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5.. PREFERENCE 

5.11 Introductio n 

Thiss chapter gives an account of the preferences employers reveal when choosing 

betweenn lower skilled job-seekers who are currently out of work. As we saw in the 

precedingg chapter, preferences of employers are surveyed in two different ways. First we 

wil ll  take a look at the answers employers give to direct questions concerning the criteria 

theyy use when selecting employees. Thereafter we will study the criteria employers 

reveall  when ranking full profile descriptions of (fictitious) applicants. 

5.22 'Self-explicative*  questions 

'Self-explicative'' questions is the term marketing analysts use for an explicit inquiry into 

thee importance of different selection criteria. As we saw before, the respondents in the 

surveyy not only ranked full profiles of job-seekers. They also explicitly specified their 

preferencess for attribute levels and the importance of the different attributes. The 

orderingg of full-profiles is expected to give a better insight in the relative importance of 

thee selection criteria. Nevertheless, the explicit questions which are dealt with in this 

paragraphh give some idea of the selection criteria employers think they are using or at 

leastt say they are using. One might argue that 'self-explicative' questioning shows the 

ideass employers have, or want to reveal, about personnel selection. Whereas 'full-profile' 

questioningg reveals the selection mechanism they actually use. 

Afterr respondents had outlined a lower skilled vacancy within their firm, they were 

confrontedd with a listing of all the attribute levels which were incorporated in the 

profiles.. First, for each attribute the respondents were asked to state which attribute 

levelss they considered 'unacceptable' for the vacancy concerned. Second, respondents 

weree asked to point out one attribute level they preferred most of each attribute. 
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Tablee 5.1 Unacceptable and preferred levels for all 312 respondents 

attribute ss and attribut e levels 

AGE E 
1.. 18 
2.. 23 
3.. 28 
4.. 33 
5.. 38 
6.. 43 
7.. 48 
8.. 53 
Al ll  are acceptable 
don'tt know/ no answer 

COMMANDD OF DUTCH LANGUAGE 
1.. Good 
2.. Adequate 
3.. Limited 
Al ll  are acceptable 
don'tt know/ no answer 

TRAVELLIN GG TIME 
1.. One quarter of an hour 
2.. Half an hour 
3.. Three quarters of an hour 
4.. One hour 
5.. One hour and fifteen minutes 
6.. One hour and a half 
Al ll  are acceptable 
don'tt know/ no answer 

GENDER R 
1.. Male 
2.. Female 
Bothh are acceptable 
don'tt know/ no answer 

CURRENTT STATUS 
1.. In education 
2.. Unemployed for less than a month 
3.. Unemployed for three months 
4.. Unemployed for six months 
5.. Unemployed for one year 
6.. Unemployed for more than two years 
7.. Five years or more spent in own household 
Al ll  are acceptable 
don'tt know/ no answer 

LEVELL OF EDUCATION 
1.. None 
2.. Primary education, no further qualifications 
3.. Junior secondary general education (MAVO) 
4.. 3 years out of 5/6 in senior secondary general education (HAVO/VWO) 
5.. Junior secondary vocational education (LBO, not LTS-C) 
6.. Junior secondary technical school, highest level (LTS-C) 
7.. Senior secondary vocational education (MBO) 
8.. Apprentice system, certificated 
9.. Senior secondary general education (HAVO/VWO, completed) 
AHH are acceptable 
don'tt know/ no answer 

unacceptablee preferred 
(numberr  of respondents) 

37 7 
56 6 
93 3 
115 5 
137 7 
171 1 
190 0 
207 7 
72 2 
1 1 

2 2 
34 4 
199 9 
105 5 
2 2 

0 0 
24 4 
127 7 
178 8 
199 9 
217 7 
64 4 
1 1 

21 1 
97 7 
192 2 
2 2 

44 4 
7 7 
37 7 
78 8 
125 5 
161 1 
173 3 
82 2 
2 2 

182 2 
123 3 
84 4 
89 9 
49 9 
31 1 
77 7 
45 5 
122 2 
66 6 
1 1 

118 8 
102 2 
34 4 
17 7 
8 8 
5 5 
0 0 
2 2 

26 6 

216 6 
69 9 
I I 

26 6 

240 0 
41 1 
6 6 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

25 5 

189 9 
53 3 

70 0 

105 5 
137 7 
13 3 
0 0 
1 1 
2 2 
10 0 

44 4 

6 6 
27 7 
31 1 
9 9 
54 4 
75 5 
27 7 
56 6 
7 7 

20 0 
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Tablee 5.1 (continued) 

attribute ss and attribut e levels unacceptablee preferred 
(numberr  of respondents) 

HEALTH H 
1.. Healthy 
2.. Slightly increased probability of sick leave 
Al ll  are acceptable 
Don'tt know/ no answer 

WORKK EXPERIENCE 
1.. Experience in similar work 
2.. Experience in other work 
3.. None 
Al ll  are acceptable 
Don'tt know/ no answer 

