
This article was downloaded by: 10.2.97.136
On: 26 Sep 2023
Access details: subscription number
Publisher: Routledge
Informa Ltd Registered in England and Wales Registered Number: 1072954 Registered office: 5 Howick Place, London SW1P 1WG, UK

Handbook of Employee Selection

James L. Farr, Nancy T. Tippins, Walter C. Borman, David Chan, Michael D.
Coovert, Rick Jacobs, P. Richard Jeanneret, Jerard F. Kehoe, Filip Lievens, S.
Morton McPhail, Kevin R. Murphy, Robert E. Ployhart, Elaine D. Pulakos,
Douglas H. Reynolds, Ann Marie Ryan, Neal Schmitt, Benjamin Schneider

Managing Sustainable Selection Programs

Publication details
https://test.routledgehandbooks.com/doi/10.4324/9781315690193-9

Jerard F. Kehoe, Stefan T. Mol, Neil R. Anderson
Published online on: 22 Mar 2017

How to cite :- Jerard F. Kehoe, Stefan T. Mol, Neil R. Anderson. 22 Mar 2017, Managing
Sustainable Selection Programs from: Handbook of Employee Selection Routledge
Accessed on: 26 Sep 2023
https://test.routledgehandbooks.com/doi/10.4324/9781315690193-9

PLEASE SCROLL DOWN FOR DOCUMENT

Full terms and conditions of use: https://test.routledgehandbooks.com/legal-notices/terms

This Document PDF may be used for research, teaching and private study purposes. Any substantial or systematic reproductions,
re-distribution, re-selling, loan or sub-licensing, systematic supply or distribution in any form to anyone is expressly forbidden.

The publisher does not give any warranty express or implied or make any representation that the contents will be complete or
accurate or up to date. The publisher shall not be liable for an loss, actions, claims, proceedings, demand or costs or damages
whatsoever or howsoever caused arising directly or indirectly in connection with or arising out of the use of this material.



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 1
0.

2.
97

.1
36

 A
t: 

16
:1

6 
26

 S
ep

 2
02

3;
 F

or
: 9

78
13

15
69

01
93

, c
ha

pt
er

9,
 1

0.
43

24
/9

78
13

15
69

01
93

-9

205

9
MANAGING SUSTAINABLE SELECTION 

PROGRAMS

JERARD F. KEHOE, STEFAN T. MOL, AND NEIL R. ANDERSON

The objective of  this chapter is to describe the major features of  selection programs that con-
tribute to their sustainable success. This chapter focuses on four primary drivers of  sustainability:  
(a) the organizational purposes for selection, (b) HR strategy, (c) governance, and (d) process man-
agement. The chapter will not include the psychometric technology of  selection practices that 
affect the value of  selection decisions as this content is treated elsewhere in this volume (e.g., 
Aiken & Hanges, Chapter 17, this volume; Putka, Chapter 1, this volume). Further, the section on 
process management only addresses the role of  process metrics. Other, more detailed treatments 
of  selection process management are available elsewhere, especially Tippins (2002, 2012). This 
chapter is the result of  collaboration between psychologists with U.S.- and European-centric pro-
fessional experience. The intent is not so much to ensure comprehensive coverage of  cultural or 
national differences between sustainable selection programs as much as it is to better ensure that 
this chapter is relevant to modestly diverse cultural and national perspectives and contexts.

Several recent chapters (Kehoe, Brown, & Hoffman, 2012; Roe, 2005; Tippins, 2002; Tip-
pins, Solberg, & Singla, Chapter 16, this volume; and Tippins, 2012) and one article (Klehe, 
2004) have addressed the design and implementation of  selection programs. This chapter’s 
focus on the organizational context for selection programs complements these earlier works. 
Tippins (2002) and Roe (2005) focused primarily on the procedural elements of  the selection 
process. In contrast, Tippins (2002, 2012) and Tippins et al. (Chapter 16, this volume) focused 
more on the necessary elements of  a fully functioning selection program such as the manage-
ment of  test materials, test administration processes, test preparation strategies, and test use 
rules. Kehoe et al. (2012) focused primarily on management practices for selection programs. 
Finally, Klehe (2004) focused on the institutional pressures that may help or hinder the adop-
tion of  selection procedures that are recommended by academics.

Finally, it should be noted that this chapter complements Chapter 5, this volume, which also 
addresses the organizational context for selection. In contrast to Chapter 5, this chapter treats 
the organizational context as an independent variable, if  you will, that influences the features 
of  selection programs necessary to be sustainable. In Chapter 5, Ployhart and Weekley focus on 
the organization as the dependent variable by considering the impact of  selection as a human 
resources management (HRM) strategy on the organization.

ORGANIZATION CONTEXT FOR SELECTION

The central point of  this chapter is that the four layers of  organization context and structure 
directly influence the sustainability of  selection programs. At the most general level, organization 
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purposes create the environment in which the most fundamental decisions about sourcing employ-
ees are made. Second, the HR strategy is likely to provide essential direction in establishing the 
goals and objectives of  a selection program and the manner in which it is integrated with other 
HR programs and business processes. Third, governance establishes the authorities, accountabil-
ities, boundary conditions, and roles that enable the selection program to function effectively 
and efficiently within the context of  other HR processes. Finally, selection process management is 
the most specific form of  structure within which selection programs operate. The elements of 
process management are highly specific to the functioning of  a selection program. They can be 
common across all units and jobs or they can vary across units and jobs. Figure 9.1 provides a 
visual depiction of  these sustainability considerations as well as the specific points underlying 
each one that are addressed in this chapter.

Before describing the four layers of  organizational context that affect sustainability, we offer 
our perspective about the meaning of  selection system sustainability.

DEFINING SELECTION SYSTEM SUSTAINABILITY

This chapter applies an institutional perspective (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Scott, 1995) to the 
definition of  selection system sustainability by means of  our focus on organization purpose, 
HR strategy, governance, and process management. Thus, rather than defining selection system 
sustainability in terms of  economically rational decision making, which is epitomized in much 
of  the academic literature pertaining to personnel selection, selection system sustainability is 
defined here in terms of  a normative rationality that is contingent upon individual-level factors 
(e.g., managers’ norms, habits, and unconscious conformity to organizational traditions), the 
organizational level (e.g., corporate culture, shared belief  systems, and political processes), and 
the societal level (e.g., legislation and professional standards) (Oliver, 1997). In our view, a selec-
tion system is sustainable to the extent that its purpose, strategy, governance, and management 
are consistent with these touchstones. A vital implication of  our perspective is that although an 
organization may have designed a sophisticated selection procedure that displays high validity, 
reliability, and fairness to begin with, paying insufficient attention to sustainability issues will 
inevitably result in disuse or, more subtly, a gradual (or even rapid) decline in the psychometric 
performance of  the system over time.

FIGURE 9.1 The Four-Part Model of Organizational Factors Influencing the Sustainability 
of Selection Programs
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ORGANIZATION PURPOSES

Traditionally, the efficacy of  personnel selection has been evaluated primarily in terms of  the fit 
between the selected person and their immediate job role (i.e., person-job fit; Chatman, 1991; 
Ostroff & Rothausen, 1996). As organizations have become more delayered, flexible, and team-
based in their structures, the imperative to evaluate personnel selection from additional, more 
superordinate levels of  fit has gained momentum among researchers and personnel practition-
ers who are active in employee selection. Principally this has meant that issues of  person-team 
fit (P-T fit) and person-organization fit (P-O fit) have been added to the selection agenda over 
recent years, and the need to consider any selection decision from all three levels of  analysis—
person-job fit (P-J fit), P-T fit, and P-O fit—has been increasingly recognized (e.g., Ployhart & 
Schneider, 2005). In effect, this has resulted in the criterion space under consideration in selec-
tion being substantially extended to include other levels of  fit. Yet this expansion of  the criterion 
space has only been rather recent, and the research base upon which I-O psychologists can 
make grounded recommendations to organizations to best manage multilevel selection systems 
remains underdeveloped. To illustrate this point, two quotes will suffice.

The critical challenge is to expand our conceptual horizon beyond the level of  person-job fit and to incor-
porate multiple and interactive levels of  analysis into selection decision-making.

(Herriot & Anderson, 1997, p. 26)

Reflecting on nearly a century of  personnel selection research, it is quite troubling to us that we have no 
solid answers . . . and approaches to answering the questions that remain outside of  traditional personnel 
selection research. We may be able to show how hiring better people contributes to better individual job 
performance, but we have hardly examined whether this contributes to better unit-level performance.

(Ployhart & Schneider, 2005, p. 496)

This relative paucity of  research into selecting for P-T and P-O fit compared against the mass 
of  studies into aspects of  P-J fit of  course leads to problems in making sound recommendations 
for the management of  selection systems at different levels of  analysis (e.g., Anderson, Lievens, 
van Dam, & Ryan, 2004; Ployhart, 2007; Schneider, Smith, & Sipe, 2000). Despite this discrep-
ancy in research coverage, the area of  multilevel selection has recently become far more active, 
and several authors internationally have contributed theoretical models (e.g., Ployhart & Sch-
neider, 2002; Ployhart, 2004; Stevens & Campion, 1994), empirical studies have been published 
(e.g., LePine, Hollenbeck, Ilgen, & Hedlund, 1997; Morgeson, Reider, & Campion, 2005), and 
even validated measures of  P-T fit have appeared in publication (e.g., Burch & Anderson, 2004; 
Mumford, Van Iddekinge, Morgeson, & Campion, 2008). In short, there has been a far more 
speculative approach than clear signs of  having arrived in terms of  the focus being put upon the 
generation of  theoretical models and conceptual think-piece papers rather than the publication 
of  robust empirical studies into multilevel selection effects.

