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After over 50 years of research, the panel Iinterview remains an important yet
controversial tool for personnel selection. Previous narrative and meta-
analytic reviews have yilelded confiicting results concerning Its rellability
and predictive valldity. Furthermore, no review has focused exclusively on
the panel Interview. By examining the features and psychometric property of
the panel interview, we can not only add to the scholarly literature but also
determine Important, research-based applications for the practitioner. We
have derived an eight-step panel interview procedure from previous
research. Utilizing this procedure as an organizing framework, this review
highlights various features of the panel Interview including: setting, struc-
ture and scoring anchors, question type, training, and rating combination
method. Each of these features Is discussed In terms of Interview trends and
in relation to reliabliity and validity. Practical implications and directions for
future research also are addressed.

fter nearly 50 years of research, examining the overall utility of the panel inter-

view continues to be important, especially given its wide use in the public

ctor and apparent growing use in the private sector. For practitioners, con-
siderations such as cost, face validity, adverse impact, and legal defensibility are impor-
tant when choosing tools for selecting employees.! For example, practitioners have
argued that the personnel costs (in terms of hours spent interviewing) are greater for
panel interviews than those of the individual interview. These costs, however, might
be offset by the greater predictive and face validity of panel interviews.2 In addition,
panel interviews may increase buy-in among incumbents regarding the ultimate selec-
tion decision.3 By examining the features and psychometric properties of panel inter-
views, we can determine important, research-based implications for the practitioner.
One may argue that after 50 years, we have learned all we can about panel inter-
views. However, based on past meta-analyses, narrative reviews, and empirical
research, it is clear that much investigation remains. In spite of the intuitive appeal
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prompting the use of panel interviews, research findings have generally yielded equiv-
ocal results.# While some meta-analyses have determined panel interview validity to
be as high as .44,5 others have found it to be a dismal —.04.¢ In fact, one meta-analysis
reported different results depending on the studies utilized.”

Furthermore, while a number of narrative reviews have been conducted on inter-
views as a selection device, it is quite surprising that no review, to date, has focused
exclusively on the panel interview. Most of the past research has focused either on the
individual versus the panel interview® or on the interview versus other selection
devices.? Thus, while others have offered advice to the practitioner concerning the
use of the panel interview!? they have based their suggestions on reviews of mixed
types of interviews or on an incomplete review of the literature.

The absence of a literature review focused solely on panel interviews, the
disagreement between meta-analytic studies, and the lack of a systematic review of
research to substantiate recommendations offered, leaves many questions unanswered
for the scientist and practitioner regarding the panel interview. The purpose of our
review here is to: (a) describe in detail the important elements of panel interviews
with particular focus on those elements that have been suggested as moderators of
reliability and validity, (b) review the literature on panel interviews, noting discrepan-
cies and potential explanations for them, and (c) propose practical implications and
directions for future research. The reviewed research relies primarily on meta-analyses
and other published, peer-reviewed articles. However, some dissertations, government
documents, or presentations have been included if they provide particularly salient
points relevant to the panel interview literature.

Definklion and Background

A panel interview, also known as a board interview, is defined as an interview con-
ducted by a team of interviewers (usually two to three), who interview the candidate
simultaneously, then combine their ratings into a final panel score.!! The panel inter-
view is in contrast to the individual interview, whereby one interviewer rates one can-
didate, or the serial interview, whereby multiple interviewers assess a single candidate,
but they do so sequentially instead of simultaneously. The panel interview process has
evolved considerably over the past fifty years from “informal discussions” between
candidates and the paneli2 to highly structured situational and behavioral assessments
based on strict job analysis, complete with interviewer training and scoring anchors.?

Campion et al. claimed, “a disproportionately large number of studies on panels
are in the public sector.”14 Many of them were utilized in police and military settings.
Though panel interviews have also been studied in other civil service settings.!6 One
of the earliest studies was for selection of patrolmen in 1947.17

All studies on panel interviews prior to 1980 were conducted exclusively in the
public sector.18 The earliest panel interview using private settings was conducted in
1980.19 Latham et al. reported on three studies in their article; two of them examined
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sawmill workers using incumbents rather than applicants as their subjects, and the
third study was conducted among applicants for entry-level pulp mill positions.20

Since 1980, four published studies on panel interviews used public settings, while
five used private settings.2! While research in the public sector continues, these
numbers may be evidence that a trend exists toward adding the private sector in panel
research. It also may reflect a trend of more private organizations using panel inter-
views for selection.22

Meta-analyses continue to produce conflicting results regarding the panel interview,
depending on the sample used and the moderators chosen.23 The most recent meta-
analysis by Huffcutt and Woehr indicates that research regarding the use of panel
interviews as opposed to individual interviews has been inconclusive.24 For example,
according to Wiesner and Cronshaw,25 the predictive validities for all individual and
panel—both interviews structured and unstructured—were the same (.44), while
McDaniel et al.26 reported that individual interviews (.43) were more predictively valid
than panel interviews (.32). Perhaps even more interesting is that although both Wies-
ner and Cronshaw and McDaniel et al. examined interview format by introducing
structure as a moderating variable, they did not obtain similar results. Wiesner and
Cronshaw indicated that unstructured panel interviews had significantly higher valid-
ity than unstructured individual interviews (.37 and .20 respectively), while McDaniel
et al. found no significant difference between the two types (unstructured individual
was .34 and unstructured panel was .33). These same two studies also found that
when the interviews were highly structured, the individual interview had similar or
higher validity than panel interviews.

Huffcutt and Woehr’s meta-analysis of four possible influences on the validity of
interviews found that interview format had a very small, statistically non-significant,
and negative correlation with validity even after correction for sampling error (-.05).27
They suggested that using a panel interview could have a detrimental effect on validity.
However, much of the research analyzed in all of these meta-analyses included studies
done in the laboratory not the field setting. Furthermore, significant differences in the
data sets were included in the various meta-analyses.

Using different data sets and different definitions seems prevalent and prob-
lematic throughout the reviews. Wiesner and Cronshaw, for example, used a very small
sample of board (a.k.a. panel) interviews, as not many suitable studies could be found
on that topic for inclusion in their meta-analysis.28 Marchese and Muchinsky reported
that the “relationship between the number of interviewers and the validity of the inter-
view was non-significant.”2 However, in the Marchese and Muchinsky study, no distinc-
tion was made between panel interviews and serial one-on-one interviews. Further,
they cite studies where duplicate meta-analyses found different results. These differ-
ences in results may be attributable to the judgment calls required during the process
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of locating relevant studies, of setting the criteria for including studies in meta-analyses,
and of assigning meaning to data from the studies selected.

