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Labor is one of the most important parts of all companies’ production functions, and hiring mistakes are expensive. As such, employers have always sought to be able to gather more information about applicants prior to making a hiring decision, but were limited by the cost (in both money and time) of such data collection. Recently, digital innovations and advances in AI have produced a range of job applicant assessment tools that are marginally low cost to use, leading to a proliferation of additional screening stages during the application process.  One such example is Asynchronous Interviews, which are becoming increasingly popular, with recent survey evidence indicating that 86% of employers already use them as a part of their recruitment process.
However, these novel technologies do not only make interviews cheaper to collect and faster to analyze – they also change the experience of the applicants and recruiters in ways that can actually change who applies and how they are evaluated. These changes are not necessarily positive – adding additional screening stages like these automated interviews add time and effort costs to applicants, many of whom have little chance of getting the job at the stage at which these automated interviews are used. These costs are unlikely to be uniform – certain groups are going to be affected more than others, based on their outside options and the time pressures they are already facing. Furthermore, it is not clear how much additional information these automated interviews provide compared to less applicant-effort-intensive automated screening that is already taking place on CVs and resumes in over 90% of companies as well as how evaluations of these asynchronous interviews may be affected by an applicant’s demographic characteristics or background experience.
In this paper, we study how new recruitment technologies, here asynchronous automated interviews, impact who applies and who gets hired. To do this, we conduct a natural field experiment involving over 3,000 applicants for three different jobs. We randomly assign some applicants to complete an asynchronous interview, varying whether their responses are recorded as videos or whether only their audio is recorded, as well as whether they are told they will be evaluated by a (human) recruiter or AI. We compare these applicants’ completion rates to both a no-interview baseline, in which applicants are merely asked to indicate their continued interest in the position, as well as a traditional interview baseline, in which applicants are asked to schedule and complete an equivalent interview with a (real human) interviewer. We consider overall completion rates, as well as completion rates by group: we consider differences by qualifications, as well as differences by gender and race. 
Furthermore, we study how these asynchronous interviews change which applicants would be shortlisted. First, we consider how these different evaluation types result in differentially better or worse outcomes for different groups. Then, we ask how much these asynchronous interviews change the ranking of applicants, i.e. how much novel information is generated by these evaluations compared to what is already captured in CV screening.
We find that, compared to the no-screening control, asynchronous Audio- or Video-interview stages deter 44%-53% of applicants from continuing with the application process; alternatively, a more traditional synchronous zoom interview deters only 9% compared to control. Women are generally more deterred than men by these additional screening stages, with men being less deterred when the interview is evaluated by humans or in an Audio-only format. We also find large differences in the quality of candidates by screening method – candidates with better qualifications, such as more years of experience or current full-time employment, are differentially deterred by the asynchronous interviews. 
We then examine how these asynchronous interviews are evaluated, comparing human screeners to AI. We find evidence that these asynchronous interviews do provide additional information relative to the CV alone, and that the evaluations of humans and AI are highly correlated. However, we find large differences in the evaluations of different groups, with AI scoring women and racial minorities better and human screeners instead scoring men, white and Asian applicants, and applicants with higher qualifications better. Combining both the evaluation of the applicants and their application decisions, we find that the asynchronous interviews substantially change the composition of who would be considered for the position: we see an increase the fraction of the shortlist (defined as the top X% of evaluated candidates by for various Xs where X>50) that is male (particularly when evaluated by humans) or an underrepresented racial minority (particularly when valuated by AI), while decreasing the fraction that is a college graduate (particularly when evaluated by AI), highly experienced, or Asian, relative to the intake composition evaluated only by their CVs. These findings indicate that while asynchronous interviews and AI can vastly cheapen the process of acquiring information about applicants, and that this information is valuable, it also substantially changes the composition of those who apply for the position and those who make it through to the next round of evaluation. 

