
 

 

MS ritgerð 
í viðskiptafræði 

 
 
 
 

Ageism in employment 
A framed field experimental approach 

 
 
 

Auður Gróa Valdimarsdóttir  
 
 
 

Leiðbeinendur: 
 Auður Hermannsdóttir 

Kári Kristinsson 
Júní 2020 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ageism in employment 

A framed field experimental approach 

 

 

 

Auður Gróa Valdimarsdóttir 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lokaverkefni til MS-gráðu í viðskiptafræði 

Leiðbeinendur: Auður Hermannsdóttir og Kári Kristinsson 

 

Viðskiptafræðideild 

Félagsvísindasvið Háskóla Íslands 

Júní 2020



 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ageism in employment 
 
Ritgerð þessi er 30 eininga lokaverkefni til MS prófs við Viðskiptafræðideild, 
Félagsvísindasvið Háskóla Íslands. 
 
© 2020 Auður Gróa Valdimarsdóttir 
Ritgerðina má ekki afrita nema með leyfi höfundar. 
 
Prentun: Háskólaprent ehf. 
Reykjavík, 2020  



 

4 

Prologue 

Ritgerðin er lokaverkefni til meistaraprófs í verkefnastjórnun við Viðskiptafræðideild 

Háskóla Íslands og er vægi hennar 30 einingar (ECTS). 

Fyrst og fremst vil ég þakka leiðbeinendum mínum, Auði Hermannsdóttur og Kára 

Kristinssyni fyrir einstaklega skýra, góða og hvetjandi leiðsögn við gerð þessa ritgerðar. 

Þar vil ég sérstaklega þakka fyrir tímann og þolinmæðina sem þau gáfu í þetta. Einnig vil 

ég þakka þeim fyrir þetta frábæra tækifæri til að vinna í þessu mikilvæga verkefni um 

fordóma á vinnumarkaði. Ég vil líka koma á framfæri ævinlegu þakklæti til foreldra minna, 

Svanborgar R. Jónsdóttur og Valdimars Jóhannssonar, fyrir allan ykkar stuðning og 

hvatningu í gegnum námið. Ég hefði aldrei getað neitt af þessu án ykkar, ekki síst þessa 

ritgerð.  
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Abstract 

Ageism is found in many areas of society including the hiring process in the labor market. 

Not only are younger workers evaluated higher and more positively than older workers, 

there is also evidence that recruiters have negative intentions towards hiring older 

workers. This study examined whether older applicants are evaluated differently than 

younger applicants and whether recruiters have negative intentions towards hiring older 

workers. This study also explored various traits about the recruiters and whether these 

traits define the ones that show more or less intention to hire older applicants. Our aim 

was to assess these features with a framed field study that has recruiters with hiring 

experience as participants. Participants were randomly assigned to evaluate a single 

applicant, either young male/female applicant or old male/female applicant. Our results 

showed that recruiters show less intention to hire older applicants compared to younger 

applicants. The results also showed that older applicants are evaluated lower on physical 

fitness, health and attractiveness compared with younger applicants. Furthermore, older 

applicants received a different evaluation on Warmth and Competence than other 

previous researches have shown. Lastly, young and less experienced recruiters showed 

less intention to hire older applicants, whereas more experience recruiters and older 

recruiters showed no difference in intention to hire older and younger applicants. This 

study contributed to the current literature on age discrimination by using a framed field 

experiment with participants that represent the target population. These results also 

have important information for companies and institutions that they can use for better 

employment practices. 
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1 Introduction 

The population is ageing and growing due to increased longevity. As of 2019 it was 

estimated that the world population had reached 7.7 billion people and life expectancy 

reached 72.6 years, which is an improvement of more than 8 years since 1990 (UN DESA, 

2019). According to United Nations World Population Prospects 2019, people who were 

65 years and older in 2018 outnumbered children under the age of five for the first time 

in history. It is also projected that by 2050 there will be more than twice as many people 

above 65 as children under five and that people who are above 65 will surpass the 

number of adolescents and youth from the age of 15-24 (UN DESA, 2019). These longer 

lives contribute to population growth by adding people who would normally die at 

younger ages.  

Still, with the ageing population there is a general fascination with youth and a 

widespread reluctance to accept aging gracefully. In 1969 Robert N. Butler coined the 

term “ageism” to describe discrimination against seniors. He defined ageism as a 

combination of age-based stereotypes, prejudice and discriminatory behaviors towards 

elderly people (Butler, 1969, 1980). Ageism is found in many areas in society, including 

the hiring process in the labor market (Bal et al., 2011; Baert, 2018; Gordon & Arvey, 

2004; Harris et al., 2018).   

Previous researches that have studied age discrimination in employment have found 

evidence that age negatively affects selection for older workers where younger applicants 

and workers are evaluated higher and more positively than older applicants and workers 

(Bal et al., 2011; Diekman & Hirnisey, 2007; Fritzsche & Marcus, 2013).  Furthermore, 

there is evidence that managers, employers and students have negative intentions 

toward hiring older workers and retirees (Karpinska et al., 2011; Richardson et al., 2013).  

However, many of these studies had participants that were students (Diekman & 

Hirnisey, 2007; Fritzsche & Marcus, 2013; Karpinska et al., 2011; Richardson et al., 2013), 

which limits their external validity and consequently the applicability of their conclusions. 

These studies were also mainly vignette or factorial surveys (Fritzsche & Marcus, 2013; 

Karpinska et al., 2011; Richardson et al., 2013) and laboratory experiments (Diekman & 
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Hirnisey, 2007). In response to these methodological problems, scholars have turned to 

correspondence experiments to measure hiring discrimination (Baert, 2018). In 

correspondence studies, researchers send out pairs of resumes that differs in one part, 

like age. Then they measure the difference in positive feedback or call-backs between the 

pair and any contrast in outcomes supposedly reflects discrimination. In a systematic 

literature review, Baert (2018) gathered 90 correspondence experiments that were 

conducted between 2005-2016 and 11 of them were age related. The analysis showed 

that all of the 11 studies reported age discrimination in hiring.  

Correspondence studies have recently increased in popularity and has been shown to 

be a relevant and recognized method to study discrimination in the hiring process (Baert, 

2018). It is however impossible to know or find out anything about the person who is 

hiring or recruiting by using the correspondence method. In this study we will use a 

framed field experiment that will not only make it possible to see if there are 

discriminatory attitudes and negative intentions toward hiring older workers but also to 

gather information about the recruiters as well. Additionally, since our research method 

is a framed field study it will be carried out in the workforce with recruiters with hiring 

experience as participants and consequently, the external validity will be better than with 

surveys and experiments that use student samples.  

