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Introduction to Write-Up 1
Artificial Intelligence (AI) has become a cornerstone of recruitment and talent acquisition for many companies. With perceived benefits including efficiency, automation, data-driven decision-making, cost, availability, personalization, reduced human bias and error, and improved candidate quality, many companies have either fully committed to implementing AI in their recruiting practices or are seriously considering doing so in the near future to stay competitive (​​Horodyski 2023). AI is fundamentally changing the relationship between humans and technology, as well as the landscape of job applications, resumes, and the overall recruitment process. While not meant to replace human interaction in the recruitment process, AI serves as an informative guide for recruiters to find and assess highly qualified candidates. 
AI recruiting is the process by which artificial intelligence automates tasks related to the screening and selection of potential candidates that would otherwise be delegated to a hiring manager, human resources representative, or other high-level individual in an organization. The appeal is that automating tedious tasks frees recruitment teams to focus more on their overall goals. Furthermore, AI can enable a proactive recruitment strategy, pulling in high-potential candidates and predicting a candidate's level of job satisfaction or success in a role before the candidate even applies. As AI innovation continues, further AI augmentation promises to deliver even more efficient, streamlined processes for both candidates and recruiters. We aim to collect primary data for our project using Qualtrics, a survey platform that offers customization for look and feel and practicality, all with our respondents in mind. With the construction of our survey on AI recruiting, we aim to answer our research question: “How do organizations’ experiences with AI in recruiting (current use, considering use, or not using) differ in their perceptions of candidate acquisition, candidate quality, and AI bias?” We hope to generate descriptive and inferential statistics utilizing concepts such as ANOVA, mean, standard deviation, and bar charts to understand how businesses operate with AI agents for recruitment, and pinpoint areas of contention within the AI recruitment process, highlighting advantages and disadvantages to using AI agents as opposed to traditional recruitment methods.
In this write-up, we will review the existing literature on AI-assisted recruitment and outline initial research questions that informed our early survey development, with all sources being referenced from Appendix A of our document.
[bookmark: _49muk8x1f83p]Section 1 - Literature Review
Literature Review
	While existing literature explores perceptions of AI throughout the recruiting process, there remains a clear gap in research concerning how recruiters, job seekers, and other stakeholders perceive the use of AI compared to traditional recruiting methods. Most prior work focuses on applicant experiences or theoretical ethical debates rather than the practical decision-making and adoption patterns of those implementing or purchasing AI tools. Our study addresses these issues by gathering data on which recruitment stages can be made more efficient with AI, identifying where stakeholders feel human oversight remains essential, and exploring how AI recruiting tools are implemented in real-world staffing contexts.
	As the use of AI continues to expand, concerns around responsible implementation, bias, and the human impact of automation underpin nearly every discussion of AI decision-making. Scholars such as Soni (2024) and Hunkenschroer & Kriebitz (2022) highlight the ethical challenges tied to bias replication, privacy and security, data quality, transparency, and the overreliance on automated systems. These issues are especially pressing in recruitment contexts, where AI must make or assist in decisions that deeply affect individuals’ livelihoods and access to opportunity.
	Valdivieso (2024) finds that AI is generally perceived positively in early recruitment stages, such as job postings and resume screening, where automation drives efficiency. However, concerns rise sharply when AI is used for final evaluations or candidate selection, where bias and empathy are most critical. Similarly, Horodyski (2023) notes that applicants appreciate AI’s speed and convenience but remain skeptical of its ability to understand human context and emotional nuance.
	Cruz (2024) reframes bias as a human-algorithm collaboration, showing that recruiters themselves shape the equity of AI systems through their interpretations and use. Cruz’s analysis aligns with Soni’s (2024) emphasis on human oversight, diverse data inputs, and continuous auditing as safeguards for equitable outcomes. Hunkenschroer and Kriebitz (2022) extend this discussion through a human rights perspective, arguing that transparency, accountability, and consent must be central to AI hiring systems to avoid violating privacy or reinforcing systemic discrimination. Together, these studies reveal that while AI recruiting tools can boost consistency and scalability, they also introduce ethical and operational tensions that demand balanced, informed adoption.

Primary Research
Source 1 - CCPA Laws (Daniel’s Spreadsheet)
Daniel’s analysis of the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA) reinforces the growing intersection between data protection law and AI hiring ethics. The rights to know, delete, opt out, and correct data establish a framework that ensures transparency and control, core principles mirrored in responsible AI. The findings underscore that as AI becomes more embedded in recruitment, organizations must go beyond compliance, embedding these principles into every layer of algorithmic decision-making. Bias, privacy, and consent are no longer optional; they are operational requirements that define brand trust and ethical legitimacy in data-driven recruitment.
Source 2 - Introductory Interviews (Kaeden’s Dataset)
Kaeden’s interviews with recruitment and staffing leaders illustrate the practical reality of AI adoption. Most respondents described AI as transformative for efficiency, scalability, and workflow automation, freeing recruiters from administrative burdens. However, leaders also warned of losing authenticity and human connection when AI replaces interpersonal engagement. The interviews reveal a persistent tension between efficiency and empathy, between technological acceleration and the relational foundations of recruitment. Successful integration depends on usability, cost, trust in data quality, and transparent communication with candidates. AI may be inevitable, but human oversight remains essential to sustain trust and bias in the recruitment process.

Secondary Research
Source 1 - Fairness in AI-Driven Hiring (Cruz, 2024)
Cruz’s research deepens the understanding of fairness by emphasizing that human “process experts” who configure and interpret AI systems play an active role in shaping equitable outcomes. Cruz’s paper also warns that even well-designed algorithms can show bias if recruiters rely on outdated habits or prioritize efficiency over reflection. Fairness, therefore, is not built into code; it is enacted through ongoing human choices and organizational culture.
Source 2 - Applicant Perception of AI (Horodyski, 2023)
Horodyski’s work captures the end-user experience. Applicants report appreciating AI’s convenience and responsiveness, but question its ability to fairly evaluate personality, potential, and cultural fit. Horodyski’s findings highlight that algorithmic efficiency does not necessarily equate to perceived fairness, an essential insight for recruitment and employer automation balance.
Ethics of AI Recruiting (Hunkenschroer & Kriebitz, 2022)
Viewed through a human rights framework, Hunkenschroer & Kriebitz’s work raises issues of discrimination, consent, and data misuse. There is an argument for stronger legal and ethical oversight, ensuring that algorithmic hiring remains consistent with fundamental human values. The paper reminds people that AI’s potential to reduce bias depends entirely on how transparency and accountability are operationalized and regulated.
AI Job Matching and Equity (Soni, 2024)
Soni’s study adds a structural layer, showing that AI enhances operational efficiency through automation and predictive matching. However, it can also replicate inequities when trained on biased or incomplete data. The paper concludes that achieving equity requires diverse datasets, continuous monitoring, and ethical auditing to ensure automation supports inclusion rather than undermines it.
Recruiter and Applicant Perspectives (Valdivieso, 2024)
Valdivieso’s study bridges multiple perspectives, including those of AI experts, recruiters, and applicants, to reveal that trust in AI varies by recruitment stage. Stakeholders value automation in early data-heavy tasks, but prefer human judgment in evaluative or interpersonal decisions. The paper reinforces the importance of hybrid models that blend AI’s consistency with the intuition and empathy of human recruiters.
AI Integration in Staffing (Seoyoung & Mazzy’s Document)
Mazzy and Seoyoung’s analysis shows industry trends and job seeker perceptions, underscoring the dual narrative of AI recruiting: one of efficiency and innovation, and concern for bias and human oversight. Their themes, efficiency, match quality, trust, and candidate experience, echo a broader industry recognition that ethical design and accountability must accompany technological progress.

Taken together, these studies reveal that AI’s role in recruitment is both promising and worrying. It offers measurable improvements in speed, reach, and candidate matching, yet it also raises unresolved questions about equity, transparency, and human authenticity. Existing research focuses primarily on the perceived effects of AI, while our study explores how recruiters and job seekers actually navigate, trust, and implement AI agents in practice. By combining legal frameworks (like the CCPA), practitioner insights, and ethical scholarship, our project aims to bridge the gap between theory and application, advancing a more balanced understanding of how AI can be designed and used responsibly across recruitment processes and ecosystems.
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Survey Outline
To develop our survey, we followed a structured, multi-stage process that moved from theory to application. We began by reviewing existing literature on artificial intelligence in recruitment, which is presented in Section 1 - Literature Review and Appendix A - Works Cited, to identify recurring themes, such as fairness, efficiency, bias, candidate quality, and transparency. These themes appeared across studies by Soni (2024), Valdivieso (2024), and Hunkenschroer & Kriebitz (2022), becoming the conceptual foundation for our primary research.
Next, we conducted semi-structured interviews with professionals in the recruiting and staffing technology space to understand how AI is actually implemented in practice, while also looking at existing policy such as the CCPA laws in California. Using a thematic analysis approach, we coded interview transcripts to uncover patterns in how leaders discussed efficiency gains, human oversight, authenticity, and bias management. The thematic approach helped us transform broad theoretical ideas from the literature and primary research into concrete, experience-based insights. For example, while the literature emphasized fairness as an abstract ethical goal, our interviews revealed that recruiters often defined fairness through transparency, explainability, and control over AI tools, concepts we later operationalized into measurable survey items.
After identifying the key constructs, we translated them into clear, behavioral survey items using Dillman’s guidelines and a 7-point Likert scale to capture varying levels of agreement and perception strength. We also differentiated question sets based on each organization’s current relationship with AI, currently using, considering using, or not using AI, to ensure contextual accuracy and later to allow for testing to come in the form of an ANOVA. Our design allowed us to compare how perceptions of efficiency, candidate quality, and bias shift depending on history with AI agents.

