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Abstract 

Lookism, appearance-based prejudice, or discrimination appears to be a real problem in 

the labour market. A strong stereotype and stigma seem to follow tattoos and there is an 

indication that visibly tattooed people are subjected to work-related discrimination, but 

visible tattoos fall under the category of physical appearance. This study examines what 

effect visible tattoos have on employment chances and hireability rating by recruiters. 

Participants in this study needed to have reached the age of 18 and a hiring experience 

and/or human resource management was a condition to participate. Four resumes were 

made with non-tattooed male/female applicants and visibly tattooed male/female 

applicant and participants were asked to evaluate one randomly selected applicant. Our 

results indicate that tattooed people are in fact subjected to work-related prejudice and 

visibly tattooed job applicants are considered less intelligent and less hireable than non-

tattooed applicants. Older recruiters are more likely to hold prejudiced views towards 

visibly tattooed job-applicants and male recruiters more so than female recruiters. Older 

recruiters seem to hold statistical-based prejudice against visibly tattooed applicants 

which was unexpected. This study contributes to the literature of work-related prejudice 

and discrimination against tattooed individuals. In addition, this study adds new 

information concerning the impact of employers' age, gender, and hiring experience on 

work-related prejudice against visibly tattooed job applicants but research concerning 

the subject is almost non-existent. 
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1  Indroduction  

Lookism has been a popular research topic in the last decades but Warhurst et al (2009) 

argue that one of the greatest challenges the labour market is facing is in fact lookism. 

The concept “Lookism” has been defined as prejudice or discrimination based on 

appearance (Ayto, 1999). It is important though to make a distinction between prejudice 

and discrimination. Prejudice has been defined as a judgement, most often negative, 

towards an individual on the grounds of their group membership (Allport, 1958; Crandall 

et al, 2002) while discrimination is the unrightful and unequal act or treatment based on 

the group people are considered to belong to (Allport, 1958). Thus, prejudice is more of 

a feeling or an idea of an individual or a group of people, but discrimination is an act that 

violates people’s right to equality. Economists have over the years used two different 

theories to explain discrimination on the labour market, Becker’s taste-based 

discrimination theory from 1957 and Arrows and Phelps statistical-based discrimination 

theory from 1971 and 1972 (Arrow, 1998; Guryan & Charles, 2013; Lippens et al, 2020; 

Phelps, 1972). The taste-based discrimination theory is founded on the belief that a 

personal opinion, some kind of distaste or contempt, leads to a discriminating action 

against a member of a certain group. In the labour market, this discrimination can come 

from the employers, co-workers, and/or consumers (French et al, 2016; Guryan & 

Charles, 2013; Lippens et al, 2020). The statistical-based discrimination theory is, 

however, built on the belief that employers make a statistical conclusion on employees’ 

productivity, often basing that belief on a certain stereotype, using imperfect or wrong 

information (Guryan & Charles, 2013; Lippens et al, 2020). 

To fight injustice in the labour market many countries have taken up anti-

discrimination acts and prohibit employers, by law, to discriminate on the basis of 

people’s sex, religion, race, colour or national origin (lög um jafna meðferð á 

vinnumarkaði nr.86/2018; U.S. Equal Opportunity Commission, 1992). Still, no law 

prohibit discrimination against physical appearance so look based hiring can be 

considered quite legal (Bruton, 2015; Ponte & Gillian, 2007). This means that although 

you are protected against employment discrimination based on your race and gender you 
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can still be subject to discrimination or bias based on your looks. Tattoos and especially 

visible tattoos can be classified as physical appearance so tattooed employees and job 

applicants are not protected by anti-discrimination laws (Degelman & Price, 2002; Elzweig 

& Peeples, 2011; Shannon-Missal, 2016). 

Tattoos can be traced back centuries and in the western countries were mostly 

used to mark criminals but in the mid-20th centuries tattoo became popular among gang 

members, sailors, and soldiers, mainly men, (Gilbert et al, 2000) that lead to a certain 

stigma. In Latin, the word stigma refers to a sign that was puncture into the skin of a slave 

or a criminal and was a mark of great shame and disgrace (Gilbert er al, 2000).  Goffman 

(1963) defines stigma as “an attribute that is deeply discrediting “(p.3) and says that a 

stigmatized person is looked at as different or abnormal (p.5). In recent years tattoos 

popularity has increased significantly (Shannon-Missal, 2016) and although the 

prevalence has been higher among men than women in the past, that seems to be 

changing. Heywood et al (2012) study shows that although men are still more likely to 

have a tattoo, the prevalence is highest among young women in their twenties. This could 

indicate that, not only are tattoos getting more popular among women, but that tattoos' 

popularity is increasing among young people. Laumann and Derick´s (2006) research 

showed that almost 25% of US adults reportedly have at least one tattoo, of which 30% 

have visible one. The prevalence was highest among 25-30 years old people or little under 

50%. In the age group 46-64 years, 15% reported having tattoo compare to only 5% of 65 

years or older (Broussard & Harton, 2018; Laumann & Derick, 2006). 

Researchers have to a greater extent been paying attention to tattooed individual 

and work-related prejudice and discrimination, both from the employer's perspective and 

job applicants (Bekhor et al, 1995; Swanger, 2006; Timming, 2015; Timming et al, 2017). 

Research indicates that tattooed people are considered to be less hireable than non-

tattooed people. This is especially the case if the tattoo is visible and difficult to conceal 

and even more so if it is offensive one (Timming, 2015; 2017). The fact that tattoos are 

getting more popular could be an indicator that tattoos are getting more acceptable but 

the fact that the prevalence of tattoos among older adults is still low could mean that 

tattoos are not yet as acceptable among older age groups as among younger adults. This 
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could lead to the conclusion that younger employers could have less prejudice against 

tattooed employees or job applicants than older employers.  

In this study the purpose is to examine the effects of a visible tattoo on 

employment chances and to find out if visibly tattooed job applicants are subject to 

prejudice in the recruitment process. The aim is also to find out if some recruiters are 

more likely to act on prejudice when evaluating an applicant, focusing on recruiters age, 

gender and hiring experience. Because of the increasing prevalence of tattoos, especially 

in Western societies, this kind of research is important but studies on the impact of 

employers' age, gender, and hiring experience on prejudice against visibly tattooed job 

applicants are practically non-existent, making that the contribution of this research.  

In the first four chapters, the literature will be reviewed. First, the concept 

“Lookism“ will be viewed, the impact of the first impression and look based hiring. Then 

the attention will be drawn to tattoos and the stigma and stereotype that often seems to 

follow and can lead to work-related prejudice or discrimination. Finally, the focus will be 

directed to the recruiter’s perspective towards tattooed individuals. The following three 

chapters will describe the method chosen for this research, the results from the study will 

then be analysed and in the end, the results will be discussed to see what conclusion can 

be drawn from this study. 
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2 Lookism 

People seem to be judged and treated differently because of their appearance (Langlois 

et al, 2000; Zebrowitz & Franklin, 2014). This looked based judgement appears to have a 

long history for in 1972 Dion et al. concluded that people do think that the myth “What 

is beautiful is good” is true as their study showed that attractive people are considered 

to live more successful and happier life. Attractiveness has been linked to many positive 

qualities and attractive people are often believed to be healthier and more intelligence 

than those who are considered plain looking or less attractive (Langlois et al, 2000; 

Zwbrowitz & Franklin, 2014). Attractive people seem to have an advantage in many areas. 

For example, have research indicated that attractive people are getting favoured in the 

criminal justice system (Maeder et al, 2015), the attractive student seems to be favoured 

by their teachers (French et al, 2009; Hernández-Julián & Peters, 2017)  and attractive 

teachers are receiving a better evaluation from their students (Hamermesh & Parker, 

2005). Attractiveness also seems to be highly relevant in children’s life and attractive 

children are often more popular and better adjusted (Langlois et al, 2000). Furthermore, 

in adulthood attractiveness appear to play a big role in occupational success and dating 

experience.  Attractive people also seem to have more self-esteem and better social skills 

(Langlois et al, 2000) and are considered more trustworthy than less attractive people 

(Zebrowitz & Franklin, 2014). It seems to be an acceptance both within and across culture 

as to what attractiveness is (Langlois et al, 2000; Zebrowitz & Franklin, 2014) and 

attractiveness appears to play an important role to both genders and also to children. 

Studies have shown that young children and even infants put their trust more in those 

who are considered attractive (Cogsdill et al, 2014; Langlois et al, 2000; Ma et al, 2015). 

But good looks are not always linked to good qualities and an example of that is the idea 

of “The dumb blonde “, a good-looking female image with low intelligence (Davis, 2007; 

Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015). Yet no evidence has been found that connects intelligence or 

lack thereof and attractiveness (Langlois et al, 2000). 