A number of moderators that might account for the differences in meta-analytic
results also have been suggested. First, interview structure has been discussed as a
possibility.30 However, as stated earlier, structure did not account for the discrepan-
cies. Wiesner and Cronshaw proposed that the method of combining scores might be
a moderator.3! They reported that consensus of the panel members, rather than statis-
tical averaging of the panel's ratings, appeared to produce higher predictive validity.
However, they also based their conclusions on a rather small sample size and suggested
interpreting them with caution. Huffcutt and Woehr found that interviewer training
was the strongest moderator of validity, greater than note taking, structure, or use of
a panel interview.32

In summary, previous narrative reviews and meta-analyses have left many ques-
tions unanswered regarding the panel interview. Literature reviews comparing panel
interviews to individual interviews or other selection tools have failed to investigate
differences within a single tool. It may be that specific features of the panel interview
are critical to its validity and overall utility as a selection device. Meta-analyses have
produced conflicting results regarding reliability and validity. This paper seeks to
explain differences in these results by highlighting important features of the panel
interview. Furthermore, we seek to use the information generated in this review to
defend and expand previous practical suggestions. By combining previous practical
suggestions,33 we have developed an eight-step framework for conducting panel inter-
views (see Figure 1). For each step, we define and highlight features of panel inter-
views, demonstrating trends in their design and implementation. Next, we review in
detail the findings of past empirical research and meta-analyses, with the intent of
explaining conflicting results regarding variables such as setting, structure and scoring
anchors, question type, number of interviewers, training, and combination methods.
Table 1 shows a comparison of these variables across studies. Finally, we propose ideas
for future applied research along with research-based guidelines for the practitioner.

Figure 1. Summary of Recommendations

1. Perform job analysis

2. Develop questions-behavioral, situational, or both

. Develop scoring anchors with at least high, medium, and low sample responses and
keywords

. Select panel members-three to six individuals, mixed membership

. Train panel

. Conduct interviews

. Evaluate candidates, reaching a consensus on ranking or ratings

. Evaluate selection decisions based on subsequent employee performance

w
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Table 1. Features of the Panel interview
Gisser, Schwarlz, &
Author/Year: Flanagan, 1968 Fiynn & Peterson, 1972
Setting: Civilian supervisors at military Police recruits in training
depots
N: 80 39
Structure: Unstructured Not reported
Type: Behavioral Behavioral
Panel Size: 3 Not reported
Training: Not reported Not reported
Consensus vs. average: Average Consensus
Scoring anchors: None Not reported
Inter-rater reliability: Depot A: r=.77; Depot B: r=.47
Depot C: r=.65 Not reported

Predictive validity: Performance on three summed  Score on final exam r=.345.
criteria r=.12 (combined samples) Incremental validity (after training
and experience and Public
Personnel Exam) r=.03
Author/Year: Gardner & Willlams, 1973 Landy, 1976
Setting: British Royal Navy Police jobs
N: 269 399 interviewed, 150 hired
Structure: Not reported Structured
Type: Not specified Behavioral
Panel Size: 7 3
Training: Not reported Not reported
Consensus vs. average: Consensus Average
Scoring anchors: Not reported None
Inter-rater reliability: Separate dimensions r=.81-.98;
Not reported Overall recommendation r=.94
Predictive validity: Early training performance Overall performance n.s.;
r=.34-37; Technical Competence

Specialist performance r=.30;
Time to promotion r= -.25-.31

r=.26-.33;
Demeanor r=.29;
Communication r=.34
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Table 1.

Features of the Panel Interview (continued)

Author/Year: Anstay, 1977 Reynolds, 1979

Setting: Civil service seI;t-:ii-gn;oard Police Officers

N: 301 67

Structure: Not reported Partially structured

Type: Behavioral Not specified

Panel Size: Not reported 3

Training: Not reported Not reported

Consensus vs. average: Consensus Average

Scoring anchors: Not reported None

Inter-rater reliability: Not reported Individual dimensions r=.54-.66;

Overall rating r=.90

Predictive validity: Not reported Not reported
Latham, Saari, Pursell, &

Author/Year: Campion, 1980 Borman, 1982

Setting: Study 1&2: Sawmill workers; Soldiers in recruiter training
Study 3: Applicants to sawmill

N: (1) 49 laborers; (2) 63 foremen; 57
(3) 56 hires

Structure: Structured Not reported

Type: Situational Not reported

Panel Size: 2 2

Training: Not reported Not reported

Consensus vs. average: Consensus Consensus

Scoring anchors: Yes, 5,3,1 Not reported

Inter-rater reliability:

Predictive validity:

Hourly workers r=.76;
Foremen r=.79;
Blacks r=.87; Females r=.82

Laborers BOS r=.46;

Foremen BOS r=.41;

Job performance (12 months)
r=.39 (females), r=.33 (blacks)

Separate dimensions r=.44-.92;
Median=.76;
Overall r=.84

Performance on early exercises
r=.07 (n.s.);
Performance on later exercises
r=.26 (n.s.)
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Table 1. Features of the Panel Interview (continued)
Author/Year: Relily & Chao, 1982 Davey, 1984
Setting: Review Police jobs
N: 987 790 original; 121 completed
Structure: Both Structured
Type: N/A Not specified
Panel Size: N/A 3
Training: N/A Full-day
Consensus vs. average: N/A Consensus
Scoring anchors: N/A Yes - high, medium, and low
Inter-rater reliability: Not reported r=.91=.99
Predictive validity: R=.19 =-.02-.79 for six different
panels
Author/Year: Latham & Saarl, 1984 Camplon, Pursell, & Brown, 1988
Setting: (1) office clerks; Entry level employees in pulp
(2) entry level in newsprint mill and paper mill
N: (1) 29; (2) 349 243 applicants, 149 hired
Structure: Structured
Type: (1) Situational and behavioral Behavioral
(2) Situational
Panel Size: 2-3 3
Training: Not reported Not reported
Consensus vs. average: Consensus Does not specify
Scoring anchors: Yes -5,3,1 Yes

Inter-rater reliability:

Predictive validity:

(1) Situational questions r=.81;
Past experience r=.83; (2) r=.90

BOS x situational r=.39-.42;
(1) BOS x past experience
r=.14-15 (n.s.);

(2) BOS x situational r=.14

Overall rating r=.88

Supervisor rating of performance
— uncorrected
r=.34, corrected r=.56
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Table 1. Features of the Panel Interview (continued)

Stohr-Gliimore, Stohr-Gimore, &
Author/Year: Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988 Kistier, 1980
Setting: Meta-analysis Count jail officers
N: 51.459 (1) 36; (2) 33
Structure: Both Structured
Type: N/A Situational
Panel Size: N/A 3
Training: N/A Not reported
Consensus vs. average: N/A Consensus
Scoring anchors: N/A Yes — most effective,

Inter-rater reliability:

Overall rating r=.85;

Board was .07 higher than
individual; Structured was .21
higher than unstructured

least effective

Hirees wj/o situational interview
r=.51-.68;

Hirees w/ the situational interview
r=.55-.71; Not hired r=.71-.75

Predictive validity: All: P=.44 single; P=.44 panel; On-the-job performance
Unstructured: P=.20 single; r=.35 (n.s.);
P=.37 panel Performance at one year r=.19;
Structured: P=.63 single; Performance after one year
P=.60 panel r=.39

