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Table 4.8 Recruiter Ratings of Stakeholder Role Expectations and Judgements of Expectation Incompatibility 

 
 Supervisor HR Hiring Managers TM/Strategic Mgrs. Other Employees 

Variable M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Stakeholder (Y/N) .95 .23 .85 .36 .97 .18 .81 .39 .58 .50 

Micro Role           

Promoter 6.39 .93 6.17 1.17 5.94 1.26 6.34 1.03 5.74 1.43 

Gatekeeper 6.14 1.19 6.03 1.21 6.08 1.12 6.08 1.09 5.77 1.28 

Salesperson 5.93 1.29 5.74 1.49 5.75 1.32 5.95 1.29 5.52 1.59 

Liaison 6.04 1.12 6.11 1.14 6.05 1.10 5.95 1.15 5.73 1.32 

Facilitator 6.19 1.11 6.26 .89 6.09 1.04 6.15 1.04 5.85 1.27 

Advisor 6.33 1.12 6.04 1.27 6.06 1.21 6.08 1.31 5.96 1.27 

Incompatibility within 

Stakeholder (micro 

roles) 

2.20 1.59 2.81 1.68 3.22 1.73 3.00 1.80 2.94 1.35 

Outcomes           

Quantity 2.50 1.56 2.91 1.76 3.78 1.84 3.58 1.88 3.77 1.61 

Quality 6.06 1.22 5.97 1.19 6.31 1.12 6.45 1.17 5.62 1.30 

Diversity 4.93 1.66 5.20 1.60 4.35 1.45 4.95 1.51 4.43 1.41 

Low Cost 3.13 1.52 3.91 1.65 3.88 1.55 4.26 1.55 4.08 1.38 

Timeliness 4.55 1.47 5.04 1.36 5.55 1.39 5.27 1.37 5.02 1.47 

Incompatibility within 

Stakeholder (outcomes) 
2.24 1.53 2.98 1.78 3.14 1.66 3.10 1.56 2.92 1.40 

Note. Supervisor N = 84, HR N = 76, HM N = 87, TM = 73, Employees N = 53. 
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Figure 4.1 Theoretical Model  

Recruiter Performance 
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area of recruitment that highlights how recruitment outcomes are often incompatible and 

thus difficult to achieve simultaneously (Newman & Lyon, 2009). Yet, no research exists 

on how recruiters handle this issue, how this relates to variability in the behaviors they 

exhibit, and how this relates to their performance. Future research on this topic would not 

only provide insight into the value of recruiters to organizations, but also enable research 

on the topic of recruiters to be better integrated with research on recruitment as a whole. 

Finally, the theory of recruiters proposed above advances recruiter and 

recruitment scholarship by providing a platform for future research to begin to integrate 

research on recruiters with broader research topics in HR and OB to begin to understand 

how to enhance recruiter effectiveness and performance across different contexts. For 

example, recruitment teams are often send to college campuses to recruit for their 

organizations. It is possible that the most effective teams contain recruiters with more 

dominated micro role hierarchies as each recruitment team member can specialize in 

exhibiting a different set of micro role behaviors. In terms of recruiter training, the micro 

role types provide a foundation for identifying and classifying behaviors recruiters may 

have to exhibit to achieve certain recruitment outcomes, and thus may be useful towards 

addressing the training needs of recruiters as well as developing the content of a training 

program. In terms of OD interventions, with the propositions offered regarding events 

that moderate relationships between either antecedents and micro role hierarchy 

characteristics, or micro role hierarchy characteristics and recruiter performance, insight 

might be gleaned into the types of OD intervention characteristics necessary to improve 

recruiter performance (e.g., high strength and long duration). 
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Practical Implications 

 This theory and empirical findings in this dissertation offer several important 

practical implications for organizations. First, recruiter performance should be measured 

along several dimensions, including those that are behavioral and those that are outcome-

oriented. It is not enough to just have hiring managers fill out a customer service 

satisfaction survey as they are not the only stakeholders to which recruiters attend, and 

improving recruiter performance may require different perspectives and differentiating 

recruiter behaviors from recruiter outcomes achieved. Second, the general set of micro 

roles offered can be useful towards the development of a recruiter competency model. 

This model, in turn, could be valuable when used to determine training needs, promotion 

potential, and compensation. Third, recruiters have a more difficult time reconciling 

incompatible outcomes expected by stakeholders than incompatible behavioral 

expectations. One way to improve their capacities to do so may be for organizations to 

find ways to augment the number of discrete behavioral themes recruiters associate with 

their work and create a clear line of sight between each behavioral theme (i.e., micro role) 

and recruitment outcomes expected. This may include use of training programs and other 

types of OD interventions that are high in strength and long in duration. Fourth, 

organizations should search for ways to better align managers’ and recruiters’ perceptions 

of the stakeholders to which recruiters should be attending. The present study showed 

that supervisors and recruiters did not agree on either the number of stakeholders to 

which recruiters attend or their types. It also showed that recruiters tended to view 

themselves as having more stakeholders. It is unclear whether it would advantageous for 

recruiters to ignore top management/strategic managers and other organizational 
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employees as stakeholders. For example, it may reduce the complexity associated with 

their work. On the other hand, they may not then fulfill obligations to these groups that 

benefit the organization. Fifth, organizations may benefit from offering recruiters some 

latitude regarding how they prioritize their job requisitions and candidates. Recruiters 

with higher levels of role conflict may be capable of better managing their work activities 

in accordance with their micro role hierarchy characteristics. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although the empirical study was fairly exploratory given the present status of 

recruiter scholarship, its limitations are important to discuss. First, the relationships found 

between inter-stakeholder role conflict and performance may have been the result of 

common method bias. Supervisor responses were used for both measures (i.e., the 

independent variable and dependent variable) and they were both obtained on the same 

survey. Attempts were made to mitigate this issue as much as possible. For example, the 

measures were obtained at opposing ends of the survey with additional measures obtained 

between them, multiple measures were used to create indices for both measures, and 

supervisors were not allowed to go back to change their responses on a previous page of 

the survey after they had moved to the next page. Future research should attempt to 

explore these relationships using multiple methodologies. For example, Kahn et al. 

