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Recent reports suggest that an increasing number of organizations are using information from 
social media platforms such as Facebook.com to screen job applicants. Unfortunately, empiri-
cal research concerning the potential implications of this practice is extremely limited. We 
address the use of social media for selection by examining how recruiter ratings of Facebook 
profiles fare with respect to two important criteria on which selection procedures are evaluated: 
criterion-related validity and subgroup differences (which can lead to adverse impact). We 
captured Facebook profiles of college students who were applying for full-time jobs, and 
recruiters from various organizations reviewed the profiles and provided evaluations. We then 
followed up with applicants in their new jobs. Recruiter ratings of applicants’ Facebook infor-
mation were unrelated to supervisor ratings of job performance (rs = −.13 to –.04), turnover 
intentions (rs = −.05 to .00), and actual turnover (rs = −.01 to .01). In addition, Facebook 
ratings did not contribute to the prediction of these criteria beyond more traditional predictors, 
including cognitive ability, self-efficacy, and personality. Furthermore, there was evidence of 
subgroup difference in Facebook ratings that tended to favor female and White applicants. The 
overall results suggest that organizations should be very cautious about using social media 
information such as Facebook to assess job applicants.
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Recent reports suggest that many organizations are using the Internet to search for infor-
mation about job applicants (e.g., Deschenaux, 2010; Levinson, 2010; Preston, 2011). This 
includes reviewing applicants’ personal websites and blogs and performing web searches 
(e.g., via Google) on an applicant’s name. The type of Internet information that has received 
the most attention is social media (SM), including SM platforms such as Facebook and 
Twitter. Several recent surveys have inquired about organizations’ use of SM information for 
recruitment and selection. For example, a survey of 825 staffing professionals revealed that 
73% of those surveyed use SM platforms such as Facebook to recruit applicants (Levinson, 
2010). Furthermore, about one third of respondents indicated that they always check such 
SM information when vetting applicants. In a CareerBuilder survey of 2,303 hiring managers 
and human resources professionals, 37% of respondents reported they research applicants’ 
SM information, and another 11% plan to start doing so in the future (Grasz, 2012). In addi-
tion, 29% of managers indicated that they had not hired applicants due to what they learned 
from applicants’ SM information.

Several possible benefits of using SM and other Internet information for staffing have 
been noted. For example, unlike selection procedures such as interviews and work sample 
tests that can be costly and time-consuming to develop and administer, SM information 
already exists (i.e., it does not have to be developed), is free to view, and does not require 
applicants to be present. Furthermore, interviews and surveys with hiring officials suggest 
that many believe SM information can be used to help predict applicants’ future perfor-
mance. For example, one employer noted that “if a person runs competitive races, that is 
valuable information about how ambitious and results-oriented they are” (Willis, 2006). 
Another employer suggested that the types of information applicants post on SM platforms 
“demonstrate the level of an applicant’s judgment and give employers insight into their per-
sonality” (Palank, 2006). And another suggested that “there is nothing that screams more 
accurately who you are than a Facebook page” (Meinert, 2011). Other reports indicate that 
some hiring officials believe SM information can provide information concerning person–
organization fit. For instance, in the CareerBuilder survey mentioned above, one of the main 
reasons why respondents use SM is “to see if the candidate is a good fit for the company 
culture” (Grasz, 2012). Similarly, a Society for Human Resources Management (SHRM, 
2008) survey found that 26% of staffing professionals use SM information to assess whether 
applicants would be a good fit for the organization. The focus on fit may indicate that hiring 
officials are using SM to help make predictions about whether applicants would be likely to 
quit or to remain with the company for the longer-term.

Some scholars also appear to believe that SM may hold promise for use in the selection 
process (e.g., Elzweig & Peeples, 2009; Karl, Peluchette, & Schlaegel, 2010; Kluemper & 
Rosen, 2009; Wilson, Gosling, & Graham, 2012). For instance, it has been suggested that SM 
information could be used to assess personality (Back et al., 2010; Kluemper & Rosen, 2009; 
Vazire & Gosling, 2004). As an example, the number of “friends” in an applicant’s social 
network, and the comments these friends post about the applicant, may indicate traits such as 
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agreeableness and extraversion. The creativity with which applicants’ arrange their Facebook 
profile, and the types of activities and quotes they post, may reflect their openness to experi-
ence. Other researchers have suggested that applicants who post inappropriate information 
online may have related problems at work, such as low conscientiousness or lack of integrity 
(Karl et al., 2010). Finally, some authors have suggested that organizations that do not check 
publically available SM information may be negligent in terms of failing to fully vet appli-
cants (e.g., Elzweig & Peeples, 2009).

Despite the possible benefits, it is unclear whether assessments of SM information would 
satisfy certain standards for valid and legally defensible selection procedures. For example, 
the Uniform Guidelines (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission [EEOC], 1978) dis-
cuss the importance of having evidence of criterion-related validity prior to using tests as a 
basis for personnel decisions. Similarly, the Principles (Society for Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology [SIOP], 2003) note the primary inference of concern in an 
employment context is that test scores predict subsequent work behavior. Unfortunately, 
there is very little evidence for the criterion-related validity of inferences based on ratings of 
SM information. Furthermore, SM provides information that equal employment law prohib-
its, or severely limits, organizations from using for decision making. For instance, employers 
may discover, and find difficult to ignore, information concerning applicants’ demographic 
characteristics (e.g., ethnicity, age), physical disabilities, religious beliefs, marital status, or 
sexual orientation. Moreover, blogs, Twitter posts, and other written material may document 
mental disabilities, substance abuse, arrests, or other life challenges.

Present Study

Unfortunately, at present, human resources (HR) professionals and managers have limited 
guidance concerning whether or how SM information should be reviewed during the staffing 
process. Although numerous popular press articles have addressed this issue, very little sys-
tematic research has been conducted to inform decision makers about the implications of 
using SM in selection.

The present study was conducted to address this important and timely issue. We focused 
on assessments of information from Facebook.com. Facebook is the most visited website in 
the world (Alexa.com, 2013) and is the most widely used SM platform, with over 1 billion 
monthly users (Fowler, 2012). We captured Facebook profiles of graduating college students 
who were applying for jobs. Recruiters viewed applicants’ profiles and made judgments con-
cerning applicants’ suitability and their knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics 
(KSAOs). We then correlated recruiter ratings with applicants’ subsequent job performance 
and turnover.

The results help to address two critical gaps that exist in the knowledge of the SM for staff-
ing phenomenon. First, there is virtually no research concerning whether or how assessments 
of SM information relate to criteria organizations attempt to affect through their staffing pro-
cedures (Brown & Vaughn, 2011; Davison, Maraist, & Bing, 2011). The only study we could 
find asked a few research assistants to review Facebook profiles of undergraduate students and 
rate students’ personality and hireability (Kluemper, Rosen, & Mossholder, 2012). These rat-
ings were made for a hypothetical job and then were correlated with supervisor ratings of job 
performance for a subset of the students (n = 56). The results were somewhat mixed in that 
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Facebook-based ratings of emotional stability and agreeableness correlated significantly with 
performance, whereas ratings of the remaining three Big Five factors did not.

