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managers) who could potentially—but not necessarily—work with the 
applicant, if hired.87 Only those applicants who receive favorable eval-
uations in the first round of interviews are invited to participate in a 
second, final round. After the interviews are finished, interviewers and 
hiring committee members come together to make final hiring decisions 
in a group deliberation (chapter 9). A flurry of “sell” events (luxurious 
parties, dinners, or weekend retreats geared toward getting admitted 
students to accept job offers) follows.

This process occurs twice per year; once in the fall for final-year stu-
dents seeking full-time employment (“full-time recruiting”) and once in 
the spring for students who are in their second-to-last year for summer 
internships (“summer intern recruiting”). Summer interns who receive 
full-time job offers after completing their internships (which the major-
ity of summer interns do) do not go through full-time recruiting in their 
final year.88

Despite these similarities, there are small but meaningful variations 
in how firms typically structure interviews. The content of the interview, 
and specifically the degree to which interviews test interpersonal versus 
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Figure 1.1 
Illustration of On-Campus Recruitment Process
One deviation from this pattern is that for students at several law schools, career services offices 
prevent employers from screening résumés. Employers may post suggested grade thresholds or oth-
er attributes in job advertisements, but they must interview all candidates who sign up to interview.



the paper  85

When evaluating résumés under time constraints, evaluators typically 
followed the procedure outlined by consultant Naveen:

My first crack looking at résumés is simply bucketing them into three 
piles: “must,” “nice to have,” and “don’t.” And then I go through the 
“musts” because they passed the threshold.  .  .  . By then I usually have 
more than I need so I don’t even bother looking at the “nice to have” 
bucket.

To bucket résumés, evaluators reported “going down the page” from 
top to bottom, focusing on the pieces of résumé data that stuck out in 
bold and the information they personally believed were the most im-
portant “signals” of candidate quality. Figure 4.1 lists the qualities that 
evaluators most commonly used to sort applications. These numbers 
correspond to the percent of résumé screeners in my sample who used 
particular qualities when evaluating résumés.

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%
%

 o
f 

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

 w
ho

 u
se

d

Signal

Sc
ho

ol
pr

es
tig

e

Ex
tra

cu
rri

cu
lar

ac
tiv

iti
es

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t

pr
es

tig
e

St
an

da
rd

ize
d

te
sts

W
ha

t d
id

at
 la

st 
jo

b

C
on

sis
te

nc
y

of
 ex

pe
rie

nc
e

C
ar

ee
r

pr
og

re
ssi

on

G
ra

de
s

D
ive

rsi
ty

Figure 4.1 
Percent of Evaluators Who Used Each Quality in Résumé Screening
The number of résumé screeners is lower (N = 90) than the number of the total research interview 
participants because not all interviewers screen résumés. I used purposive sampling to ensure a 
robust proportion of participants who directly screened résumés.
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Tilted Tipping Points

The most common evaluative criteria Holt interviewer pairs used for 
tipping job candidates into or out of the callback pool were case per-
formance, polish, and fit. Yet debates over these criteria and the perfor-
mance “bar” that candidates had to clear varied markedly by candidates’ 
gender, race, and nationality. These tipping points operated in a manner 
consistent with categorical stereotypes of competence for these demo-
graphic groups.8 Table 9.1 lists the percent of interviewees by gender 
and race whose performance in each of the major evaluative categories 
was questioned in the first-round interview calibrations that I took.

Sociologists commonly discuss stereotypes as operating in a uni-
form and universal way. For example, due to historical differences in 
power, resources, and opportunities between men and women, men are 

Table 9.1
Percent of Holt Interviewees Whose Performance in an Evaluative 
Category Was Debated during Calibrations, by Gender and Race (N = 73)

Polish
Case 

structure
Case 
math

Fit

Overall 45% 19% 30% 19%

Females 35% 0% 60% 10%

Males 49% 26% 19% 23%

Blacks 50% 50% 63% 0%

Whites 31% 20% 29% 24%

Asians/Asian Americans 33% 33% 33% 0%

Indian/Indian-American 75% 0% 13% 0%

Hispanic/Hispanic American 89% 0% 22% 33%

*Figures are rounded to the nearest percent.