Despite these shortcomings, several important implications for the management of  selection 
systems can be gleaned from the recent literature. In perhaps the most detailed and directly 
relevant contribution to the validation of  multilevel selection decisions, Ployhart and Schneider 
(2005) proposed a 10-stage model for the conduct of  any such validation study. The stages are 
summarized as follows:

 1.  Articulate theory: Operationalize hypotheses of  within- and across-level relationships between pre-
dictor constructs.

 2.  Articulate relationships between theory and measurement issues, especially with regard to data 
aggregation.

 3.  Articulate predictors: Define predictor methods and specify their predominant level/levels of  analysis.
 4.  Specify within-level relationships: Operationalize direction and strength of  knowledge, skills, abilities, 

and other characteristics (KSAO)-criterion relationships within level (i.e., P-J, P-T, and P-O).
 5.  Specify cross-level relationships: Operationalize contextual effects, cross-level effects, and multiple-level 

effects.
 6.  Sample units: Sample a sufficient number of  units to test for within- and cross-level relationships.
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 7.  Use appropriate measures for each level of  analysis.
 8.  Test aggregation inferences: Test for unit-level variance and reliability of  aggregation procedures.
 9.  Analyze data using appropriate procedures.
10.  Interpret results giving consideration to within- and cross-level findings.

This procedure for validation of  multilevel selection procedures is comprehensive, but it is 
apparent that only the most statistically versed of  HR practitioners supported by an I-O psy-
chologist able to undertake the relevant analyses could complete such a procedure. Rather, it 
is far more conceivable in practice that selectors will approach such decisions in a notably ad 
hoc manner, will give weights to different within- and cross-level variables on the basis of  some 
notional “rules of  thumb” known only to themselves, and will be prone to a gamut of  errors 
brought on by information overload, imperfect information processing, and satisfaction in their 
decision-making strategies. Indeed, this is what we would expect from, say, the vast literature 
now accumulated in interviewer and assessor decision making under conditions of  information 
overload.

Yet, Ployhart and Schneider’s (2005) model for validation, and thus sustainability manage-
ment, is highly valuable in pointing up the complexities of  the task facing any practitioner or 
researcher. Other authors have highlighted other issues of  concern, including the likelihood that 
maximizing fit at one level of  analysis can lead to declines in fit at other levels of  analysis. For 
instance, Anderson et al. (2004) proposed three types of  effects in cross-level selection decision 
making: (1) complementary, (2) neutral, and (3) contradictory fit. That is, KSAOs being sought 
by an organization at the level of  P-J fit can either be complementary to P-T and P-O fit, neutral 
in their overlaps, or more problematically, contradictory in their effects. For example, high extra-
version needed for P-J fit can be complementary for team-level issues of  fit, whereas high rule 
independence needed for innovation potential in a research and development (R&D) scientist 
may militate against P-O climate fit in an organization that possesses a strong climate in which 
conformity is valued (e.g., Potocnik, Anderson, & Latorre, 2015).

The subdomain of  multilevel fit in selection promises to generate novel but far more complex 
models of  decision making to support organizational efforts to optimize P-J, P-T, and P-O fit. 
However, this field remains at an embryonic stage of  development, with mostly theoretical and 
model-building contributions published to date. Applied research in field study settings is badly 
needed to begin to extend and clarify our understanding of  these complexities and how best to 
advise organizations to deal with the many issues, challenges, and controversies thrown up by 
multilevel fit in employee selection.

HR STRATEGY

HR strategy can vary significantly across organizations. For example, very small or highly 
entrepreneurial organizations may have no formalized HR strategy, whereas large organiza-
tions are likely to have an HR strategy that is professionally developed and more or less inte-
grated into the business strategy. Our experience with medium and large organizations points 
to the importance of  five key HR strategies in determining characteristics of  successful and 
sustainable selection programs. The first, and perhaps most important, is the organization’s 
employee skill strategy. The skill strategy often defines how the organization balances the 
internal development of  employee skills (building) with the external acquisition of  employee 
skills (buying).

The second HR strategy is more relevant for larger organizations. How are the interests of 
units and the organization as a whole managed? This is a critical consideration, particularly for 
regulated HR processes such as employee selection. These first two questions are general and 
have implications for many HR programs. The third strategy is specific to the HR function 
responsible for the development and validation of  selection procedures and processes. Is this 
function positioned within the HR strategy as an expert role that has no ownership of  any ele-
ments of  the HR strategy, as might be found in a Center of  Excellence (COE) or in an internal 
consultant role? Or, is this function positioned as an owner of  the HR strategy for personnel 
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selection? The fourth strategy is about the relationship between the responsibility for design-
ing and developing selection procedures and processes and the responsibility for delivering or 
managing employment and staffing functions that implement the selection procedures. Finally, 
we acknowledge the importance of  the HR technology. This issue is not addressed here but is 
addressed in detail in Chapter 39, this volume.

Employee Skill Strategy

The organization’s approach to employee training and development has a significant impact 
on the selection program. Generally, to the extent that the organization emphasizes training 
and development as the source of  employee skills, either (or both) of  two things may be true 
of  the selection program. One possibility is that the focus of  the selection procedure places 
more emphasis on less “developable” attributes such as general mental ability and general 
dispositional attributes such as conscientiousness, leadership, motivation, and integrity. This 
shift is likely to be accompanied by a reduced emphasis on the assessment of  job-specific 
skills such as job knowledge, work simulations, and high-fidelity situational judgment tests 
(SJTs).

A more sophisticated version of  this shift occurs when the selection procedures are tailored 
to prerequisites of  the specific training and development objectives. For example, the job anal-
ysis effort preceding the development of  the selection measures may identify the knowledge, 
skill, and ability prerequisites of  the organization’s training and development content. In turn, 
selection procedures may be designed to target those prerequisites.

Where the HR strategy focuses on “buying” rather than “building” skills, the selection pro-
gram is frequently a major mechanism by which this HR strategy is implemented. In this case, 
the selection program is likely to emphasize the knowledge, skills, abilities, and other character-
istics necessary to perform the job at some adequate level of  proficiency with minimal additional 
training and development.

Of  course, this feature of  an organization’s HR strategy is usually dynamic and depends on 
the particular job family, as well as frequently changing budgets and business plans, and the par-
ticular personnel decision(s) (e.g., hiring, promoting, moving) for which the selection program is 
being used. Certainly, knowledge-based jobs requiring advanced degrees (e.g., high-tech research 
positions) are virtually always supported by a “buy” strategy even in the same organization that 
may adopt a “build” strategy for other jobs (e.g., a customer service job requiring knowledge 
of  specific product features). Similarly, internal progression programs that define the bases for 
promotion within an organization may constitute a build strategy by relying on specific profi-
ciencies demonstrated in feeder jobs. At the same time, entry into the feeder jobs may reflect a 
buy strategy.

This complexity also extends to two more recent HR strategies—workforce management and 
the use of  contract workers. First, an increasing emphasis on workforce management requires 
that information about employees’ current skills be used to make selection decisions about mov-
ing employees to other jobs. In this situation, selection programs may need to focus on two 
considerations: the relevance of  current skills to future work and the relevance of  current per-
formance to future performance in new jobs. In this scenario, the distinction between skills and 
performance can be important for a workforce management selection program. This distinction 
hinges on the assumption that skills and performance are assessed differently. In our experience, 
workforce management strategies that focus on the movement of  employees between jobs vary 
in the extent to which they rely on records of  past and present performance, and assessments 
of  future-oriented skills, despite the axiom that past behavior is the best predictor of  future 
behavior (Guion, 1998; Nickolau, Anderson, & Salgado, 2012). Where the movement under 
consideration is between two similar jobs, the selection emphasis is often on recent performance 
in the current job. Recent performance is usually assessed by referring to administrative records 
of  recent job performance such as appraisal ratings, salary and bonus awards, progressive work 
assignments, and the like. This approach is particularly evident within the realm of  expatri-
ate management, in which selection decisions are typically based on the expatriate’s technical 
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expertise and domestic track record as opposed to language skills, international adaptability, 
and other selection context predictors (Bonache, Brewster, & Suutari, 2001; Cerdin & Brewster, 
2014; Harris & Brewster, 1999; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985). This may in part be due to the 
fact that the expatriate position for which the candidate is being sought is highly similar to the 
domestic position this candidate is vacating. In contrast, where the movement is between dis-
similar jobs, the selection focus is more likely to be on skills that are assessed independently of 
administrative assessments of  performance. Such skill assessments may include ad hoc supervi-
sor’s ratings of  defined skill levels, skill tests, and ad hoc interviews.

