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Abstract

This paper explores, through a quasi-experimental design, different ways of building employee assessment reports to
determine which elements would lead to more efficient selection decisions. Two types of reports were built: (a) reports
containing descriptions of the minimum and maximum scores (i.e., 1 vs. 10), and (b) reports containing the description
of the exact score recorded by the participant (i.e., any score on a scale of 1 to 10). The efficiency of these report was
evaluated in two scenarios: a difficult-decision scenario and an easy-decision scenario. A total of 269 hiring managers
participated in a simulated selection decision setting. They were asked to choose the best candidate for a specific position,
based on a job description and two personality profiles for two fictitious candidates. They were also asked about their
perceived levels of comprehension and satisfaction with the report. The model was statistically significant, ¥2(3) = 110,
p <.001, R2N = .461. In both the difficult and the easy scenarios, reports containing descriptions of the minimum and
maximum scores were more efficient than reports containing descriptions of the exact scores recorded by the participants,
and they also led to higher levels of perceived comprehension and satisfaction with the report. The results were influenced
by the participants’ familiarity with the used personality questionnaire (the NEO PI-R). This study has both theoretical
and practical implications, extending the existing organizational literature by drawing from cognitive psychology, and
highlighting the critical role that assessment reports have in the process of organizational selection decisions.
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The success of both commercial and non-
commercial organizations depends strongly on
the quality of their human resources.
Therefore, appropriate selection procedures
are mandatory to the organization, as well as
to the well-being of its employees. Despite
extensive attention given to the psychometric
properties of different selection procedures,
there is a lack of research regarding how the
information gained from these measurements
is further used in decision-making processes.

Unfortunately, the scientific literature does not
offer much guidance on how to structure this
information or design the assessment reports
to communicate clear and actionable results to
decision-makers. A few pointers in this
direction can be found in the educational
literature (e.g., Miller & Watkins, 2010;
Wiener & Costaris, 2012), and even fewer in
the 1/O literature (e.g., Spinu & lliescu, 2019;
Spinu & Corbeanu, 2023), with a strong call to
continue research on this topic (Mastoras et
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al., 2011). We address this issue in a quasi-
experimental study by evaluating which
elements in the design of assessment reports
lead to more accurate selection decisions in
organizations.

The way assessment results are reported
has a significant impact on the hiring process,
directly influencing the quality of selection
decisions. While it is generally assumed that
reports are error-free and they correctly
communicate the intended information, reality
seems to contradict this assumption. Based on
the same assessment reports, different
managers can make completely different
decisions (Spinu & Corbeanu, 2023), and this
may happen, at least in part, due to the
misinterpretation of poorly communicated
assessment results. In line with the notion of
consequential validity (Messick, 1989; lliescu
& Greiff, 2021), we believe that the same
importance that is now given to the selection
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process (i.e., the method and measures used)
should also be invested in the development of
the consequent assessment reports. We
advance that the validity of the assessment
process is not sufficient in and of itself.
Therefore, using good and valid tests may still
lead to less-than-optimal decisions if the
assessment  results are not clearly
communicated to hiring managers, who
ultimately make the hiring decisions.

In the present study, we examine two
different ways of building assessment reports:
(@) reports containing descriptions of
minimum and maximum possible scores (i.e.,
1 vs. 10), which is one of the conventional
ways of reporting results (e.g., SHL, 2002),
and (b) reports containing the description of
the exact score recorded by the participant
(i.e., any score on a scale of 1 to 10). Examples
of both types of reports could be seen in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Examples of the Report Types Employed

Unfortunately, there is a scarcity of
available literature that directly addresses this
topic, and we were able to identify only two
studies that have explored the issue of
assessment reports so far (Spinu & lliescu,
2019; Spinu & Corbeanu, 2023). This limited
body of research poses a significant challenge

in identifying appropriate theories to serve as
a basis for our arguments. Since the specific
nature of our research leans more towards the
domain of ergonomics and cognitive
psychology, rather than traditional work
psychology, we believe that drawing upon the
cognitive theories, specifically the bounded
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rationality, would be a pertinent starting point
in our paper, and a source of arguments for the
methodological choices we made throughout
the study.