(1964) used surveys and interviews to explore inter-sender role conflict. As another 

example, objective outcomes (i.e., time to fill, assessment scores of candidates, etc.) 

should be considered in conjunction with perceptions of these outcomes. 

Second, several of the measures may have lacked construct validity. For example, 

items asking about stakeholder expectations regarding the micro roles proposed in the 
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theory developed in this dissertation may not have been fully understood. Similarly, 

despite the use of a pilot study to identify the different micro roles comprising the 

recruiter macro role, the proposed list of micro roles may not have fully captured the 

recruiter macro role, and thus measures regarding the importance or variability among 

stakeholders in terms of the behaviors they expect may have been deficient. The manner 

in which inter-stakeholder role conflict was operationalized may also pose a concern. It 

was not possible to assess its reliability and construct validity using methods typically 

used in organizational research. For example, correlating the inter-stakeholder role 

conflict index created using supervisor responses with the same index created using 

recruiter responses should not (and did not) yield large correlations, given that one was 

intended to measure “sent” role expectations, while the other was intended to measure 

“perceived” expectations. Also, micro role hierarchy segmentation was measured using 

items that were worded using preferential and “like/dislike” terminology, rather than 

asking what actually occurs, which may have resulted in this measure not actually 

measuring its intended construct. As such, future research should further explore the 

construct validity of all the measures used in this study, which includes those that were 

largely exploratory. Finally, the extent to which supervisors are capable of providing 

useful or valid responses to items asking about different stakeholder expectations needs 

to be addressed in future research. For example, supplemental analyses showed that 

supervisor and recruiter ratings generally lacked consistency (i.e., exhibited low 

correlations) and exhibited little agreement regarding factors such as who stakeholders 

were. The same was the case when comparing the measures for inter and intra-

stakeholder role conflict, although there were generally higher levels of agreement for 
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these individual items as both tended to rate the micro roles as highly important, for 

example.  

One potential future direction to consider in light of these issues is a more specific 

focus on how differences in expectations between only two stakeholders (e.g., hiring 

manager and HR) regarding one or two outcomes (e.g., quality and diversity) relate to 

recruiter performance. This would involve a focus on how “fit” relates to recruiter 

performance, include surveying two different stakeholders (rather than the supervisor), 

and require the use of response surface methodology. This may be particularly interesting 

in light of the concerns noted above regarding the use of a separation index to 

operationalize inter-stakeholder role conflict and the fact that using the general measure 

of role conflict to predict recruiter performance also did not produce significant results as 

shown in the supplemental analyses. One could also consider using different dimensions 

of recruiter performance rather than an overall index as was used here, which would be 

selected based on the context under examination. For example, organizations often use 

candidate surveys to assess recruiter performance, which would shed light on the extent 

to which internal versus external constituents’ needs are being met by recruiters. One way 

to accomplish this might be to conduct detailed “exit interviews” after each of the three 

stages of the recruitment process with both applicants and the primary internal 

stakeholder (the hiring manager). These interviews would focus less on generic 

applicant/stakeholder reactions to the recruiter (e.g., trait inferences) as prior research has 

done (e.g., Taylor & Bergmann, 1987), and more on specific types of stakeholder 

management techniques recruiters utilized that each stakeholder observed. 
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Third, the sample size associated with this study may not have been large enough 

to detect any effects that might exist. For example, given a sample size of 90 recruiter-

supervisor pairs, only correlations of r = .26 could be detected using a one-tailed test for 

significance. Future research on recruiters should attempt to generate sample sizes larger 

than that which was used in this study. 

Fourth, the sample may have been too heterogenous in terms of characteristics 

such as organization type, industry, types of jobs for which recruiters recruit, the nature 

of the recruitment function, organizational and recruitment norms, and organizational 

policies, practices, and procedures. Factors such as these have the potential to create 

noise in the data, which would make relationships among the variables examined difficult 

to identify and/or detect. Some of these factors were explored were possible. For 

example, one organization only had 5 members, which may influence the supervisor’s 

ability to make a judgment regarding the recruiter’s relative quality (as there may have 

been no other recruiters to serve as a reference). However, testing the hypotheses while 

including and excluding this supervisor-recruiter pair did not change the results regarding 

this performance dimension. Future research should attempt to include, and control for, 

more contextual variables such as those listed above. 

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, in this dissertation I defined full life cycle recruiters as quasi-

agentic brokers of resources among parties internal and external to a firm who operate at 

the intersection of social systems, are involved in recruiting, assessment, and onboarding 

processes, and adopt multiple micro roles with the primary purpose of enabling human 

capital resource accumulation. I then attempted to address the theoretical void regarding 



 

 

138 
 

this topic by developing a theory to better understand recruiters and the nature of their 

work. Key arguments include that (1) recruiter performance depends on the ability to 

forge and manage internal and external stakeholder relationships in such a way that 

cooperative and competing obligations to all stakeholders and/or stakeholder groups to 

which they should be attending are fulfilled, (2) recruiters’ capacities to fulfill obligations 

to all stakeholders and/or stakeholder groups are shaped and constrained by the nature of 

their micro role hierarchies, and (3) whether contextual events modify relationships 

among antecedents and recruiters’ micro role hierarchies or recruiters’ micro role 

hierarchies and performance is determined by event strength and duration. A pilot study 

and an empirical study testing a model derived from this theory were somewhat 

supportive. However, given the exploratory nature of the qualitative and empirical studies 

involved, future research is needed to both assess the validity of this theory and extend its 

findings. It is my hope that this dissertation thus provides both an impetus as well as a 

platform for future research on this important topic. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS FOR PILOT STUDY

 

Table A.1 Interview Protocol for Recruiters 

 

I’d like to begin by gathering a little background information about you, your 

organization, and the recruitment function where you work. 