The term “Lookism„ was first used by The Washington Post in 1978 (Ayto, 1999) 

when Adrienne Cook (1978) covered obesity and fat pride in America. Lookism is the act 
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when people are judged or discriminated against based on their physical appearances, 

like the expression of the face, height, weight or even the colour of the hair or skin, 

instead of their value or merit (Davis, 2007; Moore et al, 2011). Work-related lookism is 

also known and Ghodrati et al (2015, p.1) use the term lookism as “the practice of 

discrimination based on physical appearance in the workplace “. Employees seem to be 

favoured by their looks and looks seem to make a great difference in the recruiting 

process (Ghodrati et al, 2015; Timming et al, 2017; Warhurst et al, 2009). In most cases, 

physical attractiveness is unrelated to job performance (Watkins & Johnston, 2000) and 

employees should be hired based on their skill, capabilities, or experience but not by their 

physical appearance. Still, it seems that look-based hiring is well known and hiring 

discrimination does exist (Timming et al, 2017; Uhlman & Cohen, 2007). Good looking 

people appear to have an advantage when applying for a job (Ghodrati et al., 2015; 

Timming et al, 2017; Warhurst et al., 2009). In addition, studies also indicate that good 

looking people earn more than their average-looking co-workers (Borland & Leigh, 2013; 

Doorley & Sierminska, 2015; Hamermesh, 2011; Hamermesh et al, 2010; Harper, 2000; 

Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015). The likelihood of being offered a job seems to be reduced if 

the applicants are facially disfigured (Stone & Wright, 2013), disabled (Louvet, 2007), 

obese (Rudolph et al, 2008) or visibly tattooed (Dillingh et al, 2020; Timming, 2015; 2017; 

Timming et al, 2017). Even dressing in a way that is considered unfashionable or 

inappropriately can lower the chances of a job offer. King and Ahmad (2010) study 

demonstrated for example how wearing a Muslim clothe had a negative effect during job 

interview and how recruiters made an instant evaluation based on the first impression. 

There is a known saying that you should not judge a book by its cover but that is 

exactly what happens with first impressions, looks are the first thing people see when 

meeting someone for the first time (Olivola & Todorov, 2010; Oosterhof & Todorov, 

2008). The first impression takes only a split second, is instinctive and is based on what is 

first seen, which is usually the face (Grill-Spector & Kanwisher, 2005; Willis & Todorov, 

2006). As soon as the exposure occurs people start reading into a facial expression of 

strangers (Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008; Zebrowitz et al, 2007; 2010) linking them to 

certain traits like trustworthiness, attractiveness,  competence, likeability and 

aggressiveness (Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008; Willis & Todorov, 2006; Zebrowitz et al, 

2007). By doing this there is a great risk of overlooking peoples skills and expertise and 
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this spontaneous evaluation, based on first impression, has shown to affect people’s 

opportunities to employment and career (Olivola et al, 2014; Olivola & Todorov, 2010). 

Some have argued that this instant judgement we make when evaluating people is 

something that we get from our ancestors who used first impression to quickly distinguish 

friends from enemies (Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008). Over and Cook (2018) argue, on the 

other hand, that social and cultural learning play an important role in first impression. 

According to them, when you repeatedly identify same face form and features you start 

linking them to certain personality traits and unconsciously making a judgement. All the 

information from the environment, our personal experience, all we read or see in films 

and other media can affects this social and cultural learning (Over & Cook, 2018; 

Patterson & Schroeder, 2010). 

A resume photograph is a good example of how first impression can influence an 

employer’s judgement (Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008; Timming et al, 2017; Watkins & 

Johnston, 2000). Watkins and Johnston (2000) demonstrated, for example, how much 

influence attractiveness can have on first impression when applicants are evaluated 

through a resume. Their study showed that applicants that had an attractive photograph 

on their resume were rated more qualified and were more likely to be offered an 

interview than the same applicants if their resume had no photograph. The study also 

showed that high-quality resume was rated higher than an average one but when an 

average quality resume had a photograph of a good-looking female it was rated higher 

than the high-quality one. In Timming et al. (2017) study employers were asked to look 

at a photograph of possible employees where half of the employers got a photograph of 

a person without visible tattoo but the other half of the same person with visible tattoo 

digitally added to the photograph. The study showed that visibly tattooed employees 

were ranked considerably lower than non-tattooed employees. This is of great concern 

because this quick resume screening can lead to discrimination in the hiring process 

(Derous & Ryan, 2019) and some have argued that non-job-related information or a 

photograph should not be accessible on a resume to minimize the risk of biased decision 

making when evaluating applicants (Derous & Ryan, 2019; Lacroux & Martin-Lacroux, 

2020). The fact that job applicants are sometimes judged exclusively by their looks must 

be considered nothing less than discrimination (Watkins & Johnston, 2000). This 

discrimination based on how people look seems to take place as early as in the recruiting 
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process (Ruffle and Shtudiner, 2015) but some study indicates that anonymous 

application can reduce the possibility of discrimination in the hiring process (Derous & 

Ryan, 2019; Lacroux & Martin-Lacroux, 2020). 
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3 Tattoo stereotype and stigma 

The history of tattooing goes back centuries and their origins can be found in many 

ancient culture and tribes (Gilbert et al, 2000; Wohlrab et al, 2009). In the Western 

countries’ tattoos have become more and more popular, fashionable, and acceptable 

(Dickson et al, 2014; Shannon-Missal, 2016; Tate & Shelton, 2008). Heywood et al, 2012 

study reveals that although men are still more likely to have a tattoo the prevalence is 

highest among young women in their twenties. These findings are consistent with other 

studies that show that women are getting a tattoo to a greater extent and the prevalence 

is often higher among women than men (Braverman, 2012; Mortensen et al, 2019; King 

& Vidourek, 2013; Kluger et al, 2019). Both King and Vidourek´s (2013) and Heywood et 

al (2012) studies indicated that tattoos are especially getting more popular among highly 

educated women. Women are, however, more likely to choose a tattoo that is easy to 

hide (Dickson et al, 2014). Studies have also shown that the prevalence of a tattoo is low 

with people over fifty years old or around 5-10%  (Heywood et al, 2012; Kluger et al, 

2019), while in the age group 18-35 years old, up to nearly 50% have reported having a 

tattoo (Heywood et al 2012; Shannon-Missal, 2016). One might conclude that this 

increase in popularity meant that tattoos are getting less stigmatized than before 

(Dickson et al, 2014; Heywood et al, 2012; Shannon-Missel, 2016; Tate & Shelton, 2008). 

On the contrary, studies indicate that there is still negative believes and attitude towards 

those with a tattoo (Dickson et al, 2014; Timming, 2015; 2017; Timming et al, 2017). This 

negative attitude seems to be based on a certain stigma or stereotype (Goffman, 1963) 

that has been building up over time (Gilbert et al, 2000) and increases with greater 

number of tattoos and their visibility (Adams, 2009).  

Stereotypes are considered to be a description of groups but can be false, 

incomplete or significantly exaggerated (Ashmore & Del Boca, 1981; Miller et al, 2009). 

Although there is such a thing as a positive stereotype, like the belief that attractive 

people are more intelligent than plain-looking or unattractive people (Davis, 2007), 

stereotypes concerning tattoos are most often based on negative believes (Dillingh et al, 

2020; Heywood et al, 2012; King & Viourek, 2013; Mortensen et al, 2019). The stigmatized 

image of stereotypes like gang members, criminals, bikers, and rebellious people still 

seem to be lucid (Adams, 2012; Schildkrout, 2004; Wohlrab et al, 2007). Tattooed people 
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are often perceived as untrustworthy, less caring, dishonest, and less generous. They are 

also thought of as less attractive, less intelligence and less athletic (Degalman & Price, 

2002). On this subject we present our first and second hypothesis: 

H1: Recruiters perceive job applicants with a visible tattoo less intelligent 

than non-tattooed job applicants 

H2: Recruiters perceive job applicants with a visible tattoo less attractive 

than non-tattooed job applicants 

Tattoo has also been linked to high-risk behaviour and tattooed people are often thought 

of as drug users or heavy drinkers (Dillingh et al, 2020; Heywood et al, 2012; King & 

Vidourek, 2013; Mortensen et al, 2019; Yen et al, 2012; Wohlrab et al, 2007; Zrno et al, 

2015). This negative stereotyping that seems to play a central role in the development 

and maintenance of stigmatization are usually based on more than just a feeling and can 

be developed through social learning, influence, and communication (Ashmore & Del 

Boca, 1981). The fact that in earlier years tattoo was almost exclusively known among 

gang members, bikers, or criminals (Schildkrout, 2004; Swami et al, 2012; Tate & Shelton, 

2008) might play a crucial role in this stereotype that is still alive.   

