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Abstract  

This framed field experimental study addresses recruiter prejudice in a resumé screening 

setting. Participants (N = 646) read a job description and one applicant resumé, then 

answered questions about their perception of the applicant, followed by demographic 

items and personality test of the recruiters themselves. The objectives of the study were 

to test if recruiters evaluated parental job applicants differently based on their gender 

and relationship status. Furthermore, the attributes and personality of the recruiters 

themselves were tested for effects on their evaluations. Lastly, prejudice is measured in 

two different ways, building on theories of taste-based and statistical discrimination. 

Differences in recruiter evaluations were tested for mediation through these two types 

of prejudice measures. Reported intention from recruiters to hiring the different 

applicant profiles was analyzed, and several key findings were made. Firstly, recruiters 

reported a higher intention to hire mothers than fathers. Thereof, female recruiters had 

significantly higher intentions to hire mothers, but male recruiters appeared not to 

discriminate by applicant gender. Secondly, recruiters discriminated against singles and 

favoured marrieds. This relationship-based discrimination was not significantly 

disproportionate by applicant gender. Thirdly, personality dimensions Agreeableness and 

Openness to Experience in recruiters were related to their intention to hire applicants. 

Below-median scores in these personality traits predicted lower hiring intention towards 

female applicants and single mothers. None of the intergroup differences in recruiter 

hiring intention were found to be mediated through taste-based or statistical attributes.  
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1  Introduction  

There have been changes in the structure of gender inequality in the last years and 

decades, but one of the areas where it still seems to prevail is in work contexts (Budig & 

Hodges, 2010; Gangl & Ziefle, 2009; Petersen et al., 2011). Why inequality is still evident 

in the work environment, is partly due to how domestic responsibilities and family 

participation differently affect men and women and their economic roles (Kmec et al., 

2014; Sayers, 2012). For example, if women assume more responsibility for children and 

the household, they are less likely to acquire the work experience that forms one part of 

the explained wage gap between males and females (O'Neill, 2003). According to The 

World Economic Forum (2019), nowhere in the world do men spend as much time on 

unpaid work as women do. In the countries where the ratio is the lowest, women still 

spend twice as much time on unpaid work, such as household and caretaking 

responsibilities, compared to men. Some parts of the gender gap can be explained, like 

women appearing to choose jobs that are intrinsically rewarding rather than extrinsically 

(Leslie et al., 2016). However, not all parts of the gender gap have been explained and 

this suggests that women have fewer opportunities in the work context than men, all else 

being equal (Leslie et al., 2016).  Being unable to fully account for the gender gap supports 

the notion that women face a number of disadvantages in professional opportunities.  

In addition to gender, both relationship status and parental status are variables that 

can affect the way an individual is evaluated by others. Like with much else, there are 

cultural differences in play when it comes to the interaction between relationship status 

and parental status. In some places, being a single parent is socially accepted, while 

elsewhere a greater emphasis is placed on the institution of marriage. This can be seen 

in religion, where the concept of family is traditionally linked to the concept of marriage, 

and gender roles tend to be clearly defined. Maternal employment has increased much 

in recent times, both for single and married mothers. In the United States, workforce 

participation for women with young children accelerated drastically in the latter part of 

the twentieth century (Bainbridge et al., 2003; Barnett, 2004; Crowley, 2013). In the last 

decades, fertility has decreased significantly, where women now have fewer children and 
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are also older when they have their first child (Amuedo-Dorantes & Kimmel, 2005). In 

some places, more women than men are now completing degrees in higher education 

and women as a group are becoming more educated than before (Barnett, 2004).  

This paper focuses on the resumé screening phase of the hiring process, which is the 

starting point of many hiring decisions (Cole et al., 2004; Foster et al., 1996), and is likely 

the most frequently used personnel selection tool in organisations (Tsai et al., 2011). 

Resumés generally make the foundation of the first impressions that recruiters get of 

applicant employability. Recruiters base their pre-hiring decisions on those impressions, 

at least to some extent (Cornell & Welch, 1996). Resumé screening may appear like a 

straightforward process. Assuming that recruiters are a diverse group of individuals that 

differ in traits and attributes, the evaluation of resumés may be subject to the individual 

characteristics of the person involved in the process each time (Cole et al., 2004). It is 

widely accepted that recruiters infer characteristics for the applicants, above and beyond 

those that have to do with the applicants' education, experience and skills that are 

reported on the resumé (e.g. Cole et al., 2009; Erlandsson, 2019; Rooth, 2010; Tsai et al., 

2011). Recruiters then use this information to base decisions on, in other words, they use 

prejudice as a means to exclude certain applicants in order to focus more efficiently on 

the pre-selected applicants, to ease evaluations and decision-making (Mialon, 2013). 

People use categorization in their everyday lives to facilitate decision making. Managers 

may perceive applicants to belong to a certain category or group. Their pre-hiring 

evaluations can derive from stereotypical attributes that they link to said group. People 

are usually members of not just one, but various social groups and categories. When 

people belong to several groups at the same time, the categorization process in the mind 

of the evaluator can get more complicated. The complexity may increase when 

stereotypical characteristics of groups overlap or are in contradiction with one another 

(Kulik et al., 2007). Screening discrimination may be more likely to occur in sectors where 

certain qualities in applicants are important but difficult to observe, where applicants 

need to acquire some job-specific skills, and where there are many applicants for 

positions (Cornell & Welch, 1996).  

Discrimination is generally viewed as a negative phenomenon and effects groups in a 

disproportional manner in terms of access to resources and opportunities. There is a 
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considerable consensus that discrimination in employment should be avoided 

(Bennington & Wein, 2002; Petersen et al., 2011) and evidence has been found to support 

the theory that prejudiced organisations are less likely to survive in the market (Weber & 

Zulehner, 2014). Like with any problem, it is essential to research the phenomenon in 

order to find feasible ways to counteract it. Further research is needed on the relationship 

between prejudice and discriminatory behaviour (Scacco & Warren, 2018) and to find 

ways to counter prejudice that has already developed in individuals (Bigler & Liben, 2007). 

This is a part of what gives this study relevance, as it contributes to the prejudice and 

discrimination discourse in the literature.  

This study focuses specifically on recruiter evaluation of job applicants who differ in 

relationship status and gender, but all of whom have the same parental status. 

Furthermore, the research measures personality of the recruiters to see whether their 

personality dimensions are correlated with their evaluation of the job applicants. 

Measuring personality dimensions in recruiters is a new approach. It may shed new light 

that goes further than identifying whether a specific group is discriminated against, and 

also recognizes who, based on personality, is more likely to discriminate against the 

group. For employers, it may be of value to be able to educate their recruiters and 

managers of their potential biases, and their influence on hiring processes. After all, 

biased organisations may risk missing out on skilled applicants, who just might be the 

right fit for the organisation.  

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. First, two prominent types of 

discrimination are described. In the next section, the literature on the effects of parental 

status and relationship status on employability is reviewed. The following section will 

summarize key aspects of prejudice in relation to individual characteristics and 

personality. Next, the method of research design and data collection are described. 

Finally, the results of the research are presented, and the last section discusses how the 

results from this study fit with existing literature, along with possible practical 

implications and recommended future research.   
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2 Discrimination  

In this study, two types of discrimination are addressed; discrimination based on taste-

based attributes, and discrimination based on statistical attributes. The literature on 

employer discrimination has focused broadly on two different rationales, namely taste-

based and statistical discrimination (Neilson & Ying, 2016).  

Taste-based discrimination was first described in Becker (1957), where the idea was 

introduced that employers choose one type of worker over another, on the simple 

grounds of preference. Taste-based discrimination has to do with the personal opinion of 

individuals and how it shapes their decision making. As such, taste-based discrimination 

is not based on the employers perceived competence or productivity of the applicant, but 

rather their opinion of the applicant based on their personal taste. In this model, there is 

the notion that employing someone from a minority group is a source of disamenity. 

