Response to the Editor and Reviewers 
Virtual versus Face-to-Face Assessment Center: 
Candidates’ and Assessors’ Viewpoints 

We wish to thank the Editor and the reviewers for the suggestions which helped us to further improve the quality of our manuscript. We were happy to read that the reviewers found the topic novel and timely and that they liked the two studies format.  We corrected the issues in the manuscript according to the editor's and reviewers' comments. Below are our detailed responses to the comments.
Response to the Editor:
1. Based on my own reading of your manuscript, I would like to encourage you to provide an explicit rationale for both studies before going into “Study 1” on page #5. Please explain what each study aims to do and how they complement each other.
Following the Editor's advice we changed the order and structure of the article, and added new part which called: "This research". In this part we provided an explicit rationale for both studies: "Several researchers have suggested that technological assessment tools are fundamentally different from traditional selection tools, and, consequently, there is a need to understand the unique challenges of technological selection… The present manuscript aims to deepen the understanding of candidates’ and assessors’ perceptions of VAC, and to compare these perceptions with those of FTF ACs. The research entails two studies covering the two groups of AC participates effected from the change: the first focuses on assessors’ reactions to a VAC in comparison to FTF AC; the second examines candidates’ reactions to a VAC in comparison to their reactions to FTF AC. The findings of the two studies could enable managers of organizations to better understand some of the implications of using VACs instead of FTF ACs, and to make decisions based on the new empirical evidence provided".
2. You should justify the set-up of your studies focusing only on work simulations and having all parties connect remotely (see more on these points in the comments by Reviewer #2). You should explain why this was your chosen set-up and what the limitations of this set-up might be. The fact that studies were affected by COVID-19 pandemic is not a good enough reason to justify your set-up.
Thanks for the important comment, we have added an explanation to the focus on work simulations: "This research focuses on work simulations exercises while other selection tools such as remote cognitive tests, or virtual interviews were not included. The reason for the focus on work simulation is that social interaction which is a central component of simulations (in comparison to cognitive tests and interviews) change significantly in the transition from FTF-AC to VAC. In addition, there is already research on other selection tools that are carried out remotely, for example interviews (Blacksmith et al., 2016; Chapman & Rowe, 2001). Therefore, the gap in knowledge regarding the transaction from FTF AC to VAC is mostly regarding the component of work simulations which is the focus of the current study".
3. You should also explain much better why the simulation of tasks that only take place face-to-face would be appropriate to study in a digital setting. Reviewer #2 has made a great point towards this end in relation to meeting the customers.
	In the development of a VAC, adjustments were made to the content of the simulations so that they simulate real and natural situations of communication between two people that is carried out remotely. For more information about this issue please look at the answer to question number 4 of reviewer 2.
4. You should more rigorously explain and analyze the distinction between seated and non-seated exercises. Reviewer #2 raised this issue and I also was not clear about your rationale leading to your hypothesis 2. I also did not understand the rationale leading to your hypothesis 4 around how differences between the exercises should also improve confidence over time and not only the level of confidence. What did you mean by this? How does this sentence lead up to hypothesis 4? Also, you should explain why you did the role play exercise the way you did.
We appreciate this important comment, it helped us clarify in a more precise manner the differences between the exercises. In the current version instead of distinguishing between the exercises using the terms seated and standing exercises (which is a technical comparison), we created a clearer distinction of low information richness versus high information richness exercises. Exercises were classified according to the richness or the number of social information channels available in each channel. We added explanation in our answer to reviewer 2 comment 5. 
We added information before hypothesis 2 to make it clearer: " According to media richness theory (Daft et al., 1987), the more communication channels are available in the communication process the higher is the level of information richness. Due to the limitations of home cameras through which VACs are conducted the exercises conducted in VAC have low information richness levels. However, in a FTF-AC the information can pass through many channels (for example: hand and folded arms gestures, crosses-leg gestures and body lowering [Pease, 1981]). Therefore, some FTF exercises have high levels of information richness. It is important to note that some FTF simulations are performed sitting statically and have low levels of information richness because of the limited ability to move while sitting. In sum, much of the body language information conveyed through the high information richness exercises in an FTF-AC (for example, group exercise) is lost when the same exercise is conducted in a VAC. In contrast, in an exercise with low information richness (for example simulation performed in a sitting position) FTF-AC have similar level of information richness as VAC. The reduction in communication channels in the transaction from FTF_AC to VAC is greater in the transaction of high information richness exercises to VAC than in the transaction of low information richness exercises to VAC".