A second emerging HR strategy can be even more problematic for selection programs. 
Many organizations contract with external organizations to provide workers who perform 
work in the client organization. If  the client organization does not require contract employees 
to complete its own selection process (e.g., to avoid co-employment liabilities), then it almost 
certainly faces a future dilemma. The dilemma arises when, as is often the case, the client 
organization eventually wants to hire a contract employee who has performed successfully. 
In this case, there is the very real and predictable likelihood that some significant percentage 
of  successful contract employees will fail to satisfy the client organization’s selection criteria 
despite their demonstrated job success, especially if  the contract employee was performing 
precisely the same job for which they are applying to be hired. This conflict between job 
success and selection failure can cause serious harm to the credibility and defensibility of  the 
selection program, although it may be entirely consistent with the level of  validity and the de 
facto selection rate. To avoid this conflict, owners of  sustainable selection programs will pur-
sue a strategy that either requires all contract employees to satisfy the selection criteria prior to 
being assigned to work in the client organization or establishes some form of  selection policy 
(see the Selection Policy section) that allows recent success in the same job to be a surrogate 
for satisfying that job’s selection criteria. This latter approach relies on credible and accurate 
job performance measures and may create an additional legal risk for the existing selection 
criteria if  this alternative way of  entering the job leads to less adverse impact than produced 
by the standard selection system.

This prospect of  having two ways of  satisfying selection standards for a job may also man-
ifest where a vacancy may be filled either by external applicants or by incumbent employees 
as part of  internal progression programs. For example, the movement of  employees from 
entry-level technical positions to higher-level technical positions may be governed by a pro-
gression program that specifies requirements for progression from one level to the next. In 
such programs, progression requirements are selection criteria, and the employee-applicant 
often has some degree of  control over the process of  satisfying such requirements. Internal 
progression requirements often consist of  various standards, including demonstrated skills, 
training certifications, and/or current job performance. In contrast, external hiring into the 
same job may consist of  a different profile of  selection criteria such as educational degrees, 
years of  experience, interviews, and qualification test results. It is not uncommon for internal 
progression requirements to be different from external hiring criteria for the same position 
simply because more local information is known about incumbent employees than about 
external applicants.

Where such differences occur, it is crucial to give careful consideration to the equivalence of 
the two paths to the target position. In many cases, it is very difficult, if  not impossible, to define 
equivalence psychometrically. There may be few, if  any, people who have scores on both sets of 
selection criteria. The selection criteria in the two paths may be qualitatively different. For exam-
ple, internal progression may rely heavily on administrative documentation of  local workplace 
behavior such as performance and training achievement, whereas external hiring is likely to rely 
on indicators such as degrees, test scores, and interview results. One possible empirical defini-
tion of  equivalence is that job hires coming from the two paths tend to perform equally well; 
that is, they have the same expected performance level. Other definitions of  equivalence may be 
rational, rather than empirical. One rational definition is that receiving managers agree that the 
two sets of  standards are equivalent. However established, it is important that the organization 
establishes the equivalence of  the two paths for the two sets of  selection criteria to be simulta-
neously sustained.
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Managing Corporate and Unit Interests

One of  the most significant HR strategy factors for the success of  selection programs in 
medium to large organizations is the manner in which the sometimes conflicting corporate and 
unit interests are managed. To be sure, whatever balance might be achieved between these two 
interests, it is likely to be dynamic and will change with business conditions. In our experience, 
three dimensions capture the majority of  these issues: funding source, approval roles, and the 
myriad facets of  location differences.

Funding

The manner in which funding for selection programs derives from corporate budgets and/
or unit budgets has a large impact on the organizational pressures acting on the selection pro-
gram. Where funding is mostly or entirely from corporate budgets and is, as such, relatively 
distant from the means by which units fund the corporation, it is likely that corporate interests 
in defensibility, fit with HR strategy, and perceived fairness and equivalence across units will be 
more salient in the design and management of  selection programs. Where unit-based funding 
is substantial or, often, even contingent on unit-level satisfaction with selection programs, the 
pressures for unit-specific design and management are likely to be much greater. Our view is 
that the latter condition is more difficult to manage for selection program managers because it 
can create pressures that are more likely to conflict with the professional values of  consistency, 
validity across broad job families, and job focus. In general, corporate interests tend to have a 
convergent influence supportive of  a single, whole, integrative selection program, whereas unit 
interests tend to have a divergent influence that leads to differentiated and multiple selection 
practices across units. Divergence of  interests is more likely to create fundamental conflicts with 
the professional and legal standards for selection programs, especially where different units have 
similar jobs.

Approval Roles

Two types of  approvals are covered here: (1) the approval to implement or change a selection 
program and (2) the approval to waive or exempt individuals from the requirements of  a selec-
tion program. Where these two approval roles reside in a corporate organization, the interests of 
the corporation are likely to be more influential than if  either or both approval roles reside in the 
affected units. In many ways, the impact of  approval roles is the same as the impact of  funding 
source. The organizational entity that funds and approves has more influence. However, we have 
seen combinations of  funding and approval roles that have surprising and complex effects on 
selection programs. Indeed, selection programs may be most sustainable where funding is cor-
porate but approval is local (the reverse combination of  local funding with corporate approval is 
unlikely to occur in our experience except in organizations with highly centralized authorities). 
The impact of  approval roles on sustainability is that, at its core, the authority to approve the 
implementation of, changes to, or exceptions to a selection program is tantamount to approval 
authority over the content of  the selection program.

It may be difficult to reach agreement to organizationally separate funding and approval roles, 
but, when separated, they create a form of  checks and balances that may sustain a selection pro-
gram across a wider range of  circumstances than if  both were housed in the same level of  the 
organization. Corporate funding and local approval, even if  they are often in tension with one 
another, give both organizational levels a significant operational stake in, and influence over, the 
selection program that is commensurate with their necessary interests in the program.

The value we place on balancing these interests is rooted in the perspective that the effective-
ness of  a selection program (of  great local interest) and its defensibility or compliance (of  great 
corporate interest) are both critical considerations and both require attention to be optimized. 
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An alternative perspective we have observed in some organizations is that a selection program’s 
defensibility can be difficult to assess and is assured only by persistent and rigorous attention, 
whereas the effectiveness of  a selection program can be satisfied more easily by the involvement 
of  professional-level selection expertise. In effect, this perspective holds that effectiveness can 
be attained by the expertise of  the designer but that defensibility requires continuous attention 
to and alignment among all processes that constitute a selection system. This latter perspective 
is less likely to seek a balance between effectiveness and defensibility and is more likely to place 
great weight on defensibility.

Location Differences: Expatriate Selection

There is, perhaps, no better manifestation of  the potential for location differences to impact 
selection strategy than expatriate selection. Conflict between corporate and unit interests is 
likely to be particularly salient in multinational companies (MNCs), in which personnel decision 
making is further complicated by determining whether expatriates—who can be either parent 
country nationals (PCNs), third country nationals (TCNs), or host country nationals (HCNs)—
should be employed. Welch (1994), in her framework of  determinants of  international HR man-
agement approaches and activities, has conceived MNC personnel selection to be contingent 
upon (a) contextual variables relating to the particular host country environment (i.e., the legal 
system and cultural distance), (b) firm-specific variables (e.g., stage in internationalization, type 
of  industry), and (c) situation variables (staff availability, location of  assignment, need for con-
trol, and locus of  decision). Dowling and Welch (2004) further added (d) the particular approach 
to staffing (ethnocentric, polycentric, regiocentric, or geocentric) that the MNC embraces to 
this list of  antecedents of  MNC selection practices. Within the ethnocentric approach, strategic 
decisions pertaining to selection are made at headquarters, and subsidiaries, which are man-
aged mostly by PCNs, have little or no autonomy in decision making. The polycentric approach 
is characterized by more decision-making autonomy on the part of  subsidiary organizations, 
which are usually also managed by HCNs. Within the geocentric approach, applicants are drawn 
from an international pool of  executives, and PCNs, HCNs, and TCNs may be selected into any 
job in any country depending on their ability (Colakoglu, Tarique, & Caligiuri, 2009). Finally, the 
regiocentric approach is similar to the geocentric approach but different in that decision making 
is deferred to regional headquarters.

Although it is beyond the scope of  this chapter to consider MNC staffing in detail (see 
Chapter 36, this volume, for further discussion), the point being made here is that the particular 
organizational environment created by these antecedents may compromise selection system 
sustainability. For instance, MNCs with a geocentric staffing policy may be forced to revise their 
selection systems in light of  host country legal regulations and immigration policies enforced 
to promote the hiring of  HCNs. Similarly, MNCs that seek to exert control over their overseas 
subsidiary operations through ethnocentric staffing policies may find that the HCN employees 
within the subsidiary perceive they are being unfairly treated in comparison to expatriate PCNs. 
Finally, MNCs favoring a geocentric staffing policy may find this selection system unsustainable 
because of  the huge costs involved in the training and relocation of  its HCN, PCN, and TCN 
staff. In addition to the above considerations, Harzing (2001) has provided evidence that the 
likelihood of  finding a PCN in a top management position in foreign subsidiaries is contingent 
on such diverse antecedents as host country political risk and education level, subsidiary age 
and performance, and industry.

In addition to the above issues, the expatriate selection system sustainability may be further 
complicated because of  the fact that expatriates are incumbents in a myriad of  different occu-
pations and countries. The term expatriate may thus be legitimately used to describe a French 
banker in Hong Kong and an American geologist working for an oil company in Saudi Arabia. 
Any standardization vis-à-vis expatriate selection decision making is therefore likely to imply 
the comparison of  apples and oranges. This being the case, Mol (2007) has called for an aban-
donment of  research into expatriate selection as such. A multinational bank might be better 
off selecting expatriate bankers on the basis of  the selection system in place for the selection 
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of  domestic bankers rather than trying to develop a selection system that is tailored specifically 
to expatriate bankers in Hong Kong. Alternatively, a resolution to the issue of  selecting against 
a heterogeneous criterion space may be found in the notion of  synthetic validity (Scherbaum, 
2005; Steel, Huffcutt, & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2006).