 Studies have attempted to expose the personality difference between tattooed 

individual and non-tattooed. The results indicate that those with tattoo are more 

extraverted, adventurous, or seeking for uniqueness than those without one (Swami et 

al, 2012; Tate & Shelton, 2008; Wohlrab et al, 2007). In addition, Ruffle and Wilson´s 

(2019) study demonstrate that tattooed people are more short-sighted and often act 

impulsively, and that this is especially the case if the tattoo is visible.  These results might, 

to some extent, explain what many studies demonstrate that tattooed people are more 

likely to participate in risky behaviour (Broussard & Harton, 2018; King & Vidourek, 2013; 

Dillingh et al, 2020; Heywood et al, 2012; Mortensen et al, 2019; Yen et al, 2012; Zrno, et 

al, 2015). They are much more likely to smoke, use illegal drugs and abuse alcohol 

(Broussard & Harton, 2018; Dillingh et al, 2020; Heywood et al, 2012; King & Vidourek, 

2013; Mortensen et al, 2019; Yen et al, 2012; Zrno, et al, 2015). Studies have also 

demonstrated that people with tattoo are more likely to show sexual risk behaviour 

(Heywood et al, 2012; Mortensen et al, 2019; Yen et al, 2012). Tattoos have also been 

linked to depression and other mental diseases (Dillingh et al, 2020; Heywood et al, 2012; 
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Mortensen et al, 2019), suicide attempts (Yen et al, 2012), adolescent school dropout 

(King & Vidourek, 2013; Zrno er al, 2015), lower education (Dillingh et al, 2020; Heywood 

et al, 2012) and higher criminal rate (Mortensen et al, 2019; Zrno et al, 2015). Studies 

have also shown a positive connection between the number of tattoos and risk behaviour 

(Mortensen et al, 2019; Koch et al, 2010). People with many tattoos, people with a visible 

tattoo or offensive one is, thus more likely to engage in risky behaviour.  This seems not 

to be the case, at least not to the same extent, with an individual that carries tattoos that 

are easy to hide (Adams, 2009; Ruffle & Wilsons, 2019). In fact, studies indicate that there 

are a minor or no differences between people that have tattoos that are easy to hide and 

people with no tattoo concerning risk behaviour or personality (Adams, 2009; Ruffle & 

Wilson, 2019). 
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4 Work related discrimination 

The popularity of tattooing has increased significantly which might lead to the conclusion 

that there is more positive attitude towards tattooing. Yet there is an indication that 

work-related discrimination is taking place. This is particularly the case when tattoos are 

visible or difficult to hide (Timming, 2015).  When people get a visible tattoo, they seem 

to step into this stigmatized group that attract work related prejudice (Broussard & 

Harton, 2018; Dillingh et al, 2020; Zestcott et al, 2017). Many studies have confirmed that 

tattoo can have a negative impact on job opportunities (Dean, 2010; 2011; Dillingh et al, 

2020; Swanger, 2006; Timming, 2015; 2017; Timming et al, 2017). Recruiters often 

consider visible tattoo negative and when interviewing job applicants, people with visible 

tattoo are less likely to be offered a job (Dillingh et al, 2020; Swanger, 2006). Degelman 

and Price´s (2002) study showed that visibly tattooed employees are often considered 

less intelligent and less motivated than their non-tattooed co-workers. Based on this we 

present the following hypothesis: 

H3: Recruiters perceive visibly tattooed job applicants less hireable than 

non-tattooed applicants. 

Miller et al (2009) study also showed that people can take up discriminating action against 

their tattooed co-workers. In the study some people stated that they would rather not 

take part in group work, by choice, with a tattooed individual or share a work-related 

prize equally with them. Furthermore, Dillingh et al (2020) study indicated a connection 

between tattoos and lower income, where visible tattoos had a greater impact and 

resulted in up to 30% lower wages. Baumann et al (2016) research demonstrated that 

when rating a photograph of tattooed and non-tattooed individuals, tattooed people are 

overall rated lower. In the research people were asked if they would want the individual 

on the photograph to be their surgeon or mechanic and although tattoo had a negative 

impact in both occupation, tattooed surgeons were rated much lower than tattooed 

mechanics. This might by an indication that the stereotype of tattoo is a greater 

obstruction for some people more than others, depending on their choice of occupation. 

So, it might not come as a surprise that a new job or a career is one of the most common 

reason people get their tattoos removed (Roberts, 2012). Although some of the recent 

studies indicate that this discrimination, both concerning wage difference and job 
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opportunities, is decreasing they also show that it has not disappeared completely 

(French et al, 2009; French et al, 2016; Tews & Stafford, 2020).   

Tattooed people are less likely to hold negative feelings against other tattooed 

people (Burgess & Clarke, 2010; Dasgupta, 2004; Dickson et al, 2014; Swami et al, 2012; 

Zestcott et al, 2017) and studies indicate that people who have close friends and family 

member with tattoo hold less prejudice against tattooed individuals (Adams, 2009; 

Braverman, 2012; Dickson et al, 2014). Adams (2009) study even show that people that 

have tattooed friends and family members have more positive attitude towards tattoos 

and are more open to get one themselves. Interestingly, studies also show some evidence 

that tattooed people can have prejudice feelings against other tattooed people, 

especially if the tattoos are big, visible or socially unacceptable, like racist word or symbol 

(Dickson et al, 2014; Timming, 2015; Zestscott er al, 2017). Likewise, Timming´s (2015) 

study showed that tattooed managers often have negative feelings concerning tattooed 

job applicants and considered them less hireable. Therefore it might not come as a 

surprise that though people are feeling proud and happy with their body artwork they 

feel the need to cover it when going certain places like fine dining restaurant or work 

(Larsen et al, 2014; Zrno et al, 2015). Tattooed individuals have also expressed their 

believes that they are less likely to get offered a job because of their visible tattoo 

(Timming, 2015; 2017) and many try to conceal or hide their tattoo while at work or 

during job interview (Timming, 2015; Zrno et al, 2015).  

In some cases, it seems that physical appearance can be an advantage. Although 

research have mostly been focusing on the negative effects of tattoo on employment 

chances, visible tattoo can in some cases improve the likelihood of one getting the job. 

Timming (2017) found out that sometime having a tattoo can be a benefit when applying 

for a job. This might be the case when seeking for a blue collar job like bartending or at 

nightclubs but would be considered unacceptable in white collar line of work like at 

hospitals, banks and fine dining restaurants (Baumann et al, 2016; Dean 2010; 2011; 

Timming, 2017). Thus, when the target group is young, edgy people, firms might seek to 

recruit staff with visible tattoo while firms with more traditional consumers would likely 

exclude visibly tattooed job applicants (Baumann et al, 2016; Timming, 2017). But even 

though employers look at tattoos as a good quality there are some kind of tattoo that are 
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considered inappropriate (Timming, 2017). Tattoos with negative meanings like racial 

signs or insulting words are generally considered unacceptable (Burgess & Clark, 2010; 

Dasgupta, 2004; Timming, 2017; Zestcott et al, 2017). 
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5 Employers that discriminate 

First evaluation on job applicants seems to be very superficial (Timming, 2015) and 

recruiters often view visibly tattooed individuals as unprofessional and untrustworthy 

(Dean, 2010; 2011; Ruetzler et al, 2012). In Timming´s (2015) study recruiters informed 

that they were less likely to hire visibly tattooed applicants, both because of their 

personal opinion but also because of their belief that it would diminish the company´s 

reputation. These beliefs might not be all that illogical for some research have shown that 

consumers have less confidence and trust in those with a tattoo (Dean, 2010; Ruetzel et 

al, 2012). Although many countries have taken up anti-discriminating laws to protect 

employees against injustice, discrimination against physical appearance has not yet been 

put into law (Bruton, 2015; Ponte & Gillian, 2007). This means that discrimination against 

visibly tattooed individuals can be considered legal (Ponte & Gillian, 2007) and employers 

have justified their discriminating action with companies’ appearance policy (Ponte & 

Gillian, 2007).  

There are not many studies that focus on taste-based and statistical-based 

discrimination against visibly tattooed people in the labour market but some have 

suggested that people with visible tattoos can probably face both taste-based and 

statistical discrimination (French et al, 2016; Jibuti, 2018). French et al (2016) study 

showed that employers and consumers can have a negative feeling towards tattooed 

individuals, they find them distasteful and prefer to associate with a non-tattooed 

individual. That can be classified as taste-based discrimination. Lippens et al (2020) made 

an effort to explain the labour market discrimination when they analysed research that 

covered taste-based and statistical-based discrimination in the years 2000-2019. They 

concluded that taste-based discrimination was more likely than statistical discrimination, 

to explain work-related discrimination.  

The literature on a visible tattoo and work-related discrimination is certainly 

growing, yet researchers have only to a small extent focused on employers who 

discriminate and study concerning employers age, gender and hiring experience seems 

to be almost non-existing. When recruiting, employers often look for some similarities. 