5. In addition, because of the complexity of the explanation for hypothesis 4 and its rather small contribution to the understanding of the subject, we decided to delete it from the current manuscript. Make sure you clearly describe the dimensions in Table 1. Here, you should more clearly define each dimension following Reviewer #2’s bullet point #6. Also, based on this table, it is not clear how the exercises were performed in each condition. A reader can decipher this from the text, but the Table 1 should be self-explanatory.
	In this regard, we added details on the 4 dimensions in "Description of Selection via Virtual and Face-to-Face Assessment Centers" in the Methodology section: "The current study focuses on four dimensions that can be examined in both of the AC's: interpersonal sensitivity- managing service relationships involving interaction and interfaces with others, teamwork- productive cooperation with others to achieve the task, leadership- ability to exercise effective authority over others and motivate them to perform tasks, and presentation skills- transferring knowledge to others, which includes gaining control over the knowledge, transferring it orally in front of an audience and a degree of exercising authority over others".
	In this section of the article there is also an explanation how the exercises were performed in each condition: "In the FTF AC, the exercises were performed at the assessment site in the presence of other candidates and assessors. In the VAC, the candidates performed the exercises via synchronous video conferencing from their own locations".
6.  You should strengthen the analysis and interpretation of your results in both studies. Reviewer #1 has provided you with suggestions on this front in their comments #3 and 4 concerning your study 1.  Reviewer #2 has provided you a number of useful and constructive suggestions in their bullet points #9-14.
Based on my own reading, I would encourage you to not present results in an overly descriptive manner, but directly report the results of inferential tests (e.g., on page #15, you can directly refer to the results of t-test when interpreting the findings concerning hypothesis 1). Also, the results of study 1 should be adjusted for at least the gender of the assessor and whether they were a student or not.
	We found the comments very helpful and changed the manuscript accordingly. Concerning to reviewer 1- In the absence of an appropriate questionnaire to fit the study, a new questionnaire was developed to evaluate the assessors’ level of confidence. The questionnaire asked them to rate each of the three exercises in the AC according to the level of confidence in their assessment.  We added more information about assessors’ level of confidence questionnaire in the method section as detailed in the response to reviewer 1. 
	Concerning results of hypothesis 1- We moved the paragraph that describes the reliability of the questionnaire to the method section, so the results are focused on the findings. In addition, we also added to the method the number of female assessors and male assessors. Most of the assessors were female, 36 out of 41 which made it impossible to control or compare. We also added a comment in the limitations section.   
	Concerning to reviewer 2- The full answers are shown below next to each question.
7. In study 2, in addition to overall fairness perceptions, you should also report the results for different dimensions of fairness perceptions (e.g., opportunity to perform, etc.). 
As suggested by reviewer 2 we added an analysis of single item level which is detailed in the response to reviewer 2.
8. Both Reviewers have raised their concerns about your measure of confidence. Reviewer #1 has pointed this out as a truly major concern. Reviewer #2 also referred to the “relationship between assessors' level of confidence and their level of success in assessing each exercise” as unclear. Indeed, you should also explain how you measured the level of success. This was confusing and completely unexplained.
Thank you for these comments that helped us to make the explanation in the manuscript about the measurement more accurate. We added more information about Assessors’ level of confidence questionnaire in the method section and deleted the “level of success” from the results accordingly as detailed below (there was no scale for level of success and we understand now that the use of an example item was confusing).   
9.      Finally, as per our guidelines, you should also include practitioner points following the abstract. 
Sorry we forgot this part; we added it according to the requirements after the keywords.
Response to Reviewer 1: 
1. Overall, the Introductions (the overall introduction and the one for Study 2) were well-written and justified the study’s hypotheses. I found the paragraph leading up to H4 a bit confusing. Increasing clarity and the link between experience and confidence would better support the hypothesis.
I also thought it might be helpful to explain more or give examples of the various channels through which information passes. I thought it would help clarify/support H2. 
There is an explanation of the link between experience and confidence in the paragraph leading up to H3: "According to Bandura’s (1977) learning theory, performance improves with practice; that is, the more experience people gain at work, the more expertise and knowledge they develop and the more their performance at work improves (Hunter, 1986; Ree et al., 1995; Schmidt et al., 1986)… It is thus hypothesized that an improvement in assessment ability will have a positive effect on feelings of confidence in providing assessments among evaluators".
	We added examples of these various channels in the theoretical background for hypothesis 3: "for example: hand and folded arms gestures, crosses-leg gestures and body lowering [Pease, 1981]". 
As mentioned above, based on the comments of the editor and reviewers we decided to delete hypothesis 4 from this manuscript.