Role of Professional Selection Expertise

A third HR strategy consideration is the organizational role of  the expert selection professional(s) 
who designs, develops, and validates selection programs. There can be several dimensions to the 
scope of  this expert role (e.g., inside or outside, broad or narrow, and large or small). We view the 
expert-owner dimension as the one having the most significant strategic impact on the sustainabil-
ity of  selection programs.

This dimension refers to the extent to which the selection support role, which is virtually 
always scaffolded by professional expertise in some fashion, is accompanied by strategy own-
ership responsibilities. These strategic ownership responsibilities might include any of  the fol-
lowing: (a) ownership of  the budget for selection design, development, and validation work;  
(b) ownership of  approval authorities; (c) ownership of  selection data governance and sys-
tems; (d) authority over use of  assessment results; (e) ownership of  compliance responsibili-
ties beyond validation, such as monitoring, reporting, and responding to enforcement agencies;  
(f) ownership of  employment delivery functions that manage employment and selection pro-
cesses; and (g) ownership of  the agenda for the development, adaptation, and maintenance of 
existing and new selection programs.

The fundamental issue is the extent to which the organization’s strategic direction for selec-
tion programs is owned by the experts who also design and develop those programs. Of  course, 
there can be many combinations of  specific roles relating to this issue, and these can be placed 
along a continuum from expert-only at one end to expert-owner at the other end. Here we 
describe the ways the expert-only and the expert-owner ends of  the spectrum can be manifest.

Expert-Only Strategy

In the expert-only strategy, the selection professionals who design, develop, and validate selec-
tion procedures do not own the strategic direction of  the organization’s selection programs. 
Although they may create selection procedures, they do not determine which organizational 
needs will be addressed by selection solutions; they do not determine what selection strate-
gies will be applied across units; they do not have authority over tradeoffs between cost and 
value of  selection procedures; and so on. This expert-only strategy can manifest in various 
ways. A recent organizational strategy is to house selection experts in HR organizations some-
times called Centers of  Expertise/Excellence (COEs). These COEs are positioned as technical 
resources to the business, which may be accessed by business units as needed—often in the 
non-expert judgment of  the business units—to develop HR solutions to business problems. 
Similarly, selection experts who are described as internal consultants often serve in roles very 
similar to COEs. COEs are almost certainly an indication of  an expert-only approach. Another 
clear sign of  an expert-only approach is the situation in which selection experts are funded 
only on a project-specific basis. This can be the case whether selection experts are located in 
corporate or unit organizations. A third sign of  an expert-only approach is that the selection 
experts do not report to an HR department. Being housed outside of  HR almost always means 
that selection budget funding is closely tied to specific projects rather than an overall strategic 
purpose for selection. A variation of  the COE approach is one where the selection design role 
is outsourced or contracted to an external organization to provide design services back to the 
client organization. In this case, the role and scope of  the selection designer’s work is specified 
by a services contract. The selection expert’s strategic influence or authority can be significantly 
reduced where this contract is overseen and approved by non-selection experts.
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The expert-only approach is likely to have several typical consequences for selection pro-
grams. First, it will be difficult to develop a long-term plan for the gradual restructuring or 
introduction of  a comprehensive selection strategy. Second, virtually all authority over the 
administration of  the selection program and over initial decisions on standards and policies is 
likely to reside in the funding organization or, possibly, in the organization responsible for the 
administration of  the selection procedures. Third, the development of  selection programs that 
apply in some consistent fashion across different organizational units will be difficult. The scope 
of  selection design work is more likely to have a local focus on particular jobs within particular 
units. Fourth, local business leaders may provide stronger support to locally focused selection 
programs than corporately focused programs if  they see the programs as more directly tailored 
to their specific needs.

Expert-Owner Strategy

Selection experts who also own selection strategy identify strategic directions by analyzing 
organizational needs both within and across units to identify selection solutions that have the 
greatest long-term benefits. A critical strategic activity for selection owners is long-term plan-
ning. Strategic planning can take many forms but almost always includes collaborative plan-
ning with HR leaders across units of  the organization. Such planning would typically focus 
on common interests across units as well as unique interests of  specific units. As mentioned 
earlier, particular challenges may be faced in this regard by expert-owners in MNCs in which 
subsidiary local idiosyncrasies (such as the host country legal context and the local labor market) 
may prevent the establishment of  a selection strategy that cuts across the various units of  the 
organization. Here, MNCs will clearly need to be sensitive to local needs rather than merely 
attempting to impose a standardized procedure upon multiple units (cf. Harzing, 2001). Indeed, 
we would argue that this tension between standardization versus country specificity will require 
active management.

Strategy ownership can manifest in various ways. Owners are more likely to have respon-
sibility for neighboring functions such as employment policy, employee research, training of 
employment administrative staff, and regulatory compliance that depend on or influence the 
selection strategy. Strategy owners may have stronger and longer relationships than expert-only 
managers with corporate and unit HR leaders because their roles are more comparable and 
interrelated. At the same time, expert-owners may not have strong relationships with unit busi-
ness leaders where funding is less likely to be directly tied to business unit sources. This can be 
an important consideration for selection strategy owners. Certainly, there is considerable value in 
well-developed relationships with HR leaders and with the business leaders they support. Typi-
cally, these relationships are not managed independently. One approach is for the expert-owner’s 
primary unit relationship to be with the unit’s HR leader who, in turn, guides the expert-owner’s 
relationship with unit business leaders.

Strategy ownership has other implications for selection programs. They are more likely to be 
both coherently integrated across units of  the organization and supported by a common set of 
policies and practices. Strategic selection programs are more likely to be integrated with other 
HR strategies/programs such as training and development, workforce management, compliance 
support functions, and organization-wide HR information systems. The selection development 
function is more likely to have policy authority regarding business managers’ roles in selection 
decision making, even if  managers’ roles vary from unit to unit. One of  the most tangible pos-
sible indicators of  strategy ownership would be that selection developers would have created an 
approved selection strategy document used to communicate and plan with units and other HR 
functions and to develop selection budgets.

Overall, strategy ownership can be used to build in several features of  selection programs that 
promote sustainability. A cautionary note is that strategic ownership tends to align itself  with 
corporate interests that are longer term and cross-unit. It is critical that the strategic role not 
inadvertently lead to weaker relationships with local units where the actual selection decisions 
are made.
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Alignment of Selection Development and Selection Delivery

A key dynamic for sustainable selection programs is the relationship between the science-based, pro-
fessional selection development function and the operational, transaction management function that 
administers, scores, and uses selection procedures to make selection decisions. In many organiza-
tional arrangements, the development of  selection procedures is an organizationally separate func-
tion from the delivery of  those same procedures. Even if  the development and delivery functions 
have a collaborative working relationship, their budgets may be developed and managed separately.

The primary issue is that these two HR functions are likely to have somewhat different pri-
orities and success criteria. In our experience, the priorities and success criteria for selection 
developers tend to center on issues of  validity such as job relevance, assessment content, impact 
on business needs, and legal defensibility. Their science-based education, professional standards, 
and organizational expectations point them in these directions, especially where selection devel-
opers’ budgets do not pay for the employment operations.

In contrast, employment operations that deliver selection procedures are often faced with very 
different expectations and measures of  success. Performance typically is measured in units of 
cycle time, cost per hire, average time to fill a vacancy, and hiring manager satisfaction. Because 
selection delivery is viewed most often as transaction management, its success is often measured 
in terms of  transaction characteristics. Delivery functions may even have service agreements 
with units that specify target values for speed and cost metrics. This is now typical in the case of 
outsourced employment delivery services.

Frequently there is a natural tension between the quality of  selection programs and the speed 
and cost of  delivering them. Worsening employment market conditions may drive per-hire 
speed down and cost up. Changes in business conditions may alter the urgency with which 
vacant positions must be filled. Managers’ satisfaction with new hires may drop due to changing 
job requirements or conditions. Any number of  variable factors such as these can create circum-
stances in which there is pressure to rebalance the existing combination of  quality, speed, and 
cost. This is a dynamic tension, and how that tension is managed can have a significant impact 
on the sustainability of  selection programs. The first step toward effectively managing this ten-
sion is to determine who “owns” the conflicting interests. In most cases, the answer is that the 
employing unit is the ultimate owner of  the interests in both selection quality and selection 
process management. Of  course, other stakeholders such as corporate HR leaders, employment 
lawyers, and compliance leaders may have an interest as well.