 

22 

For examples older employers are more positive toward older employees than younger 

employers are. Younger employers are, on the same basis, more positive toward younger 

employees than towards older employees (Gibson et al, 1993; Zebrowitz & Franklin, 

2014). This can lead to the conclusion that tattooed employers are more positive towards 

tattooed employees and since the prevalence of tattoo is higher among younger people 

(Heywood et al, 2012) the conclusion, that younger employers are less negative towards 

tattooed individuals, can be made. Studies have also revealed that the higher the 

education level is the less likely a person is to have a tattoo (Heywood, 2012; Mayers & 

Chiffriller, 2008; Mortensen et al, 2019). And although more experienced managers seem 

to base their judgement on the hiring experience they have gathered over the years and 

should, therefore, be less subjected to bias than managers with less experience  (Marlowe 

et al, 1996) it is likely that hiring experience, education level and age have some 

correlation between them. And since studies have shown that older individuals with 

higher education level and higher income are much more likely to hold prejudice feelings 

against tattoos (Heywood et al, 2012; Mayers & Chiffriller, 2008; Mortensen et al, 2019) 

we conclude the following hypothesis:  

H4: Older recruiters perceive job applicants with a visible tattooed less 

hireable than non-tattoo applicants. 

H5: Older recruiters rate job applicants with a visible tattoo lower on the 

taste-based attributes than non-tattooed applicants 

H6: More experienced recruiters perceive job applicants with a visible 

tattoo less hireable than non-tattooed applicants. 

H7: More experienced recruiters rate job applicants with a visible tattoo 

lower on the taste-based attributes than non-tattooed applicants 

When it comes to gender Zestscott et al (2017) study demonstrated that both men 

and women have negative feelings concerning tattoos. On the other hand, did Dickson et 

al (2014) study revealed that women do not stigmatize tattooed individuals as often as 

men do. Considering that and the fact that women are getting a tattoo to a greater extent 

(Braverman, 2012; Mortensen et al, 2019; King & Vidourek, 2013; Kluger et al, 2019) we 

present the following hypothesis: 
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H8: Male recruiters perceive job applicants with a visible tattoo less 

hireable than non-tattooed applicants. 
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6 Method 

6.1 Study design 

This study was a part of a larger experiment where participants were asked to evaluate 

job applicant with the intention of examining hiring discrimination. The research design 

chosen for this study is a framed field experimental design. Economists have to a greater 

extent started using field experiments as a method to examine the labour market and 

discrimination (Harrison & List, 2004; Levitt & List, 2009) with the intent to capture 

participants behaviour in a natural setting (Harrison & List, 2004; Lusk et al, 2006). As the 

name implies, field experiments take place out in the field but field experience can 

capture more natural environment and atmosphere than laboratory experience can do 

(Harrison & List, 2004; Levitt & List, 2009; Lusk et al, 2006). Laboratory experience, on the 

other hand, takes place in a closed environment and the sample is most often students 

that can rarely reflect the population being examined, making it unreliable (Harrison & 

List, 2004). There are several types of field experience, from artefactual field experience, 

which differs from laboratory experience to the extent that participants are actual subject 

instead of a student sample, to a natural experience, where there is a less controllable 

environment and participants are unaware of being part of an experiment (Lahey & 

Beasley, 2009; Levitt & List, 2009). Framed field experience takes place in a natural setting 

and the subjects know they are participating in an experiment without necessarily 

knowing exactly what is being researched (Levitt & List, 2009). Participants cooperation 

is nececcery and important that the participants understand they are participating in 

experience which can influence their behaviour (Levitt & List, 2009). Although the 

participants are aware of the experiment, framed field experience is more likely to 

demonstrate external validity compared to laboratory experiment and artefactual field 

experiments (Lusk et al, 2006). External validity is an indicator as to how well the 

conclusion of the research can be generalized to other situations, groups and people 

(Greener, 2008). 

Four resumes were created following a 2x2 experimental design. Photograph of a 

male and a female were selected from the database iStock, to be used as the candidate 

on the resume. Job applicants were either tattooed/non-tattooed female or 

tattooed/non-tattooed male, introduced as Viktor/Viktoría. Apart from the gender, all 
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the resume had the same information concerning age, education, family background and 

work experience. The only thing that separated the resumes was the stimuli, a visible 

tattoo that was digitally added. The tattoo was placed to be noticeable and located on 

the left side of the neck. In light of the indication that some kind of tattooed, like a skull 

or racism words (Dickson et al, 2014; Timming, 2015; Zestscott er al, 2017) can cause 

more negative feelings than other, a tattoo was selected to be as neutral as possible to 

prevent provocation of a certain stigma that can follow some kind of tattoos. Before 

sending out the questionnaire the photographs were pre-tested to see if there were any 

difference, between non-tattooed male and female candidate, regarding likeability, 

trustworthiness, attractiveness, and age-appearance. On likeability the pre-test showed 

no statistically significant difference, t(50) = 1.04, p > 0.05, between male (M = 4.54, SD = 

0.64) and female (M = 4.33, SD = 0.76) candidate. On trustworthiness there was no 

statistically significant difference, t(50) = 0.94, p > 0.05, between male (M = 4.11, SD = 

0.74) and female (M = 3.92, SD = 0.72) candidate. Likewise, there were no statistically 

significant difference, t(50) = 1.77, p >0.05, on attractiveness between male (M = 4.00, SD 

= 0.86) and female (M = 4.42, SD = 0.83) candidate. Because the level of measurement 

for the age-appearance variable was Nominal and divided into ten age groups a Mann-

Whitney U test was conducted that revealed that there was no statistically significant 

difference between male (Md = 24.18, n = 23) and female (Md = 28.22, n = 23) candidate, 

U = 373, z = 1.11, p = 0.267. 

6.2 Data collection 

Participants were approached, from September till November 2019, via companies’ 

email. This was done by contacting firms and organization and they asked to cooperate 

in this research by sending back emails of all employees that had hiring experience and/or 

human resource management. At the same time the aim of the research was explaned, 

as was the fact that participants could withdraw from the research at any time and that 

the answers were not traceable, neither to the participants nor to their work place. In the 

end of November, a questionnaire was sent to all participants that had agreed to 

participate via Qualtrics. Before answering the questionnaire, the participants were given 

a middle manager job description that the applicants were applying for and the 

requirements that followed that job (see Appendix A). Than they were asked to read a 
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resume, where they were introduced to the job applicant (see Appendix B-E), and to make 

an evaluation on the applicant. Finally they were asked to answere some questions, both 

concerning the job applicant and themselves (see Appendix F-J). Participants who 

participated in the study had the opportunity to win a 70,000 ISK incentive prize. 

6.3 Participants 

Participants that answered the questionnaire were 346, 52.2% were female and 47.8% 

male. To participate in this research participants needed to be at least 18 years old and a 

hiring experience and/or human resource management was a requirement. The 

participants were divided into two age groups, younger (18-49 years old, N= 184) and 

older (50 years old and older, N= 162) where the median lay in the age-group 45-49 years 

old. The participants were also divided into two groups depending on their hiring 

experience where the median lay in hiring experience 11-30 times. Less experienced 

group had engaged in hiring process thirty times or less (N=195 ) and more experienced 

group had engaged in hiring process more than thirty times (N= 151).  

As shown in Table 1 the distribution for age and gender is quite similar with the 

exception that male participants got considerable fewer tattooed male applicants to 

evaluate than female participants did.  

Table 1. Participants background variables between job applicants 

         
 

  

        
Non-tattooed 
female applicant 

Tattooed 
female 

applicant 
Non-tattooed 
male applicant 

Tattooed 
male 

applicant 

Participants gender           
Female    41 42 48 49 
Male    47 44 46 27 

Participants age       
Younger  41 46 53 44 
Older  48 40 41 33 

Participants hiring 
experience     
Less experienced 56 49 53 37 
More experienced 33 37 42 40 

 



 

27 

Each participant received only one resume, randomly selected, for employment 

evaluation based on first impression. When analysing the data, male/female job 

applicants were combined into two groups, non-tattooed group, and tattooed group. This 

was done to make each sample size larger with the intention of increasing the value of 

generalization and to neutralize gender issues, as female tattoos might not be perceived 

the same as tattoos on males.  

6.4 Measures 

For this research, a questionnaire was made, both concerning the job applicants and the 

participants. Items to measure hiring probability (α=0.93) was based on McElroy et al 

(2014) study and were three, “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“ (see Appendix F). We 

then made an effort to measure statistical based discrimination (α=0,93) and taste based 

discrimination (α=0.92), each variable combined from nine items. Taste based 

discrimination was based on Beckers theory (French et al, 2016; Guryan & Charles, 2013; 

Lippens et al, 2020) and the concept of warmth (Cuddy et al, 2004; Güngör & Biernat, 

2009; Zawisza & Pittard, 2015) and was mostly focusing on likability (see Appendix G). 