 

1. What is your current job title? 

 

2. How long have you been working for your organization? 

 

3. How long have you held your current position in your organization? 

 

4. What are the previous jobs you’ve held in recruiting? 

 

5. Tell me about the recruiting function/department in your organization. For 

example, how is the recruiting department organized in terms of management 

structure and reporting relationships? 

 

6. How does the staffing process in your organization work? For example, does your 

organization support line management who makes the hiring decisions or does HR 

make some of the hiring decisions (especially in prescreening)? 

 

7. Does your organization use any external staffing firms (e.g., head hunters, 

temporary staffing agencies, etc.)? 

 

8. What staffing tools does your organization use (e.g., anything besides the normal 

interviews and background checks, such as assessments)? 

 

9. Approximately how many recruiters do you have within your organization and how 

many jobs do they fill in a year?   

 

10. What are the types of jobs for which you recruit? 

 

Next, I have some more detailed questions about the way in which you understand 

your work as a recruiter. 

 

11. How would you describe being a recruiter? For example, would you consider it to 

be a well-defined job with specific tasks to be performed, a role where much of 
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your behavior and contributions are driven by individual characteristics of your 

own (e.g., how you conceptualize your work) and social forces (e.g., expectations 

of others), or both? 

 

12. What are some of the major tasks you perform? 

 

13. What are some of the major challenges you face? 

 

14. As a recruiter, do you consider yourself accountable to a variety of different 

stakeholders internal to your organization (HR, line managers, other employees), or 

the organization as a whole? 

 

15. Research suggests recruitment involves three general stages: attracting applicants, 

maintaining applicant status/screening, and influencing job choice. Based on your 

experience, do these seem accurate? Are there any changes you would make to 

them? 

 

16. To what extent are you personally involved in each of these stages? 

 

17. Research suggests recruiters may enact several somewhat different roles as part of 

their overall job. For example, they might behave as a promoter of jobs/the 

organization, as a gatekeeper to jobs/the organization, and as a salesperson of 

jobs/the organization. Do these role titles make sense to you? Are there any 

changes you would make to them? 

 

18. Have you ever experienced situations where different internal stakeholders have or 

communicate conflicting expectations regarding your behavior? If so, how often 

does this occur? 

 

19. What are the recruitment outcomes internal stakeholders expect of you? Do they 

differ across internal stakeholders? 

  

20. To what extent do these outcomes or results conflict? For example, do some come 

at the expense of others? 

 

21. How is your performance evaluated? For example, is it based on the behaviors you 

exhibit, or the recruitment outcomes you achieve, or both? 

 

22. Are there other, broader outcomes at the operational or strategic level that you 

influence? If so, are there any metrics used by your organization to assess this 

broader impact? 

 

23. How do conflicting expectations of internal stakeholders influence your behavior as 

a recruiter? 
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24. How do conflicting outcomes emphasized by internal stakeholders influence your 

behavior as a recruiter and the outcomes you are ultimately able to achieve? For 

example, do they require tradeoffs regarding what you attempt to achieve overall, 

or tradeoffs regarding where and when you allocated effort to fulfilling obligations 

to specific internal stakeholders? 

 

25. How do conflicting internal stakeholder expectations regarding your behavior 

influence your performance as a recruiter? 

 

26. How do conflicting recruitment outcomes emphasized by internal stakeholders 

influence your performance as a recruiter? 

 

27. What types of other factors influence your ability to perform as a recruiter? 

Examples might include environmental factors such as the labor market, 

organizational factors such as structure, physical factors such as communication 

media and technology, and/or interpersonal factors such as relationship 

characteristics. 

 

28. Are there any practices that individual stakeholders or the organization as a whole 

use in an attempt to make your job easier and/or enhance your performance? If so, 

to what extent do they work and why? 

 

Now I’d like to talk a little bit about whether measures developed based on prior 

research make sense to you and what changes you might suggest. 

 

29. If you were asked the following items as they relate to your work as a recruiter, 

would they make sense to you? (Role Conflict) 

• The demands of enacting one role interfere with my ability to enact others. 

• The amount of time required to enact one role makes it difficult to enact others. 

• Things I want to do while enacting one role do not get done because of the 

demands of other roles. 

• Enacting one role produces strain that makes it difficult to enact others. 

• Due to the requirements involved in enacting one role, I have to make changes 

to how I enact other roles. 

 

30. If you were asked the following items as they relate to your work as a recruiter, 

would they make sense to you? (Segmentation Preferences) 

• I don’t like to have to think about other roles while I’m performing one role 

(e.g., promoter, gatekeeper, salesperson). 

• I prefer to separate the roles I enact. 

• I don’t like having to enact several roles at the same time. 

• I like to be able to focus on enacting one role when I’m out recruiting talent. 

 

31. If you were asked the following items as they relate to your work as a recruiter, 

would they make sense to you? (Role Identity) 
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• I am primarily a Promoter. 

• I am a Promoter and a Gatekeeper, but I lean more toward being a Promoter. 

• I am a Promoter and a Salesperson, but I lean more toward being a Promoter. 

• I am a Promoter, Gatekeeper, and a Salesperson but lean more towards being a 

Promoter. 

• Etc. with different combinations. 

 

32. If you were asked to respond to items concerning what roles you enacted while 

recruiting for a given opening, would you be able to do so? 