The second step is to determine how the owner’s interests are assessed. What is the cur-
rent cost per hire and how and why has it changed? What are the current turnover rates, what 
employee behaviors do managers value, what are the new-hire failure rates, what are the sales 
success rates, and so on? Frequently, by virtue of  their focus on process management, delivery 
functions have established performance metrics that continuously track speed and cost metrics 
and factors that cause them to change. In sharp contrast, developers of  selection programs 
often do not track quality indicators such as turnover, performance levels, and success factors 
on a continuous basis. One reason is that employee quality and behavior data are often difficult 
to obtain, and developers typically spend the effort to gather them only in the context of  ad hoc 
validation studies. Another, perhaps more fundamental, reason is that the quality of  selection 
programs is not viewed in most cases as highly variable across short (months) or even moderate 
(few years) time intervals. A third, more subtle reason may be that selection developers are gener-
ally conservative about the “validator’s risk” (M. Tenopyr, personal communication, August 27, 
1988). The validator’s risk is the gamble selection developers take with local validation studies 
that any particular study may not support a conclusion of  validity. In countries where the regu-
lation of  employment selection procedures hinges on validation evidence, selection developers 
view validation evidence in a legal context in addition to the organization context. The valida-
tor’s risk combined with the legal context often results in developers being conservative about 
the conduct of  local validity studies. Especially for existing operational selection procedures, it is 
unusual for developers to have a continuous validation process in place. Once an initial validity 
rationale supports the implementation of  a selection procedure, ongoing local validation efforts 
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represent, to some extent, ongoing legal risk. A major exception to this is when the developer 
is a large consulting house with a selection process or procedure implemented in many client 
organizations. In this case, the developer may have virtually continuous validation efforts under-
way within and across client organizations. This ongoing, large-scale validation strategy tends to 
minimize the validator’s risk, maximize defensibility, respond to local client desires for impact 
measures, and provide external marketing documentation.

The net result of  these factors is that delivery functions are more likely than development 
functions to have recent and continuous assessments of  process metrics of  interest to the 
owner. Independent of  any other considerations, the ready availability of  speed and cost met-
rics compared to quality metrics can cause speed and cost metrics to be given more weight in the 
process of  rebalancing quality with speed and cost.

Given the availability of  information about quality, speed, and cost, the third step is to deter-
mine the decision process(es) by which the current pressure to rebalance interests is resolved. 
One efficient approach to these decisions is to distinguish between two types of  decision pro-
cess. Type 1 is an administrative process designed to handle routine minor or temporary fluc-
tuations without directly involving the ultimate owner of  the competing interests. Policies and 
practices can be established with the unit leader’s concurrence to resolve such pressures. For 
example, temporary business conditions that increase the urgency with which a vacant position 
must be filled might be routinely addressed by an administrative approval process for authoriz-
ing a temporary change in the selection standards. The key features of  this first stage are that it 
is an established process the unit has endorsed and that the developer and/or deliverer manage 
the process on behalf  of  the unit’s interests.

Type 2 is reserved for situations in which the pressure to rebalance is greater in scope, more 
important, less routine, and/or has longer-term implications. The key difference from Type 1 is 
that, for Type 2, the unit owner is directly involved in the rebalancing decision. In Type 2, the 
roles of  the developer and deliverer are to provide information and recommendations to the 
business owner/decision maker about the competing factors and to describe the methods and 
implications of  changes to those factors as well as constraints on what is possible.

The underlying principle of  this approach is that, above some threshold of  importance, the 
accountability for balancing competing interests of  quality, speed, and cost lies with the ultimate 
owner of  the selection outcomes. One of  the greatest risks to a selection program’s sustainabil-
ity is the disengagement of  the ultimate organization owner from key decisions that impact the 
value and speed/cost of  the selection program for the owner. An important secondary benefit 
of  an owner-based decision process for rebalancing competing interests is that it occasionally 
re-engages the owner with the accumulated information and decisions that give direction to 
selection programs and that ultimately impact the owner’s success.

SELECTION SYSTEM GOVERNANCE

Some amount of  governance is inevitable for any organization process that affects the outcomes 
of  the people in the organization. At a minimum, governance of  selection processes serves to 
promote efficiency, fairness, accountability, and compliance with legal regulations and corporate 
mandates. Beyond that, governance can enable more strategic objectives such as promoting 
employee effectiveness and contributions to the organization, facilitating the integration of  mul-
tiple related processes and organizational units, and sustaining an effective organization culture.

Governance of  selection processes can be narrow or broad. Narrow governance often 
focuses on legal/regulatory compliance and may take the form of  oversight by an employment 
attorney or HR policies defining and limiting the use of  assessment results. Broader governance 
can address a much wider range of  issues such as the fit between selection practices and an 
organization’s culture, rules relating to the use of  test scores (Tippins, 2002), the role of  local 
managers and HR staff in supporting or participating in selection processes, metrics for manag-
ing selection, and corporate and local authority over the selection processes.

In general, two layers of  governance are common: guiding principles and policy require-
ments. Guiding principles inform various decisions about the purpose, development, and use of 
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selection programs. They provide overarching direction that help align key decisions/actions. 
Policies dictate the behavior of  people and processes. They can be more or less specific but 
usually provide explicit rules. Both are critical in creating and sustaining selection programs.

Guiding Principles

Guiding principles often express the implications of  an organization’s cultural values for selec-
tion programs. They may not be selection-specific in organizations that have defined and com-
municated explicit cultural values that are general in nature (e.g., integrity, respect for others, 
customer focus, teamwork, safety), which may be seen as sufficient to provide overall guidance 
to all HR practices, including selection programs. Also, selection programs often have a consid-
erable amount of  process-specific governance in the form of  policies, systems requirements, 
and well-defined practices, given the virtually universal fairness and legal contexts. Even if  guid-
ing principles have a strong influence on the development of  such policies and practices, once 
those policies and practices are implemented, behavior in the selection processes may be con-
strained to the point that guiding principles may have little operational value.

The following list briefly describes examples of  guiding principles we have observed in large 
organizations:

1. People are accountable for selection decisions: This principle fixes the accountability for selection decisions 
on the people who make hiring decisions, rather than on rules or algorithms that might be built into 
decision support tools. An implication of  this principle is that selection programs should be designed 
to inform and guide decision makers, not replace them.

2. Choose the best: This principle establishes a deliberately high standard for who is selected.
3. Equal access/opportunity: Many organizations will espouse a guiding value relating to some shared 

meaning of  fairness in the selection process. In cultures that place high value on performance-based 
results, this principle is unlikely to refer to equal outcomes and is more likely to refer to some other 
equity principle such as equal access or equal opportunity.

4. Compliance with government regulations: An operating principle endorsing compliance with prevailing laws 
may seem unnecessary given that legal obligations stand on their own as requirements for selection 
programs. Nevertheless, organizations that choose to endorse such a principle may do so to set an 
important tone for all participants in its selection programs. Communicating about the importance 
of  compliance can have a chilling effect on risky behavior.

5. Selection processes are not surrogates for poor performance management: This principle addresses the appropri-
ateness of  possible uses of  assessment results. Our experience has been that, occasionally, the ready 
availability of  skill/ability/knowledge scores from selection processes leads managers to consider 
ways in which such scores could be used to facilitate other personnel decisions. This principle would 
discourage the use of  selection-based skill/ability/knowledge scores as surrogates for corrupted 
performance evaluations.

6. Selection assessments benefit the individual as well as the organization: Organizations that embrace an explicit 
commitment to act in the interests of  employees and, even, external applicants may endorse some 
form of  principle that selection assessment results should benefit the people who are assessed. This 
can be a strong principle that leads to assessment feedback, assessment preparation information, and 
assessment-based development feedback that might not be provided otherwise.

In summary, guiding principles are intended to provide values-based guidance to the develop-
ment and ongoing administration of  selection programs as well as to the individuals who make 
selection decisions. Also, where organizations may require more flexibility in the way in which 
selection processes are used, a reduced emphasis on constraining policies and a greater emphasis 
on guiding principles may facilitate the needed flexibility.

Selection Policy

In contrast to guiding principles, selection policies are prescriptive. They define authority and 
roles, establish rules and requirements, and set limits and boundary conditions. Because policies 



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 1
0.

2.
97

.1
36

 A
t: 

16
:1

6 
26

 S
ep

 2
02

3;
 F

or
: 9

78
13

15
69

01
93

, c
ha

pt
er

9,
 1

0.
43

24
/9

78
13

15
69

01
93

-9

218

Jerard F. Kehoe et al.

have a direct and explicit impact on the behavior of  virtually all participants in the selection 
process, they often are seen as the “face” of  the selection program. They are some of  the most 
tangible aspects of  a selection program. Selection policies also are perhaps the best indication of 
the ownership of  the selection program. Because policy establishes authority, policy ownership 
is the clearest indicator of  selection program ownership.

It is likely that selection programs are among the most policy-driven of  all HR programs 
and practices. There are three primary causes. First, in many countries, national and/or local 
laws regulate employment selection. Second, employment selection is a high-stakes process. 
Employment decisions have important consequences for people on both sides of  the deci-
sion. People care a lot about employment decisions, and their interests may sometimes conflict. 
Policies are often used to balance these sometimes conflicting interests. Third, employment 
selection is about a scarce, but valuable, resource. A qualified person selected into one job by 
one unit is no longer available to be selected by other units for other jobs. Many organizations 
have found that policy is required to govern managers’ access to candidates and candidates’ 
access to jobs.

A starting point for this discussion of  selection policy is that it is based on at least two layers 
of  authority. One layer is the meta-authority to establish the policy; the other layer is the opera-
tional authority(ies) established by the policy. For example, a policy issued by the meta-authority, 
say, for example, the Senior Vice President of  Human Resources, may grant business unit lead-
ers the operational authority to implement and change selection processes within their organiza-
tions. It is important for successful programs that it be clear where the meta-authority lies, that 
is, who the policy maker is who may grant operational authorities to others.