WAGEE COSTS 
1.. General wage cost increase of ƒ 300 a month 
2.. Stable wage cost 
3.. General wage cost subsidy of ƒ 300 a month 
4.. Specific wage cost subsidy of ƒ 300 a month 
5.. General wage cost subsidy of ƒ 600 a month 
6.. Specific wage cost subsidy of ƒ 600 a month 
Al ll  are acceptable 
Don'tt know/ no answer 

ORIGIN N 
1.. Netherlands 
2.. Turkey 
3.. Morocco 
4.. Surinam 
5.. Southern Europe (Italy, Greece or Spain) 
6.. Far East 
Al ll  are acceptable 
Don'tt know/ no answer 

FAMIL YY SITUATION 
1.. Living alone 
2.. Married/living together, no children, breadwinner 
3.. Married/living together, no children, no breadwinner 
4.. Married/living together, two young children, breadwinner 
5.. Married/living together, two young children, no breadwinner 
6.. Single parent of two young children 
Al ll  are acceptable 
Don'tt know/ no answer 

AVAILABILIT Y Y 
1.. Full-time, work in shifts or irregular working hours no problem 
2.. Full-time, during standard working hours only 
3.. Part-time, work in shifts or irregular working hours no problem 
4.. Part-time, during standard working hours only 
Al ll  are acceptable 
Don'tt know/ no answer 

20 0 
204 4 
87 7 
1 1 

4 4 
38 8 
138 8 
158 8 
2 2 

237 7 
27 7 
21 1 
23 3 
17 7 
19 9 
46 6 
17 7 

0 0 
83 3 
81 1 
66 66 
68 8 
83 3 
213 3 
4 4 

3 3 
9 9 
9 9 
19 9 
21 1 
92 2 
211 1 
2 2 

38 8 
47 7 
177 7 
202 2 
62 2 
1 1 

286 6 
20 0 

6 6 

263 3 
12 2 
15 5 

22 2 

3 3 
55 5 
26 6 
10 0 
120 0 
57 7 

41 1 

248 8 
1 1 
0 0 
4 4 
4 4 
1 1 

54 4 

80 0 
27 7 
11 1 
60 0 
4 4 
1 1 

129 9 

118 8 
164 4 
8 8 
12 2 

10 0 
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Tablee 5.1 gives an overview of the answers to these questions. It can be read, for 

example,, from table 5.1 that 217 out of all 312 respondents state they will not accept 

applicantss who live more than one and a half hour travelling time from their firm. 240 

outt of 312 respondents state they prefer an applicant to live at maximum fifteen minutes 

fromm the job. When we look at a more touchy matter like (ethnic) background, table 5.1 

showss that 213 (68%) employers in the survey find applicants from any country listed 

underr 'origin' acceptable 14. On the other hand, 248 respondents (79%) prefer Dutch 

applicants. . 

Inn order to interpret the statements in table 5.1 correctly, we need to keep two things in 

mind.. First, as was said before, these are answers to explicit questions, so some amount 

off  social desirability bias has to be reckoned with. Second, people were more or less 

forcedd to choose between the presented attribute levels. This means, for example, that 

respondentss may prefer a Dutch applicant over one with a foreign background, whereas 

theyy may not think this to be a very important distinction. In order to track the 

importancee of the criteria as listed in table 5.1, respondents ranked the twelve attributes 

ass "most important", "second most important", and so on. 

Tablee 5.2 summarizes the answers to this question. For all attributes the table lists how 

manyy times it was ranked first, second, third, fourth or lower than fourth. As can be seen 

fromm the table, respondents rate 'Work experience' (71 times or 23%) and 'Level of 

education'' (69 times or 22%) most frequently as most important attribute. At the 

average,, though, 'Age' has the higher ranking, as can be seen from the last column in 

tablee 5.2. 

Fromm the difference between the last and the first column in table 5.2 it can be read that 

somee respondents attribute great importance to 'Level of education' and 'Work 

experience',, while others do not attribute much weight to these characteristics. On the 

otherr hand, 'Age' and to a lesser degree 'Health' are of some importance to almost all 

respondents.. At the lower end of the list 'Gender' seems to be important to some 

respondents,, but not to the majority. 'Current status', 'Wage costs', 'Origin' and 'Family 

Situation'' have relatively littl e importance as far as the explicit statements of the 

respondentss go. 

Inn the survey the term 'ethnic background' was avoided and replaced by the more neutral term 
'origin'' (in Dutch: 'afkomst', which may aiso be translated as '(Dutch, Turk, Moroccan, etc. by) 
extraction'). . 
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Tablee 5.2 Importance of the attributes in 'self-explicative' questions 

Answerss to the question: "Whic h attribut e do you rate as most important , which one as second most 
important ,, and so on?" 