Therefore, the minority worker might need to compensate the employer, either with 

higher productivity for the same pay, or lower pay for the same work. From an economic 

standpoint, the minority group usually bears the cost of this type of discrimination. Only 

in perfect market equilibrium will the employer have to assume the cost of indulging in 

this type of discriminatory behaviour. In the recruitment setting, taste-based 

discrimination is based on a prejudiced attitude of the recruiter towards an ascriptive 

characteristic of the applicant, meaning that the characteristic in its nature is not related 

to qualification, ability or other job-related criteria (Neilson & Ying, 2016). Where 

prejudice prevails in a non-equilibrium market, communities are more likely to become 

divided, in the sense that minority groups tend to attempt being independent and run 

their own businesses. As a result, they can work less for majority groups, and they will no 

longer have to bear the cost of compensation towards the employers from the majority 

group (Charles & Guryan, 2008).  

Later, statistical discrimination was introduced by Phelps (1972) in an alternative 

model where an imperfect level of observation of employees and their productivity is 

assumed. In a general workplace setting, employers cannot monitor their workers closely 

enough to be able to fairly assess their true productivity and contribution (Li, 2012). To 

bridge this gap, employers infer certain characteristics and features that they believe are 

typical for a particular group. They then use these inferences to generalize about a group 
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of employees that they consider similar. In other words, employers use observable non-

job-related characteristics to infer job-related characteristics, such as competence or 

productivity, that are not observable in that particular setting (Fang & Moro, 2011). The 

characteristics used to infer other attributes can be of various nature: physical 

appearance, personal attributes in social settings, endogenous factors such as gender, 

race, age and more (Mialon & Yoo, 2017). In theory, statistical discrimination should 

diminish over time as employers learn the true productivity of workers (Berson, 2016), 

but this could be difficult in environments with high employee turnover. From an 

economic standpoint, employers can benefit from using statistical prejudice, as it can 

lower risk and search costs of new personnel. Therefore, there is socio-economic 

importance that equal opportunity laws are in place to level the playing field (Mialon & 

Yoo, 2017).   

Given the literature on taste-based and statistical discrimination, these rationales will 

be the foundation of the approach to measuring prejudiced attitudes in this study. 

Furthermore, the correlation between the two different types of prejudice and hiring 

intention, an approach to measure the likelihood of discrimination, will be tested. Thus, 

the following hypotheses are stated:  

H1: Taste-based attributes are positively correlated with hiring intention.  

H2: Statistical attributes are positively correlated with hiring intention. 
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3 Parenthood, Relationship Status, and Employment  

Parental responsibilities and work obligations are often a source of internal conflict and 

stress in people's lives. For many, there does not seem to be enough time to attend to all 

responsibilities, as the demands of work and family life increase in terms of involvement 

and attention (Glass, 2004; Schneider, 2011). There has been a rapid rise in the 

participation of mothers in the labour force, yet has the time that mothers spend with 

their children remained relatively stable. Fathers also seem to spend more time with their 

children. In some cases, children may spend overall more time with their parents than 

before (Bianchi, 2000). Work-family conflict can lead to decreased psychological well-

being, and it is of importance that balance and flexibility are facilitated for these two 

major components of people's day-to-day lives (Glass, 2004; Schneider, 2011). 

Furthermore, in cases where time management is not an issue, employed parents are 

assumed to be less committed to their work than childless colleagues. Attitudes towards 

employed parents seem to be that family responsibilities reduce commitment to work, 

and likewise does work reduce commitment to family (Okimoto & Heilman, 2012).  

Research has indicated that gender plays a role in deciding the type and scale of effects 

that having children has on an individual's career. When otherwise equally qualified job 

applicants are evaluated, mothers have been found to be more harshly judged and rated 

lower in employability than fathers (Carney, 2009; Correll et al., 2007; Cuddy et al., 2004; 

Fuegen et al., 2004). This has been referred to as the motherhood penalty. The concept 

entails the change in opportunities that mothers, or childless women in the typical 

childbearing years, may face in society. In the employment context, this penalty can be 

seen in fewer opportunities in new employment (Aranda & Glick, 2014; Correll et al., 

2007; Cuddy et al., 2004; Fuegen et al., 2004; Petit, 2007), lower chance of promotion or 

advancement with current employer (Cuddy et al., 2004; Fuegen et al., 2004), lower 

wages received for work (Correll et al., 2007), occupational exclusion after childbearing 

(Carney, 2009), and more. Mothers are the group of women whose earnings have grown 

at the slowest rate and now make up most of the gender gap in average wages of 

employed men and women (Glass, 2004; Zhang & Hannum, 2015). Women without 

children, whether single or married, now earn almost the same as men of similar 

qualifications, but this is not the case for women who have children (Glass, 2004; Zhang 
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& Hannum, 2015). This has induced the interpretation in the literature that the gender 

wage penalty may, at least in some cases, be a motherhood penalty (Benard & Correll, 

2010; Glass, 2004). 

Gender stereotypes seem to contribute to different levels of perceived characteristics 

of men and women. Some attributes are specifically linked to gender roles, but these 

attributes can also change in interaction with other statuses, such as parenthood. In 

Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick (2004), mothers are subject to two stereotypes; homemakers that 

are considered warm but less competent, or female professionals viewed as cold but 

competent. The homemakers were more likely to be hired, promoted or trained. Most 

commonly, women trade lower perceived competence for higher perceived warmth 

when becoming mothers. Fathers, however, gain in perceived warmth, and maintain the 

same level of perceived competence and therefore, do not have to trade one for the 

other (Cuddy et al., 2004).  

Mothers are viewed as less able to conform to ideal worker behaviour than fathers 

(Carney, 2009). Men may benefit from becoming a parent, as fatherhood is not culturally 

considered to be incompatible with ideal worker behaviour (Correll et al., 2007). Norms 

of ideal worker behaviour seem to be stronger in high-skilled jobs, resulting in a potential 

occupational exclusion for women where they have to move down the socio-economic 

work hierarchy to secure future employment. This exclusion can be seen in cases where 

high-skill women return from maternity leave and assume the same level of ideal worker 

behaviour, devotion and commitment as before. However, they still face occupational 

discrimination after childbearing (Carney, 2009). In Kmec, Huffman, and Penner (2014), 

men were rated higher in employability than women, after taking a caretaking leave for 

children or elderly parents. However, the men were not evaluated more qualified, 

responsible or policy abiding. Being a primary caregiver for children or elderly relatives 

has been shown to significantly reduce the likelihood of being hired. Furthermore, it has 

been shown that caregivers are offered lower salaries, as well as being rated more 

negatively on job-related attributes than non-caregivers. This is especially prevalent for 

females (Henle et al., 2020).  

Fuegen, Biernat, Haines, and Deaux (2004) did not find evidence supporting a 

fatherhood premium in the sense that men receive higher reward and opportunities after 
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becoming fathers. However, their results suggested an interaction between parenthood 

and gender where males received less parenthood penalty than females did, making the 

parenthood penalty proportionally lower for fathers than mothers. Furthermore, male 

job applicants who have children have been shown to be held to significantly lower time 

commitment and performance standards than non-parent male applicants. In contrast, 

female applicants who had children were held to somewhat higher standards than female 

non-parent applicants. When female applicants had children, they were less likely to be 

promoted or hired (Fuegen et al., 2004). In light of the vast literature on motherhood 

penalty and the disproportionate effects of parenthood penalty for men and women, the 

following hypothesis is stated:  

H3: Recruiters will have lower intention to hire mothers than fathers. 

 

Motherhood penalty seems to be age-related, where women in their twenties and 

early thirties face higher levels of discrimination than older women (Avellar & Smock, 

2003; Oesch et al., 2017; Petit, 2007). This discrimination may be grounded in the 

statistically higher likelihood of childbearing in this age. During the typical fertile years, 

hiring discrimination has been found significantly higher for young women compared to 

young men, especially when it comes to long-term employment contracts (Petit, 2007).  

