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ABSTRACT 

JOB APPLICANT BEHAVIOUR AND STIGMA IN EMPLOYMENT INTERVIEWS 

Jordan L. Ho 

University of Guelph, 2021

Advisor(s): 

Deborah M. Powell

Employment interviews are the most commonly used tool for job candidate evaluation 

(Macan, 2009), making it vital to gain a comprehensive understanding of their utility and 

psychometric properties. In particular, the validity of—or ability to make accurate inferences 

from—interview ratings may be hindered by factors such as candidates’ misrepresentation of 

themselves (Levashina & Campion, 2007) and ratings being contaminated by job-irrelevant 

information (Huffcutt et al., 2011). Striving to improve the validity of employment interviews 

represents a crucial topic for examination in future research within personnel selection (Potočnik 

et al., 2021), highlighting a strong need to address the aforementioned challenges. 

The present dissertation examined numerous topics within the challenges posed by job 

candidate misrepresentation and stigma, with the aim of producing knowledge that could 

improve the validity of employment interviews. The first manuscript in this dissertation was a 

meta-analytic investigation of the relation between job candidate misrepresentation (i.e., 

deceptive impression management) and interview ratings. Results suggested that on average, 

deceptive impression management was effectively unrelated to interview ratings. The second 

manuscript in this dissertation comprised two studies that examined the contextual and 

demographic factors underlying deceptive impression management, as knowledge about these 

areas remain unclear (Melchers et al., 2020). Results indicated that valence-instrumentality-



 

 

 

 

expectancy beliefs were all predictors of self-reported deceptive impression management in a 

past employment interview. Lastly, the third manuscript in this dissertation examined the 

negative impact of being tattooed on employment interview ratings, and how this effect differed 

based on candidate gender and the type of organizational culture. Results demonstrated that 

being tattooed had a very small negative impact on the female candidate, but not the male 

candidate in this study. 

In sum, the present dissertation examined the extent to which deceptive impression 

management and interviewer biases (i.e., about tattoo stigma) contaminated interview ratings. 

Implications for research and practice are discussed within each manuscript, including directions 

for future investigation to learn more about these topics with respect to improving the validity of 

interviews as a selection tool.
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1 Job Applicant Behaviour and Stigma in Employment Interviews 

1.1 General Introduction 

The study of personnel selection is an extensive research area within fields like industrial-

organizational psychology. To select the most qualified candidates for a given role—in ideally a 

fair and valid manner—employers can experience numerous challenges. Such challenges and 

potential obstacles are explained and delineated most recently in a position paper by Potočnik et 

al. (2021), which was an outcome of the European Network of Selection Researchers small 

group meeting in 2018. A few of these core challenges can be mapped onto the aims of the 

present dissertation. As such, this dissertation contributes novel insight into these challenge areas 

and provides both theoretical and practical implications for personnel selection. 

A core challenge identified in personnel selection includes the validities of selection 

methods and their associated factors that contribute construct-relevant versus irrelevant variance 

(Potočnik et al., 2021). Before delving further into the present dissertation however, it is vital to 

point out that employment interview ‘validity’ can refer to multiple types of evidence such as 

content, criterion-related, and construct validity. This dissertation does not focus solely on any 

single type of validity, but rather investigates validity from a broader perspective that is 

consistent with principles accepted in industrial-organizational psychology. Specifically, the fifth 

edition of the Principles for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures—

developed by the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology—uses the definition of 

validity proposed by the American Educational Research Association (2014, p. 11): “the degree 

to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores for proposed uses of 
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tests.” These principles view the different types of validity evidence (e.g., content, criterion-

related, and construct validity) as being a unitary concept; rather than being categorized as 

distinct or separate categories, they should instead be viewed as different sources of evidence 

that accumulate (Tippins et al., 2018). 

The Principles for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures further 

describe validity as a gathering of scientific evidence for ensuring the interpretations of scores on 

a selection procedure are sound, and that this procedure measures the construct(s) it was 

designed for (Tippins et al., 2018). In the context of the present dissertation, the selection 

procedure of focus is employment interviews. Further, although the particular construct of 

interest may vary across interviews (e.g., employers may wish to assess different competencies 

depending on the type of job), one can safely assume that employers seek to measure job-

relevant information and wish to prevent job-irrelevant factors from biasing their decisions. This 

contamination of ratings due to job-irrelevant factors can be viewed as a source of bias, 

measurement error, or unintended negative consequences that decrease the validity of the 

interview being used as a measurement tool (Tippins et al., 2018). To increase employment 

interview validity, Levashina et al. (2014) also discussed numerous options, such as by 

increasing reliability of the ratings, having candidates deliver accurate answers and hence 

facilitating accurate ratings, having interview ratings be based in job-relevant content, reducing 

rating errors, biases, and contamination from job-irrelevant variables, and/or through a 

combination of these aforementioned factors.  



 

 

 

3 

 

In sum, the present dissertation focused broadly on the topic of employment interview 

validity as a contemporary challenge in personnel selection. This challenge of ensuring the 

validity of selection methods can be broken down further into more specific areas that I will 

delineate afterwards, such as the potential biases stemming from applicants’ use of impression 

management tactics and the contamination of interviewer ratings by stigmatizing information. 

Before describing how each of the manuscripts in this dissertation addresses those topics, I will 

first review the literature underlying these areas as further explanation and justification for the 

motivation behind the research. 

1.2 Job Applicant Impression Management and Interview Validity 

Alluded to earlier as a potential threat towards employment interview validity, job 

applicant impression management describes the processes or tactics by which applicants attempt 

to influence their image of themselves (Barrick et al., 2009). In the context of personnel 

selection, the goal of applicant impression management could be, for example, to help achieve a 

better rating in employment interviews by convincing the interviewer that one is qualified for the 

position. Such tactics (e.g., highlighting relevant competencies for the job) may seem like a 

natural component of any interaction between a candidate and employer. However, the challenge 

that impression management poses towards personnel selection pertains especially to situations 

where the tactics being used are deceptive and create a distorted picture of applicants’ true 

qualities and skills (Levashina & Campion, 2006). 

Research has demonstrated that it is not uncommon for applicants to misrepresent 

themselves to at least a little extent during employment interviews (Bourdage et al., 2018; 
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Levashina & Campion, 2007). Such tactics are known as deceptive impression management or 

interview faking behaviours (Levashina & Campion, 2006). Levashina and Campion (2007) 

determined that there are four primary categories of deceptive impression management tactics, 

which include: slight image creation (e.g., embellishing or slightly exaggerating one’s 

knowledge and qualifications), extensive image creation (e.g., inventing fictional work 

experiences or outright lying), deceptive ingratiation (e.g., pretending to share common values or 

interests with the interviewer), and image protection (e.g., omitting negative events or covering 

up details when asked directly by the interviewer). 

The above categories of deceptive impression management naturally distinguish certain 

types of tactics as being ‘more deceptive’ or severe than others. For example, extensive image 

creation can be considered the most deceptive category of tactics because it involves complete 

fabrication of information as opposed to slight embellishments (Levashina & Campion, 2007). 

Unsurprisingly, tactics that are more severely deceptive are viewed as less appropriate by 

employers (Jansen et al., 2012). Further, Melchers et al. (2020) noted in their review of the 

interview faking literature that in theory, more severe types of deceptive impression management 

tactics (e.g., extensive image creation) would be more detrimental to interview validity than less 

severe types (e.g., slight image creation). Hence, there is much to gain from learning about the 

potential challenges to personnel selection being posed by candidates’ usage of deceptive 

impression management tactics. 

To ensure that more than one perspective about candidate impression management (i.e., 

with respect to whether these tactics are truly a threat to interview validity or not), I first present 
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a viewpoint on why such behaviours may actually be a non-issue. Marcus (2009), for instance, 

takes a much more neutral stance towards the use of deceptive impression management or faking 

in personnel selection. Marcus (2009) argued that deceptive impression management (note, the 

author uses the term self-presentation in the article because this term encapsulates a broader set 

of behaviours that do not only include deceptive impression management or faking) should not 

be seen as a definitive blight on the validity of selection methods. Rather, Marcus (2009) 

theorized that the impact of deceptive impression management on validity can range from 

negative, to neutral, to even positive. Ingold et al. (2015) took a similar perspective in their 

study, where they discovered that deceptive impression management in an interview was 

associated with higher ratings of job performance (most participants being from the research and 

education sector). These results might suggest that deceptive impression management is a skill 

that is transferrable to success in certain jobs (e.g., a salesperson may sell more inventory by 

exaggerating positive features about a product to customers). On the other hand, some 

researchers have taken a different viewpoint on candidates’ usage of deceptive impression 

management and argued that it poses more problems than benefits to interview validity. 

Some researchers and practitioners view deceptive impression management as a 

problematic challenge in personnel selection, for numerous reasons. Consider a situation where a 

candidate uses deceptive impression management and receives a higher interview score than they 

would, had they not faked. This type of situation may result in a candidate—who misrepresented 

themselves—being unfairly hired over other candidates. Although it is relatively unclear whether 

deceptive impression management actually does help candidates achieve better interview ratings 
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(Melchers et al., 2020), there have been studies finding that to be the case (e.g., Ingold et al., 

2015). As such, there are at least some job applicants who distort their skills and qualifications 

without getting caught and hence increase their chances of securing the job this way. 

These aforementioned cases—of deceptive impression management skewing candidates’ 

interview ratings—can be conceptualized as a threat to the validity of employment interviews as 

a hiring tool (Levashina & Campion, 2006; Levashina et al., 2014). In other words, it becomes 

more difficult to accurately evaluate candidates on their characteristics if they are not being 

truthful about themselves. This viewpoint is supported by research illustrating that applicants 

who misrepresent themselves during selection generally (Donovan et al., 2014) or during 

interviews (Henle et al., 2019) also tend to perform worse on the job. Hence, the score that a 

candidate obtains on an interview may not be an accurate indication of how well they will 

perform on the job—particularly when it is contaminated by dishonest information. 

To summarize the primary viewpoints about the impact of deceptive impression 

management on interview validity, there is some debate about whether applicants’ usage of such 

tactics have positive versus negative effects. I would argue, however, that even if deceptive 

impression management in the interview is positively related to later job performance, this 

benefit does not preclude other relevant concerns about these tactics. Notably, misrepresenting 

oneself during the selection process—especially if using the more severe forms of deception 

such as extensive image creation by falsifying qualifications—could be classified as fraud and 

have legal implications. Bible (2012) describes, for instance, how resume fraud could result in 

negligent hiring lawsuits where it is argued that employers failed to identify job candidates as 
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being unfit or unqualified for a role. Negligent hiring would be a concern particularly for 

occupations where incompetence poses a risk of harm or danger to others (e.g., lying about being 

fit to operate heavy machinery and accidentally injuring someone as a result). As such, even if 

deceptive impression management is related to better work performance and hence contributes 

positively towards interview validity, the potential legal consequences and risk of harm to others 

may not be sufficient justification for ignoring or failing to combat candidates’ attempts at 

misrepresentation. 

Regarding whether researchers and practitioners should be concerned in the first place—

about deceptive impression management skewing interview ratings and hiring decisions—there 

have been mixed findings in the literature. As noted earlier, there are indeed cases where 

deceptive impression management has been shown to positively predict interview ratings (e.g., 

Study 2; Buehl & Melchers, 2017). There are, however, also cases where deceptive impression 

management has shown to be associated with lower interview ratings (e.g., Swider et al., 2011). 

These mixed findings render it unclear whether candidates’ misrepresentation will actually bias 

interview ratings and affect their likelihood of securing the job. Potočnik et al. (2021) 

highlighted numerous recent developments in the study of applicant impression management, 

which included a recent meta-analysis by Peck and Levashina (2017) that analyzed the relation 

between impression management tactics and interview ratings. This meta-analysis could not 

differentiate the use of honest and deceptive tactics, however, making this limitation the next 

logical step for researchers to address and contribute towards our understanding of applicant 

impression management. I later summarize and describe how the first manuscript in this 
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dissertation addresses this specific gap via a meta-analysis that focuses specifically on deceptive 

impression management and distinguishes it from its honest counterpart. 

Ultimately, the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology asserts that ensuring 

steps to maintain or improve the validity of selection methods is paramount, such that employers 

should be able to make accurate inferences underlying their hiring decisions (Tippins et al., 

2018). Hence, determining the extent to which candidates’ use of deceptive impression 

management threatens interview validity represents a key issue with strong practical 

implications. 

In addition to determining the magnitude of relation between deceptive impression 

management tactics and interview ratings, there are numerous other questions that should be 

answered to gain a truly comprehensive understanding of candidate misrepresentation. Such 

questions include asking, for instance, who is more likely to use deceptive tactics in an interview. 

Applicants who engage in higher levels of misrepresentation during interviews may pose a 

greater threat to the validity of selection decisions, given that more deceitful information about 

them is being provided. Research has shown, for example, that candidates who engage in 

deceptive impression management tend to perform worse on and are more deviant on the job 

(Henle et al., 2019). Thus, uncovering who or what types of applicants are most likely to 

misrepresent themselves may help inform methods of identifying and/or preventing faking in 

personnel selection settings. 

Research to date has discovered that numerous individual difference characteristics are 

related to the use of deceptive impression management in interviews. These individual 
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differences that predict interview faking consist largely of personality traits such as low honesty-

humility, low conscientiousness, high Machiavellianism, and high Competitive Worldviews 

(Roulin & Bourdage, 2017). Establishing these individual difference antecedents of deceptive 

impression management could also have practical implications for organizations, as traits like 

Machiavellianism not only predict faking—but also undesired behaviours in the workplace (e.g., 

O’Boyle et al., 2012). Meanwhile, other research has found that younger applicants, including 

applicants who perceive the hiring organization to be more attractive, also engage in higher 

levels of deceptive impression management (Bourdage et al., 2018). These findings make it 

evident that although not every job candidate misrepresents themselves, some are more willing to 

and do so to larger extents than others as Levashina and Campion (2006) originally argued in 

their theoretical model of interview faking. 

To build on our knowledge of who is more likely to use deceptive impression management 

in interviews, past work has highlighted some fruitful avenues for exploration. Huffcutt et al. 

(2011), for instance, developed a theoretical model that explained how demographic and 

personal characteristics (e.g., cultural background, gender) may be related to how job candidates 

perform in interviews. Similarly, a recent review of the interview faking literature suggested that 

there is scant knowledge on the role that demographic characteristics play in understanding 

candidate misrepresentation (Melchers et al., 2020). Addressing this gap in the literature may 

help identify who may fake more in interviews and what the underlying reasons for these 

behaviours are. 
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1.3 Employer Biases and Interview Validity 

Aside from behaviours that candidates themselves engage in, potential threats to the 

validity of interviews as a selection method are also present from the interviewers’, the 

employers’, and/or the organizational representatives’ side. Huffcutt et al. (2011) described in 

their model of interviewee performance that biases and interviewer information processing 

effects can hinder the accuracy of their ratings. These authors proposed that the accuracy of 

interviewers’ ratings can be hampered given that they are required to focus on and assess copious 

amounts of information when interacting with candidates. Such inherent limitations of human 

cognition, Huffcutt et al. argued, result in interviewers recalling only a subset of information 

from candidates which end up factoring into their ratings. Further, exactly what and how much 

information is recalled may not always be job-relevant and/or could vary across interviewers, 

ripening the opportunity for less accurate ratings. Huffcutt et al. (2011) detailed that these 

cognitive limitations can facilitate interviewers’ reliance on heuristics and biases, such as 

factoring in candidates’ demographic and personal characteristics (e.g., physical attractiveness, 

race, gender) into their ratings despite their irrelevance to the job. Extant research has ultimately 

made the presence of such biases and stigmatization in personnel selection evident (e.g., Barrick 

et al., 2009; Kennelly, 1999; Koch et al., 2015). 

With the above information in mind, improving the validity of employment interviews may 

be better accomplished by utilizing a two-pronged approach: focusing on sources of bias 

stemming from both job candidates (e.g., their usage of deceptive impression management 
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tactics) and from interviewers (e.g., their inaccurate ratings of candidates due to cognitive 

limitations and/or biases). 