As a result of the limitations in previous research methods (e.g. Diekman & Hirnisey, 

2007), it is important to use reliable research methods and representative samples to 

discover if there is age discrimination in the hiring process and if so, find out who are the 

ones that discriminate. The more that is known about the ones that discriminate, the 

more can be analyzed of what characterizes them and potentially use that information to 

rectify it‘s effect. It is equally important to characterize the ones that do not discriminate 

and use that information to hopefully make the hiring process more impartial. This can 

ultimately bring us closer to discover how to eliminate or at least reduce age 

discrimination in the hiring process. 

The purpose of this study is to find out if there are discriminatory attitudes and 

negative intentions toward hiring older workers and what defines the ones that show 

these discriminatory intentions (sex, age and experience). This present study contributes 

to existing literature by using framed field experiment to study hiring discrimination. This 
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design is carried out in the work force with recruiters with hiring experience as 

participants that represents real life decision makers in hiring. Moreover, this design also 

makes it possible to get an evaluation on the applicant, assess difference in hiring 

intentions between older and younger applicants, as well as getting answers about the 

recruiter’s characteristics.  

In the next sections, we will provide a literature review on ageism in employment. 

First, we describe first impression in the hiring process and then discover possible 

explanation for ageism in said process, with a focus on comparison between younger and 

older workers. Then we report different methods of measuring hiring discrimination and 

the difficulties that need to be considered when studying ageism in employment. Next 

we describe our research method by providing detailed information about measurements 

that we used, how and when the experiment was conducted and then we provide 

background information on the participants. Next we exhibit the results from the study 

and if they support our proposals. Lastly, we review and analyze the results and explore 

if there is anything to learn from it.
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2 Age based stereotypes 

The process of hiring usually involves evaluating applicants. In many cases, the person 

applying for the job is unfamiliar to the person evaluating them, therefore the recruiter 

makes their first impression from diverse varieties of information they see on a resume 

or hear from referrals (Behrenz, 2001; Feldman, 1981; Fernandez & Mors, 2008; Mardsen, 

1994). First impression is a complex process in which a person forms a conception of an 

unfamiliar person to understand something about them and their character (Asch, 1946; 

Todorov et al., 2015; Wyer and Srull, 2014). The impression formation is based on various 

traits or characteristics that the unfamiliar person demonstrates, for example gender, 

age, race and or physical appearance (Asch & Zukier, 1984; Naumann et al., 2009; Kunda 

& Thagard, 1996). Social psychologist and other scholars have studied various models of 

impression formation in isolation from each other, that each explain their unique 

perspective on how this process works. However, there is evidence to suggest that people 

use more than one strategy to understand and evaluate unfamiliar people (Asch, 1946; 

Asch & Zukier, 1984; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kunda & Thagard, 1996; Naumann et al., 

2009; Todorov et al., 2015; Wyer & Srull, 2014). 

Schemas are useful tools to sort out, evaluate and process information that people 

receive. Schemas are mental structures, based on past experiences, that provide a 

framework for the acquisition, interpretation and retrieval of new information. More 

often than not, this mechanism is functional and leads to a more rapid, detailed and 

accurate information processing (Axelrod, 1973; Carlston & Mae, 2001; Plant & Stanton, 

2013). On the other hand, when it produces inaccurate information it can lead to biases 

or errors. Preconceived notions and biases can affect people’s judgement and hence their 

first impressions (Carlston & Mae, 2001; Lim et al., 2000; Rabin & Schrag, 1999).   

First impressions are often influenced by social categories and stereotypes (Kunda & 

Thagard, 1996). Stereotypes are not necessarily incorrect or negative, however they can 

give an unfair evaluation of a person that is solely based on their membership in a social 

group. A social group is two or more individuals that share a common social identification 

of themselves or perceive themselves to be part of the same social category (Turner, 
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1982). Age can therefore be categorized into social groups like old-, young-, middle age 

etc.  

Stereotypes, prejudice and discrimination are inter-related but different concepts. 

Stereotypes are set of beliefs that people have about the characteristics or attributes of 

different social groups. These generalized characteristics or attributes are then assumed 

to be true based on a person’s membership in a group (Chasteen et al., 2017; Judd & Park, 

1993). Prejudice is a feeling or attitude that someone has towards a person based on their 

perceived membership in a social group (Chasteen et al., 2017; Kite & Whitley, 2016). 

Discrimination is treating someone differently from others because they are members of 

a specific social group (Chasteen et al., 2017; Kite & Whitley 2016; Sue, 2003).  

Research suggest that negative stereotyping is the source of age- discrimination and 

prejudice in the labor market (Gordon & Arvey, 2004; Harris et al., 2018; Posthuma & 

Campion, 2009). Even though there is little evidence that job performance declines as a 

person gets older (Ferris & King, 1992; Warr, 1994), there are many negative stereotypes 

about older people that reflects on their job performance. Posthuma and Campion (2009) 

analyzed 117 research articles and books that examined age stereotypes in the 

workplace. They found several researches that showed that age stereotypes influence 

the outcomes of employment related decisions, like lower ratings in interviews and 

performance appraisals. Moreover, they identified several types of stereotypes in the 

literature about older workers, mostly negative. The first one is that older workers have 

lower job performance, lower ability, are less productive and less motivated than younger 

employees. This was also discovered in a review by Harris et al. (2018) where they found 

23 studies that identified negative stereotypes and perceptions of older workers. Older 

workers were viewed as less competent and having decreased performance capacity 

after the age of 50 years. There was also a widespread belief that older people had 

decreased capacity to use new technology. 

Posthuma and Campion (2009) also found out that older people are perceived to have 

lower ability to learn and therefore have less potential for development. They likewise 

identified a stereotype that older workers are more resistant to change and set in their 

ways. This means that they are perceived as harder to train, less adaptable and less 

flexible. This was also supported by Harris et al. (2018) where older workers are perceived 
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to have lack of willingness and ability to take part in training and promotion and according 

to their analyzes, this stereotype was found to be held by both managers and employees.  

Additionally, Posthuma and Campion (2009) identified a stereotype that older workers 

will have shorter job tenure and will therefore provide fewer years that the employer can 

recap the benefits of training investment. Older individuals have also been perceived as 

less economically beneficial and more costly than younger workers. This is based on the 

assumption that older workers will have higher wages, use benefits more and are closer 

to retirement (Posthuma & Campion, 2009). 