There are conflicting findings in the literature concerning which groups of females 

endure the highest levels of motherhood penalty, and this topic gives opportunity for 

further research. Some research has found that women with low income receive a higher 

penalty for motherhood than women with higher income, and for very high-paid women, 

there might even be a motherhood premium in wages (Amuedo-Dorantes & Kimmel, 

2005; Budig & Hodges, 2010). On the contrary, others have found that motherhood 

penalty is more prevalent in high-skill occupations, and lower or non-existing in low-

income jobs (Oesch et al., 2017; Petit, 2007). Women's age when they have their first 

child may be relevant, where delayed fertility has been seen to contribute to a smaller 

penalty for mothers, especially for women that hold high-skill occupations and have 

completed higher education (Amuedo-Dorantes & Kimmel, 2005; Wilde et al., 2010). The 

motherhood penalty also seems to increase with each child (Avellar & Smock, 2003; Gangl 

& Ziefle, 2009). Furthermore, analyses of longitudinal survey data suggest that 
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motherhood penalty has not diminished over time (Avellar & Smock, 2003), and is 

prevalent in industrialized countries. However, the underlying mechanisms that drive the 

discrimination may vary between countries and cultures (Gangl & Ziefle, 2009). Lastly, 

motherhood penalty may impact women of different race or ethnicity in a disproportional 

manner (Budig & Hodges, 2010).  

Welfare state interventions in the form of public policies may have effects on 

motherhood penalties. Policies such as public-funded childcare, moderate-length leaves, 

lower marginal taxes on second earners, and paternity leave are correlated with lower 

penalties for mothers' wages (Budig et al., 2016). However, the timing and length of 

maternity and paternity leaves may be factors that contribute to motherhood penalty. In 

Hipp (2018), employers were found to discriminate against women who took shorter 

rather than longer maternity leave and thus violated prevailing gender norms. However, 

it did not make a difference for men whether they took short or long paternity leave; they 

were evaluated in an equal manner.  

One of the more robust empirical findings in labour economics is the research on the 

marital premium for men's wages (Correll et al., 2007; Petersen et al., 2011), which 

suggest that married men receive higher wages and more opportunities in the workplace 

than single men (Correll et al., 2007). Recent research has indicated that although there 

might be evidence of married men receiving higher wages than single men, there might 

not necessarily be a causal relationship between men's marital status and opportunities 

in the workplace. The premium for married men may rather be explained by some men's 

personality traits and characteristics. These attributes contribute to both outcomes; their 

increased productivity and subsequent access to high-paid jobs, and are also what cause 

them to get married, like conscientiousness (Petersen et al., 2011). Furthermore, it has 

been suggested that men's marital premium may partly be due to a fatherhood premium, 

suggesting that there might be an interaction between relationship status and parental 

status (Correll et al., 2007).  

In recent times, there has been a trend in people increasingly dating longer and 

marrying later, as well as higher rates of divorce and careers being prioritized over 

relationships (Fisher & Sakaluk, 2019; Mahay & Lewin, 2007). The previous societal norm 

was focused on the traditional family structure with clearly defined gender roles, but this 
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cannot, by definition, be performed in the same manner in alternative family structures 

such as single-parent families.  

There is evidence to support that the general belief is that people do not want to be 

single. The devaluation of being single likely stems from the ideology of committed 

relationships, where it is believed that people desire to be in relationships and will 

generally be better off than those who are not in relationships (Fisher & Sakaluk, 2019). 

In Greitemeyer (2009), singles, in comparison with married people, were perceived 

having lower self-esteem, to be less satisfied with their lives and less physically attractive. 

Furthermore, they were perceived as less extraverted, less agreeable, less conscientious, 

and more neurotic. However, in some cases, single people have been perceived to 

possess qualities with positive connotations. For example, singles have been rated more 

likely to be successful (Slonim et al., 2015), and more open to new experiences 

(Greitemeyer, 2009).  

The degree to which people perceive individuals to be responsible for their situation 

may affect people’s evaluation of the individual. The beliefs on whether a single person 

is motivated to be, and responsible for being single may affect levels of prejudice they 

face (Fisher & Sakaluk, 2019). Single people have been viewed as less warm and sociable 

than people in romantic relationships (Hertel et al., 2007; Slonim et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, those who are single by choice have been evaluated as even less warm and 

sociable, yet more successful, than those who are single but not by choice. Higher levels 

of sympathy towards those who are single by circumstance partially mediate the 

perception of their warmth and sociability (Slonim et al., 2015). This harmonizes with 

findings in Kricheli-Katz (2013), where perceptions of controllability of one's situation are 

linked with nature and magnitude of discrimination. Strong evidence was found for a 

causal relationship between discrimination against mothers and their perceived control 

over their circumstances.  

Oliphant and Alexander III (1982) suggested that single job applicants, both men and 

women, receive a penalty when compared to married people. Furthermore, when the 

applicant had higher education, married females were rated higher than married males. 

However, this difference due to education was not found between single females and 

single males. Additionally, they found three types of interaction between various 
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applicant attributes; applicant gender and age; applicant gender and relationship status; 

applicant gender, age and relationship status; applicant gender, relationship status and 

academic achievement. Interaction between relationship status, parental status and 

gender was also found in DeJean, McGeorge, and Carlson (2012), where results indicate 

that never-married custodial single fathers are rated more positively than never-married 

custodial single mothers, with regards to parenting abilities and personal characteristics. 

In Albert, Escot, and Fernández-Cornejo (2011), the results indicated that when 

comparing a single non-parent applicant to a married parent of one or two children, there 

is a penalty for the married parent and premium for the single childless person. Note that 

the effects of parental status and relationship status cannot be separated in these 

findings, but the aggregate effects are a premium for the single childless person.  

To summarize this section, parenthood seems to have more effects on women than 

men, which results in what is called the motherhood penalty and fatherhood premium. 

Furthermore, an interaction may be present between parental status and relationship 

status, where relationship status may have a moderating effect on the parenthood 

penalty or premium that a group faces. In light of the overwhelmingly negative 

associations with singlism in the literature, the following hypotheses are stated: 

H4: Recruiters have a higher intention to hire married parents compared to 
single parents.  

H5: Recruiter intention to hire applicants is affected by the combination of 
applicant gender and relationship status.  
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4 Recruiter Attributes  

All individuals are unique and have their own set of demographic characteristics, 

personality traits, attitudes, and past experiences. These personal attributes can 

influence the way that individuals make assumptions and ultimately, decisions. It is 

rational to assume that this may be applicable for recruiters and the process of screening 

and evaluating job applicants. Research has suggested that recruiters infer characteristics 

from applicant resumés and use these inferences when evaluating employability of 

applicants (Cole et al., 2009). It is broadly accepted that during resumé screening, 

recruiters form impressions of applicants that go beyond job-related qualifications, such 

as educational and professional background (Cole et al., 2004, 2009; Erlandsson, 2019; 

Rooth, 2010; Tsai et al., 2011). There is a lack of empirical evidence on the topic of 

recruiter attributes and their potential relationship with employment discrimination. 

However, this section will provide an overview of the main theories and research findings 

on the relationship between personality, prejudice and discrimination. Furthermore, the 

potential relationship of other recruiter attributes, such as gender, age, and experience, 

with prejudice and discrimination, will be explored.   

 

4.1 Gender, Age, and Experience  

The literature on recruiter attributes and their effects on hiring decisions is scarce, 

especially in terms of recruiter age and experience. Slightly more is known about the 

effects of recruiter gender on hiring processes, although research is limited. Females have 

been found more stringent than males in rating applications, especially when applicants 

were older and were married (Oliphant & Alexander III, 1982). Furthermore, when 

assessing both professional and non-professional categories of content on applicant 

social media, female recruiters have been found evaluating more categories of 

professional content than male recruiters. In that case, it was suggested that female 

recruiters were driven to assess professional content from applicants more 

comprehensively in comparison with male recruiters (El Ouirdi et al., 2016). However, 

there is a considerable amount of literature on the interaction between recruiter gender 

and applicant gender.  
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When it comes to the interaction between recruiter and applicant gender, the 

literature is not unanimous on how the two interact with one another. Some research 

about hiring decisions has indicated that both men and women favour their own gender 

(Foster et al., 1996). However, other research has suggested that male recruiters favour 

applicants of their own gender to a greater extent than female recruiters (Erlandsson, 

2019). Additionally, these perceptions by gender have been found to vary between 

categories, possibly related to gender stereotypes. In Cole, Field, and Giles (2004), male 

recruiters evaluated applicant work experience equal between men and women, but 

female recruiters rated men higher in work experience than women. The roles were 

reversed when it came to extracurricular interests, where female recruiters rated men 

and women equally, but male recruiters perceived women to have more extracurricular 

interests than men. These differences may be explained by men and women being 

influenced by gender stereotypes, which may enhance their perception of typically 

masculine attributes in men, and likewise typically feminine attributes in women (Cole et 

al., 2004). Research has also indicated that women tend to be more interpersonally 

sensitive in evaluation settings than men, except for when they are evaluating attributes 

that are male-relevant, such as status or dominance (Hall & Schmid Mast, 2008; Landay 

& DeArmond, 2019). In light of previous research findings, the following hypothesis is 

stated:  

H6: Recruiter intention to hire applicants is affected by the interaction 
between applicant gender and recruiter gender.  