1***  2nd 3r d 4t h >4 

(numberr  of respondents) 

Age e 
Levell  of education 
Workk experience 
Health h 
Availabilit y y 
Commandd of Dutch language 
Travellin gg time 
Gender r 
Currentt  status 
Wagee costs 
Origi n n 
Familyy situation 

Don'tt  know/ no answer 

47 7 
69 9 
71 1 
30 0 
38 8 
U U 
2 2 

22 2 
6 6 
5 5 
6 6 
3 3 

2 2 

60 0 
54 4 
41 1 
37 7 
42 2 
20 0 
15 5 
18 8 
11 1 
3 3 
9 9 
0 0 

2 2 

59 9 
18 8 
30 0 
44 4 
41 1 
37 7 
34 4 
20 0 

6 6 
7 7 
7 7 
7 7 

2 2 

30 0 
28 8 
35 5 
51 1 
33 3 
32 2 
35 5 
23 3 
16 6 
13 3 
12 2 
2 2 

2 2 

111 1 
135 5 
130 0 
146 6 
153 3 
207 7 
219 9 
219 9 
265 5 
275 5 
268 8 
290 0 

78 8 

5.33 Revealed preference 

Thiss section presents the estimation results for the model which was described in section 

4.3.. Through this model the respondents' rankings of full-profiles will be analyzed. 

Beforee it is possible, though, to look at the actual results, we will look at the 

constructionn of the model variables. 

5.3.11 Model variables 

Ass we saw in 4.3, it is possible to incorporate both profile and background variables in 

thee rank ordered logit model. Variables describing profiles are based on the list of all 

attributee levels presented in table 4.2. Background variables concern the influence of 

respondent-specificc values on preference rankings. The choice of these variables follows 

fromm hypotheses 3a, b and c (see section 3.4.4) and from a preliminary investigation of 

thee data. This preliminary investigation consisted of linear regressions on the numerical 
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scoress the respondents attached to the profiles as can be found in Belier (1990) 15. We 

shalll  look at these so called interaction variables after the following list of profile-

variables. . 

1.. GENDER, described by a dummy: "male" (0) or "female" (1) 

2.. AGE, taking the values 18, 23, 28, ...48, 53. The model includes the variables age/100 

andd (age/100)2 

3.. HEALTH, assuming only 2 values, viz. "healthy" (0) and "slightly increased 

probabilityy of sick leave" (1). 

4.. ORIGIN, described by a dummy with levels "Netherlands" (0) and "Southern Europe, 

Morocco,, Turkey, Far East or Surinam" (1). Further differentiation with respect to 

(ethnic)) background, as can be derived from table 4.2, did not improve results. 

5.. EDUCATION. Each job corresponds to an optimal level of education. If a level is 

non-optimall  it may differ according to 2 dimensions. First, it may be education for 

aa different trade (e.g. electricity versus farming). Second, it may be that somebody 

iss overeducated or undereducated for a specific job. In our framework the education 

typess have been flexibly designed such that the first dimension was always adapted. 

Thee model includes two dummies for overschooling and underschooling. 

6.. COMMAND OF LANGUAGE. Only 2 values are distinguished , viz. "good" or 

"adequate""  (0) and "limited" (1) command of the Dutch language. 

7.. TRAVELLING TIME. The data reveal a psychologically important barrier at a one 

hourr (one-way) travelling time from home to work. Therefore, travelling time is 

describedd by a dummy variable with values "up to one hour" (0) and "more than an 

hour""  (1). 

8.. CURRENT STATUS. This dummy-variable refers to the status of being presently in 

educationn or having been employed in the last 6 months, labelled as "active" (0) 

versuss being outside of the labor force for more than 6 months and not pursuing an 

education,, denoted "inactive" (1). Finer differentiations, as can be derived from 

tablee 4.2 were not perceived to be relevant. Once more it may be noted that current 

statuss refers only to job-seekers who currently do not have a job. 

Itt was noted in section 4.3 that linear regression is not suited for the data at hand. In view of the 
computationall  costs involved in using the full model (4.4) and relying on the experiences of 
otherr researchers with estimates based on linear regression (see also section 4.3), this method 
seemedd to be feasible for a first scanning of the data. The final selection of variables is based on 
thee full model (4.4). 
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9.. AVAILABILITY . The four levels of table 4.2 are reduced to a dummy-variable for 

full-timee (0) and part-time (1) availability. 

10.. FAMILY SITUATION. Again starting from a fine differentiation, the model uses 

onee dummy variable being equal to 1 if the applicant is a female main breadwinner 

andd zero otherwise. 

11.. WORK EXPERIENCE. This variable is described by two dummies, corresponding to 

thee values "no work experience" (1,0), "experience in other work" (0,1) and 

"experiencee in similar work" (0,0). 

12.. WAGE COSTS. Only one wage cost level has a significant effect and is included in 

thee model: "specific wage cost subsidy of ƒ 600 a month". 

Apartt from the profile describing the potential employee, the ranking is also determined 

byy the nature of the job and the firm. For instance if the job implies heavy physical work 

femalee applicants may have a disadvantage. Therefore, we include interaction variables 

whichh link the profile to the type of work demanded: 

(1)) Female/heavy physical labor (dummy equals one if a female applicant applies for a 

jobb which requires heavy physical labor and zero otherwise) 

(2)) Female/industry (dummy) 

(3)) Female/construction (dummy) 

(4)) Female times proportion of females in the labor force of the respondent (variable 

equalsequals the proportion of females if a female applies and zero otherwise) 

(5)) Non-Dutch origin/commercial function (dummy) 

(6)) Non-Dutch origin times (number of employees)/! 00. 