To understand the types of biases that interviewers are subject to, Derous et al. (2016) 

developed a theoretical framework of interview bias that focused on the role of stigmatizing 

applicant characteristics. These authors utilized dual-process theories as a foundation for their 

framework. Broadly, dual-process theories propose that people’s judgments and decisions are 

founded in two main cognitive processes. These include Type 1 processes, which describe the 

heuristics or mental shortcuts that people frequently use, given the large amounts of information 

that anyone deals with daily. As such, Type 1 processes involve fast, automatic judgments such 

as first impressions of others. Conversely, Type 2 processes describe the slower and more 

effortful judgments that people make, which require greater cognitive resources. Derous et al. 

(2016) argued that because interviewers must manage high cognitive demands such as 

processing and evaluating candidate information within a short time frame, they may rely more 

strongly on Type 1 processes. For instance, interviewers may unintentionally factor in Type 1 

information—like applicants’ physical appearance or a perceived stigmatizing mark—with their 

ratings because it is less cognitively taxing for them. Put another way, interviewers might form 

quick, immediate impressions of applicants and rely on heuristic thinking based on perceived 

stigmas (Kahneman, 2003). These perspectives are also consistent with what Huffcutt et al. 

(2011) proposed in their model with respect to interviewer information processing effects. Taken 

altogether, these arguments suggest that interviewers’ reliance on stigmatizing information to 
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make their ratings could decrease the accuracy of selection decisions and ultimately the validity 

of interviews as a hiring tool. 

In terms of factors that could further exacerbate one’s reliance on stigmas and heuristics, 

Derous et al. (2016) stated in their framework that interviewers’ impressions are formed even 

more quickly when candidates have stigmatizing marks which are visible, conspicuous, and 

hence focused upon. Examples of visible stigmatizing marks include body modifications like 

tattoos. Interviewers may see a stigmatizing mark like tattoos on an applicant, which then 

activates negative stereotypes associated with tattooed persons (e.g., that they are deviant). The 

activation of such stereotypes is an example of Type 1 processing, as this is a heuristic that could 

end up factoring into interviewers’ ratings. Further, when a stigmatizing mark is perceived to be 

intentional, self-inflicted, or preventable—which is likely common in the case of tattoos as an 

example again, because people typically choose to get tattooed of their own volition—reactions 

towards stigma tend to be more negative (Weiner et al., 1988). Thus, interviewers’ ratings may 

be especially susceptible to contamination by Type 1 processes when candidates have visible 

stigmatizing marks that trigger negative stereotypes. 

The importance of focusing on stigma as another potential threat towards employment 

interview validity is highlighted by Summers et al. (2018) in their review and typology of stigma 

in organizational settings. These authors noted that there is a dearth of research on stigmatization 

in organizational and work settings, despite the practical need to combat this issue. As I will later 

describe within the third manuscript of this dissertation, the presence of visible stigmas on 

candidates may have negative effects on their interview ratings and other hiring-related 
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outcomes. This bias clearly represents a threat to the validity of job interviews, if candidates who 

are identical in all job-related aspects—other than merely having a stigmatizing physical 

feature—are unfairly (and can legally be) penalized in their employment prospects. Reliance on 

stigmatizing information to make hiring decisions could further be detrimental to organizations, 

as they may lose perfectly suitable candidates who can help achieve their objectives. Ultimately, 

having a valid selection tool depends upon making ratings and inferences of candidates based on 

job- and construct-relevant information (Tippins et al., 2018), which is contaminated when 

interviewers incorporate job-irrelevant factors into their decisions. 

In sum, two contemporary challenges to the validity of personnel selection practices are 

found in both job candidates’ behaviours (e.g., their usage of deceptive impression management 

tactics and portrayal of inauthentic selves) and employers’ judgments (e.g., their reliance on 

biases, heuristics, and stigmatizing job-irrelevant information when making selection decisions). 

The present dissertation approaches each challenge by contributing novel insights into unique 

aspects of these topics. I next provide a breakdown of the manuscripts contained within this 

dissertation and how they will be structured. 

1.4 Structure of the Present Dissertation 

The present dissertation consists of three manuscripts that fall under the general umbrella 

of contemporary challenges within personnel selection research, particularly with respect to the 

validity of employment interviews as a hiring tool. Specifically, this dissertation examined the 

extent to which job candidate behaviour like faking biases interview evaluations (Manuscript 

One), including the factors that predict usage of such tactics (Manuscript Two). This dissertation 
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then investigated how visible stigmas (in this case, tattoos) could bias interviewer judgments, 

and how these biases may interact with candidates’ gender and the type of organizational culture 

(Manuscript Three). These three manuscripts approach these research questions by examining 

both individual differences and situational factors in order to gain a more comprehensive 

understanding of each topic. Altogether, this collection of empirical studies provides novel 

insight into the factors that potentially threaten the validity of employment interviews as a hiring 

tool, as well as the practical implications of these findings. This introduction and corresponding 

section ultimately serve as a roadmap of what each of the three manuscripts in this dissertation 

entails, with these individual manuscripts containing their own respective literature reviews and 

introduction sections.1 

The first manuscript in this dissertation is titled “The Relation Between Deceptive 

Impression Management and Employment Interview Ratings: A Meta-Analysis.” This 

manuscript was a meta-analytic investigation of the relation between job candidates’ use of 

deceptive impression management and interview ratings. Further, this manuscript was published 

in Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science (Ho et al., 2021), specifically their 2021 special 

issue on Emerging Research in Industrial-Organizational Psychology in Canada. This research 

 

1 The length of and detail included in each dissertation manuscript may vary based on differences 

in journal submission guidelines and/or the idiosyncratic preferences of anonymous reviewers 

and action editors. For example, the second manuscript of this dissertation was published in 

Personnel Assessment and Decisions, a journal which had a much lower word/page limit than 

where the first manuscript was published (Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science). Similarly, 

inconsistencies in style and presentation across manuscripts (e.g., confidence intervals being 

presented for correlations and exact p-values being presented in one manuscript but not another) 

are also due to either individual journal style guidelines and/or the preferences of independent 

reviewers or action editors. 
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sought to address the mixed findings in the literature regarding the link between deceptive 

impression management and interview ratings, as well as the limitation of how past meta-

analyses were not able to distinguish between deceptive and honest tactics. Another limitation 

that this manuscript addressed was noted by Melchers et al. (2020) in their review of the 

interview faking literature, where they pointed out that our ability to interpret past results on 

deceptive impression management and interview ratings is confounded by factors like 

differences in study designs. By accounting for these above limitations, this research can help 

clarify the extent to which candidates’ misrepresentation might skew interview ratings and affect 

interview validity, including how this relation differs based on other factors. 

Our results from this meta-analysis in Manuscript One revealed that on average, 

deceptive impression management was effectively unrelated to interview ratings (ρ = .04). This 

finding suggests that the accuracy of selection decisions is typically not skewed by the usage of 

deceptive impression management tactics. The criterion-related validity of interviews may not be 

heavily influenced as a result, given that candidates who engage in higher levels of deception do 

not seem to have greater likelihoods of being hired in the first place. Moreover, results indicated 

that the meta-analytic relation did not differ substantially based on the type of deceptive 

impression management tactic examined (slight image creation, extensive image creation, 

deceptive ingratiation, image protection), interview fidelity, student status, or participant gender. 

Mean participant age, however, was associated with the magnitude of and variability in study 

correlations. This research ultimately contributes to our understanding of how deceptive 
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impression management is associated with interview ratings and how this relation may differ 

based on research design and sample characteristics. 

The second manuscript in this dissertation is titled “A Test of Expectancy Theory and 

Demographic Characteristics as Predictors of Faking and Honesty in Employment Interviews.” 

This manuscript comprised two empirical studies that examined the contextual and demographic 

factors underlying deceptive impression management, as knowledge about these areas remains 

unclear (Melchers et al., 2020). This manuscript was accepted and published in Personnel 

Assessment and Decisions (Ho & Powell, 2021). Study One collected normative data and 

established baseline distributions for instrumentality-expectancy beliefs from a Canadian 

municipality. Instrumentality beliefs (in the context of this particular manuscript) describe the 

extent to which job candidates perceive that faking is necessary to succeed in an interview. 

Meanwhile, expectancy beliefs describe the extent to which candidates feel confident about 

faking in an interview—such as by successfully achieving a high interview score without getting 

caught in their misrepresentation. Results indicated that most respondents had low levels of 

instrumentality-expectancy beliefs for faking, but high levels for honesty. Moreover, income, 

education, and age were antecedents of instrumentality-expectancy beliefs. Study Two extended 

these findings with a United States sample and sought to determine if they could be explained by 

individual differences, such as financial insecurity, status-seeking, Machiavellianism, and 

approach temperament. Results demonstrated that financial insecurity predicted instrumentality 

of faking, while age predicted expectancy of faking. Finally, valence-instrumentality-expectancy 

beliefs were all predictors of self-reported faking behaviour in a past interview (valence being 
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the extent to which participants felt positively towards obtaining a job if they had misrepresented 

themselves). 

The third manuscript in this dissertation is titled “The Interactive Effect of Tattoos, 

Gender, and Organizational Culture on Hiring Bias.” This manuscript consists of an empirical 

study examining the impact of tattoo stigma on interview ratings, and how this effect differed 

based on candidate gender and the type of organizational culture. We will target submission of 

this manuscript to a suitable academic journal in the area of employee selection, such as Journal 

of Personnel Psychology or International Journal of Selection and Assessment. In this research, 

we collected data from Canadian undergraduate students who played the role of a 

recruiter/interviewer in charge of hiring a new manager to join their fictional company. Results 

demonstrated that being tattooed had a very small negative impact on hirability ratings for the 

female candidate being interviewed, but not for the male candidate. We also discovered that 

when the fictional company portrayed themselves as having an adhocracy organizational culture 

(i.e., one that values risk-taking and experimentation), the tattooed female candidate was rated as 

deserving the lowest amount of pay if hired—relative to the non-tattooed female, non-tattooed 

male, and tattooed male candidates. Given the high number of people who are tattooed in 

modern society (e.g., Aslam & Owen, 2013; Polidoro, 2041), and the lack of legal protection 

against discriminating on the basis of tattoos and other forms of body modification (Elzweig & 

Peeples, 2011), this research illustrates that such stigmas may continue to unfairly jeopardize job 

prospects and hinder employment interview validity. 
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In sum, the present dissertation examined contemporary potential threats to the validity of 

employment interviews—namely the extent to which candidates’ usage of deceptive impression 

management and being tattooed may bias interview ratings. Implications for research and 

practice are discussed within each manuscript, including directions for future investigation to 

learn more about these challenges in recruitment and selection. A general discussion section 

follows the third manuscript, which will highlight the shared implications and contributions of 

this dissertation.2  

 

2 References for this Introduction are included at the end of the General Discussion section, 

which is located after the three manuscripts. All the references within each manuscript are 

included at their respective endings. 
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2 MANUSCRIPT ONE3 

2.1 The Relation Between Deceptive Impression Management and 

Employment Interview Ratings: A Meta-Analysis 

Employment interviews present an opportunity for job applicants to make a good 

impression on their potential employer, by engaging in impression management (IM) tactics. 

Broadly defined, IM describes the process by which individuals attempt to control the 

impressions others form of them (Barrick et al., 2009) and is a key category of behaviours that 

applicants engage in during interviews (Huffcutt et al., 2011). IM can take various forms, such as 

trying to connect personally to the interviewer or making sure one’s skills and past 

accomplishments are highlighted (Stevens & Kristof, 1995). However, applicants can face a 

challenge wherein they must consider which IM tactics will help them make a positive 

impression on the interviewer and secure the job, and which tactics will not. Applicants may be 

more likely to use honest IM tactics and provide truthful information about themselves if they 

are well qualified or have good answers to interview questions (Bourdage et al., 2018). In other 

cases, applicants may intentionally distort their answers to the interview questions in order to 

make a good impression (Levashina & Campion, 2006). These are known as deceptive IM 

tactics, which can range from slight embellishments of information to outright lying (Levashina 

& Campion, 2007). IM tactics can therefore vary in their extent of honesty and deception. 

 

3 Authorship of manuscript published in Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science was: Jordan 

L. Ho, Deborah M. Powell, and David J. Stanley. © 2021, Canadian Psychological Association. 

This paper is not the copy of record and may not exactly replicate the final, authoritative version 

of the article. Please do not copy or cite without authors’ permission. The final article is available 

via https://doi.org/10.1037/cbs0000223. 
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Many researchers have studied deceptive IM, particularly in countries like Canada (e.g., 

Bourdage et al., 2018; Robie et al., 2020). In one recent review though, Melchers et al. (2020) 

argued that few researchers have attempted to determine if deceptive IM is associated with 

interview ratings. The authors found that based on the reviewed studies, the relation between 

deceptive IM and interview ratings is inconclusive due to mixed findings. However, the authors 

did not meta-analyze these effect sizes nor review articles from non-published sources, meaning 

that the precise nature and size of the deceptive IM-interview ratings association is unclear. We 

aim to build off their review with a systematic review and meta-analysis—specifically on the 

relation between deceptive IM and interview ratings. We followed the guidelines of Siddaway et 

al. (2019) for conducting a systematic review—as opposed to a narrative review, which is 

inherently subjective regarding the literature that ends up being included. This process entailed a 

comprehensive, replicable search to find all published and unpublished studies on the 

quantitative relation between deceptive IM and interview ratings, as well as explicit 

inclusion/exclusion criteria for those studies. Based off this review, the present research sought 

to answer the following research question. 

Research Question 1: What is the magnitude of the relation between deceptive IM and 

interview ratings? 

2.1.1 Background and Perspectives on Deceptive IM 

Some researchers have argued that the use of deceptive IM should not be a serious 

concern to employers and can be considered “legitimate behavior inevitably triggered by 

situational demands” (Marcus, 2009, p. 427). Although engaging in deceptive IM is a conscious 
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act, researchers have noted this behaviour lacks maliciousness and that any negative 

consequences that result from the deception are a by-product—not a primary motive—of the act 

(Ellingson & McFarland, 2011). Some studies support this view of deceptive IM as being either 

an unharmful or even positive behaviour. For example, Ingold et al. (2015) found that deceptive 

IM was related to higher levels of job performance in a sample of employees coming from 

various sectors (e.g., education, banking, service). These authors suggested that deceptive IM 

could be viewed as a socially adequate behavior and a useful skill on the job. Similarly, Lortie 

and Brooks (2018) found that deceptive IM was positively related to organizational citizenship 

behaviours on the job, while Buehl et al. (2019) discovered that academic performance was 

actually better predicted by students’ interview scores when instructed to ‘put their best foot 

forward’ than when they were asked to be completely honest. Thus, it is possible that employers 

need not be concerned about applicants’ use of deceptive IM—or more specifically, a positive 

relation between deceptive IM and interview ratings or the chances of securing a job. 

Although some researchers view IM in a neutral or positive light, others have expressed 

concerns that deceptive IM can be problematic for organizations. Applicants who misrepresent 

themselves in selection generally might end up being hired over better-qualified applicants 

(Stewart et al., 2010) or perform worse at the job (Donovan et al., 2014). Meanwhile, those who 

use deceptive IM in interviews may engage in more counterproductive work behaviour (Lortie & 

Brooks, 2018). Huffcutt et al. (2004) similarly demonstrated that interview scores predicted job 

performance more highly in job incumbents than in applicants—as the latter may use more 

deceptive IM. Further, it is difficult to detect whether applicants are being deceptive or not (e.g., 
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Roulin et al., 2015). Employers may therefore have reason to be concerned about how deceptive 

IM is related to interview ratings. 

2.1.2 Previous Meta-Analyses on Applicant IM and Interview Ratings 

There have been at least three previous meta-analyses examining the relations between 

IM and interview ratings (Levashina et al., 2014: Peck & Levashina, 2017), and in certain cases 

included other tactics such as smiling and physical appearance (Barrick et al., 2009). In all cases, 

however, the measures used in most of the included primary studies were a mix of deceptive and 

honest IM. Consequently, these past meta-analyses have been unable to tease apart how honest 

and deceptive IM may relate differently to interview outcomes. Levashina et al. (2014) argued 

that: “Because recent research has started exploring the differences between deceptive and 

honest IM, separate measures of these constructs are needed.” The authors noted that although 

researchers have a measure of deceptive IM (Levashina and Campion, 2007), a valid measure of 

honest IM was also needed. To avoid confounding the measurement of honest and deceptive IM, 

the present meta-analysis will focus only on studies measuring deceptive IM.  