Older people have also been stereotyped as being less healthy, less energetic and not 

as physically strong compared to younger people (Gringart et al., 2005). Research has 

shown that poor health is associated with lower work performance (Ford et al., 2011). In 

a meta analytic review by Ng and Feldman (2013) the evidence showed that older 

employees experience modest declines on clinical indices of physical health, but they do 

not self-report higher levels of physical health problems. The overall results suggested 

that there is no relationship between age and health. On the other hand, the age range 

of these studies did not represent many older individuals as the oldest age was 58 years 

and only 6 studies sampled employees who were above 50 years of age (Ng & Feldman, 

2013). In addition, when contrasting older and younger workers, the comparison is 

possibly biased. Older individuals who are in employment are of better health on average 

than older individuals who have left employment. This is known as the “healthy worker 

bias” or “healthy worker survivor effect” (Brown et al., 2017). When this bias is taken into 

account, Jones et al. (2013) found that older workers are more likely to report work-

related health risks, mental and physical complaints, sickness absence and fatigue. In this 

study there were approximately 17,000 individuals from 23 countries and included 

people aged 55-65 years. 

Attractiveness has a compelling advantage for individuals, as they are judged more 

positively, treated more positively and exhibit more positive behaviors and traits than 

unattractive individuals (Langlois et al., 2000; Little et al., 2011). Research shows that 

people belief that attractiveness and physical ability decreases with age (Kite et al., 2005). 

In a meta analytic review of 232 effect sizes showed negative attitudes and bias against 

older adults and that the bias was largest when stereotypic beliefs and perception of 
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attractiveness was assessed (Kite et al., 2005). Attractiveness has important social 

consequences, for example, people who are attractive are more likely to be hired than 

unattractive people (Marlowe et al., 1996). In a meta-analytic review of experimental 

studies of the effect of attractiveness (Hosoda et al., 2003) the results showed distinctly 

that attractive people fare better than less attractive counterparts in terms of variety of 

job-related outcomes (Hosoda et al., 2003).  

In conclusion, previous evidence suggests that attractiveness and physical ability is 

considered to decrease with age and that older people are considered to be less 

physically healthy. We therefore propose the following hypotheses: 

H1: Older applicants are perceived less attractive than younger 

applicants. 

H2: Older applicants are perceived less physically healthy than younger 

applicants. 

H3: Older applicants are perceived less physically fit than younger 

applicants. 

Even though most of age-based stereotypes are negative, there have also been reports 

of positive stereotypes about older people in the workplace (Posthuma & Campion, 

2009). Older people are perceived to be loyal, trustworthy, stable, dependable, 

committed to the job and less likely to miss work or turnover quickly (Posthuma & 

Campion, 2009). Fiske et al. (2002) introduced the Stereotype Content Model (SCM), 

explaining the stereotyping of older people on two dimensions, warmth (warm vs. cold) 

and competence (competent vs. incompetent). There have been various traits used to 

define and measure warmth and competence. In Fiske et al. (2002) first study they 

defined competence as competent, intelligent, confident, competitive and independent 

and warmth as sincere, good-natured, warm and tolerant. In their second study (Fiske et 

al., 2002) they added capable, efficient and skillful and dropped competitive and 

independent in the competence scale. They also added friendly, well-intentioned and 

trustworthy in the warmth scale and dropped tolerance (Fiske et al., 2002). Cuddy et al. 

(2004) continued this line of research and made their own scale based on Fiske et al. 

(2002). Their items for competence included; capable, efficient, organized and skillful. 

Warmth-related traits were; good-natured, sincere, warm and trustworthy. 
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According to SCM model, most stereotypes are mixed, combining positive and negative 

elements. Groups can be perceived as high in warmth but low in competence or vice 

versa. SCM research has indicated that the elderly are seen has high in warmth but low 

in competence (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002; Fiske et al., 2002). Fiske et al. (2002) argue that 

positive stereotypes on one dimension do not contradict prejudice but are often 

functionally consistent with unfavorable stereotypes on the other dimension. In line with 

prior studies (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002; Fiske et al., 2002) we propose the following 

hypotheses: 

H4: Older applicants are perceived higher on warmth than younger 

applicants. 

H5: Older applicants are perceived lower on competence than younger 

applicants. 
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3 Managers and recruiters that discriminate 

Biases have the known effect to cloud people’s judgement and decision making (Tversky 

& Kahneman, 1974, 1981). There are some biases that can come from social 

categorization, like ingroup favoritism. Ingroup favoritism or ingroup bias is when 

individuals have the tendency to evaluate their own group members more positively than 

an outgroup member (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Another bias of social categorization is that 

people perceive outgroup members in a more stereotypical and extreme fashion than 

their own group (Brewer et al., 1981; Linville, 1982).  

In previous studies where ageism has been studied as a case of ingroup-outgroup 

category, there has been evidence of these biases. In Celejewski and Dion (1998) they 

found out that the older age group was evaluated less favorably than other age groups. 

There was also an ingroup bias in appraisal of older people, where older adults evaluated 

elderly persons more favorably, specifically when compared to ratings made by younger 

individuals. Chasteen’s (2005) research on intergroup relations found similar results, it 

showed that young adults distanced themselves more and perceived less group similarity 

from the outgroup. Older adults, however, perceived greater similarity and distanced 

themselves less from the outgroup compared with younger adults. The older group also 

showed signs of ingroup favoritism (Chasteen, 2005). 

Finkelstein‘s et al. (1995) research partially supported ingroup bias, where younger 

raters rated younger workers more favorably than older workers, whereas there were no 

differences in older people’s ratings between hypothetical younger and older workers job 

qualifications. This was also supported by Van Dalen et al. (2010). When studying age 

ingroup bias, they found out that both employers and employees rate the productivity of 

older workers considerably lower than younger workers. However, employees older than 

50 reported no significant difference between younger and older workers performance. 

The results also showed that the younger the respondent, the more positive the 

perception of younger workers productivity. Additionally, it showed that employers 

under the age of 35 had the lowest opinion of older workers productivity (Van Dalen et 

al., 2010). Lastly, Kite et al. (2005) meta-analytic review showed that older adults saw 

fewer differences between old and young but younger adults saw greater differences 

between the age groups. 
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In contrast to prior results, Büsch et al. (2009) showed evidence that the tendency to 

discriminate did not depend on the age of the decision maker. All age groups in the study 

exhibited on average age-discriminatory behavior. Finkelstein and Burke (1998) study 

also showed that a hypothetical older job applicant was perceived as being less 

economically beneficial to an organization in comparison with a younger applicant. They 

also found out that older raters perceived the older applicant as less economically 

beneficial, which is in contrast to prior results (Celejewski & Dion, 1998; Chasteen, 2005; 

Finkelstein et al., 1995; Kite et al., 2005; Van Dalen et al., 2010). 