Mostt of these variables are self-evident. Variable (4) is chosen in line with hypothesis 

3b;; it is felt that females get more easily accepted in firms where there is already a large 

femalee share in the labor force than in firms where females have only a tiny share. 

Variablee (5) is included to test hypothesis 3a. The choice was reaffirmed in the pilot 

interviewss where selection officers made a sharp distinction between representative jobs 

(e.g.. at a sales department) and intramural jobs. Variable (6) is motivated by the 

hypothesiss that ethnic minorities are more easily accepted in a big than in a small work 

forcee (hypothesis 3c). 
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5.3.22 Estimation results for explanatory variables 

Noww we come to the estimates for the explanatory variables, i.e. the variables j3 in 

equationn (4.4). Estimation results for auxiliary effects and tests of significance can be 

foundd in Appendix A. 

Tablee 5.3 Estimation results for explanatory variables 

attribute/interactio nn variables 0 

female e 
femalee breadwinner 
femalee times proportion of female employees 
femalee for physical labor 
femalee for construction sector 
femalee for other industrial sector 
age/100 0 
agee squared/10000 
slightlyy increased prob. of sick leave 
non-Dutchh origin 
non-Dutchh origin for commercial function 
non-Dutchh origin times employees/100 

overeducated d 
undereducated d 
limitedd command of language 
travellingg time more than one hour 
inactive e 
part-timee availability 
noo work experience 
experiencee in other work 
specificc subsidy of ƒ 600 a month 

Standardd errors between brackets, * significant at 5%-level 

-1.144 ( .20)* 
-- .38 ( .14)* 
2.933 ( .38)* 
-.799 (.18)* 
-1.288 ( .24)* 
-- .94 ( .24)* 
1.266 (2.17) 

-11.100 (3.35)* 
-- .85 ( .09)* 
-.833 (.11)* 
-- .47 ( .25) 

.544 ( .21)* 

-.033 ( .11) 
-- .55 ( .11)* 
-- .42 ( .08)* 
-- .44 ( .08)* 
-- .26 ( .07)* 
-- .14 ( .07) 
-- .04 ( .09)* 
-- .08 ( .09) 

.200 ( .08)* 

Tablee 5.3 presents the estimation results, most of which are significant. From the table it 

cann be read that being undereducated compared to the job-specification is an adverse 

characteristicc for the applicant (-0.55); more adverse than being overeducated (-0.03). 

Beingg undereducated also works out worse than having a limited command of the Dutch 

languagee (-0.42). On the other hand, being undereducated is less disadvantageous than 

havingg a slightly increased probability of sick leave (-0.85). The age-effect is captured in 

aa quadratic expression, i.e., for a 26-year old we can calculate an age-coefficient of 

0.26*1.266 - (0.26)2«11.10 = -0.42 whereas this coefficient equals -1.27 for a 40-year-old. 
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Itt is possible to add up coefficients of different variables and thus calculate their joint 

effect.. For instance we can calculate that employers find a 26-year old with a slightly 

increasedd probability of sick leave of the same quality as a healthy 40-year old, with 

otherwisee equivalent characteristics (-0.42 - 0.85 = -1.27), 

Thee logit-specification allows for the calculation of preference probabilities of one 

profilee over one or more other profile(s). From equation (4.2) it can be derived that the 

probabilityy of profile / being the most preferred profile out of a set of profiles l,...,n, 

equals: : 

PP (profile i) =  n 

wheree v.- - yÈ is the difference in quality of profiles /' and j , which may be approximated 

usingg the coefficients in table 5.3. As an example we look at the application of two 

personss who only differ with respect to origin. They apply for a commercial job in a 

firmm with 25 employees. The person of non-Dutch origin has a preference probability of 

100/(11 + e(0-83 + °-47 " °-25'0,54)) = 24%, whereas the native Dutchman has a more than 

threee times higher preference probability of 76%. It must be noted that preference 

probabilitiesprobabilities do not have to equal hiring probabilities; employers who prefer a certain 

candidate,, do not have to hire that candidate; they may also prefer to wait for better 

candidatess to apply. Chapter 6 will show how we can extend the preference model to a 

hiringg model. 

Itt is possible to extend the example to other situations in which persons who differ only 

withh respect to origin compete for a job. As we can see from table 5.3 the preference 

probabilitiess for people who differ in origin vary with firm-size and type of vacancy. 