The present study expands on previous work by examining how actual recruiters evaluate 
the Facebook profiles of graduating students applying for full-time jobs. In addition, we 
investigate the criterion-related validity of Facebook ratings with respect to both job perfor-
mance and turnover. Examination of these issues is important because whether recruiter 
evaluations of SM information relate to valued criteria could affect the quality and diversity 
of human capital organizations acquire, as well as the legal defensibility of staffing decisions 
based on that information. Furthermore, it has been suggested that SM information may pro-
vide incremental validity beyond more traditional predictors (e.g., Kluemper & Rosen, 
2009). We address this possibility by seeing whether SM assessments increment the validity 
of established predictors such as cognitive ability, self-efficacy, and personality.

Second, to our knowledge, there are no published data on whether SM assessments are 
similar or different across subgroups of applicants. This is unfortunate because subgroup dif-
ferences can lead to adverse impact (e.g., Sackett & Ellingson, 1997), which can negatively 
affect organizational diversity and jeopardize the legal defensibility of selection decisions 
(e.g., Ployhart & Holtz, 2008). We address this gap by examining whether Facebook-based 
ratings differ by gender and ethnicity. 

Criterion-Related Validity of Assessments of SM Information

A key aspect in the evaluation of a selection procedure is whether scores on the procedure 
predict future performance on the job. Withdrawal behaviors, such as absenteeism and turn-
over, also may represent appropriate criteria to evaluate selection procedures (SIOP, 2003). 
A careful analysis suggests several factors could inhibit the ability of decision makers to 
draw valid inferences about applicants’ KSAOs and future performance based on SM infor-
mation. First, as discussed, SM platforms such as Facebook are designed to network with 
friends and family rather than to measure job-relevant attributes. Indeed, most SM informa-
tion pertains to applicants’ outside-of-work interests and activities, which may have little 
bearing on work behavior. This factor, in and of itself, may be enough to suggest that crite-
rion-related validity for SM assessments may be low.

Second, the sheer volume of SM information also may inhibit decision makers from draw-
ing valid inferences. For example, Facebook profiles include four different sections of informa-
tion, and each section can comprise the equivalent of several pages of background information, 
writing, pictures, videos, and other types of information about an applicant and their social 
network. This large amount of information may put demands on decision makers’ ability to 
process all the potential cues and to determine what information (if any) is relevant and what is 
not. This situation may cause decision makers to rely on biases and cognitive heuristics may 
reduce validity. For example, decision makers may focus on information that is particularly 
salient (e.g., attractiveness, social activities, political beliefs), but that may not be job-relevant 
(i.e., the availability heuristic; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974).

Finally, inaccurate information may undermine the criterion-related validity of SM 
assessments. For example, the desire to be perceived as socially desirable may lead appli-
cants to embellish or fabricate information they post on SM, such as experience, qualifica-
tions, and achievements. Furthermore, because other people can post information about 
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applicants on SM platforms (e.g., Facebook), applicants do not have complete control of 
their information. As such, applicants may be unduly “penalized” for what others post. In 
fact, one study found that comments posted by others on one’s Facebook profile had a 
greater effect on observers’ impressions than did one’s own comments (Walther, Van Der 
Heide, Kim, Westerman, & Tong, 2008). Last, the lack of concrete identifying information 
about an applicant, such as background information or recent pictures, may lead to issues 
of mistaken identity.

In sum, although SM platforms such as Facebook and Twitter may contain some poten-
tially job-relevant information, identifying and accurately rating this information could be 
quite difficult. Indeed, such platforms are not designed to elicit job-relevant information and, 
in fact, contain various types of job-irrelevant information that could influence judgments 
about applicants. Considering all these factors, we predict the following:

Hypothesis 1: SM assessments will not predict on-the-job performance.
Hypothesis 2: SM assessments will not predict turnover intentions.
Hypothesis 3: SM assessments will not predict turnover.

Because these hypotheses predict null effects, we adopt an approach Cortina and Folger 
(1998) described for dealing with null-effect hypotheses. Using the triangulation approach, 
the researcher (a) includes multiple operationalizations of the focal predictor to show that the 
null effects are consistent across measures, (b) calculates confidence intervals around the 
effects for the focal predictor to show the null effects are not likely due to sampling error, and 
(c) measures other predictors to show that the dependent variable can indeed be predicted. 
Regarding Step a, we ask recruiters to make both suitability and KSAO ratings based on 
applicants’ SM information. We also calculate and report confidence intervals for relations 
between the two sets of SM assessments and the criteria, per Step b.

With respect to Step c, we measure several variables previous research has shown to pre-
dict job performance and turnover. Cognitive ability is regarded as one of the best predictors 
of performance, particularly task performance (e.g., Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). General self-
efficacy reflects an individual’s perception of his or her ability to perform across a variety of 
different situations (Judge, Erez, & Bono, 1998) and has been shown to relate to job perfor-
mance (e.g., Judge & Bono, 2001). Core self-evaluation (CSE) is a related construct that 
refers to appraisals people make concerning their self-worth, competence, and capabilities 
(Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997). A meta-analysis (Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 
2012) found that CSE is related to both task performance and organizational citizenship 
behaviors. We also examine grade point average (GPA), which is thought to reflect a combi-
nation of ability and motivation, and predicts job performance (Roth, BeVier, Switzer, & 
Schippmann, 1996).

Finally, the Big Five personality factors have been the most widely studied set of noncog-
nitive predictors in the selection literature over the past two decades. Although validity evi-
dence for the Big Five is not as strong as the evidence for some of the other constructs, 
certain traits can predict performance. For example, self-reports of conscientiousness are a 
consistent, albeit relatively modest, predictor of overall job performance (e.g., Barrick & 
Mount, 1991), and extraversion and agreeableness have been shown to predict extra-role 
performance (e.g., Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Given the track record of these variables for 
predicting performance, we hypothesize the following:
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Hypothesis 4a: Cognitive ability, self-efficacy, core self-evaluation, GPA, and personality (i.e., con-
scientiousness) will predict in-role performance.

Hypothesis 4b: Core self-evaluation and personality (i.e., agreeableness and extraversion) will pre-
dict extra-role performance.

Several of these constructs also have been shown to predict turnover intentions or actual 
turnover. Specifically, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability tend to 
relate modestly to turnover intentions and actual turnover (Zimmerman, 2008), and CSE has 
been shown to relate negatively to turnover intentions (Chang et al., 2012). Evidence con-
cerning relations between the other predictors and turnover is more limited or equivocal. For 
example, research suggests that relations between cognitive ability and turnover tend to be 
quite small and depend on the cognitive demands of the job (Maltarich, Nyberg, & Reilly, 
2010). Moreover, we are not aware of any research linking self-efficacy or GPA to turnover 
intentions or actual turnover. Thus, we explore possible relations between these variables and 
turnover intentions and actual turnover.

