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Abstract: Human decision-making in candidate selection is inherently susceptible to cognitive heuristics and systematic biases, including
the halo effect, confirmation bias, and similarity-attraction bias. While structured recruitment practices are empirically established as
robust interventions to enhance evaluative objectivity, the psychological relationship between a recruiter’s cognitive bias awareness and
their execution of structured selection protocols remains underexplored within emerging market contexts. Grounded in Dual-Process
Theory and Bounded Rationality, this study examines the relationship between Cognitive Bias Awareness (X) and Structured Recruitment
Decision-Making (Y) among Talent Acquisition (TA) professionals operating in India. Utilizing a quantitative, cross-sectional design,
data were analyzed for N = 67 active corporate recruiters via the adapted Cognitive Bias Awareness Scale (CBAS) and the Structured
Recruitment Decision-Making Scale (SRDMS). Statistical analyses including Pearson product-moment correlation (v), simple linear
regression (f§, R, and sub-group parametric tests were conducted to evaluate hypotheses.
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Target Sample: N = 67 active TA Professionals in India

Methodology: Quantitative Correlational & Regression Analysis

1. Introduction
1.1 Background of the Study

Personnel selection represents a vital operational function
within Industrial/Organizational (I/O) psychology. Talent
acquisition professionals must process complex, multi-
dimensional candidate data under tight temporal constraints.
Consequently, evaluators rely heavily on mental shortcuts or
cognitive heuristics. While functional, these shortcuts
frequently yield systematic judgment errors—cognitive
biases—such as the Halo/Horns effect, confirmation bias,
contrast errors, and affinity bias. To counter these heuristics,
/O literature advocates for structured selection mechanisms
that constrain subjective variance.

1.2 Theoretical Background

This empirical inquiry is anchored in two foundational

cognitive theories:

1) Dual-Process Theory (Kahneman, 2011): Contrasts
System 1 (rapid, intuitive, heuristic-driven) with System
2 (deliberate, rule-governed, analytical) cognitive
modes. Structured recruitment protocols act as
procedural forcing functions that shift evaluators from

System 1 intuition to System 2 processing.

2) Bounded Rationality Theory (Simon, 1957): Posits
that human cognitive capacity is fundamentally limited,
necessitating external standardized metrics to achieve
rational decision outcomes

1.3 Need and Significance of the Study

Despite the rapid expansion of the Indian corporate
ecosystem, unstructured "gut-feeling" hiring remains
prevalent. Investigating the link between recruiters' meta-
cognitive bias awareness and structural protocol adherence
provides actionable empirical foundations for corporate HR
interventions, bias mitigation training, and evidence-based
talent selection governance in South Asia.

2. Review of Literature
2.1 Review of Previous Studies (Chronological Order)

The literature surrounding selection validity and cognitive
evaluation has evolved systematically over seven decades,
moving from early clinical-versus-actuarial debates to
modern meta-analytic re-evaluations:
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Author(S) & Year Core Focus Key Findings & Relevance
Clinical vs. Actuarial Demonstrated that mechanical/statistical data combination consistently
Meehl (1954) o Lo .
Prediction outperforms subjective clinical judgment.
Tversky & Kahneman . . Identified fundamental judgment shortcuts (anchoring, availability,
Heuristics and Biases . ) -
(1974) representativeness) operating under uncertainty.
. 85 Years of Selection Meta-analytic proof that structured interviews (— = .51) vastly exceed
Schmidt & Hunter (1998) Validity unstructured interviews (— = .38) in predicting job performance.
. Ilusion of Evaluative Documented HR practitioners' persistent resistance to selection aids due to
Highhouse (2002) . Lo s LT
Expertise implicit beliefs in personal evaluative intuition.
West et al. (2012) Bias Blind Spot Estabhshed that cognitive sophistication does not attenugtq bias self-
blindness; self-awareness alone does not prevent heuristic error.
Levashina et al. (2014)  |Structured Interview Review Cqmprehenswe review establishing that qu;st.lorll stgndar('hzatlon apd
behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS) minimize interviewer variance.
Melchers et al. (2020) Recrultgr Protocol Identified .that eval_ugtqrs bypass structured rubrics because_ structure is
Resistance perceived as limiting evaluator autonomy and expressiveness.
L . .o Re-evaluated selection databases after correcting for range-restriction;
Sackett et al. (2022) Revisiting Selection Validity confirmed structured evaluations hold supreme criterion-related validity.