A review of deceptive IM in interviews was recently conducted (Melchers et al., 2020), 

but had a few limitations that we aim to address through the present research. Specifically, the 

authors did not meta-analyze the relations between deceptive IM and interview ratings. As well, 

that review only included published articles (i.e., no dissertations or conference presentations), 

which obfuscates the potential contributions of ‘file-drawer’ or unpublished studies. The present 

research hence aims to make vital contributions to the deceptive IM literature, by building on the 

review conducted by Melchers and colleagues. Further, with much of the research on deceptive 
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IM being conducted in Canada (e.g., Roulin & Powell, 2018), the present investigation has 

particularly strong relevance to Canadian contexts. 

2.1.3 The Separated Measurement of Deceptive from Honest IM 

Until relatively recently, researchers did not distinguish between honest and deceptive 

IM. Consequently, past measures of IM have included items that appear to tap both honest and 

deceptive IM. For example, Higgins and Judge (2004) measured self-promotion IM tactics using 

items such as “I described my skills and abilities in an attractive way” and “I took credit for 

events even if I was not solely responsible.” The first item could be interpreted as having a 

candidate honestly describe skills they possess, whereas the second item is explicit about the 

candidate’s dishonesty or use of deceptive IM. These types of items were included in the same 

measure, despite the possibility that they assessed different constructs.  

Levashina and Campion (2006) recognized that the IM literature would be further 

advanced by developing a clear definition of deceptive IM. They defined deceptive IM as tactics 

that are used to consciously distort, embellish, or invent job-related qualifications, or create a 

favourable image of oneself. Levashina and Campion (2007) later developed their Interview 

Faking Behavior Scale, which comprises four categories of deceptive IM tactics: slight image 

creation, extensive image creation, image protection, and deceptive ingratiation. Slight image 

creation involves tactics such as embellishing answers to make an image of a good candidate for 

the job, or inflating the fit between oneself and the organization in terms of beliefs, values, or 

attitudes. Extensive image creation involves tactics with greater degrees of misrepresentation, 

such as telling fictional stories or claiming to have skills that one does not possess. Image 
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protection describes tactics such as omitting discussion of things that would reflect poorly on 

oneself. Lastly, deceptive ingratiation involves tactics such as trying to conform one’s opinions 

and beliefs to fit the interviewer’s, or exaggerating positive comments about the organization. 

The development of the Interview Faking Behavior Scale allowed researchers to study 

IM that was specifically deceptive. Based on a Google Scholar search conducted on February 28, 

2020, there have indeed been 285 published articles that cited and/or used the Interview Faking 

Behavior Scale, which has added to our understanding of deceptive IM in interviews. However, 

the Interview Faking Behavior Scale did not fully solve the problem of the existing measures that 

confounded honest and deceptive IM. To assess IM that is specifically honest, Bourdage et al. 

(2018) developed the Honest Interview Impression Management scale. They defined honest IM 

as “the means by which job applicants describe their true job-related credentials during a short 

interaction with an interviewer” (p. 598). Bourdage et al. defined three categories of honest IM 

tactics: honest self-promotion (e.g., “I let the interviewer know how my previous work 

experiences were relevant to the position”); honest ingratiation (e.g., “I complimented the 

organization on accomplishments or qualities that I found impressive”); and honest defensive 

(e.g., “I recounted to the interviewer steps I had taken to prevent the recurrence of negative 

events or occurrences in my past”). As such, Bourdage et al. (2018) demonstrated that honest IM 

and deceptive IM are empirically distinct constructs. 

 A meta-analysis that examines the relation between deceptive—rather than an unclear 

mix of deceptive and honest—IM and interview ratings is crucial, given mixed findings in the 

literature. For example, Ingold et al. (2015) found that deceptive IM was positively related to 
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interview ratings, whereas Roulin and Powell (2018) found a small negative relation. Further, it 

is unclear how the relation between deceptive IM and interview ratings may differ based on the 

specific tactic being examined. Our review of relevant literature indicates that there are indeed 

mixed findings for all four deceptive IM tactic. For instance, research has shown that slight 

image creation can range from having positive (e.g., Study 2; Buehl & Melchers, 2017), negative 

(e.g., Swider et al., 2011), or null relations (e.g., Dürr & Klehe, 2018) with interview ratings. In 

sum, a meta-analysis focusing on purely deceptive IM can help to clarify these mixed findings. 

2.1.4 Research Design and Sample Characteristics as Potential Moderators 

We examined numerous potential moderators of the relation between deceptive IM and 

interview ratings.4 Some of these moderators (i.e., interview fidelity, research participants, rating 

source) are consistent with those examined by the most recent meta-analysis on IM and interview 

ratings (Peck & Levashina, 2017), which allows for ease of comparability with our results. We 

also focus on new moderators (i.e., interview medium, region, number of interviewers, rater 

quality, and rating method) because of their theoretical relevance to interviewees’ opportunity to 

engage in and potential success at using deceptive IM (Levashina & Campion, 2006). 

Interview fidelity describes whether the interview is conducted in a mock/laboratory 

setting versus a real/field setting. We focused on interview fidelity as a moderator because this 

may shed light on scholars’ concerns about whether results from mock interviews are externally 

 

4 We thank the editor and an anonymous reviewer for their suggestions of including rating 

source, interview medium, rater quality, rating method, and number of interviewers as additional 

moderators. 
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valid and generalizable to real, high-stakes interviews (e.g., Posthuma et al., 2002). We similarly 

examined interview medium as a moderator, given that the use of technology can affect 

interview ratings (Blacksmith et al., 2016; Langer et al., 2017) and potentially interviewees’ IM 

behavior (Langer et al., 2020). Determining the extent to which findings on deceptive IM may 

differ across various settings also has practical benefits, considering the recent popularity and 

convenience of using technology-mediated interviews. 

We focus on sample characteristics, such as region, gender, research participants, and 

age, as theoretical work has argued that demographic characteristics play a role in interviewee 

behaviors (Huffcutt et al., 2011). A recent review of deceptive IM further indicates that research 

examining demographic characteristics is scarce (Melchers et al., 2020), rendering it unclear if 

the relation between deceptive IM and interview ratings differs based on who uses these tactics. 

Peck and Levashina (2017) argued, for instance, that the relation between IM and interview 

ratings may be stronger in students because they have less work experience and are more 

motivated to succeed at using IM. At the same time, the authors argued that the relation could be 

stronger for labour market participants, as they are likely interviewing for more attractive jobs 

and motivated to use IM also. Whether interviewees are students or labour market participants is 

similar to the variable of age. However, we examined age as a separate moderator in order to 

account for the possibility that student samples may consist of older people (e.g., mature 

students) and that labour market participants may likewise comprise young applicants (e.g., 

people who completed their education and sought employment earlier in their lives). 
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We also focused on numerous characteristics of the rater and/or rating method, as they 

may help guide actionable modifications for the ways in which organizations conduct interviews 

and evaluate applicants. We examined the rating source as a moderator, specifically whether the 

person providing the interview ratings was also the target of the interviewee’s IM, versus a third-

party observer who was not the primary target of the IM. Peck and Levashina (2017) argued, for 

instance, that interviewers experience greater cognitive load when they must devote attention 

toward teasing apart IM from job-related information. This cognitive load is then believed to 

hinder the accuracy of those interview ratings. Conversely, a third-party observer (e.g., someone 

watching a video recording of the interview) may find it less cognitively taxing to separate out 

applicants’ IM attempts from job-related information and hence provide more accurate ratings. 

We also examined the number of interviewers or raters as a moderator. Levashina and 

Campion (2006) argued that the high cognitive load experienced by a single interviewer makes 

them less likely to notice deceptive IM, hence providing applicants with greater opportunity to 

fake. The authors further proposed that deceptive IM bears stronger influence with a single 

interviewer because it is easier to manipulate one’s image to one person, whereas it would be 

difficult to please multiple or a panel of interviewers with potentially different expectations.  

Additionally, we examined the quality of the rater as a moderator because some 

interviewers (e.g., human resources managers) may have ample experience conducting 

interviews and evaluating applicants, whereas others do not (e.g., research assistants who only 

received a single training session on interviewing). Roulin et al. (2015) found, for instance, that 

both experienced and novice interviewers were unable to differentiate deceptive from honest IM 
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in applicants. It is unclear, however, if experienced interviewers are better at separating out those 

IM attempts from their final ratings, whereas novice interviewers may end up with ratings that 

are saturated with IM. As such, the validity of interviews might be affected by deceptive IM, but 

this may potentially be mitigated by using interviewers with high levels of experience. 

Finally, we examined the rating method as a moderator because certain elements of 

interview structure may reduce the influence of deceptive IM on interviewer decision-making 

processes and ratings. Levashina and Campion (2006) proposed, for example, that the use of 

rigorous evaluation methods—such as anchored rating scales—to score interviewees’ responses 

may reduce the impact of deceptive IM by encouraging raters to focus on job-related 

information. Conversely, using less-structured methods of rating interviews—such as providing a 

global rating of hirability or simply an overall interview score—does not involve such an explicit 

focus on job-related information. As such, deceptive IM may have a weaker relation with 

interview ratings when rigorous evaluation methods are used, than with global ratings. 

2.2 Methods 

2.2.1 Literature Search 

We searched the following electronic databases: APA Psycnet, Business Source 

Complete, Pubmed, Proquest, and Web of Science. We used the following key-word 

combinations in our search: “impression management” OR faking AND “employment interview” 

OR “job interview” OR “interview performance” OR “hiring decisions” OR “personnel 

selection”. We also searched for articles citing Levashina and Campion’s (2007) Interview 

Faking Behavior Scale and Bourdage et al.’s (2018) Honest Interview Impression Management 
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scale. Moreover, we contacted researchers to inquire about any unpublished articles that would 

fit our inclusion criteria. We did not impose any geographical or cultural restrictions, other than 

requiring the article to be written in English. Time period was not specified in the literature 

search, although the earliest study that was found was published in 1951. Overall, our search 

yielded 576 studies for screening after duplicates were removed. 

2.2.2 Eligible Research Design Features and Exclusion Decisions 

We only included studies with an employment interview. To determine whether an 

employment interview was conducted, we used Levashina et al.’s (2014) definition: “A 

personally interactive process of one or more people asking questions orally to another person 

and evaluating the answers for the purpose of determining the qualifications of that person in 

order to make employment decisions” (p. 243). In line with previous meta-analyses (e.g., Barrick 

et al., 2009), we included both mock (e.g., practice interviews or interviews conducted solely for 

the purpose of research) and real interviews, as well as interviews that were conducted in-person, 

through videoconference, virtual media, or over the telephone if they were found. 

We only included studies with a correlation between deceptive IM and interview ratings 

(provided by a live interviewer or outside observer, such as someone watching a video recording 

of the interview). In limited cases, interview ratings were operationalized as applicants’ receipt 

of job offers or advancement to future rounds of the selection process. 

We only included studies measuring applicants’ self-reported use of deceptive IM. We 

chose not to include observer- or interviewer-coded deceptive IM because it is already well-

established that such measures are inaccurate and are typically associated with poorer interview 
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ratings (e.g., Roulin et al., 2014). Observers are, for instance, generally poor at accurately 

judging deceptive from honest tactics (e.g., Roulin et al., 2015). When relying on observer-

coding of IM, it is also unclear whether these measures reflect honest or deceptive IM as they 

likely reflect a mix of both or correlate poorly with self-reported IM (Amaral et al., 2019). 

Further, we did not include studies that relied on comparing IM and interview ratings between 

experimental conditions (e.g., instructing applicants to answer honestly versus instructing 

applicants to ‘put their best foot forward’). As noted by Melchers et al. (2020), experimental 

manipulations that involve asking applicants to put their best foot forward may not only trigger 

deceptive IM, but also honest IM. Any differences in interview ratings between conditions may 

be caused by a combination of both honest and deceptive IM. Thus, we do not include mean 

difference effect sizes (Cohen’s d) because they likely represent a different construct of interest. 

2.2.2.1 Coding results and judgment calls. 

To ensure reliable coding, each of the 576 articles was independently screened by the 

first author and a trained second coder. For studies that were included, the two coders filled out a 

coding sheet with information on: a) sample size, b) deceptive IM-interview ratings effect 

size(s), c) reliability values for deceptive IM and interview ratings, and d) correlations among 

deceptive IM measures and/or among interview outcome measures if multiple measures were 

reported. We also recorded whether the interview was a mock versus real employment interview, 

whether the participants were comprised of students or non-students, the mean age of the sample, 

the percentage of the sample that comprised women, and the country where the study took place. 

Each instance of disagreement was discussed with the second author until 100% agreement was 
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achieved. Further, to help create a meta-analysis that is reproducible, we have documented all 

our coding decisions and have stored the data and analysis scripts in an online supplement on the 

Open Science Framework.5 In addition to an explanation of each coding decision, we included 

the coding source material to illustrate where our numbers came from for each value in each 

study. 

After the coding was completed, 438 articles were excluded because they did not have 

original data with employment interviews (e.g., theoretical papers, meta-analyses). 109 articles 

were excluded because there was no measure of self-reported deceptive IM. Six articles were 

excluded because no interview ratings were provided (nor available when the original authors 

were contacted). One article was excluded because there was no effect size provided (nor 

available when the authors were contacted). Lastly, four articles were excluded because they 

were not written in English. We thus kept 18 articles in total for inclusion, as they provided a 

correlation coefficient between deceptive IM and interview outcomes. When studies used the 

same data (e.g., in both a dissertation and published article), we only used the version from the 

published article. Our exclusion decisions are illustrated in the PRISMA Diagram (Figure 2.1). 

 

5 The Open Science Framework repository is found at the following link: 

https://osf.io/2afg5/?view_only=91fbe34b5cc74434b13f50fd0739ea04  
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Figure 2.1: PRISMA Diagram 

 

Although not our primary goal, we were also interested in comparing the results 

concerning deceptive IM with those of honest IM. We searched Google Scholar on February 28, 

2020 for articles that citing Bourdage et al.’s (2018) Honest Interview Impression Management 

scale. This search only yielded three independent samples from three studies that measured 

honest IM and interview ratings. Thus, we meta-analyzed the relations between honest IM and 
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interview ratings—but do not test for any moderators other than the individual type of honest IM 

tactic, given the small number of available studies. 

2.2.3 Potential Moderators 

We examined the following categorical moderators: deceptive IM tactic, interview 

fidelity, interview medium, region, research participants, rating source, number of interviewers, 

rater quality, rating method, and publication status. Additionally, we examined these continuous 

moderators: the percentage of the sample that was female and the mean age of participants.  

2.2.4 Analysis Approach 

We used the random-effects psychometric meta-analysis approach by Schmidt and 

Hunter (2015), as implemented in the R package psychmeta (Dahlke & Wiernik, 2018). When 

multiple measures were used within a single sample for the predictor or criterion, we calculated 

composite correlations and composite reliabilities using the weighted-linear composite process 

described in Schmidt and Hunter (2015) and implemented in psychmeta. That is, if a study 

reported a correlation between interview ratings and more than one IM tactic, we calculated a 

composite correlation. If a study reported a correlation for more than one interview outcome, we 

calculated a composite correlation. Only two cases had multiple interview outcomes.  

We corrected each effect size for unreliability (internal consistency) in the predictor and 

criterion, and unreported reliabilities were replaced with the sample-size weighted mean 
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reliability for that variable.6 Meta-analytic correlations were calculated using sample size 

weights adjusted by the amount of reliability correction as per Hunter and Schmidt (2015). 

2.3 Results 

Our deceptive IM dataset included 27 samples from 18 articles,7 with the breakdown of 

study characteristics displayed in Table 2.1. The estimated population correlation between 

overall deceptive IM and interview ratings was ρ = .04 (see Table 2.1 and Figure 2.2). The 80% 

meta-analytic credibility interval (CRI) was also calculated, as per Hunter and Schmidt (2015), 

to determine a plausible range for the extent to which population-level deceptive IM-interview 

ratings correlations could vary as a result of moderators. The CRI was relatively wide and 

indicated that the overall deceptive IM-interview ratings correlation may range from -.09 to .16, 

justifying the search for moderators. The wide CRI did not appear to be due to the tactic 

moderator because all of these meta-analytic correlations approximated zero: ρ = .00 for slight 

image creation, ρ = .01 for extensive image creation, ρ = -.01 for image protection, and ρ = .03 

for deceptive ingratiation. The CRIs were all wide, suggesting additional moderators. 

 

6 We only corrected for internal consistency due to the fact that only five studies reported inter-

rater reliability. As well, given that the interviews were often conducted prior to selection or in 

laboratory settings without any real selection scenario, range restriction did not apply. 
 