 

Other interactions with recruiter attributes have been identified in other studies. In 

Hertel, Schütz, DePaulo, Morris, and Stucke (2007), both male and female reviewers were 

found to evaluate singles more negatively than married people. Moreover, various 

interactions were found that moderated the perceptions of the applicant profiles, who 

differed in gender and relationship status. There was an interaction between applicant 

profile and reviewer gender, where men had stronger negative attitudes towards singles 

than females did. There was also an interaction between applicant profile, reviewer 

gender and reviewer age, where young men tended to judge singles more harshly than 

older men did. However, the interaction was the opposite for female reviewers where 
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younger women tended to be more positive towards singles than older women. 

Furthermore, in Oliphant and Alexander III (1982), five different interactions were found 

for recruiter attributes; recruiter gender and age; recruiter gender, applicant age and 

academic achievement; recruiter gender, applicant gender and academic achievement; 

recruiter gender, applicant relationship status and academic achievement; recruiter 

gender, applicant age, relationship status and academic achievement.  

Although the effects of recruiter age and experience have not been the topic of 

published research, at least not to the author's knowledge, there is still exists a variety of 

research about other aspects of age and experience that may be relevant. Recruiters will 

gain experience as they are involved in an increasing amount of hiring processes. Over 

time, they are more likely to see and evaluate a higher number of job applications from 

individuals from outgroups and minorities. It can be argued that regular exposure to 

items that may be foreign to an individual, may contribute to the normalization of that 

item. Interpersonal processes between individuals of different social groups have been 

shown to be vital to fostering positive attitudes for outgroups (Davies & Aron, 2016; 

Paolini et al., 2016; Tausch et al., 2015). When individuals experience intergroup relations 

or friendships, there is a certain exposure that takes place that may encourage broad-

mindedness and openness (Davies & Aron, 2016). Being in multicultural environments 

has been seen to improve intercultural attitudes (Sparkman et al., 2016). On these 

grounds, a hypothesis is stated:  

H7: More experienced recruiters exhibit less prejudiced attitudes than less 
experienced recruiters.  

 

Earlier research has found evidence that suggests older people are more prejudiced 

than younger people (Danigelis & Cutler, 1991; Stewart et al., 2009; von Hippel et al., 

2000). The reasons for that are debatable; some argue that this is due to older people 

having grown up in a less tolerant era. Others say it is because older people have reduced 

capacity to regulate their automatic associations and implicit biases, meaning that they 

lack in self-regulatory measures compared to younger adults (Álvarez Castillo et al., 2014; 

Gonsalkorale et al., 2009; Stewart et al., 2009; von Hippel et al., 2000). Furthermore, 

some argue that stereotypes of older people influence their self-evaluation and 
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behaviour. The rationale is that the degree to which older people perceive negative 

stereotypes of the group that they identify with, affects how the individuals think of 

themselves. In this case, individuals may assume behaviour that they perceive to be 

expected of them, based on the prevailing stereotype of the group (Coudin & 

Alexopoulos, 2010; von Hippel et al., 2000). Because the literature suggests that older 

people are more prejudiced than younger people, the following hypothesis is stated:  

H8: Older recruiters exhibit more prejudiced attitudes than younger 
recruiters.  

 

4.2 Personality   

In the social science literature, there is a broad consensus that personality influences 

prejudice (Graziano & Habashi, 2010; Koehn et al., 2019; Rowatt et al., 2006; Sibley & 

Duckitt, 2008). In earlier years, it was challenging to find harmony in conclusions of 

research about the relationship between personality and prejudice. The challenge was 

rooted in the vast variety of personality measures, and their unknown but potential 

overlap or interconnectedness. In the past decades, the Big Five personality framework 

has received quite wide recognition as a measure and conceptualization of personality 

(Laverdière et al., 2013; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). The framework somewhat unified the 

literature and made it more feasible to compare and synthesize findings on the 

relationship between personality and prejudice (Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). Ashton and Lee 

(2007, 2009) identified a sixth personality dimension, Honesty-Humility. They argued that 

the new six-trait model, referred to as HEXACO, captures the subtle differences between 

the personality dimensions even better than the Big Five model. Furthermore, the Mini-

IPIP by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006) is a short-form measure of the Big Five 

personality traits. In Milojev, Osborne, Greaves, Barlow, and Sibley (2013), the sixth 

factor, Honesty-Humility, was added to the measure, introducing the Mini-IPIP6, which 

this study uses to assess personality dimensions. See Table 1 for characteristics for each 

dimension and section 5 in this paper for further information on the reliability and validity 

of the Mini-IPIP6.  
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Table 1: Personality Dimensions  

 

 

Starting on the theoretical side, Agreeableness and Openness to Experience (hereafter 

Openness) should be most relevant in predicting prejudice and social attitudes. The 

argument is based on the notion that people who are kinder and more pleasant, more 

open to new experiences and the unconventional, should score lower in prejudice 

(Hodson & Dhont, 2015). These two personality traits relate to unconventionality and 

Dimensions

Extraversion Low High

Shy Lively

Passive Talkative

Withdrawn Outgoing

Agreeableness Low High

Rude Gentle

Harsh Patient

Stubborn Tolerant

Conscientiousness Low High

Unreliable Precise

Disorganized Thorough

Irresponsible Organized

Neuroticism Low High

Calm Fearful

Stable Anxious

Self-assured Vulnerable

Openness to experience Low High

Shallow Creative

Conventional Innovative

Unimaginative Unconventional

Honesty-Humility Low High

Greed Sincerity

Slyness Fairness

Pretentiousness Modesty 

Note. Adapted from Ashton and Lee (2007), Sibley (2012), and Sibley and Duckitt (2007).

Score
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non-conformity, and as such, it is rational to assume that these factors are closely related 

to prejudice (Ekehammar et al., 2004). People low in Agreeableness should typically be 

competitive and sensitive to power and the possibility of resource scarcity. Furthermore, 

they may be quite ruthless in self-interested pursuits and relatively unconcerned with 

their plans conflicting with other people's interests. However, people high in 

Agreeableness should be less competitive and more tender-minded toward others. 

People low in Openness should be more likely to identify with the existing social order, 

and favour rules that provide a framework as to how the world should look and operate. 

They should rather be threatened by changes to the existing social order, both real 

threats and symbolic ones (Sibley & Duckitt, 2008).  

Moving the focus to empirical evidence, Sibley and Duckitt (2008) meta-analyzed a 

vast collection of studies on the relationship between personality and prejudice. Many of 

the studies used in the meta-analysis were unpublished and used different measures to 

assess personality. The synergized findings suggest that prejudice is primarily predicted 

by two personality dimensions; low Agreeableness, and low Openness.  

People low in Agreeableness have been found more anti-fat prejudiced (Graziano, 

Bruce, et al., 2007), more race prejudiced (Jonason & Lavertu, 2017), more prejudiced 

towards immigrants (Hodson et al., 2009), and gender prejudiced (Jonason & Lavertu, 

2017). This group has also been found to exhibit more generalized prejudice, meaning 

prejudiced attitudes towards multiple social groups (Ekehammar et al., 2004; Ekehammar 

& Akrami, 2003; Koehn et al., 2019). People high in Agreeableness have been found more 

likely to extend a helping hand to strangers, and be more willing to risk negative outcomes 

in order to be able to help others (Graziano, Habashi, et al., 2007; Graziano & Habashi, 

2010).  