2. My biggest concern with the paper is the method/results sections of Study 1. Let me start with a positive: the participants and procedure were generally clear and complete. The gender and years of experience as assessors would have been nice demographics to have if available. 
The concern for me is that I did not follow the measurement of confidence. First, it’s not entirely clear how many items there are, but I guessed 3. Second, the scale is uncommon and potentially problematic for interpretation. The test leads the reader to assume assessors were asked their confidence for face-to-face separately from virtual ACs. Instead, the scale is a relative comparison of them, but this is consistently described.
[bookmark: _Hlk129612657]	We have adopted the good suggestion to add details about the assessors’ demographics and level of confidence questionnaire in the measures section: "In the absence of an appropriate questionnaire to fit the study, a new questionnaire was developed to evaluate the assessors’ level of confidence (Cronbach’s alpha reliability = 0.743). The questionnaire asked them to rate each of the three exercises in the AC according to the level of confidence in their assessments. There were two questions regarding the level of confidence of each exercise. item for example: “How confident did you feel in the grade you gave?” 
	"As a goal of the study was to compare between FTF to virtual assessment the participants were asked to report their assessment in a scale that ranged from 1–5 (1 = virtual selection less than FTF selection, 3 = virtual selection equal to FTF selection, 5 = virtual selection more than FTF selection). This scale was chosen because of a unique opportunity created in which a quick and complete transition was made from FTF-AC to VAC. The transaction allowed to directly ask assessors to compare the new VAC relatively to FTF AC they assessed in before. The questionnaire included a written explanation of its purpose and duration. As noted above, the questionnaire was delivered at two time points: one when the assessors had just begun using VACs and the other after about five months of using VACs".
The point of the new developed confidence scale was also mentioned in the limitations section.
3. In the results, “level of success” is mentioned for the first time. It needs to be described in the Method section. More importantly, because level of success isn’t described, I am confused by the calculation of “assessors’ level of confidence” as a combination of level of success and the actual confidence ratings. Greater detail and justification for the combination is needed.
Unfortunately, there was a mistake in the writing that created confusion and led the reader to think that there is a measure of success when there is only a measure of confidence. One of the items in the questionnaire about confidence in the assessment was how successful the assessor thought his assessment was, this question tested the degree of confidence in the assessment. To avoid confusion, we have removed the reference to this question. We added more information about assessors’ level of confidence questionnaire in the method section and deleted the “level of success” from the results accordingly.   
4. In the results, I think it’s important to be very clear about the interpretation of the findings given the relative scale.
We added an explanation in the results section about the scale: "3 is the mid-point of the scale, so the meaning of a smaller number than 3 is that the assessor is less confident in his or her assessments in virtual selection compared to the level of confidence in FTF selection, and vice versa in scores that are higher than 3". We interpreted the findings in a relative manner.
5. The Discussion of Study 1 felt a little repetitive, particularly in the second paragraph. I also think the measurement of confidence may need to be listed as a limitation.
We changed the order of the discussion and deleted content to prevent repetition. In addition, we discussed another limitation in the discussion as suggested: "There are three main limitations: first…; second, the measurement of confidence was based only on two questions that were developed for this study".
6. Generally, I concurred with the rationale provided about why face-to-face ACs would be viewed as fairer than virtual ones. However, I thought the paragraph on amount of information provided (p. 23) could be more compelling. Just because information isn’t on a website, doesn’t mean the organization didn’t provide it to candidates. A little more in that paragraph would strengthen the argument.
We added a more compelling explanation: "In terms of explanation, The FTF AC has been the traditional and frequently used AC format for many years.  Therefore, the candidates have more information about FTF AC than about VAC. Candidates know FTF-AC better from their own personal experience or from stories of friends or family who have participated in it in the past. In comparison, VACs are new and the information about them is very limited. Candidates had less information and explanation available about a VAC compared to a FTF AC and therefore perceptions of fairness toward the FTF AC should be higher than VAC". 
7. The Method and Results for Study 2 were clear, complete, and concise. I appreciated the justification for the use of a subset of items from Bauer et al.’s (2001) measure. I thought the Study 2 and General Discussions were also well-written.
Thank you.
8. Minor typos/ grammatical/ APA errors: I found the use of acronyms, particularly VC in place of video conference, to be confusing. In part this is because V is used to refer to virtual and video in different acronyms. I think the paper would read better with fewer acronyms.
"The data were collected after the questionnaire had been sent to all assessors.” I don’t completely understand what this sentence is meant to convey particularly given the sentence that follows it.
We wish to thank reviewer 1 for the careful reading and suggestion. We deleted the video conference acronyms and the confusing sentence about the data.