7 Disclosure: Five of these studies were co-authored or supervised by one of the authors of this 

manuscript. 
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Figure 2.2: Funnel plot depicting the overall analysis of the relation between deceptive 

impression management and interview ratings. 

 

The meta-analytic correlation was near-zero in both mock interviews (ρ = .04; 95% CI [-

.03, .11]) and real interviews (ρ = .01; 95% CI [-.08, .11]). As indicated in Table 1, the CRIs 

were wide, suggesting additional moderators. Moreover, the meta-analytic correlation was 

marginally weaker in face-to-face interviews (ρ = .04; 95% CI [-.03, .12]) than in video 

asynchronous interviews (ρ = .11; 95% CI [-.13, .35]). The CRIs remained wide, suggesting 
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additional moderators. With respect to region, the meta-analytic correlation was weakest in 

Canada (ρ = -.02; 95% CI [-.09, .05]), followed by the United States (ρ = .04; 95% CI [-.46, .55]) 

and Germany (ρ = .04; 95% CI [-.07, .15]), and then Switzerland (ρ = .11; 95% CI [-.05, .26]). 

However, these differences were quite small. The CRIs remained wide, suggesting additional 

moderators. For research participant type, the meta-analytic correlations were weak and similar 

across the student subgroup (ρ = .02; 95% CI [-.03, .08]) and the labour market participant 

subgroup (ρ = .06; 95% CI [-.09, .22]). The CRIs were wide, suggesting additional moderators. 

The meta-analytic correlation was also nearly identical for the published articles 

subgroup (ρ = .03; 95% CI [-.04, .10]) and the unpublished articles subgroup (ρ = .05; 95% CI [-

.04, .13]. These similar estimates suggest that there is minimal evidence of publication bias. 

We additionally examined rater source, interview medium, rater experience, rating 

method, and the number of interviewers as potential moderators of the relation between 

deceptive IM and interview ratings (Table 2.2). We did not interpret the moderator results for 

rater source and interview medium, because the k’s for those subgroups were relatively small. Of 

these additional remaining moderators, the most striking findings were those for rater experience 

and number of interviewers. The relation was more positive for novice raters, ρ = .14, 95% CI 

[.03, .26], than for experienced raters, ρ = .00, 95% CI [-.07, .08]. Likewise, the relation was 

more positive when there were two interviewers, ρ = .16, 95% CI [.09, .24], than with one 

interviewer, ρ = .01, 95% CI [-.08, .09]. Further, the meta-analytic correlation was weak and 

similar across the global ratings subgroup (ρ = .04; 95% CI [-.04, .12]) and the rigorous ratings 

subgroup (ρ = .09; 95% CI [-.07, .25]). The CRIs were wide, suggesting additional moderators.
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Table 2.1: Relations between deceptive impression management and interview ratings 

        95% CI 80% CRI 

Moderator N k  �̅�  𝝆 SD(obs) SD(err) SD(res) LL UL LL UL 

Overall 4,248 27 .03 .04 0.133 0.096 0.092 -.02 .09 -.09 .16 

            

Tactic            

- Slight image creation 3,383 21 .00 .00 0.109 0.096 0.051 -.05 .05 -.07 .07 

- Extensive image creation 3,412 22 .01 .01 0.151 0.101 0.112 -.05 .08 -.13 .16 

- Image protection 3,214 20 

-

.01 

-

.01 0.139 0.102 0.095 -.08 .05 -.14 .11 

- Deceptive ingratiation 2,868 16 .03 .03 0.101 0.090 0.045 -.02 .09 -.03 .09 

            

Interview Fidelity            

- Mock 2,662 20 .04 .04 0.148 0.101 0.108 -.03 .11 -.10 .18 

- Real 1,586 7 .01 .01 0.104 0.082 0.063 -.08 .11 -.08 .11 

            

Region            

- Canada 2,028 10 

-

.02 

-

.02 0.099 0.083 0.054 -.09 .05 -.10 .05 

- United States 340 3 .04 .04 0.204 0.103 0.176 -.46 .55 -.29 .38 

- Germany 1,124 7 .03 .04 0.119 0.093 0.075 -.07 .15 -.07 .14 

- Switzerland 756 7 .10 .11 0.169 0.108 0.130 -.05 .26 -.08 .30 

            

Research Participants            

- Labour Market Participant 1,347 7 .06 .06 0.167 0.101 0.133 -.09 0.22 -.13 .26 
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- Student 2,901 20 .02 .03 0.124 0.095 0.080 -.03 0.08 -.08 .13 

            

Publication Status            

- Published 2,965 19 .03 .03 0.150 0.100 0.113 -.04 .10 -.12 .18 

- Unpublished 1,283 8 .04 .05 0.098 0.088 0.042 -.04 .13 -.01 .08 

Note. N = number of participants; k = number of correlations; �̅� = observed sample-weighted mean correlation; 𝜌 = sample-weighted 

mean correlation corrected for criterion unreliability; CI = confidence interval, CRI = credibility interval, LL = lower limit; UL = 

upper limit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

39 

 

Table 2.2: Additional moderator exploration: Relations between deceptive impression management and interview ratings 

        95% CI 80% CRI 

Moderator N k  �̅�  𝝆 SD(obs) SD(err) SD(res) LL UL LL UL 

Rater Source            

-Target and Observer 374 3 .15 .19 0.103 0.102 0.013 -0.07 0.45 0.17 0.21 

-Observer 500 5 .10 .11 0.195 0.111 0.160 -0.13 0.35 -0.14 0.35 

-Target 1,608 12 .01 .01 0.118 0.097 0.068 -0.06 0.09 -0.08 0.1 

            

Interview Medium            

-Face-to-Face 1,982 15 .04 .04 0.134 0.099 0.089 -.03 .12 -.08 .17 

-Video 

Asynchronous 500 5 .10 .11 0.195 0.111 0.160 -.13 .35 -.14 .35 

            

Rater Quality            

-Experienced 1,610 11 .00 .00 0.118 0.090 0.077 -0.07 0.08 -0.10 0.11 

-Novice 872 9 .12 .14 0.152 0.118 0.096 0.03 0.26 0.01 0.28 

            

Rating Method            

-Global 1,695 13 .04 .04 0.133 0.097 0.091 -0.04 0.12 -0.08 0.16 

-Rigorous 787 7 .08 .09 0.174 0.110 0.135 -0.07 0.25 -0.10 0.28 

            

Number of 

Interviewers            

-One 1,689 13 .01 .01 0.143 0.098 0.104 -0.08 0.09 -0.13 0.15 

-Two 793 7 .14 .16 0.081 0.081 0.000 0.09 0.24 0.16 0.16 
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Note. N = number of participants; k = number of correlations; �̅� = observed sample-weighted mean correlation; 𝜌 = sample-weighted 

mean correlation corrected for criterion unreliability; SD(obs) = standard deviation of corrected correlations; SD(err) = expected error 

standard deviation due to artifacts; SD(res) = residual standard deviation; CI = confidence interval, CRI = credibility interval, LL = 

lower limit; UL = upper limit. 
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We then examined sample characteristics (percentage women, mean age) as continuous 

moderators (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). First, we correlated the percentage of women in each 

sample with the corrected correlation for that sample, weighing each study by its meta-analytic 

weight. This weighted correlation for the influence of gender on study correlation revealed a 

value of .16. This value, and the scatter plot (see Open Science Framework repository) suggest 

little relation between gender and the magnitude of study correlations. Next, we correlated the 

mean age of each sample with the corrected correlation for that sample, weighing each study by 

its meta-analytic weight. This weighted correlation for the influence of participant age on study 

correlation revealed a value of -.30, suggesting that as mean age increased, the study correlation 

became less positive or possibly even negative. An inspection of the scatter plot (see Open 

Science Framework repository) revealed, however, a wide range of corrected study correlations 

(-.19 to .28) for younger samples (under age 25) but a narrow range (-.11 to 04) for older 

samples (over age 30). Thus, mean age seems to be associated not only with the magnitude of 

study correlations, but also the variability in study correlations.  

In sum, the examined moderators seemed to have zero to minimal influence on the meta-

analytic relation between deceptive IM and interview ratings. It is possible that rather than those 

different moderators, whether the IM tactics used are deceptive versus honest may be a better 

predictor of interview ratings. Hence, we also examined the meta-analytic relation between 

honest IM and interview ratings (Table 3). The overall relation between honest IM and interview 

ratings was positive, ρ = .21, 95% CI [.01, .41], k = 3, N = 443.  Likewise, the relation for honest 

self-promotion was positive, ρ = .26, 95% CI [-.07, .60], as was the relation for honest 
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ingratiation, ρ = .18, 95% CI [-.07, .43]. We stress, however, that these must be interpreted with 

caution given the small number of studies and low overall sample size.
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Table 2.3: Relations between honest impression management and interview ratings 

     
   

95%CI 80%CRI 

Moderator N k  �̅�  𝝆 SD(obs) SD(err) SD(res) LL UL   LL UL 

Overall 443 3 .19 .21 0.080 0.080 0.000 .01 .41 .21 .21 

     
   

    

Tactic     
   

    

- Honest Self-

Promotion 443 3 .23 .26 0.136 0.090 0.101 -.07 .60 .07 .45 

- Honest 

Ingratiation 443 3 .15 .18 0.101 0.093 0.04 -.07 .43 .10 .25 

- Honest 

Defensive 320 2 .10 .10 0.09 0.086 0.026 -.71 .91 .02 .18 

 

Note. N = number of participants; k = number of correlations; �̅� = observed sample-weighted mean correlation; 𝜌 = 

sample-weighted mean correlation corrected for criterion unreliability; SD(obs) = standard deviation of corrected 

correlations; SD(err) = expected error standard deviation due to artifacts; SD(res) = residual standard deviation; CI = 

confidence interval, CRI = credibility interval, LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit. 

 

2.4 Discussion 

The purpose of the current study was to provide a meta-analysis of the relation between 

deceptive IM and interview ratings. Based on 27 samples from 18 articles, deceptive IM and its 

dimensions had near-zero relations with interview ratings. If basing these findings on 

benchmarks within industrial-organizational psychology, the meta-analytic correlations fall 

below the cut-off for a small effect (r = .07; c.f. Bosco et al., 2015). This suggests that on 

average, deceptive IM has a very weak relation with interview ratings. Further, because this 

relation was close to zero, there was no strong rationale for examining if our estimates were 

biased due to ‘file-drawer effects’. Indeed, the meta-analytic correlations were similar between 

published and unpublished articles, suggesting minimal evidence of publication bias. 

We further note that the obtained meta-analytic correlation for deceptive IM in the 

present research was somewhat different from previous meta-analyses examining IM and 
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interview ratings. Peck and Levashina (2017), for example, found a meta-analytic estimate of .22 

for IM in general, whereas we our meta-analytic correlation for deceptive IM that was close to 

zero. One possible explanation for this discrepancy is that past meta-analytic estimates 

predominantly reflected applicants’ use of honest IM tactics rather than deception. Indeed, the 

positive meta-analytic correlation found by Peck and Levashina is close in magnitude to our 

meta-analytic estimate found for honest IM (.21). As such, past meta-analyses may not reflect 

deceptive IM to a large degree, but rather honest IM to a greater extent instead. 

One plausible explanation for the weak relation between deceptive IM and interview 

ratings is that the overall usage and lack of variance of such tactics were quite low in the primary 

studies.8 The mean values in those studies ranged from .33 (SD = .74) to 3.73 (SD = 1.65)—on a 

scale out of five, indicating the extent to which applicants engaged in deceptive IM. Notably, 

however, over half of those mean values ranged from 1.0 (To no extent) to under 2.0 (To a little 

extent), while about one-third of the mean values ranged from 2.0 (To a little extent) to 3.0 (To a 

moderate extent). This suggests that participants engaged in relatively low amounts of deceptive 

IM in most of these studies. This low usage and influence of deceptive IM may be unsurprising, 

as deceptive IM often builds off of or requires honest tactics as a foundation (Bourdage et al., 

2018). An interviewee may, for example, use honest self-promotion to describe the majority of a 

past work situation, but only embellish the ending to make their accomplishments sound more 

 

8 We thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing this out. 
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impressive. Thus, the low usage of deceptive IM may be one reason for why there was a weak 

meta-analytic association between deceptive IM and interview ratings. 

An inspection of Figure 2 also suggests the presence of outliers.9 As such, we elucidate 

what may have been unique about these studies. Specifically, Roulin et al. (2015) had raters 

judge applicants’ IM and their interview performance simultaneously, unlike the other studies 

included in our meta-analysis. Asking raters to focus on applicants’ IM may have contaminated 

their evaluations by making it challenging to separate out IM from job-related information. In 

Swider et al. (2011), raters provided evaluations of not only participants’ final interview 

performance, but also their initial impressions of those participants prior to asking the interview 

questions. It is possible that being forced to evaluate the interviewees early on led to 

confirmatory bias from raters, leading to lower final ratings (Doughtery et al., 1994). If raters 

held a negative initial impression of an interviewee, they may have conducted the interview in a 

harsher manner or be biased toward perceiving deception from interviewees. In sum, the unique 

aspects of these studies may have contributed to the greater magnitude of those correlations. 

In addition to analyzing the overall meta-analytic relation between deceptive IM and 

interview ratings, we examined numerous moderators (with the caveat that certain subgroups 

comprised a relatively small number of studies). Melchers et al. (2020) argued in their review, 

for instance, that deceptive IM is more strongly related to ratings in mock than in real interviews. 

However, our findings did not support this proposition, as the meta-analytic relation was similar 

and near-zero in both mock and real interviews. 

 

9 We thank the editor for pointing this out. 
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We also discovered that the deceptive IM-interview ratings relation was near zero in both 

students and labour market participants—but as the mean age of samples decreased, the 

estimated population correlation increased in magnitude and variability. One potential 

explanation is that younger people may engage in more deceptive IM than older applicants 

(Melchers et al., 2020). Due to low interviewing experience, younger applicants may be 

‘learning the ropes’ and be motivated to use deceptive IM strategies as a risky strategy. Older 

applicants, in contrast, may not attempt much deceptive IM, given changes in ethical standards 

and personality over time (Ashton & Lee, 2016). Furthermore, as people age, extrinsic motives 

weaken while intrinsic motives increase (Kooij et al., 2011). Younger applicants may use more 

deceptive IM because they are particularly motivated to secure an attractive, high-paying job 

(extrinsic motivation), whereas older applicants may engage in less deceptive IM because they 

prioritize finding a job that fits their values (intrinsic motivation). As such, older applicants being 

prone toward using less deceptive IM may explain our findings. 

Overall, our findings have implications for both research and practice. The weak relation 

between deceptive IM and interview ratings calls into question whether it is worth trying to 

actively prevent this behaviour. That is, employers may not find it particularly worthwhile to 

invest in decreasing applicants’ use of deceptive IM if, on average, it has minimal bearing on 

interview success anyway. On the other hand, around half of the study correlations were positive, 

suggesting that some interviewees can use deceptive IM and increase their likelihood of being 

hired. The issue of applicants being hired, despite having misrepresented themselves during 

selection, is especially pronounced when employers hire using lower selection ratios (e.g., using 



 

 

 

47 

 

personality test scores; Griffith et al., 2007). Additionally, although the mean usage of deceptive 

IM in interviews tends to be low, this behaviour is related to poorer job performance, greater 

organizational and interpersonal deviance, as well as resume fraud (Henle et al., 2019). It is 

therefore possible that even small amounts of deceptive IM could have legal and performance-

related consequences, if someone who misrepresented themselves receives an extremely limited 

job offer over a better-qualified candidate. 

2.4.1 Limitations 

One limitation of the present research is that there are likely additional moderators that 

could be explored. For instance, theoretical models have proposed that there are individual 

differences in how capable applicants are at using deceptive IM successfully (e.g., Roulin et al., 

2016). However, we could not examine such individual differences in the present meta-analysis 

due to the paucity of available studies with these data. Buehl and Melchers (2017), for instance, 

found that neither cognitive ability nor social skills moderated the relation between deceptive IM 

and interview success. Nonetheless, additional studies should examine which individual 

differences make someone an ‘effective faker.’ 