Tablee 5.4 summarizes the impact of changes in these two variables. From table 4.5 we 

knoww that there are only a few establishments in the survey with more than 100 

employees.. Therefore, the model does not allow us to calculate preference probabilities 

forr establishments with far more than 100 employees. As we can see from table 5.4 

peoplee of non-Dutch origin who seek for lower skilled employment come close to an 

equall  treatment only if they apply for a non-commercial function in a large 

establishment. . 
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Tablee 5.4 Preference probabilities for in all other respects equal Dutch and non-Dutch 
originatess at different (fictitious) firms 

establishmentt  size 

5 5 
25 5 

100 0 
5 5 

25 5 
100 0 

vacancy y 

commercial l 
commercial l 
commercial l 
non-commercial l 
non-commercial l 
non-commercial l 

preference e 
non-dutch h 

22 2 
24 4 
32 2 
31 1 
33 3 
43 3 

probabilitie ss (%) 
dutch h 

78 8 
76 6 
68 8 
69 9 
67 7 
57 7 

Preferencee probabilities can also give some more insight in the age-effect. Figure 5.1 

presentss preference probabilities for varying couples of applicants who only differ with 

respectt to their age. Figure 5.1 indicates that a 40-year old who applies for a lower 

Figuree 5.1 Preference probabilities for an applicant of 20, 30,...,60 years of age whose 
solee competitor is an applicant who only differs with respect to age 

PREFERENCEE PROBABILITY 

100 0 

90 0 

80 0 

70 0 

60 0 

50 0 

40 0 

30 0 

20 0 

10 0 

20 0 

3 0 ^ ^ 

40 0 

50 0 

6 0 ^ ^ 

155 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 

AGEE OF COMPETITOR 
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skilledd job has a preference probability of only 25% in case his competitor has equal 

capabilitiess but is just 20 years of age. A 50-year old in competition with a 30-year old 

hass a probability of only 18% to turn up favorable 16. 

Jobss at the lower end of the labor market appear to have high barriers for women. 

Thoughh employers generally prefer men, their preference depends on the industrial 

sector,, on the proportion of female employees already in the firm, on the type of job and 

onn the household-situation of me female applicant. Table 5.5 outlines the effects of the 

changess in these variables on the preference probabilities of women. 

Inn table 5.5 we can see the preference probabilities for a woman and a man, all else 

beingg equal, who, for example, apply for a job in a construction firm. If this firm has a 

typicall  building sector percentage of female employees of 5%, then the preference 

probabilityy for the female applicant ranges from 3 to 9% (depending on the type of job 

andd on her household situation). This leaves the man devastatingly far ahead; his 

preferencee probability is more than 90%. An industrial firm provides women with 

slightlyy better chances, ranging from 6 to 17% (if we take this firm to employ 17% 

females,, which is average in Dutch industrial firms). In a non-typical industrial firm with 

50%% female employees the chances for the female applicant are slightly better, with a 

maximumm of 35%. Service-sector firms appear to be less sexist. If they employ a more 

thann average proportion of female employees, they may even favor the female applicant 

aa littl e bit. 

Afterr this exposé on the most important variables in the preference-ordering, the most 

strikingg result probably is that earlier work experience is a non-significant factor for 

lowerr skilled jobs. Also having been inactive for more than six months is not a big 

negativee point, although we should realize that all our 'applicants' are jobless at the 

Itt may be argued that the 'age-effect' in part reflects a 'wage-effect'. Since wages at the lower 
endd of the Dutch labor market are mostly set in collective agreements, which may include 
specificc age-wage-schedules, it may be thought that employers value 'age' as 'wage'. This effect 
cannott be accounted for, because the survey does not include data on compensation schemes. 
However,, respondents were asked to specify a 'current' wage-level for the vacancy they 
described,, so that we may assume respondents kept this 'current' level as a point of reference, 
ratherr than the age-wage-schedule of their collective agreement, if existent. More importantly, 
though:: if the 'age-effect' would have reflected a 'wage-effect', we would expect the largest 
'age-effect'' at ages 18-28, whereas the data show an increasing age-effect at higher ages. 
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Tablee 5.5 Preference probabilities for in all other respects equal male (M) and female 
(F)) applicants at different (fictitious) firms 

sectorr  percentage of female 
employeess in the fir m 

CONSTRUCTIONN 0 

5 5 

50 0 

INDUSTRYY 0 

17 7 

50 0 

OTHERR 0 

34 4 

50 0 

Explanatoryy note: 

applicant t 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

M M 
F F 

preferencee probabilit y (%) 

(1)) (2) (3) 

96 6 
4 4 

96 6 
4 4 

85 5 
15 5 

95 5 
5 5 

91 1 
9 9 

80 0 
20 0 

87 7 
13 3 

72 2 
28 8 

61 1 
39 9 

97 7 
3 3 

97 7 
3 3 

89 9 
11 1 

96 6 
4 4 

94 4 
6 6 

86 6 
14 4 

91 1 
9 9 

79 9 
21 1 

70 0 
30 0 

(1)) woman is not a breadwinner*; vacancy requires physical labor 
(2)) woman is a breadwinner*; vacancy requires physical labor 
(3)) woman is not a breadwinner*; vacancy does not require physical labor 
(4)) woman is a breadwinner*; vacancy does not require physical labor 