To summarize, there have been mixed results on the effect of ingroup bias between 

younger and older individuals. There seems to be a general consensus that younger 

people favor other younger people and disfavor older people. On the other hand, there 

have been evidence that older people favor other older people, another evidence that 

they disfavor other older people and lastly that they perceive no difference between 

younger and older individuals. In light of these results, we propose in our study that there 

will be an ingroup bias from younger recruiters where younger recruiters will show more 

intention to hire younger applicants compared to older applicants. Even though there 

have been mixed results about older raters, we propose that the older recruiters will 

show no differences in intention to hire between younger and older applicants and 

therefore show no ingroup bias as supported by Finkelstein et al. (1995), Kite et al. (2005) 

and Van Dalen et al. (2010). 

H6: Younger recruiters show more intention to hire younger applicants 

than older applicants. 

H7: Older recruiters show no difference in intention to hire between 

younger and older applicants. 

Only a few researchers have studied if experience in employment makes an impact on 

judgement and decision making. Gordon & Arvey (2004) meta analytic review examined 

moderating variables for age bias. Their results showed that the greater and more 

relevant experience among raters, judges or supervisors, lead to less age bias (Gordon & 

Arvey, 2004). This was also the case in Marlowe et al. (1996) where attractiveness biases 

decreased as managerial experience increased. Based on these prior studies we therefore 

propose the following hypothesis: 
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H8: More experienced recruiters show less difference in intention to hire 

between younger and older applicants compared to less experienced 

recruiters. 

To our knowledge, there have been no studies that examine if the recruiters gender 

makes an impact on the intention to hire older workers. However, there is some support 

for differences between male and female in general preferences. In Azmat and 

Petrongolo (2014) review, they found out that women appear to have lower preferences 

than men for risk and competition, women are also more sensitive to social cues and 

appear to gain less from negotiation. Croson and Gneezy (2009) literature review also 

showed that there were gender differences in risk preferences, social preferences and 

competitive preferences. Based on their review, they found out that women are more 

risk aversive than men, with the exception for managers and entrepreneurs. They also 

identified that women’s social preferences are different than men’s, but the results vary. 

Lastly, their review showed that women’s preferences for competitive situations are 

lower than men’s. Be that as it may, Croson and Gneezy (2009) speculate that there is a 

possibility that the literature on gender differences are more likely to publish papers that 

find a gender difference than papers that find no difference. Nevertheless, since there is 

no prior research to support whether men or women discriminate more or less or show 

difference in intention to hire, we propose, based on prior research on gender differences 

in preferences (Azmat & Petrongolo, 2014; Croson & Gneezy, 2009), the following 

hypothesis: 

H9: There is a difference in intention to hire between male and female 
recruiters. 
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4 Ageism in employment 

Previous studies addressing hiring discrimination against older workers have used various 

research methods and participant samples. Most of the studies show evidence of 

employment discrimination against older workers. However, many of these research 

designs and participant samples have limitations that ultimately make the results 

questionable. 

In a scoping review of research addressing ageism and older workers by Harris et al. 

(2018) showed that overall, there was evidence that ageist stereotypes and perception 

about older workers are barriers for them to attain and maintain employment. They also 

found that increased applicant age was associated with decreasing intention to hire older 

workers. The majority of studies were cross sectional- and experimental surveys like 

vignette or factorial. The studies also had various types of participants, like older workers 

and human resource managers. However, out of 43 articles, nine had participants that 

were undergraduate students, which limits their external validity and consequently their 

generalizability. An example of this kind of study is Rupp et al. (2006) where participants 

consisted of voluntary undergraduate students in a medium-sized public university. 

Participants were acting as hypothetical managers and asked to evaluate a hypothetical 

employee who was either 63 or 31 years old. This was also the case for Finkelstein et al. 

(2013) where participants were mostly psychology students from a midsize university in 

the US. 

Nevertheless, some of these researches seemed to be attempting to increase the 

external validity of their methods by choosing students that could more likely resemble a 

HR manager or recruiter than the average student.  There were various methods of 

choosing participants, like students that were enrolled in an HR management course 

(Krings et al., 2011), had work experience (Malinen & Johnston, 2013), who were recently 

employed (Truxillo et al., 2012) or had some previous experience in helping to select 

someone for a job or for a social or sport organization (Fritzsche & Marcus, 2013). 

Research has also shown that students and managers evaluate similarly the age type of 

jobs (Cleveland & Berman 1987). 

In a comprehensive review of age-discrimination, Gordon and Arvey (2004) gathered 

researches from laboratory and field settings from 1963-1998. In this review they 
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examined and analyzed moderator variables on age bias. They identified 39 articles with 

53 independent samples. The overall effect size showed a small but statistically significant 

mean effect for age bias in the literature. The majority of the studies were laboratory 

settings and almost half of the studies had students as participants. Laboratory settings 

has received some criticism related to external validity and whether laboratory behavior 

is a good indicator of behavior in the field. List (2006) found out that participants 

exhibited pro-social behavior in controlled laboratory settings, however, the behavior 

disappeared when the subjects were in their natural setting. Field experiments are 

carried out in the work force and consequently, have better generalizability than 

laboratory settings. In this review there were only 11 field experiments (Gordon & Arvey, 

2004).  

Due to the fact that previous researches have methodological limitations, many 

scholars have turned to correspondence experiments to measure hiring discrimination. 

With this method, researchers send pairs of fictional job applications to real job 

advertisements. Each pair have the same application with only one difference between 

the pair, for example the age of the applicants. Then they measure the positive reaction 

or call-backs from the employers and identify any difference between the pair. Since 

there is only one difference between the pair, the contrast in outcomes is likely to reflect 

discrimination (Baert, 2018). By using the correspondence experiments, many 

researchers have found evidence of age discrimination in the United States (Bendick et 

al., 1997; Bendick et al., 1999; Lahey, 2008), England (Riach & Rich, 2010), Spain (Albert, 

et al., 2011; Riach & Rich, 2007), France (Riach & Rich, 2006), Sweden (Ahmed et al., 2012) 

and Australia (Gringart & Helmes, 2001). 