Author/Year: Lin, Debbins, & Farh, 1992 Roth & Camplon, 1982

Setting: Custodians in large urban Petroleum technicians
school district

N: (1) 1645; (2) 1160 3169 applicants; 934 tested;

177 hired

Structure: Structured Structured

Type: Both Not specified

Panel Size: 2 2

Training: 1 hour for conventional; Two day
3 hours for situational

Consensus vs. average: Consensus Consensus

Scoring anchors: Consensus — no; Situational —yes No

Inter-rater reliability: Conventional structured r=.99 Not reported
Situational r=.99

Predictive validity: Not reported Training r=n.s.;

Performance r=.41;
Promotion r=.20
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Table 1. Features of the Panel Interview (continued)
Author/Year: Groen, Alter, & Carr, 1993 Marchese & Muchinsky, 1983
Setting: State law enforcement agency Meta-analysis
N: 32 31 studies, total not reported
Structure: Structured N/A
Type: Behavioral N/A
Panel Size: 3 N/A
Training: 8 hours N/A
Consensus vs. average: Consensus N/A
Scoring anchors: Very specific, with answers and N/A
word cues. 5,3,1, ratings
Inter-rater reliability: Panel A: r=.72; Panel B: r=.57 Not reported

Predictive validity:

35 item measure, consensus
r=.42, panel average r=.44,

All interviews r=.49;
Single vs. panel r=-.20

8 item measure, consensus r=.40, (n.s.)
average r=.41; overall corrected
r=.81

McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmid, & ::;aplnn, Campion, & Hudson,

Author/Year: Maurer, 1994

Setting: Meta-analysis Southeastern pulp mill
N: 86,311 70

Structure: N/A Structured

Type: N/A Both

Panel Size: N/A 2-3

Training: N/A One day

Consensus vs. average: N/A Average

Scoring anchors: N/A Yes - 53,1

Inter-rater reliability: Not reported r=.93

Predictive validity: All interviews: P=.43 single, Performance overall r=,50

P=.32 panel; Unstructured: P=.34 (uncorrected), r=.56

single, P=.33 panel; Structured:  (comected); Performance

P=.46 single, P=.38 panel situational r=.39;
Performance past behavior
r=.51 (diff n.s.)
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Table 1. Features of the Panel interview (continued)

Author/Year: Pulskes & Schmiti, 1995 Hutfeutt & Woehr, 1899

Setting: Large federal organization Meta-analysis )
N: 216 incumbents 18, 158

Structure: Structured N/A

Type: Both N/A

Panel Size: 3 N/A

Training: One day N/A

Consensus vs. average: Consensus, but scores taken for  N/A
reliability before consensus rating

Scoring anchors: Yes - 1-7 N/A
Inter-rater reliability: Experience-based r=.74-.86; Not reported
Situational r=.76-.90

Predictive validity: Situational r= -.02 (n.s.); =-04

Experience-based r=.32

Step One: Conduct a Job Analyels

Description and Expianation

A job analysis can be defined as the collection of data about a job through observation,
interviewing, questionnaires, chartings, and other means. The purpose of the job analy-
sis is to provide factual data regarding the critical responsibilities, and the knowledge,
skills, and abilities needed to perform the job. One of the most important reasons for
basing the interview questions on a job analysis is to provide evidence of face and con-
tent validity, which is critical to defending interviewee selections in legal disputes.3+
The need for conducting a job analysis before interviewing has been so well established
that it basically is a given not only for panel interviews but for all selection tests. All the
panel interview studies reviewed, including those analyzing earliest, more informal
panels utilized a job analysis for creating their interview questions.35 Because there is
essentially no variation in the use of this procedure, it will not be further reviewed, but
simply re-iterated in regard to its centrality to panel interview procedures.

$Step Two: Develop Questions

Description and Explanation

A potentially important factor in interview studies is the question type, which can be
situational or behavioral.36 Behavioral questions are based on the theory that past
behavior predicts future behavior.37 In a behavioral interview, candidates are asked to
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describe their past experiences and relate them to the current position.38 Situational
questions are based on the theory that goals and intentions predict future behavior.3?
In a situational interview, the candidate is asked questions about hypothetical situa-
tions that might occur on 2 job and how they would handle them.

Both interview types have received considerable attention. Campion et al,, for
example, argues that question type may have an impact on perceived fairness, but
outcomes regarding validity and reliability have been mixed.4 For example, Latham
and colleagues#! have generally shown that situational questions have superior predic-
tive validity, while more recently Campion et al.42 and Pulakos and Schmitt43 have
argued for the superiority of behavioral questions. Both, however, tend to be higher
in validity and reliability than other questions that may be ambiguous (e.g., self disclo-
sure, goals, opinions) or inconsistent across candidates.# Furthermore, much recent
attention has been devoted not only to question type but also to question wording
and to appropriate settings for each type.45

Review

In the panel interview studies reviewed, reliabilities were quite similar for both question
types. Three studies directly compared situational and behavioral interviews. Latham and
Saari report only slightly different reliabilities in their study of office personnel. Using
situational questions the reliability was .81; using past experience questions, the relia-
bility was .83.46 These reliabilities are similar to the earlier situational interview studies
that showed reliabilities of .76—.82.47 Pulakos and Schmitt also compared situational and
experience-based interviews.48 They reported situational reliabilities to be .76-.90 and
experience-based as .74—.86. In contrast to Latham and Saari,# the situational interviews
were connected with slightly higher reliability. Finally, Lin et al. compared situational to
behavioral interviews and found reliabilities of .99 for both.50 As noted earlier, however,
their results are of little value in comparing interview types since they allowed inter-
viewers to change their ratings before measuring reliability.

Other behavior-based studies report results consistent with these findings. Green
et al.5! and Stohr-Gillmore et al.52 achieved fairly narrow reliabilities in their past-
behavior interviews (.57-.72 and .55-.71 respectively). Landy reported very high reli-
abilities (.81-.98) with behavior-based interviews.53 Although these three studies are
more difficult to interpret because the interview types are not compared directly, the
reliabilities for all of these studies are quite high. As mentioned earlier, however, the
reliability may be a correlate of interview structure and the use of scoring anchors
rather than question type. In structured interviews, both question types have demon-
strated high reliability.