92 2 
8 8 

91 1 
9 9 

72 2 
28 8 

89 9 
11 1 

83 3 
17 7 

65 5 
35 5 

76 6 
24 4 

54 4 
46 6 

42 2 
58 8 

(4) ) 

94 4 
6 6 

93 3 
7 7 

79 9 
21 1 

92 2 
8 8 

88 8 
12 2 

73 3 
27 7 

82 2 
18 8 

63 3 
37 7 

51 1 
49 9 

Breadwinnerr means in this study: living alone, being a single parent, being breadwinner for a 
partnerr or for a partner and two children 

momentt of application. Hence the comparison is really between less than six months 

unemployedd or still in education and more than six months unemployed or being a 

housekeeper.. Under-education and limited command of language are moderately negative 

pointss and the same holds for a considerable travelling time. 
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Theoreticallyy labor costs are supposed to play a leading role in personnel selection. The 

employerss in this survey do not seem to support this view. The wage cost-variable was 

presentedd to the respondents by means of changes in employer paid social security 

premiums.. In the explicit questions (section 5.2) only 2% of all respondents thought this 

too be the most important attribute. From the analysis of the ranked profiles it follows that 

onlyy the biggest individual wage cost subsidy - ƒ 600 a month or about 30% of the 

averagee gross wage in this segment of the labor market - has a significant positive effect. 

Inn order to interpret this result we should realize that there are different levels at which 

laborr costs influence the demand for labor. The effect which is found here, regards the 

situationn in which applicants come with different price tags. As it appears different price 

tagss are not very important selection criteria. This, however, does not imply that lower 

wagee costs in general would not have an effect on labor demand. In other words we find 

heree that there are almost no substitution effects when relative wage costs change. This, 

however,, does not tell us much about the possible volume effects on labor demand of 

changess in the wage level relative to the costs of capital. 

Ass was noted before, age, health, sex and origin are the major selection criteria for 

applicantss at the lower end of the labor market. As it appears applicants for lower skilled 

jobss in The Netherlands do not have many possibilities to improve their chances of 

gettingg a job; they can hardly be expected to change their age, health, sex or origin. A 

pinchh of optimism may be derived from the fact that firms with an already high 

percentagee of females in the labor force more readily absorb new women. The same 

holdss for ethnic minorities who are more easily absorbed in firms with big labor forces. 

5.44 Combining characteristics 

Thee preceding section focussed on the importance of applicant characteristics separately. 

Onn each occasion we examined applicants who differed in just one single respect. 

Reality,, however, shows quite a different picture. Real applicants show up in varying 

quantitiess and will most probably differ in many characteristics. In order to explore the 

effectss of more variation in labor supply, we will construct some complete profiles and 

calculatee preference probabilities for them in different situations. As a matter of fact, this 

sectionn forms the upbeat for the analysis of dynamics in the labor market in chapter 6. In 
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thiss section we will first follow five applicants in different applications. Second, we will 

takee a look at a most and a least preferred profile, from which we will learn how 

preferencee is built up. 

5.4.11 Five applicants 

Tablee 5.6 presents a set of five applicants, constructed by varying the characteristics of 

tablee 5.3. Mister A, C and E and the ladies B and D will apply for three different jobs, 

whichh are presented in table 5.7. Of course both firms and applicants are fictitious. 

Tablee 5.6 Five applicants 

attribute e 

GENDER R 
AGE E 
ORIGIN N 
WORKK EXPERIENCE 
EDUCATION N 

COMMANDD OF 
LANGUAGE E 
HEALTH H 

AVAILABILIT Y Y 
CURRENTT STATUS 

WAGEE COSTS 

FAMIL YY SITUATION 

TRAVELLIN GG TIME 

A A 

male e 
20 0 
Dutch h 
none e 
junior r 
secondary y 
general l 

good d 
good d 

full-time e 
inn education 

noo subsidy 

noo bread-
winner r 
155 min. 

B B 

female e 
20 0 
Dutch h 
none e 
33 years 
senior r 
secondary y 
general l 

good d 
good d 

full-time e 
inn education 

noo subsidy 

noo bread-
winner r 
155 min. 

profile e 

C C 

male e 
35 5 
Dutch h 
nursing g 
junior r 
secondary y 
general l 

good d 
slightly y 
increased d 
prob.. of sick 
leave e 
full-time e 
unemployedd for 
moree than 
onee year 
subsidyy of 
ƒƒ 600 a month 
breadwinner r 

155 min. 

D D 

female e 
35 5 
Dutch h 
clerical l 
senior r 
secondary y 
general l 

good d 
good d 

part-time e 
housekeeper r 
forr more than 
fivefive years 
subsidyy of 
ƒƒ 600 a month 
noo breadwinner 

155 min. 