 People low in Openness have been found to hold higher levels of race-based prejudice 

(Jonason & Lavertu, 2017), higher anti-immigrant prejudice (Hodson et al., 2009; Hodson 

& Dhont, 2015), and higher gender-based prejudice (Jonason & Lavertu, 2017). They have 

also been found to have higher levels of generalized prejudice (Ekehammar et al., 2004; 

Ekehammar & Akrami, 2003; Koehn et al., 2019).  
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Furthermore, people low in Honesty-Humility have been found higher in anti-

immigrant prejudice (Hodson & Dhont, 2015) and people high in Neuroticism have been 

observed higher in generalized prejudice (Koehn et al., 2019).  

Two other approaches to measuring personality have been prominent in recent 

research on the relationship between personality and prejudice. On the one hand, there 

are the political personality traits; Right-Wing Authoritarianism and Social-Dominance 

Orientation (e.g. Ekehammar et al., 2004; Heaven & Bucci, 2001). On the other hand, 

there are the Dark Triad personality traits; Narcissism, Machiavellianism, and 

Psychopathy (e.g. Hodson et al., 2009; Jonason et al., 2020; Żemojtel-Piotrowska et al., 

2020). Some research also combines a conventional five-or-six-dimension personality 

model and one of the two aforementioned models (e.g. Koehn et al., 2019). The political 

personality traits have been found to have a relationship with prejudice (Jonason et al., 

2020). Furthermore, research has also suggested relations between the Dark Triad 

personality traits and prejudice (Żemojtel-Piotrowska et al., 2020). The different 

personality traits models seem to be somewhat interconnected, and empirical findings 

may overlap (Jonason et al., 2020). Social Dominance Orientation has been found to 

mediate the effects that personality traits Agreeableness and Openness have on 

prejudice (Ekehammar et al., 2004). Right-Wing Authoritarianism has been found to 

mediate the effect of Extraversion, Conscientiousness, and Openness on prejudice 

(Ekehammar et al., 2004). People scoring high on typically negative traits in the Dark Triad 

model share a common core in low Agreeableness (Paulhus & Williams, 2002).  

In summary of this section, low Agreeableness and low Openness have been linked 

with higher levels of prejudice. Furthermore, relationships between prejudice and 

personality dimensions in alternative models sometimes seem to mediate the effects of 

Agreeableness and Openness. In light of these findings, the following hypotheses are 

stated:  

H9: There is a positive correlation between Agreeableness in recruiters and 
their intention to hire applicants.  

H10: There is a positive correlation between Openness in recruiters and their 
intention to hire applicants.  
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5  Method  

As part of a study with a broader scope, data were collected on recruiter evaluation of 

job applicants that differ in gender and relationship status. The research had a framed 

field experimental design and aimed to look into recruiter first impressions of job 

applicants when presented with their resumés. In this chapter, participants of the study 

are introduced, as well as the tools used for measurements. Finally, the procedure of the 

study will be discussed.  

 

5.1 Participants  

High importance was put on the research design and that it would yield data and results 

that mimic real-life settings as much as possible. Therefore, the inclusion criteria for 

participants was that they had some experience with recruitment. By designing the 

sample this way, the gap between real recruiters in the labour market and the sample 

could be minimized. In total, 646 individuals participated in the study. Table 2 describes 

the demographics of the participants between the four applicant groups.  

 

 

 

Table 2: Participants Distribution between Applicant Groups 

Applicant group

n

Valid 

percent n

Valid 

percent n

Valid 

percent n

Valid 

percent n

Valid 

percent

Recruiter gender

Male 46 52.9 43 43.9 46 48.9 45 48.9 180 51.5

Female 41 47.1 55 56.1 48 51.1 47 51.1 191 48.5

Recruiter age

Younger 25 28.4 45 45.5 32 34.0 33 35.9 135 36.2

Older 63 71.6 54 54.5 62 66.0 59 64.1 238 63.8

Recruiter experience

Less 55 62.5 60 61.2 53 56.4 54 58.7 222 59.7

More 33 37.5 38 38.8 41 43.6 38 41.3 150 40.3

Married female Single female Married male Single male All groups
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In order to analyze differences of means between groups, participant data were 

combined into two groups for both age and experience. In the age variable, the younger 

group consists of individuals of 18-44 years, and the older group of 45 years or older. This 

split made each group cover approximately half of the age span that the participants 

reported. In terms of experience, the data were median-split. Participants were classified 

as having less experience when they had been involved in recruitment 30 times or less, 

and as having more experience when they had 31 or more times been involved in 

recruitment.  

 

5.2 Measurements 

The questionnaire began with participants being asked to read a job advertisement from 

a hiring agency in seek of a department manager for a large company (see Appendix A). 

Following the job advertisement, each participant viewed one resumé and therefore, did 

not have a comparison between cases. As a result, any single case of evaluation did not 

affect another one, as they were not performed by the same reviewer. In total, there 

were four types of resumés (see Appendix B), and they were distributed randomly to 

participants. The design layout was 2x2, where the independent variables were gender 

and relationship status. The two gender values were male and female, indicated by the 

applicant name and photo. The relationship status values were married and single, clearly 

stated in writing in the Personal information section of the resumé. All applicants were 

28 years old and had three children. They all had the same profile in terms of work 

experience, education, skills, and references.  

In the design phase of the study, pre-tests were performed on the applicant profiles 

to ensure that the male and female profiles were as much alike as possible. The results 

indicated a sufficient level of similarity in how pre-test participants rated the gender 

profiles in several different attributes. These included how likeable, friendly, trustworthy, 

and attractive participants perceived the male and female profiles, as well as the 

perceived age of the vignettes. In the power of the pre-test results, this study assumes 

comparability between the male and female applicant profiles.  

Following the information from the job advertisement and resumé, the participants 

were asked to rate 21 statements (see Appendix C for complete qustionnaire) about the 
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job applicant on a seven-point scale (1 = Completely disagree, 7 = Completely agree). 

Tased based attributes (α = 0.92) and statistical attributes (α = 0.93) were measured by 

nine items each, and are in part built on previous research (Cuddy et al., 2004; Güngör & 

Biernat, 2009; Zawisza & Pittard, 2015). Examples of items measuring taste-based 

attributes are I think this person is friendly and I think it would be good to share a 

workspace with this person. Examples of items measuring statistical attributes are I think 

this person is hardworking and I think it would be a safe choice to hire this person. Three 

items measured hiring intention; 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 'shortlist' of candidates for this position (α = 0.92).  The measure for 

hiring intention is partly built on McElroy, Summers, and Moore (2014). Since reliability 

analysis suggested that all three scales had high internal reliability, the scale scores were 

recomputed by calculating the average score on each of the three scales. These three 

new variables, one for each scale, were the foundation for the data analyses in the study 

and to test its hypotheses.  

The next section of the questionnaire shifted the focus from the job application case 

and towards the participants themselves. First came background questions regarding 

participant age, gender, and experience with hiring processes. The remainder of the 

section was a personality test, using the Mini-IPIP6 rating instrument. The Mini-IPIP6 is a 

24-item rating instrument with a seven-point scale and was chosen partially to lower risk 

of participant fatigue. The instrument yields a rating of six defined personality 

dimensions, each of whom is indexed by four items. The Mini-IPIP6 is an extended version 

of the Mini-IPIP, which is a short measure of the Big-Five personality dimensions, initially 

developed by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006). The five dimensions are 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness. The Mini-

IPIP6 furthermore incorporates the sixth factor, Honesty-Humility. The Mini-IPIP6 has 

been validated by Sibley et al. (2011), and Sibley (2012) and tested for stability in Milojev, 

Osborne, Greaves, Barlow, and Sibley (2013), and Sibley and Pirie (2013).  
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5.3 Procedure  

Participants were targeted through the organisations where they work. Emails were sent 

to human resources managers or other executive managers in organisations, where the 

research was introduced as a first impressions study. The managers were asked to reply 

with a list of email addresses of people in the organisation that are involved in hiring 

processes of new personnel, along with the permission to send the survey to said 

individuals. This first-contact phase of the procedure covered a considerable part of the 

organisations in the Icelandic labour market. The organisations were both public and 

private in most available sectors, and the sample is therefore diverse in terms of 

organisation type and size.  