• Promoter 

• Gatekeeper 

• Salesperson 

 

33. If you were asked to indicate the extent to which you generally feel the following 

ways, would they make sense to you? (Negative Affectivity) 

• Scared 

• Afraid 

• Upset 

• Distressed 

• Jittery 

• Nervous 

• Ashamed 

• Guilty 

• Irritable 

• Hostile 
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Table A.2 Interview Protocol for Supervisors 

 

I’d like to begin by gathering a little background information about your job, 

your organization, and the recruitment function where you work. 

 

1. What is your current job title? 

 

2. How long have you been working for your organization? 

 

3. How many years of experience do you have in your current job? 

 

4. Have you had any other jobs in recruiting? 

 

5. Tell me about the recruiting function/department in your organization. For 

example, how is the recruiting department organized in terms of management 

structure and reporting relationships? 

 

6. How does the staffing process in your organization work? For example, does your 

organization support line management who makes the hiring decisions or does HR 

make some of the hiring decisions (especially in prescreening)? 

 

7. Does your organization use any external staffing firms (e.g., head hunters, 

temporary staffing agencies, etc.)? 

 

8. What are the types of jobs you oversee recruitment for? 

 

9. What was the most recent job you and your recruiters attempted to fill? 

 

10. During your last recruitment effort, how many recruiters did you oversee? 

 

11. During your last recruitment effort, how many internal stakeholders were your 

recruiters held accountable to (e.g., line managers, strategic decision makers, HR 

managers, other employees)? 

 

12. During your last recruitment effort, to what extent were you in direct contact with 

these internal stakeholders? 

 

Next, I’d like to ask you a few questions about your recruiters and how they are 

managed. 

 

13. During your last recruitment effort, to what extent were your recruiters in direct 

contact with internal stakeholders? 

 

14. How is the performance of your recruiters assessed? For example, is it behavior-

based, outcomes/results-based, or both? 
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15. Does your organization, or any stakeholders within it, use any metrics to track 

recruiter behaviors? 

 

16. Does your organization, or any stakeholders within it, use any metrics to track 

individual recruiter outcomes? 

 

17. Does your organization, or any stakeholders within it, use any practices to enhance 

recruiter performance? If so, what are they? 

 

18. During your last recruitment effort, what behavioral expectations did you 

personally have for your recruiters? 

 

19. Research suggests recruiters may enact several somewhat different roles as part of 

their overall job. For example, they might behave as a promoter of jobs/the 

organization, as a gatekeeper to jobs/the organization, and as a salesperson of 

jobs/the organization. Do these role titles make sense to you? Are there any 

changes you would make to them? 

 

20. During your last recruitment effort, to what extent did you observe internal 

stakeholders communicating conflicting or mutually exclusive behavioral 

expectations to your recruiters? 

 

21. What outcomes did you personally emphasize for them? 

 

22. During your last recruitment effort, to what extent did you observe internal 

stakeholders prioritizing conflicting or mutually exclusive recruitment outcomes 

for your recruiters? 

 

23. Do your recruiters’ personal interests or priorities ever appear to play a role in how 

they resolve conflicting behavioral or outcome-oriented expectations internal 

stakeholders communicated to them? 

 

24. What factors influence the behavioral expectations and recruitment outcome-

related priorities you personally communicate to your recruiters? Examples might 

include environmental factors such as labor market, job factors such as the job 

being staffed, physical process/resource factors such as communication media or 

budgetary constraints, and recruiter individual differences such as their knowledge, 

skills, and abilities. 

 

25. What impact do your recruiters have on your organization? For example, tell me 

about some of the key organizational, departmental, unit, team, and/or individual-

oriented outcomes that recruiters influence while performing their jobs. 

 

26. Which of these organizational outcomes do recruiters tend to improve and which 

do they tend to undermine in performing their jobs? 
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27. What broader impact do your recruiters have on your organization? For example, 

tell me about some of the key operational and strategic outcomes that recruiters 

influence in your organization (e.g., efficiency, performance, competitive 

advantage, increased market share)? 

 

28. How do you think these operational and strategic outcomes are affected by your 

recruiters? Examples might include certain recruiter behaviors improving team 

dynamics or catalyzing team performance/effectiveness, recruiters staffing high 

priority positions with certain candidates thus ensuring strategic alignment.  

 

29. Which of these operational or strategic outcomes do recruiters tend to improve and 

which do they sometimes undermine in performing their jobs? 

 

30. If your recruiters do influence these operational and strategic outcomes, what 

metrics are used to monitor them? 

 

Now I’d like to talk briefly about whether measures developed based on prior 

research make sense to you and what changes you might suggest. 

 

31. If you were asked to rate the following items as they relate to a given recruiter’s 

outcomes, would you be able to do so accurately? (Perceptions of Recruiter 

Outcomes Achieved) 

• On average, the candidates the recruiter contributed to the applicant pool were 

qualified.  

• The recruiter contributed a large number of applicants to the applicant pool.   

• The candidates my recruiter contributed to the applicant pool were 

racioethnically diverse.  

• My recruiter was costly.  

• My recruiter required a lot of time to help fill the position. 

 

32. If you were asked to rate the degree to which different internal stakeholders 

communicated behavioral expectations consistent with the following role titles, 

would you be able to do so accurately? 

• Promoter (Stage 1, Stage 2, Stage 3) 

• Gatekeeper (Stage 1, Stage 2, Stage 3) 

• Salesperson (Stage 1, Stage 2, Stage 3) 

 

33. If you were asked to rate the extent to which specific recruitment outcomes 

achieved by a given recruiter were consistent with those emphasized by different 

internal stakeholders, would you be able to do so accurately? 

• Candidate quantity 

• Candidate diversity 

• Candidate quality 

• Low cost 

• Timeliness 
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34. If you were asked to rate the degree to which different internal stakeholders used 

the following practices to monitor or enhance recruiter performance, would you be 

able to do so accurately? 

