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1) Have any data been collected for this study already?

No, no data have been collected for this study yet.

2) What's the main question being asked or hypothesis being tested in this study?

Using algorithms for personnel selection should primarily increase the efficiency of the process. However, there is still a lack of understanding how

algorithm-based decision support might affect decision-makers. We hypothesize that algorithm-based support influences self-efficacy in personnel

selection and the perceived monotony and joy of the task. We compare three conditions (algorithm-based ranking before decision, algorithm-based

ranking after decision, no algorithm-based ranking) to investigate its consequences for decision-makers. Participants complete five selection tasks. They

have to choose the best candidate for a fictive sales job in the telecommunication industry. After the 1., 3. And 5. process they are asked to report their

perceived level of self-efficacy, the extent of monotony and joy of the task.  

Hypotheses:

1. The “ranking before decision” group performs better than the other groups. 

2. The performance of the “ranking after decision” group will improve the most over the processes. 

3. The groups that receive a ranking need less total time for their decisions than the group without a ranking. 

a. The “ranking before decision” group needs less total time for their decisions, than the “ranking after decision” group.

4. The time to decide of the “ranking after decision” group will decrease over the five processes.

5. The “ranking before decision” group enjoys the task less than the other groups. 

a. The “ranking after decision” group enjoys the task more than the group without a ranking.

6. The “ranking before decision” group experiences the task as more monotonous and less joyful than the other groups. 

7. The “ranking after decision” group shows a higher amount of self-efficacy in personnel selection after the process than the other groups.

8. The self-efficacy in personnel selection of the “ranking after decision” group and the group without a ranking will increase over the five processes. 

a. The self-efficacy in personnel selection will improve the most for the “ranking after decision” group.

9. The “ranking before decision” group will be less satisfied with the decisions than the other groups. 

10. The “ranking before decision” group will feel less responsible for the decisions than the other groups. 

Research questions:

1. Do the groups differ regarding their interaction with the applicant information?

2. Do the groups differ regarding their explanation on how they conducted the selection task?

Exploratory: Participants will receive either positive or negative feedback regarding the applicants’ behavior after being hired. 

a) Participants who receive algorithmic rankings might feel less responsible in the case of negative feedback but equally responsible in the case of positive

feedback.

3) Describe the key dependent variable(s) specifying how they will be measured.

Dependent variables

1. Performance in the personnel selection task (if they select an A candidate they get 2 points, a B candidate is 1 point, a C candidate 0 points)

2. Time for the decision for a candidate

3. Joy of the task 

4. Monotony of the task

5. Self-efficacy in personnel selection

6. Perceived responsibility for the decisions

7. Satisfaction with the decisions

8. Trust in algorithms general and specific (i.e. for the given algorithm)

9. Motivation within the task

10. Experience with personnel selection

Variables 3-10 are operationalized with questionnaires. Finally, participants will provide qualitative information on how they conducted the task after

receiving positive or negative feedback for their performance.

4) How many and which conditions will participants be assigned to?

The study will take place in a laboratory. Participants will be randomly assigned to one of the three conditions. First, they receive an instruction and the

vacancy for the fictive job. They should imagine to be recruiter for a company in the telecommunication industry and have to select the best suited

candidates for a sales job in five different stores. To decide they receive a short audio recording of each applicant where applicants introduce themselves
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for the respective job. The “ranking before decision” group receives a ranking of the suitability of the six applicants for each store before they access the

audio recordings in order to support the decision. The “ranking after decision” group receives the algorithm-based ranking after deciding for an applicant,

leading to the opportunity to compare the own results with another source of information. The rankings provide participants with an evaluation of

applicants in three groups: A applicants (best suited for the job), B applicants (mediocre applicants) and C applicants (least fit for the given job). The third

experimental group does not receive a ranking. Participants answer items for measuring joy and monotony of the task and self-efficacy in personnel

selection after the first, third and fifth process. In the end, they additionally respond to questions about their perceived responsibility for the decisions and

the satisfaction with the decisions. Finally, participants respond to questions assessing alternative explanations for the findings (trust in algorithms,

motivation of the participation and experience with personnel selection). 

The last part of the study consists of feedback for all groups (positive or negative) about the consequences of their decisions six month later (e.g., all

candidates are performing very well vs. some left already and others are poor performers). Participants then respond to the responsibility, satisfaction and

personnel selection self-efficacy items again and in the end have to respond to the question “How did you conduct the selection task?” in order to provide

qualitative responses on how they completed the selection task with a need for justification in the negative feedback group vs. an opportunity to praise

themselves in the positive feedback group.

5) Specify exactly which analyses you will conduct to examine the main question/hypothesis.

ANOVAs and contrast analyses will be used for Hypotheses 1,3,5,6,7,9,10 and exploratory hypothesis a. For Hypotheses 2,4 and 8 we will use ANOVA with

repeated measures.

6) Describe exactly how outliers will be defined and handled, and your precise rule(s) for excluding observations.

We will exclude participants who state that their data should not be used, participants who experienced technical issues, and participants who did not fulfill

the task seriously (e.g., no interaction with the applicant information right from the beginning).

7) How many observations will be collected or what will determine sample size? No need to justify decision, but be precise about exactly how the

number will be determined.

For a moderate effect size of partial eta² = .08, an alpha level of .05 and a power of .80, 111 participants would be necessary.

8) Anything else you would like to pre-register? (e.g., secondary analyses, variables collected for exploratory purposes, unusual analyses planned?)

We might have a closer look on the perceived responsibility and satisfaction with the decisions using post-hoc analyses. Additionally, we might analyze if

taking less time for a decision depends on participants’ self-efficacy with the selection process using multicategorical mediation analysis. Additionally, we

might investigate temporal changes in the monotony and joy of the task in the different groups over the processes. Furthermore, we will exploratively

capture the screen to investigate if participants behave differently depending on the condition. For instance, participants in the “ranking before the task”

might start to only screen the candidates that were evaluated as being A candidates. The qualitative answers to the question of the way in which the

decisions were made will be analyzed exploratively (we will build categories out of the qualitative responses). Finally, we might additionally analyze

participants satisfaction regarding their decisions and self-effifacy after negative or positive feedback.
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