Bounded Rationality Theories

In contrast to earlier theories of rational
decision-making (Carter et al., 2007), it is now
considered that the human ability to process
information is governed by heuristics and
biases (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Shah &
Oppenheimer, 2008): decision-makers often
encounter limitations in the cognitive
resources required for making decisions, and
therefore tend to rely on cognitive shortcuts to
diminish the cognitive effort, especially in
complex decisions or under uncertain
conditions (Simon, 1990).

The earlier theories of rationality used to
see decision-makers as ideal cognitive
processing machines. Accordingly, when
confronted with choices and decisions,
individuals were expected to have access to all
possible alternatives, possess accurate
expectations about the future outcomes of
their decisions, and use information in a
systematic and logical manner (Samuelson,
1947). As such, complex algorithms were used
to describe or simulate actual decision-making
processes (Shah & Oppenheimer, 2008). An
example of a complex algorithm is the
weighted additive rule. Without getting into
the mathematical details, this algorithm
requires decision-makers to follow five steps:
(1) identify all relevant pieces of information,
(2) process all pieces of information, (3)
determine the importance of each piece of
information, (4) add up all the available
information for each option, so as to gauge its
overall value, and (5) compare all alternatives
(Payne et al., 1993). However, subsequent
research has shown that these complex
algorithms cannot be realistically sustained
due to the limited capacity of the human
cognitive system (Garner, 1982). As a result,
individuals tend to use specific strategies (i.e.,
heuristics) that help them simplify decisions
and reduce the mental effort, while still
obtaining satisfactory results (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1974). This happens especially in
conditions of uncertainty, or when the

presented information is unclear (Jasko et al.,
2015; Simon, 1976). In other words, heuristics
(or biases) are simple mental processes that
replace the complex algorithms that would
have otherwise required too many cognitive
resources (Newell & Simon, 1972).

In the context of decisions based on
assessment reports, we believe that solely
providing behavioural explanations for the
minimum and maximum scores (i.e., 1 and 10)
create  a challenging and uncertain
environment that might determine decision-
makers to resort to mental shortcuts when
dealing with the exact scores obtained by the
candidates. We argue that, without a clear
linkage to performance indicators, it may be
difficult to understand how an intermediate
score (e.g., 4 or 7) corresponds to actual
behaviors. According to the attenuation bias,
which acts “to oversimplify a decision-making
process by ignoring, overlooking or excluding
certain information relevant to the decision”
(Kiesling & Chong, 2020, p. 43), decision-
makers may unintentionally choose to ignore
intermediate scores that cannot be easily
translated into behaviours. This raises
important concerns, as they should ideally
process all the information presented in a
report, and make an informed decision only
after fully understanding the assessment
results.

The need to define the scores falling
between the two extremes was also visible in
the earlier stages of the development of
behaviourally anchored rating scales (BARS;
Grote, 1996). The frustration of dealing with
missing intermediate anchors determined
researchers and practitioners to stop defining
only the minimum and maximum scores, and
to add descriptions for all the other scores as
well. Unfortunately, this procedure was not
particularly successful as job experts seemed
to provide more examples of good and poor
behaviours than of average behaviours, with
agreement being lower for the latter
(Hauenstein et al., 2010). While it is clear that
extreme behaviours are more salient than
average ones (Debnath et al., 2015), we
believe that ceasing to define the intermediate
scores is not a justifiable rationale, as it may
lead to significant cognitive biases that could
be avoided.
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The Present Study

The process of decision-making can be a
cognitively demanding activity for individuals
(Kool et al., 2010). Typically, assessment
reports include only the descriptions of the
minimum and maximum possible scores of a
scale and miss descriptions for the specific
scores obtained by the candidate. Besides the
lack of evidence supporting the effectiveness
of this traditional reporting approach, we
believe that it actually makes information
processing unnecessarily difficult.