• Training 

• Personal communication with the recruiter during recruitment process to clarify 

expectations  

• Feedback regarding recruiter’s behavior during recruitment and after process 

• Tracking recruiter’s behavior on the job (e.g., emails, internet use) 
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APPENDIX B 

 

SURVEYS FOR EMPIRICAL STUDY

 

Table B.1 Recruiter Survey 

 

Initial Items 

1. Please indicate your email address. (Note: this information will only be used to 

send you your incentive provided you decide to complete the following survey, and 

to ensure your responses are correctly matched to your supervisor’s responses to 

his or her survey.) 

2. Please indicate your supervisor’s email address. (Note: this information will only 

be used to match the information you supply below with your supervisor’s 

responses to his or her survey.) 

3. Current job title: 

4. Years experience in current job: 

5. Company name: 

6. Years working for current company: 

7. Total years experience as Recruiter: 

8. Average number of open job requisitions you handle at a time. 

9. Are you a Full Life Cycle Recruiter, defined as a recruiter that is involved, to a 

greater or lesser degree, in recruiting, assessing, and onboarding candidates? 

 

Recruiter Micro Role Segmentation (Segmentation Preferences adapted from 

Kreiner, 2006, JOB) 

 

Instructions for Recruiters:  For this portion of the survey we are interested in 

understanding your preferences from enacting different recruiter-oriented roles. There 

are no wrong answers. 

 

After reviewing the six recruiter roles described below, please respond to the items 

below. 

 

Promoter Role: Involves promoting the organization's brand, culture, and job 

characteristics. The primary goal of this role is to improve everyone's attitudes towards 

the organization and job. 

 

Gatekeeper Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

making preliminary distinctions among applicants and then attempting to attract those 

that would add value to the organization and screen out those who would not. 
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Salesperson Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

tailoring the recruitment message you convey to the specific people with which you 

interact based on their needs, interests, and preferences. 

 

Liaison Role: Involves behaving as a boundary spanner between entities such as 

human resources, business units, departments, hiring managers, educational 

institutions, and applicants, and serving as a broker of information between these 

different types of stakeholders. 

 

Facilitator Role: Involves remaining neutral or objective, and demonstrating behaviors 

geared towards recruitment project management, as well as ensuring the recruitment 

process is fair, consistent, and expedient. 

 

Advisor Role: Involves offering stakeholders guidance (e.g., regarding candidate fit, 

compensation) based on your technical or specialized knowledge, as well as managing 

expectations of stakeholders. 

 

1. I do not like to have to think about other roles while I’m performing one role. 

2. I prefer to separate the roles I enact. 

3. I do not like having to enact several roles at the same time. 

4. I like to be able to focus on enacting one role when I’m out recruiting talent. 

 

Recruiter Micro Role Distribution (Adapted from Role Identity Scale, Lobel & St. 

Clair, 1992) 

 

Instructions for Recruiters:  For this portion of the survey we are interested in 

understanding how you personally conceptualize your role as a recruiter. There are no 

wrong answers. 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each of the following role 

descriptions define your work as a recruiter on a scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 indicating 

strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree). 

 

Promoter Role: Involves promoting the organization's brand, culture, and job 

characteristics. The primary goal of this role is to improve everyone's attitudes towards 

the organization and job. 

 

Gatekeeper Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

making preliminary distinctions among applicants and then attempting to attract those 

that would add value to the organization and screen out those who would not. 

 

Salesperson Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

tailoring the recruitment message you convey to the specific people with which you 

interact based on their needs, interests, and preferences. 
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Liaison Role: Involves behaving as a boundary spanner between entities such as 

human resources, business units, departments, hiring managers, educational 

institutions, and applicants, and serving as a broker of information between these 

different types of stakeholders. 

 

Facilitator Role: Involves remaining neutral or objective, and demonstrating behaviors 

geared towards recruitment project management, as well as ensuring the recruitment 

process is fair, consistent, and expedient. 

 

Advisor Role: Involves offering stakeholders guidance (e.g., regarding candidate fit, 

compensation) based on your technical or specialized knowledge, as well as managing 

expectations of stakeholders. 

 

1. Promoter 

2. Gatekeeper 

3. Salesperson 

4. Facilitator 

5. Advisor 

6. Liaison 

 

Role Conflict Scale (Work-home Conflict adapted from Netemeyer, Boles, & 

McMurrian, 1996, JAP) 

 

Instructions for Recruiters: Please think about how you perform your work as a 

recruiter and respond to these items with this process in mind. 

 

Please indicate the degree to which each of the following conditions exist for you on a 

scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 indicating very false and 7 indicating very true). 

1. The demands of enacting one role interfere with my ability to enact others. 

2. The amount of time required to enact one role makes it difficult to enact others. 

3. Things I want to do while enacting one role do not get done because of the 

demands of other roles. 

4. Enacting one role produces strain that makes it difficult to enact others. 

5. Due to the requirements involved in enacting one role, I have to make changes to 

how I enact other roles. 

 

Sequencing and Synchronization of Job Requisitions 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following on a scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 

indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree). 

1. In general, my job requisitions move through the hiring process sequentially (i.e., 

one after another versus all at once). 

2. In general, my job requisitions move at similar rates through the recruiting/hiring 

process. 

3. In general, the job requisitions I receive come to me in sequence, rather than all at 

once. 
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4. In general, the job requisitions I receive come to me at the same rate. 

 

Existence of Applicant Tracking System 

 

Please answer the following items by responding yes or no. 

1. Does your organization have an applicant tracking system? 

Recruiter Reprioritization of Job Requisitions 

 

Please rate the extent to which you exhibit the following behavior on a scale of 1 to 7 

(with 1 indicating never and 7 indicating very often). 

1. I reorganize the way in which my organization’s applicant tracking system 

prioritizes my job requisitions. 