Another limitation of the present research was that our literature search only yielded three 

independent samples that examined honest IM and interview ratings. This dearth of data on 

honest IM suggests it may be difficult to make strong claims about how honest and deceptive IM 

are differentially related to interview ratings. As more studies accumulate, we may uncover 

evidence of factors that moderate the honest IM-interview ratings relation. However, the state of 

the current IM literature did not permit an assessment of some theoretically-relevant moderators. 
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2.4.2 Directions for Future Research 

The present research revealed the current state of the deceptive IM literature. For 

instance, all studies that met our inclusion criteria were conducted in either North America (13 

samples out of 27) or Europe (14 samples out of 27), and only spanned four different countries. 

This suggests that we have little insight into how the deceptive IM-interview ratings relation may 

be different in other countries. Inter-continental differences in deceptive IM usage have been 

found in previous research (e.g., König et al., 2011), including cultural differences in attitudes 

toward deceptive IM (Fell et al., 2016). However, future research should examine how deceptive 

IM is related to interview ratings in more diverse cultural contexts.  

Future research at the individual study level could also examine non-linear relations 

among IM tactics and interview ratings. Macan (2009) noted, for instance, that overuse of IM 

behaviors could be interpreted negatively by interviewers, particularly if they are used in an 

obvious manner. Similarly, Roulin et al. (2016) suggested that an applicant who excessively 

exaggerates information or compliments the interviewer at inappropriate times might be 

unsuccessful at improving their job prospects. Thus, engaging in excessive deceptive IM might 

be related to lower interview ratings. 

Lastly, our meta-analytic estimates seem to be based on relatively young participants, 

who are likely going to seek jobs in the near future (if not already). However, there are of course 

older job seekers that research has not yet focused on. Future research should examine older 

participants in order to expand our knowledge of the deceptive IM-interview ratings relation. 
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2.5 Conclusion 

The present research helped clarify the size of the relation between deceptive IM and 

interview ratings, and how this relation might have been influenced by various research design 

and sample characteristics. Our main finding was that on average, deceptive IM had a near-zero 

relation with interview ratings. We further provided directions for future research, which may aid 

future research endeavours examining deceptive IM and interview ratings. Overall, this meta-

analysis contributes to our understanding of how deceptive IM relates to employment interview 

ratings. 
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3 MANUSCRIPT TWO10 

3.1 A Test of Expectancy Theory and Demographic Characteristics as 

Predictors of Faking and Honesty in Employment Interviews 

Employment interviews are the most common hiring tool used by organizations (Macan, 

2009). As such, employers generally hope that applicants will be honest during an interview 

(Klotz et al., 2013). Interviews are, however, often conducive to faking— intentional 

misrepresentation—from applicants (Levashina & Campion, 2007). The present research 

examines contextual predictors of interview faking and honesty by drawing on a framework from 

Ellingson and McFarland (2011).  

Ellingson and McFarland (2011) proposed that valence, instrumentality, and expectancy 

beliefs are the core contextual factors underlying faking. This framework predicts that applicants 

will fake when: the job will bring personal satisfaction (valence), when faking is perceived as 

necessary to interview success (instrumentality), and when applicants feel confident they can 

fake successfully (expectancy). As such, valence-instrumentality-expectancy beliefs may help 

clarify why some applicants fake more than others across different contexts. Study One explores 

this area with normative data for instrumentality-expectancy beliefs in interviews. 

 

10 Authorship of manuscript published in Personnel Assessment and Decisions was: Jordan L. Ho 

and Deborah M. Powell. Personnel Assessment and Decisions is an open access publication. 

Authors retain the copyright for their content published in Personnel Assessment and Decisions 

and license their work under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0) 

license. This license means that authors are permitted to copy and redistribute the material in any 

medium or format. 
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3.1.1 Normative Data on Faking and Honesty 

Normative data characterize what is ‘usual’ in a population at a specific point in time 

(O’Connor, 1990), and establishes a baseline distribution for a measurement (Campbell, 2013). 

Establishing baselines for instrumentality-expectancy beliefs is important for numerous reasons. 

Based on previous studies, it is assumed, for instance, that most interviewees fake (e.g., 

Levashina & Campion, 2007). Most research in this area has been limited to students and 

younger applicants though (Ho et al., 2021). We therefore aim to establish baseline data on 

faking and honesty (why applicants choose not to fake) for a wider range of applicants to address 

the range restriction in past research. 

Aim 1: Establish baseline distributions of instrumentality-expectancy beliefs for faking 

and honesty 

3.1.2 Demographic Characteristics, Faking, and Honesty 

Theoretical work has argued that demographic characteristics influence interviewee 

behaviors (Huffcutt et al., 2011). A review of interview faking indicates, however, that research 

examining demographic characteristics is scarce (Melchers et al., 2020). Demographics, such as 

age, employment status, education, and income may all be relevant to instrumentality-expectancy 

beliefs. Bourdage et al. (2018) proposed, for instance, that older applicants perceive less need 

(instrumentality) to fake due to possessing more job knowledge, and perceive being more 

capable (expectancy) of using honesty in interviews. The authors did not directly test these 

mechanisms nor tease apart the influence of these demographic characteristics though. Huffcutt 

and colleagues (2011) also argued that education may be relevant. Well-educated applicants may 
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possess high instrumentality beliefs for honesty because they match the job requirements, 

whereas the opposite may be true for less-educated persons. The answers to these questions 

remain unclear; thus, Study One seeks to clarify the role of demographics in instrumentality-

expectancy beliefs. 

Aim 2: Determine the relations between demographic characteristics and 

instrumentality-expectancy beliefs of faking and honesty 

3.2 Study One 

3.2.1 Method 

3.2.1.1 Participants. 

A random, representative sample of 542 residents from the Waterloo region in Canada 

were collected via the 2020 Waterloo Region Matters Survey. We consider these data to be our 

baseline sample for developing normative standards, given the highly diversified economy of the 

Waterloo region. Specifically, the breakdown of industries in the Waterloo region is comparable 

to that of both Canada overall (Government of Canada, 2018) and the United States (Galvin, 

2012). For these reasons, we believe that the use of a representative sample from the Waterloo 

region is an appropriate normative standard. 

Participants were recruited via random digit dialing (n = 235) and email (n = 307). 7% of 

participants were 18–24 years old, 15% were 25–34 years, 21% were 35–44 years, 16% were 

45–54 years, 18% were 55–64 years, and 23% were 65-plus years. 57% of participants were 

female and 43% were male. 49% were full-time workers, 11% were part-time, 23% retired, 3% 

unemployed, 5% students, 4% homemakers, and 5% reported other types of employment (e.g., 
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disability leave). 42% of participants’ highest completed education was university, 31% 

college/trade apprenticeship, 18% high-school, and 3% grade-school. Regarding income, 6% 

earned under $20,000, 16% earned $20,000–under $50,000, 21% earned $50,000–under $80,000, 

16% earned $80,000–under $100,000, and 33% earned $100,00 or more. 

3.2.1.2 Materials and procedure. 

Participants were presented with the following vignette: “The next few questions are 

about job interviews. Please imagine that you have an upcoming interview for a job that you very 

much want. What is your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following 

statements?.” Participants then completed measures of instrumentality-expectancy beliefs for 

faking and honesty (scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree), demographics, and 

questions from other studies within the Waterloo Region Matters Survey. 

Instrumentality of faking. We used two items, a sample being, “Exaggerating or 

embellishing my answers would be critical for achieving a good interview score.” 

Expectancy of faking. We used one item adapted from Schneider and Goffin (2012): “I 

am confident that I could exaggerate or embellish my answers successfully to achieve a good 

interview score.” 

Instrumentality of honesty. We used two items based on Scott’s (1965) Honesty scale, a 

sample being, “Complete honesty is critical for achieving a good interview score.” 

Expectancy of honesty. We used one item based on Scott’s (1965) Honesty scale: “I am 

confident that I could be completely honest and achieve a good interview score.” 
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Demographics. Participants reported their city/township of residence, age group, 

employment status, income, education, and gender. 

3.2.2 Results 

Baseline distributions. For results to be representative of the population by region, age, 

and education, survey weights were computed using the Hájek estimator (Hájek, 1964). 

Weighted averages to the items from each outcome measure are displayed in Table 3.1, with 

specific percentage breakdowns provided in the Supplemental Material (Appendix A). 

 

Table 3.1: Weighted averages of responses to outcome measures in Study One. 

Item 
Weighted 

Average 

Complete honesty is critical for achieving a good interview score 3.98 

If I am completely honest in this job interview, I will achieve a better 

interview score 3.77 

I am confident that I could be completely honest and achieve a good 

interview score 3.98 

Exaggerating or embellishing my answers would be critical for 

achieving a good interview score 2.26 

If I exaggerate or embellish my answers in this job interview, I will 

achieve a better interview score 2.59 

I am confident that I could exaggerate or embellish my answers 

successfully to achieve a good interview score 2.64 

 

Note. Weighted averages are on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

 

 

 

Demographic predictors. We ran multiple regressions using the svyglm function 

(Lumley, 2020) in R statistical environment. Age, employment status, income, education, and 
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gender were entered as predictors. The dummy-coding reference group for each predictor was: 

18–24 year olds, full-time workers, under $20,000 income, grade-school education, and male. 

The dependent variable was either instrumentality of faking, expectancy of faking, 

instrumentality of honesty, or expectancy of honesty. Variable intercorrelations are provided in 

Table 3.2. 

Instrumentality of faking. 35–44 year olds reported lower instrumentality (b = -.70, SE = 

.28, t = -2.49, p = .01), as did participants under ‘other’ employment (b = -.66, SE = .24, t = -

2.75, p = .006). Participants earning $20,000–under $50,000 (b = -.60, SE = .24, t = -2.54, p = 

.01), $50,000–under $80,000 (b = -.66, SE = .27, t = -2.47, p = .01), $80,000–under $100,000 (b 

= -.92, SE = .25, t = -3.71, p < .001), and $100,00 or more (b = -.77, SE = .25, t = -3.12, p = .002) 

also reported lower instrumentality, as did women (b = -.25, SE = .12, t = -2.18, p = .03). 

Expectancy of faking. 35–44 year olds (b = -.68, SE = .32, t = -2.14, p = .03), 45–54 year 

olds (b = -.69, SE = .30, t = -2.30, p = .02), 55–64 year olds (b = -.86, SE = .31, t = -2.78, p = 

.006), and 65-plus year olds (b = -1.14, SE = .36, t = -3.12, p = .002) had lower expectancy. 

Participants under ‘other’ employment also had lower expectancy (b = -.70, SE = .31, t = -2.28, p 

= .02), as did participants earning $50,000–under $80,000 (b = -.57, SE = .25, t = -2.34, p = .02), 

and women (b = -.43, SE = .13, t = -3.31, p = .001). 

 Instrumentality of honesty. Participants earning $100,000 or more reported lower 

instrumentality (b = -.38, SE = .19, t = -2.05, p = .04), as did participants who completed high-

school (b = -.46, SE = .19, t = -2.41, p = .02), college (b = -.39, SE = .18, t = -2.21, p = .03), 
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university (b = -.60, SE = .17, t = -3.48, p < .001), and other education (b = -.66, SE = .22, t = -

2.98, p = .003). 

Expectancy of honesty. Results indicated no significant predictors.
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Table 3.2: Correlations among Study One variables 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

            

1. Gender 1.58 0.50                  

                       

2. Age group 3.93 1.58 -.17                

                       

3. Employment status 2.39 1.78 .02 .09              

                       

4. Household income 3.60 1.27 -.04 -.03 -.27            

                       

5. Education 3.27 0.92 -.03 .07 -.14 .27          

                       

6. Instrumentality of 

faking 
2.33 0.95 -.10 -.11 -.00 -.10 -.10  (.70)     

 

                       

7. Expectancy of faking 2.53 1.15 -.13 -.21 -.07 -.02 -.05 .42      

                       

8. Instrumentality of 

honesty 
3.84 0.82 .03 .05 -.00 -.04 -.11 -.45 -.28  (.67) 

 

                       

9. Expectancy of honesty 4.00 0.82 -.03 -.05 -.09 .10 .06 -.32 -.07 .53  

                       

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Gender (1 = male, 2 = female). Age group (1 = 18 to 

24 years old, 2 = 25 to 34 years old, 3 = 35 to 44 years old, 4 = 45 to 54 years old, 5 = 55 to 64 years old, 6 = 65 years or older). 

Employment status (1 = full-time, 2 = part-time, 3 = retired, 4 = unemployed, 5 = student, 6 = homemaker, 7 = other). Household 

income (1 = less than $20,000, 2 = $20,000 to less than $50,000, 3 = $50,000 to less than $80,000, 4 = $80,000 to less than $100,000, 
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5 = $100,000 or more). Education (1 = grade school, 2 = high school, 3 = college or trade apprenticeship, 4 = university, 5 = other). 

Reliabilities are shown in the diagonal. Correlations of |.09| or higher indicate p < .05. Correlations of |.13| or higher indicate p < .01.
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3.2.3 Study One Discussion 

Study One established baselines on instrumentality-expectancy beliefs of faking and 

honesty, including the unique contribution of demographics. Results highlighted that respondents 

typically viewed faking as low in instrumentality and felt low confidence about deceiving an 

interviewer. This finding is consistent with low mean levels of interview faking found in most 

studies (Ho et al., 2021). Conversely, most respondents believed honesty was highly instrumental 

for interviewing success and felt confident about using honesty to succeed. These baseline 

distributions may explain why applicants engage in honesty to a greater extent than faking 

(Bourdage et al.. 2018). 

Study One further revealed that respondents with higher income viewed faking as less 

instrumental for interviewing success, while unemployed or laid-off respondents viewed faking 

as more instrumental. One potential explanation is that people who are financially well-off may 

not be as driven to fake, because they are less desperate for a job to support themselves. Indeed, 

research has demonstrated that poverty predicts increased desperation and risk-taking (Ursache 

& Razer, 2015). Financially-poor applicants may hence believe it is necessary to risk faking due 

to their impoverished circumstances. Thus, low-income or being in greater need for a job to 

support one’s household may be associated with higher instrumentality beliefs about faking. 

We also discovered that older participants tended to have lower expectancy beliefs for 

faking. This finding is surprising, as one might expect older people to be more effective at faking 

given their greater work and interviewing experience. A plausible explanation for this finding 

may be that people experience age-related changes in personality which are associated with 
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expectancy beliefs. Specifically, as people grow older, they typically score lower on 

Machiavellianism (Mudrack, 1989). Machiavellianism may be related to expectancy beliefs 

about faking (Ellingson & McFarland, 2011), as people who are high in Machiavellianism 

believe they can manipulate others for self-interests and are more confident in their ability to 

deceive others (Kashy & DePaulo, 1996). That is, older people may have less confidence in 

being able to manipulate or deceive others due to lower Machiavellian tendencies. 

Lastly, respondents with higher levels of education viewed honesty as less instrumental 

for interviewing success. One might have expected the opposite relation, such that having more 

education would make someone more qualified for jobs and hence view honesty as a better 

strategy (Moore et al., 2017). It is possible, however, that being more educated means that one is 

competing for increasingly prestigious jobs with other similarly or more-qualified applicants. 

Such applicants may have low instrumentality beliefs of honesty, because they need to find 

better ways of distinguishing themselves from the competition—outside of signaling their 

educational credentials (Bangerter et al., 2012). 

3.3 Study Two 

Study Two examined potential reasons for why demographic characteristics predict 

instrumentality-expectancy beliefs, and incorporated the valence factor from Ellingson and 

McFarland’s (2011) framework. Demographic differences in these factors may, for instance, 

stem from demographics being a proxy for relevant individual difference factors. That is, 

demographics may have shared variance with individual differences in the prediction of 

instrumentality-expectancy beliefs. In addition to attempting replication of the main relations 
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between instrumentality-expectancy beliefs and demographics from the baseline sample in Study 

One, Study Two determined the extent to which valence-instrumentality-expectancy beliefs 

predicted actual faking behavior—as a core test of Ellingson and McFarland’s (2011) model. 

People with lower income may have higher instrumentality of faking not because of their 

absolute earnings, but due to their feelings of financial insecurity (i.e., state of financial well-

being; Prawitz et al., 2006). People who are high in financial insecurity may view faking as 

instrumental to interviewing success, because they are less capable of meeting their basic 

survival needs. Hence, they may be highly desperate to secure a job and steady income, even if it 

means resorting to deception. 

H1: Income will negatively predict instrumentality of faking, but this relation will weaken 

after controlling for the effects of financial insecurity. 