Hypothesis 5a: Core self-evaluation and personality (i.e., agreeableness, conscientiousness, and 
emotional stability) will predict turnover intentions.

Hypothesis 5b: Core self-evaluation and personality (i.e., agreeableness, conscientiousness, and 
emotional stability) will predict actual turnover.

Subgroup Differences in Assessments of SM Information

Another concern is that there may be subgroup differences in assessments of SM informa-
tion, which could lead to adverse impact. We first note reasons why SM assessments gener-
ally may produce differences among different subgroups of applicants. We then focus more 
specifically on possible subgroup differences with regard to gender and ethnicity.

First, SM platforms such as Facebook provide direct information about applicants’ gen-
der, ethnicity, age, and other personal characteristics (e.g., political orientation, religious 
affiliation), which equal employment law typically prohibits organizations from using for 
decision making. Thus, a variety of demographic information is available to decision makers 
who choose to review applicants’ SM information. This is a concern because it may be dif-
ficult to refute the argument that once demographic information was seen, it was not consid-
ered in the decision making (Diamond, 2012; Karl et al., 2010).

Second, searching the Internet for information about applicants represents a fairly weak 
situation (Mischel, 1979). For one, SM platforms such as Facebook may not yield job-related 
information because they are designed for social interaction rather than for personnel selec-
tion. In addition, the process of searching for and evaluating applicants’ SM information is 
likely to be rather unstructured. For example, searching applicants’ SM information can be 
accomplished at one’s desk and outside a formal assessment process in which an applicant is 
present. Also, unlike assessments such as structured interviews or assessment centers, recruit-
ers may be likely to have a list of specific KSAOs they are trying to assess when reviewing 
SM information. In a weak situation such as this, job-irrelevant factors (e.g., demographic 
characteristics) may be more likely to influence recruiters’ judgments than in more structured 
types of assessments (Brown & Vaughn, 2011).
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Gender. In addition to the factors noted above, there may be other reasons to expect 
gender subgroup differences in SM assessments in particular. First, researchers have found 
that females are less likely than males to post problematic content, such as substance abuse 
and sexual exploits, on SM platforms (Karl et al., 2010; Peluchette & Karl, 2010). Second, 
there are gender differences on some of the constructs that could be assessed based on SM 
information. For example, females tend to have higher verbal ability and writing ability than 
males (Hough, Oswald, & Ployhart, 2001; Roth, Buster, & Barnes-Farrell, 2010). Such dif-
ferences could be evident in audio, video, or written SM material.

In addition, some researchers have suggested that organizations could use SM informa-
tion to assess personality-related constructs (e.g., Kluemper et al., 2012). If such constructs 
can be assessed from SM information, there may be subgroup differences in the ratings. As 
an example, Strano (2008) found that compared to males, female Facebook profile pictures 
were more likely to show females with friends and/or smiling and appearing happy. This is 
relevant because females tend to possess somewhat higher levels of agreeableness than 
males (e.g., Hough et al., 2001). Similarly, research has found that females score higher 
than males on situational judgment tests associated with agreeableness and conscientious-
ness (Whetzel, McDaniel, & Nguyen, 2008). These factors lead us to predict the 
following:

Hypothesis 6: SM assessments will be higher for female participants than for male participants.

Ethnicity. We also suspect that there may be ethnic subgroup differences in assessments 
of SM information. For instance, researchers have found that Black and Hispanic individuals 
are more likely to post quotes related to their ethnic heritage (Grasmuck, Martin, & Zhao, 
2009). Compared to Whites, racioethnic minorities also are more likely to participate in 
social and political causes via SM (Lieu, 2012). The similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 
1971) would predict that the salience of information about minority applicants’ ethnicity and 
political beliefs could generate perceptions of dissimilarity among recruiters from majority 
groups (i.e., Whites, who constituted the majority of recruiters in the present sample). In turn, 
recruiters may tend to give higher ratings to applicants they perceive to be more similar to 
them and lower ratings to participants who may appear less similar.

There also may be existing ethnic subgroup differences in KSAOs recruiters may try to 
assess based on applicants’ SM information. In particular, White individuals tend to be asso-
ciated with higher levels of mental ability than Black and Hispanic individuals (e.g., Sackett, 
Schmitt, Ellingson, & Kabin, 2001). Such differences could be manifest in SM information, 
such as the level of verbal ability evidenced in applicants’ Facebook and Twitter posts. Thus, 
to the extent that recruiters make inferences about intelligence on the basis of SM informa-
tion, White applicants could receive higher ratings. These factors led us to predict the 
following:

Hypothesis 7: SM assessments will be higher for White participants than for Black and Hispanic 
participants.
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Method

Participants and Procedures

Three sets of participants provided data for the study. First, we contacted undergraduate 
and graduate students at a large university in the southeastern United States. These students 
were near graduation and were looking for jobs, or were preparing to look for jobs. As an 
incentive, participants were entered into a drawing for various gift certificates. A total of 416 
students agreed to participate. Participants were 63.2% female and an average age of 23.8 
years (SD = 4.80). In terms of ethnicity, the sample was 78.1% White, 10.8% Hispanic, and 
7.0% African American. The few remaining applicants were Asian, Native American, or 
multiracial.

Participants began by completing an initial online questionnaire that included items about 
their background, such as their year in school, major, GPA, and demographic characteristics. 
They also completed measures of the other predictors we examine (e.g., CSE, personality). 
Last, participants provided access to their Facebook profiles by “friending” a Facebook page 
set up for this study. Although organizations might not be able to access the Facebook profile 
of every applicant like we were able to do, many Facebook users do not restrict access to 
their profiles (Palis, 2012). Even when users do restrict access, viewers often can still see 
some basic information, including photos. Furthermore, many applicants “friend” organiza-
tions (or vice versa) at some point during the staffing process, and some organizations even 
require applicants to provide access to their SM information (Valdes & McFarland, 2012). 
Thus, our approach allowed us to obtain a standard set of information for each participant (as 
we describe below) and was realistic in terms of the Facebook information some organiza-
tions may obtain from applicants.

Once participants friended us, we saved scrollable screenshots of their Facebook profile. 
We saved the four main pages common to all profiles at the time of the study, including Wall, 
Info, Photos, and Boxes. The Wall page contains the user’s name, profile picture, demographic 
information, status message (e.g., what the user currently is doing), and list of friends (i.e., 
other Facebook users who are connected to the user). This page also includes messages posted 
by the user and/or the user’s friends, as well as information the user wants to share with others, 
including pictures, videos, and links to others sites. The Info page contains additional informa-
tion about the user, such as his or her contact information, current employer, educational 
background, and interests groups to which the user belongs. The Photos page contains photo-
graphs the user or the user’s friends have posted. Finally, the Boxes page provides the user a 
place to paste small pictures (e.g., of celebrities they like), cartoons, and other images that 
reflect the person’s interests. The order and appearance of each page was the same as what was 
on the participant’s Facebook profile at the time the information was captured.