A Taxonomy of Selection Policy

Perhaps the best way to describe selection policies is to provide a broad taxonomy with instruc-
tive examples in the major cells. A reasonably representative taxonomy of  policy content is one 
that organizes selection policies into four interrelated categories: (1) selection data and results, 
(2) uses of  selection results, (3) access to selection processes, and (4) legal compliance.

Policy About Selection Data and Results

This category of  policy governs the creation, storage, and access to the formal information used 
to make selection decisions. The information ranges from resume information (e.g., degrees, 
previous work history, and demographic information), user-posted online information, to for-
mal assessment scores and results (e.g., score results from tests, interviews, inventories, and past 
accomplishments). Policies govern who may create the data, the rules by which the data are 
generated, the place and method by which the data are stored, and access to the data once stored. 
Policies about who may create or generate the data usually take the form of  role definitions and 
training requirements for the people who administer and score tests, interviews, and other for-
mal assessments as well as the people and/or system processes that search resumes and codify 
information into more manageable formats.

An increasingly important subset of  policy regarding selection data and results governs access 
to these data. The question is, who may have access to a candidate’s selection data? In our experi-
ence, this policy consideration varies greatly across different types and sizes of  organizations. In 
many small organizations, formal selection data might be found in HR managers’ files or in local 
hiring managers’ files where access is governed informally only by local policies, if  any, regard-
ing access to managers’ files. In some large organizations where privacy concerns and the legal 
salience of  such data are important, explicit policies may specifically restrict access to selection 
data on a need-to-know basis. In many organizations, access to selection data is treated with the 
same protections as are provided for compensation data but with somewhat lesser protections 
than are provided for employee’s medical records.
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Data access and use can be a source of  great complication and liability for multinational 
organizations. Many countries and professional associations have differing requirements gov-
erning psychologists’/organizations’ use of  employee/applicant data. For example, the UK’s 
Data Protection Act requires that test takers have access to their own test results; the Dutch 
Association of  Psychologists code of  ethics requires applicants’ formal consent for the testing 
organization to provide assessment results; a significant consideration in the U.S. is the extent 
to which, and the circumstances under which, privacy and confidentiality protections under the 
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA; 1996) apply to selection data. 
Of  course, employers and applicants have an obligation to comply with country-specific laws/
regulations. A complexity here is where multinational companies are recruiting and selecting 
among applicants who originate from different countries, and where the selection procedure 
is based in another country. Here, organizations are well-advised to take on-board specialized 
legal advice in order to ensure compliance with various employment law requirements as they 
differ among the various countries involved. More detailed information about international legal 
considerations is provided in this Handbook in Shen et al. (Chapter 29, this volume) and Tison 
et al. (Chapter 30, this volume).

Notwithstanding legal, regulatory, and professional requirements, some organizations may 
choose to establish a selection data ownership policy that explicitly establishes ownership of 
selection data. Unless compelled by law/regulation, it is unlikely that an organization would 
regard the applicant as the “owner” of  her selection data for various reasons. However, the 
organization may establish access rules that protect the interests of  applicants to be assured that 
their selection assessment results are used appropriately and consistent with the information 
provided to the applicants.

Use of Selection Data

The broadest category of  selection policy addresses policies relating to the use of  selection data 
and results. These policies cover a broad range of  topics, including initial approval to implement 
the selection process, decisions about specific standards or qualification requirements, and ques-
tions of  alternative ways of  satisfying selection standards.

Within this category of  selection data uses, a major subcategory consists of  the authority(ies) 
for the decisions that establish the standards for selection decisions. The standards are the rules 
by which the selection results may be used to inform, influence, or dictate selection decisions. For 
example, cut scores that determine whether a candidate is qualified or not are standards. Strong 
selection programs formalize these standards so that they may be authorized and implemented. 
Typically, the authority to authorize standards is the same as the authority to waive a standard 
in a particular case or exempt a candidate from having to meet a standard. However, additional 
policies may be established to provide for a more administratively feasible process of  evaluating 
and authorizing ad hoc waivers and exemptions. If  high-ranking managers or executives own 
implementation approval authority, it may be administratively helpful not to involve these time- 
pressured executives in all ad hoc requests for waivers or exemptions. In this case, policies may be 
established that authorize representatives of  the executive to evaluate and decide routine waiver or 
exemption requests. The policies may even provide guidelines to be considered by the authorizer.

In contrast to policies authorizing ad hoc waiver and exemption decisions, routine exemp-
tions are usually handled as part of  the full set of  rules governing the selection program. Routine 
exemptions refer to known, anticipated conditions under which a candidate is not required to 
satisfy an ordinary selection requirement. Three types of  standard exemptions are common. 
First, so-called grandfathering exemptions refer to conditions in which a candidate for a particu-
lar job has already performed that same job at some satisfactory level of  proficiency for a period 
of  time. Grandfathering rules would exempt such candidates if  they satisfy the specific condi-
tions laid out by the rules. The most common example of  grandfathering applies to incumbents 
in a job when new or revised selection standards are applied to that job.

A second type of  standard exemption relies on an equivalency between two different sets 
of  selection standards. For example, a work simulation assessing telephone-based customer 



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 1
0.

2.
97

.1
36

 A
t: 

16
:1

6 
26

 S
ep

 2
02

3;
 F

or
: 9

78
13

15
69

01
93

, c
ha

pt
er

9,
 1

0.
43

24
/9

78
13

15
69

01
93

-9

220

Jerard F. Kehoe et al.

handling skills in a sales context may be regarded as assessing the same skills, perhaps at a higher 
level, as a similar work simulation designed in a service context. An equivalency policy means 
that candidates who satisfy a particular standard on one selection procedure are treated as having 
satisfied a particular standard on another selection procedure. The third common example of  a 
standard exemption relies less on an equivalency rationale than on a substitution rationale. For 
example, a candidate who has demonstrated certain work experience, training, degrees, or other 
education/training experience may be exempt from having to meet a test standard designed 
to predict those very accomplishments. In effect, the candidate has accomplished the criterion 
result the test was designed to predict.

Selection programs are less prone to incremental erosion of  confidence and credibility to 
the extent that systematic rationales for exemptions can be anticipated and accounted for in the 
original application rules and taken out of  the hands of  local, ad hoc decision makers.

A final example is provided of  a policy designed to establish authority for an ad hoc decision 
about the use of  selection standards. This example is different from the examples above, which 
rely on some form of  equivalence or substitution rationale. In effect, those rationales are all 
grounded in the construct-level relevance of  one set of  standards to another set of  standards. 
In contrast, this example is grounded in what might be called a pragmatic business necessity 
rationale. The typical situation is one in which there is a regular, “normal” set of  selection stand-
ards for a particular job. For the sake of  this example, assume this normal set of  standards is 
typically satisfied by 20% of  the applicants. In all likelihood, this set of  standards was chosen, 
in part, because the selection ratio yielded by these standards enabled the hiring organization 
to meet its normal hiring needs at an acceptable level of  quality, cost, and speed, but business 
circumstances are always changing. From time to time, the hiring organization may have an 
urgent need to substantially increase its hiring rate. For example, in The Netherlands mandatory 
military service was lifted in the 1990s, resulting in thousands of  unfilled vacancies. In this case, 
there can be a compelling rationale based on business necessity to temporarily or permanently 
reduce the selection standards to achieve the increased hire rate necessary to meet the business 
need. A policy can be developed to address this special case that allows standards to be tempo-
rarily lowered and may even specify certain conditions that must be satisfied to ensure the need 
is substantial. At root, this authority, like the others described above, owns the responsibility to 
evaluate the ad hoc tradeoff between the benefits of  a faster, easier, less onerous, and possibly 
fairer-seeming selection process with the potential loss in expected performance among those 
selected. Regardless of  how the policy assigns authority, it is important for these exemption 
processes to rely on input from the affected business managers about the impact of  the tradeoff 
on their business.

Access to the Selection Process

A third category of  policy considerations addresses candidates’ access to the selection pro-
cess. Where selection processes are in place, they serve as one of  the gateways to desired jobs. 
Candidates who do not have access to the selection process are effectively excluded from the 
sought jobs. A typical selection program will have rules or practices defining how candidates 
have access to the selection process. These might be as simple as scheduling requirements or as 
complex as having to satisfy a series of  prescreening steps, each requiring time and effort.

Some of  the most common policy considerations for managing access include retest require-
ments, the ability to complete the assessment processes, physical accessibility, basic qualifica-
tions, restrictions placed on incumbents regarding frequency of  internal movement, where and 
when the assessment processes may be completed, what organization resources (e.g., proctors 
and appropriate space) are required to administer assessment processes, and the number of 
available vacancies needing to be filled.