2. I change how my organization’s applicant tracking system arranges the job 

requisitions I am responsible for filling. 

 

Sequencing and Synchronization of Candidate Flow 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following on a scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 

indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree). 

1. In general, my candidates for a given job requisition move through the hiring 

process in sequence (i.e., one after another versus all at once). 

2. In general, my candidates for a given job requisition move at similar rates through 

the recruiting/hiring process. 

 

Recruiter Reprioritization of Candidates 
 

Please rate the extent to which you exhibit the following behavior on a scale of 1 to 7 

(with 1 strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree). 

1. I reorganize the way my organization’s applicant tracking system prioritizes my 

candidates. 

 

Behavior and Outcome-Oriented Inter and Intra-Stakeholder Role Conflict 

 

For this portion of the survey we are interested in understanding the stakeholder 

relationships and demands associated with your work as a recruiter. 

 

Below we identify five different types of internal stakeholders that may or may not be 

relevant to how you perform your work. Please consider each type of stakeholder and 

provide the information requested. 

 

Promoter Role: Involves promoting the organization's brand, culture, and job 

characteristics. The primary goal of this role is to improve everyone's attitudes towards 

the organization and job. 
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Gatekeeper Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

making preliminary distinctions among applicants and then attempting to attract those 

that would add value to the organization and screen out those who would not. 

 

Salesperson Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

tailoring the recruitment message you convey to the specific people with which you 

interact based on their needs, interests, and preferences. 

 

Liaison Role: Involves behaving as a boundary spanner between entities such as 

human resources, business units, departments, hiring managers, educational 

institutions, and applicants, and serving as a broker of information between these 

different types of stakeholders. 

 

Facilitator Role: Involves remaining neutral or objective, and demonstrating behaviors 

geared towards recruitment project management, as well as ensuring the recruitment 

process is fair, consistent, and expedient. 

 

Advisor Role: Involves offering stakeholders guidance (e.g., regarding candidate fit, 

compensation) based on your technical or specialized knowledge, as well as managing 

expectations of stakeholders. 

 

Your Direct Supervisor 

1. My direct supervisor directly affects or is affected by the achievement of my goals 

as a recruiter.  

Role Expectations 
1. My Direct Supervisor expects me to behave as a Promoter. 

2. My Direct Supervisor expects me to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. My Direct Supervisor expects me to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. My Direct Supervisor expects me to behave as a Liason. 

5. My Direct Supervisor expects me to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. My Direct Supervisor expects me to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 

1. My Director Supervisor’s role expectations are incompatible with one another. 

Recruitment Priorities 

1. My Direct Supervisor emphasizes Applicant Quantity above all else. 

2. My Direct Supervisor emphasizes Applicant Quality above all else. 

3. My Direct Supervisor emphasizes Applicant Diversity above all else. 

4. My Direct Supervisor emphasizes Low Cost above all else. 

5. My Direct Supervisor emphasizes Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 

1. My Direct Supervisor's recruitment priorities are incompatible with one another. 

 

Human Resources (as a function or division within your organization) 

1. Human Resources directly affects or is affected by the achievement of my goals as 

a recruiter.  

Role Expectations 
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1. Human Resources expects me to behave as a Promoter. 

2. Human Resources expects me to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. Human Resources expects me to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. Human Resources expects me to behave as a Liason. 

5. Human Resources expects me to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. Human Resources expects me to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. Human Resources’ role expectations are incompatible with one another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
2. Human Resources emphasizes Applicant Quantity above all else. 

3. Human Resources emphasizes Applicant Quality above all else. 

4. Human Resources emphasizes Applicant Diversity above all else. 

5. Human Resources emphasizes Low Cost above all else. 

6. Human Resources emphasizes Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Human Resources’ recruitment priorities are incompatible with one another. 

 

Hiring Managers (Non-HR) 

1. Hiring Managers directly affect or are affected by the achievement of my goals as a 

recruiter.  

Role Expectations 
1. Hiring Managers expect me to behave as a Promoter. 

2. Hiring Managers expect me to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. Hiring Managers expect me to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. Hiring Managers expect me to behave as a Liason. 

5. Hiring Managers expect me to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. Hiring Managers expect me to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. Hiring Managers’ role expectations are incompatible with one another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. Hiring Managers emphasize Applicant Quantity above all else. 

2. Hiring Managers emphasize Applicant Quality above all else. 

3. Hiring Managers emphasize Applicant Diversity above all else. 

4. Hiring Managers emphasize Low Cost above all else. 

5. Hiring Managers emphasize Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Hiring Managers’ recruitment priorities are incompatible with one another. 

 

Top Management/Strategic Managers 

1. Top Management/Strategic Managers directly affect or are affected by the 

achievement of my goals as a recruiter.  

Role Expectations 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect me to behave as a Promoter. 

2. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect me to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect me to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect me to behave as a Liason. 
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5. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect me to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect me to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers’ role expectations are incompatible with one 

another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Applicant Quantity above all else. 

2. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Applicant Quality above all else. 

3. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Applicant Diversity above all 

else. 

4. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Low Cost above all else. 

5. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers’ recruitment priorities are incompatible with 

one another. 

 

Other Non-HR (e.g., Business Unit) Employees and Managers 

1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers directly affect or are affected by the 

achievement of my goals as a recruiter.  

Role Expectations 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect me to behave as a Promoter. 

2. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect me to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect me to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect me to behave as a Liason. 

5. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect me to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect me to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
Other Non-HR Employees and Managers’ role expectations are incompatible with one 

another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Applicant Quantity above all 

else. 

2. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Applicant Quality above all 

else. 

3. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Applicant Diversity above all 

else. 

4. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Low Cost above all else. 

5. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers’ recruitment priorities are incompatible 

with one another. 