In this paper, we evaluate the efficiency of
designing assessment reports that enumerate
the specific behaviours associated with the
exact scores obtained by the test taker,
compared to reports that define and describe
only the minimum and maximum scores of the
scale (pole-end scores). To this end, we have
built two personality profiles corresponding to
two fictitious candidates, having in mind two
different scenarios, an easy-decision scenario
(where the scores of the two candidates are
very different apart) and a difficult-decision
scenario (where the scores are very similar).
We introduced these scenarios based on the
premise that in difficult decisions, critical
information necessary for making a correct
decision would not be as readily available as
in easier scenarios: while in easy scenarios
almost anyone can reach the correct
conclusion, more difficult scenarios require
much sharper information. Therefore, in more
difficult contexts, an effective design is
particularly important to ensure a correct and
complete understanding of the presented
information.

We test these reports in a selection
decision setting, and evaluate their efficiency
from the perspective of decision accuracy, as
well as from the perspective of participants’
levels of comprehension and satisfaction with
the reports. Selection accuracy holds
particular significance for organizations (Kerr,
2021), as poor hiring decisions can have
detrimental impact on various organizational
areas (CareerBuilder, 2017). Additionally,
empirical findings from educational testing
domain showed that different types of reports
lead to different levels of comprehension and
satisfaction (e.g., Bucknavage, 2007). This is
significant because it can influence the
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likelihood of practical implementation of
specific designs, given that individuals are
more inclined to use materials they like and
understand (Cowburn & Stockley, 2005;
Konradt et al., 2006).

Based on the information presented above,
we advance the following hypotheses:

H1: Regardless of the report type,
participants will make more accurate
decisions in the easy scenario than in the
difficult scenario.

H2: Regardless of the scenario,
participants will make more accurate
decisions when the report includes exact score
descriptions, as opposed to reports that
describe only the pole-end scores.

H3: In the easy scenario, both types of
reports are efficient in selection decisions.

H4: In the difficult scenario, compared to
the easy one, participants (a) will make better
selection decisions, and will report higher
levels of (b) comprehension and (c)
satisfaction when the report includes exact
score descriptions, as opposed to reports that
describe only the pole-end scores.

Method

Participants

We targeted participants who held a
managerial position. Invitations to participate
were sent via emails, as well as posted on
LinkedIn and Facebook groups. Participation
was voluntary and anonymous. Participants
had the chance to receive, through a random
draw, a $25 Amazon gift card.

We collected data from 280 participants,
however after removing the duplicates (n = 2),
the missing data (n = 3), and the participants
who did not meet the inclusion criteria (n = 6),
the final sample consisted of 269 participants.
Of the participants, 68% were women
(n =183), and 32% were men (n = 86), with
an average age of 37 years (SD = 8.92),
ranging from 19 to 61 years old. Participants
had an average experience in a managerial
position of 6 years (SD = 5.16), ranging from
0 to 25 years, and they had made between 0
and 100 hiring decisions in the last 12 months
(M =11.71, SD = 17.18). Unfortunately, due
to insufficient data, we are unable to provide a
comprehensive overview of the departments
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in which they were employed. Only 15% of
participants provided information about their
department or role, which included internal
audit (n = 6), consulting (n = 3), financial
(n=1), HR (n = 23), management (n = 1),
payroll (n = 1), and sales (n = 3).

A 2x2 between-subject design was used
for this study, with 4 experimental groups.
Although we did not randomize participants,
we did not observe any differences between
the groups regarding participants’ age,
managerial experience, and their level of
experience in making hiring decisions (F(9,
640) = 1.25, p = .257). However, we did
observe a significant gender difference (4*(3)
=18.06, p = <.001) — there were more women
than men in the “easy scenario — pole-end
score descriptions” and in the “difficult
scenario — pole-end score descriptions”
conditions.

Procedure
Overview

We simulated a selection decision setting
where the participants were first presented
with a job description for the role of Market
Research Analyst (MRA). After studying the
document, they received two personality
profiles corresponding to two fictitious
candidates, and were asked to choose which
candidate they would hire for the MRA
position. They were allowed as much time as
they needed to make the decision.
Additionally, the participants completed a
short questionnaire regarding their level of
comprehension and satisfaction with the
reports.