There are often competing interests with respect to applicants’ access to selection processes. 
Policies that restrict access often have the direct or indirect effect of  increasing the yield rate 
among the applicants who do have access under those policies. For example, typical retest poli-
cies limit applicants’ opportunities to retake selection tests they have previously “failed.” Given 
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that retest policies, by their nature, limit the access of  people who do relatively poorly on tests, 
they are likely to increase the overall yield rate of  the selection process. Also, an independent 
effect of  retesting on cognitive tests is that the inherent practice effect of  the previous attempt 
generally increases scores by approximately one-fourth of  a standard deviation (Hausknecht, 
Halpert, Di Paolo, & Moriarty Gerrard; 2007), thus increasing the pass rate among the appli-
cants who retake tests. However, evidence from Lievens, Reeve, and Heggestad (2007) indicated 
that this score increase introduces measurement and predictive bias that harm criterion validity. 
Similarly, policies that exclude candidates who do not meet basic qualifications such as education 
and work experience are, in many cases, more likely to block lower-qualified applicants, thus 
increasing the overall yield rate. These types of  access policies that increase the yield rate will, all 
else being the same, reduce cost per hire and, possibly, reduce the cycle times for employment 
processes.

On the other hand, policies that facilitate the access of  larger numbers of  applicants better 
ensure that enough qualified candidates are available at any point in time. Also, they accommo-
date the desires of  candidates who seek jobs in the organization, thus potentially improving 
the candidates’ goodwill toward the organization. Also, increased access may reduce recruiting 
expenses, all else being equal.

Legal Compliance

Certain selection policies are directed primarily at the organization’s legal compliance responsi-
bilities. The policies in this category are those that establish authority for monitoring selection 
results for evidence of  prohibited discrimination or use of  results, for owning modifications to 
selection procedures to improve compliance, for the decisions about whether any modifications 
to selection procedures should be made, for protecting applicants’ private information, and for 
responding to enforcement agencies’ requests for compliance information.

This category of  policies also relates to the question of  the “official” database of  selection 
results for applicants and employees. Selection data are often formally and informally located in 
various files, both paper and electronic. Certain selection data, such as hiring manager interview 
ratings and protocols, are often kept in local HR files or even in hiring manager files. In contrast, 
other selection data, such as formal assessment results, demographic data, and resume informa-
tion, are often maintained in corporate or unit HR information system databases. Compliance 
support policy should specify what the “official” selection database is, how selection data get 
into that database, how they are organized there, and who is responsible for putting them there.

An additional consideration regarding compliance policy is that the compliance issues asso-
ciated specifically with selection processes are often part of  a larger employment and recruiting 
context. Enforcement agencies may be as interested in recruiting and sourcing methods, resume 
searching and screening, and an organization’s internal staffing system procedures as they are 
in detail about selection procedures, data, and decisions. This broader context of  compliance 
issues often involves other roles and organizations beyond the development, validation, and 
maintenance of  selection programs. In this situation of  multiple organizations having a role in 
employment compliance, selection policy is best integrated with compliance policies of  multiple 
organizations. However this integration takes place, it is advantageous to have a clearly estab-
lished role with overarching authority over responses to enforcement agencies.

Authority and Accountability Alignment Principle

A final perspective about selection policy is that the sustainability of  a selection program relies 
on policies that align authority with accountability. As noted above, policies often specify who 
and where the authority is for making decisions about selection programs. One specific example 
is the policy that determines who authorizes the selection standards for a particular selection 
procedure. Suppose a new selection procedure is designed to make hiring decisions for a call 
center where account representatives resolve problems that customers have about their orders, 
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bills, and payments. The selection procedures consist of  a work sample exercise to assess cus-
tomer handling skills and a cognitive ability test to assess information learning and processing 
skills. In this example, a policy question is, “Who should have the authority to approve the stand-
ards by which these selection procedures are used to make selection decisions?” The standards 
can take many forms, including pass/fail cut scores, score bands, and methods of  combining 
the work simulation and cognitive test results. The choice of  standards will impact the cost and 
speed of  the hiring process, the performance of  the new hires, and the degree of  impact on 
protected groups, if  any. In determining who should have the authority to approve the final set 
of  standards, the question that should be asked is, “Who has accountability for the outcomes 
that will be affected by the approved standards?” Commonly, the business leader over the call 
center operation is likely to have ultimate accountability for the performance of  the account rep-
resentatives. In some organizations, that same business leader might also have ultimate account-
ability for the supporting employment process and its compliance with prevailing regulations. 
In this situation, a very strong case can be made that the business leader who is accountable for 
all of  the most important consequences of  the selection decisions should have the authority to 
approve selection standards. This policy would then, presumably, define the role of  the designer 
of  the selection system, the manager of  the employment process, and the compliance manager 
as expert resources to the business leader’s decision about the standards. This situation is an 
example of  high alignment between authority and accountability.

The point of  this subsection is that selection policies contribute to selection system sustaina-
bility in various ways, but that a paramount requirement of  selection policies is that the authority 
granted by a policy should be aligned with the accountability for the consequences of  the deci-
sions made under the policy. One implication of  this alignment principle is that the selection 
program designer may not have the authority over all selection-relevant policy decisions. In 
particular, the authority to approve the selection standards that drive key business results is most 
aligned with the role that “owns” the same business results.

SELECTION PROCESS MANAGEMENT

This chapter has considered several layers of  sustainability factors ranging from organizational- 
level considerations of  fit, HR strategy, operating principles, and policies. This sequence has 
progressed from general to specific where organization purposes and HR strategy provide 
general direction for selection programs and operating principles and policies specify increas-
ingly specific characteristics of  sustainable selection programs. Process specifications and 
process management are at the most specific end of  this continuum. Process is the layer at 
which the most specific and detailed characteristics of  a selection program are defined and 
managed. It is not the purpose of  this chapter to consider all of  the possible variations of 
selection process detail. That variation is as wide as the differences between organizations. 
Rather, this chapter addresses one specific component of  process specification and man-
agement that is becoming an increasingly significant factor in the management of  selection 
programs. This component is the role and application of  process metrics used in the manage-
ment of  selection programs.

Process Metrics

It is our observation that the growing emphasis in HR management on HR process bench-
marking, best practices, plug-in systems, and cross-HR process integration is reaching into the 
management of  selection programs. Clearly, this impetus is coming from trends in the HR 
management profession and not from any such trends in the personnel selection profession. 
For selection practitioners, the focus of  this trend is significantly different from the selection 
profession’s historically research-oriented focus on validation, tools, constructs, and predicted 
outcomes. This change emphasizes processes and metrics as the mechanisms for managing 
HR work. We will briefly discuss here the impact this trend is having on the management of 
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selection programs and will offer suggestions about strategies for sustaining selection programs 
in this changing context.

The distinction between the transaction management work of  employment process man-
agement and the “knowledge management” work of  the development and validation of  selec-
tion programs is important. Like other HR-oriented “knowledge” work (e.g., compensation and 
labor relations), the development and validation of  selection programs has historically been 
managed as an expertise, not a process. In general, the performance standards for these types 
of  work have been imprecise and general. Typically, the evaluation of  a selection developer’s 
“expert” performance in the development of  new selection procedures does not rely on quan-
tified metrics describing the development process.

Increasingly, the focus on process management has invited the “customers” of  employment 
processes—hiring managers and business leaders—to require metrics of  the employment pro-
cess as the means by which they evaluate the quality of  those services. Common employment 
process metrics include (a) cycle time measures such as time from requisition to hire and time 
between employment process events; (b) flow rates through each step in the employment pro-
cess (e.g., the rate at which people who schedule an employment office interview actually show 
up, complete the interview, and move on to the next event); and (c) various cost measures such 
as cost per hire, cost per candidate, or cost per event such as cost per assessment test or per 
interview. Clearly, these process-oriented metrics are affected by the selection procedures and 
standards produced by the selection developer, which may be seen as a root cause of  satisfactory 
or unsatisfactory process metrics.

Beyond these most typical metrics, additional metrics may be included to capture information 
about the quality of  the selected employees. The two most frequent examples of  quality-of-hire 
metrics are early survival rates (e.g., 3-, 6-, and 12-month survival) and hiring manager (i.e., cus-
tomer) ratings of  early overall satisfaction with the new hires. However, a fundamental problem 
is that the process options available to employment process managers may have little effect on 
quality-of-hire metrics. Indeed, options such as enhanced job preview processes and more tar-
geted recruiting practices, which may offer some improvement in quality-of-hire metrics, may 
do so at a higher cost.

We suggest an approach here that may be helpful for selection program managers faced with 
this challenge that employment process metrics are creating new pressure on the sustainability 
of  selection procedures. Essentially, this approach is to reframe the potential value of  process 
metrics, not in terms of  research value but in terms of  business decision value, and change or 
supplement the information available to business leaders to help them continuously monitor the 
benefit of  selection procedures and accompanying usage standards. The research perspective 
tends to view a selection program as a relatively fixed, unchanging manifestation of  the basic, 
stable requirements of  job success. The business process perspective views selection programs 
as organizational processes in the context of  real-time business conditions that can change 
rapidly.

These different perspectives have led to very different approaches to the evaluation of  selec-
tion procedures and employment processes. Validation has been regarded as an episodic, occa-
sional event that is needed only every several years to confirm that the causal model has not 
changed (MacIver, Anderson, Costa, & Evers, 2014). Process metrics represent a continual pro-
cess that enables process managers to optimize processes as needed. Business managers are not 
trying to confirm scientific conclusions; they are trying to make business decisions with uncer-
tain data to optimize important outcomes.