Approximately one year later, we sent participants a follow-up questionnaire. A total of 
292 of the original 416 participants (70.2%) responded. The questionnaire included various 
items about their job search activities, such as how many jobs they applied for, how many 
interviews they had, and whether they had obtained a job. For participants who were or had 
been employed, we asked them several questions about their job, including their intentions to 
remain in that job. For those who had left their first job, we asked them why they did so 
(almost all turnover was reported as voluntary). In addition, we asked participants to provide 
the name and contact information of their immediate supervisor.
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Following the initial collection of participant Facebook information, we contacted recruit-
ers from organizations who were scheduled to attend one of the university’s career fairs and/
or to conduct interviews on campus. A total of 86 recruiters agreed to participate in the study. 
Participants were HR staffing specialists (n = 40), hiring managers (n = 29), or employees in 
the job who were assigned to do recruiting (n = 17). These participants possessed an average 
of 6.40 years of experience recruiting and selecting employees (SD = 5.46). This set of par-
ticipants was 55.8% female and 82.4% White (other participants were Black, Hispanic, or 
Asian), and their average age was 33.11 years (SD = 9.12).

We met with recruiters during the career fairs or at the university career center. We first 
provided recruiters with an overview of the study. Then, we asked them to evaluate potential 
applicants as if their organization was evaluating a process for assessing applicants’ Facebook 
information. The Facebook profiles of the applicants were loaded on each of several laptop 
computers. There was a separate file for each applicant that contained all of the content 
recruiters would see if they accessed the Facebook profiles directly from the Internet. After 
recruiters reviewed each applicant’s profile, we gave them a rating form and explained the 
ratings. Recruiters could refer back to the applicant’s profile while making their ratings. We 
did not provide recruiters other information about participants (e.g., resumes), so that their 
evaluations would be based only on the Facebook profiles and not influenced by other infor-
mation. Each recruiter evaluated an average of five applicants.

The last set of participants consisted of immediate supervisors of participants whose 
Facebook profiles we captured. We contacted supervisors by phone and asked them to evalu-
ate participants’ job performance. We were able to obtain performance information on 142 of 
the 292 participants who completed the follow-up questionnaire. Supervisors had worked 
with participants for an average of 13.7 months.

Measures

Unless noted, items within the measures described below were rated on a 5-point Likert-
type scale with anchors that ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).

Predictors: Facebook ratings. Relatively little is known about how organizations review 
and evaluate SM information during the staffing process. However, there is some indication 
that organizations review applicants’ SM information early in the process and make fairly 
global assessments as to applicants’ general suitability (Preston, 2011; SHRM, 2008). There-
fore, we asked recruiters to rate the suitability of each participant using five items adapted 
from previous research (e.g., Adkins, Russell, & Werbel, 1994; Cable & Judge, 1997; Ste-
vens & Kristof, 1995). Example items include “I can see how this person would be an attrac-
tive applicant to an organization,” “I would further consider this person for employment if 
they had the skills to fill an open position,” and “I would be hesitant to pursue this person as 
an applicant after viewing their Facebook profile” (reverse scored). We averaged the five 
ratings to form an overall composite of participant suitability (α = .93).

In addition, we identified 10 KSAOs that are relevant to performance in many types of 
jobs and that have been mentioned as attributes organizations do or could evaluate based on 
SM information (e.g., Brown & Vaughn, 2011; Davison, Maraist, Hamilton, & Bing, 2012; 
Grasz, 2012). These included adaptability, creativity, dependability, integrity, intelligence, 
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interpersonal skills, leadership, maturity and professionalism, work ethic, and written com-
munication skills. Recruiters rated the level of each attribute on a scale with anchors that 
ranged from very low (1) to very high (5).

Based on previous analyses of ratings data (e.g., Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995; Viswesvaran, 
Schmidt, & Ones, 2005), we expected that recruiter ratings of the 10 KSAOs might reflect a 
more general impression of each participant. However, a principal axis factor analysis (with 
oblique rotation of factors) suggested that their ratings were somewhat differentiated and 
loaded on three main factors. The first factor comprised four items that appeared to reflect 
conscientiousness-related attributes (work ethic, dependability, integrity, and maturity). The 
second factor comprised two cognitive related items, namely intelligence and written com-
munication skills. The third factor included three items that appeared more relevant to con-
textual aspects of work (interpersonal skills, adaptability, and creativity). Leadership ratings 
did not load on any of the factors. Thus, in addition to creating a variable that reflected the 
mean ratings across all 10 KSAOs, we created separate variables for each of the three factors 
that emerged. The internal consistency reliability (alpha) for the overall variable was .90, and 
the reliabilities of the conscientiousness, cognitive, and contextual variables were .86, .79, 
and .78, respectively.

Other predictors. We measured cognitive ability based on participants’ self-reported ACT 
scores. Previous research has found that self-reported test scores correlate highly with actual 
scores. For example, a meta-analysis by Kuncel, Crede, and Thomas (2005) found a mean 
observed correlation of .82 (k = 6) between self-reported and actual SAT total scores. Reli-
ability estimates for the ACT tend to be in the .90 range (ACT, 2007). CSE was measured 
using the scale developed by Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen (2003). This scale includes 10 
items, such as “When I try, I succeed,” “I am capable of coping with most of my problems,” 
and “Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work” (reverse scored). The coefficient alpha 
for a composite of the 10 items was .86.

We used the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006) to measure 
the five-factor model dimensions. Each dimension was measured using 10 items. Coefficients 
alpha ranged from .69 for openness to .87 for emotional stability (see Table 1). We also mea-
sured general self-efficacy using an 8-item scale from the IPIP. This scale includes items such 
as “I can handle complex problems,” “I am quick to understand things,” and “I let myself be 
directed by others” (reverse scored). The coefficient alpha for a composite of the 8 items was 
.73. Finally, participants reported their overall GPA. Kuncel et al. (2005) found a mean 
observed correlation of .90 (k = 12) between reported GPA and actual GPA, but also large 
mean differences between reported and actual GPA (mean d = 1.38). These findings suggest 
a consistent tendency for research participants to inflate their grades.

Criteria

Job performance. Supervisors rated participants’ performance using seven items adapted 
from Williams and Anderson (1991). Three items measured in-role performance (e.g., “The 
employee performs tasks they are asked to complete”), three items measured extra-role per-
formance (e.g., “The employee goes out of their way to help other employees”), and one item 
measured overall performance (i.e., “Overall, I am happy with this employee’s perfor-
mance”). A confirmatory factor analysis revealed a good fit for a two-factor model that 
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included an in-role factor and an extra-role factor (e.g., comparative fit index [CFI] = .99, 
root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] = .04). This model also fit the data much 
better than a single-factor model (CFI = .91, RMSEA = .12). Thus, we created separate com-
posites for in-role and extra-role performance. The factor loading for one of the extra-role 
items (i.e., “This employee makes suggestions to improve the organization”) was weak, and 
including this item detracted from internal consistency reliability. Therefore, we excluded 
this item from the final composite. We also created an overall job performance composite 
based on the mean of the remaining six items. The coefficients alpha for the three composites 
were .74, .70, and .75, respectively. Because most participants had only one supervisor, we 
were unable to estimate the interrater reliability of the performance ratings.