Examples of survey items we deducted to for each section include:
Currently Using AI
e.g., AI agents have expanded the reach of our job postings to more applicants.
Considering Using AI
e.g., AI agents could help us reach a more diverse pool of candidates.
Not Using AI
e.g., AI agents could unintentionally favor certain types of candidates.

Through this development process, the survey evolved from theoretical literature constructs to empirically grounded measures informed by real-world experiences. The result is a tool that captures both the perceived advantages of AI recruiting and the ethical, logistical, and cultural factors influencing its adoption across organizations.
Furthermore, we believe that through the thematic process, our survey captures a balanced understanding of how organizations at different stages of AI adoption perceive their role in recruiting. By combining our insights from the interview responses, lit review, and Dillman chapters, we believe our survey now encompasses conceptual depth and practical clarity around the topic of AI agents and recruiting processes. The early stages of our survey map are shown in Week 8 of Appendix B.
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Research Question Iterations
Over the course of the project so far, our research focus has evolved from general recruitment processes to a more targeted exploration of AI’s role in hiring. In Week 1, we examined how producing and distributing job postings influences recruitment outcomes. By Week 3, we refined our question to focus on how clients perceive the effectiveness of an AI-integrated recruiting service compared to traditional methods. Currently, our study has centered on organizational experience, comparing how companies that currently use, are considering using, or do not use AI differ in their perceptions of candidate acquisition, candidate quality, and AI bias.
 
Research Questions
· Week 1: Does producing and distributing job postings influence recruitment outcomes?
· Week 3: How do XYZ Company's clients perceive the effectiveness of its AI-integrated recruiting service compared to its traditional (non-AI) recruiting service?
· Week 6 to Current: How do organizations’ experiences with AI in recruiting (current use, considering use, or not using) differ in their perceptions of candidate acquisition, candidate quality, and AI bias?
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Introduction to Write-Up 2	Comment by Lecia Barker: for future reference, when asked to focus on specific topics, I recommend focusing; this intro has a lot of info that is not relevant to the questions being asked
Artificial intelligence (AI) continues to redefine how organizations attract, evaluate, and hire candidates. As discussed in Write-Up 1, our project began by examining the growing presence of AI in recruitment, highlighting its promise of efficiency, automation, and data-driven decision-making, while also addressing the ethical and practical challenges it presents. We established the foundation for our research question “How do organizations’ experiences with AI in recruiting (current use, considering use, or not using) differ in their perceptions of candidate acquisition, candidate quality, and AI bias,” which explores how AI recruiting technology and AI agents shape perceptions of efficiency, candidate quality among for organizations.
Building upon that groundwork, Write-Up 2 focuses on the sampling plan that will guide our data collection. Our goal is to ensure that our survey captures balanced, meaningful insights from the recruitment process, with companies implementing or evaluating AI recruiting tools and deciding whether to implement them or not.
Furthermore, our team is using a non-probability sampling method. We decided a non-probability approach was best because we are targeting organizations from a specific company owned by Kaeden’s father, meaning we would have had a small sample. By focusing on a smaller sample size, we were afforded the opportunity to focus our target population on companies that have already adopted AI in their recruitment processes, organizations considering implementing it, and those who have chosen not to use AI, all of which would have a history of these decisions within their organization.
At this stage, our team focused on continuing to develop the Survey Map that outlined the core themes and question areas for organizational respondents. Using insights from our thematic analysis, we structured the survey around four primary sections: Use of AI in Recruiting, AI Bias, Candidate Acquisition, and Candidate Quality, each linked to specific, measurable variables. The Week 9 Survey Map served as a built-upon framework from the Week 8 Survey Map for identifying constructs such as efficiency, and candidate reach, while the Week 10 Survey Map expanded these ideas into draft question wording, scales, and data types. This step was less about programming the survey and more about refining concepts, ensuring that every question tied directly to our research goals and could later support valid statistical analysis.
In line with Dillman’s Ch 3 and 9, our outreach messaging emphasizes brevity, clarity, and purpose. Respondents are informed that the survey is anonymous, takes five to eight minutes, and contributes to research on the evolving relationship between humans and AI in recruitment. We believe our refined approach helps establish trust and encourages participation while minimizing respondent fatigue.
Overall, Write-Up 2 builds directly upon the theoretical and conceptual foundation of Write-Up 1, shifting our project from broad literature research toward structured framework survey development. By focusing on organizational perspectives and using the Survey Maps to refine our themes, question wording, and measurable variables, we created a clear framework for collecting valid and reliable data in later stages, ready for documentation in Write-Ups. Write-Up 2 emphasized conceptual alignment, refinement, consistency across question areas, and preparation for future survey deployment, laying further groundwork for our study.
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Type of Sample
Our Sample
The sample for our study will consist of recruiting and staffing organizations representing three distinct levels of AI adoption within their hiring practices:
· Organizations currently using AI in recruiting
· Organizations considering implementing AI in the near future
· Organizations not using AI in any form.
By focusing on organizations at different stages of AI adoption, we can capture a range of experiences that reveal how exposure to AI tools shapes perceptions of efficiency, quality. The literature reviewed in Appendix A suggests that these adoption stages often correspond to differing levels of optimism, caution, or skepticism toward AI use in recruitment (Valdivieso, 2024, and Horodyski, 2023).
	Furthermore, we are using a non-probability convenience sample, which allows access to professionals within recruiting/staffing and HR who are directly involved in hiring processes. While this approach does not produce a statistically representative sample of say ~50 to ~100 respondents, it ensures that responses come from respondents with practical, experience-based knowledge and a history of AI agents in recruiting technology.

Sample Plan
As mentioned in the our sample section, our study employs a non-probability convenience sampling plan composed of employees, managers, and C-suite representatives of recruiting/staffing organizations. Respondents will include individuals directly involved in recruitment or candidate evaluation, such as recruiters, talent acquisition specialists, HR managers, and C-suite representatives who oversee all of the listed positions. Our level of coverage ensures that each response provides insight grounded in professional experience with AI agents, recruiting systems, and/or traditional recruiting methods.
We aim to collect at least 30 valid responses, which will provide approximately 95% confidence that any given variable falls within +/- 5 percentage points of the population mean. Although our sample size is small, it aligns with the exploratory nature of our study and the project’s timeline.
The survey design and question structure were informed by our Survey Maps, which outline how each theme, AI use, candidate acquisition, candidate quality, and AI bias, translates into measurable variables. The survey will be distributed through LinkedIn and email invitations, targeting individuals in the recruiting/staffing fields. Each group member will be responsible for sharing the survey link within their professional networks to help diversify responses across different industries and organization sizes.
To improve participation and reduce nonresponse, our outreach strategy will follow Dillman’s approach, with a particular focus on recommendations from Chapters 3 (The Importance of Trust and Social Exchange) and 9 (Minimizing Nonresponse Error). We will build respondent trust by clearly communicating the study’s purpose and ensuring anonymity throughout the data collection process. We will also stress the survey’s short completion time (approximately 5–8 minutes) to reduce perceived burden, a technique Dillman identifies as essential for encouraging engagement. To maintain contact and reduce nonresponse bias, we will send midway reminders and final reminders to non-respondents and continue outreach until the desired response rate is achieved. By following these best practices, we aim to produce a diverse dataset that accurately reflects organizations at different stages of AI adoption.