Participants received an email from a research group email address owned by the 

University of Iceland to further increase the participant's perception of authenticity and 

trust. In the email, the study was introduced to participants as research into first 

impressions, without disclosing much information on the research objectives or other 

details that might influence participants' answers. The email included accreditation to the 

prospective participants and a link to an online questionnaire. Participants were 

presented with an incentive to participate, a gift card lottery that had voluntary 

participation at the end of the study. Participation in the study was entirely anonymous.   

 

 

 

 



 

30 

6 Results  

Starting with hypothesis 1, taste-based attributes were tested for correlation with hiring 

intention. The results indicate that there is a positive correlation with a medium effect 

size (Cohen, 1988) between recruiter evaluation of applicants in taste-based attributes 

and recruiter hiring intention towards applicants, r(368) = 0.413; p < 0.05, thus supporting 

the hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 2 was also supported by the research findings, where a positive correlation 

with a large effect size (Cohen, 1988) was found between recruiter evaluations of 

applicants in statistical attributes and recruiter intention to hire applicants, r(368) = 

0.627; p < 0.05.  

 

6.1 Parenthood and Gender  

Switching the focus over to one of the core elements in the study, an analysis was 

performed to see whether fathers and mothers are evaluated differently. This was 

formulated in hypothesis 3. When not taking into account applicant relationship status, 

recruiter hiring intention toward mothers (M = 5.27, SD = 1.25) was found higher than 

toward fathers (M = 4.98, SD = 1.34), and the absolute difference was 0.29, t(366) = -2.15; 

p < 0.05 (d = 0.22). These results are contrary to expectations and do not support the 

hypothesis.  

This difference between applicants by gender was further analyzed and tested for 

interaction with other variables. There was no interaction effect found for taste-based 

attributes nor statistical attributes. Two different kinds of interaction were found for 

recruiter attributes. On the one hand, there was an interaction with recruiter gender, 

applicant gender x recruiter gender, F(78, 258) = 9.27, p < 0.05. These findings support 

hypothesis 6. On the other hand, an interaction was found with two personality 

dimensions, Agreeableness and Openness, applicant gender x Agreeableness x Openness, 

F(85, 134) = 1.81, p < 0.05.  

Further analyses revealed the differences that the interaction applicant gender x 

recruiter gender made on hiring intention. They were followed up with t-tests, first 

looking at the differences from the applicant side, and then from the recruiter side. 
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Starting by looking solely at fathers, the evaluations from female and male recruiters 

were compared. Male recruiters (M = 5.18, SD = 1.22) rated fathers higher in hiring 

intention than female recruiters did (M = 4.79, SD = 1.42), and the absolute difference 

was 0.39, t(181) = 1.96; p < 0.05 (d = 0.30). Furthermore, hiring intentions towards 

mothers were also compared by recruiter gender. An absolute difference of 0.36 was 

found, where female recruiters (M = 5.44, SD = 1.24) rated mothers higher than male 

recruiters did (M = 5.08, SD = 1.24), t(181) = -1.97; p < 0.05 (d = 0.29). Both male and 

female applicants were, therefore, more likely to be hired if a recruiter of the same 

gender evaluated them. Proceeding with testing the same means, now from the recruiter 

side, male recruiters exhibited slightly higher intention to hire male applicants than 

female applicants. The difference was 0.10, but it was insignificant, t(175) = 0.54; p > 0.05. 

Female recruiters, however, exhibited significantly higher intention of hiring female 

applicants than male applicants, with a difference of 0.69, t(187) = -3.33; p < 0.05.  

Analyses of the effects of Agreeableness and Openness on hiring intentions were 

performed with t-tests on the two personality dimensions separately, using two groups 

of top and bottom 50% of data points. When evaluating male applicants in hiring 

intention, recruiters lower in Agreeableness (M = 4.98, SD = 1.12) rated fathers almost 

identically as those higher in Agreebleness did (M = 5.00, SD = 1.55), the difference 

between the means was only 0.02, t(173) = -0.06; p > 0.05. However, when rating female 

applicants, the difference was 0.37 where recruiters lower in Agreeableness (M = 5.06, 

SD = 1.26) rated mothers lower in hiring intention than recruiters that were higher in 

Agreeableness (M = 5.43, SD = 1.24), t(180) = -1.96; p < 0.05. Recruiters lower in Openness 

(M = 4.86, SD = 1.32) rated male applicants lower by 0.22 than those higher in Openness 

did (M = 5.08, SD = 1.38), but the difference was not significant, t(173) = -1.03; p > 0.05. 

Recruiters lower in Openness (M = 5.00, SD = 1.30) rated female applicants significantly 

lower by 0.51 than those higher in Openness did (M = 5.51, SD = 1.19), t(180) = -2.78; p < 

0.05. 

 

6.2 Relationship Status and Gender  

Whether relationship status affected recruiter hiring intention was examined. At first, the 

analyses were performed regardless of gender, so not taking into account applicant 
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gender. Single parents (M = 5.00, SD = 1.33) received 0.26 lower hiring intention 

compared to married parents (M = 5.26, SD = 1.27), t(366) = 1.91; p < 0.05 (d = 0.20), 

supporting hypothesis 4.  

Next, the data were tested for differences in hiring intention toward applicants with 

different relationship status, while taking into account applicant gender. For female 

applicants, there was an insignificant penalty of absolute value of 0.22 for single mothers 

(M = 5.17, SD = 1.32) in hiring intention compared to married mothers (M = 5.39, SD = 

1.17), t(183) = 1.18; p > 0.05. For male applicants, there was an insignificant penalty of 

0.32 for single fathers (M = 4.82, SD = 1.32) in comparison with married fathers (M = 5.14, 

SD = 1.35), t(181) = 1.63; p > 0.05. This goes hand in hand with the interaction analysis 

performed, where the main effects for applicant gender F(3, 364) = 4.87, p < 0.05 and 

applicant relationship status F(3, 364) = 3.97, p < 0.05 were significant, but the interaction 

effect was not statistically significant F(3, 364) = 0.15, p > 0.05. These results do not 

support hypothesis 5.  

Next, the difference in recruiter hiring intention towards applicants by relationship 

status was tested for interaction from taste-based attributes and statistical attributes, 

but neither were found. Furthermore, analyses were performed to test if there were 

interactions with recruiter attributes. A significant interaction was found for applicant 

relationship status x recruiter age, F(15, 350) = 4.35, p < 0.05. Furthermore, a significant 

interaction was found for applicant relationship status x Agreeableness, F(77, 130) = 2.50, 

p < 0.05.  

The interaction applicant relationship status x recruiter age was followed up with t-

tests to assess the differences. Younger recruiters did not show a significant difference in 

hiring intention towards applicants with different relationship status, where single 

applicants (M = 5.16, SD = 1.33) were rated only slightly higher by 0.04 in comparison with 

married applicants (M = 5.12, SD = 1.43), t(130) = 0.19; p > 0.05. However, there was a 

statistically significant difference in how older recruiters rated applicants by relationship 

status. Single applicants (M = 4.89, SD = 1.33) were rated lower by 0.44 compared to 

married applicants (M = 5.33, SD = 1.19), t(233) = -2.65; p < 0.05 (d = 0.35).  

Following up the interaction applicant relationship status x Agreeableness, single 

applicants were rated lower by 0.16 by recruiters lower in Agreeableness (M = 4.94, SD = 
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1.20) compared to those higher in Agreeableness (M = 5.10, SD = 1.46), but the difference 

was not significant, t(180) = -0.80; p > 0.05. Married applicants were rated lower by 0.25 

by recruiters lower in Agreeableness (M = 5.11, SD = 1.12) than recruiters higher in 

Agreeableness (M = 5.36, SD = 1.35), but the difference was not significant, t(173) = -1.32; 

p > 0.05. Furthermore, the same tests were performed for applicant groups considering 

both their gender and relationship status, e.g. single mother, married father, and none of 

these cases showed statistically significant differences related to different levels of 

Agreeableness in recruiters.  