Our own perspective about these divergent perspectives is that, although selection develop-
ers cannot surrender the importance they attach to validation, they would be wise to become 
more open to the prescientific value of  continuously gathered data about worker behavior, 
such as the quality-of-hire data gathered by employment process managers. For many reasons, 
these types of  data do not have the information value of  worker behavior data gathered in 
research settings, but they do have value for building a more complete understanding of  the 
possible situational dynamics that impact worker behavior and a deeper understanding of  the 
relationship between worker behavior and the business outcomes that are most important to 
work managers.
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CONCLUSIONS

This chapter describes the organizational considerations that directly influence the sustainabil-
ity of  selection programs. The four overarching categories of  these organizational consider-
ations are organization purpose, HR strategy, governance, and process management. Beyond 
the technical considerations of  validity, utility, bias, and fairness, we make the case that these 
organizational considerations are critical in designing and implementing a selection program. 
To the extent that purpose, strategy, governance, and process are deliberately incorporated into 
the design of  the selection program, the success of  that program is better ensured. Inattention 
to these organizational considerations can undermine the sustainability of  a selection program 
despite its validity.

We also note here that much of  this chapter has been written from experience more than 
research. The sustainability of  selection programs warrants more research attention than has 
been given in the past. Psychometric concerns are critical, but any organization that neglects 
sustainability does so at its own peril and likely will find, in due course, that the psychometric 
integrity of  its selection procedures is inevitably compromised.

REFERENCES

Anderson, N., Lievens, F., van Dam, K., & Ryan, A. M. (2004). Future perspectives on employee selection: 
Key directions for future research and practice. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 53, 487–501.

Binning, J. F., & Barrett, G. V. (1989). Validity of  personnel decisions: A conceptual analysis of  the infer-
ential and evidential bases. Journal of  Applied Psychology, 74, 478–494.

Bonache, J., Brewster, C., & Suutari, V. (2001). Expatriation: A developing research agenda. Thunderbird 
International Business Review, 43, 3–20.

Burch, G. S. J., & Anderson, N. (2004). Measuring person-team fit: Development and validation of  the 
team selection inventory. Journal of  Managerial Psychology, 19, 406–426.

Cerdin, J. L., & Brewster, C. (2014). Talent management and expatriation: Bridging two streams of  research 
and practice. Journal of  World Business, 49(2), 245–252.

Chatman, J. A. (1991). Matching people and organizations: Selection and socialization in public accounting 
firms. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36, 459–484.

Colakoglu, S., Tarique, I., & Caligiuri, P. (2009). Towards a conceptual framework for the relationship 
between subsidiary staffing strategy and subsidiary performance. The International Journal of  Human 
Resource Management, 20(6), 1291–1308.

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1991). Introduction. In W. W. Powell & P. J. DiMaggio (Eds.), The new 
institutionalism in organizational analysis (pp. 1–38). Chicago: University of  Chicago Press.

Dowling, P. J., & Welch, D. E. (2004). International human resource management: Managing people in a multinational 
context (4th ed.). London, England: Thomson Learning.

Guion, R. M. (1998). Assessment, measurement, and prediction for personnel decisions. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erl-
baum Associates.

Harris, H., & Brewster, C. (1999). The coffee-machine system: How international selection really works. 
International Journal of  Human Resource Management, 10, 488–500.

Harzing, A. W. (2001). Who’s in charge? An empirical study of  executive staffing practices in foreign sub-
sidiaries. Human Resource Management, 40(2), 139–158.

Hausknecht, J. P., Halpert, J. A., Di Paolo, N. T., & Moriarty Gerrard, M. O. (2007). Retesting in selection: 
A meta-analysis of  coaching and practice effects for tests of  cognitive ability. Journal of  Applied Psychology, 
92, 373–385.

Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of  1996. Public Law No. 104–91, 110 Stat. 1936.
Herriot, P., & Anderson, N. (1997). Selecting for change: How will personnel and selection psychology 

survive? In N. Anderson & P. Herriot (Eds.), International handbook of  selection and assessment (pp. 1–38). 
London, England: Wiley.

Kehoe, J. F., Brown, S., & Hoffman, C. C. (2012). The life cycle of  successful selection programs. In  
N. Schmitt (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of  personnel assessment and selection (pp. 903–938). Oxford, England: 
Oxford University Press.

Klehe, U. C. (2004). Choosing how to choose: Institutional pressures affecting the adoption of  personnel 
selection procedures. International Journal of  Selection and Assessment, 12, 327–342.



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 1
0.

2.
97

.1
36

 A
t: 

16
:1

6 
26

 S
ep

 2
02

3;
 F

or
: 9

78
13

15
69

01
93

, c
ha

pt
er

9,
 1

0.
43

24
/9

78
13

15
69

01
93

-9

225

Managing Sustainable Selection Programs

LePine, J. A., Hollenbeck, J. R., Ilgen, D. R., & Hedlund, J. (1997). Effects of  individual differences on the 
performance of  hierarchical decision-making teams: Much more than g. Journal of  Applied Psychology, 82, 
803–811.

Lievens, F., Reeve, C. L., & Heggestad, E. D. (2007). An examination of  psychometric bias due to retesting 
on cognitive ability tests in selection settings. Journal of  Applied Psychology, 92, 1672–1682.

MacIver, R., Anderson, N. R., Costa, A. C., & Evers, A. (2014). Validity of  interpretation: A user validity 
perspective beyond the test score. International Journal of  Selection and Assessment, 22, 149–164.

Mendenhall, M., & Oddou, G. (1985). The dimensions of  expatriate acculturation: A review. The Academy 
of  Management Review, 10, 39–47.

Mol, S. T. (2007). Crossing borders with personnel selection: From expatriates to multicultural teams. Unpublished 
dissertation, Rotterdam, the Netherlands: Erasmus University.

Morgeson, F. P., Reider, M. H., & Campion, M. A. (2005). Selecting individuals in team settings: The 
importance of  social skills, personality characteristics, and teamwork knowledge. Personnel Psychology, 58, 
583–611.

Mumford, T. V., Van Iddekinge, C. H., Morgeson, F. P., & Campion, M. A. (2008). The team role test: 
Development and validation of  a team role knowledge situational judgment test. Journal of  Applied Psy-
chology, 93, 250–267.

Nickolau, I., Anderson, N. R., & Salgado, J. F. (2012). Advances in selection and assessment in Europe. 
International Journal of  Selection and Assessment, 20, 381–384.

Oliver, C. (1997). Sustainable competitive advantage: Combining institutional and resource-based views. 
Strategic Management Journal, 18, 697–713.

Ostroff, C., & Rothausen, T. J. (1996). Selection and job matching. In D. Lewin, D. J. B. Mitchell, & M. A. 
Zaidi (Eds.), Human resource management handbook (pp. 3–52). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Ployhart, R. E. (2004). Organizational staffing: A multilevel review, synthesis, and model. In G. R. Ferris & 
J. Martocchio (Eds.), Research in personnel and human resource management (Vol. 23, pp. 121–176). Oxford, 
England: Elsevier.

Ployhart, R. E., & Schneider, B. (2002). A multi-level perspective on personnel selection research and 
practice: Implications for selection system design, assessment, and construct validation. In F. J. Yam-
marino & F. Dansereau (Eds.), The many faces of  multi-level issues: Research in multi-level issues (Vol. 1, pp. 
95–140). Oxford, England: Elsevier.

Ployhart, R. E., & Schneider, B. (2005). Multilevel selection and prediction: Theories, methods, and models. 
In A. Evers, N. Anderson, & O. Voskuijl (Eds.), The Blackwell handbook of  personnel selection (pp. 495–516). 
Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Potocnik, K., Anderson, N. R., & Latorre, F. (2015). Selecting for innovation: Methods of  assessment and 
the criterion problem. In I. Nikolaou & J. K. Oostrom (Eds.), Employee recruitment, selection, and assess-
ment: Contemporary issues for theory and practice (pp. 209–227). London: Psychology Press and Routledge 
Academic.

Roe, R. A. (2005). The design of  selection systems—Context, principles, issues. In A. Evers, N. Ander-
son, & O. Smit (Eds.), Handbook of  personnel selection (pp. 73–97). Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Scherbaum, C. A. (2005). Synthetic validity: Past, present, and future. Personnel Psychology, 58(2), 481–515.
Schneider, B., Smith, D. B., & Sipe, W. P. (2000). Personnel selection psychology: Multilevel considerations. 

In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations: Foundations, 
extensions, and new directions (pp. 91–120). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Scott, W. R. (1995). Institutions and organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Steel, P. D., Huffcutt, D., Allen, I., & Kammeyer-Mueller, J. (2006). From the work one knows the worker: 

A systematic review of  the challenges, solutions, and steps to creating synthetic validity. International 
Journal of  Selection and Assessment, 14(1), 16–36.

Stevens, M. J., & Campion, M. A. (1994). The knowledge, skill and ability requirements for teamwork: 
Implications for human resource management. Journal of  Management, 20, 503–530.

Tippins, N. T. (2002). Issues in implementing large-scale selection programs. In J. W. Hedge & E. D. 
Pulakos (Eds.), Implementing organization interventions: Steps, processes, and best practices (pp. 232–269). San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Tippins, N. T. (2012). Implementation issues in employee selection testing. In N. Schmitt (Ed.), The Oxford 
handbook of  personnel assessment and selection (pp. 881–902). Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Welch, D. (1994). Determinants of  international human resource management approaches and activities: 
A suggested framework. Journal of  Management Studies, 31, 139–164.