Statistical based discrimination was based on the Arrow and Phelps theory (Arrow, 1998; 

French et al, 2016; Guryan & Charles, 2013; Lippens, 2020; Phelps, 1972) and the concept 

of competence (Güngör & Biernat, 2009; Zawisza & Pittard, 2015) and focused mostly on 

work related productivity (see Appendix H). In addition, two independent variables, “I 

think this person is intelligent” and “I think this person looks more attractive than the 

average person” were used (see Appendix I). All questions were present on 7-point Likert 

scale varying from “Completely disagree” to “Completely agree”. Participants were then 

asked to answer a few background questions concerning their age, gender and hiring 

experience (see Appendix J). 
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7 Results 

Analysis of the data revealed that job applicants with visible tattoo (M = 4.94, SD = 1.20) 

are perceived less intelligent than non-tattooed applicant (M = 5.50, SD = 1.02), as can be 

seen in figure 1. The difference was statistically significant t(324) = 1.75, p < 0.05 (d = 

0.28) and does therefore support hypothesis 1 that recruiters perceive job applicants with 

visible tattoo less intelligent than non-tattooed job applicants. On the other hand there 

was not a statistically significant difference concerning attractiveness, t(334) = 0.45, p > 

0.05 between visibly tattooed job applicants (M = 4.94, SD = 1.20) and non-tattooed 

applicants (M = 5.00, SD = 1.12) and therefore hypothesis 2, Recruiters perceive job 

applicants with visible tattoo less attractive than non-tattooed job applicants, can be 

rejected.     

Looking at the hireability of tattooed compered to non-tattooed job applicants 

the data revealed that recruiters perceive visibly tattooed job applicants (M = 5.02, SD = 

1.43) less hireable than non-tattooed applicants (M =5.27, SD = 1.26), supporting 

hypothesis 3, t(341) = 1.69, p < 0,05 (d = 0.28). 

When focusing on recruiters´ background the data showed that older recruiters 

rate job applicants with visible tattoo (M = 4.94, SD = 1.30) lower on hireability than non-

tattooed job applicants (M = 5.43, SD = 1.10) supporting hypothesis 4, that older 

recruiters perceive job applicants with visible tattoo less hireable than non-tattooed 

applicants, t(141) = 2.55, p < 0.05 (d = 0.41). Like was expected younger recruiters do not 

rate visibly tattooed job applicants (M = 5.09, SD = 1.53) lower on hireability than non-

tattooed applicants (M = 5.11, SD = 1.39), t(180) = 0.11, p > 0.05. Figure 1 compares 

younger and older recruiters mean perception in hireability between visibly tattooed and 

non-tattooed applicants. 
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Figure 1. Comparison between younger and older recruiters mean perception in 
hireability between groups 

 

Older recruiters do not rate job applicants with visible tattoo (M = 4.77, SD = 0.95) 

lower on the taste based attributes than non-tattooed applicants (M = 4.96, SD = 0.84), 

rejecting hypothesis 5, t(157) = 1.35, p > 0.05. Interestingly, older recruiters did, however, 

rate job applicants with visible tattoo (M = 4.90, SD = 0.98) lower on the statistical based 

attributes than non-tattooed applicants (M = 5.21, SD = 0.75),  t(154) = 2.26, p < 0.05 (d 

= 0.36). On the contrary to what was expected more experienced recruiters did not rate 

job applicants with visible tattoo (M = 4,82, SD = 1.50) lower on hireability than non-

tattooed applicants (M = 5.10, SD = 1.15), t(148) = 1.23,p > 0.05 and hypothesis 6 can 

therefore not be supported. When looking at recruiters with less experience the data 

showed that they neither rated visibly tattooed job applicants (M = 5.29, SD = 1.35) lower 

on hireability than applicants with no tattoo (M = 5.38, SD = 1.27), t(191) = 0.96, p > 0.05. 

Likewise, more experienced recruiters did not rate job applicants with visible tattoo (M = 

4.90, SD = 0.93) lower on the taste-based attributes than non-tattoo applicants (M = 4.90, 

SD = 0.93), t(147) = 0.114, p > 0.05, rejecting hypotheses 7. More experienced recruiters 

did neither rate visibly tattooed job applicants (M = 4.92, SD = 1.00) lower on the 

statistical based attributes than non-tattooed applicants (M = 5.10, SD = 0.75), t(141) = 

1.23, p > 0.05.  As it turns out hiring experience between younger and older age group is 

quite similar (see table 2). 
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Table 2. Hiring experience in each age-group 

 

When looking at recruiters’ gender the data showed that male recruiters rate 

visibly tattooed job applicants (M = 5.00, SD = 1.33) lower on hireability than non-

tattooed applicants (M = 5.33, SD = 1.15) and therefore hypothesis 8 can be accepted, 

t(159) = 1.67, p < 0.05 (d = 0.27). Female recruiters, on the other hand, did not rate visibly 

tattooed job applicants (M = 5.05, SD = 1.52) lower on hireability than non-tattooed 

applicants (M = 5,19, SD = 1.37), t(178) = 0.68, p > 0.05. Figure 2 compares male and 

female recruiters mean perception in hireability between visibly tattooed and non-

tattooed applicants. 

Figure 2 Comparison between male and female recruiters mean perception in 
hireability between groups 

 

5,00 5,05
5,33 5,19
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Male recruiters Female recruiters

Visible tattooed applicants Non-tattooed applicants

  
Less experience (10 
times or less) 

More experience (11 
times or more) Total 

Younger (18-49 years old) 106 78 184 

   
 

Older (50 years old and older) 89 73 162 

Total 195 151   346 
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To summarize the results of this study, table 3 shows each hypothesis and if it was 

supported or not. 

Table 3. Summary of the results 

  

 

 

Supported 
YES/NO 

Hypothesis 1: Recruiters perceive job applicants with visible tattoo 

less intelligent than non-tattooed job applicants YES 

Hypothesis 2: Recruiters perceive job applicants with visible tattoo 

less attractive than non-tattooed job applicants NO 

Hypothesis 3: Recruiters perceive visibly tattooed job applicants less 

hireable than non-tatooed applicants YES 

Hypothesis 4: Older recruiters perceive job applicants with visible 

tattoo less hireable than non-tattooed applicants YES 

Hypothesis 5: Older recruiters rate job applicants with visible tatoo 

lower on the taste-based attributes than non-tattooed applicants  NO 

Hypothesis 6: More experienced recruiters perceive job applicants 

with visible tattoo less hireable than non-tattooed applicants NO 

Hypothesis 7: More experienced recruiters rate job applicants with 

visible tattoo lower on the taste-based attributes than non-tattooed 

applicants NO 

Hypothesis 8: Male recruiters perceive job applicants with visible 

tattoo less hireable than non-tattooed applicants YES 
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8  Discussion 

In this study, we have examined if visibly tattooed job applicants are subjected to 

prejudice or discrimination in the recruitment process. We focused on recruiter’s 

perception of visibly tattooed job applicants compared to non-tattooed applicants. We 

also examined if recruiters age, gender and hiring experience had any effect on the 

applicant´s evaluation. Our results show that recruiters perceive visibly tattooed job 

applicants less intelligent than non-tattooed applicants and is this in consistent with 

Degalman and Price (2002) research. Previous research has also shown that visibly 

tattooed people are perceived as less attractive than non-tattooed people (Degalman & 

Price, 2002), but this seems not to be the case in our study, indicating that recruiter’s 

emphasise more on intelligence than looks. When looking at the hiring variable the 

results show that visibly tattooed job applicants score considerably lower than non-

tattooed applicants. Studies have in fact shown that a tattoo can have a negative impact 

on job opportunities (Broussard & Harton, 2018; Dean, 2010;2011; Degalman & Price, 

2002; Dillingh et al, 2020; Swanger, 2006; Timming, 2015; 2017; Timming et al, 2017; 

Zestcott et al, 2017) and our results support that and indicates that visibly tattooed job 

applicants are indeed subjected to work-related prejudice in the recruitment process.  

When examining age, gender and hiring experience of the recruiters we found out 

that older recruiters perceive visibly tattooed job applicant less hireable than the non-

tattoo applicant but this was not the case with younger recruiters. These results are not 

surprising for not only are the prevalence of tattoo considerably lower among older 

people (Heywood et al, 2012; Kluger, 2019) than young adults (Heywood et al, 2012; 

Shannon-Missal, 2016) but studies do also show that older individuals are much more 

likely to hold prejudice feelings against tattooed people (Heywood et al, 2012; Mayers & 

Chiffriller, 2008; Mortensen et al, 2019). Older recruiters did not rate job applicants with 

visible tattoo lower on the taste-based attributes but neither did young recruiters. Older 

recruiters did, however, rate visibly tattooed job applicants lower on statistical-based 

attributes. Even though only a few studies have investigated taste-based and statistical-

based discrimination concerning tattoos, taste based discrimination is considered more 
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likely to explane work-related discrimination (French et al, 2016; Lippens et al, 2020). Our 

results, however, indicate that older recruiters perceive tattooed individuals as less 

productive than non-tattooed ones, making that statistical based discrimination. 