Turnover intentions. Participants indicated their intentions to leave their present job using 
a five-item scale from Bozeman and Perrewé (2001). Example items included “I probably 
will look for a new job in the near future” and “I do not intend to quit my job” (reverse 
scored). The coefficient alpha for a composite of the five items was .89.

Turnover. We also asked participants whether they were still in, or had left, their first job 
after graduation. We focused on voluntary turnover, as this type of turnover tends to be more 
under employees’ control (e.g., we excluded a few instances of involuntary turnover for 
reasons such as downsizing). However, the turnover base rate in the sample was low (4.1%), 
which likely reflects the modest time lag and the economic conditions at the time of the data 
collection. Because low base rate criteria can be difficult to predict, we corrected all the cor-
relations involving turnover to reflect a 50-50 split between leavers and stayers (Kemery, 
Dunlap, & Griffeth, 1988; Zimmerman, 2008).

Results

Criterion-Related Validity of Facebook Ratings and Other Predictors

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics, reliability estimates, and intercorrelations for 
recruiter Facebook ratings, the other predictors, and the criteria. We also present correlations 
corrected for measurement error in the criteria (but not in the predictors) to estimate opera-
tional validity. However, to be consistent with prior research (e.g., Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 
2000; Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006; Zimmerman, 2008), we did not correct for mea-
surement error in turnover, which is assumed to be measured with relatively little error. For 
all the results presented below, we note the statistical significance of the observed correla-
tions and regression coefficients. However, in discussing the results, we focus on the cor-
rected values to draw inferences regarding operational validity.

Bivariate validity estimates for Facebook ratings. Hypothesis 1 predicted that assess-
ments of SM information would not be related to job performance. As Table 1 shows, neither 
suitability ratings nor overall KSAO ratings related significantly to any of the performance 
criteria. Operational validity estimates and 95% confidence intervals (CIs) for the suitability 
ratings were –.04 for in-role performance (CI = −.21 to .13), –.10 for extra-role performance 
(CI = −.27 to .07), and –.08 for overall performance (CI = −.25 to .09). The corresponding 
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validity estimates for overall KSAO ratings were –.09 (CI = −.26 to .08), –.15 (CI = −.32 to 
.01), and –.14 (CI = −.31 to .03), respectively. Thus, all of the CIs for the corrected correla-
tions include zero. Similar results were found for the more specific KSAO factors. The one 
exception was that conscientiousness scores were significant and negatively related to extra-
role performance (rcorrected = −.22, CI = −.38 to –.06) and to overall performance (rcorrected = 
−.21, CI = −.37 to –.05). Overall, these results provide support for Hypothesis 1.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 predicted that SM assessments would not predict turnover intentions 
and turnover, respectively. As with job performance, both sets of Facebook ratings were not 
significant predictors of turnover intentions. Operational validity estimates were .00 for suit-
ability ratings (CI = −.17 to .17) and –.05 for KSAO ratings (CI = −.22 to .12). Furthermore, 
none of the KSAO factors were related to turnover intentions. Similarly, neither set of Facebook 
ratings related significantly to turnover. Operational validity estimates were –.01 for suitability 
ratings (CI = −.18 to .16) and .01 for KSAO ratings (CI = −.16 to .18). The one exception was 
that higher scores on the cognitive factor were associated with lower turnover (rcorrected = −.18, 
CI = −.34 to −.02). The overall results provide support for Hypotheses 2 and 3.

Bivariate validity estimates for the other predictors. Recall that we included measures of 
several other predictors to show that the dependent variables could indeed be predicted (per 
Cortina & Folger, 1998). In partial support of Hypothesis 4a, cognitive ability and self-effi-
cacy were statistically significant predictors of in-role performance (rcorrected = .30 and rcorrected 
= .34, respectively; see Table 1). Agreeableness also predicted in-role performance (rcorrected = 
.17). In contrast, CSE, GPA, and conscientiousness were not significant predictors of in-role 
performance. In partial support of Hypothesis 4b, CSE (rcorrected = .21) and extraversion (rcor-

rected = .28) predicted extra-role performance, as did self-efficacy (rcorrected = .18). However, 
agreeableness did not predict extra-role performance. Finally, cognitive ability (rcorrected = 
.23), extraversion (rcorrected = .25), CSE (rcorrected = .21), and self-efficacy (rcorrected = .31) were 
significant predictors of overall performance.

Hypothesis 5a predicted that personality (i.e., agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emo-
tional stability) and CSE would predict turnover intentions. In partial support of this hypoth-
esis, emotional stability (rcorrected = −.12) and CSE (rcorrected = −.16) were significant predictors 
of turnover intentions, as was GPA (rcorrected = −.13). However, agreeableness and conscien-
tiousness were not significant predictors. Hypothesis 5b predicted that these same variables 
would predict turnover. Agreeableness and conscientiousness were significant predictors of 
turnover, as was GPA. The base-rate-adjusted validity estimates for these variables were 
–.19, –.22, and –.20, respectively. In contrast, emotional stability and CSE were not signifi-
cantly related to turnover. These results provide partial support for the hypothesis.

In sum, several of the other variables predicted job performance, turnover intentions, and/
or actual turnover. This suggests that the small (and largely nonsignificant) relations between 
Facebook ratings and performance and turnover are unlikely due to problems with the crite-
rion measures.

Incremental validity of Facebook ratings. We also regressed each performance criterion 
on the predictors to examine whether the Facebook ratings provided any incremental validity 
beyond the other predictors. The results of these analyses are shown in Table 2. As with the 
bivariate relationships, significance tests were conducted on the observed regression coef-
ficients, but we focus on the corrected coefficients given our interest in operational validity.
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Table 2

Incremental Validity of Facebook Ratings Over the Other Predictors

Criterion/Model/Predictor β R R2 ΔR2

Criterion: In-role performance
 Model 1: Other predictors .40** (.46) .16 (.21)  
 Model 2: Other predictors + Facebook ratings .42** (.48) .18 (.23) .02 (.02)
 Cognitive ability .24** (.28)  
 Agreeableness .08 (.09)  
 Conscientiousness –.03 (–.03)  
 Emotional stability –.09 (–.11)  
 Extraversion .05 (.06)  
 CSE .04 (.05)  
 Self-efficacy .28** (.31)  
 GPA –.01 (–.01)  
 Facebook suitability ratings .01 (.02)  
 Facebook KSAO ratings –.13 (–.16)  
Criterion: Extra-role performance
 Model 1: Other predictors .33* (.38) .11 (.15)  
 Model 2: Other predictors + Facebook ratings .35* (.41) .12 (.17) .02 (.02)
 Cognitive ability .06 (.07)  
 Agreeableness –.06 (–.07)  
 Conscientiousness –.15 (–.17)  
 Emotional stability –.10 (–.12)  
 Extraversion .22** (.26)  
 CSE .19 (.22)  
 Self-efficacy .07 (.09)  
 GPA .03 (.04)  
 Facebook suitability ratings .02 (.01)  
 Facebook KSAO ratings –.14 (–.16)  
Criterion: Overall performance
 Model 1: Other predictors .38** (.44) .15 (.19)  
 Model 2: Other predictors + Facebook ratings .41** (.47) .17 (.22) .02 (.03)
 Cognitive ability .18** (.21)  
 Agreeableness .01 (.02)  
 Conscientiousness −.10 (–.11)  
 Emotional stability −.12 (–.13)  
 Extraversion .15 (.17)  
 CSE .13 (.15)  
 Self-efficacy .21** (.24)  
 GPA .01 (.02)  
 Facebook suitability ratings .02 (.02)  
 Facebook KSAO ratings −.16 (–.19)  
Criterion: Turnover intentions
 Model 1: Other predictors .26** (.26) .07 (.07)  
 Model 2: Other predictors + Facebook ratings .27** (.27) .07 (.07) .00 (.00)
 Cognitive ability −.09 (–.09)  
 Agreeableness .10 (.10)  
 Conscientiousness −.10 (–.10)  