 

Demographic Items (voluntary and for sample description purposes only) 
1. Race 

2. Sex 

3. Age  
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Table B.2 Supervisor Survey 

 

Initial Items 

1. Please indicate your email address. (Note: this information will only be used to 

send you your incentive provided you decide to complete the following survey, and 

to ensure your responses are correctly matched to your recruiter’s responses to his 

or her survey.) 

2. Please indicate your recruiter’s email address. (Note: this information will only be 

used to match the information you supply below with your recruiter’s responses to 

his or her survey.) 

3. Current job title: 

4. Years experience in current job: 

5. Company name: 

6. Years working for current company: 

7. Total years experience recruiting: 

8. Number of recruiters you oversee: 

9. Experience supervising this recruiter (in years): 

10. Average number of open job requisitions this recruiter handles at a time: 

 

Recruiter Performance 

1. If your company uses a numeric job performance rating, please indicate your 

recruiter’s most recent performance evaluation and the scale used to rate him or her 

in the blanks provided. 

 

Customer Service (items adapted from Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998; Susskind, 

Kacmar, & Borchgrevink, 2003)  

 

Instructions for Supervisor: Please indicate on a scale of 1 to 7 the extent to which you 

agree with the following items (with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating 

strongly agree).  

 

Overall, hiring managers… 

1. are happy with the services they receive from my recruiter. 

2. believe that my recruiter seems interested in providing excellent service. 

3. believe my recruiter to be very knowledgeable about their business unit. 

4. believe my recruiter performs the duties expected of him or her. 

5. consider my recruiter to appear cold and distant. 

6. believe my recruiter really focuses on customer service. 

7. consider my recruiter to be efficient. 

 

Stakeholder Orientation items adapted from Greenley and Foxall (1997): 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following items as they relate to 

your recruiter’s behavior and orientation on a scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 indicating strongly 

disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree). 

1. The recruiter engages in sufficient research to understand the interests of each 

stakeholder group within the organization. 
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2. The recruiter plans strategies for addressing the interests of each stakeholder group 

within the organization. 

3. The recruiter considers fulfilling the needs of each stakeholder group important to 

fulfilling the corporate recruiting mission. 

 

Quality of Services 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements as they relate to 

your recruiter on a scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating 

strongly agree).  

 

Relative to other recruiters that I oversee with similar types of job requisitions… 

1. my recruiter generally attracts more highly qualified candidates.  

2. my recruiter generally contributes a larger number of applicants to the applicant 

pool.   

3. the candidates my recruiter attracts are generally more racioethnically diverse.  

4. the cost-per-hire for my recruiter is generally higher. 

5. the time-to-fill for my recruiter is generally higher. 

 

Role Conflict Scale (Work-home Conflict adapted from Netemeyer, Boles, & 

McMurrian, 1996, JAP) 

 

Instructions for Stakeholders: For this portion of the survey please think about how 

your recruiter performs his or her work and respond to these items with this process 

and the following role descriptions in mind. 

 

Promoter Role: Involves promoting the organization's brand, culture, and job 

characteristics. The primary goal of this role is to improve everyone's attitudes towards 

the organization and job. 

 

Gatekeeper Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

making preliminary distinctions among applicants and then attempting to attract those 

that would add value to the organization and screen out those who would not. 

 

Salesperson Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

tailoring the recruitment message you convey to the specific people with which you 

interact based on their needs, interests, and preferences. 

 

Liaison Role: Involves behaving as a boundary spanner between entities such as 

human resources, business units, departments, hiring managers, educational 

institutions, and applicants, and serving as a broker of information between these 

different types of stakeholders. 

 

Facilitator Role: Involves remaining neutral or objective, and demonstrating behaviors 

geared towards recruitment project management, as well as ensuring the recruitment 

process is fair, consistent, and expedient. 
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Advisor Role: Involves offering stakeholders guidance (e.g., regarding candidate fit, 

compensation) based on your technical or specialized knowledge, as well as managing 

expectations of stakeholders. 

1. The demands of enacting one role interfere with my recruiter’s ability to enact 

others. 

2. The amount of time required to enact one role makes it difficult for my recruiter to 

enact others. 

3. Things my recruiter wants to do while enacting one role do not get done because of 

the demands of other roles. 

4. Enacting one role produces strain that makes it difficult to enact others for my 

recruiter. 

5. Due to the requirements involved in enacting one role, my recruiter has to make 

changes to how he or she enacts other roles. 

 

Sequencing and Synchronization of Job Requisitions 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following on a scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 

indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree). 

1. In general, my recruiter’s job requisitions move through the hiring process in 

sequence (i.e., one after another versus all at once). 

2. In general, my recruiter’s job requisitions move at similar rates through the 

recruiting/hiring process. 

3. In general, the job requisitions my recruiter receives come to him or her in 

sequence, rather than all at once. 

4. In general, the job requisitions my recruiter receives come to him or her at the same 

rate. 

 

Existence of Applicant Tracking System 

 

Please answer the following item by responding yes or no. 

1. Does your organization have an applicant tracking system? 

 

Recruiter Reprioritization of Job Requisitions 

 

Please rate the extent to which your recruiter exhibits the following behavior on a scale 

of 1 to 7 (with 1 indicating never and 7 indicating very often). 

1. My recruiter reorganizes the way in which the organization’s applicant tracking 

system prioritizes his or her job requisitions. 

2. My recruiter changes how the organization’s applicant tracking system arranges the 

job requisitions he or she is responsible for filling. 

 

Sequencing and Synchronization of Candidate Flow 

 

Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following on a scale of 1 to 7 (with 1 

indicating strongly disagree and 7 indicating strongly agree). 
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1. In general, my recruiter’s candidates for a given job requisition move through the 

hiring process in sequence (i.e., one after another versus all at once). 