The study was conducted online, using a
proprietary html code. Two variables were
manipulated: the report type (i.e., reports
containing pole-end score descriptions vs
exact score descriptions) and the decision
scenario (i.e., participants were confronted
with either an easy or a difficult decision).
Detailed accounts of the job description, the
personality profiles, and the manipulated
variables follow below.

Job Description

We used O*NET indicators to build the job
description for the role of Market Research
Analyst. The description consisted of one and
a half pages of bullet-lists, divided into three
categories: responsibilities (e.g., “Measure the
effectiveness of marketing programs and
strategies”), requirements (e.g., “Background
in business administration or social sciences”),
and soft skills (e.g., “Persuasion skills, and an
ability to convince and motivate others”). The
complete job description can be found here:
https://osf.io/eadx6/?view_only=343e296dd7
644ccB8alff765f0f2827dd.

The personality profiles

The personality profiles were developed based
on the job description presented above. We
developed two pairs of profiles, one pair for
the easy scenario, and one pair for the difficult
scenario. However, in both scenarios, we
made sure that one candidate (Candidate 1)
would be a better fit for the job than the other.
We used a similar structure as the NEO PI-R
questionnaire (Costa & McCrae, 1992), with
five factors and six facets each. The scores
were expressed in STEN scores ranging from
1to 10.

To ensure that one candidate is indeed a
better fit than the other, we conducted a pilot
test with five experienced psychologists who
had an average of 11 years of experience
(SD = 3.28) in HR consultancy. They were
asked to choose the best candidate for the job
based on our job description. All five chose the
Candidate 1 in both scenarios.

The decision scenario as a
manipulated variable

The difference between the easy and the
difficult scenarios relies on how similar or
different apart the two profiles are. For the
easy scenario, the difference between the two
candidates were glaring, as the profiles were
built at opposite extremes. Candidate 1 had
high scores on desirable traits, such as
extraversion or conscientiousness, and low
scores on undesirable traits, such as
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neuroticism. In contrast, Candidate 2
displayed the exact opposite pattern.

For the difficult scenario, the two profiles
had very similar scores. However, upon
careful examination, it become apparent that
one profile was slightly better suited for the

Table 1. The Personality Profiles
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job than the other. Compared to the easy
scenario, the task required more in-depth
analysis and intense cognitive processing. The
scores for all four personality profiles may be
seen in Table 1.

Difficult scenario

Easy scenario

Candidate 1 Candidate 2 Candidate 1 Candidate 2
Neuroticism 33 27 12 52
Extraversion 44 34 46 23
Openness 29 32 40 26
Agreeableness 32 32 41 26
Conscientiousness 47 46 49 18

Note. In both the difficult and the easy scenario, Candidate 1 is a better fit for the job.

The report type as a manipulated
variable

The report types were designed having two
perspectives in mind: (1) reports that include
behavioural descriptions for the exact scores
obtained (i.e., any score on a scale of 1 to 10),
and (2) reports that include behavioural
descriptions of only the pole-end scores of the
scale (i.e., 1 vs. 10).

The reports based on pole-end score
descriptions included a bar chart and the
corresponding behavioural descriptions on the
right and left sides. Each of these reports
covered one and a half pages. The score
descriptions were generated using the NEO
PI-R standard report that already provides
behavioural descriptions of minimum and
maximum possible scores. Examples of
descriptions for the Impulsivity scale are as
follows: at low scores - “Easily resists
temptations and delays gratification”, and at
high scores - “Can't resist cravings or urges,
even if they may later regret the behaviour”.
When completing the task, participants were
instructed that the respective descriptions
correspond to the minimum and maximum
possible scores.