Conclusions regarding the validity of situational and behavior-based interviews
are mixed. Across studies, the behavioral interviews show validities ranging from .1254
to .44,55 while the situational interviews range from —.025 to .46.57 This general
overview would suggest that the validity is similar, with situational interviews demon-
strating a wider range. Further investigation of studies that directly compare the two
question types may be more valuable.
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Latham and colleagues were one of the first to systematically compare situational
and behavioral panel interviews.>* In the first part of their study, they compare the
use of the two interview types in selecting office clerical personnel. In the second part,
they utilize a situational interview to assess reliability and validity of situational inter-
views in a newsprint mill. In the first study, they utilized for both specific scoring
anchors situational and behavioral questions. They compared the interview scores with
a behavioral observation scale (BOS) completed by the interviewees’ peers and super-
visors at an unspecified time. Both the questions and the BOS were derived from a
job analysis. For the experience questions, they reported non-significant validities of
.14-.15. For the situational interviews, they reported validities of .39—.42 in study one
and .14 in study two. They noted, however, that the results in study two might have
been due to flawed methodology by the interviewers. Overall, they concluded that
the situational interviews were superior.3

Campion et al. interviewed 70 pulp mill employees. They reported behavior-
based interview validity to be .51, and situational interview validity to be .39. The differ-
ence, however, was statistically non-significant. In addition, they reported that the
behavior-based interviews had incremental validity beyond the cognitive ability tests,
while the situational ones did not.s0

Pulakos and Schmitt also compared situational and behavioral interviews in a
tightly controlled experimental situation. They argued that the inconsistency of results
in previous research might have been due to question content, not simply presenta-
tion.6! They argued that the Campion et al.62 study was controlled for question type,
but not for content. Furthermore, they suggested that order effects might have
accounted for some variance.63 Therefore, Pulakos and Schmitt asked each applicant
only situational or only behavioral questions.6¢ Second, they closely controlled the
content of the questions to make them as similar as possible. Performance was rated
by supervisors on a scale derived from the original job analysis (situational and behav-
ioral questions also were derived from this source). The authors reported a —.02
validity for the situational interview and a .32 validity for the behavior-based. Their
results seem to concur with Campion et al.65 that behavioral interviews have superior
predictive ability, when all other variables are constant. Although validity results seem
conflicting, the controlled nature of the Campion et al. and especially the Pulakos and
Schmitt study lend powerful evidence to support the superiority of behavior-based
panel interviews over situational panel interviews.

Step Three: Develop Scoring Anchors

Description and Explanation

Another factor that may be related to reliability and validity is the use of scoring bench-
marks. Previous literature strongly supports the high reliability of using benchmark
answers derived from a job analysis.5 In this type of interview, a thorough job analy-
sis is conducted by 2 “committee” consisting of the research team, job incumbents,
and supervisors/management. From the job analysis, situational and/or past behavior
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questions are formulated. Then, this committee generates potential answers to the
questions and rates them according to the quality of the answers. The interviews are
constructed according to a structured format, where the same questions are asked of
each applicant, usually in the same order. In the interview session, the interviewers
are given both the questions and the benchmark answers (the interviewees are not
shown the answers). They attempt to match the interviewee’s response to one of their
benchmark answers. Then, they give the interviewee the score corresponding to the
answer. Final ratings are achieved either by averaging the individual scores,5? or by
coming to a final consensus decision.® They aid validity and reliability by making the
same information salient to all interviewers and helping ensure that the information
is interpreted and ranked consistently across the panel members.6?

Review

Scoring anchors are a specific element of structure that may explain variance. In the
present review, after removing the Davey” and Lin et al.”! studies (because the relia-
bility, as explained earlier, was obtained after raters were allowed to change their ini-
tial ratings), six studies utilized a benchmark scoring system, with reliabilities ranging
from .55 to .90. The Green et al. (1993) study reported the lowest average inter-rater
reliability. 72 The average reliability of their two panels was .65. These reliabilities were
much lower than their pilot study (.87) and seem rather minimal considering the
interviewers underwent eight hours of training prior to the study. Perhaps there were
problems with the training session or with the instrument development. Still, these
reliabilities are within the acceptable range. Stohr-Gillmore et al. also reported rather
low reliabilities in their study of county jail correctional officers.” Based on summa-
ry recommendations, they reported ratings ranging from .55-.71. In this study, the
interviewers were given benchmarks of “most effective” and “least effective.” This
scale may account for lower reliabilities because other studies used up to six different
answers to score the responses.

The other studies reported much higher mean reliabilities with concurrent
smaller ranges. Pulakos and Schmitt's experimental study reported reliabilities ranging
from .74-.90.74 These ratings were based on independent scores on six dimensions,
showing rather high agreement among the raters on each of the dimensions. The inter-
viewers were given a scale of 1-7 for their benchmark answers. Latham and colleagues’
series of studies demonstrated high reliabilities with both situational and experience-
based questions and, and utilized a 5-point benchmark scoring system (5= high, 3=
medium, 1= low).75 In their five studies, the reliabilities ranged from .76 to .90, with
the highest correlations being reported for situational interviews with entry-level
personnel.76 Campion et al. reported similar results (.88) with a highly structured, five-
point scale approach.77

Perhaps the available range of scores accounts for some of the difference in reli-
abilities, whereby five-point scales produce better results than two-point. Granted, this
does not explain the Green et al. findings that utilized a 5-point scale and achieved
rather low reliabilities compared to the other studies.? Another explanation is offered
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by Latham and Saari, who suggested that low reliability indicates a lack of clarity in
the benchmark scoring key.™ Without further testing and sample questions, however
this explanation cannot be substantiated. Still, it highlights the importance of pilot
testing all interview questions and answers before administration and continually
updating the measures based on reliability results.

In terms of validity, the use of scoring anchors proves rather unfruitful for adding
insight into differences between the studies. Results of scoring anchor use nearly par-
allel those of structured interviews, regardless of anchors. In fact, Landy, who did not
use any scoring anchors, reported similar validities (.26-.34) to any of the studies that
utilized anchors.#0 Latham and colleagues, one of the biggest proponents of using scor-
ing anchors, demonstrated high inter-rater reliabilities with the use of the anchors, but
did not show that their use necessarily improved predictive validity.s! They reported
validities ranging from .14 to .46. Pulakos and Schmitt, likewise, reported high inter-
rater reliabilities, which they attributed to the use of scoring anchors; but they found
question type to be of greater importance in differentiating interview validities.s2

In sum, well-designed scoring anchors seem to aid in improving inter-rater reli-
ability in panel interviews. Their use, however, does not seem to demonstrate any
patterns of improvement in interview validity, regardless of question type or perfor-
mance criteria.

Step Four: Select Pane! Members

Description and Explanation

In their meta-analysis of employment interview validity, Marchese & Muchinsky pos-
tulated that the number of interviewers might be related to interview validity.#3 Cam-
pion et al. suggested that panel interviews should provide higher reliability than
individual interviewers.84 Both of these generalizations, however, are based on review-
ing one interviewer versus an unspecified number of multiple interviewers. In the
studies reviewed, the range of interview panel size is quite small; all but one study uti-
lized either two-or three-person panels. Gardner & Williams utilized a seven-person
panel, but did not report reliability results.85 Furthermore, while additional inter-
viewers may enhance validity, the overall utility of the method may suffer with increas-
ing panel size. In other words, costs, candidate intimidation, and/or administrative
hassles may place practical limits on the panel size.86 Thus, while the number of inter-
viewers may be an important variable, it remains largely unexplored (and will not, con-
sequently, be reviewed in the descriptive results).