 People with higher levels of education, meanwhile, may view honesty as less 

instrumental to interviewing success because they are higher in status-seeking. Educational 

attainment is often a means of achieving high social status, and hence better job prospects (Jin et 

al., 2011). Given their high need to get ahead of others (Barrick et al., 2013), people who are 

high in status-seeking may view honesty as an inadequate strategy to outcompete others for jobs 

despite possessing advanced education. Further, Highhouse et al. (2016) demonstrated that 

people who are higher in status-seeking tend to be less honest during job searches. This evidence 

suggests that status-seeking could explain the relation between education and instrumentality 

beliefs. Thus, after accounting for individual differences in status-seeking, education may predict 

instrumentality beliefs to a lower extent. 
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H2: Education will negatively predict instrumentality of honesty, but this relation will 

weaken after controlling for the effects of status-seeking. 

Ellingson and McFarland (2011) also theorized that expectancy beliefs about faking are 

related to individual differences in Machiavellianism (i.e., tendencies to manipulate others for 

personal gain; Wilson et al., 1996). People who are high in Machiavellianism perceive 

themselves to have greater ability to deceive others (Giammarco et al., 2013), likely because they 

fake often and hence ‘must be’ successful at it. Machiavellianism scores also typically decline 

with age (Mudrack, 1989), which may explain why older participants had lower expectancy of 

faking in Study One. Thus, after accounting for individual differences in Machiavellianism, age 

may predict expectancy beliefs to a lesser extent. 

H3: Age will negatively predict expectancy of faking, but this relation will weaken after 

controlling for the effects of Machiavellianism. 

We next propose that one factor linked to valence of faking is approach temperament, 

which describes one’s sensitivity to positive or rewarding stimuli (Elliot & Thrash, 2002). People 

with high approach temperament give higher evaluations of valence toward stimuli, which 

suggests that applicants who are high in this trait will be more attracted to desirable jobs. 

Research has found, for example, that the attractiveness of a university program affected 

intentions to fake in interviews (Buehl & Melchers, 2018). Thus, high approach sensitivity may 

be associated with viewing faking positively, because deception will increase one’s chances of 

securing the job. 

H4: Approach temperament will positively predict valence of faking. 
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 Lastly, we tested Ellingson and McFarland’s (2011) core proposition that valence-

instrumentality-expectancy beliefs about faking would all be positively related to faking 

behavior. 

H5: Instrumentality-expectancy-valence beliefs about faking will positively predict self-

reported faking behavior. 

3.3.1 Method 

3.3.1.1 Participants. 

Study Two was conducted in two phases on Mechanical Turk, using Cloud Research 

(Litman et al., 2017). In phase one, we recruited 303 United States residents who completed an 

interview within the past year. We invited participants to complete the second phase two weeks 

later. 261 responded and three failed at least one of two attention checks, leaving N = 258. 

50% of participants were male, 74% were White, while 40% completed university. 67% 

of participants were full-time workers, 16% part-time, and 10% unemployed. Participants ranged 

from 18–72 years old (M = 36.99, SD = 11.52) and on average had been in 12.66 interviews. The 

most common industries of employment were professional/scientific/technical services (15%), 

education (12%), and wholesale/retail trade (12%). 

3.3.1.2 Materials and procedure. 

Both phases were completed online via Qualtrics. In phase one, participants completed 

measures of status-seeking (Highhouse et al., 2016), financial insecurity (Prawitz et al., 2006), 

Machiavellianism (Rauthmann, 2013), approach temperament (Elliot & Thrash, 2002), and 

demographics (age, employment status, income, education, gender). In phase two, participants 
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were asked to think back to their most recent interview, report its date, and complete a three-item 

measure assessing their memory of that interview (e.g., “I can accurately recall details about the 

strategies I used when answering questions in my most recent job interview”; α = .77). 

Participants then completed measures of valence (Andrews & Withey, 1976), instrumentality 

(Ellingson & McFarland, 2011), and expectancy beliefs (Schneider & Goffin, 2012) for faking. 

These measures also included reports of valence (Andrews & Withey, 1976), instrumentality 

(Scott, 1965), and expectancy beliefs (Scott, 1965) for honesty. Next, participants completed 

self-reports of faking (Bourdage et al., 2018) and honest impression management (Bourdage et 

al., 2018) from that interview. We included additional items for instrumentality-expectancy 

beliefs in this study to improve reliability (see Supplemental Material for complete list of items). 

Responses were on a scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree for the interview 

memory and instrumentality-expectancy items, and from 1 = Terrible to 7 = Delighted for 

valence items. 

3.3.2 Results 

We preregistered our hypotheses on Open Science Framework 

(https://osf.io/82a7g?view_only=7d9df8453b1f44be96b978aeb0416c35). Participants reported 

sufficient memory of their most recent interview (M = 4.28 out of 5, SD = .53), with variable 

intercorrelations presented in Table 3.3. 

 Income predicted instrumentality in the expected direction (b = -.08, p = .094), and this 

relation decreased after controlling for financial insecurity (b = -.02, p = .686). This non-
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significant relation indicates Hypothesis 1 was unsupported.11 Financial insecurity also positively 

predicted instrumentality (b = .06, p = .042) with income accounted for.  

Education was unrelated to instrumentality both before (b = .05, p = .154) and after 

controlling for status-seeking (b = .05, p = .144). Status-seeking was also unrelated to 

instrumentality (b = -.03, p = .641). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was unsupported. 

 Age predicted expectancy in the expected direction (b = -.03, p < .001), and this relation 

remained identical after controlling for Machiavellianism. Machiavellianism positively predicted 

expectancy though (b = .36, p < .001). Overall, Hypothesis 3 was marginally supported. 

Approach temperament was unrelated to valence of faking (b = .00, p = .985), indicating 

no support for Hypothesis 4. 

Instrumentality (b = .63, p < .001), expectancy (b = .55, p < .001), and valence (b = .29, p 

< .001) predicted faking in participants’ most recent interview. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was 

supported.

 

11 Although this manuscript is currently in-press and cannot be edited, I include here in this 

footnote some supplementary analyses on the recommendation of my committee member Dr. 

Nicolas Roulin. Specifically, he recommended conducting formal tests of the difference between 

regression coefficients for H1, H2, and H3. To achieve this, I used Paternoster et al.’s (1998) test 

for the equality of regression coefficients. For H1, there was no significant difference in the 

regression coefficients for income predicting instrumentality before and after controlling for 

financial insecurity, z = -.79, p = .21. This finding indicates lack of support for H1. For H2, there 

was no significant difference in the regression coefficients for education predicting 

instrumentality before and after controlling for status-seeking, z = -.03, p = .49. This finding 

indicates lack of support for H2. For H3, there was no significant difference in the regression 

coefficients for age predicting expectancy before and after controlling for Machiavellianism, z = 

-.15, p = .44. This finding indicates lack of support for H3. 
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Table 3.3: Correlations among Study Two variables 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

                     

1. Gender 1.51 0.50                                    

                                         

2. Ethnicity 2.41 1.06 .08                                  

                                         

3. Age 36.99 11.52 -.14 -.15                                

                                         

4. Education 4.93 1.70 .04 -.02 .12                              

                                         

5. Income 2.97 1.27 .16 -.02 .12 .34                            

                                         

6. Employment 

status 
4.49 0.90 .09 .05 .04 .24 .28                         

 

                                         

7. Status-

seeking 
3.18 0.73 -.04 .05 -.20 .11 -.05 .17 (.75)                      

 

                                         

8. Mach 2.72 0.73 .07 -.00 -.05 -.09 -.18 .03 .14 (.74)                     

                                         

9. Approach 

temperament 
5.24 0.85 -.03 .10 -.11 -.01 .04 .15 .27 -.01 (.80)                  

 

                                         

10. Financial 

insecurity 
6.01 2.30 -.26 -.09 .01 -.27 -.52 -.26 -.01 .15 -.22 (.95)                

 

                                         

11. 

Instrumentality 

of faking 

2.27 0.95 .05 .03 -.31 -.11 -.10 .04 .27 .23 -.09 .16 (.87)              

 

                                         

12. Expectancy 

of faking 
2.42 0.96 .12 .01 -.32 -.11 -.09 .08 .25 .28 -.05 .02 .79 (.88)            
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13. Valence of 

faking 
3.52 1.55 .10 .03 -.28 -.09 -.13 .05 .28 .23 .00 .08 .67 .69 (.92)          

 

                                         

14. Self-

reported faking 

behavior 

2.09 0.74 .07 .06 -.36 -.06 -.12 .08 .34 .28 .05 .13 .81 .72 .62 (.92)        

 

                                         

15. 

Instrumentality 

of honesty 

3.85 0.86 -.08 -.02 .23 .09 .01 .03 -.02 -.07 .24 -.07 -.66 -.60 -.49 -.45 (.93)      

 

                                         

16. Expectancy 

of honesty 
3.79 0.83 -.03 .01 .22 .08 .07 .09 .03 -.09 .29 -.14 -.59 -.43 -.35 -.38 .81 (.90)    

 

                                         

17. Valence of 

honesty 
6.32 0.80 .01 -.11 .14 -.10 -.00 .07 -.03 -.10 .15 -.08 -.33 -.33 -.19 -.33 .37 .33 (.79)  

 

                                         

18. Self-

reported honest 

impression 

management 

behavior 

3.32 0.60 .1\0 .11 -.12 .07 .07 .14 .20 .04 .29 -.10 .05 .11 .02 .37 .25 .32 .15 (.81) 

                                         

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Mach = Machiavellianism. Gender (1 = female, 2 = 

male). Ethnicity (1 = Indigenous, 2 = White/European, 3 = Black/African/Caribbean, 4 = Southeast Asian, 5 = Arab, 6 = South Asian, 

7 = Latin American, 8 = West Asian). Education (0 = some high school, 1 = high school, 2 = some college/university, 3 = 

apprenticeship training and trades, 4 = college/university, 5 = some graduate education, 6 = graduate education, 7 = professional 

degrees). Household income (0 = less than $20,000, 1 = $20,000 to less than $50,000, 2 = $50,000 to less than $80,000, 3 = $80,000 

to less than $100,000, 4 = $100,000 or more). Employment status (0 = homemaker, 1 = student, 2 = unemployed, 3 = part-time, 4 = 

full-time, 5 = retired). Reliabilities are shown in the diagonal. Correlations of |.12| or higher indicate p < .05. Correlations of |.18| or 

higher indicate p < .01. 
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3.4 General Discussion and Conclusion 

The present research offered insight into how contextual factors from Ellingson and 

McFarland’s (2011) model can be applied to interview faking and honesty. Study One was an 

initial investigation of the extent to which people hold beliefs that people view faking necessary 

to better interview evaluations, and that people feel confident in their own ability to fake. Our 

results indicated that most people believed faking to be relatively unnecessary for interviewing 

success and generally felt unconfident about their ability to fake. These low instrumentality-

expectancy beliefs may hence explain the low levels of faking found in past studies. 

Study One also demonstrated that demographic characteristics—income, education, and 

age—which have received little attention in past research (Melchers et al., 2020), may improve 

prediction of people’s believed necessity of faking and their confidence in faking to achieve 

better interview evaluations. Study Two extended these findings using another geographical 

sample, but found that only the negative relation between age and people’s confidence in their 

ability to fake replicated. This relation was not driven by age-related changes in 

Machiavellianism though. This finding suggests that older people may feel less confident about 

faking for a different reason which we did not examine. Employers may, nonetheless, need to be 

wary of younger applicants being confident about using deception to appear better-qualified. 

 Our studies also showed that higher income was associated with lower beliefs that faking 

is critical to interviewing success (albeit non-significantly in the predicted direction within Study 

Two). Moreover, the magnitude of this relation dropped after controlling for financial insecurity, 

which itself predicted people’s belief that faking is necessary to achieve better interview 
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evaluations. This finding therefore suggests that financial insecurity—not just one’s absolute 

level of income—may determine how necessary people perceive faking to be for interviewing 

success. 

 We also note that Study One found a negative relation between education and people’s 

beliefs that honesty is necessary to achieve better interview evaluations, whereas Study Two did 

not. While participants’ levels of completed education was similar across these two studies, this 

difference may have arisen because Study One had older participants and workers primarily in 

manufacturing and wholesale trade industries, whereas Study Two participants were younger and 

worked mainly in professional/scientific services and education sectors. Given the importance of 

specialist expertise in scientific occupations (Collins, 2014), Study Two participants may have 

viewed honesty as instrumental to achieving better interview evaluations regardless—because 

being dishonest about required skills here would be detrimental to future job performance. 

 The present research also had limitations. Social desirability may have been a concern in 

Study One, for instance, if respondents felt uncomfortable about expressing opinions about 

deception over telephone. We took steps to minimize this concern, however; telephone 

interviewers were trained to ensure respondents felt comfortable, assured respondents of their 

anonymity, and probed respondents to obtain more accurate answers. A further analysis showed 

minimal differences in these results across web and telephone modalities (see Supplemental 

Material), suggesting that social desirability was likely not a concern. 

 A limitation of Study Two, meanwhile, was that participants’ valence-instrumentality-

expectancy beliefs and faking behavior may have been influenced by characteristics of the 
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particular interview they were in. Applicants may, for instance, fake less with situational 

questions (Bourdage et al., 2018) or fake more when asked follow-up questions (Levashina & 

Campion, 2007). We unfortunately did not ask participants to report these characteristics; 

however, there was no reason to suspect that any skewed proportion of our sample utilized any 

particular type of interview. There was likely a diverse mix of interviews that participants were 

in, resulting in low likelihood that any particular interview characteristic (e.g., question type) 

impacted our findings. 

 In sum, the present research contributed novel insight into the potential importance of 

people’s beliefs regarding the necessity of faking for interviewing success, their confidence in 

their own ability to fake, and the degree of personal satisfaction that the job is perceived to bring. 

Our findings with normative data suggest that most people view faking as relatively less 

necessary for achieving better interview evaluations and feel relatively unconfident about their 

ability to fake. Our findings discovered, meanwhile, that people had higher levels of these beliefs 

regarding the necessity of honesty and their confidence in using honesty to achieve better 

interview scores. When people do have higher beliefs in the necessity of faking, higher 

confidence in faking, and believe that the job will bring higher personal satisfaction, however, 

our findings demonstrate that they were more likely to have faked in interviews. These three 

beliefs all had strong relations with past faking behavior, illustrating their important role in 

predicting job applicant behaviour (Ellingson & McFarland, 2011). Specifically, people’s beliefs 

that faking was critical for achieving better interview evaluations had the strongest relation with 

faking behavior. We found that the next-strongest relation with faking behavior was for people’s 
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confidence in their own ability to fake, followed by people’s anticipated satisfaction of obtaining 

the job they were interviewing for. We additionally found that higher financial insecurity was 

related to stronger beliefs that faking was critical for interviewing success, while lower age and 

higher Machiavellianism were both associated with higher confidence in the ability to fake. 

These results suggest that there are at least a few individual difference factors which may drive 

those beliefs. Overall, the present research shows the potential importance of examining valence-

instrumentality-expectancy beliefs in order to understand faking and honesty in employment 

interviews. 
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4 MANUSCRIPT THREE12 

4.1 The Interactive Effect of Tattoos, Gender, and Organizational Culture on 

Hiring Bias 

Job applicants often try to portray a positive image of themselves in employment 

interviews, with the aim of improving their likelihood of securing a job offer (e.g., Levashina & 

Campion, 2007). Applicants can attempt to influence how they are perceived by an interviewer 

via numerous means, such as by their choice in professional attire, level of proper hygiene, 

personal grooming, or through their different aspects of physical appearance in general. In fact, 

meta-analytic evidence suggests that aspects of physical appearance have an even larger relation 

with interview ratings compared to other well-studied applicant behaviours, such as impression 

management tactics and verbal behaviours (Barrick et al., 2009; Tu et al., 2021). There are, 

however, also cases where applicants’ physical appearance can be detrimental to their chances of 

employment, due to biases from the interviewer or from other organizational representatives. 

Recent research has argued that interviewers may react negatively toward, or exhibit 

biases against, applicants’ physical appearance through numerous different means (Huffcutt et 

al., 2011). For instance, research has demonstrated that factors ranging from being seen as less 

physically attractive (e.g., Marlowe et al., 1996), being older (Morgeson et al., 2009), and being 

overweight (Rudolph et al., 2009) are all related to poorer job-related and/or hiring outcomes. 