Because research has shown that not only are older people more likely to hold 

prejudice feelings against tattooed individuals than young adults but so are people with 

higher education and higher income (Heywood et al, 2012; Mayers & Chiffriller, 2008; 

Mortenssen et al, 2019), we made the hypothesis that more experienced recruiters 

perceived visibly tattooed job applicants less hireable than applicants with no tattoo but 

that was not the case. The results also showed that more experienced recruiters did not 

rate applicants with visible tattoo lower on the taste-based attributes nor the statistical-

based attributes than applicants without a tattoo. In this study hiring experience did not 

follow age and was quite similar in both the younger age group and the older age group.  

Studies have not examined if there is a difference between the perception of male 

and female recruiters towards tattooed employees or job applicants, but research 

indicates that women do not stigmatize against tattooed individuals as often as men do 

(Dickson et al, 2014). Our results show that male recruiters perceive job applicants with 

visible tattoo less hireable than non-tattooed applicants but that was not the case with 

female recruiters supporting previous research. 

8.1  Strength, limitation, and future research 

The research design and sampling are the greatest strength of this study. Framed field 

experiment takes place in a natural setting and although participants are aware of their 

participation they often do not know exactly what the research subject is and therefore 

is this experiment design more likely to demonstrate external validity compared to many 

other research design. Most studies rely on non-target population or students samples 

making the sample of this study an advantage to capture target population perception. 

How much effort and work was put into the resume can also be considered a strength. 

Beside the gender, all the four resumes had the same information. The only exception 

was the stimuli, a digitally added tattoo located on the left side of the neck. The resume 

was pre-tested and adapted with the intension of making them as credible as possible. 

The sample size must be considered a limitation and because each participant was 

assigned only one resume dividing the participants into four groups. This can lower the 
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value of generalization and in an attempt to increase the generalization we combined two 

groups into tattooed job applicants and non-tattooed. This meant that we did not have 

the chance to compare prejudice between tattooed male and female. Also, as the 

resumes were identical concerning age, education, family background and work 

experience we cannot know if the prejudice fades with higher education level and 

experience of the job applicants. Although we consider the quality of the resume a 

strength one must also have in mind that the resumes were, in fact, artificial and no way 

of knowing if the participants noticed the stimuli which could have a significant impact 

on their responses. It is also important to bear in mind that this study only examines the 

first step in the hiring process so the results cannot measure work-related discrimination 

only prejudice attitudes. Because the literature has demonstrated that higher educated 

people have less tolerance towards tattoos (Heywood et al, 2012; Mayers & Chiffriller, 

2008; Mortensen et al, 2019) it would have been interesting to seek information 

concerning the educational level of the participants. In this study, the participants were 

asked to evaluate job applicants for a middle manager job, and we wonder if the result 

would have been different if it had been a different job, higher or lower position. Studies 

have shown that visible tattoos are more often considered inappropriate in a higher 

position, or white-collar jobs, but more acceptable in a lower position or blue-collar jobs 

(Baumann et al, 2016; Dean, 2010; 2011; Timming, 2017). 

For future research, we recommend that the educational level of visibly tattoo job 

applicants will be covered to see if work-related prejudice decreases with higher 

education and more specialized jobs. This can be done by using a similar method as this 

study but having varied sets of jobs that require a different kind of education and 

expertise. Studies have shown that people with higher education and higher income are 

more likely to hold prejudice feelings against tattooed individuals (Heywood, et al; 

Mayers & Chiffriller, 2008; Morteinsen et al, 2019) yet there seem to be no research on 

recruiters educational level and prejudice against tattooed employees or job applicants. 

That is a subject we think should be addressed. It is also our recommendation that a 

comparison will be made between visibly tattooed male and female job applicants but to 

do so a bigger sampling size is necessary.   

The importance of research cannot be underestimated to monitor the 

discrimination that is taking place in the labour market. Although many countries have 



 

35 

taken up anti-discrimination acts in an attempt to prevent work-related discrimination, 

visibly tattooed people are not protected by this legal framework. However, 

discrimination must be considered unethical at all time. It is important that recruiters do 

not let their prejudice affect their action and keep the hiring process as objective as 

possible with the aim of recruiting the most capable employees. It is in the employer´s 

best interest to hire the most qualified candidate.   

The fact that the prevalence of tattoo is higher among young adults than older 

adults and that younger people are more likely to hold a positive attitude towards tattoos 

could lead to the conclusion that with time the stigmatization that seems to follow 

tattoos will fade. The literature also reveals that those who have tattoos or have close 

friends and family with tattoos are more positive towards tattoos. So as the prevalence 

of tattoos keeps rising it is more and more likely that with time recruiters either have 

tattooed themselves or have someone close with a tattoo which should also reduce 

prejudice.  

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 



 

36 

References 

Adams, J. (2009). Marked difference: Tattooing and its association with deviance in the 
United States. Deviant Behavior, 30(3), 266-292. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639620802168817 

Adams, J. (2012). Cleaning up the dirty work: Professionalization and the; management 
of stigma in the cosmetic surgery and tattoo industries. Deviant Behavior, 33(3), 
149-167. https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2010.548297 

Allport, G. W. (1958). The nature of prejudice: Abridged. Doubleday. 

Arrow, K. J. (1998). What has economics to say about racial discrimination?. Journal of 
economic perspectives, 12(2), 91-100. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.12.2.91 

Ashmore, R. D., & Del Boca, F. K. (1981). Conceptual approaches to stereotypes and 
stereotyping. Cognitive processes in stereotyping and intergroup behavior, 1, 35. 

Ayto, J. (1999). Twentieth century words. New York, Oxford University Press. 

Baumann, C., Timming, A. R., & Gollan, P. J. (2016). Taboo tattoos? A study of the 
gendered effects of body art on consumers' attitudes toward visibly tattooed front 
line staff. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 29, 31-39. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2015.11.005 

Bekhor, P. S., Bekhor, L., & Gandrabur, M. (1995). Employer attitudes toward persons 
with visible tattoos. Australasian journal of Dermatology, 36(2), 75-77. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-0960.1995.tb00936.x 

Borland, J., and Leigh, A. 2013. “Unpacking the beauty premium: What channels does it 
operate through, and has it changed over time?,” Economic Record 90(288): 17–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-4932.12091 

Bowman, N. A. (2010). College diversity experiences and cognitive development: A 
meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 80(1), 4-33. 
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654309352495 

Braverman, S. (2012). One in five US adults now has a tattoo. The Harris Poll, 22, 1-6. 

Broussard, K.A. & Harton, H.C. (2018). Tattoo or tabboo? Tattoo stigma and negative 
attitudes toward tattooed individuals. Journal of Social Psychology, 158(5), 521-540. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2017.1373622 

Bruton, S. V. (2015). Looks‐Based Hiring and Wrongful Discrimination. Business and 
Society Review, 120(4), 607-635. https://doi.org/10.1111/basr.12076 

Burgess, M., & Clark, L. (2010). Do the “savage origins” of tattoos cast a prejudicial 
shadow on contemporary tattooed individuals? Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology, 40, 746–764. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00596.x 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01639620802168817
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2015.11.005


 

37 

Cogsdill, E. J., Todorov, A. T., Spelke, E. S., & Banaji, M. R. (2014). Inferring character 
from faces: A developmental study. Psychological Science, 25, 1132–1139. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614523297 

Cook, A. (1978). Fat Pride; Inside the movement fighting the last bigotry. The 
Washington Post, 25. 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/lifestyle/magazine/1978/05/14/fat-
pride/782c4d14-4c75-424b-aff0-ae62cc8dd8fa/ 

Crandall, C. S., Eshleman, A., & O'brien, L. (2002). Social norms and the expression and 
suppression of prejudice: The struggle for internalization. Journal of personality and 
social psychology, 82(3), 359. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359 

Cuddy, A. J., Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2004). When professionals become mothers, 
warmth doesn't cut the ice. Journal of Social issues, 60(4), 701-718. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-4537.2004.00381.x 

Dasgupta, N. (2004). Implicit ingroup favoritism, outgroup favoritism, and their 
behavioral manifestations. Social Justice Research, 17, 143–169. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/b:sore.0000027407.70241.15 

Davis, A. (2007). ‘Lookism’, Common Schools, Respect and Democracy. Journal of 
Philosophy of Education, 41(4), 811-827. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9752.2007.00584.x 

Dean, D. H. (2010). Consumer perceptions of visible tattoos on service 
personnel. Managing Service Quality, 20(3), 294-308. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604521011041998 

Dean, D. H. (2011). Young adult perception of visible tattoos on a white-collar service 
provider. Young Consumers: Insight and Ideas for Responsible Marketers, 12, 254–
264. https://doi.org/10.1108/17473611111163304 