Step Five: Train Panel Members

Description and Explanation

Huffcutt and Woehr suggested that training interviewers might enhance the validity
of interviews. They argued, “Such training might establish a more systematic frame-
work, thereby reducing differences among interviewers and increasing consistency

410 Public Personnel Management Volume 31 No. 3 Fall 2002



across applicants.”’ In their meta-analysis, training indeed had the strongest effect on
validity of the four variables they investigated (which also included structure, note-
taking, and format). Thus, training was investigated in this literature review as a poten-
tial source of variation in panel interview studies.

Prior to 1992, only one study reported utilizing training for the interviewers.88 After
1992, all the studies have employed some type of training. Lin et al. employed a 1-
hour and 3-hour training sessions in each of the respective parts of their study.8? Roth
and Campion conducted a two-day training seminar.% Green et al.91 and Pulakos and
Schmitt92 utilized one-day training sessions. In the earliest studies, training was uti-
lized to instruct the interviewers on what to look for in an interview and how to iden-
tify the salient points.9 In the more recent studies, however, training usually was
employed to teach the raters how to use the anchoring scales.94 There is little infor-
mation available as to how the training was conducted. The studies simply report that
a training session took place and that the purpose was to learn how to use the anchor-
ing scale. Davey pointed out the importance of using the training session to weed out
poor interviewers.%5 Later studies also reported problems with raters even after train-
ing.% The authors, however, did not seem to offer suggestions as to how the training
could be improved.

Davey reported the most extensive information regarding the process of training
in panel interviews.9” The raters were put into panels of three to review video footage
of interviewees. They then were scored and reviewed on the basis of their ratings and
agreement. They discovered that the panels that performed well in the training (in
terms of identifying salient information and coding it correctly) also had the highest
validity averages of the six groups. Davey's study may be instructional in interviewer
training in terms of alerting researchers as to who should be included as the study
progresses. In other words, if the training session is not effective for some panels,
those panels may need to be removed from the study.

Lin et al. employed 1-hour and 3-hour training sessions in each of the respective
parts of their study.98 Three other studies utilized a 1-day training session.? Green et
al.101 and Pulakos and Schmitt,102 while both using a 1-day training session, reported
quite different reliabilities and validities. Roth and Campion conducted a two-day
training seminar, but did not report reliability.100 Lin et al. reported a .99 reliability,
after allowing raters to change their scores.103 Likewise, Davey reported post-discus-
sion reliabilities of .91-.99.104 Thus, when utilizing post-discussion reliability, 1-hour
and 1-day training sessions do not show appreciable differences.

Using pre-discussing ratings, Green et al.105 reported reliabilities of .57 and .72
across the two panels, while Pulakos and Schmitt reported .74 and .90.1% Both studies
employed a structured interview with specific scoring anchors, thus to accounting for
differences in reliability in terms of interview characteristics is difficult. Three possible
reasons for the higher results reported in Pulakos and Schmitt are that 1) they provided
superior training to their interviewers, 2) their interviewers were more experienced,
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or 3) their anchoring scale was designed better. 197 Without more detailed information
and testing, however, these questions are difficult to resolve.

In terms of validity, the three one-day training studies varied from —.02108 o 79109,
Roth and Campion, reported a range from .20 to .41!10 for their 2-day training. Thus,
in contrast to Huffcutt and Woehr, these studies do not reveal a direct pattern
regarding training and validity.!!! It may be that there are too few panel studies that
report training to actually assess any significant trends. It may be that training is a
significant moderator for all interviews (panel and individual), but not for panel only.
It may be that training relates to reliability, which then relates to validity, whereas other
interview features (such as structure, anchors, or type) may relate directly to validity.

In sum, training the panel members seems to be a valuable suggestion tool
according to literature on individual and panel interviews. A review of panel interview
literature, however, fails to reveal the same findings. The lack of information regarding
personality traits of the panel members and how the training was conducted suggests
more research is needed in these areas to further explicate the link between training
and panel interview validity.

Step Sha Conduct the interviews

A critical element of conducting interviews is to consistently administer the process
to all candidates.!12 This process includes asking the same questions in the same order
to all candidates. While this consistency is only one element of structure, it provides
the basis of the structured approach. As suggested earlier, interview structure is par-
ticularly important for panel interviews. Without structure, interviewee responses are
subject to different interpretations by each of the interviewers. The structure aids
validity and reliability by making the same information salient to all interviewers and
ensuring that it is interpreted and ranked consistently across the panel members.113

Campion et al. provides an excellent overview of how to actually conduct the
interview, including the suggestion of asking the same questions in the same order.
They suggest no prompting of candidates or follow-up questioning. They also suggest
that the panel members take extensive notes so that they can recall answers from
candidates who might have participated early in the process.!14

Review

A number of authors have suggested that the more structured the interview the more
reliable and valid it becomes.!15 Specifically, in terms of inter-rater reliability, Campi-
on et al. argued that scores from multiple raters should be more reliable than single
raters, especially when the raters use the same benchmark answers.116 In other words,
when the interviewers ask and hear responses to the same questions at the same time,
their overall ratings of the interviewee should be more consistent than when differ-
ent questions are asked and different responses are given (as in an individual or ser-
ial interview). Thus, panel interviews may be consistently higher in inter-rater
reliability than single or serial interviews.!17 Wiesner and Cronshaw reported meta-
analytic values of .85 for inter-rater reliability across 1,909 board interviews.118 The
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coefficients were .07 higher for board than for individual interviews, but showed the
greatest differences between structured and unstructured panel interviews (.21).
Thus, use of panels can be one way of enhancing structure. However, within the panel
interview, more structure may provide additional gains in reliability and validity.

In the panel interview studies reviewed, ten used a structured format, two utilized
an unstructured format, and four did not report on structure. At first glance, the struc-
tured interview reliabilities range from .5519 to .99.120 The reliabilities for unstruc-
tured interviews range from .4712! to .99122. This simple comparison does not indicate
a large difference between interview types, but a closer examination may reveal impor-
tant discrepancies.

First, the inter-rater reliabilities reported in the Davey and Lin et al. studies are
difficult compared to other studies since the raters utilized the post-discussion
consensus method.123 It is unfortunate that Lin et al. did not record prior-discussion
reliabilities as well, especially since they compared unstructured to structured inter-
views (in terms of validity). If they had done so, their results could have been more
easily compared with other studies. With these two studies removed, however, the
range of reliability for structured interviews is .55-.90, with most studies reporting
averages in the mid 70s to low 80s, while unstructured reliability ranges from .47-.77,
with only one study utilizing this format.14 It appears that the structured studies
produce overall higher reliability. This generalization supports literature that suggests
structure enhances reliability in interviews. While this suggestion initially was made in
reference to panel versus individual interviews, these results demonstrate that it may
hold across panel interviews as well.125

In relation to predictive validity, a number of authors have suggested that struc-
tured interviews should increase validity because they aid the interviewer in assessing
only job-relevant information.126 A quick scan of the structured studies indicates that
predictive validities range from —.02127 to .81.128 Further investigation reveals that the
majority of structured interview studies report uncorrected validities between .14129
and .46130 regardless of question type or validity criterion. This range, while wide,
remains higher than the validity reported for unstructured interviews (.12).131 Only
when corrected validities are reported do figures reach above .50.132 Furthermore, the
differences between structured and unstructured interviews are consistent in the liter-
ature and in meta-analytic reviews. For example, Wiesner and Cronshaw calculated the
corrected validity for structured interviews as .60, and that for unstructured as .37.133
McDaniel et al. reported validity for structured as .38, and that for unstructured as
.33.134 The averages reported in the meta-analyses are similar to the range of corrected
validities reviewed in this study.