**I separate Indian/Indian American from the category Asian/Asian American for 
consistency with the candidate classification schemes used by several of the firms I 
studied.
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artificially lowers the racial and socioeconomic diversity of new hires, 
given the demographic composition of these schools.44 Firms that want 
to increase these types of diversity could adopt a more expansive defi-
nition of educational quality to include universities that exhibit both 
high levels of academic achievement (including job-relevant course-
work) and diversity. To help them cope with the additional numbers 
of applicants resulting from a wider pipeline, firms could perform more 
intensive screens on grades and tasks performed at prior jobs. Research 
shows that grades can be a fairly reliable predictor of job performance,45 
but firms currently use grades only as a basic floor to determine inter-
view invitations. Additionally, given that extracurricular activities are 
such strong sources of hiring evaluations and socioeconomic biases in 
both résumé screens and interviews, firms or university career services 
centers could blind evaluators to candidates’ extracurricular activities or 
prohibit students from listing them on résumés.

Changes in interview structure could help, too. Prior research has 
shown that unstructured interviews, such as those common in law firms, 
are extremely poor predictors of job performance. More structured in-
terviews that simulate on-the-job performance have higher efficacy.46 As 
I have shown in this book, the more structured the interview questions 
that employers asked, the less weight that fit carried in evaluation. Sim-
ilarly, as indicated in tables 11.1 and 11.2 below, the more structured 
the interview format used, the more evaluators believed that the hiring 
process was both effective and equitable, with consultants ranking first 
and lawyers ranking last.

Yet simply incorporating structured tests is not enough to elimi-
nate bias, as my analysis of the technical case component of consulting 

Table 11.1
Do You Think the Current Hiring Process Is Effective? (N = 120)

Overall (%) Consulting (%) Banking (%) Law (%)

Yes 57.5 72.5 67.5 32.5

No 26.7 10.0 22.5 47.5

Maybe/not sure 15.8 17.5 10.0 20.0

Total 100 100 100 100
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interviews (in chapter 8) demonstrated. When providing a good re-
sponse to a structured test entails mastering elaborate insider rituals, 
codes, and styles, the test can actually heighten socioeconomic and edu-
cational prestige biases in hiring. In addition, regardless of the question 
format, evaluators tended to define merit in their own image and picked 
candidates culturally similar to themselves. Therefore, to minimize bias, 
firms would need to couple structured tests of job-relevant skills with 
training for evaluators on how to more objectively score candidates’ test 
performance. Crucially, the particular qualities tested in the interview 
should be those proven to be positively associated with on-the-job per-
formance. This would require firms to analyze systematically the rela-
tionship between prehire characteristics and on-the job performance, 
which in turn would require more detailed record keeping of job appli-
cant and employee performance characteristics.47 Finally, because even 
structured interviews are subject to biases, firms could place less weight 
on the job interview and more emphasis on résumés (especially the tasks 
performed at prior jobs and internships) than they currently do.48

Firms could also change who performs interviews. Reliance on 
revenue-generating professionals has drawbacks beyond costing time 
and money. My research found that these individuals receive minimal 
training in interviewing techniques or the legal issues involved in hir-
ing. They are relatively homogeneous in terms of educational and eco-
nomic backgrounds and also strongly define merit in their own image. 
Firms could vest HR staff—who in EPS firms tend to be more famil-
iar with hiring best practices and are more culturally and demograph-
ically diverse—with greater decision-making authority. Doing so could 
potentially improve diversity by harnessing similar-to-me biases in a 

Table 11.2
Do You Think the Current Hiring Process Is Equitable? (N = 120)

Overall (%) Consulting (%) Banking (%) Law (%)

Yes 48.3 52.5 47.5 45.0

No 37.5 37.5 32.5 42.5

Maybe/not sure 14.2 10.0 20.0 12.5

Total 100 100 100 100