Degelman, D., & Price, N. D. (2002). Tattoos and ratings of personal 
characteristics. Psychological reports, 90(2), 507-514. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.2002.90.2.507 

Derous, E., & Ryan, A. M. (2019). When your resume is (not) turning you down: 
Modelling ethnic bias in resume screening. Human Resource Management Journal, 
29(2), 113–130. https://doi. org/10.1111/1748-8583.12217 

Dickson, L., Dukes, R., Smith, H., & Strapko, N. (2014). Stigma of ink: tattoo attitudes 
among college students. The Social Science Journal, 51(2). 268-275. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2014.02.005 

Dillingh, R., Kooreman, P., & Potters, J. (2020). Tattoos, lifestyle, and the labor 
market. Labour, 34(2), 191-214. https://doi.org/10.1111/labr.12167 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/lifestyle/magazine/1978/05/14/fat-pride/782c4d14-4c75-424b-aff0-ae62cc8dd8fa/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/lifestyle/magazine/1978/05/14/fat-pride/782c4d14-4c75-424b-aff0-ae62cc8dd8fa/


 

38 

Dion, K., Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1972). What is beautiful is good. Journal of 
personality and social psychology, 24(3), 285. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0033731 

Doorley, K., & Sierminska, E. (2015). Myth or fact? The beauty premium across the wage 
distribution in Germany. Economics letters, 129, 29-34. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2015.01.033 

Elzweig, B., & Peeples, D. K. (2011). Tattoos and piercings: issues of body modification 
and the workplace. SAM Advanced Management Journal, 76(1), 13. 

French, M. T., Maclean, J. C., Robins, P. K., Sayed, B., & Shiferaw, L. (2016). Tattoos, 
employment, and labor market earnings: Is there a link in the ink?. Southern 
Economic Journal, 82(4), 1212-1246. https://doi.org/10.1002/soej.12132 

French, M. T., Robins, P. K., Homer, J. F., & Tapsell, L. M. (2009). Effects of physical 
attractiveness, personality, and grooming on academic performance in high 
school. Labour Economics, 16(4), 373-382. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2009.01.001 

Ghodrati, Z., Joorabchi, T., & Muati, A. (2015). The influence of globalization on 
“Lookism” in workplace environment of different cultures. Global Media Journal, 
13, 1-18  

Gibson, K. J., Zerbe, W. J., & Franken, R. E. (1993). The influence of rater and ratee age 
on judgments of work-related attributes. The Journal of Psychology, 127(3), 271-
280. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1993.9915561 

Gilbert, S., Gilbert, S., & Gilbert, C. (2000). Tattoo history: A source book. New York: Juno 
books. 

Goffman, E. (1963).  Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity. Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J. Prentice-Hall. 

Greener, S. (2008). Business research methods. BookBoon. 

Grill-Spector, K., & Kanwisher, N. (2005). Visual recognition: As soon as you know it is 
there, you know what it is. Psychological Science, 16, 152–160. 
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.0956-7976.2005.00796.x 

Güngör, G., & Biernat, M. (2009). Gender bias or motherhood disadvantage? Judgments 
of blue collar mothers and fathers in the workplace. Sex Roles, 60(3-4), 232-246. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9540-1 

Guryan, J., & Charles, K. K. (2013). Taste‐based or statistical discrimination: the 
economics of discrimination returns to its roots. The Economic Journal, 123(572), 
F417-F432. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12080 

Hamermesh, D. S. & Parker, A. (2005). Beauty in the classroom: Instructors’ pulchritude 
and putative pedagogical productivity. Economics of Education Review 24, 369–376. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2004.07.013 

https://doi.org/10.1002/soej.12132
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2009.01.001


 

39 

Hamermesh, D. S. 2011. Beauty Pays: Why Attractive People are More Successful. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 

Hamermesh, D. S., Meng, X., and Zhang, J. (2010). “Discrimination and development: 
The case of beauty in China,” in G. G. Liu, S. Zhang, and Z. Zhang, eds., Investing in 
Human Capital for Economic Development in China. Hackensack, NJ: World 
Scientific, pp. 377–390. 

Harper, B. (2000). Beauty, stature and the labour market: A British cohort study. Oxford 
Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, 62, 771-800. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-
0084.0620s1771 

Harrison, G. W., & List, J. A. (2004). Field experiments. Journal of Economic 
literature, 42(4), 1009-1055. https://doi.org/10.1257/0022051043004577 

Hernández-Julián, R., & Peters, C. (2017). Student appearance and academic 
performance. Journal of Human Capital, 11(2), 247-262. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/691698 

Heywood, W., Patrick, K., Smith, A. M., Simpson, J. M., Pitts, M. K., Richters, J., & 
Shelley, J. M. (2012). Who gets tattoos? Demographic and behavioral correlates of 
ever being tattooed in a representative sample of men and women. Annals of 
epidemiology, 22(1), 51-56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2011.10.005 

Jibuti, D. (2018). Discrimination against Workers with Visible Tattoos; Experimental 
evidence from Germany. CERGE-EI Working Paper Series, (628). 
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3283719 

King, E. B., & Ahmad, A. S. (2010). An experimental field study of interpersonal 
discrimination toward Muslim job applicants. Personnel psychology, 63(4), 881-906. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01199.x 

King, K. A., & Vidourek, R. A. (2013). Getting inked: Tattoo and risky behavioral 
involvement among university students. The Social Science Journal, 50(4), 540-546. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2013.09.009 

Kluger, N., Seité, S., & Taieb, C. (2019). The prevalence of tattooing and motivations in 
five major countries over the world. Journal of the European Academy of 
Dermatology and Venereology, 33(12), e484-e486. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jdv.15808 

Koch, J. R., Roberts, A. E., Armstrong, M. L., & Owen, D. C. (2010). Body art, deviance, 
and American college students. The Social Science Journal, 47(1), 151-161. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2009.10.001 

Lacroux, A., & Martin‐Lacroux, C. (2020). Anonymous résumés: An effective preselection 
method? International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 28(1), 98-111. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12275 

https://doi.org/10.1086/691698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2009.10.001


 

40 

Lahey, J. N., & Beasley, R. A. (2009). Computerizing audit studies. Journal of Economic 
Behavior & Organization, 70(3), 508-514. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2008.02.009 

Langlois, J. H., Kalakanis, L., Rubenstein, A. J., Larson, A., Hallam, M., & Smoot, M. 
(2000). Maxims or myths of beauty? A meta-analytic and theoretical 
review. Psychological bulletin, 126(3), 390-423. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.126.3.390 

Larsen, G., Patterson, M., & Markham, L. (2014). A deviant art: Tattoo‐related stigma in 
an era of commodification. Psychology & Marketing, 31(8), 670-681. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20727 

Laumann, A.E. and Derick, A.J. (2006). Tattoos and body piercing in the United states: A 
national data set. Journal of the American Academy of Dermatology, 55(3). 565-585. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2006.03.026 

Levitt, S. D., & List, J. A. (2009). Field experiments in economics: The past, the present, 
and the future. European Economic Review, 53(1), 1-18. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2008.12.001 

Lippens, L., Baert, S., Ghekiere, A., Verhaeghe, P. P., & Derous, E. (2020). Is labour 
market discrimination against ethnic minorities better explained by taste or 
statistics? A systematic review of the empirical evidence (No. 615). GLO Discussion 
Paper. 

Lög um jafna meðferð á vinnumarkaði nr. 86/2018. Retrieved from 
https://www.althingi.is/altext/stjt/2018.086.html 

Louvet, E. (2007). Social judgment toward job applicants with disabilities: Perception of 
personal qualities and competences. Rehabilitation Psychology, 52(3), 297-303. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-5550.52.3.297 

Lusk, J. L., Pruitt, J. R., & Norwood, B. (2006). External validity of a framed field 
experiment. Economics letters, 93(2), 285-290. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2006.05.016 

Ma, F., Xu, F., & Luo, X. (2015). Children's and adults' judgments of facial 
trustworthiness: the relationship to facial attractiveness. Perceptual and Motor 
Skills, 121(1), 179-198. https://doi.org/10.2466%2F27.22.PMS.121c10x1 

Maeder, E. M., Yamamoto, S., & Saliba, P. (2015). The influence of defendant race and 
victim physical attractiveness on juror decision-making in a sexual assault 
trial. Psychology, Crime & Law, 21(1), 62-79. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2014.915325 

Marlowe, C. M., Schneider, S. L., & Nelson, C. E. (1996). Gender and attractiveness 
biases in hiring decisions: Are more experienced managers less biased? Journal of 
applied psychology, 81(1), 11-21. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.1.11 

https://www.althingi.is/altext/stjt/2018.086.html


 

41 

Mayers, L. B., & Chiffriller, S. H. (2008). Body art (body piercing and tattooing) among 
undergraduate university students:“then and now”. Journal of Adolescent 
Health, 42(2), 201-203.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2007.09.014 