However, the challenge with using any pairing approach to identify age discrimination 

is that it is impossible to change only one part that will differ between the pair. Since the 

pair has a different age, the rest of the resume has to be adjusted accordingly, especially 

when and how long each of them started their career and education. To make the pair of 

resumes compatible without compromising the credibility of the older applicant, the pair 

usually has the same career path, only the older applicant has more years in the same 

position. The problem with this method is the older applicant might be viewed as less 

qualified or having less potential because they have been at the same job level for a long 
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time and therefore has a slow speed of promotion (Neumark et al., 2019). In addition, 

because the older applicant has more experience it may also translate into higher salary 

demands (Baert et al., 2016).  

When studying age discrimination with some sort of comparison, the older applicant 

will always have a higher number of post-educational years then the younger one. Baert 

et al. (2016) termed this as the “Difference in Post-Educational Years Problem”. They 

addressed this dilemma by using the pairing approach but alternating the pairs with three 

relevant activities that the older applicant could have been doing during these extra 

years. They found out that, on average, the younger applicant had a 64.3% higher chance 

than the older applicant of being invited for a job interview. Furthermore, the younger 

applicant had a 39.7% higher chance of receiving a positive reaction than the older 

applicant. When the extra post educational years were taken into account, the overall 

results were that old age only affected call-backs if the older applicant was employed in 

an out-of-field job during these extra years (Baert et al., 2016). 

Post-educational years problem was also addressed by Neumark et al. (2019) with a 

new version of correspondence study. This study was the largest that has been 

attempted, with approximately 40,0000 job applications for three different age groups, 

young, middle-aged and older. They added ages closer to retirement than previous 

studies have done (e.g., Riach & Rich, 2010) and used a diverse set of job profiles. They 

sent triplets of resumes, one from each age group, as applications to around 13,000 

positions across the US. The results showed compelling evidence of age discrimination, 

especially against hiring older women that are near retirement. However, there was less 

evidence of age discrimination against men after correcting for the potential biases that 

the study addressed. There was also a stronger evidence of discrimination against older 

applicants that were near retirement ages (64-66) compared to middle-aged workers (49-

51) who have been the focus of past studies (e.g., Riach & Rich, 2010). 

In line with prior research from correspondence studies (Albert et al., 2011; Ahmed et 

al., 2012; Baert et al., 2016; Bendick et al., 1997; Bendick, et al., 1999; Gringart & Helmes, 

2001; Lahey, 2008, Neumark, et al., 2019, Riach & Rich, 2006, 2007, 2010) our theory in 

this present study is that recruiters will have negative intentions towards hiring older 

applicants compared to the younger applicants.  
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H10: Recruiters have lower intentions towards hiring older applicants 

compared with younger applicants. 

4.1 Framed field experiment 
Field experiments have increasingly been used as a method to understand human 

behavior and economic phenomena (Harrison & List, 2004; Lusk, et al., 2006). This 

method is considered to bridge the gap between laboratory and natural setting. Field 

experiments use randomization in naturally occurring settings and is a mixture of control 

and realism that is usually not achievable in laboratory settings. Field experiments 

therefore allows for stronger inference than can be achieved from lab or uncontrolled 

data (Harrison & List, 2004; Levitt & List, 2009). Harrison and List (2004) classify field 

experiments into three categories, artefactual, framed and natural. According to them a 

conventional lab experiment usually employs a subject pool of students and has an 

abstract framing and an imposed set of rules. An artefactual field experiment is the same 

as conventional lab experiment but has a different subject pool. Then they describe a 

framed field experiment as the same as artefactual field experiment but with a field 

context, either the commodity, tasks, or information set that the subject can use. Lastly 

a natural field experiment is the same as a framed field, but the subjects do not know 

that they are in an experiment (Harrison & List, 2004).  

With the exception of correspondence studies, it is unclear if previous studies have 

managed to successfully find out if there is age discrimination in the hiring process, due 

to lack of generalizability. Even though correspondence experiment is a valid and reliable 

method to study hiring discrimination, it is limited to only that. By using a framed field 

study, we will be able to study hiring intention from managers and recruiters, assess how 

they evaluate old and young applicants differently and at the same time analyze 

characteristics about the rater itself. With this design we use the pairing approach, but 

we randomly send managers and recruiters one resume, that they will evaluate in their 

natural setting. They will be asked to evaluate the quality of the applicants resume and 

answer questions about themselves. For this reason, they do know that they are part of 

an experiment, but since they only receive one resume, they are unaware that other 

recruiters might receive a different type of resume to evaluate. In other words, with 

randomization of resumes, this method has the same control as it would in laboratory 
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experiment, but participants are in their natural setting and represent the target 

population. The aim of this study is to use this research method to study employment 

intentions and age discriminatory attitudes from recruiters, that can at the same time 

analyze what characterizes recruiters that show ageism in employment.  
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5 Method 

5.1 Participants 
Each participant was randomly assigned to evaluate a single candidate. The resumes were 

either young male/female applicant or old male/female applicant. The inclusion criteria 

for all participants was to have had some experience in recruitment. The recruiters age 

was divided into two groups, young (N = 189) and old (N = 167). The younger group 

consisted of individuals from 18-49 years of age and the older group was 50-70 years old 

or older. The less experience group was involved in a hiring process 1-10 times and more 

experience was involved 11-31 times or higher. As can be seen in Table 1, the distribution 

for gender and age groups is similar. There are, however, more participants in the more 

experienced group than the less experienced group. In our analysis, treatment arms with 

male/female applicants were aggregated to increase generalizability and minimize the 

role of applicants gender. 

Table 1.  Background variables for participants between applicant groups 

 
Young female 
applicant 

Young male 
applicant 

Old female 
applicant 

Old male 
applicant 

Recruiters gender     

Male 46 46 47 44 
Female 41 48 40 48 

Recruiters age 
group 

    

Younger  41 53 46 52 

Older  47 41 42 40 

Recruiters 
experience in hiring 

    

Less experience 32 25 25 26 
More experience 56 69 62 66 

 



 

25 

5.2 Measurements 
Participants were first asked to evaluate resumes before they answered a series of 

questions. We created different types of resumes for each applicant. The main goal of the 

resume creation was to be as realistic as possible. All resumes were identical apart from 

gender, date of birth and age-related variables (see Appendix B-E). We chose a name for 

both genders that are similar to each other (Viktor vs. Viktoría). Prior work experience 

was the same for both age groups, but the older applicant had more years in both jobs. 