Potential Sample Problems
	Although non-probability convenience sampling allows access to qualified and relevant respondents with good knowledge of our topic, it can introduce several potential biases and limitations. Because our outreach will primarily occur through professional networks and email, selection and coverage bias may occur if the sample disproportionately includes organizations already familiar with or interested in AI. Similarly, non-response bias could emerge if organizations with negative experiences or privacy concerns about AI choose not to participate.
Furthermore, these limitations may reduce external validity, limiting the generalizability of our findings to all organizations or industries. Specific sectors, such as large enterprise organizations, may end up being overrepresented compared to smaller or less digitally integrated organizations. Additionally, our sample may end up overrepresenting respondents with favorable attitudes toward AI, skewing our descriptive and inferential statistics.
We hope to address these concerns by clearly reporting demographic information such as organization type and AI adoption category, to provide context for interpreting results. Any imbalances in representation will be acknowledged in our discussion of findings and amended when we provide our data. Despite these challenges, non-probability convenience sampling remains appropriate for an exploratory study of such a small scale, as it enables us to gather in-depth perspectives from professionals with direct experience in the recruitment space, and by grounding our sampling strategy in the frameworks from Appendix A (Works Cited) and Appendix B (Survey Maps), we ensure that our approach remains connected to the conceptual theory with the framework application of our survey design.
[bookmark: _1m8w53gbf90q]
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Approach to get Responses
	To maintain professionalism, organization, and accessibility throughout our data collection process, our team will utilize Daniel’s Colorado email account specifically for questions, feedback, and logistical communication related to the survey. Utilizing Daniel’s email helps as the respondents in our small sample size have a familiarity with Kaeden, therefore, if they are exposed to Daniel for communication, then that bias of familiarity is less likely to occur. Daniel is therefore responsible for monitoring this account daily, reviewing all incoming and outgoing messages to ensure a consistent tone, clarity, and professionalism in every response. However, it’s important to note that Kaeden and Mazzy will also help clarify questions and adjusting the email tone before Daniel sends. While Dillman does not recommend such a method, we want to reduce bias as much as possible, and not exposing our respondents to someone they have easy access to should be the best way to mitigate such bias.
When communicating with respondents, we will follow Dillman’s guidance from Chapter 9 by ensuring that messages are clear, concise, and purposeful. Our messaging includes prompt follow-ups to clarify questions, confirm interest, and provide assistance when needed. Follow-up emails will also serve as reminders to encourage participation among those who have not yet completed the survey. These reminders will be framed positively, thanking recipients for their time and reinforcing the relevance and value of their input.
For respondents who request a copy of the survey results, we will distribute these via a team members Colorado email while reinforcing confidentiality to our respondents. While our goal is not to break the anonymity of our survey respondents, there is also a compromise for us to share the results via email, but as a team, we have a duty of care and security to keep our respondents' information safe. Our outlined approach aligns with our ethical commitment to protecting respondents’ identities, while building further trust by demonstrating transparency and professionalism.
Overall, our communication strategy is designed to create a reliable, transparent, and respectful exchange between the research team and respondents. By maintaining open communication through a trusted team member's authorized email and consistent follow-up practices, we aim to strengthen respondents’ trust, improve participation, and uphold high ethical standards throughout the data collection process.
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Messaging
Initial Message:
Dear [employee of x organization],

How do organizations like yours feel about using AI for recruitment? We’re conducting a brief survey to evaluate how organizations use or perceive artificial intelligence (AI) in software recruitment technology.

Your input will help us gain valuable insights into how organizations utilize AI to streamline their software recruitment processes. Once completed, your organization may have access to the survey results if interested.

The survey should take about [X] minutes to complete. Your responses will remain anonymous.

[Insert survey link]

Thank you for your time. We look forward to receiving your submission!

Best regards,
[Recruiting/AI Team Member]

Follow Up 1:
Dear [employee of x organization],
How do organizations like yours feel about using AI for recruitment? We wanted to remind you about our ongoing survey on how organizations use or perceive artificial intelligence (AI) in software recruitment technology.

Your input is incredibly valuable in helping us understand how AI is changing software and recruiting practices across industries. The survey takes approximately [X] minutes to complete, and your responses will be kept anonymous.

If you’ve already completed the survey, thank you - we appreciate your contribution. If not, we’d love to hear from you before results are finalized.

[Insert Survey Link]

Thank you again for your time. We look forward to receiving your submission!

Best regards,
[Recruiting/AI Team Member]

Follow Up 2:
Dear [employee of x organization],

How do organizations like yours feel about using AI for recruitment? This is a final reminder about our brief survey on the use and perception of artificial intelligence (AI) in software recruitment technology. The survey will close on [Insert Closing Date].

If you haven’t yet shared your perspective, this is your last chance to contribute to our research and help us better understand how AI is shaping software and recruiting practices. It takes just [X] minutes to complete, and all responses will remain anonymous.

Please take a few moments to complete the survey here:
[Insert Survey Link]

Thank you for your time. We look forward to receiving your submission!

Best regards,
[Recruiting/AI Team Member]
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Introduction to Write-up 3
As artificial intelligence (AI) continues to transform how organizations recruit, screen, and hire talent, it is also reshaping how job seekers experience and perceive the recruitment process. Earlier stages of our research built the conceptual foundation for understanding AI’s role in recruitment. Write-Up 1 explored existing literature and introduced our initial research question, focused on organizational perceptions of AI in recruitment, which we called hiring at the time. Write-Up 2 developed our sampling plan and outreach strategy for organizations at varying stages of AI adoption, really building upon the foundation we had set.
Write-Up 3 marks the next stage in our project, moving from planning to execution. In the Write-Up 3 phase, our team designed, tested, and prepared to launch our Qualtrics survey, guided by Dillman’s chapters 3, 6, and 9. 

We began by constructing a clear and balanced survey based on the themes from our previous survey maps: 
· Use of AI in Recruiting
· AI Bias
· Candidate Acquisition
· Candidate Quality