E E 

male e 
35 5 
non-Dutch h 
sales s 
primary y 

limited d 
good d 

full-time e 
unemployed d 
forr less than 
onee month 
noo subsidy 

breadwinner r 

155 min. 
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Tablee 5.7 Three vacancies 

characteristic c 

Sector r 
Establishmentt size 
Percentagee female employees 
Typee of job 
Requiredd level of education 

0) ) 

construction n 
20 0 
5 5 

physical l 
junior r 

vocational l 

vacancy y 

(2) ) 

industry y 
50 0 
17 7 

clerical l 
senior r 

secondary y 
general l 

(3) ) 

services s 
10 0 
40 0 

commercial l 
junior r 

secondary y 
general l 

Whenn five equal applicants apply for a job, each of the applicants has an equal 

preferencee probability of 20%. So if we look at table 5.8 which presents the preference 

probabilitiess for applicants A through E, we may keep in mind that these are merely 

deviationss from 20% for each applicant. 

Tablee 5.8 Preference probabilities for candidates in table 5.6 who apply for jobs in 
tablee 5.7 

vacancy y 

(1) ) 
(2) ) 
(3) ) 

A A 

72 2 
58 8 
38 8 

applicant t 

B C D D 

preferencee probabilities (%) 

33 13 1 
122 11 9 
399 7 14 

E E 

11 1 
10 0 
2 2 

Thee preferences for applicants at the construction firm (1) differ widely from the 

referencee percentage of 20, as can be seen in table 5.8. Firm (1) by far prefers Mr A 

becausee he is a man and because he is relatively young. The ladies B and D have low 

scoress because they are female and because vacancy (1) requires physical labor. Mr E is 

nott of Dutch origin and has a limited command of the Dutch language. Therefore, he 

scoress lower than Mr C who ends up in second place after Mr A, although he suffers 

fromm a minor health problem. The educational level of none of the candidates in table 

5.66 meets the vocational requirement for the vacancy at firm (1). Therefore, this does not 
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influencee the respective preference probabilities. The wage cost subsidy of candidates C 

andd D compensates for their relatively long absence from the labor market, but is 

otherwisee insufficient to improve their chances. 

Att the industrial firm (2) the chances are more close to each other. Industrial firms are 

nott only slightly more female friendly than construction firms, firm (2) also employs a 

higherr number of women. Together this works in favor of the probabilities of ladies B 

andd D. Mrs D, however, gets practically nothing in return for her level of education. She 

iss the only applicant who meets the educational requirements for this job, and yet she 

endss up tailing the other candidates with a meager 9%. The educational variable appears 

too be overshadowed by the other parameters. Misters A, C and E face the effects of 

fiercerr competition from the other candidates. Therefore, they see their chances decrease 

somewhat. . 

Thee service sector company (3) slightly prefers Miss B to Mr A. This firm is much more 

femalee friendly than the other two. The higher age of candidates C, D and E appears to 

bee their prime adverse characteristic. Mr E faces his lowest probability at firm (3). The 

vacancyy is a commercial one, which aggravates the adversity of his non-Dutch origin. 

Besides,, he has a low level of education and a limited command of the Dutch language. 

Becausee of these factors firm (3) gives Mr E the lowest ranking, although he is the only 

candidatee with appropriate work experience. Miss B scores better than Mr C and Mr E. 

Shee is overeducated, has inappropriate work experience and has been absent from the 

laborr market for more than five years, but her good health and her Dutch origin establish 

aa positive margin on the two gentlemen. 

5.4.22 Extreme profiles 

Soo far we have examined the relative importance of different attributes in a rather 

intuitivee manner. We will now try to get a more general picture of the weights that 

employerss attribute to the various characteristics of applicants for lower skilled jobs. We 

cann do this by constructing a 'most preferred' and a 'least preferred' profile and 

subsequentlyy analyzing the difference in preference between the two. 
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Thee procedure we follow is rather straightforward. From table 5.3 it follows that a 'most 

preferred'' profile describes a man M of Dutch origin, who meets the educational 

requirements,, who is relatively young (we pick 18), is in good health, etcetera. The 'least 

preferred'' profile thus describes a woman W of non-Dutch origin, who is undereducated, 

hass limited command of the Dutch language, has a slightly increased probability of sick 

leave,, is of higher age (53), etcetera. 

Thee difference in preference between applicants M and W depends partly on 

characteristicss of the job. Therefore, we let Mrs W and Mr M apply together for the 

threee vacancies of table 5.7. One modification is made: we keep the educational 

requirementss at a constant level (appropriate for Mr M, too high for Mrs W). 

Ass a result of the accumulation of adverse characteristics, Mrs W has a preference 

probabilityy P( Mrs W ) = 1 0 0 / ( l + eM w) which rounds to zero for all three vacancies. 

However,, our prime interest in this comparison regards the reasons for the outright 

rejectionn of Mrs W rather than the rejection itself. Figure 5.2 breaks down the difference 

inn preference yM - yw between Mr M and Mrs W, as calculated from table 5.3, into the 

twelvee attributes which were used in the survey. 