(continued)
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The other predictors, as a set, were significantly related to in-role performance (Rcorrected = 
.46, R2

corrected = .21).1 Including Facebook ratings did not increment the validity of the other 
predictors (ΔR2

corrected = .02, p = .34).2 The other predictors also related significantly to extra-
role performance (Rcorrected = .38, R2

corrected = .15), and adding Facebook ratings did not sig-
nificantly increase prediction (ΔR2

corrected = .02, p = .31). Finally, the other predictors related 
significantly to overall performance (Rcorrected = .44, R2

corrected = .19). Once again, including 
Facebook ratings did not demonstrate significant increment validity (ΔR2

corrected = .03, p = 
.21).

The other predictors also related significantly to turnover intentions (Rcorrected = .26, 
R2

corrected = .07). As with job performance, adding the Facebook ratings did not increment the 
validity of the other predictors (ΔR2

corrected = .00, p = .53). Finally, the other predictors related 
significantly to turnover (R = .41, R2 = .17), and adding the Facebook ratings did not provide 
any incremental prediction (ΔR2 = .01, p = .74). Thus, in no instance did the Facebook ratings 
provide significant incremental validity beyond the other predictors.

Criterion/Model/Predictor β R R2 ΔR2

 Emotional stability −.10 (–.09)  
 Extraversion −.09 (–.08)  
 CSE −.10 (–.12)  
 Self-efficacy .12* (.11)  
 GPA −.13** (–.13)  
 Facebook suitability ratings .07 (.07)  
 Facebook KSAO ratings −.07 (–.07)  
Criterion: Turnover
 Model 1: Other predictors .26** (.41) .07 (.17)  
 Model 2: Other predictors + Facebook ratings .26** (.41) .07 (.17) .00 (.00)
 Cognitive ability −.11* (–.18)  
 Agreeableness −.11* (–.17)  
 Conscientiousness −.15** (–.24)  
 Emotional stability −.12 (–.21)  
 Extraversion .08 (.13)  
 CSE .04 (.09)  
 Self-efficacy .04 (.05)  
 GPA −.10 (–.15)  
 Facebook suitability ratings .03 (.06)  
 Facebook KSAO ratings .03 (.03)  

Note: N = 416 for the Facebook ratings and the other predictors, 142 for job performance ratings, 292 for turnover 
intentions, and 291 for turnover. Values in parentheses reflect regression results based on predictor-criterion 
correlations corrected for unreliability in the criterion (for job performance and turnover intentions) or to a .50 
base rate (for turnover). β = standardized regression coefficients from the other predictors + Facebook ratings 
model; CSE = core self-evaluation; GPA = grade point average; KSAOs = knowledge, skills, abilities, and other 
characteristics.
*p < .10.
**p < .05.

Table 2 (continued)
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Subgroup Differences in Facebook Ratings

Table 3 displays descriptive statistics and standardized mean differences (d) for Facebook 
ratings by gender and ethnicity. Hypothesis 6 predicted that SM assessments would be higher 
for females than males. In support of this hypothesis, scores for female participants were 
significantly higher than male participants for both suitability (d = −0.35, p < .01) and overall 
KSAO ratings (d = −0.20, p = .03). Differences on the KSAO ratings appeared to be due 
primarily to the fact that females received higher ratings on the conscientiousness factor (d = 
−0.25, p < .01), particularly on items related to maturity and integrity.

Hypothesis 7 predicted that SM assessments would be higher for White participants 
than for Black and Hispanic participants. In partial support of this hypothesis, Whites 
received significantly higher suitability ratings than both Blacks (d = 0.35, p = .03) and 
Hispanics (d = 0.34, p = .01), but not on overall KSAO ratings. In addition, White partici-
pants tended to receive higher scores than Black participants on the cognitive factor (d = 
0.32, p = .06) and lower scores than Hispanic participants on the contextual factor (d = 
−0.34, p = .03).

One consideration in evaluating subgroup differences in SM assessments is how they 
correspond to more traditional measures of similar constructs.3 To explore this issue, we 
calculated d statistics for ACT scores and IPIP conscientiousness scores. We then com-
pared these statistics to the ds for recruiters’ ratings of cognitive- and conscientiousness-
related KSAOs. Male–female ds for recruiter-rated conscientiousness and IPIP 
conscientiousness scores were −0.25 and −0.28, respectively. White–Black ds for 
recruiter-rated cognitive ability and ACT scores were 0.32 and 0.40 (respectively), and 
the ds for recruiter-rated and IPIP conscientiousness scores were 0.09 and 0.04. In com-
paring White and Hispanic participants, ds for recruiter-rated cognitive ability and ACT 
scores were −0.10 and −0.05 (respectively), and the ds for recruiter-rated and IPIP consci-
entiousness scores were 0.08 and 0.01. Thus, the direction and magnitude of subgroup 
differences generally were consistent between recruiter ratings and self-report scores. The 
one exception was the male–female ds for cognitive ability, which were −0.17 based on 
recruiter ratings and 0.08 based on ACT scores.

Discussion

The Internet has had a profound effect on the way organizations recruit and select employ-
ees. One way organizations are using the Internet is to search for SM information about job 
applicants (Grasz, 2012; Levinson, 2010; Preston, 2011). Unfortunately, these organizations 
appear to be assessing SM information in the absence of data concerning the validity of infer-
ences made on the basis of such information. As such, organizations that assess SM informa-
tion probably do not know whether use of such assessments leads to better decisions in terms 
of selecting employees who demonstrate effective job performance or longer tenure. In addi-
tion, we are not aware of any previous published data on whether SM assessments are similar 
for applicants of different subgroups. This could leave organizations in a precarious situation 
if use of such information yields adverse impact against protected groups of applicants (e.g., 
racial minorities, older applicants) and there is no validity evidence to defend the use of the 
procedure.
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Main Findings and Implications

The present study was conducted to further examine the potential implications of using 
SM information for selection. We asked recruiters to review and evaluate Facebook profiles 
of graduating college students who were looking for jobs. Results suggest that recruiter rat-
ings generally are unrelated to graduates’ subsequent job performance, turnover intentions, 
and turnover. This trend holds across overall suitability ratings, aggregate KSAO ratings, and 
the three KSAO factors that emerged (i.e., conscientiousness, cognitive, and contextual). In 
addition, Facebook ratings do not provide incremental prediction of these criteria beyond 
more established predictors, including cognitive ability, personality, self-efficacy, CSE, and 
GPA.