We then conducted pilot testing with both professionals and peers to refine definitions, remove redundancy, and improve survey flow. Based on that feedback, we finalized our survey in Qualtrics, developed invitation materials to encourage participation, and created a structured launch and monitoring plan to ensure data quality and anonymity.
Write-Up 3 documents, each of these steps. The Survey Design Choices section explains how Dillman’s principles guided our decisions on question wording, order, and layout. The Testing section describes our pilot process, detailing who participated and how their feedback shaped revisions. The Invitations section outlines how we applied Dillman’s concepts to design outreach messages that build trust and encourage participation. Finally, the Implementation Method section summarizes our launch and monitoring plan, outlining the roles, responsibilities, and ethical procedures used to ensure a successful data collection process.
It’s also important to note that we had refined our research question during the Write-Up 3 phase by including the job seeker branch. We wanted to move beyond organizational analysis to consider how AI agents integrated into recruiting technology affects bias and experience across the entire recruitment ecosystem. We wanted to open up both sides of the conversation, as Chris Carruth likes to say!
Therefore, our revised research question now reads as:
“How does the integration of AI agents in recruiting technology shape bias and candidate acquisition outcomes as experienced by recruiting organizations and job seekers?”
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Survey Design Choices
The development and decisions of how we decided to approach our survey was grounded in Dillman’s chapters 3, 6, and 9, which emphasized trust, clarity, and balance between respondent experience and research. Our design drew from the organizational themes outlined in Appendix B (Use of AI in Recruiting, AI Bias, Candidate Acquisition, and Candidate Quality). During the time between Write-Up 2 and Write-Up 3, we expanded our survey to include job seeker experiences related to bias, trust, and transparency in AI-driven recruitment, opening up both sides of the conversation.
Question Types and Format
	Our survey primarily used 7-point Likert-scale questions (6 points we would count and a 7th “Don’t Know”) to measure participants’ attitudes and perceptions with precision. Using the 7-point structure allows for statistical comparisons between organizational groups (currently using, considering, or not using AI) and across respondent types (organizations and job seekers). Following Dillman’s chapter 6 recommendations, Likert scales offer a consistent interpretation that the respondent can get familiar to, while reducing cognitive load and excess stress.
Question Wording and Neutrality
	All questions were intentionally worded to maintain neutrality and clarity, as leading or assumption-based phrasing was recommended to be avoided based on the Dillman chapters. For example, asking “Our recruiting process relies extensively on AI agents to complete recruiting tasks?” instead of “How has AI improved recruiting for you?” We also defined Terms such as AI agents, recruiting technology, job seekers, and candidate quality within the survey using hover-over JavaScript tooltips, providing accessibility without cluttering the question text.	Comment by Lecia Barker: cool
The JavaScript feature, refined through pilot feedback, ensured that both technical and non-technical respondents could engage confidently, a practice which aligned with Dillman’s chapter 6 guidance on reducing ambiguity.
Order and Visual Flow
	Our survey followed a funnel approach - beginning with broad experience-based questions to establish a level of background, while still maintaining anonymity. Gradually, we narrow to specific evaluations of bias and candidate outcomes on the organizational branch, and awareness, bias, confidence, and outcomes on the job seeker branch. Maintaining the branching structure encourages thoughtful responses and reduces early fatigue as each set of questions is specifically narrowed for that respondent type.
	Visually, our survey was designed with simplicity in mind: uniform fonts, consistent spacing, and neutral color schemes ensured readability and minimized distractions. Each section header is clearly marked, with transitions between topics and summaries at the start of each section, all of which improves navigation and comprehension. The final survey structure, presented in Appendix C, reflects these design principles and provides a logical, respondent-friendly flow.
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Testing
	To ensure our survey had clarity and usability, we conducted pilot testing guided by Dillman’s emphasis on pretesting and iterative feedback in chapter 6. Our approach combined evaluation with user testing to identify areas for improvement before full deployment.
Pilot Participants and Feedback
	Each member of the research team contributed to the pilot process, distributing the survey to a range of individuals with relevant perspectives. As detailed in Appendix E:
· Kaeden & Mazzy distributed the survey to Jack, CEO of Staffing Future. His feedback focused on refining definitions and ensuring no duplication across sections. He confirmed the survey’s logical flow and offered advice on improving sample reach.	Comment by Lecia Barker: you guys rocked this requirement
· Daniel piloted the survey with his supervisor from the Office of Financial Aid at CU Boulder, who noted that some questions in the “Considering AI” section appeared repetitive but praised the overall clarity and flow.
· Seoyoung shared the survey with a corporate professional, who appreciated the inclusion of definitions but suggested making explanatory text more concise.
· Jessaca piloted the survey with her father, a Walmart Distribution hiring manager, who highlighted the need for consistent terminology and the importance of defining terms early for clarity.
Revisions and Improvements
Our pilot feedback led to several refinements:
· Removed overlapping or redundant questions in the “Considering AI” branch.
· Simplified and unified definitions across sections to prevent repetition.
· Condensed explanatory text above definitions for easier readability.
· Reordered question flow to improve logical transitions between topics.
Overall, our pilot testers reported that the survey was intuitive and brief, averaging between five and eight minutes to complete. Their positive feedback confirmed that the survey effectively balanced clarity, relevance, and flow while remaining concise enough to encourage full participation with reduced fatigue.
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Invitations
	The invitation process was guided by Dillman’s chapters 3 and 9, which emphasized increasing perceived benefits, reducing costs, and building trust with respondents.
Message Design
	Each invitation we sent out introduced our research team, the survey’s academic purpose, and the assurance of anonymity. We highlighted that the survey would take only around five to eight minutes to complete and explained how respondents’ input could help shape understanding of AI agents in unison with recruiting.
	To reflect Dillman’s principles of social exchange, messages framed participation as mutually beneficial:
· Organizations were told their input could inform best practices and bias AI agent implementation.
· Job seekers were told their perspectives could help make hiring systems more transparent and equitable.
The tone remained professional but approachable, ensuring that potential respondents felt respected and valued.
Follow-Up and Communication
	We sent one initial invitation, one reminder email midway through the data collection period, and one last reminder email right before we were about to close the survey. The reminders were brief and courteous, expressing appreciation for previous consideration while noting that the survey remained open, and that the respondents' input was still very much valued. All communications were distributed from Daniel’s Colorado email in conjunction with our invitation plan; however, the rest of the team was also copied in on the email, which served as a contact channel for inquiries.
	Respondents who requested survey results will have them distributed via a team member's Colorado email after analysis is complete, maintaining confidentiality, as it is impossible to remain anonymous while also promoting transparency. We believe this strategy reflects Dillman’s chapter 9 emphasis on clear, ethical follow-up communication to improve response rates, and is the best way for us to share our survey results with the respondents who wanted information. All of our messaging can be found in Write-Up 2.
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Implementation Method
The implementation and monitoring phase operationalized the survey plan developed in earlier stages. Appendix F details the roles, responsibilities, and procedures that guided data collection. However, it is important to note that the plan has been adjusted to now designate a single member’s Colorado email for fairness and to compensate for the fact that we did not have enough time to create a dedicated inbox.
Survey Launch and Monitoring
	Our survey launched at 8:00 AM on November 11, 2025, and remained open for approximately two weeks. It was distributed via LinkedIn, email invitations, and word of mouth, ensuring participation from both organizations and job seekers.
	Team members monitored response activity daily using Qualtrics analytics. Mazzy, Daniel, and Kaeden were responsible for reviewing the first 20–30 responses to identify any errors, such as skipped questions, duplicate entries, or repetitive response patterns. All issues were monitored in the Qualtrics analytics tab, with corrections being made, and flags being issued to those respondents' results. Daniel documented any problems and coordinated with Mazzy and Kaeden to resolve them efficiently.
Bounces and Response Management
Seoyoung and Jessaca managed survey bounces by verifying email addresses, and resending corrected links. The process ensured that all intended respondents had the opportunity to complete the survey.
	As was our plan, a dedicated project email account was meant to be monitored regularly for respondent inquiries or error reports. However, as we didn’t have enough time to create such inbox, utilizing a team member's Colorado email, in this case Daniel’s email, still provided us with an approach that maintained professionalism, and consistent communication aligning with Dillman’s recommendations for improving respondent engagement through trust and reliability.
Confidentiality and Ethical Practices
	All collected data we collected was anonymous, we didn't collect any identifying information (such as email addresses for follow-up) which helped aid the anonymous process. When sending post-survey results, we once again utilized a team member's Colorado email, an approach which ensured ethical compliance, trustworthiness, and respect for respondent privacy, while still maintaining our professionalism, reflecting Dillman’s guidance on fostering transparency.
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Introduction to Write-up 4
Once our survey officially launched and responses began coming in, our focus shifted from design and testing to understanding our respondents. Our project had moved beyond the structure of the survey itself and began to look at the people and organizations who shared their perspectives on our topic of AI recruiting software and AI agents.
Write-Up 4 is set to bridge the gap between our first three Write-Ups and Write-Up 5. Write-Up 1 outlined our literature review and initial research question, Write-Up 2 defined our sampling strategy, and Write-Up 3 detailed our launch, monitoring, and piloting changes.
Our goal in Write-Up 4 is threefold. First, to describe who participated in the survey, both organizations and job seekers, and how their participation represents the dual perspectives central to our study. Second, to summarize demographic and professional characteristics that contextualize the data we collected. And third, to preview the statistical framework that will guide our interpretation of these findings in Write-Up 5. 
By outlining who contributed to the survey and what experiences they share, we are able to provide a critical background for understanding how AI recruiting software and AI agents vary across adoption stages between organizations and job seekers. This goes beyond merely describing the characteristics of our participants; it provides a critical foundation for interpreting how each group perceives and utilizes AI technologies, as well as how these differences influence the broader recruitment process.
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Respondents
Our outreach efforts through Email, LinkedIn, and word of mouth resulted in responses from both organizations and job seekers. Among organizations, participants represented all three AI groups (currently using AI, considering using AI, and not using AI). Having such a range of responses allowed us to align with our original sampling plan and compare perspectives across different levels of experience with AI agents.
Organizational respondents provided valuable insight into how AI is used to improve efficiency, support recruiting decisions, and manage candidate quality. Meanwhile, job seeker responses provided valuable insight into how the same AI systems are experienced through the lens of an applicant. Many agreed with some of the unfair biases around automated screening tools and AI chatbots, while also noting negative experiences with AI agents for resumes regarding bias, transparency, and trust.
Our Demographic
	Our respondents represented a small range of professional experience levels, organizational types, and demographic backgrounds. Among organizational respondents, experience mainly centered around executives of startup companies, however, we expected to receive a small pool of data. We gained insight into how large enterprise companies operated with or without AI, enabling us to compare their adoption of AI agents with that of the small startups group.	
	Job seeker respondents also reflected a diverse range of experiences. Many of our respondents were either recent grads or students still in college. Several respondents noted that their experience with AI agents and recruitment software systems occurred during resume screening, which we could tell due to the heavy amount of agreements. While our survey and sample used a non-probability approach, the variety of perspectives contributed to a richer dataset, allowing us to make these meaningful comparisons between organizations and job seekers.
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Visualizations
Figure 1 - Distribution of Respondents by Role
[image: ]

Figure 1 shows that, through the distribution of respondents by role, we can see a nearly even split between job seekers (53.13%) and recruiting/staffing professionals (46.88%). The balance between respondents indicates that our outreach strategy was effective in engaging primary perspectives within the recruitment ecosystem. Job seekers represent the candidate experience, offering insights into how AI agents influence their perception of bias and transparency. On the other hand, organizational respondents shed light on the operational use of AI agents within their organizations. We gain insight into how they are applied to streamline tasks, such as resume screening, sourcing, and interview scheduling. From our baseline, we can then analyse and meaningfully compare perceptions of efficiency and bias between those implementing AI agents and those who are not.
Figure 2 - Type of Position Sought by Job Seekers
[image: ]
Figure 2 shows that job seekers are distributed across full-time (31.25%), part-time (25%), and internship (25%) positions, with 18.75% of our respondents in the job seeker type not looking for work. Such a variation in respondent type demonstrates that the AI recruitment process is relevant to multiple stages of career development, ranging from early-entry applicants to professionals seeking stable, long-term employment. The presence of individuals not actively seeking jobs also suggests that some level of awareness or indirect experience with AI agents and recruiting systems indicates a broader public familiarity. The variety of employment goals also allows us to explore how AI agents in recruitment may differently affect individuals depending on the job type, as expectations vary between internships, part-time, and full-time positions.