These biases against candidates’ physical appearance may be unwarranted, particularly because 

 

12 Authorship of this manuscript is to be determined in the future, and currently includes (in no 

particular order): Jordan L. Ho, Deborah M. Powell, Jeffrey R. Spence, Nicolas Roulin, and 

Leanne S. Son Hing. 
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legislation (e.g., the Canadian Human Rights Act) prohibits employers from denying job 

opportunities based on factors that do not substantially impact one’s ability to perform the job. 

Physical appearance does, nonetheless, still seem to factor into interviewers’ evaluations of 

applicants (e.g., Barrick et al., 2009), perhaps because some physical features (e.g., bodyweight, 

piercings, tattoos) do not fall under protected classes. Thus, it is vital to determine why, how, and 

the extent to which these biases exist. 

One potential source of appearance bias that warrants greater research attention is the 

presence of tattoos on job applicants. Tattoos have become a mainstream form of physical self-

expression (Laumann & Derick, 2006), yet research examining tattooed job seekers is rare. In 

their meta-analysis on physical appearance and interview ratings, Barrick et al. (2009) found 

zero studies focusing on tattoos, despite tattoos being common and found on persons across all 

levels of education and socioeconomic status (Laumann & Derick, 2006). Recent estimates from 

The Harris Poll suggest that 29% of the United States population is tattooed, with approximately 

70% of these people having multiple tattoos (2016, February 10). Other news media polls have 

estimated that 40% of Americans have at least one household member with a tattoo, whereas in 

1999 this statistic was only 21% (Polidoro, 2014). Meanwhile, Aslam and Owen (2013) 

estimated that about 25% of European adults are tattooed. The potentially high number of 

tattooed job seekers is therefore a phenomenon that should not be ignored in personnel selection. 

Employers may, however, freely express biases toward and reject candidates on the basis 

of their tattoos. Tattoos are not legally protected characteristics in places such as Europe and 

North America (Elzweigh & Peeples, 2011), and can violate organizations’ corporate appearance 
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standards or policies that do not permit visible tattoos (Warhurst & Nickson, 2007). A survey by 

Industrial Relations Services (2003) found that such policies are not uncommon; among a sample 

of 85 organizations from a variety of sectors, 34% of employees and 31% of employers reported 

having policies that prohibit employees from having visible tattoos in their organizations. Having 

a visible tattoo at work, and hence violating these appearance standards, can result in 

punishments such as being sent home and not being paid for loss of work hours, as well as 

disciplinary warnings (Warhurst & Nickson, 2007). Whorton (2015) suggested that even if an 

employer does not personally hold biases against tattooed individuals, they may uphold 

appearance standards or policies because of fears that tattooed workers risk tarnishing the image 

of the organization by making customers uncomfortable. Regardless of any anti-tattoo 

appearance standards or policies though, Dale et al. (2009) found that among a sample of 

businesspeople, a mere 15% reported being concerned about the legality of refusing to hire 

someone on the basis of their tattoos. It is ultimately surprising that these policies and the 

appearance bias against tattooed individuals exist, despite the lack of evidence for tattoos 

resulting in poor job performance. 

4.1.1 Current Knowledge on the Evaluation of Tattooed People 

Studies suggest that tattooed people are evaluated more negatively than non-tattooed 

persons. Bekhor et al. (1995) found, for instance, that less than 30% of employers—from beauty, 

hospitality, office, and retail sectors—were willing to hire a tattooed person. Baumann et al. 

(2016) further demonstrated that non-tattooed workers were preferred over tattooed workers in 

surgery and mechanical-related professions. Similarly, Dean (2011) found that a visible tattoo on 
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a tax-service provider was considered very inappropriate by college students, who reported lower 

confidence in the service received by the worker. These students were also less likely to 

recommend the services to a friend, despite no difference in the tattooed worker’s performance. 

Finally, Dale and colleagues (2009) found that even when the position did not require interacting 

with the public, most employers still would not hire anyone with visible tattoos. Ultimately, this 

tattoo bias by employers persists, despite them being aware that their attitudes are based on 

prejudice and a lack of evidence (Timming, 2015). 

The present research also builds off the core limitations of past research on tattoo stigma 

and hiring outcomes. For example, recent research by French et al. (2016) found that having a 

tattoo was not associated with lower chances of being employed, while French et al. (2019) 

replicated this finding when controlling for age, race, and socioeconomic status. These studies 

had some important limitations that we aimed to address. For one, it is unclear whether 

participants in those studies made their stigma (i.e., tattoos) known to their organization and 

when. Moreover, if participants did reveal their tattoos to their organizations, reverse causality 

may have been an issue because it was unclear whether their participants had gotten tattooed 

before or after becoming employed (an issue known as ‘disclosure timing;’ Summers et al., 

2018). Those studies were also unable to account for occupation, industry, nor other theoretically 

relevant variables such as physical attractiveness (Barrick et al., 2009). The present research 

therefore utilizes an experimental design that accounts for these limitations and builds off our 

current understanding of tattoo stigma. 
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Similarly, a recent study by Schwendeman (2019) examined the impact of tattoos on 

employability ratings using LinkedIn profiles. The author found that a neck tattoo had no effect 

on employability ratings and that results did not vary based on the age, gender, presence of 

tattoos on the rater, nor the type of job position. However, the author noted a limitation of the 

tattoo manipulation being too subtle, with a single tattoo in one small picture that was embedded 

within a three-page LinkedIn profile. A subtle tattoo may have resulted in a poorly-visible 

stigma, which would have been unlikely to impact evaluations as a result (Derous et al., 2016). 

Having participants read written descriptions, view applicant photos, and then give evaluations 

based off this information may also only be analogous to the screening—rather than later—

stages of a selection process (Schwendeman, 2019). In contrast, later stages in a selection 

process (e.g., an interview) typically require interacting with and selecting from among a smaller 

pool of candidates. Thus, it is still unclear how a visible tattoo may affect hiring outcomes. 

In addition to hiring outcomes, tattooed people are generally also perceived differently on 

a variety of traits and characteristics. Zestcott et al. (2018) showed, for example, that tattooed 

people are perceived as less warm and competent relative to non-tattooed people, and that this 

relation was stronger for participants with greater implicit prejudice toward tattoos. Other studies 

have found that tattooed people are seen as less athletic, attractive, motivated, honest, generous, 

religious, and intelligent compared to non-tattooed people (Degelman & Price, 2002), as well as 

more likely to be a health care liability (Zestcott & Stone, 2019). Similarly, a study by Forbes 

(2001) asked non-tattooed persons to give personality ratings that they believed were indicative 

of people with tattoos. Participants indicated that relative to themselves, tattooed people were 
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more neurotic, less agreeable, extraverted, open, and conscientious. There is, however, scant and 

mixed evidence of whether there are true personality differences between tattooed and non-

tattooed persons (e.g., Swami et al., 2012), with research finding no differences in intelligence 

between tattooed ad non-tattooed people (Cebula & Kasten, 2015). Despite the lack of 

meaningful differences between tattooed and non-tattooed persons, the former are still viewed 

differently on a number of important characteristics.  

4.1.2 Why Tattooed People May Be Evaluated Negatively 

Researchers have provided possible explanations for why biases against candidates’ 

physical appearance may occur. Huffcutt and colleagues (2011) argued, for instance, that 

interviewer information processing effects, (i.e., the various biases, errors, and heuristics that 

interviewers are subject to) can be translated into their evaluations of candidates. The authors 

argued that these errors occur because interviews typically require large amounts of cognitive 

effort, as interviewers must attend to, make sense of, and evaluate ample information in a short 

time frame. To minimize the amount of information they must process, interviewers may—

whether consciously or not—rely on limited pieces of information to make their ratings (e.g., 

their initial impressions of applicants; Barrick et al., 2010). As such, one type of limited 

information that may influence interviewer ratings is the presence of tattoos on job candidates. 

Biases, errors, and heuristics may be triggered not only by the cognitive demands of an 

interview, but by the stigmatizing features of candidates’ physical appearance such as their 

tattoos. Stigma describes any mark or identifying characteristic that designates someone as 

deviant or undesirable in some way (Goffman, 1963). For example, having a tattoo has 
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commonly been associated with deviance and delinquency (Koch et al., 2010). This process, 

through which a person is perceived as having some undesirable mark that signals their deviance 

or other negative traits, is called stigmatization (Goffman, 1963). Stigmatization can then 

activate stereotypes of the group to which the target is a member, meaning the characteristics and 

attributes that a person is assumed to possess (Allport, 1954). Tattoos are a stigmatizing mark 

that have carried the stereotype of being associated with negatively-viewed groups such as gang 

members. These processes can then lead to a negative opinion of the person carrying the stigma, 

leading to prejudicial behaviour (e.g., rejecting a qualified candidate on the basis of their tattoos). 

Stigmatization against tattooed candidates can further be understood using a framework 

developed by Derous and colleagues (2016). In their dual-process framework of interview bias, 

the authors delineated why and how bias occurs when interviewers react to and make decisions 

based on candidates’ stigmas. Dual-process theories argue that decisions are influenced by two 

types of cognitive processes: Type 1 processes (i.e., heuristics, fast impressions, automatic 

processes) and Type 2 processes (i.e., conscious, effortful and deliberate judgments using 

working memory). Derous et al. (2016) proposed that because interviewers must manage 

cognitive demands such as processing and evaluating candidate information, they rely more 

strongly on Type 1 processes when interviewing applicants with a stigmatizing mark. Thus, 

interviewers might form quick, immediate impressions of candidates based on physical stigmas 

like tattoos (Kahneman, 2003). 

Derous et al. (2016) argued that interviewers’ impressions are formed even more quickly 

when a candidate’s stigma is visible and paid attention to. For instance, a visible tattoo could 
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trigger affective reactions in the interviewer and the activation of stereotypes (e.g., that tattooed 

people are deviant). Further, when a stigma is perceived to be intentional, self-inflicted, or 

controllable (e.g., because people choose to get tattooed), reactions to stigma tend to be more 

negative (Weiner et al., 1988). Thus, interviewers may be especially prone to relying on Type 1 

processes when interacting with candidates who have visible or conspicuous tattoos. 

Type 1 processing of stigmatizing information can be further explained through other 

related frameworks. For instance, norm activation—the social triggering of an interviewer’s 

beliefs, associations, and values regarding the ‘right type’ of candidate—may affect decision-

making (Judge & Cable, 1997). Similarly, role congruity theory and Heilman’s (1983) Lack of 

Fit model both suggest that incongruity between the characteristics that are associated with a 

role, and those associated with the stereotype of the person filling that role, can lead to a reliance 

on stereotypes. For example, the prototypical idea of a high-quality worker is likely someone 

without tattoos. Employers may therefore view tattoos as a signal (Spence, 1973) that a candidate 

is deviant, poorly-educated, or will be unproductive on the job. 

Evidence also suggests that tattoo stigma can be ingrained at an early age (Durkin & 

Houghton, 2000), making Type 1 processes difficult to combat throughout life. Even people who 

have tattoos themselves and/or had prior experiences with tattooed people still negatively 

evaluate tattooed persons (Broussard & Harton, 2018; Whorton, 2015). These findings are 

surprising, given that one would expect tattooed people to view other tattooed persons more 

positively (e.g., through in-group favouritism; Allport, 1954). However, tattooed people may end 

up internalizing the negative beliefs associated with tattoos and endorse negative stereotypes 
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about not only themselves, but other tattooed people also (Quinn et al., 2014). Ultimately, tattoos 

are a stigmatizing mark that may facilitate Type 1, heuristic processing by interviewers and be 

difficult to overcome. 

4.1.3 Moderators of the Negative Evaluation of Tattooed Candidates 

Although tattooed people are viewed negatively on numerous characteristics, there are 

other factors that may affect these judgments. Whorton (2015) demonstrated, for instance, that 

candidates were judged more poorly when: their tattoos were not concealed, they had more than 

one tattoo, the content of the tattoo was aggressive in nature, and the position was for a white 

collar as opposed to a blue collar job. Whorton found that the concealability of the tattoo was the 

most important determinant of raters’ judgments, followed by the type of job. In line with this 

idea, Antonellis and Silsbee (2018) found that 50% of members on a Human Resource 

Management discussion board indicated that their willingness to hire candidates with a neck/face 

tattoo ‘depends on the position.’ Further, recent evidence has suggested that the content of the 

tattoo also influences how tattooed people are judged. Tews and Stafford (2020) found that 

within a sample of tattooed hospitality workers, those with more tattoos and ‘darker’ tattoo 

content (i.e., of a more threatening and intimidating nature) receiving worse treatment from 

supervisors and/or perceived higher levels of discrimination. Thus, at least a few situational and 

contextual factors may play a role in how tattooed people are viewed. 

Outside of the content of the tattoo and the type of job, an organization’s culture and 

values may underlie the extent to which tattooed candidates are stigmatized. Organizational 

culture describes the set of beliefs, values, and assumptions that are shared by members of an 
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organization (Schein, 1985). Many organizations across a wide range of sectors, for instance, do 

not permit visible tattoos at work, but the strictness of these anti-tattoo policies varies by 

company location (Tat2x, 2015). In other cases, people have even claimed that tattoos have 

benefited them at work and at networking events (Thomas, 2019). This may indicate a reflection 

of particular managers’ core values or the type of culture they want to implement in the 

workplace. Thus, the effect of tattoos on hiring outcomes may depend on the organizational 

culture or core values held by a company. 

Research further suggests that employers may view tattoos as representing values 

signifying a lack of fit with organizations. Nickson and colleagues (2005), for instance, found 

that most retail and hospitality employers reported their organization having appearance 

standards that were valued and must be met, which tattoos would violate. Swanger (2006) also 

found that within a sample of human resource managers and college recruiters, the majority 

stated that visible tattoos on a candidate would be viewed negatively by their organization. Thus, 

tattoos may act as a signal of poor fit, based on perceived mismatch between tattooed candidates’ 

values and those of the organization. 

Outside of contextual factors, multiple forms of stigma or category membership are also 

vital to consider for organizations to determine whether certain groups of candidates are unfairly 

disadvantaged. Tattooed candidates may, for instance, face even harsher judgments not just 

because of their tattoos but because of their membership to other marginalized or stigmatized 

groups. King’s (1988) double jeopardy hypothesis argued that social identities, such as race, 

gender, class, and sexual orientation for example, may result in cumulative disadvantage for a 
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person. These identities should be studied together because they do not operate separately nor in 

a mutually exclusive fashion (Collins, 2000). As, such only examining the disadvantage 

associated with one social category (e.g., tattoos or gender alone) likely presents an incomplete 

understanding of the stigma faced by many candidates. 

 The double jeopardy perspective would suggest, for instance, that tattooed women (who 

have two disadvantaged identities) would face greater discrimination than non-tattooed women 

(who have one disadvantaged identity), tattooed men (who have one disadvantaged identity), and 

non-tattooed men (who have zero disadvantaged identities). As such, candidates’ gender may be 

another boundary condition underlying the negative evaluation of tattooed people. Timming 

(2017) argued that tattoos are a ‘gendered phenomenon’, wherein tattooed women are perceived 

differently from tattooed men. Elzweig and Peeples (2011), in their review of the legality of 

employment discrimination based on physical body modification, described the court case of 

Hub Folding Box Company v. Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination where the 

female plaintiff was forced to conceal a tattoo at work, whereas a male employee at the same 

company was not. The employer applied different dress code rules (for tattoos) across female 

and male employees, claiming that customers would view tattooed women as being disreputable 

and unscrupulous—but not men. This case was ruled as constituting gender discrimination, 

which makes it evident how the stigmas surrounding tattoos and gender can be interlinked. 

To explore the aforementioned gender bias in relation to being tattooed, it is possible that 

gender exacerbates the negative stigma displayed against tattooed applicants due to the violation 

of gender stereotypes. Two common gender stereotypes are the extent to which men are agentic, 
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and to which women are communal (Koch et al., 2015). Agentic attributes describe the tendency 

to be assertive and controlling, whereas communal attributes describe the tendency to be kind 

and nurturing. Tattoos are typically associated with agentic or stereotypically male qualities 

(Swami et al., 2015), suggesting that tattooed women will be viewed negatively due to violation 

of the communal female stereotype. Thus, tattoos may interact with candidates’ gender to predict 

how they are evaluated. 