Response to Reviewer 2: 
1. According to more recent interpretations, assessment centers contain a wide variety of procedural approaches (interviews, tests, simulations; cf. e.g. the guidelines of the International Task Force). However, the focus of this paper is on work simulations alone, which work with behavioral observation. This should be stated more precisely.
We have added a refinement of this important emphasis at "The current research" section: "This research focuses on work simulations exercises while other selection tools such as remote cognitive tests, or virtual interviews were not included. The reason for the focus on work simulation is that social interaction which is a central component of simulations (in comparison to cognitive tests and interviews) change significantly in the transition from FTF-AC to VAC. In addition, there is already research on other selection tools that are carried out remotely, for example an interview (Blacksmith et al., 2016; Chapman & Rowe, 2001). Therefore, the gap in knowledge regarding the transaction from FTF AC to VAC is mostly regarding the component of work simulations which is the focus of the current study".
2. When considering the benefits of digital ACs, the advantages for the applicant should also be taken into account. The elimination of travel expenses (costs & effort) is certainly significant. In addition, the assessment in the home office setting should provide more security through familiar surroundings and should in principle be experienced as more pleasant.  (This is already an interpretation for the unexpected findings from study 2).
	Thank you for these important inputs, we agree, and we have added a reference to them in the discussion section: "It is possible that other advantages of the VAC contributed to the VAC fairness perceptions, for example participating in a virtual selection eliminates travel costs and efforts. Participating in the selection from the familiar surroundings of the home office should in principle be experienced as more pleasant". 
3. In general, only one (presumably typical) form of a digital AC is implemented in the study: All participants (assessors and assessees) sit separately in front of their pc screens. However, mixed forms are also possible (only assessors or only assessees are remotely connected, applicant performance is recorded and evaluated with a time delay, etc.). This should at least be pointed out.
We have added a sentence to clarify type of VAC in "this research" section: "The VAC is conducted in real time while the participants and assessors sit separately in front of their pc screens at home..." 
In addition, we added a recommendation regarding follow-up studies of various types of VAC: "This study is the first to focus on VAC,  and is intentionally focused on only one type of VAC in which the assessors and also the candidates are remotely connected in real time. This study paves the way for follow-up studies that will examine mixed forms of VAC such as: only assessors or only candidates are remotely connected, or a VAC in which candidates’ performance is recorded and evaluated with a time delay". 
4. In general, it should be discussed whether the digital implementation does not contradict the basic idea of the simulation: For example, is it permissible to conduct a customer meeting remotely during the test, even though in reality it only takes place face-to-face? Does this not contradict the basic approach of a simulation that is constructed and performed as close to reality as possible?
We added more information about this issue: "The VAC carefully designed to be parallel to FTF-AC in order to enable the assessors to evaluate the same dimensions in both of the AC's. For example, a simulation of a seller in a store has been updated to a simulation of a seller who sells remotely. As many tasks today are carried out remotely, remote communication already takes place naturally and it is therefore relatively easy to find a parallel situation that simulate most face-to-face communication remotely ". 
5. The distinction between "seated" and "non seated" exercises is very rough and conceals further differences. In the end, it has to be analysed exactly which aspects of an exercise are changed by a digital implementation: An oral presentation in digital form is not conducted in a seated position only. Instead of a flipchart, a PowerPoint presentation is often used, the local screen is shared fort he others, commentary is done off-screen, etc. In the end, the importance of any change for capturing the dimensions must be accurately assessed.
Instead of distinguishing between the exercises using the terms seated and standing exercises we created a clearer distinction based on level of information richness according to the number of information channels. We added explanation of this distinction in the reply to the fourth comment of the editor. 
6. In this context, the dimensions covered are very vaguely described. Only a few are mentioned directly in passing or are only roughly outlined (cf. table 1). In general, it must be asked for each dimension whether trait activation is still possible in the selected form of implementation and which behavioral operationalizations can no longer be recorded, or hast be recorded in a new or changed form.
[bookmark: _Hlk129071782]	Following this comment, we added more detailed information to how the VAC was developed, and we explained that it included developing exercises only for dimensions that can be evaluated remotely and were tested in the development stage to activate the measured dimensions.  We have also added description for four assessment dimensions: "The VAC carefully designed to be parallel to FTF-AC in order to enable the assessors to evaluate the same dimensions in both of the AC's. For example, a simulation of a seller in a store has been updated to a simulation of a seller who sells remotely. As many tasks are carried out remotely today, remote communication already takes place naturally and it is therefore relatively easy to find a parallel situation that simulate most face-to-face communications remotely. 
