent research
suggests that this sort of previewing influences both data collection and
evaluation in the interview (Dipboye, Fontenelle, & Garner, 1984; Tucker
& Rowe, 1977), and it has been argued that pre-interview evaluations are
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self-fulfilling (Dipboye, 1982). In a direct recent comparison, resumé cre-
dentials had a greater impact on evaluations than either verbal or nonverbal
behavior in a laboratory setting (Rasmussen, 1984).

Concern with availability of prior information is enhanced when can-
didates in this study are contrasted with those of most other studies in the
area. In this study, candidates were experienced employees, and many were
applying for professional or technical jobs where skills match may be much
more important than performance in the interview. In studies with students,
interview performance may be more important because the students are so
similar in experience and background. With special populations (e.g., psy-
chiatric patients), interpersonal behavior problems obvious in the interview
may far outweigh any work experience for the usunally unskilled jobs being
filled.

But students and other new entrants into the work force compose only
an eighth of all the unemployed (Current Labor Statistics, 1986) and none of
the equally large group of employed persons looking for new jobs (Rosen-
feld, 1977). Thus, subjects in this study may be more similar to candidates
in the majority of interview situations; that is, experienced workers pur-
suing jobs or job changes. Furthermore, the setting is similar to many
interviewing situations. Prescreening is based on credentials, followed by
multiple interviews, and offer decisions are made by the management team
on the basis all information (both credentials and interviews). That de-
cisions were not predetermined by credentials alone is evidenced by the
fact that candidates received offers from only one-third of the positions for
which they were interviewed.

Another explanation for the lack of differences on the behavior and
results criteria is that the four-hour training program, although typical for
industry and adequate to cover the material, may have had an impact that
was not sufficient to influence actual interviewing behavior. Alternatively,
the interview-taking skills of the candidates may have been high to begin
with, so making improvements was more difficult. Either way, it is possi-
ble that a longer and more individualized training program may be more
effective.

A related concern is that the reading materials in the self-study con-
dition provided too much information. But this concern is negated by the
likelihood that the materials received little study from recipients, most of
this information is available in the popular press, and the nonparticipants
in the study performed at the same level as the participants on the behavior
and results criteria.

A final potential explanation relates to the literature itself. Interviewee
skills training may not be as useful for industry populations as with special
populations (e.g., rehabilitation clients, psychiatric patients) or students.
The advice may be so commonsense and so-publicly available that a special
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program to teach it is simply not useful to an industry population. The
findings of the present study do not contradict any existing strong evidence
that this training has a positive effect with samples from industry.

In conclusion, researchers and practitioners may need to consider setting
and subject variables more carefully. The present findings are most apt to
generalize to field settings where experienced job candidates are being
recruited. Under these conditions, a four-hour training program is unlikely
to give the job seeker an advantage. Replications with other jobs and
job candidates, as well as extensions utilizing more intensive training, are
necessary before broader conclusions can be drawn.
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