The reports based on exact score
descriptions included a bar chart and then the
corresponding behavioural description for that

specific score. The exact score descriptions
were generated using several resources,
including the NEO Job Profiler (Costa et al.,
1995), the NEO PI-R standard report (Costa &
McCrag, 1992), and the guidelines offered by
Lord (2007). We used professional judgment
to define each score on a scale of 1 to 10, with
special attention given to balancing the need to
provide sufficient details and the need to
remain within a one-dimensional scale. The
scores were defined in everyday language,
without using professional jargon. An
example for a score of 7 on the Impulsivity
scale is as follows: “Typically feels unable to
resist cravings and temptations but may do so
if they get absorbed in their task”. The
instructions for participants also indicated that
these descriptions correspond to the exact
scores obtained by the participants. All the
reports can be found here:
https://osf.io/fc24q/?view_only=05b61ee773

364f2693c93b91d201f462.

Measures

We analyzed the efficiency of the report types
employed using three indicators: the decision
accuracy, as well as the self-reported levels of
comprehension and satisfaction with the
report. The decision accuracy was measured
on a dichotomous scale, and employed either
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participants’ comprehension level was

analyzed using a questionnaire adapted from
Bucknavage (2007). The questionnaire
consisted in seven items measured on a 1-5
Likert scale (from strongly disagree to
strongly agree), and had an internal
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consistency of .83. Similarly, the level of
participants’ satisfaction was measured using
a questionnaire adapted from Pelco et al.
(2009). It comprised six items measured on a
1-5 Likert scale, and had an internal
consistency of .77. The comprehension and
satisfaction items may be seen in table 2.

Table 2. The Comprehension and Satisfaction Questionnaires Items

Comprehension Questionnaire

These reports were easy to read.

N g s~ W DN

| easily understood the information that was presented.

The writing style was too confusing for me to understand (R™).

I have a clear picture of the candidates' strengths and weaknesses.
The reports were well organized and coherent.

Reading these reports was difficult for me (R").

I have an overall good understanding of the candidates.

Satisfaction Questionnaire

| am generally satisfied with these reports.

The reports included all the information needed for me to make a decision.

The information presented in the reports made sense to me.

The reports presented information in a logical format.

1
2
3
4.  The reports relied too much on technical terms (R").
5
6

I learned a great deal about the candidates from these reports.

Note. "R = reversed items.

Statistical Approach

A logistic regression was conducted using the
jamovi “GAML;” module (Gallucci, 2019) to
estimate the relationship between the decision
scenario and the report type, and the accuracy
of the selection decision. The level of
participants’ comprehension and satisfaction
with the reports was analyzed using a
multivariate multiple regression, with the help
of jamovi “PATH;j” module (Gallucci, 2021).
Additionally, a TOST test (Caldwell, 2022)
was conducted specifically for the easy
scenario, in order to evaluate the level of
equivalence between the two report types.

Results

A binomial logistic regression was performed
to analyse the effects of the report type and the
decision scenario on the likelihood that
participants made a correct selection decision.
The model was statistically significant,
72(3) = 110, p <.001, and accounted for 46.1%
(Nagelkerke R?) of the variance in selection
decisions. The model correctly classified
81.8% of cases, with a sensitivity index of
89% and a specificity of 69.1%.

Only the scenario and the report type were
statistically significant, but not the interaction
between them. The data supports our first
hypothesis (H1), i.e., participants were more
likely to make correct selection decisions in
the easy scenario than in the difficult scenario.
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However, contrary to our expectations (H2), it
seemed that, regardless of the scenario, pole-
end score descriptions were more efficient
than exact score descriptions in enhancing
accurate decisions. The odds of making a

Table 3. The Logistic Regression Model
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correct selection decision are .2 times lower
when presented with exact rather than pole-
end score descriptions. The results are shown
in Table 3.