McElroy, J. C., Summers, J. K., & Moore, K. (2014). The effect of facial piercing on 
perceptions of job applicants. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 125(1), 26-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.05.003 

Miller, B. K., Nicols, K. M., & Eure, J. (2009). Body art in the workplace: Piercing the 
prejudice? Personnel Review, 38(6), 621-640. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483480910992247 

Moore, F. R., Filippou, D., & Perrett, D. I. (2011). Intelligence and attractiveness in the 
face: Beyond the attractiveness halo effect. Journal of Evolutionary Psychology, 9(3), 
205-217. https://doi.org/10.1556/jep.9.2011.3.2 

Mortensen, K., French, M.T. & Timming, A.R. (2019). Are tattoos associated with 
negative health-related outcomes and risky behaviors? Internataional Journal of 
Dermatology, 58(7), 816-824. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijd.14372 

Olivola, C. Y., & Todorov, A. (2010). Fooled by first impressions? Reexamining the 
diagnostic value of appearance-based inferences. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 46(2), 315-324. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.12.002 

Olivola, C. Y., Eubanks, D. L., & Lovelace, J. B. (2014). The many (distinctive) faces of 
leadership: Inferring leadership domain from facial appearance. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 25(5), 817-834. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.06.002  

Oosterhof, N. N., & Todorov, A. (2008). The functional basis of face 
evaluation. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 105(32), 11087-
11092.  https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0805664105 

Over, H., & Cook, R. (2018). Where do spontaneous first impressions of faces come 
from?. Cognition, 170, 190-200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.10.002 

Patterson, M., & Schroeder, J. (2010). Borderlines: Skin, tattoos and consumer culture 
theory. Marketing Theory, 10(3), 253-267. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593110373191 

Phelps, E. S. (1972). The statistical theory of racism and sexism. The american economic 
review, 62(4), 659-661. 

Ponte, L. M., & Gillan, J. L. (2007). Gender performance over job performance: Body 
artwork rules and the continuing subordination of the feminine. Duke Journar of 
Gender Law & Policy, 14, 319-368. 

Roberts, D. J. (2012). Secret ink: Tattoo's place in contemporary American culture. The 
Journal of American Culture, 35(2), 153-165. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1542-
734x.2012.00804.x 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2014.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0805664105


 

42 

Rudolph, C. W., Wells, C. L., Weller, M. D., & Baltes, B. B. (2008). A meta-analysis of 
empirical studies of weightbased bias in the workplace. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 74(1), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.09.008 

Ruetzler, T., Taylor, J., Reynolds, D., Bakers, W., & Killen, C. (2012). What is professional 
attire today? A conjoint analysis of personal presentation attributes. International 
Journal of Hospitality Management, 31, 937–943. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2011.11.001 

Ruffle, B. J., & Shtudiner, Z. E. (2015). Are good-looking people more 
employable? Management Science, 61(8), 1760-1776. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.1927 

Ruffle, B. J., & Wilson, A. E. (2019). Tat will tell: Tattoos and time preferences. Journal of 
Economic Behavior & Organization, 166, 566-585. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2019.08.001  

Schildkrout, E. (2004). Inscribing the body. Annual Review Anthropology, 33, 319-344. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.33.070203.143947 

Shannon-Missal, L. (2016). Tattoo takeover: Three in ten Americans have tattoos, and 
most don’t stop at just one. The Harris Poll, 12. 

Stone, A., & Wright, T. (2013). When your face doesn't fit: employment discrimination 
against people with facial disfigurements. Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology, 43(3), 515-526. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2013.01032.x 

Swami, V. (2012). Written on the body? Individual differences between British adults 
who do and do not obtain a first tattoo. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 53(5), 
407-412. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2012.00960.x 

Swami, V., Pietschnig, J., Bertl, B., Nader, I. W., Stieger, S., & Voracek, M. (2012). 
Personality differences between tattooed and non-tattooed 
individuals. Psychological Reports, 111(1), 97-106. 
https://doi.org/10.2466/09.07.21.pr0.111.4.97-106 

Swanger, N. (2006). Visible body modification (VBM): Evidence from human resource 
managers and recruiters and the effects on employment. International Journal of 
Hospitality Management, 25(1), 154-158. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2004.12.004 

Tate, J. C., & Shelton, B. L. (2008). Personality correlates of tattooing and body piercing 
in a college sample: The kids are alright. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 45(4), 281-285. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.04.011 

Tews, M. J., & Stafford, K. (2020). Tattoos and perceptions of employment suitability in 
the hospitality industry. Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality & Tourism, 19(2), 
148-167. https://doi.org/10.1080/15332845.2020.1702865 



 

43 

 Timming, A. R. (2015). Visible tattoos in the service sector: a new challenge to 
recruitment and selection. Work, Employment and Society, 29(1), 60-78. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0950017014528402 

Timming, A.R. (2017). Body art as branded labour: At the intersection of employee 
selection and relationship marketing. Human Ralations, 70(9), 1041-1063. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726716681654 

Timming, A. R., Nickson, D., Re, D., & Perrett, D. (2017). What do you think of my ink? 
Assessing the effects of body art on employment chances. Human Resource 
Management, 56(1), 133-149. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21770 

Uhlmann, E. L., & Cohen, G. L. (2007). “I think it, therefore it’s true”: Effects of self-
perceived objectivity on hiring discrimination. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 104(2), 207-223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2007.07.001 

United States. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. (1992). EEOC compliance 
manual. [Washington, D.C.] :U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

Warhurst, C., Van den Broek, D., Hall, R., & Nickson, D. (2009). Lookism: The new 
frontier of employment discrimination? Journal of Industrial Relations, 51(1), 131-
136. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022185608096808 

Watkins, L. M., & Johnston, L. (2000). Screening job applicants: The impact of physical 
attractiveness and application quality. International Journal of selection and 
assessment, 8(2), 76-84. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2389.00135 

Willis, J., & Todorov, A. (2006). First impressions: Making up your mind after a 100-ms 
exposure to a face. Psychological science, 17(7), 592-598. 
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-9280.2006.01750.x 

Wohlrab, S., Fink, B., Kappeler, P. M., & Brewer, G. (2009). Perception of human body 
modification. Personality and Individual Differences, 46(2), 202-206. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2008.09.031 

Wohlrab, S., Stahl, J., Rammsayer, T., & Kappeler, P. M. (2007). Differences in 
personality characteristics between body‐modified and non‐modified individuals: 
Associations with individual personality traits and their possible evolutionary 
implications. European Journal of Personality: Published for the European 
Association of Personality Psychology, 21(7), 931-951. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.642 

Yen, C. F., Hsiao, R. C., Yen, J. Y., Yeh, Y. C., Wang, P. W., Lin, H. C., & Ko, C. H. (2012). 
Tattooing among high school students in southern Taiwan: the prevalence, 
correlates, and associations with risk-taking behaviors and depression. The 
Kaohsiung journal of medical sciences, 28(7), 383-389. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.kjms.2011.10.008 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0950017014528402


 

44 

Zawisza, M., & Pittard, C. (2015). When do warmth and competence sell best? The 
“golden quadrant” shifts as a function of congruity with the product type, targets’ 
individual differences, and advertising appeal type. Basic and Applied Social 
Psychology, 37(2), 131-141. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2015.1015130 

Zebrowitz, L. A., & Franklin Jr, R. G. (2014). The attractiveness halo effect and the 
babyface stereotype in older and younger adults: similarities, own-age 
accentuation, and older adult positivity effects. Experimental aging research, 40(3), 
375-393. https://doi.org/10.1080/0361073x.2014.897151 

Zebrowitz, L. A., Kikuchi, M., & Fellous, J. M. (2007). Are effects of emotion expression 
on trait impressions mediated by babyfaceness? Evidence from connectionist 
modeling. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(5), 648–662. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206297399 

Zebrowitz, L. A., Kikuchi, M., & Fellous, J. M. (2010). Facial resemblance to emotions: 
group differences, impression effects, and race stereotypes. Journal of personality 
and social psychology, 98(2), 175-189. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017990 

Zestcott, C.A., Bean, M.G. and Stone, J. (2017). Evidence of negative implicit attitudes 
toward individuals with a tattoo near the face. Group Process & Intergroup 
Relations, 20(2), 186-201. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430215603459 

Zrno, M., Frencl, M., Degmecic, D., & Pozgain, I. (2015). Emotional profile and risk 
behaviours among tattooed and non-tattooed students. Med Glas (Zenica), 12(1), 
93-98.



 

45 

Appendix 

Appendix A- Job description 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 



 

46 

Appendix B - Non-tattooed female applicant 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

47 

Appendix C - Visibly tattooed female applicant 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 



 

48 

Appendix D - Non tattooed male applicant 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

49 

Appendix E - Visibly tattooed male applicant 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

50 
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