We also discovered that Facebook ratings tend to be higher for females than for males, 
and, in several instances, higher for White individuals than for Black and Hispanic individu-
als. Gender and ethnic differences do vary somewhat by the KSAOs recruiters rated. For 
example, females tend to score higher on conscientiousness-related KSAOs, whereas Whites 
tend to score higher on cognitively related KSAOs (e.g., writing ability and intelligence). 
The overall pattern of subgroup differences for the Facebook ratings generally is consistent 
with the direction and magnitude of subgroup differences typically found with other mea-
sures of constructs related to those the recruiters evaluated. Lower SM assessments for racio-
ethnic minorities could lead to a serious problem because once an adverse impact is 
established, organizations often must provide evidence of criterion-related validity or busi-
ness necessity (Arvey & Faley, 1988). If there is no evidence of validity (as was the case in 
the current study), organizations may be less able to defend use of the procedure against 
claims of adverse impact.

Recommendations

Overall, the present findings cast serious doubts concerning the appropriateness of con-
sidering applicants’ SM information (Facebook ratings in the current study) during the selec-
tion process. To date, there is little evidence to support the criterion-related validity of 
inferences based on SM assessments. Our results also suggest there may be subgroup differ-
ences in such assessments that could lead to ethnicity-based adverse impact.

Furthermore, when it is not feasible to establish the criterion-related validity of a selec-
tion procedure (e.g., for small-N jobs or when appropriate criterion measures are not avail-
able; Sackett & Arvey, 1993), organizations often must rely on evidence of content-related 
validity. Inferences concerning content validity are enhanced when the process of develop-
ing a selection procedure is based on a systematic analysis of the tasks and KSAOs a par-
ticular job requires (Arvey & Faley, 1988; Goldstein, Zedeck, & Schneider, 1993). Content 
validity also is enhanced to the extent the selection procedure requires applicants to respond 
to questions or perform tasks that are similar to what employees actually do on the job 
(EEOC, 1978). Given the social purpose of SM platforms such as Facebook, and the fact 
that applicants do not use such platforms to apply for a particular job, it might be quite 
difficult to demonstrate the validity of content-related inferences based on Facebook and 
other forms of SM.

Finally, there are potential issues related to the availability of job-irrelevant information 
on SM and the lack of consistent information across applicants. Indeed, although most of 
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the recruiters in our sample indicated that they use SM information, they do not appear to 
seek such information in every situation or for every applicant. Such issues could make it 
challenging to use SM and other Internet information in a standardized way. Furthermore, 
because SM platforms such as Facebook expose decision makers to factors that equal 
employment law restricts, the burden of proof may be on the organization to demonstrate 
that group membership did not factor into the hiring decision (and this may be difficult to 
accomplish).

On the basis of these factors, we strongly encourage organizations to refrain from using 
SM (e.g., Facebook) and other Internet information (e.g., Google searches) until methods for 
collecting and evaluating such information are shown to be reliable and valid. We also rec-
ommend that organizations develop clear policies concerning the use of SM and other 
Internet information. Indeed, the results of an SHRM (2011) survey suggested that most 
organizations do not have a policy regarding the use of Internet information. Some of the 
background data we collected for the present study suggest that recruiting managers and 
employees are more likely to use SM information during the staffing process than are HR 
specialists. Therefore, it may be important for HR staff to educate managers and employees 
about the potential problems with using this information.

Strengths and Limitations

The present study possessed several strengths that enabled us to examine the potential 
use of SM assessments for staffing. For example, the results are based on evaluations of (a) 
actual Facebook profiles of active applicants made by (b) practicing recruiters from a 
range of organizations. In addition, we captured participants’ SM information when they 
were applying for jobs and then followed up with them several months later to measure 
their on-the-job performance and turnover. This predictive design may parallel when and 
how organizations would assess SM information in an operational selection context. This 
design also allowed us to sample a large number of applicants early in the job search pro-
cess before other predictors (e.g., interviews) winnowed the field down to a more restricted 
group. Finally, we collected data on a diverse set of measures from three different sources 
(i.e., applicants, recruiters, and supervisors), which should further minimize the potential 
influence of method variance.

Despite these strengths, several factors may limit the inferences and generalizations that 
can be drawn from some of the results. First, although graduating college students would 
seem like an appropriate population from which to sample, some of the results may not apply 
to evaluation of more experienced applicants. For instance, more experienced applicants may 
tend to exhibit greater maturity and more vigilance regarding what they post online. If so, 
there could be less variance in SM assessments of such applicants, which actually could fur-
ther attenuate the criterion-related validity of such assessments.

Second, participants represented a range of jobs and organizations. Although this design 
may enhance generalizability, it also fails to control factors that could influence some of the 
variables and relationships, such as predictors that vary in relevance across jobs (e.g., some 
of the five-factor model dimensions). Related to this, we asked recruiters from one set of 
organizations to evaluate participants’ overall suitability as a job applicant, as well as their 
standing on KSAOs relevant to performance in many types of jobs. We then asked supervi-
sors from a different set of organizations to evaluate participants’ performance in a particular 
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job. Thus, it is possible that relations between the SM assessments and the criteria could have 
been somewhat larger had we been able to collect ratings from recruiters and supervisors 
from the same organizations.

Third, given the dearth of research on the use of SM information in staffing, we wanted to 
focus on the relationship between recruiter evaluations of Facebook and the outcomes. For 
example, we chose not to provide recruiters additional information (e.g., resumes, selection 
test scores) that could have made it difficult to isolate the effects of the Facebook informa-
tion. As such, our results probably are most relevant to organizations that review SM infor-
mation early in the selection process, before other predictor information is reviewed. Our 
findings may be less relevant to organizations that consider such information later in the 
selection process in conjunction with other predictors or after applicants have been screened 
in on other predictors.

Finally, the turnover rate in the present sample was low. Although we corrected correla-
tions involving turnover to reflect a 50-50 split between leavers and stayers, the validity 
results for turnover may be somewhat unstable due to the small number of participants who 
turned over during the study period.

Future Research

Clearly, there is a tremendous need and opportunity for additional research in this area. 
For one, future studies could replicate and extend our work on criterion-related validity. For 
example, we examined recruiter ratings of Facebook, which is the most popular SM platform 
in the world and one that many recruiters appear to consult. Future studies could explore 
other Internet resources, such as LinkedIn and Twitter.