Although Openness did not appear to have an interaction effect with applicant 

relationship status on recruiter hiring intention, this variable was still tested for effects 

on hiring intention. The reason is that both Agreeableness and Openness were found to 

interact with applicant gender, but only Agreeableness interacted with applicant 

relationship status. Comparing evaluations by relationship status, recruiters lower in 

Openness (M = 4.82, SD = 1.35) rated single applicants lower by 0.38 in hiring intention 

than those higher in Openness did (M = 5.20, SD = 1.32), and the difference was 

marginally significant, t(180) = -1.87; p < 0.10. Recruiters lower in Openness (M = 5.07, SD 

= 1.24) rated married applicants lower by 0.30 in hiring intention than those higher in 

Openness did (M = 5.37, SD = 1.29), but the difference was not significant, t(173) = -1.52; 

p > 0.05. The same analysis was performed for applicant groups considering both their 

gender and relationship status. One significant difference was found, and that was a 

difference of 0.71 in hiring intention towards single mothers, where recruiters lower in 

Openness (M = 4.82, SD = 1.42) rated them significantly lower than recruiters higher in 

Openness did (M = 5.53, SD = 1.15), t(93) = -2.68; p < 0.05.  

 

6.3 Recruiter Attributes  

In sections 6.1 and 6.2, there has already been some evidence of interaction with specific 

recruiter attributes. However, not all cases of possible effects of recruiter attributes on 

hiring intention have been explored so far.  

Since recruiter age and experience were only found in interaction with applicant 

relationship status, effects on applicant gender have not yet been explored. Results in 

section 6.1 have already suggested that there is a premium for female applicants 
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compared to male applicants. When these findings were put in context with recruiter age, 

analyses revealed that the premium for female applicants was larger when recruiters 

were younger. In the case of younger recruiter evaluations of applicants by gender, there 

was an absolute difference of 0.45 found in hiring intention, where female applicants (M 

= 5.36, SD = 1.22) were rated higher than men (M = 4.91, SD = 1.48), but the difference 

was only marginally significant, t(130) = 1.93; p < 0.10. When it came to older recruiters 

and their evaluations of applicants by gender, female applicants (M = 5.22, SD = 1.28) 

were again rated higher than male applicants (M = 5.02, SD = 1.26), the difference was 

0.20 but was not statistically significant, t(233) = 1.20; p > 0.05. Therefore, hypothesis 8 

can not be fully supported.  

Previous results did not indicate an interaction from recruiter experience, neither on 

hiring intention towards applicants by gender nor relationship status. Nevertheless, these 

cases were examined further for differences, starting with applicant gender where results 

have already indicated that females are rated higher than males. Less experienced 

recruiters rated females (M = 5.29, SD = 1.26) higher than males (M = 5.08, SD = 1.38), 

the difference was 0.21 but was not statistically significant, t(217) = -1.21; p > 0.05. More 

experienced recruiters also rated females (M = 5.24, SD = 1.26) higher than males (M = 

4.86, SD = 1.29), the difference was 0.38 and was marginally significant, t(146) = -1.83; p 

< 0.10. In the case of applicant gender, more experienced recruiters are exhibiting more 

discriminatory behaviour based on applicant gender. When it comes to applicant 

relationship status, results have already established a penalty for singles. Taking into 

account recruiter experience, less experienced recruiters seem to penalize singles to a 

greater extent than those with more experience. Less experienced recruiters reported 

lower hiring intention with an absolute difference of 0.35 towards singles (M = 5.02, SD = 

1.34) compared to marrieds (M = 5.37, SD = 1.27), t(217) = -2.02; p < 0.05 (d = 0.27). More 

experienced recruiters also reported lower hiring intention towards singles (M = 4.98, SD 

= 1.33) than marrieds (M = 5.10, SD = 1.25), but the difference was smaller, 0.12, and was 

not statistically significant, t(146) = -0.56; p > 0.05. In light of these results, hypothesis 7 

can only be partially supported.  

Lastly, hypotheses 9 and 10 had to do with correlations between personality 

dimensions Agreeableness and Openness towards hiring intention. From previous results 
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in this study, interactions with these items have been identified and tested for differences 

in defined cases. However, the correlation with hiring intention and the effect size is yet 

unexplored. Agreeableness turned out to be significantly correlated with hiring intention, 

r(357) = 0.15; p < 0.05 and the effect size is interpreted as small (Cohen, 1988). Openness 

was correlated with hiring intention, but only with marginal significance, r(357) = 0.09; p 

< 0.10. Hypothesis 9 is therefore supported, while hypothesis 10 cannot be supported at 

this study's significance level. Additionally, correlation was examined between hiring 

intention and the four remaining personality dimensions; Extraversion, 

Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Honesty-Humility. None of these personality 

dimensions were significantly correlated with hiring intention.  
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7 Discussion  

The objectives of this study were to examine recruiter evaluation of job applicants, based 

on first impressions in a resumé screening setting. The applicants were all parents of 

three children, 28 years of age, had a master's degree, and the same work experience. 

They differed only in gender and relationship status, resulting in a four-group, 2x2 design. 

The data analyses are based on intergroup differences in scores on a three-item measure 

of recruiter hiring intention towards the applicants. Furthermore, several recruiter 

attributes, such as gender, age, experience, and personality dimensions, were tested for 

effects on hiring intention towards the different applicant groups.  

To start with, the results of this study indicate that both taste-based attributes and 

statistical attributes are correlated with hiring intention, supporting hypotheses 1 and 2. 

The nine-item measures for taste-based attributes and statistical attributes both have 

incremental reliability, and the results suggest that they are reasonably accurate as a 

measuring instrument for these phenomena. In this study, the approach to measuring 

the act of discrimination is computed in the hiring intention variable, and taste-based and 

statistical attributes are the approach to measure attitudes or prejudice. Statistical 

attributes have a stronger correlation with hiring intention than taste-based attributes 

do. However, neither of these elements were found to mediate differences in recruiter 

intention to hire applicants by gender or relationship status. This is a compelling situation, 

where there is a clear correlation between these subjects. However, the variation in 

hiring intention is not mediated through taste-based or statistical attributes, suggesting 

that there may be some other factors that can account for these differences.  

Contrary to expectations and existing literature (e.g. Carney, 2009; Correll et al., 2007; 

Cuddy et al., 2004; Fuegen et al., 2004), recruiters reported higher intention to hire 

female than male applicants, therefore not supporting hypothesis 3. Assuming that the 

female and male applicant profiles in this study are fully comparable, this may be 

interpreted as a proportionally smaller parenthood penalty for women compared to men.  

This difference in hiring intention towards applicants by gender was explained by 

recruiter gender, supporting hypothesis 6. Female recruiters showed a substantial 

premium for female applicants. However, male applicants only reported a small and 

insignificant premium for male applicants. These findings are opposite to previous 
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research, such as Erlandsson (2019), where men favoured their own gender to a greater 

extent, and Foster, Dingman, Muscolino, and Jankowski (1996), where both men and 

women favoured their own gender. However, the author finds unlikely that these effects 

stem from gender stereotypes in the sense that female recruiters perceive the job 

description to be more aligned with typically female-relevant attributes, like in Cole, Field, 

and Giles (2004). These findings are quite novel and interesting, and at first glance, this 

might seem to suggest that women may be more prejudiced than men. However, the 

author proposes an alternative scenario that may, at least in part, explain this situation. 