Figure 3 - Duration of Job Search by Employment Type
[image: ][image: ]
Figure 3 explores how long job seeker respondents have been searching for their relevant employment type. The majority reported actively searching within the last 1-3 months, while smaller groups reported searching for work within the last few weeks and as far out as over the previous 6 months. The data therefore suggests that most respondents are currently navigating the job market at an active stage, rather than reflecting on past experiences. We can also see that internship seekers tend to search a little longer for positions compared to full-time or part-time applicants. These findings reinforce that AI agents and recruiting technology are increasingly shaping real-time applicant experiences, as active job seekers interact with screening tools and automated AI agents during their search.
Figure 4 - Organizational Use of AI-Assisted Recruiting Technology
	[image: ]
Figure 4 focuses on AI adoption within organizations. 40% of respondents reported using AI for 1-20% of hires, another 40% for 21-60%, while 20% indicated no AI use. The data demonstrates that a significant majority of participating organizations have already begun integrating AI agents into their recruiting processes. The data also suggests that a transitional stage within industry AI agent adoption is here, with organizations now using AI primarily as a sourcing and evaluation tool, confirming the results of what job seekers are seeing. Therefore, these findings align with broader market trends showing partial but accelerating adoption of AI agents in organizational functions. As adoption of AI agents expands, organizational readiness and perceptions of bias will be key to ensuring these systems enhance efficiency without corrupting the ethics of recruiting job seekers.
Statistical Foundations for Write-Up 5
	For Write-Up 5, we will analyse our results through both descriptive and inferential statistics. We will utilize descriptive statistics to summarize trends through measures of central tendency (mean, median, and mode) and variability (range and standard deviation). These statistics will provide an overview of how respondents perceive the influence of AI agents in recruiting in areas such as efficiency, bias, and candidate quality.	
	Inferential tests (such as ANOVA and t-tests) will be used to explore whether perceptions differ significantly between organizations at different levels of adoption stages, between both organizations and job seekers. Additionally, we will determine whether Cronbach’s alpha can be used to assess internal consistency across multiple items, as shown in Appendix D.
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Introduction to Write-up 5
Write-Up 5 caps off our project with the final interpretation and data analysis of our project. Building on the foundation laid in earlier stages of our project, this final phase focuses on analyzing the responses gathered from both organizations and job seekers to better understand how AI agents, in conjunction with recruiting technology, shape perceptions of bias.
In Write-Up 1, we established the theoretical groundwork and identified a potential research question we wanted to look further into. Write-Up 2 outlined our sampling strategy and data collection plan, while Write-Up 3 documented the piloting phase leading up to survey launch. Write-Up 4 then introduced our respondents, including their identities, workplaces, and interactions with AI agents.
Using the data compiled in Appendix G, this write-up presents descriptive and inferential statistical findings drawn directly from our survey results. Our descriptive statistics summarize overall trends and patterns across organizational and job-seeker groups, while our inferential statistics, particularly a t-test for unequal variances, examine whether perceptions of AI bias differ significantly between these groups. Together, these methods provide insight into how trust and skepticism toward AI agents in the recruitment technology space are distributed.
Ultimately, all of our work is tying back into the essential research question we revised in Write-Up 3:
“How does the integration of AI agents in recruiting technology shape bias and candidate acquisition outcomes as experienced by recruiting organizations and job seekers?”

[bookmark: _fqfrrjskfawt]Section 1 - Data Analysis
Data Analysis
Our dataset was exported directly from our Qualtrics survey and cleaned in Microsoft Excel by Kaeden to ensure consistency and accuracy. Missing or incomplete data were excluded from the final analysis, and variables were numerically coded using our 7-point Likert scale (1= Strongly Disagree to 6 = Strongly Agree / 7 = Don’t Know). Respondents were then sorted into groups based on whether they were members of organizations or job seekers.	Comment by Lecia Barker: did you remove this from analysis prior to calculating mean/SD/etc.?
All data processing, summaries, and statistical tests were conducted in Excel. Means, standard deviations, and the t-test for unequal variances were focused exclusively on bias perception variables and questions, allowing for a direct comparison of organizations' and job seekers' attitudes and perceptions toward bias in AI agents in conjunction with recruitment technology.
Our two-part approach used both descriptive and inferential tests. This allowed for the evaluation of general sentiment and determination of whether observed differences were statistically significant.









Visuals 
[image: Chart]	Comment by Lecia Barker: I have no idea how to interpret this chart.
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Descriptive Statistics
Our descriptive analysis results from Sheets 2 and 3 of Appendix G highlight clear contrasts between how organizations and job seekers perceive AI agents' bias.
Company Respondents
	Organizations currently using AI expressed less concern about bias for AI agents in conjunction with recruitment systems. The respondents' scores for organizations currently using AI averaged 4-6, reflecting a more positive attitude towards minimizing bias through algorithmic consistency. Questions included evaluating algorithmic recommendations that are unbiased and accurate, and examining how diverse the candidate pool has become with the aid of AI agents.
	Organizations still considering AI scored slightly lower, averaging 3-5. The consensus was that there was an openness to adopting AI if clearer safeguards were put in place. However, among organizations that were not currently using AI, scores ranged from 2 to 5, indicating that these organizations were skeptical of adopting AI, even when clear safeguards were implemented. The question content was very similar for both respondents and for those who answered that they are currently using AI. 
Job Seeker Respondents
	Job seekers responded similarly to those in the company profile, considering using AI. Their scores ranged from 3 to 5, reinforcing the idea that there is greater hesitation toward AI agents. Many respondents viewed AI agents as efficient tools capable of identifying applicants, but at the same time, they expressed concerns about whether AI can evaluate candidates without bias and whether it might disadvantage certain individuals in the decision-making process.
Cross-Group Observations
	When combined, the descriptive statistics revealed a consistent pattern: organizations view AI as a functional solution to human bias, while job seekers view it as a source of potential bias. Sheet 5 of Appendix G further details the divide between organizations' and job seekers' perceptions of AI agents' bias, with a clear upward trend being shown in trust among AI agent-using organizations, compared to more moderate responses from job seekers.
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Inferential Statistics
	Inferential testing, conducted in Sheet 4 of Appendix G, examined whether there was a statistically significant difference between organizations and job seekers regarding perceptions of AI agent bias. The t-test for unequal variances compared mean responses to bias items, determining whether the differences in bias perception were likely due to chance or represented a fundamental divergence in attitudes. 

T-Test Results: Bias Perception
	The t-test results indicated a statistically significant difference between the two groups (p < 0.05). After completing our Cronbach’s alpha and determining it was acceptable to combine bias question results across the two groups, we found that organizations had a combined mean of 9.3, while job seekers had a combined mean of 7.9. Therefore, across a range of scores, organizations were less concerned about bias from AI agents than job seekers, who seemed more skeptical about AI agent adoption when applying for jobs.	Comment by Lecia Barker: I'm unclear on what you've done here	Comment by Lecia Barker: did you calculate an effect size?

Interpretation
Our results provide meaningful insights into our guiding research question, which asked how the integration of AI agents in recruiting technology shapes bias and candidate acquisition outcomes as experienced by recruiting organizations as well as job seekers. After analysis, we believe that the level of familiarity with AI recruitment tools could shape perception. Respondents who were members of organizations tended to view bias as manageable through system design and human oversight, potentially causing organizations to perceive AI recruitment tools as having less bias and potentially skewing the organizations’ group analysis.
In contrast, job seekers perceive AI recruiting tools with greater caution, with concerns focused more on accountability and transparency. Differing perceptions may be because job-seeking respondents are more likely to lack an understanding of how organizations use AI agents, or simply because job-seeking respondents experience AI from the other side of the recruitment process, in which AI agents play a role in whether or not they are given a job.
	The divide in perceptions of AI recruiting tools in organizations vs job seekers mirrors a larger discussion in AI ethics, where the same technologies that promote objectivity and speed can also obscure bias when used without transparency. Furthermore, such contrasting perspectives highlight the importance of evaluating the impact of AI integration in recruiting bias from multiple viewpoints. Opinion and perception of AI recruitment tools will differ based on the entity being asked. For example, job seekers seem to perceive AI recruitment agents as having a more negative impact on bias as compared to employees of recruitment organizations. As AI is being used more and more in the recruitment process, it is important that all parties, such as job seekers and recruiting employees, feel comfortable with how AI agents are used in order to maintain trust and transparency throughout the recruitment process.
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Week 8 Survey Map
	Section
	Theme/Question Area
	Survey Item
	Response Format

	Background
	Organization Info
	What is the name of your organization? [Open response]
	Open

	
	Role
	What is your role in the organization? [Open response]
	Open

	
	Organization Type
	Which best describes your organization? [Multiple choice: Startup, SME, Large Enterprise, Nonprofit, Other]
	Multiple Choice

	
	Industry Focus
	Which industries do you focus on? [Multiple choice + Other]
	Multiple Choice

	
	
	
	

	Use of AI in Recruiting
	AI Adoption
	Which statement best describes your organization’s current use of AI in recruiting? [Currently use AI / Considering AI / Not using AI]
	Multiple Choice

	
	AI Utilization
	Do you utilize AI for recruitment or hiring purposes? [Yes/No] (Qualify)
	Yes/No (Qualifier)

	
	Recruitment Process Stages
	If Yes → In my organization, AI is used in the following parts of the recruitment process (check all that apply): Sourcing Candidates, Screening Candidates, Ranking Candidates, Other (specify).
	Checklist

	 
	AI Usage Proportion
	What percentage of positions are filled with the assistance of AI? [Open numerical response: %]
	Numerical

	
	AI Usefulness
	AI is a helpful tool for improving recruitment and hiring outcomes. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	AI Dependence
	Our hiring process depends heavily on AI technology. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Ease of Use
	AI recruiting tools are easy for all team members to use. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Recruitment Volume Comparison
	AI recruiting methods attract more job applications than traditional recruiting methods. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	AI Impact on Hiring
	Using AI in recruiting has improved the speed and accuracy of our hiring process. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	
	
	