Future studies also might explore different ways to assess SM information. We asked 
recruiters to evaluate participants on overall suitability as well as on several KSAOs. This 
approach may be more structured than the ways organizations may evaluate applicants’ 
Internet information, such as using a single overall rating of hireability, or perhaps no quan-
titative ratings at all. Future studies might explore other ways to structure SM assessments to 
see if validity can be improved. For example, it might be possible to adapt strategies research-
ers have identified for structuring selection interviews (e.g., Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 
1997, 1998). Perhaps SM information could be reviewed to identify behavioral examples that 
reflect job-related KSAOs. These examples then could be used to create rating scales deci-
sion makers could use to evaluate applicants’ SM information (Brown & Vaughn, 2011; 
Slovensky & Ross, 2012). However, even if researchers could identify a small set of well-
defined KSAOs to measure, and develop a structured way to measure the KSAOs, there still 
would be concerns about the availability of job-irrelevant information, lack of consistent 
information across applicants, and so forth.

Furthermore, future research could investigate other ways organizations might use SM 
and other Internet information. For instance, some organizations might use SM assessments 
to screen out applicants whose websites contain problematic content, such as substance abuse 
or illegal acts. As an example, we reviewed the Facebook profiles of 36 participants whose 
mean suitability rating was 2.00 or lower to see if we could identify why recruiters may have 
provided low ratings for these individuals.4 Although we did not observe any one theme rel-
evant to most or all of these participants’ profiles, we did notice three factors that 
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were relevant to some of the profiles. Specifically, 19 profiles included profane language, 17 
profiles included photos that showed the participant at parties or drinking, and 13 profiles 
were of participants who had traditionally non-White names and/or who were clearly non-
White. Other less prevalent themes included strange profile pictures, religious quotes, and 
sexual references. Future studies could explore in more detail the types of SM information 
that leads recruiters to screen out certain applicants and whether applicants whose websites 
contain such information, in fact, have lower performance, higher turnover, and so forth.

If future research discovers that SM assessments can predict criteria such as job perfor-
mance, a next step would be to examine how such assessments might influence, or work in 
conjunction with, other predictors. For example, does access to SM information influence the 
types of questions interviewers ask? How do decision makers weigh SM information relative 
to other predictor information?

Additional construct validity research within this domain also may be useful. Several 
studies have examined the convergence between self-ratings of personality and other ratings 
of personality based on SM information. For example, Vazire and Gosling (2004) reported a 
mean self-observer correlation of .31 across the Big Five factors based on the average ratings 
of 11 undergraduate raters. Similarly, Marcus, Machilek, and Schütz (2006) reported a mean 
self-observer correlation of .20 across the Big Five based on the average ratings from five 
undergraduate raters (also see Back et al., 2010).

These findings suggest that correlations between self-ratings of personality and observer 
ratings of personality (based on SM information) are small to moderate. However, these 
values are based on ratings from 5 to 10 observers, which likely is more than the number of 
recruiters or managers who may evaluate the SM information of any given applicant. 
Furthermore, the previous studies collected self and observer ratings from the same measure 
(i.e., self and observer forms of a Big Five inventory). In the present study, we found lower 
levels of convergence (e.g., r = .08 for conscientiousness; see Table 1) when observer ratings 
were based on a single recruiter and different measurement methods (although the correla-
tion between recruiter ratings of cognitive-related KSAOs and self-reported ACT scores 
[.23] was somewhat larger). Overall, we encourage more research that examines the con-
struct-related validity of recruiter or manager ratings of job-relevant constructs based on SM 
information.

The reliability of SM assessments also deserves attention. For example, we are not aware 
of any studies that have estimated the interrater reliability of recruiter or manager ratings of 
SM information. In an effort to provide some initial data, we collected SM ratings from a 
second recruiter for 90 of the participants in our study.5 We then calculated intraclass correla-
tion coefficients (ICC,2) between the mean ratings of the two recruiters. The interrater reli-
ability estimate for the suitability ratings was .23. However, the interrater correlation for one 
of the five items from the suitability scale (r = −.02) was notably lower than the interrater 
correlations for the other four items. Excluding this item from the scale resulted in an inter-
rater estimate of .31. The interrater reliability of the mean of the KSAO ratings was .14. Here 
again, the interrater correlation for one of the 10 KSAOs (r = −.20, leadership) was notably 
lower than the mean of the other correlations. Excluding this item resulted in an interrater 
estimate of .29. These results suggest that different recruiters’ ratings of the same applicants 
may be only modestly consistent.
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The present study appears to be one of the first to examine subgroup differences in SM 
assessments. Future studies might examine different subgroups (e.g., Asians, younger versus 
older applicants), as well as continue to build a base of data for other groups such as Blacks 
and Hispanics. In addition, SM platforms such as Facebook contain a range of other personal 
information that could affect recruiter evaluations. Future studies could code SM for infor-
mation on physical attractiveness, sexual orientation, or disability status to see if such factors 
influence recruiter evaluations.

Future research also should investigate how applicants react to organizations that review 
their Internet information. Applicant reactions in this domain are somewhat different in 
that applicants do not take an assessment per se. Indeed, reviews of SM and other Internet 
information likely are conducted without applicants’ knowledge. What is germane is how 
applicants react to the fact that organizations are reviewing SM information. We suspect 
that use of SM assessments could engender negative reactions from some applicants. For 
example, such assessments might score low on perceptions of job relatedness, opportunity 
to perform, two-way communication, and transparency (Bauer et al., 2001; Gilliland, 
1993; Hausknecht, Day, & Thomas, 2004). Such concerns could be particularly prevalent 
when SM assessments include requests for passwords or to “friend” a representative of the 
organization.

Finally, there may be opportunities for qualitative research in this area. For example, to 
better understand how decision makers use Internet information, researchers could ask hiring 
officials to “talk out” what they are looking for in applicants’ SM information and how they 
use that information to make decisions. Also, what inferences do recruiters make when appli-
cants do not participate in SM platforms such as Facebook, or when they do, but privacy 
settings prevent recruiters from reviewing some or all of the information?

Concluding Thoughts

Although many organizations are using SM and other Internet information to help make 
decisions about job applicants, there is extremely limited empirical evidence to support this 
practice. The results of the present study revealed that recruiter ratings of Facebook profiles 
correlate essentially zero with job performance, turnover intentions, and turnover. There also 
was evidence of subgroup differences in recruiters’ ratings that tended to favor female and 
White applicants. Overall, we are concerned that the ways organizations are using Facebook 
and related SM platforms to facilitate staffing decisions may not yield valid inferences about 
future performance and may yield subgroup differences, and that recruiters may not use SM 
assessments in standardized ways. We look forward to future research that attempts to shed 
light on the many questions and concerns about this phenomenon.

Notes
1. Openness to experience—which correlated moderately with some of the other predictors (e.g., core self-

evaluation), but was unrelated to all the criteria—appeared to function as a suppressor variable in several of the 
regression models. Thus, we excluded openness from these analyses.

2. These and subsequent incremental validity results were highly similar regardless of whether we included 
overall knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAO) scores or scores for each of the three KSAO 
factors. For ease of interpretation, we report results using the overall scores only.
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3. We thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this issue.
4. We thank Action Editor Fred Oswald for suggesting this analysis.
5. We thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this.
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