In sum, it is probably accurate to conclude that structured interviews are more
valid than unstructured. However, structure does not account for all the variance
between the panel interview studies. The studies reviewed, while utilized structured
interviews, differ as to the use of anchors and question type, which may account for
additional variance. For example, Pulakos and Schmitt found a wide variance in validi-
ties depending upon question type (—.02—.32).135 Latham and colleagues reported a
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wide range of validity depending on the question type and performance criterion
(.14-.46).136 Stohr-Gillmore et al. also found a wide range of predictive ability that was
not dependent on structure or type, but rather on performance criteria. 137 Thus, addi-
tional variables must be investigated in relation to the reliability and validity of panel
interviews.

Step Seven: Evaluate the Candidates

Description and Explanation
There are essentially two approaches to combining the ratings by the members of the
panel. One approach is to take an average of all ratings by interviewers and the other
is to have interviewers discuss differences and reach a consensus.138 Most of the stud-
ies used either the consensus method or a combination of statistical averages and con-
sensus. One example is Pulakos and Schmitt, who utilized statistical averages (by
taking each rater’s score before the final discussion) to obtain inter-rater reliability.139
They then had the panel decide on a consensus score, which became the final rating.
Later, the performance scores (supervisor or peer ratings, BOS scales, later exercises)
were compared to this final consensus score, not to the statistical average. This same
method is utilized by Latham and colleagues in their series of studies. 140

Certain pitfalls might be associated with each approach. For example, by taking
a statistical average, members may not be exposed to all points of view of those on
the panel, and individual biases may unduly influence ratings. On the other hand,
consensus scores may suffer from “groupthink,”141 whereby panel members become
reluctant to challenge the groups’ decision, in which case critical thinking deterio-
rates, or they suffer from social facilitation, whereby members change ratings to receive
favorable evaluation from other group members, especially authority figure.142 One
method of combining ratings, however, has not demonstrated consistent superiority
over the other,143 and either appears acceptable in the panel interview literature.

Review

In terms of inter-rater reliability, four structured panel interview studies employed sta-
tistical averages and reported inter-rater reliability ranging from .78144 to .98.145 This
narrow range reveals consistently high inter-rater reliability. The studies that utilize
consensus ratings46 reported a wider range of inter-rater reliability, from .51147 to
90148, Overall, these ranges would suggest that statistical averages produce higher
reliability than pre-discussion consensus scores.

Davey and Lin et al. calculated the inter-rater reliability using the independent
ratings after discussion among interviewers.149 Both of them show a remarkably high
reliability result of above .91. Davey obtained a reliability range of .91 to .99 and Lin
et al. reported r= .99. This result is not surprising, as interviewers were permitted to
consult with each other, change their ratings if desired, and then rate the interviewees
again. While this method may produce high reliability, the results may not reflect the
quality of the instrument, but rather the panel’s ability to come to consensus.
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However, the validity of the panel interview does not appear related to use of
either consensus or statistical combination. One reason is that most studies use the
statistical average to calculate intraclass correlation (reliability) and then use the
consensus score as the predictive measure. Therefore, it becomes difficult to make
comparisons between the studies and to assess the impact of reliability on validity.
Only one empirical study directly examined the predictive validity of both consensus
ratings and average ratings. Green et al. found only a very small difference between
the predictive validity using consensus and panel averages.150 For their 35-item
measure, the predictive validity for consensus and panel average were 42 and .44
respectively. For the 8-item subset of critical tasks, the validity was 40 and .43. The
authors concluded that validity was not affected by whether group consensus or
average scores was used. They did, however, suggest that other methods for combining
individual scores be investigated, as they believed the choice between the two should
not be a matter of indifference.

Most remaining studies of structured panel interviews used consensus as the
combination method for validity and reported a range of —.04151 to as high as .81.152
Only two studies employed statistical average and also investigated predictive validity.
They obtained a predictive validity range of .26153 to .44.15¢

Pulakos & Schmitt required that raters evaluate each interviewee independently
upon completion of the interview.155 Then, interviewers discussed the ratings with
each other and came to a consensus regarding how the interviewees would be rated
on each dimension. Interviewers were instructed not to change independent ratings
as a result of consensus discussions. The initial independent ratings were retained for
calculating reliability, while the consensus rating was utilized for validity measures.
Latham, et al. employed the same procedure and methods for both reliability and
predictive validity.156

Landy reported that at the end of the interview, each panel member indepen-
dently rated the applicants on nine dimensions of a structured interview.15” On the
basis of these ratings, each panel member made a hiring recommendation. Both the
averaged trait ratings and the individual dimensions were used as predictor variables.
Dimensions seem to predict performance better than the overall recommendation.
The overall recommendation yielded non-significant validity against all factors of
performance, whereas dimensions of interview ratings showed some predictive validity
ranging from .26 to .34.

In sum, only one study directly compared rating method with predictive
validity.158 Their results were inconclusive. Furthermore, only two studies used statis-
tical average as the rating combination, making comparisons difficult and tenuous.
Utilizing the available empirical and meta-analytic studies, it appears that combination
method results are largely equivocal. Statistical averages seem to produce slightly
higher reliabilities, but validity results are inconclusive. The relationship of that combi-
nation method has with interview reliability and validity must for technical accuracy
be resolved through future research.
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Step Eight: Evaluate selection decisions based on
subsequent employee performance

Description and Explanation

Panel interview studies vary in the measures they utilize to assess performance. Some
studies attempted to predict early training performance, !5 whereas others predicted
later training exercise performance.160 One study artempted to predict time to pro-
motion. 16! Most studies, however, attempted to predict on-the-job performance with-
in a range of 3 to 12 months after hiring. Interviewees were rated by peers,
supervisors, or both.

A recent trend in performance criteria is the use of behavioral observation scales
(BOS)!62 or behavioral summary scales.163 These scales are developed in accordance
with job analysis and critical incident techniques. In essence, critical incidents are
derived from the job analysis. Then, these incidents are combined to create observ-
able traits that can be rated by supervisors or peers. The advantage of such scales is
that they are “based on overt employee behavior rather than traits or economic
constructs.”1¢4 The use of these scales appears to be positive in terms of comparability
of studies and legal defensibility of the interview process. 65 The scales seem to be the
current preferred method of performance appraisal in interview studies.