This was our way of addressing the “Difference in post-educational years problem” since 

we did not want to add another work field for the older applicant. In other words, we 

wanted to avoid that the older applicant had more diverse work experience compared to 

the younger applicant. We also did not want to have an unexplainable gap in the resume, 

so our solution was to add more years in the same field and still make it a credible resume 

for both applicants. 

 Education was also the same for both age groups but adjusted accordingly to the age 

of the applicant. The younger applicant was born in 1991 and had been 28 at the time of 

evaluation. The older applicant was born in 1961 and therefore 58 at the time of 

evaluation, making a 30-year difference. The choice of ages for the applicants was to have 

as much difference between the younger and the older applicant without compromising 

the credibility of either applicants work experience or background. The younger applicant 

had to be old enough so the education and work experience could be plausible to be 

finished in the time frame that they had. We also wanted the older applicant to be old 

enough so there would be a big difference between the two age groups, but not that old 

that they would be considered almost in retirement. The photos of applicants on the 

resumes were the same for each gender but older applicants had a photoshopped version 

that made the applicant look older, e.g. grey hair and wrinkles. 

For the purpose of the study, an original questionnaire was developed (see Appendix 

F). First there were 3 items about hiring intentions (a = 0,93) “I would consider the 

applicant as qualified for the position”, “I would like to interview this person for this 

position” and “This person has a good chance of making a ‘short list’ of candidates for 

this position” based on McElroy et al., 2014). We then measured Competence 

(hardworking, efficient, organized and intelligent; a = 0.89) and Warmth (compassionate, 
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friendly, likeable and good to talk to; a = 0.89) based on Cuddy et al. (2004) and Fiske et 

al. (2002). Lastly there were 3 items about physical health, fitness and attractiveness; “I 

think this person looks physically fit”, “I think this person looks healthy” and “I think this 

person looks more attractive than the average person”, based on prior research from 

Agerström (2014). All items were on a 7-point Likert scale, from “Completely disagree” to 

“Completely agree”. Background information about the participant was collected with 

questions about age, gender and hiring experience. 

5.3 Procedure 
First, we gathered emails from managers, recruiters and personnel that have experience 

in hiring. We did this by sending out emails to companies and institutions and asked for 

their participation by sending us email-addresses from employees that have experience 

in hiring. We explained that the goal was to explore attitudes from individuals with hiring 

experience and emphasized that this would not be a study of specific companies or 

organizations and the answers would not be traceable. We included incentives for 

participation and announced that three individuals that participated would win a 70,000 

ISK gift certificate. This process started in September 2019 and ended in November the 

same year. The next step, in the beginning of November 2019, we sent out the 

questionnaires via Qualtrics and each participant randomly got one resume to evaluate. 

Before they read the resume, they were introduced with a job application (see Appendix 

A). Next they were asked to evaluate one of the resumes (see Appendix B-E) and lastly 

answer questions about the applicant and themselves (see Appendix F). 
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6 Results 

When looking at attractiveness we found out that older applicants were perceived less 

attractive (M = 4.5, SD = 1.0) compared to younger applicants (M = 5.0, SD = 1.1), and the 

difference was statistically significant t(350) = 4.2, p < 0.05 (d = 0.45), supporting 

Hypothesis 1. Older applicants were also perceived less physically healthy (M = 5.4, SD = 

1.1) compared to younger applicants (M = 5.7, SD = 1.0), the difference was statistically 

significant t(350) = 2.6, p < 0.05 (d = 0.28) and therefore supports Hypothesis 2. Lastly, 

older applicants were perceived less physically fit (M = 5.2, SD = 1.0) compared to younger 

applicants (M = 5.4, SD = 1.1), and the difference was statistically significant t(348) = 2.2, 

p < 0.05 (d = 0.23), supporting Hypothesis 3. 

We also wanted to examine possible interaction effects between attractiveness and 

age of the applicant on hiring intention. There was a statistically significant interaction 

between the effects of attractiveness and age of the applicant on intention to hire, 

F(6,336) = 2.6 p < 0.05. Also, we wanted to examine possible interaction effects between 

physical health and age of the applicant on hiring intention. An interaction between 

physical health and age of the applicant on intention to hire could not be demonstrated, 

F(5,337) = 1.5 p > 0.05. Finally, to examine possible interaction effects between physical 

fitness and age of the applicant on hiring intention, a two-way ANOVA was conducted. 

An interaction between the physical fitness and age of the applicant on intention to hire 

could not be demonstrated, F(4,337) = 1.2 p > 0.05.  

Then we examined the difference in Warmth and Competence. Our results showed 

that older applicants were perceived lower on Warmth (M = 5.0, SD = 1.0) compared to 

younger applicants (M = 5.1, SD = 0.9), but the difference was not statistically significant 

t(353) = 1.0, p > 0.05 and subsequently does not support Hypothesis 4. Furthermore, the 

result showed that older applicants received same score in Competence (M = 5.3, SD = 

1.0) as younger applicants (M = 5.3, SD = 0.8) and the difference was not statistically 

significant t(341) = 0.2, p > 0.05, which also does not support Hypothesis 5. The 

comparison between Warmth and Competence for older applicants shows that they 

received higher score in Competence compared to their score in Warmth. The younger 

applicants also received higher score in Competence. 
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Next we looked into characteristics about the recruiters and what differs there in 

intention to hire. First, we examined the age of the recruiters. The results showed that 

older applicants received lower ratings from younger recruiters in Intention to hire (M = 

4.7, SD = 1.5) compared to younger applicants (M = 5.1, SD = 1.4), and the difference was 

statistically significant t(187) = 1.7, p < 0.05 (d = 0.28), which supports Hypothesis 6. 

Moreover, older applicants received same ratings from older recruiters in Intention to 

hire (M = 5.4, SD = 1.2) compared to younger applicants (M = 5.4, SD = 1.1), and the 

difference was not statistically significant t(165) = 0.4, p > 0.05, which also supports 

Hypothesis 7. To examine possible interaction effects (see Figure 1), a two-way ANOVA 

was conducted. An interaction between the age of the rater and age of the applicant 

could not be demonstrated, F(1,352) = 1.2 p > 0.05. 