2. In general, my recruiter’s candidates for a given job requisition move at similar 

rates through the recruiting/hiring process. 

 

Recruiter Reprioritization of Candidates 
 

Please rate the extent to which you exhibit the following behavior on a scale of 1 to 7 

(with 1 indicating never and 7 indicating very often). 

1. My recruiter reorganizes the way in which the organization’s applicant tracking 

system prioritizes his or her candidates. 

 

Behavior and Outcome-Based Inter and Intra-Stakeholder Role Conflict 

 

For this portion of the survey we are interested in understanding the stakeholder 

relationships and demands associated with your recruiter’s work. 

 

Below we identify five different types of internal stakeholders that may or may not be 

relevant to how your recruiter performs his or her work. Please consider each type of 

stakeholder and provide the information requested. 

 

Promoter Role: Involves promoting the organization's brand, culture, and job 

characteristics. The primary goal of this role is to improve everyone's attitudes towards 

the organization and job. 

 

Gatekeeper Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

making preliminary distinctions among applicants and then attempting to attract those 

that would add value to the organization and screen out those who would not. 

 

Salesperson Role: Involves demonstrating person-specific behaviors that include 

tailoring the recruitment message you convey to the specific people with which you 

interact based on their needs, interests, and preferences. 

 

Liaison Role: Involves behaving as a boundary spanner between entities such as 

human resources, business units, departments, hiring managers, educational 

institutions, and applicants, and serving as a broker of information between these 

different types of stakeholders. 

 

Facilitator Role: Involves remaining neutral or objective, and demonstrating behaviors 

geared towards recruitment project management, as well as ensuring the recruitment 

process is fair, consistent, and expedient. 

 

Advisor Role: Involves offering stakeholders guidance (e.g., regarding candidate fit, 

compensation) based on your technical or specialized knowledge, as well as managing 

expectations of stakeholders. 
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You (as the Recruiter’s Direct Supervisor) 
1. I directly affect or am affected by the achievement of my recruiter’s goals.  

Role Expectations 
1. I expect this recruiter to behave as a Promoter. 

2. I expect this recruiter to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. I expect this recruiter to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. I expect this recruiter to behave as a Liason. 

5. I expect this recruiter to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. I expect this recruiter to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. My role expectations are incompatible with one another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. I emphasize Applicant Quantity above all else. 

2. I emphasize Applicant Quality above all else. 

3. I emphasize Applicant Diversity above all else. 

4. I emphasize Low Cost above all else. 

5. I emphasize Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. My recruitment priorities are incompatible with one another. 

 

Human Resources (as a function or division within your organization) 
1. Human Resources directly affects or is affected by the achievement of this 

recruiter’s goals.  

Role Expectations 
1. Human Resources expects this recruiter to behave as a Promoter. 

2. Human Resources expects this recruiter to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. Human Resources expects this recruiter to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. Human Resources expects this recruiter to behave as a Liason. 

5. Human Resources expects this recruiter to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. Human Resources expects this recruiter to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. Human Resources’ role expectations are incompatible with one another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. Human Resources emphasizes Applicant Quantity above all else. 

2. Human Resources emphasizes Applicant Quality above all else. 

3. Human Resources emphasizes Applicant Diversity above all else. 

4. Human Resources emphasizes Low Cost above all else. 

5. Human Resources emphasizes Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Human Resources’ recruitment priorities are incompatible with one another. 

 

Hiring Managers (Non-HR) 
1. Hiring Managers directly affect or are affected by the achievement of this 

recruiter’s goals. 

Role Expectations 
1. Hiring Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a Promoter. 
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2. Hiring Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a Gatekeeper. 

3. Hiring Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a Salesperson. 

4. Hiring Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a Liason. 

5. Hiring Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a Facilitator. 

6. Hiring Managers expect this recruiter to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. Hiring Managers’ role expectations are incompatible with one another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. Hiring Managers emphasize Applicant Quantity above all else. 

2. Hiring Managers emphasize Applicant Quality above all else. 

3. Hiring Managers emphasize Applicant Diversity above all else. 

4. Hiring Managers emphasize Low Cost above all else. 

5. Hiring Managers emphasize Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Hiring Managers’ recruitment priorities are incompatible with one another. 

 

Top Management/Strategic Managers 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers directly affect or are affected by the 

achievement of this recruiter’s goals.  

Role Expectations 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a Promoter. 

2. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Gatekeeper. 

3. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Salesperson. 

4. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a Liason. 

5. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Facilitator. 

6. Top Management/Strategic Managers expect this recruiter to behave as an Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers’ role expectations are incompatible with one 

another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Applicant Quantity above all else. 

2. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Applicant Quality above all else. 

3. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Applicant Diversity above all 

else. 

4. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Low Cost above all else. 

5. Top Management/Strategic Managers emphasize Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Top Management/Strategic Managers’ recruitment priorities are incompatible with 

one another. 

 

Other Non-HR (e.g., Business Unit) Employees and Managers 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers directly affect or are affected by the 

achievement of this recruiter’s goals.  
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Role Expectations 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Promoter. 

2. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Gatekeeper. 

3. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Salesperson. 

4. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Liason. 

5. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect this recruiter to behave as a 

Facilitator. 

6. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers expect this recruiter to behave as an 

Advisor. 

Judgment of Role Expectations 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers’ role expectations are incompatible with 

one another. 

Recruitment Priorities 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Applicant Quantity above all 

else. 

2. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Applicant Quality above all 

else. 

3. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Applicant Diversity above all 

else. 

4. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Low Cost above all else. 

5. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers emphasize Timeliness above all else. 

Judgment of Recruitment Priorities 
1. Other Non-HR Employees and Managers’ recruitment priorities are incompatible 

with one another. 

 

Demographic Items (voluntary and for sample description purposes only) 
1. Race 

2. Sex 

3. Age  

 