2.2 Critical Review & Research Gap

While Western literature extensively validates the superiority

of structured selection systems, three significant gaps emerge

in the current body of knowledge:

¢ Conceptual Gap: Existing literature examines structured
tools or cognitive biases in isolation, lacking empirical data
connecting individual meta-cognitive bias awareness (X)
directly to operational workflow adherence (Y).

¢ Geographical Gap: Empirical research within South
Asian emerging markets, specifically India’s high-volume
corporate recruitment landscape, remains minimal.

¢ Methodological Gap: Scarcity of field-level psychometric
data gathered directly from active talent acquisition
professionals evaluating real-world candidates.

3. Methodology
3.1 Research Design & Problem Statement

This study adopts a quantitative, cross-sectional,

descriptive, and correlational design to investigate whether
Cognitive Bias Awareness (X) significantly correlates with
and predicts Structured Recruitment Decision-Making (Y)
among active Indian TA practitioners.

3.2 Hypotheses

o Hi: There is a statistically significant positive correlation
between Cognitive Bias Awareness and Structured
Recruitment Decision-Making (r > 0, p <.05).

o H2: Cognitive Bias Awareness statistically predicts
Structured Recruitment Decision-Making (B # 0, p <.05).

3.3 Statistical Power & Sampling Plan
A formal a priori statistical power analysis was calculated

using G*Power 3.1.9.7 to establish sample size adequacy for
an exploratory postgraduate dissertation:

Statistical Test Parameters G*Power Input Value

Methodological Justification

Test Family / Model Exact — Bivariate Normal Model

Evaluates Pearson product-moment correlation (r).

Target Effect Size (r) 0.35 (Medium-to-Large)

Aligned with benchmark I/0 decision-making literature.

Alpha (a) / Power (1 — B) o =.05/Power = .80

Standard academic statistical power thresholds.

Minimum Required N N = 61 participants

Green’s (1991) rule for regression (N > 50 + 8m) requires N > 58.

Final Analyzed Sample N = 67 complete responses

Satisfies both correlation and linear regression power needs.

3.4 Psychometric Instrumentation

Data were collected via a three-part digital survey comprising
standardized scales with confirmed internal consistency:

Adapted Items & Sub-Dimensions
Instrument
From Format Covered
Cognitive Bias West et al. 15 Ttems He?urlstlc recognition,
(2012); . blind spot awareness,
Awareness . (5-pt Likert, . .
Scale (CBAS) Stanovich et 0= 83) confirmation/affinity
al. (2016) ) bias tracking.
. Question
Structured etL;lV?;}(l)I;l :), 15 Ttems standardization,
Recruitment i ‘hhouse’ (5-pt Likert, | BARS scorecards,
Scale (SRDMS) & 0.=.86) resistance to gut-
(2002) . .
feeling hiring.

4. Data Analysis & Results

Data from N = 67 Talent Acquisition professionals were
analyzed in IBM SPSS v27.0. Parametric assumptions were
confirmed (Skewness & Kurtosis within £1.0).

4.1 Demographic Distribution & Primary Findings

Variable Category F (%)
Experience 1-5 Years 22 (32.8%)
> 5 Years 45 (67.2%)
Sector IT /ITeS 29 (43.3%)
Non-IT / BFSI 38 (56.7%)
. SME (<500) 26 (38.8%)
Org Size MNC (>500) 41 (61.2%)
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. Statistical .
Hypothesis & Model Motric Result / Decision

Supported: Significant
positive moderate-strong
correlation.

H1: Correlation r=.482
(CBAS < SRDMS) | p<.001

R?=.232 | Supported: Bias awareness
B=.482, accounts for 23.2% of
F=19.6 structure variance.

H2: Regression
(Predicting SRDMS)

5.

Discussion & Recommendations

The empirical findings confirm that cognitive bias awareness
plays a critical predictive role in determining whether
recruiters implement objective, structured selection protocols

®

= 482, p < .001). Recruiters with higher meta-cognitive

vigilance demonstrate significantly greater reliance on
standardized scorecards and behaviorally anchored rating
scales.

Practical HR & Applied Implications

Redesigning Unconscious Bias Training (UBT):
Organizational training must move beyond passive bias
definitions and actively couple cognitive awareness with
structural execution tools (e.g., mandatory rubric scoring).
Structural Decision Hygiene: TA leadership should
implement independent panel ratings to eliminate intuitive
"culture fit" vetoes.
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