	AI Bias
	Bias Awareness
	I understand that if the data used to train AI recruiting systems is biased, it can lead to unfair or unequal hiring outcomes. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	AI Training Data Knowledge
	Do you know what data the AI your organization uses was trained on? [Multiple choice: Yes / No / Unsure]
	Multiple Choice

	
	Trust in AI Results
	I trust AI recruiting systems to provide fair and accurate results. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Diversity Impact
	AI recruiting has improved the diversity of candidate pools in my organization. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	
	
	

	Candidate Acquisition
	AI Hires Volume
	How many candidates were hired through the use of AI? [Numeric response – optional]
	Numerical (Optional)

	
	AI Efficiency Perception
	AI can efficiently identify and pull qualified candidates. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Candidate Reach Change
	Since using (or considering) AI in recruiting, has the number of candidates your organization reaches increased, decreased, or stayed the same? [Multiple choice]
	Multiple Choice

	
	Applicant Reach Expansion
	AI has expanded the reach of applicants to our job postings. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	
	
	

	Candidate Quality
	Qualification Match
	AI-recommended candidates typically meet the minimum qualifications for the job, such as experience, leadership, and education. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Objectivity in Selection
	I trust that AI recruiting tools evaluate candidates fairly and without bias. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Fit for Roles
	AI recruiting tools identify candidates who match job requirements as effectively as traditional recruiting methods. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Cultural Alignment
	AI recruiting services identify candidates who align with company culture and values more accurately than traditional recruiting methods. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Retention Outcomes
	Employees hired through AI recruiting services have a higher retention rate compared to those hired through traditional recruiting methods. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)

	
	Job Satisfaction Outcomes
	Employees hired through AI recruiting report higher job satisfaction than those hired through traditional methods. [1–5 Likert]
	Likert (1–5)
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Week 9 Survey Map
	Currently Using AI Questions
	
	

	Section
	Question
	Answers

	Background
	Which best describes your organization?
	Startup
SME
Large Enterprise
Non-Profit
Other

	
	Which statement best describes your organization’s current use of AI in recruiting?
	Currently Using AI
Considering Using AI
Not Using AI

	
	
	

	Use of AI in Recruiting
	Approximately what percentage of hires in your organization are made using AI-assisted recruiting tools?
	Open Percent Response

	
	AI tools help our organization improve the efficiency and results of recruiting.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our hiring process relies extensively on AI technology to complete recruiting tasks.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting tools are user-friendly for employees involved in hiring.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Using AI in recruiting has increased the number of job applications our organization receives compared with traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting has made our hiring process faster and more accurate.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	AI Bias
	Biased training data in AI recruiting systems can result in unfair or unequal hiring outcomes.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting systems provide hiring recommendations that are fair and accurate.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting has increased the diversity of candidates considered by our organization.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Acquisition
	Approximately how many hires in the past year involved AI-assisted recruiting?
	Open Percent Response

	
	AI recruiting tools efficiently identify qualified candidates for open positions.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Since adopting AI in recruiting, the number of candidates our organization reaches has increased.
	Increased
Decreased
Stayed the Same

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting tools have expanded the reach of our job postings to more applicants.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Quality
	Candidates recommended by AI recruiting tools usually meet required experience, leadership, and education standards.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting tools evaluate candidates fairly and without bias.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting tools identify candidates who match job requirements as effectively as traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting tools identify candidates who align with our organization’s culture and values more accurately than traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Candidates hired through AI-assisted recruiting stay with the organization longer than those hired through traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Candidates hired through AI-assisted recruiting report greater job satisfaction than those hired through traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Considering Using AI Questions
	
	

	Section
	Question
	Answers

	Use of AI in Recruiting
	Leadership within our organization is open to adopting AI recruiting tools in the near future.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe AI could make our recruiting process faster and more efficient.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our organization has the resources and skills needed to begin implementing AI recruiting tools.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We have enough information to make an informed decision about adopting AI in hiring.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We expect AI recruiting systems to integrate easily with our existing hiring processes.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	AI Bias
	We are aware that AI recruiting tools may reflect bias from the data used to train them.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe that AI recruiting systems can be developed to make fair and objective decisions.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Transparency about how AI systems evaluate candidates is important to our decision to adopt them.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Concerns about fairness and bias are part of our ongoing discussions about using AI in hiring.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our organization is confident it could monitor AI recruiting systems for potential bias.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Acquisition
	We believe AI could help our organization attract a larger number of applicants.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting systems could help us reach a more diverse pool of candidates.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our current recruiting methods do not generate enough qualified applicants.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We expect AI to expand the visibility of our job postings to more potential candidates.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Using AI could make it easier for our organization to source candidates from multiple platforms.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting systems could improve how quickly we identify potential applicants.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Quality
	We believe AI could improve the match between candidates’ qualifications and job requirements.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting tools could help identify higher-quality candidates than traditional recruiting methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Using AI could reduce the number of unqualified applicants we review.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We expect AI to evaluate candidates more consistently than human recruiters.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe AI could help identify candidates who are a better fit for our organization’s culture.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI-supported recruiting would likely improve the overall quality of our hires.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Not Using AI Questions
	
	

	Section
	Question
	Answers

	
	We do not believe AI recruiting tools would significantly improve our hiring outcomes.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Concerns about cost or complexity prevent us from adopting AI in recruiting.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We prefer human judgment over automated systems in hiring decisions.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Lack of training or knowledge has limited our ability to explore AI recruiting options.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We would consider AI recruiting only if clear benefits were demonstrated in our industry.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	AI Bias
	We believe AI systems could unintentionally favor certain types of candidates.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe human recruiters are better able to ensure fairness than automated tools.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We would be more likely to adopt AI recruiting if bias-testing and transparency were guaranteed.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Ethical concerns influence our organization’s decision to avoid AI recruiting systems.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Acquisition
	Our organization attracts enough applicants through traditional recruiting methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We do not believe AI would meaningfully increase the number of candidates we reach.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We have not experienced difficulty sourcing candidates without using AI.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe traditional methods are more effective for attracting candidates in our industry.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Quality
	We are skeptical that AI could accurately evaluate candidate fit for our organization.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe human recruiters better assess candidate qualifications and personality fit than AI.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We would only adopt AI if it consistently produced higher-quality hires than our current process.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe relying on AI could make candidate evaluation less personal and less accurate.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Neither Disagree nor Agree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know
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	Currently Using AI Questions
	
	

	Section
	Question
	Answers

	Background
	Which best describes your organization?
	Startup
SME
Large Enterprise
Non-Profit
Other

	
	What describes your organization’s current use of AI in recruiting?
	Currently Using AI
Considering Using AI
Not Using AI

	
	
	

	Use of AI in Recruiting
	Approximately what percentage of hires in your organization are made using AI-assisted recruiting technology?
	Slider (scale)

	
	AI technology helps our organization improve the efficiency and results of recruiting.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our hiring process relies extensively on AI technology to complete recruiting tasks.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI technology is user-friendly for employees involved in hiring.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Using AI technology in recruiting has increased the number of job applications our organization receives compared with traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI technology in recruiting has made our hiring process faster and more accurate.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Acquisition
	AI recruiting technology efficiently identifies qualified candidates for open positions.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting technology has increased the reach and visibility of our job postings to potential candidates
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Quality
	AI recruiting technology effectively identifies candidates who meet the job’s experience, leadership, and education requirements
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting technology identifies candidates who align with our organization’s culture and values more accurately than traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Candidates hired through AI-assisted recruiting technology stay with the organization longer than those hired through traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Candidates hired through AI-assisted recruiting technology report greater job satisfaction than those hired through traditional methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	AI Bias
	Biased training data in AI recruiting technology can result in unfair hiring outcomes.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting technology provides hiring recommendations that are fair.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting technology provides hiring recommendations that are accurate.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting technology has increased the diversity of candidates considered by our organization.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting technology evaluates candidates fairly and without bias.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Considering Using AI Questions
	
	

	Section
	Question
	Answers

	Use of AI in Recruiting
	Leadership within our organization is open to adopting AI recruiting technology in the near future.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe AI could make our recruiting process faster and more efficient.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our organization has the resources and skills needed to begin implementing AI recruiting technology.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We have enough information to make an informed decision about adopting AI in hiring.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We expect AI recruiting systems to integrate easily with our existing hiring processes.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Acquisition
	We believe AI could help our organization attract a larger number of applicants.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting systems could help us reach a more diverse pool of candidates.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our current recruiting methods do not generate enough qualified applicants.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We expect AI to expand the visibility of our job postings to more potential candidates.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Using AI could make it easier for our organization to source candidates from multiple platforms.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting systems could improve how quickly we identify potential applicants.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Quality
	We believe AI could improve the match between candidates’ qualifications and job requirements.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI recruiting technology could help identify higher-quality candidates than traditional recruiting methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Using AI could reduce the number of unqualified applicants we review.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We expect AI to evaluate candidates more consistently than human recruiters.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe AI could help identify candidates who are a better fit for our organization’s culture.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	AI-supported recruiting would likely improve the overall quality of our hires.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	AI Bias
	We are aware that AI recruiting technology may reflect bias from the data used to train them.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe that AI recruiting systems can be developed to make fair and objective decisions.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Transparency about how AI systems evaluate candidates is important to our decision to adopt them.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Concerns about fairness and bias are part of our ongoing discussions about using AI in hiring.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Our organization is confident it could monitor AI recruiting systems for potential bias.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Not Using AI Questions
	