 

Figure 1. Recruiters age and applicant age in relation to intention to hire 

 

In the next analysis we looked into the recruiter’s experience. Our results showed that 

older applicants received lower ratings in Intention to hire (M = 4.6, SD = 1.7) from less 

experienced recruiters compared to younger applicants (M = 5.4, SD = 1.4), and the 

difference was statistically significant t(96) = 2.7, p < 0.05 (d= 0.52). The result also 
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showed that older applicants received same ratings in Intention to hire (M = 5.2, SD = 1.3) 

from more experienced recruiters compared to younger applicants (M = 5.2, SD = 1.2), 

and the difference was not statistically significant t(248) = 2.2, p > 0.05. These results 

support Hypothesis 8. To examine possible interaction effects, a two-way ANOVA was 

conducted (see Figure 2). There was a statistically significant interaction between the 

effects of raters experience and age of the applicant on intention to hire, F(1,352) = 6.6 p 

< 0.05. 

 

Figure 2. Recruiters experience and applicant age in relation to intention to hire 

 

Then we examined if there was any difference in intention to hire between male and 

female recruiters. The results showed that older applicants received lower ratings in 

Intention to hire (M = 4.9, SD = 1.4) from male recruiters compared to younger applicants 

(M = 5.3, SD = 1.2), and the difference was statistically significant t(170) = 2.0, p < 0.05 

(d= 0.29). Older applicants also received lower ratings in Intention to hire (M = 5.1, SD = 

1.4) from female recruiters compared to younger applicants (M = 5.2, SD = 1.4), but the 

difference was not statistically significant t(175) = 0.4, p > 0.05. These results support 
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Hypothesis 9 that there is difference in intention to hire between male and female 

recruiters. Lastly, to examine possible interaction effects, a two-way ANOVA was 

conducted (see Figure 3). An interaction between the gender of the recruiter and age of 

the applicant could not be demonstrated, F(1,351) = 1.1 p > 0.05. 

 

Figure 3. Recruiters gender and applicant age in relation to intention to hire 

 

Finally, we looked into the difference in hiring intentions. The results showed that older 

applicants received lower ratings in Intention to hire (M = 5.0, SD = 1.4) compared to 

younger applicants (M = 5.3, SD = 1.3) and the difference was statistically significant 

t(354) = 1.7, p < 0.05 (d = 0.18), which supports Hypothesis 10. 

To further test Hypothesis 10, we conducted an independent-sample t-tests 

comparing the score means in the variables behind Intention to hire. The result showed 

that older applicants received lower ratings in “I would consider the applicant as qualified 

for the position” (M = 4.9, SD = 1.5) compared to younger applicants (M = 5.0, SD = 1.3), 

but the difference was not statistically significant t(354) = 0.6, p > 0.05. However, older 

applicants received lower ratings in “I would like to interview this person for this position” 
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(M = 5.3, SD = 1.5) compared to younger applicants (M = 5.6, SD = 1.4) and the difference 

was statistically significant t(348) = 1.8, p < 0.05  (d = 0.19). Lastly, the older applicants (M 

= 4.8, SD = 1.5) received lower ratings in “This person has a good chance of making a 

‘short list’ of candidates for this position” compared to younger applicants (M = 5.2, SD =  

1.4), and the difference was statistically significant t(353) = 2.3, p < 0.05 (d = 0.25).  

In conclusion, as can be seen in Table 2, most of the hypotheses in this study were 

supported by our results. Table 2 demonstrates each hypothesis in our study and if it was 

supported by our results or not.   

Table 2. Summary of the results 
 Supported (Yes/No) 

Hypothesis 1. Older applicants are perceived less attractive 
than younger applicants. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 2. Older applicants are perceived less physically 
healthy than younger applicants. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 3. Older applicants are perceived less physically 
fit than younger applicants. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 4. Older applicants are perceived higher on 
warmth than younger applicants. 

No 

Hypothesis 5. Older applicants are perceived lower on 
competence than younger applicants. 

No 

Hypothesis 6. Younger recruiters show more intention to 
hire younger applicants than older applicants. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 7. Older recruiters show no difference in 
intention to hire between younger and older applicants. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 8. More experienced recruiters show less 
difference in intention to hire between younger and older 
applicants compared to less experienced recruiters 

Yes 

Hypothesis 9. There is a difference in intention to hire 
between male and female recruiters. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 10. Recruiters have lower intentions towards 
hiring older applicants compared with younger applicants. 

Yes 
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7  Discussion 

In this study, we examined whether older applicants received lower evaluation on various 

traits and whether recruiters show less intention to hire older applicants, compared with 

younger applicants. We also explored various traits about the recruiters and whether 

these traits define the ones that show more or less intention to hire older applicants. Our 

aim was to assess these features with a framed field study, that to our knowledge, has 

never been done before to explore ageism in employment. 

Since the resumes in this study are almost identical, the evaluation and comparison of 

younger and older applicants should be more or less the same. Therefore, any lower 

evaluation on the older applicant would reflect ageism. Our results showed that older 

applicants received less intention to be hired compared to younger applicants. It should 

be noted that this negative intention towards hiring the older applicant does not seem to 

root from them being less qualified than the younger applicant. When we look further 

into the variables that measure Intention to hire, the older applicants receive lower score 

in “I would like to interview this person for this position” and “This person has a good 

chance of making a ‘short’ list of candidates for this position”. Whereas, the difference in 

“I would consider the applicant as qualified for the position” was not statistically 

significant.  

Older applicants did also receive the same score in Competence (hardworking, 

efficient, organized and intelligent) as younger applicants. Which, surprisingly, is not in 

line with prior research (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002; Fiske et al., 2002) and likewise does not 

support our hypothesis that the older applicants would be perceived lower on 

Competence compared to younger applicants. Our results also showed that older 

applicants were not perceived higher on Warmth as we proposed in Hypothesis 4. A 

possible explanation for these results is that previous researches that examined Warmth 

and Competence mostly used student samples (Cuddy & Fiske, 2002; Fiske et al., 2002). 