Review

One of the greatest difficulties in reviewing and comparing panel interview studies is
a lack of consistency in performance criteria. The studies attempt to assess the pre-
dictive ability of panel interviews, but they lack a consensus as to what they are try-
ing to predict. The importance of performance criteria is highlighted in several
studies. For example, Gardner and Williams reported predictive validity of .34—.37 for
early training performance, and .30 for specialist performance, but found negative pre-
dictive ability (—.25-.31) for time to promotion.166 In contrast, Roth and Campion
reported a validity of .20 for promotion and .41 for performance, but a non-significant
validity for training.16? Landy reported significant validities for individual dimensions,
but failed to find significant predictive ability for overall performance.168 Borman failed
to find any significant predictive ability for performance on early or later exercises. 169
Thus, one can see that a difficulty in comparing studies is that each utilizes a differ-
ent performance measure.

In terms of long-range predictability, Anstey conducted a 30-year longitudinal
study of civil service personnel.170 Based on a sample size of 301, he found a corrected
predictive validity of .66. Using Vernon’'s!7! reported validity of .56 after two years of
service, his own previous report of .60 after 17 years of service (conducted in 1964),
and his current finding of .66 after 30 years of service, Anstey concluded that validi-
ties tend to increase as long-term criteria become available. However, Gardner &
Williams® 25-year longitudinal study of British Royal Navy officers contradicts that
finding.172 They found that the two long-term criteria, namely, speed of promotion to
commander and usefulness to the service, yielded validities of .15 and .14 respectively.
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The were lower than validity for earlier performance measures. These differences may
be explained by the different criteria used. However, additional, more strictly designed
studies are needed to elucidate reasons for this discrepancy.

One positive trend is the use of behavioral observation scales (BOS) or behav-
joral summary scales.173 Four studies strictly followed this procedure.174 Even though
they did not use exactly the same scale, their studies provided validity information
that can be compared easily and meaningfully. For example, most of the studies
reported validities in the .30-.45 range. Latham and colleagues!”s reported significant
validities for situational interviews and not behavior-based, while Pulakos and Schmitt
reported the exact opposite.176 Because of similar techniques, however, differences in
meaningful terms (e.g., setting, training, etc.), can be explained instead of simply
concluding they were measuring different outcomes.

While overall conclusions regarding the predictive ability of panel interviews are
difficult to make in a narrative review, it is clear that performance scales derived from
job analysis and based on observable, measurable traits are the preferred performance
criteria, not only for legal defensibility,177 but also for meaningful conclusions and
comparisons between studies.

Conclusions and Directions for Future Research

Previous narrative and meta-analytic reviews have reported conflicting results con-
cerning the panel interview. This review sought to explain and review features of the
panel interview that may enhance its usefulness and psychometric soundness. An 8-
step process of conducting the panel interview was utilized as a framework for review-
ing the literature on panel interviews. This review revealed that setting, job analysis,
scoring anchors, question type, training, structure, combination method, and predic-
tive criteria have all demonstrated usefulness in explaining variance between panel
interview studies. Based on the previous discussion of these features, the following
conclusions and recommendations for future applied research are offered.

With regard to setting, research has demonstrated that panel interviews can be
effectively utilized in either public or private settings. However, regardless of setting,
almost all studies have been conducted at the entry level. It may be possible that panel
interviews can better predict success of managerial level than entry-level positions (or
vice versa), but virtually no study has investigated these higher levels in an organiza-
tion. It is important to note, however, that the lack of studies dealing with manage-
rial and executive positions is probably related more to sample size (more subjects
are available for studies involving entry-level positions) than to the utility of panel inter-
views for these positions. Future research may want to address and compare panel
interview outcomes at various organizational levels, as most current research has
targeted only entry-level positions. In fact, the utility of a panel interview may be even
greater when selecting people for higher-level positions. Since costs of poor selection
decisions are generally greater at higher levels, it might be easier to justify the addi-
tional persons necessary for a panel format. Weston and Warmke argue that panel inter-
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views may actually be more time efficient than the series of one-on-one interviews
generally utilized when hiring for a managerial position.1™ Field testing of these factors
is essential as laboratory experiments lend little insight into practical outcomes.

Structure and scoring anchors impact the reliability and validity of panel inter-
views. In general, structured panel interviews demonstrate higher reliability and
validity than unstructured interviews. Scoring anchors are an important component
of this structure, particularly in relation to reliability, and they seem to be increasingly
utilized in both research and practice. Future studies need to directly compare the
use of structured and unstructured panel interviews, holding constant the other vari-
ables such as scoring anchors and question type, and making sure both reliability and
validity are noted for both types of interviews. Furthermore, useful future research
might be to directly test the use of scoring anchors versus no scoring anchors. Lin et
al. is a good example of this type of study, comparing a traditional structured inter-
view with a situational one using scoring anchors.!7 However, this study has limited
usefulness for comparison because it does not include a performance rating (for
validity measures), nor does it compare independent ratings (for reliability). Still, a
study similar to this, which specifically tests the use of scoring anchors, would be
helpful to add information to the literature on interview reliability and validity. Finally,
future studies also should determine more clearly the effects and utility of scoring
anchors. Previous practical suggestions and this review suggest that 5-point scales may
be superior to two points, but this difference has not been tested. 180 Laboratory exper-
iments with different scoring scales would be a relatively simple method of testing this
preliminary proposition.

Question type seems to have little correlation with inter-rater reliability, assuming
that the questions are structured and perhaps based on specific scoring anchors.
Although validity results seem conflicting, the controlled nature of the Campion et
al.181 and especially the Pulakos and Schmitt!82 studies lend compelling evidence to
support the superiority of behavior-based panel interviews. Future research should
extend studies like these into a field setting, comparing behavioral and situational inter-
views in real-life situations with actual consequences and performance ratings.

Meta-analysis has demonstrated training effects across individual and panel
studies. Our review showed that training had some relationship to improved reliability,
but did not appear to affect validity of panel interviews. One reason for this finding
may be lack of information regarding the type of training and how it was conducted.
We know little about the content or effectiveness of the training sessions. Future
studies would add to the literature by expounding on the training their interviewers
completed and also may directly compare trained and untrained panels.183 Another
possible direction in this area would be to investigate the benefits of training and
utilizing “teams” of interviewers, which conduct large numbers of interviews as a group
(as opposed to ad-hoc panels that change members for each job search). These teams,
when trained together, may develop similar schemas or “mental models,”1% which
could enhance their ability to correctly and consistently assess candidates. Finally, the
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panel interview literature would benefit from a moderator analysis similar to Huffcutt
and Woehr with only panel studies.185

Combination method appears to be particularly problematic. Some studies use
a consensus rating for reliability and validity, some use the statistical average for reli-
ability and consensus for validity, and some use the average rating for both. This vari-
ation makes evaluation difficult. Even meta-analytic comparisons are suspect due to
small sample size(s).186 Future research may directly test these two combination
methods. If statistical averages are utilized for assessing reliability, these scores simply
could be retained for validity analysis. Then, the averaged scores and the consensus
scores could be compared to assess which one produces the best predictions.