	

	Section
	Question
	Answers

	Use of AI in Recruiting
	Our current recruiting process meets our organization’s needs without using AI.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We do not believe AI recruiting technology would significantly improve our hiring outcomes.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Concerns about cost or complexity prevent us from adopting AI in recruiting.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We prefer human judgment over automated systems in hiring decisions.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Lack of training or knowledge has limited our ability to explore AI recruiting options.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We would consider AI recruiting only if clear benefits were demonstrated in our industry.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Acquisition
	Our organization attracts enough applicants through traditional recruiting methods.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We do not believe AI would meaningfully increase the number of candidates we reach.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We have not experienced difficulty sourcing candidates without using AI.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe traditional methods are more effective for attracting candidates in our industry.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	Candidate Quality
	We are skeptical that AI could accurately evaluate candidate fit for our organization.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe human recruiters better assess candidate qualifications and personality fit than AI.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We would only adopt AI if it consistently produced higher-quality hires than our current process.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe relying on AI could make candidate evaluation less personal and less accurate.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	
	

	AI Bias
	We believe AI systems could unintentionally favor certain types of candidates.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We believe human recruiters are better able to ensure fairness than automated tools.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	We would be more likely to adopt AI recruiting if bias-testing and transparency were guaranteed.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know

	
	Ethical concerns influence our organization’s decision to avoid AI recruiting systems.
	Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Don't Know
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Recruiting/AI - Data Dictionary
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Kaeden & Mazzy:
We distributed the survey in a preliminary sense to Jack, CEO of Staffing Future. Jack gave us a few suggestions on how to improve some of the definitions we have by improving the definitions based on his experience in the industry, and making sure we have no duplicate definitions across the beginning of each section. Both Mazzy and I will implement these suggestions next week when we revise our survey in Qualtrics. Apart from this, Jack said the survey had a good logical flow and made sense and even gave us some insights on how to best capture our sample with ease and convenience to both parties.

Daniel:
I pulled out a survey to my supervisor in the Office of Financial Aid here on campus. My supervisor is responsible for hiring all peer advisors like myself. They currently do not use AI in their hiring process. Mostly positive feedback was given around the definitions, however they noticed a few instances where the questions sounded similar. Specifically question 3 and 4 on the second section of the survey if “recruiting” and “considering AI” is selected.

Seoyoung & Jessaca:
Seoyoung: I distributed the survey to a friend who is currently working at a company. He mentioned that having definitions at the beginning of each section was helpful because it allowed them to better understand the meaning of key terms and respond to the questions more accurately. However, he suggested making the explanations above the definitions a bit more concise. Other than that, most of the feedback was positive. He also mentioned that the survey didn’t take too long to complete, so it didn’t feel burdensome to participate.

Jessaca: I gave the survey to my dad, who works in logistics and hiring for the Walmart Distribution Center, he said that it was fine for what we wanted to produce, however some terminology could be better worded for the purposes of clarification. He suggested that we define terms early in the survey and stay consistent to avoid confusion. He mainly gave positive feedback for the overall tone and delivery.
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Launch Info
· Results Dashboard
· 8:00AM November 11th, 2025
· Mazzy, Daniel, Kaeden will address survey errors within the first 20-30 responses
· Email either Daniel with issues, will then forward issue to Mazzy to collaborate on solution
· Separate spreadsheet that all team members have access to where all survey errors are documented 
· Skipped questions, abandoned surveys, responding with same answer on every question, one person taking the survey more than once
 
Bounces
· If emailing the survey link, what you will do about bounces (e.g., just ignore them? try to identify correct emails?)
· For some key respondents in the overall sample (e.g., CEOs or HR), verify their email addresses and resend the survey
· Who will be assigned to do this work, when?
· Seoyoung, Jessaca / will be responsible, conducting the work as soon as bounces are identified after the survey is sent. 
· How will you document bounce repairs?
· Record bounced email addresses, corrected addresses, resend dates, and status in Excel or Google Sheets
· Track whether the resend was successful, including response status
 
Responsiveness and Inquiries
· What email address will you provide to respondents for reporting errors or asking questions? How will you track who has written and whether a member of your team has responded?
· We will provide an additional email account specifically for questions and reporting. A couple of members from our group will be monitoring it for activity. We will check the in and outbox for responses before replying and potentially text when we offer responses. 
· If collecting email addresses or other identifying information for various purposes (sending reports, administering incentives, etc.)
· How will you maintain confidentiality?
· We will BCC the recipients of the results of our survey to maintain confidentiality from our generated email account.
· If providing incentives, how will these be administered? Who will do this? How will you track who has received the incentive and who hasn't?
· We will send the results all at once to those who have requested it through BCCing them. 
· If sending out survey results or other reports, when will this be done? Who will provide the report? or: Will you post as a website? Will you display live results
· We will provide the report via email.
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~  Intro Questions

Intro Box

Thank you for taking part in this anonymous survey on the use of Al agents in recruiting and hiring. The survey will take approximately ~5 to 8 minutes to complete. Your
participation will help us better understand how organizations are using, perceiving, and planning to adopt Al-assisted recruiting technology across different stages of
the hiring process.

This study examines how Al influences candidate reach and quality, recruiting efficiency, and organizational readiness for implementation. It also explores participants’
views on fairness, transparency, and potential bias to provide a balanced understanding of both the benefits and challenges associated with Al-supported recruitment
practices.

‘Show Discussion (1) Last Comment 21 Oct 2025 2:03pm by Lecia Barker

(J Intro Question 1 * x> (x)

Which Best Describes You?

O Part of a Recruting/Staffing Company

O Job Seeker

- & Import from library =+ Add new question
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~  Job Seeker Questions

Job Seeker Block 1

Section Summary - Background Information

This section collects general information about each job seeker’s current employment search, experience level, and exposure to Al recruiting systems. Responses help
contextualize how different types of applicants engage with technology during their job search.

Job Seeker - Q1 ) x> ()
What type of position are you currently seeking?

O Fulltime

O Part-time

O Temporary

O Internship

O Not Looking for a Job
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Job Seeker - Q2

Display this question

11 Whattype of positon are you currenty seeking? Fullime s Selected
Or What type of posion are you curtently seeking? Part-ime s Selecied
Or What type of positon are you curtently seeking? Temporary Is Selected
Or What type of posion are you curently seeking? Intemship s Selected

How long have you been actively searching for a job?

O Less than 1 month
O 1-3months.
O 4-6 months.
O More than 6 months

O Don't Know
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Job Seeker - Q3 ) x> ()

- Display this question
11 Whattype of positon are you currenty seeking? Fullime s Selected
Or What type of posion are you curtently seeking? Part-ime s Selecied
Or What type of positon are you curtently seeking? Temporary Is Selected

Or What type of position are you currently seeking?  Intership. Is Selected
Which platforms do you use most often when applying for jobs? (Please define if you select Other)

O Linkedin
O Indeed
[0 Handshake

O Other

Page Break

Job Seeker Block 2 | This section explores job seekers' awareness of Al recruiting technology and their initial percep...

Section Summary - Awareness and Perception of Al in Recruiting

This section explores job seekers’ awareness of Al recruiting technology and their initial perceptions of how it influences hiring practices. It gauges understanding,
familiarity, and comfort with the use of Al agents in the recruiting process.




image25.png
Job Seeker - Q4 Kk ox (%)

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
1 am aware that some employers use Al agents to

Screen or evaluate job applications. © © © © © © ©

1 understand how Al agents work in conjunction with

recruiting technology when assessing job seekers. © © © © © © ©

I believe Al agents make the job application process

more eficient. © © © © © © ©

I feel confident that Al agents can fairly evaluate my o o o o o o o

qualfications,

Page Break

Job Seeker Block 3

Section Summary - Perceived Fairness and Transparency

This section examines job seekers’ opinions about the fairness, bias, and openness of Al recruiting technology. It evaluates how much candidates trust Al systems to
provide equal opportunities and whether they value transparency about Al's role in hiring decisions.
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Job Seeker - Q5

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
I trust that Al agents evaluate job seekers fairly. o o o o o o o
1 worry that Al agents in conjunction with recruiting
technology could favor certain applicants or o o o o o o o
backgrounds.
Employers should clearly disclose when Al agents are
used in the recruiting process. © © © © © © ©
1 would like the option to request a human review of o o o o o o o

my application.

Job Seeker Block 4

Section Summary - Job Seeker Confidence and Trust

This section measures how Al influences applicants’ confidence in the recruiting process and their trust in automated versus human evaluation. It identifies whether Al
increases or reduces comfort, perceived objectivity, and willingness to apply to organizations using these tools.
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Job Seeker - Q6 Kk ox (%)

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
Knowing that Al is part of the screening process makes

‘me more confident that my application will be judged O 0] 0] ) 0] o] o]
objectively.