Being a female in Iceland, the author has insight into the rich emphasis laid on gender 

equality in society. One manifestation of this can be seen in formal settings such as 

governmental legislation on gender equality (Act on Equal Status and Equal Rights of 

Women and Men, No. 10/2008), as well as amendments to existing corporate law to 

ensure more even gender ratios in boards of directors of companies (Amendment to Act 

on Public Limited Companies and Act on Private Limited Companies: Ownership, Sex 

Ratios and Acting Chairmen and Boards of Directors, No. 13/2010) . Furthermore, it is 

now illegal to pay women lower wages than men for the same work, and companies must 

analyze their compensation structure and be able to prove to authorities that they have 

implemented equal pay systems (Regulation on the Certification of Equal Pay System of 

Companies and Institutions, No. 1030/2017).  

However, there are also informal and unofficial social trends and campaigns that have 

gained momentum in recent years. These include slogans such as "Konur eru konum 

bestar" or "Women are women's best advocates", and "Kvennasamstaða" or "Women's 

solidarity". Lastly, NGOs such as Félag kvenna í atvinnulífinu or Women's Business 

Association have been active since 1999 in publicly supporting and promoting women as 

entrepreneurs, leaders, and mentors for younger women, actively trying to build up a 

network for women in business (Félag kvenna í atvinnulífinu, 2020). The author 

speculates if the aforementioned items may, in part, represent the underlying 

mechanism that drives female recruiters to favour female applicants.  

Furthermore, when looking at the mean ratings from recruiters, but from the 

applicants' point of view, both female and male applicants are more likely to be hired if a 

recruiter of the same gender evaluates them. On its own, this does not give opportunities 
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as such for applicants, as they do not possess the power to strategize who reviews their 

applications.  

Recruiters reported higher intention to hire applicants who were married, compared 

to single applicants, supporting hypothesis 4. These results suggest hiring discrimination 

against single parents and harmonize with findings in Oliphant and Alexander III (1982). 

Furthermore, these results also fit well with other non-job-related research where singles 

were in some way found less feasible than marrieds (e.g. Fisher & Sakaluk, 2019; 

Greitemeyer, 2009). However, no significant interaction was found between applicant 

gender and applicant relationship status, which did not support hypothesis 5. The main 

effects for both variables separately were statistically significant, though, meaning that 

both applicant gender and relationship status do effect recruiter hiring intention. 

However, this means that applicant relationship status does not affect hiring intention 

towards applicants disproportionally by applicant gender.  

Recruiter age was found to interact with applicant relationship status, where older 

recruiters reported a lower intention to hire single applicants than marrieds. These 

results go hand in hand with previous research that has reported older people to be more 

prejudiced than younger people (e.g. Álvarez Castillo et al., 2014; Gonsalkorale et al., 

2009; Stewart et al., 2009; von Hippel et al., 2000). These results do not come as a 

surprise, and it is rational to think that younger people have experienced more 

normalization of singlism from an early age, while older people may have been raised in 

an era where family structures tended to be more traditional. These findings support 

hypothesis 8, but the results on the effects of recruiter age on applicants by gender do 

not support the hypothesis. Younger recruiters exhibited significantly higher hiring 

intention towards female applicants than male applicants, while older recruiters also 

reported higher hiring intention towards female applicants, but the difference was 

insignificant. The absolute difference was higher for younger recruiters, meaning that 

older recruiter appeared to show less discriminatory behaviour, thus not supporting 

hypothesis 8. Therefore, it is suggested that recruiter age affects discriminatory 

behaviour in some cases, depending on which groups are being evaluated.  

Recruiter experience did affect how large penalties and premia were between groups. 

In comparison between applicants by gender, females received higher hiring intention 
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than males. Thereof, recruiters with more experience exhibited a larger premium for 

female applicants than those with less experience. When it came to comparison by 

applicant relationship status, singles were penalized compared to married people. More 

experienced recruiters exhibited a smaller penalty for singles, in comparison with less 

experienced recruiters. These results are somewhat in contradiction to one another, 

where more experienced recruiters seem to exhibit more prejudiced attitudes towards 

applicant gender, but lower towards applicant relationship status. Thus, hypothesis 7 can 

only be partially supported.   

Measuring personality dimensions in recruiters is a novel approach to understanding 

biases in hiring processes, at least to the knowledge of the author. Personality dimensions 

Agreeableness and Openness seem to have a relationship with recruiter evaluations of 

applicants. These results are in accordance with hypotheses 9 and 10, and also with 

results in previous research into the relationship between Agreeableness, Openness, and 

prejudice (e.g. Ekehammar et al., 2004; Ekehammar & Akrami, 2003; Graziano, Bruce, et 

al., 2007, 2007; Hodson et al., 2009; Hodson & Dhont, 2015; Jonason & Lavertu, 2017). 

When it came to evaluating female and male applicants, it did not matter if the recruiter 

was low or high in Agreeableness or Openness when they rated male applicants. 

However, it did matter for female applicants, where a lower score in Agreeableness and 

Openness predicted significantly lower scores in hiring intentions. However, when 

evaluating singles and marrieds, the only case where the two personality dimensions 

affected the outcome in hiring intention was when recruiters were low in Openness, 

where they reported lower intention to hire single mothers.  

  

7.1 Strengths, Limitations and Future Recommendations  

This study has many strengths, as well as some limitations. Firstly, the research design is 

robust, and the sample representability of the population is considered relatively 

convincing. Nevertheless, sample sizes may have been limiting when comparing 

intergroup differences. To be able to compare subgroups, the data were divided by 

multiple variables, making the groups smaller with each categorization. As a result, this 

may have affected the statistical power of the results.  
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The research data are in their nature self-reported, which always comes with 

limitations as participants may be inclined to represent themselves more positively than 

they are in reality. All participants reviewed only one resumé, meaning that they did not 

have a comparison between cases. Therefore, they did not have the opportunity to 

identify the variables that varied between vignettes; gender and relationship status. As a 

result, there may be a lower likelihood of self-reporting bias due to social desirability.  

The comparison of parental applicants by gender cannot be, in full confidence, 

interpreted as a parenthood penalty or premium, because the research design did not 

include applicant profiles that were non-parents. Therefore, the effects of parenthood 

and gender cannot be separated. However, the pre-tests in the research design phase did 

suggest that differences between the male and female profiles in specific attributes were 

little to none. In the power of these pre-tests, room is created for interpretation of the 

differences between male and female applicants as disproportionate parenthood 

penalties.  

One of the most notable relationships found in this study is the interaction between 

recruiter gender and applicant gender. This interaction raises the question of whether 

recruiter relationship status may interact with applicant relationship status, and is a 

highly interesting topic for future research. Furthermore, linking personality with 

prejudice is an interesting field and has yet to be fully explored in a hiring process setting. 

Last but not least, women seem to be favoured over men, which are novel findings. 

Further research is needed to verify this case, and to shed light on which mechanisms 

may be behind it.  

As previously stated, we know from international comparison that in the most 

egalitarian countries, women still assume twice as much unpaid work as men do (World 

Economic Forum, 2019). Furthermore, 76% of women and 82% of men in Iceland were 

employed in 2018, exhibiting similar levels of economic participation between the 

genders. Thereof, women were 2.5 times more likely than men to work part-time rather 

than full-time. In 2017, women made up 56% of individuals who were on paid parental 

leave, leaving men at 44% (Statistics Iceland, n.d.). Further research is needed into the 

division of domestic labour and unpaid work, in context with the economic participation 

and employment of men and women in Iceland. An important aspect to consider is their 
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relationship status, level of education, monthly wages, perceived equality and reported 

happiness. It is essential to examine if overall workload, paid and unpaid, is distributed 

equally among men and women. All this culminates in the discourse in society that 

women make up the majority of those who suffer from prolonged stress and experience 

burnouts (Bandalag háskólamanna, 2019; Ríkisútvarpið, 2019; VIRK, 2018).  

This study has practical implications, as education on prejudice and biases is an 

important contribution to the battle against discrimination. Employers must seek 

education on biases in recruitment and organisational culture in general. Research has 

implied that prejudiced organisations perform worse in the market, and there is an 

increasingly prominent discourse about the value of diversity in society. 
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Appendix B – Applicant Resumés  

 

1. Applicant profile: Married female   
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2. Applicant profile: Single female  
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3. Applicant profile: Married male  
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4. Applicant profile: Single male  
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Appendix C – Questionnaire  
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