Figuree 5.2 Relative importance of selection criteria 

Vacancyy (1) Vacancyy (2) 

Agee 25 

Genderr 33% 

Healthh 9% 
Wagee costs , Agee 27% 

Travellingg time 5% 
Workk experience 1 % 
Currentt Status 3% 
Availabilityy 1 % 

Commandd of language 4% 

Educationn 6% 

Familyy situation 4% 
Originn / Genderr 28% 

Healthh 10% 

Wagee costs 2% 
Travellingg time 5% 

Workk experience 1 % 
Currentt Status 3% 
Availabilityy 2% 

Commandd of language 

Educationn 6% 

Familyy situation 4% 

Originn 7% 

Vacancyy (3) 

Agee 30% 

Healthh 1 1 % 

Wagee costs 3% 

Travellingg time 6% 

Workk experience 1 % 
Currentt Status 3% 
Availabilityy 2% 

Commandd of language 69 

Educationn 7% 

Familyy situation 5% 
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Firmm (1) turns down lady W primarily because of her gender and to a lesser degree 

becausee of her age. She also lacks work experience and education, she is a long term 

non-participantt and she has a limited command of the Dutch language, but these factors 

aree of relatively littl e importance. In fact Mrs W cannot do much to improve her chances 

att vacancy (1); she can hardly be expected to change her age, sex, origin, family 

situationn or health, whereas these factors - as the shaded area in figure 5.2 indicates -

determinee her chances at vacancy (1) for 78%. 

Att vacancies (2) and (3) the reasons for turning down Mrs W alter in composition. Firm 

(2)) considers age and gender to be equally important selection criteria; together these 

makee up for 55% of the vote. Although there are some minor changes relative to firm 

(1),, characteristics for which Mrs W herself may be held accountable still make up for 

onlyy 24% of the decision. At firm (3) Mrs W is also rather helpless against her 

unfavorablee chances; 73% of her rejection is based on characteristics which she can do 

nothingg about. Now Mrs W's age is the most important attribute and firm (3) thinks 

healthh and origin are more important than gender. Firm (3) has a more female friendly 

attitude,, but, on the other hand, the requirement of commercial characteristics, raises the 

importancee of origin. 

5.55 Conclusion 

Employerss attribute by far the most weight to factors which applicants cannot control. 

Figuree 5.3 shows the average relative importance of the twelve characteristics which 

weree used in the profiles ,7. At average employers base their preference for lower 

skilledd employees for 75% on the characteristics age, gender, health, origin and family 

situation. . 

Thee profile results show the selection criteria which employers in this survey actually 

usee when selecting profiles of lower skilled employees. The results of ordering full-

profiless contrast sharply with the answers to self-explicative questions. When explicitly 

askedd for their selection criteria, only 35% of the respondents in the survey rate one of 

thee characteristics that applicants cannot control as most important. 

Figuree 5.3 pictures the average of the three pie-charts in figure 5.2, which depicted the 
importancee of selection criteria for the three different vacancies of table 5.7. 
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Figuree 5.3 Average relative importance of applicant characteristics for lower skilled 
work k 

Agee 2 7 % 

Genderr 2 3 % 

Ethnicc background 1 0 % 

Healthh 1 0 % 

Wagee costs 2 % 

Travellingg t ime 5% 

Workk experience 1 % 
Currentt posit ion 3% 
Availabil i tyy 2 % 

Commandd of language 5% 

Educationn 7% 

Familyy si tuat ion 4 % 

Tablee 5.9 Importance of attributes and social desirability-bias 

'full --
profile ' ' 

attribut e e 

Age e 
Gender r 
Origin n 
Health h 
Education n 
Travellingg time 
Commandd of language 
Familyy situation 
Currentt status 
Wagee costs 
Availability y 
Workk experience 

(1) ) 

27 7 
23 3 
10 0 
10 0 
7 7 
5 5 
5 5 
4 4 
3 3 
2 2 
2 2 
1 1 

(2) ) 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 
9 9 

10 0 
11 1 
12 2 

'self--
explicative' ' 

(3) ) 

11 1 
4 4 
2 2 
7 7 
6 6 

12 2 
9 9 

10 0 
5 5 
3 3 

social l 
desirabilit y y 

(4)) (5) 

X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

Explanatoryy note: 
(1)) Average size of effect according to 'full-profile'-results (%) 
(2)) order of importance according to 'full-profile'-results 
(3)) order of importance according to 'self-explicative' questions 
(4)) Socially undesirable selection characteristic: (2)-(3) < -3 
(5)) Socially desirable selection characteristic: (2)-(3) > 3 
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Tablee 5.9 investigates the order of importance of the twelve attributes which constitute 

thee profiles. The first column takes the average importance of the attributes as pictured 

inn figure 5.3. The third column lines up the attributes according to the explicit answers 

off  the respondents. Column (4) indicates that respondents attribute much more 

importancee to gender, origin and family situation in the full-profile evaluations than they 

acknowledgee in the explicit questions. Apparently social convention prompts them to 

declaringg these variables unimportant; it is socially undesirable to state their true 

importance.. Education, availability and work experience are treated in an exactly 

oppositee manner. Respondents explicitly claim these variables to be important selection 

criteria,, whereas they appear to be less important in reality; apparently it is socially 

desirablee to mention just these criteria, when asked explicitly for important applicant 

characteristics. . 
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