	The current study focuses on four dimensions that can be examined in both the AC's: interpersonal sensitivity- managing service relationships involving interaction and interfaces with and for others, teamwork- productive cooperation with others to achieve the task, leadership- ability to exercise effective authority over others and motivate them to perform tasks and presentation skills- transferring knowledge to others, which includes gaining control over the knowledge, transferring it orally in front of an audience and a degree of exercising authority over others". 
7. It remains unclear how exactly the "role play" exercise is carried out. Why does it actually include two role plays and why was "each role different for each candidate"? Please describe in more detail.
We have added explanation regarding the “role play” exercise: "This exercise examined interpersonal sensitivity and involved two simulations in which a candidate played a pre-determined role, interacting with an assessor that played another role (e.g., teacher and student or seller and customer). Two different simulations were performed with each candidate in order to maximize the potential to observe variety of candidate's behaviors. The simulations employed situations that included an emotional or interpersonal component. The role-plays revealed important information about the interpersonal skills of the candidate – for example, his or her sensitivity and empathy toward another person". 
8. How many items does the confidence questionnaire contain? Can the items be described in tabular form?
In the current version we edited and clarified the description of the confidence questionnaire. The confidence questionnaire consisted of two items for each exercise )six items in total for the three exercises(. We added a reference to this issue: "There were two questions regarding the level of confidence for each of the three exercises, Question for example: “How confident did you feel in the grade you gave?” 
9. First sentence in the results for study 1 remains unclear. What exactly is the "relationship between assessors' level of confidence and their level of success in assessing each excercise"?
The intention of the correlation was to test the reliability of the assessors' confidence scale, by correlating the two questions examining a sense of confidence for each exercise separately. There was no level of success measure but an item aim to capture how confident the assessor is in his or her success to assess correctly the desired dimension.  The sentence was edited accordingly: "In the first stage, the reliability of the assessors’ level of confidence scale was calculated".
10. What about the assessments: Do they change due to the implementation variation? Does observer agreement increase /decrease? What about the convergent and discriminant intercorrelations of the dimensions?
	We wish to thank reviewer 2 for these very interesting and important questions that were not in the scope of our research and we couldn't check them within this study. We recommended at the end of the article to examine them in depth in a follow-up study: "Beyond these findings, in order to understand the complete picture of this new form of AC, future research should delve deeper and examine whether there are differences in the assessment characteristics and validity of VACs compared to FTF ACs. Future studies should test differences in the actual assessments provided in VACs in comparison to FTF ACs (concurrent validity), examine the ability of VACs to predict role performance (predictive validity), and explore the level of reliability of assessments in VACs compared to FTF ACs".   
11. The positive fairness ratings of digital ACs in study 2 were not expected. Here, an analysis at single-item level should provide further insights. A qualitative approach (interviews with the assessees on their experience of the digital AC situation) should also be helpful. In our own (less systematically conducted) studies we found the above mentioned perceived advantages (no travel expenses, testing in a familiar environment). In the discussion, further implications should then be reflected, e.g. a faster and less time- consuming digital assessment can lead to a lower commitment to the organisation, which is reflected in an increased rejection rate of contract offers or a shorter retention period in the organisation.
Thanks for the suggestion to deepen the understanding of the findings. We added an analysis of single item level: "In a further examination of the differences at the level of the individual item (Appendix 1) out of 11 items, differences were found between only 3 of them in favor of FTF-AC".  
A reference to the comment regarding qualitative research appears in the recommendations for follow-up studies at the end of the manuscript (see previous section). As suggested in the comment we have also added additional possible consequences for moving to a VAC beyond the concept of fairness: "It is possible that other advantages of the VAC contributed to high levels of fairness perceptions, for example participating in a virtual selection eliminates travel costs and efforts. Participating in the selection from the familiar surroundings of the home office should in principle be experienced as more pleasant. In addition, it is important to note beyond the perception of fairness for conducting a VAC there can be additional effects on candidates that will affect their performance at work. For example, a VAC requires less resources of time from the candidate and therefore may lead to a lower commitment of the candidate to the organization, which may be expressed in a higher rate of leaving the organization".
12. Figure 1 is redundant and can be deleted.
Figure 1 was deleted from the current version of the manuscript as suggested.
13. Adapt the structure of the manuscript to the usual guidelines (e.g. prepare tables and graphics separately, etc.).
Thanks, we made changes accordingly and separated the tables from the text.
14. The inferential statistical test is carried out very pragmatically. Here, a methodologist should once again check the presentation for stringency and correctness.
We went over the results and after consultation edited and improved it.
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