9
L T LT
Constant .75 [.43; 1.09] 16 1 .001" 2.13 [1.54; 3.00]
Predictors
Scenario 2.03 [1.38;2.71] .33 1 .001" 7.66 [3.99; 15.07]
Report type -1.61 [-95;.20] .33 1 .001" 0.20 [2.60; 9.81]
Scenario * Report type a7 [2.10; 2.16] .67 1 251 2.16 [[12; 1.73]

Note. Baseline categories were the easy scenario and the exact score descriptions. “p < 0.05

There was no significant interaction
between decision scenario and the report type
in regards to the decision accuracy (H4a).
Therefore, the probability of making a correct
decision based that one or the other type of
report does not depend on the difficulty of the
decision. In fact, in the easy scenario, although
we hypothesized that both report types would
be efficient in selection decisions (H3), the
data suggests that they are not actually
equivalent (p =.747) - reports containing pole-
end score descriptions led to better decisions

1.00 4

0.75 4

0.50 4

P(Decision = correct)

0.25 4

0.00 4

than exact score descriptions even in the easy
scenario.

Overall, 87.2% of participants made a
correct selection decision in the easy scenario,
compared to only 35% in the difficult
scenario. Considering both scenarios, 44.9%
of participants made a correct decision when
presented with pole-end score descriptions,
compared to only 18.9% when presented with
exact score descriptions. The probabilities of
making a correct decision in each group may
be seen in Table 4, and Figure 2 respectively.

ReportType

pole-end score descriptions
exact score descriptions

difficult
Scenario

easy

Figure 2. A Visual Representation of the Probabilities of Making a Correct Decision
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Table 4. The Probabilities of Making a Correct Decision

Scenario Report type Probability SE 95% ClI
Difficult Pole-end scores .67 .08 [.50; .81]
Exact scores .22 .04 [.14; .32]
Easy Pole-end scores 91 .02 [.84; .95]
Exact scores .76 .06 [.61; .86]
We additionally controlled for the the decision scenario and the familiarity with
potentially confounding effects of the the questionnaire (p = .027). As shown in

participants’ response times, as well as their
familiarity with the NEO-PI-R questionnaire,
to thoroughly understand our results. The data
suggests that there is no significant effect of
how much time participants spent in the task,
7*(1) = 3.31, p = .069. However, there is a
significant interaction between the report type,

Scenario = difficult

1.00 A
0.75 4

0.50 1

Decision

0.25 4

0.00 +

-2 -1 0 1 2

NEO-PI-R_Familiarity

Figure 3, in the difficult scenario, participants
who were more familiar with the questionnaire
made better decisions when provided with
pole-end score descriptions. Conversely, for
exact score descriptions, more familiarity with
the questionnaire led to worse decisions.

ReportType

pole-end score descriptions
exact score descriptions

Figure 3. The Probability of Making a Correct Decision When Familiarized with the

Questionnaire

To analyze participants’ levels of self-
reported comprehension and satisfaction with
the report, we conducted a multivariate
multiple regression. The model was
statistically significant, y*(7) = 190, p = .001,
CFl = 1.000. Contrary to our expectations
(H4b and H4c), the results suggest that
participants had a higher level of
comprehension when presented with pole-end
score descriptions, rather than exact score
descriptions, either alone (8 = -.21, p = .008)
or in interaction with the scenario (f = .15,

p =.007). Similarly, reports containing pole-
end score descriptions led to higher levels of
satisfaction compared to reports containing
exact score descriptions (5 = -.24, p = .002).
However, the interaction between scenario
and report type does not significantly
influence participants’ satisfaction levels
(6=.08, p=.157).

A post-hoc G*Power analysis suggested
that our design was slightly underpowered
(0.60). In order to detect a significant effect for
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the exact score descriptions, we would have
needed a sample size of 380 people.

Discussion

Summary of Findings

The current study explored different ways of
designing employee assessment reports to
determine which elements would lead to more
efficient selection decisions. Two types of
reports were evaluated, in two different
scenarios.

As hypothesised, participants made more
accurate selection decisions in the easy
scenario compared to the difficult scenario.
However, contrary to our expectations, reports
containing pole-end score descriptions were
more effective in terms of the accuracy of the
selection decision than those containing exact
score descriptions. This was true even in the
easy scenario, where the most suitable
candidate for the job should have been glaring
in both reports. Furthermore, participants
reported a higher level of perceived
comprehension and  satisfaction  when
presented with pole-end score descriptions in
both the easy and the difficult scenario. There
are several possible explanations for these
results.