There is a possibility that recruiters evaluate Warmth and Competence differently than 

students and that something else explains the difference in intention to hire between 

older and younger applicants. 
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On that note, older applicants did receive a lower evaluation on physical fitness, health 

and attractiveness compared with younger applicants ultimately supporting Hypotheses 

1-3. Furthermore, there was interaction between attractiveness and age of the applicant 

on intention to hire. As prior results suggest, people who are attractive are more likely to 

be hired (Marlowe et al., 1996) and fare better than unattractive people on a variety of 

job-related outcomes (Hosoda et al., 2003). In addition, Kite et al., (2005) meta analytic 

review showed that age bias was largest when stereotypic beliefs and perceptions of 

attractiveness was assessed (Kite et al., 2005). It also showed that people belief that 

attractiveness and physical ability decreases with age (Kite et al., 2005). Furthermore, 

Jones et al. (2013) found out that older workers are more likely to report work-related 

health risks, mental and physical complaints, sickness absence and fatigue. Since poor 

health has been associated with substantial reduction in work performance (Ford et al., 

2011) it could possibly explain why there was less intention to hire older workers. All 

things considered, a lower evaluation on attractiveness, physical fitness and health, could 

possibly explain why older applicants received lower intention to be hired compared with 

younger applicants.  

Our results also revealed what characterizes the recruiters that show less intention to 

hire older applicants. First of all, older recruiters (50-70 years old or older) show no 

difference in intention to hire between younger and older applicants. On the other hand, 

younger recruiters (18-49 years old) show less intention to hire older applicants. These 

results are in line with prior research (Finkelstein et al., 1995; Kite et al., 2005; Van Dalen 

et al., 2010) and also supports Hypotheses 6 and 7, that stated that younger recruiters 

would show less intention to hire older applicants and that older recruiters would show 

no differences in intention to hire. In her research, Chasteen (2005) speculated that the 

reason why younger people show biases towards older people is due to their greater fears 

of aging. Chasteen (2005) also suggested that the reason why older adults show fewer 

biases is due to their prior membership in that age group. In addition, Chasteen earlier 

research (2000) found out that young adults were more negative about their own aging 

process and older adults were more positive towards their own aging. 

Equally important, our results also showed that more experienced recruiters perceived 

no difference in intention to hire between younger and older applicants, whereas less 
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experienced perceived less intention to hire older applicants. Furthermore, we found 

significant interaction between the effects of raters experience and age of the applicant 

on intention to hire. These results support Hypothesis 8 that more experienced recruiters 

show less difference in intention to hire compared to younger recruiters. In addition, 

these results are is in line with prior research that revealed that more experience in hiring 

leads to less biases (Gordon & Arvey, 2004; Marlowe, 1996). The findings from this study 

are important, since they indicate that more experience leads to less employment related 

age bias. This information only heightens the importance of experience for recruiters. 

Even though an interaction between gender of the recruiter and age of the applicant 

on intention to hire could not be demonstrated, there seems to be some difference in 

intention to hire between male and female recruiters, as can be seen in Figure 3.  

Additionally, both male and female recruiters showed less intention to hire older 

applicants, but the difference was only statistically significant for the male recruiters. 

These results indicate that male recruiters show less intention to hire older applicants 

compared to female recruiters. 

To summarize, our findings suggest that recruiters show negative intention to employ 

older individuals compared younger individuals. This could be the result of older people 

being perceived less attractive than younger people, which is in line with prior results 

where bias against older adults was the largest when stereotypic beliefs and perceptions 

of attractiveness was assessed (Kite et al., 2005). This also is in line with Marlowe et al. 

(1996) that found out that attractive people are more likely to be hired than unattractive 

people. There is also a possibility that only young and less experienced recruiters show 

age bias in employment, since according to our results, they show less intention to hire 

older people, whereas more experience recruiters and older recruiters show no 

difference in intention to hire older and younger applicants. 

7.1 Strengths, limitations and future directions 
This current study had many strengths and some limitations. First of all, our research 

method had better external validity than many other prior researches (Diekman & 

Hirnisey, 2007; Fritzsche & Marcus, 2013; Karpinska et al., 2011; Richardson et al., 2013). 

This research was both performed in a natural setting and the participants represented 

our target population. Secondly, due to randomization, the participants are unaware that 
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other participants could receive a different type of resume than they did. Since they don’t 

know that there are different pairs of resumes, it reduces the effect of social desirability 

effect, where participants answer questions in a manner that might be viewed favorably 

by others, and increases the likelihood of honest answers from the participants (De Jong 

et al., 2010; Nederhof, 1985). The resumes in this study were also created thoroughly and 

carefully to make it as realistic and comparable as possible. There were pretesting on the 

photos on the resumes and then there were pretests on the resumes themselves. After 

pretesting we adapted the resumes according to those results. We also made the older 

applicants older than previous studies have done (e.g., Riach & Rich, 2010) to have as 

much difference between the two age groups without compromising the credibility of the 

resumes. 

The limitations in this study include sample sizes. Even though there were many 

participants in this study, they dispersed over many groups which may have affected 

statistical power. It also made it difficult to test factors like gender differences between 

applicants, because there weren’t enough participants in each age group to also split 

them according to their gender. In addition, our questionnaire does not measure if older 

applicants are discriminated more or less than younger applicants, it only measures if 

there are discriminatory attitudes and less/more intentions to hire. Therefore, we cannot 

assume or predict that older applicants are discriminated in the hiring process or not.  

Another possible limitation is our method of addressing post-educational years 

problem. Since we did not include various set of job profiles like Baert et al. (2016) and 

Neumark et al. (2019), we have no comparison other than the age groups. Therefore, we 

have no knowledge if there was something about the older applicants’ extra years or job 

experience that made an impact on the results. 

For future researches that study ageism in employment, we recommend using the 

framed field experimental approach but address the post-educational problem with 

methods from Baert et al. (2016) and Neumark et al. (2019), like having diverse set of job 

profiles. We also recommend using a bigger sampling size, specifically to see if there are 

any differences in evaluation between older male and older female applicants. 
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Due to our findings, we propose that companies and institutions recognize the 

importance of experience in employment. Those who are in charge of recruiting also need 

to be aware that there are biases like attractiveness and age, that can impact their 

judgement. If there is willingness for a neutral hiring process, they need to address these 

biases specifically and how they may affect their judgement. There are few ways to 

reduce the effect of biases that companies and institutions could take into account and 

adapt to their practices, like incentives, nudges and training, each with their own 

strengths and weaknesses (see Morewedge et al., 2015). 

In conclusion, there are numerous things that companies and institutions can use and 

learn from these results. Additionally, not only is it wrong to discriminate due to old age 

or any other factor people cannot control, there is a chance that the best person for the 

job is not hired when recruiters discriminate. There is also a possibility that companies 

and institutions lose knowledge by not hiring older candidates that could transfer said 

knowledge to future generations. Companies and institutions should have that in mind 

when deciding if reducing age discrimination in the hiring process is important enough to 

adapt better employment practices. They may not realize that discrimination against 

older applicants could have implications for them as well.
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