1 believe Al agents in conjunction with recriing

technology improves the accuracy of job seeker o o o o o o o
matching.

1 prefer human recruiters over Al agents when applying

for jobs. e} e} e} e} e} e} e}

Al use i recruiting makes me more hesitant to apply to ° ° ° ° ° ° °

certain organizations.

Page Break

Job Seeker Block 5

Section Summary - Perceived Outcomes

This section assesses job seekers’ perceived outcomes from Al-assisted recruiting, including whether Al improves visibility, fairness, or efficiency in their applications. It
also explores whether Al use impacts job satisfaction, feedback quality, or overall experience with employers.




image20.png
Job Seeker - Q7 Kk ox (%)

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
I believe At-assisted recruiting has improved my

chances of being noticed by employers. © © © © © © ©

My interactions with Al agents has been positive

overall, [e] [e] [e] [e] [e] [e] [e]
Ifeel that Al agents in conjunction with recruiting

technology saves time for job seekers. © © © © © © ©

The use of Al agents reduces the personal connection o o o o o o o

between job seekers and recruiters.

& import from library =+ Add new question
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~  Recruiting Companies Intro

Company Question 1 *x x> (%)
Which best describes your organization? (Please define if you select Other)

O starup

[ saas

[ Large Enterprise

[ Recuiters

O ATs

O Other

Company Question 2 *x x> (%)
What describes your organization’s current use of Al in recruiting?

O Currently Using Al
O Considering Using Al

O NotUsing Al

- & Import from library =+ Add new question
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~  Currently Using Al Questions

Using Al Text - 1

Section Summary - Current Al Use in Recruiting

In this section, we ask you to reflect on how your organization currently incorporates artificial intelligence into its recruiting and hiring processes. Please answer based
on your organization's real experience with Al-assisted tools such as resume screening, candidate matching, and interview scheduling. Your responses will help us
understand the extent of Al adoption and its perceived impact on efficiency, candidate quality, and overall hiring outcomes.

CurUAI- Q1 * x> (%)
Approximately what percentage of hires in your organization are made using Al-assisted recruiting technology?

0%

1%-20%

21%- 40%

41%- 60%

61%-80%

81% - 100%

O O0OO0OO0O0OO0O0

Don't Know
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O curval-Q2 Kk oxe ()
Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
:Jﬁ :g::;nelp our organization improve recruiting ° ° ° ° ° ° °
3:;;;:.1\5 :.’:‘c:'sass:(esl‘\es extensively on Al agents to ° ° ° ° ° ° °
:i\’;g;ms are user-friendly for employees involved in ° ° ° ° ° ° °

Al agents have increased the number of job
applications our organization receives compared to o o o o o o o
traditional methods.

Show Discussion (2)  Last Comment 26 Oct 2025 11:47am by Kaeden Stander

Page Break

Cand Acq Text - 1

Section Summary - Al and Candidate Reach

In this section, you are asked to reflect on how Al recruiting technologies have influenced your organization’s ability to attract and reach candidates. Please consider
how tools such as automated job postings, programmatic advertising, or Al-driven sourcing platforms have affected the size, diversity, and quality of your applicant pool.
Your responses will help assess whether Al tools expand candidate reach, improve sourcing efficiency, and enhance overall visibility of job opportunities.
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Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
Al agents have made our target applicant pool

smaller/more accurate. © © © © © © ©

Al agents have increased the reach and visibility of our o o o o o o o

job postings to potential candidates.

---- Page Break --

Cand Qual Text - 1

Section Summary - Candidate Identification and Selection

In this section, you'll evaluate how Al-assisted recruiting tools influence your organization’s ability to identify, assess, and select candidates. Please reflect on your

organization’s direct experience with these technologies, including how effectively Al tools match candidates to job requirements, evaluate cultural fit, and predict long-
term success. Your feedback will provide valuable insight into how Al impacts candidate quality, retention, and satisfaction compared to traditional hiring approaches.

‘Show Discussion (1) Last Comment 21 Oct 2025 2:21pm by Lecia Barker
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Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience regarding candidate acquisition.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know

Al agents effectively identify potential candidates who

meet the job's experienceleducation requirements. © © © © © © ©

Al agents identity potential candidates who align vith

an organization’s culture more accurately than o o o o o o] o]
traditional methods.

Candidates hired through assistance with Al agents

stay with an organization longer than those hired o o o o o o o
through traditional methods.

Candidates hired through assistance with Al agents

report greater job satisfaction than those hired through 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] o] o]

traditional methods

Al Bias Text - 1

Section Summat

Fairness and Bias in Al-Supported Hi

g

In this section, please reflect on your organization’s experiences with fairess and bias when using Al-assisted recruiting tools. Consider whether Al systems have
contributed to equitable decision-making, accurately represented candidate diversity, or introduced potential bias in hiring outcomes. Your responses will help evaluate
how organizations perceive and manage fairness, transparency, and accountability in Al-supported recruitment processes.
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Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience.
Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know

Al agents have biased responses that can lead to unfair

hiring outcomes. © © © © © © ©

Al agents provide recruiting recommendations that are
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Al agents provide recruiting recommendations that are
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Al agents have increased our diversity of potential

candidates.

Al agents evaluate potential candidates fairylunbiased.
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Section Summary - Orgal

In this section, you'll reflect on your organization’s current level of interest, readiness, and planning regarding the adoption of Al-assisted recruiting tools. Consider
factors such as leadership support, available resources, staff capabilities, and expectations about how Al could improve or challenge existing recruiting processes. Your
responses will help identify how organizations are preparing for Al integration and the perceived opportunities or barriers to implementation.
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Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
Leadership within our organization is open to adopting
Al agents to partner our recruiting software in the near 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] o] o]
future.
We believe Al agents could make our recruiting process
faster and more efficient. © © © © © © ©
Our organization has the resources and skills needed
to begin implementing Al agents. © © © © © © ©
We have enough information to make an informed
decision about adopting Al agents to partner our o o o o o o o
recruiting software.
We expect Al agents to integrate easlly with our ° ° ° ° ° ° °

existing recruiting processes.
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Section Summary - Anticipated Impact on Candidate Reach

In this section, you are asked to consider your organization’s expectations about how Al could influence recruiting reach and sourcing capabilities. Reflect on your
organization’s current challenges and goals related to attracting qualified applicants, expanding job visibility, and improving sourcing efficiency. Your responses will
provide insight into how organizations perceive the potential of Al to strengthen talent pipelines and enhance the effectiveness of recruitment strategies.
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Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
We believe Al agents could help our organization

atract a larger number of applicants. © © © © © © ©
Al agents could help us reach a more diverse pool of

candidates. © © © © © © ©
Our current recruiting processes do not generate

enough qualified applicants. © © © © © © ©
We expect Al agents to expand the visibilty of our job

postings to more potential candidates. © © © © © © ©
Using Al agents could make it easier for our

organization to source candidates from multiple o o o o o o o
platforms.

Al agents could improve how quickly we identify o o o o o o o

potential applicants.
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Section Summary - Anticipated Impact on Candidate Quality and Fit
In this section, you'll reflect on your organization’s expectations about how Al could affect the quality, consistency, and overall fit of candidates identified through

recruiting. Consider how Al might influence candidate evaluation, reduce unqualified applicants, and improve alignment between job requirements and applicant skills.
Your responses will help reveal how organizations perceive both the advantages and the possible constraints of using Al to enhance hiring outcomes.
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Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience.

Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Disagree  Somewhat Agree Agree Strongly Agree Don't Know
We believe Al agents could improve the match for job.

requirements. © © © © © © ©

Al agents could help identify higher-quality candidates

compared to traditional recruiting methods. © © © © © © ©
Using Al agents could reduce the number of

unqualified applicants we review. © © © © © © ©

We expect Al agents to evaluate candidates more

consistently than human recruiters. © © © © © © ©

Al agents would likely improve the overall quality of o o o o o o o

our candidates.
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In this section, you'll reflect on your organization’s awareness and perceptions of potential bias in Al recruiting technologies. Consider how your organization discusses,
evaluates, and plans for fairness, transparency, and accountability in Al-assisted hiring. Your responses will help reveal how organizations that are exploring Al use

assess ethical risks, data bias, and the safeguards needed to ensure equitable recruitment outcomes.
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Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement relative to your organization's experience.

We are aware that Al agents may reflect bias from the
data used to train them.

We believe that Al agents can be developed to make
fair and objective decisions.

Transparency about how Al agents evaluate candidates
is important in our decision to adopt them.

Concers about faimess and bias are part of our
ongoing discussions about using Al agents.

Our organization is confident it could monitor Al agents
for potential bias.

Strongly Disagree

[e]

[e]

Disagree

[e]

[e]

‘Somewhat Disagree

[e]

[e]

‘Somewhat Agree

[e]

[e]

T ok oo
Strongly Agree Don't Know
[e] [e]
[e] [e]
[e] [e]
[e] [e]
o o

& import from library =+ Add new question




image17.png
End of Survey

Your response has been recorded.

We thank you for participating in our survey and appreciate the insights your responses will provide regarding the perception and efficiency of Al based recruiting. If you opted

into receiving our results after our data collection, we will provide the resuts as soon as they are available.
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