Firstly, data suggests that familiarity with
the NEO-PI-R questionnaire influenced the
likelihood of making a correct decision.
Participants that were more familiarized with
the questionnaire tended to make worse
decisions when presented with exact score
descriptions rather than pole-end score
descriptions. It may be that participants were
accustomed to a specific design of the
questionnaire, and the fact it was differently
structured in our study may have actually
made the information processing much more
difficult. It may also be that in order to make
sense of the dimensionality of a personality
trait, managers need the two extreme anchor
points of the scale; significance of the points
that lie in between the two extremes is then
deducted easily — while exposure to only the
exact description does not enable the decision
maker to actually make sense of the
dimensionality of the targeted trait. The
questionnaire familiarity and the previous
experience in working with it might also
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explain the higher reported levels of
comprehension and satisfaction with the
report when presented with pole-end score

descriptions compared to exact score
descriptions.
Secondly, according to the picture

superiority effect (Stenberg, 2006), people
seem to focus more on the visual elements of
a document rather than on the text (Schnotz et
al., 1993). Thus, it is possible that participants
did not read the score descriptions carefully
enough. However, a similar eye-tracking
study on assessment reports, evaluating how
the visual design of the reports can influence
information integration from graphics and
texts, showed that neither the number of
fixations on the graphic or the text, nor the
number of integrations between the graphic
and the text were significant predictors of the
accuracy of the selection decision (Spinu &
Iliescu, 2019). It remains unclear how people
use information from texts and graphics in
decision-making  processes, and  what
elements actually lead to more efficient
decisions. We suggest including more eye-
tracking designs to better understand this
matter.

Theoretical and Practical
Implications

From a theoretical standpoint, the main
contribution of our study lies in its
interdisciplinary  nature, extending the
applicability of a cognitive theory into the
field of organizational psychology. The study
challenges researchers to further investigate
how pole-end and exact score descriptions fit
with bounded rationality theories and
cognitive biases, and which of them actually
raises more uncertainty for decision-makers:
describing only the extreme ends of a scale
without a clear linkage to actual behaviours for
intermediate scores, or describing the exact
score obtained by the respondent without
offering a framework of reference.

From a practical perspective, our study
holds significant relevance within the realm
organizational realities. It highlights the
importance of effectively communicating
results to decision-makers to ensure they are
actionable, while also focusing on the
consequences of the assessment process. The
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correct understanding of the results and the
decisions that are made subsequently depends
strongly on the quality of the assessment
report. Our study shows that current practices
in designing assessment reports  (i.e.,
designing reports that describe the minimum
and maximum possible scores) are somewhat
effective. However, the fact that a non-trivial
volume of our sample has made an incorrect
decision raises concerns, and suggests that
other factors may have influenced the
decision.

Limitations and Implications for
Future Research

The main limitation of this study is the use of
a standard and well-known assessment tool,
the NEO-PI-R questionnaire, as our data has
shown that familiarity with the test
significantly influenced the outcomes of our
design. We recommend that future studies use
less popular  questionnaires.  Another
limitation is the lack of randomization in
allocating participants to groups. This resulted
in significant differences between the groups,
that could have been avoided with proper
randomization. We also believe that measures
that are specifically designed for a work
context would vyield a higher impact on
research results, as they are closer to what
actually happens in practice. Furthemore,
future studies may include some other types of
tests, such as cognitive abilities tests. One final
recommendation for future studies would be to
include eye-tracking methodologies in their
design. This will contribute to a better
understanding of how decision-makers
acquire and use information in assessment
reports.

To sum up, our study offers valuable
insights into the realm of assessment reports
and contribute to the existing body of
knowledge in this area. Although assessment
reports are frequently utilized in selection
settings, their practical efficacy remains
relatively unexplored. Despite its limitations,
our research confirms that one of the
traditional ways of designing assessment
reports is actually effective in selection
setting. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that
only 87.2% of participants made a correct

decision even in the easy scenario. This
suggests the presence of additional factors that
may have influenced participants’ decisions.
Considering this, we advocate for further
research and a more in-depth investivation
into this subject matter.
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