Make-up of the panel is related to the combination method. This is an interesting
facet of panel interviews not often discussed in the literature that deserves more
research attention. Lin et al. suggested that racial diversity of the panel might add to
outcome fairness, especially when interviewing minority candidates.187 Another
aspect that seems critical is the amount of familiarity panel members have in doing
interviews together. That is, the experience of the panel as an ongoing panel seems
important and often overlooked. It would be interesting to investigate whether these
teams tend to evolve toward “groupthink” or if they are likely to develop more crit-
ical discussion and decision-making skills that lead to more valid decisions. None of
the studies reviewed in this paper note the amount of experience panelists had
working together. Future research needs to draw on the team dynamics literature to
explore possible experience effects.

Finally, the lack of consistency in predictive criteria utilized across the studies is
problematic. Results are difficult to compare due to the wide range of criteria (and
measures of it) used to assess performance. Future research would benefit from
streamlining of these measures. Perhaps behavioral observation scales, reported by
self, superior, and peers, may be obtained at set intervals (e.g., 2 weeks, 3 months, 6
months). This procedure would not limit the research and would aid in making
comparisons between studies.

Practical Implications

Our analysis points to a number of practical implications for organizations interested
in utilizing panel interviews. While this paper is certainly not the first to suggest these
or other practical implications, we extend the previous suggestions in three critical
ways. 188 First, the current paper provides a comprehensive review of the existing panel
literature, so the scholar and practitioner can assess the available evidence when draw-
ing conclusions. Second, although Pursell et al. proposed a highly structured
approach that they supported in a later field study, the current review supports and
extends many of their suggestions by providing additional empirical evidence and
explaining differences between the studies.18? Third, the current review provides addi-
tional information concerning setting, training, combination method, and perfor-
mance criteria that have not been included in previous prescriptive literature.
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First of all, research has demonstrated that panel interviews may be effectively
utilized in both public and private settings. While primarily studied in entry-level posi-
tions, the panel interview is certainly applicable for all levels of the organization. Once
the panel interview is chosen, the practitioner must conduct a thorough job analysis,
then develop questions that directly relate to the critical components of the job.190
While the recommendation for conducting a job analysis does not flow directly from
this review, we would be remiss not to include it in a process summary because of its
centrality to the content and face validity of job interviews. Situational questions
initially demonstrated superiority to behavioral questions in terms of predicting job
performance.19! Later evidence, however, suggests that behavioral questions may be
superior.192 Both are relatively equal in terms of reliability. The current evidence points
to behavioral questions as the preferred use.

Next, scoring anchors should be developed for at least high, medium, and low
level responses.193 There is some evidence that a 5-point scale (1=low, 3=medium,
and 5=high) demonstrates the highest reliability. In addition, the scoring anchors
should include sample responses and also keywords that cue the interviewers as to
the level of response.194 The responses aids in validity, by helping interviewers tune
in to only job relevant information.

Then, the interview panel should be selected and trained in how to conduct a
structured interview and how to utilize the scoring anchors. The number of inter-
viewers has not been directly tested in the literature, but most prescriptive summaries
recommend three to six.195 Warmke and Weston recommend odd numbers so that the
likelihood of split decisions is reduced.19 Regarding training, the empirical research
has provided little insight on how to conduct it, yet at least one study suggested that
interviewers who perform poorly in training should be removed from the panel.1%7 In
addition, training provides a crucial pilot test of the instrument. If panels are consis-
tently low in reliability and/or agreement during the training, this may alert question
designers that there are problems with the questions or scoring anchors. Anchors that
lack clarity have been shown to produce inconsistent results.198

While research has shown advantages in terms of reliability of utilizing statistical
combination as opposed to consensus ratings, the validity of these different methods
is unclear. Campion et al. suggest that rating each answer then combining them at the
end is the highest level of structure.199 Furthermore, Pursell et al. advise the use of
cut scores before making a final decision. 200 They argue that simply ranking the candi-
date leads to the most adverse impact and leaves little room for affirmative action goals.
Another approach that seems intuitively appealing might be to combine the methods.
That is, instead of using only average ratings, or only a consensus rating as a predictor,
panels could make use of a discussion period immediately following the interview,
followed by individual, private ratings that would be combined into an overall average
composite. Similar methods of statistical rating combination have been reviewed by
assessment center researchers. 201 This method of combination would alleviate some
drawbacks of each approach. For example, the panel could gain the benefits of discus-
sion among members (e.g. pointing out attributes or contributions that other inter-
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viewers might have overlooked, addressing biases, etc.), yet avoid pitfalls of consensus
ratings (e.g., social facilitation or pressure to conform to a senior panel member). 202
Likewise, taking average individual ratings following the discussion period still allows
each person to have an equal vote, along with anonymity in their ratings.

In sum, we recommend first establishing cut scores before the interview process.
Then, after each interview, have each panel member record his/her rating of each
candidate. Statistically combine these ratings to assess reliability of the instrument and,
later, predictive validity. After the initial ratings are recorded, and all interviews should
have been conducted, have the group discuss the candidates together. Finally, the
interviewers should independently re-rate the individual, combine their scores into
an overall composite, and compare the results to the cut score. Candidates above the
cut score are retained for further consideration. Both the initial average and the overall
consensus score should be retained for assessing validity of the instrument.

Performance evaluations should be based on the same analysis as the interview
questions. Latham et al. suggest the use of behavioral observation scales because they
are based on observable behaviors, not intangible traits. 203 While the best timing of
performance appraisals is not clear, initial ratings at three months, six months, and
one year seem to provide a reasonable timeline for tracking progress.

In addition to the importance of organizational outcomes predicated on quality
selection decisions, firms also must be aware of legal and moral implications
surrounding these assessments. Regarding fairness and minority characteristics, Reilly
and Chao found no evidence that interviews have less adverse impact than tests. 204
In fact, Pursell et al. suggested that panel interviews were potentially one way of
reducing bias in the selection process. 205 In our review, Latham et al. reported no
discrimination against blacks and women in their study of sawmill applicants. 206 Lin
et al. showed stronger same-race effects with the conventional structured interviews
than with the situational interview. 207 It was suggested that both adding structure to
the interview and using mixed race interview panels could minimize same-race bias.
No age similarity effects were detected with either procedure. While more research
in the area of minority characteristics in panel interviews (especially the issue of
adverse impact) is certainly called-for, current research indicates that panel interviews
may be promising as a fair and legally defensible selection tool. 208

Although it has been utilized for over 50 years, the panel interview remains some-
what controversial as a valid selection tool. The current review attempts to illuminate
reasons behind the differences of opinion. Because of the potential of panel inter-
views for reduced bias and the addition of a more social side to selection decisions,
they must continue to be investigated and improved as an important selection tool.
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