4.1.4 Formulation of Hypotheses 

The present research focused on the following outcomes: perceived hirability, person-

organization fit, social status, and deserved wage earnings. Outside of hirability, person-

organization fit, including candidates’ interests, goals, and values, all play an important role in 

hiring decisions (Huffcutt, 2011). Person-organization fit is a key construct assessed in 

interviews, as candidates are judged not only on their suitability for the job, but their 

compatibility with the interests, goals, and values of the organization itself (e.g., Chatman, 

1991). Evaluating perceptions of fit can also have important implications for organizations, as it 

can predict future work outcomes such as turnover intentions and organizational commitment 

(Verquer et al., 2003). Thus, we focused on perceptions of hirability and person-organization fit, 

because of their frequent evaluation in interviews and their implications for job outcomes. 

Meanwhile, employers use their perceptions of candidates’ social status as signals when 

making hiring decisions, often viewing higher-status people as being more desirable workers 

(Kennelly, 1999; Neckerman & Kirschenman, 1991; Rivera, 2015). Research has demonstrated 

that people who appear to be from high-status backgrounds are also perceived as more competent 
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and worthy than those from lower-status backgrounds (Fiske et al., 2012). Similarly, Jackson 

(2009) found that employers were more likely to invite candidates for an interview when they 

were from socioeconomically privileged backgrounds. Rivera and Tilcsik (2016) further showed 

that even when holding educational credentials constant, employers still discriminated based on 

candidates’ social status. Finally, similar to socioeconomic factors, we focused on deserved wage 

earnings as an outcome that is particularly relevant for candidates approaching the completion of 

the hiring stage. 

We next describe why having a visible tattoo is likely to have main effects on each of 

these outcomes, and how these effects may be moderated by candidate gender and/or the type of 

organizational culture. 

Main effect of tattoos on perceived hirability. Tattoos are a stigmatizing mark that may 

activate Type 1 processing or a reliance on heuristics and negative stereotypes about tattooed 

people by the interviewer (Derous et al., 2016). Moreover, tattoos may also trigger a negativity 

bias, wherein negative cues weigh disproportionately heavily on people’s subsequent judgments 

of a given person (Ito et al., 1998). Previous research has found that tattooed people are viewed 

as being less trustworthy (Timming & Perrett, 2017) and honest (e.g., Dean, 2010; Degelman & 

Price, 2002). Moreover, tattoos, being traditionally linked with deviance (e.g., Koch et al., 2010), 

may further contribute to perceptions of lower hirability due to an interviewer’s belief that 

tattooed candidates will be delinquent on the job. These perceptions of lower hirability may be 

robust due to Type 1 processes engaged in by the interviewer. As such, and based on previous 
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research indicating that tattooed applicants are viewed as less hirable compared to non-tattooed 

applicants (e.g., Whorton, 2015), we hypothesized the following. 

Hypothesis 1: Tattooed candidates will receive lower ratings of hirability compared to 

non-tattooed candidates. 

Interaction between tattoos and candidate gender in the prediction of perceived 

hirability. The perception of tattoos across men and women may differ for reasons such as the 

violation of stereotypical gender norms (Hawkes et al., 2004), even though there are no gender 

differences in tattoo base rates (Laumann & Derick, 2006). For instance, past research suggests 

that women with tattoos are viewed as less attractive (Degelman & Price, 2002; Swami & 

Furnham, 2002), whereas men are not (Seiter & Hatch, 2005). This perception of 

unattractiveness may bias employment outcomes (e.g., Hosoda et al., 2003) Moreover, 

Westerfield et al. (2012) found that hospital patients rated a tattooed female, but not a tattooed 

male, care worker as less professional. Based on this rationale, tattoos may have a more negative 

effect for female compared to male candidates. 

The present research focused on a gender-neutral occupation to investigate if gender 

contributes to harsher evaluations of tattooed candidates. A double jeopardy, in the form of a 

stronger negative bias against tattooed women is expected to arise here (King, 1988). Thus, we 

proposed the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2: There will be an interaction between candidate gender and tattoos, such 

that the negative effect of tattoos on hirability will be stronger for women than for men. 
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Interaction between tattoos and organizational culture on perceived hirability and 

person-organization fit. The stigmatization of tattooed candidates may be particularly relevant 

to person-organization fit: the congruence between the perceived attributes of a candidate and 

the attributes of an organization such as its culture, which is distinct from the hirability or 

perceived person-job fit of a candidate (Judge et al., 2000). Rather, judgments of person-

organization fit are based on the characteristics of an organization rather than idiosyncratic 

interviewer preferences, and are related to candidates’ personal characteristics (e.g., personality, 

values) rather than their job qualifications and work experience. 

Tattooed candidates may be viewed as possessing different values compared with non-

tattooed candidates. Previous research has suggested that tattoos are linked to ‘negative’ values 

such as rebellion, countercultural norms, and criminality (DeMello, 2000). Moreover, people 

who get tattooed are viewed as having poor character, as they are seen as being willing to pose 

risks to one’s health (Huxley & Grogan, 2005), such as an increased risk of mental health 

diagnoses, trouble sleeping, and risky behaviours (Mortensen et al., 2019). Values such as 

rebellion and riskiness are likely incongruent with organizations in many sectors. For instance, 

healthcare providers have a negative view of even their patients who are tattooed (Stuppy et al., 

1998). Further, most hiring managers from a study conducted by Timming (2015) explicitly 

stated that they would not hire a visibly tattooed candidate, both because it would hurt the image 

of the company and also because of their personal dislike of tattoos. There are, however, also 

‘positive’ stereotypes associated with tattooed people that may lead to weaker or even beneficial 

effects on person-organization fit. Research has demonstrated, for instance, that tattoos can 
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signal values of creativity, self-expression, and meaning (Dickson et al., 2015), as well as 

uniqueness (Tiggemann, 2011). Thus, how tattoos are viewed by an interviewer may depend on 

the particular organizational culture.  

The present research drew on the Competing Values Framework developed by Quinn and 

Rohrbaugh (1983) on organizational culture. The Competing Values Framework is perhaps the 

most widely-used approach in both academic and practical settings (Cameron et al., 2006; 

Ostroff et al., 2003), and describes four cultural types in organizations: clan, adhocracy, market, 

and hierarchy. We focus on the adhocracy and hierarchy cultural types because they have the 

strongest theoretical relevance to the values which are stereotypically associated (or conflict 

most) with those of tattooed candidates. 

The adhocracy culture type includes values such as creativity, adaptivity, agility, 

development, entrepreneurship, risk-taking, spontaneity, individual initiative, diversity of 

opinions and ideas, individual freedom, growth, stimulation, variety, autonomy, and 

experimentation. The end goal of this culture type is innovation and cutting-edge output. 

Conversely, the hierarchy culture type emphasizes values of control, stability, predictability, 

precise communication, routinization, formal rules and policies, permanence, the necessity to 

undertake rivalry for a position in the hierarchy, consistency, conformity, and structure. The end 

goal of this culture type is efficiency, timeliness, and smooth functioning. 

The adhocracy culture type may be most strongly associated with acceptance of tattoos, 

because its inherent values include creativity, individual freedom, and risk-taking, which are 

stereotypically associated with tattooed people. Conversely, the hierarchy culture type is 
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probably least accepting of tattoos, as its inherent values include formality, conformity, and 

stability. Such values may be contradictory with the stereotypical values held by tattooed people. 

Thus, although tattooed candidates may be viewed as less hirable than non-tattooed candidates, 

this negative impact may only be strong in a hierarchy culture type, and be weaker or perhaps 

even become positive in an adhocracy culture type. We thus hypothesized the following. 

Hypothesis 3: a) There will be an interaction between organizational culture and tattoos, 

such that tattoos will lead to lower hirability ratings in a hierarchy culture than in an 

adhocracy culture; and b) there will be an interaction between organizational culture 

and tattoos, such that tattoos will lead to lower person-organization fit ratings in a 

hierarchy culture than in an adhocracy culture. 

 Three-way interaction between tattoos, candidate gender, and organizational 

culture. Although we examined three factors, we did not expect to find any three-way 

interactions between tattoo status, candidate gender, and organizational culture. One might 

expect that in a hierarchy culture, even non-tattooed women would be judged more negatively 

than non-tattooed men because “Organizational cultures shape and reinforce socially appropriate 

roles for men and women” (Lester, 2008, p. 277). In the present study, however, the organization 

and particular job position being applied for is gender-neutral and not stereotypically male nor 

female. This suggests that the effect of being tattooed in hierarchy cultures will not differ 

regardless of whether candidates are female or male. A three-way interaction might be expected 

if instead, the job position was stereotypically male-dominated (e.g., a construction worker job), 
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where tattooed women might be penalized more harshly in hierarchy cultures than non-tattooed 

women, as this type of culture would reinforce those deemed socially appropriate gender roles. 

Tattoos, perceived social status, and deserved wage earnings. Another way through 

which the stigma towards tattoos can manifest is the belief that only lower-class people and 

delinquents obtain tattoos (Adams, 2009). Social status describes one’s relative socioeconomic 

rank in society (Rivera & Tilcsik, 2016), and can be measured in terms of factors such as one’s 

education, income, socioeconomic status, and occupational prestige (Côté, 2011). Indeed, 

research has shown that people with tattoos are often challenged with the stereotype that they are 

associated with low-status groups (Irwin, 2001). Moreover, just as with tattoos, social status is 

not a protected status under, at least, the United States’ employment law—meaning that 

employers may unfairly discriminate further against unprotected classes based on personal 

characteristics. 

Studies suggest that tattooed candidates might be seen as having lower social status for a 

variety of reasons. For one, research has demonstrated that tattooed people are less likely to 

attend college (Silver et al., 2011) and are more prone to experiencing problems at school 

(Roberts & Ryan, 2002). As well, tattooed people on average spend more time in jail and have 

issues with alcohol and illicit drug use (Laumann & Derick, 2006). It is possible that 

interviewers—because of these negative stereotypes about tattooed people—may infer lower 

social status when making hiring decisions. The inference of lower social status may therefore 

facilitate Type 1 processes by serving as a form of confirmation bias during the interview, in 

order to reaffirm initial impressions about a tattooed candidate (Derous et al., 2016).  



 

 

 

103 

 

Tattooed candidates may also be viewed as deserving lower wage earnings compared to 

non-tattooed candidates. For instance, if an interviewer stigmatizes a tattooed candidate (e.g., 

sees an illusory correlation between tattoos and future workplace deviance), this candidate could 

be viewed as possessing other characteristics that influence their deserved earnings. Tattoos may 

also signal productivity differences that justify lower earnings. For instance, a study conducted 

by the employment website CareerBuilder (2011) found that 31% of employers across various 

industries reported being less likely to offer promotions to employees with visible tattoos. Miller 

et al. (2009) also found that employees preferred not to work on a team with tattooed co-workers 

if any rewards were shared. This might suggest that even if tattooed candidates are hired, they 

may suffer wage repercussions later on, for reasons such as viewing tattooed workers as 

undeserving of higher wages or rewards. We therefore proposed the following. 

Hypothesis 4: Tattooed candidates will be perceived as being lower in social status 

compared to non-tattooed candidates. 

Hypothesis 5: Tattooed candidates will be seen as deserving lower wage earnings 

compared to non-tattooed candidates. 

Interaction between tattoos and candidate gender in the prediction of perceived 

social status and deserved wage earnings. Research has demonstrated that there are gender 

disparities in social power (Carli, 1999), with even children viewing masculine jobs as being 

higher in status than feminine jobs (Liben et al., 2001) and expecting boys to hold higher status 

than girls (Mandalaywala et al., 2020). However, there is also research finding the opposite 

pattern (e.g., Ghavami & Mistry, 2019). Moreover, perceptions of social status are not 
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necessarily tied to any individual nor their particular income, but to factors such as their family 

social background and family income (Ashby & Schoon, 2010). This means that it may be 

difficult to associate any particular level of social status to someone on the basis of gender alone, 

unless one has knowledge about the person’s family background. 

In contrast to the literature on social status, there has been ample research examining 

wage and income gender disparities. These studies have found that across many countries, 

women earn lower hourly wages than men and are underrepresented in top-earning positions 

(e.g., Fortin et al., 2017; Graf et al., 2019; Meara et al., 2020). Sidanius and Pratto (1999) also 

found that even across educational levels and ethnicity, men earned higher income than women. 

These lines of evidence suggest that on average, female candidates will be rated as deserving 

lower pay than male candidates. Moreover, the negative effect of being female on deserved pay 

may combine with the stigma of being tattooed through a double jeopardy, such that tattooed 

women may be rated as deserving especially low pay. We therefore hypothesize the following. 

Hypothesis 6: Tattooed candidates will be seen as deserving lower pay compared to non-

tattooed candidates, but this effect will be stronger for women than for men. 

4.2 Method 

4.2.1 Participants 

 We recruited undergraduate students from the University of Guelph, specifically n = 440 

from a Psychology research participation pool and n = 204 from a Marketing and Consumer 

Studies research participation pool. With N = 644, there were 20 participants who failed at least 

one attention check (DeSimone & Harms, 2018). We then excluded 72 cases where participants 



 

 

 

105 

 

spent under ten minutes on the study as an indication that they gave insufficient effort toward the 

task. This ten-minute cut-off point was determined based on the eight minutes required to watch 

the interview videos in full, one minute to review the job description, and the calculated speed of 

participants responding faster than one second per item (60 items in total; Wood et al. 2017). 

Thus, we had N = 552 remaining for our analyses. This exceeded the number of participants 

recommended by our a priori power analysis using the Superpower package (Lakens, 2020) in R 

statistical environment, which specified N = 344 to achieve power of .90 based on a partial eta-

squared effect size of .06 and a Cohen’s f effect size of .25. 

 Participants were 19.58 years old on average (SD = 2.81), with 65.94% being women and 

64.13% being White. Participants had been in an average of 3.7 employment interviews before 

(SD = 3.39). 

4.2.2 Procedure and Materials 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of eight study conditions in an online 

Qualtrics survey, which was an interview simulation designed similar to that used by Roulin and 

Bhatnager (2020). The purpose of this interview simulation was to make the study more 

interactive and realistic for participants. Participants were asked to imagine being a recruiter in 

charge of hiring a new manager to join their media company, which we selected because it is a 

gender-neutral position (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020). 

The simulation began with participants ‘starting their workday,’ which began with 

interviewing a candidate for the manager position. Participants then ‘entered a conference room 

at work’ and were given a job description to review prior to the interview. These job descriptions 
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were designed to convey either an adhocracy or a hierarchy organizational culture, and were 

developed using information from O*Net on the advertising and promotions manager 

occupation. Moreover, these job descriptions were created to be as equivalent on possible on 

features such as their length, amount of provided information, and company name. These job 

descriptions are provided in Appendix B. 

Next, the simulation informed participants that they ‘call the candidate for their online 

interview’ and began asking interview questions. Participants watched a video-recorded response 

to one interview question at a time. Following each question, participants were asked to 

imagined writing down notes about the candidate’s response. This ‘note-taking’ process involved 

participants answering a multiple-choice question regarding the content of the interview response 

(e.g., “After watching Sarah’s response, imagine that you write down some notes. For instance, 

what was the final result of the project that Sarah worked in her previous job?”). 

We used video recordings from two different actors: one White woman and one White 

man. These actors were chosen based on their similarity in physical attractiveness, voice 

attractiveness, perceived age, and perceived socioeconomic status (through a pilot-test with an 

online sample of N = 23 Amazon Mechanical Turk workers). Each of these actors recorded two 

sets of videos: one set without a temporary tattoo, and one set with a temporary tattoo applied on 

their neck. The design of the tattoo was a blackwork flower design, as it did not include any 

religious or cultural, nor overly threatening content or affiliation, and was not stereotypically 

masculine nor feminine. Both actors recorded their videos wearing job interview attire (i.e., a 

dress shirt/blouse and suit jacket/blazer), and without any jewelry. These recordings consisted of 
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the actors each answering the same four employment interview questions using identical scripts. 

These scripts were obtained from Roulin and Bhatnager (2020) and were edited slightly to 

remove mention of any particular company type and to become suitable for a manager position at 

a media company. The length of the recorded response to each question was two minutes on 

average. Photographs of the actors and the tattoo design are provided in Appendix C. 

After watching all four interview responses, participants rated the candidate on their 

perceived hirability, person-organization fit, social status, deserved pay if hired, and then an 

open-ended question asking what factors were considered in these ratings. The following section 

then asked participants to rate the candidate’s physical attractiveness and professional 

appearance, without permitting them to return to previous sections. Participants then completed 

the manipulation check items, demographics, and were provided with a debriefing form. 

4.2.2.1 Measures. 

Perceived hirability. Participants rated the hirability of the applicant using five hirability 

items borrowed and/or adapted from past studies (e.g., Barrick et al., 2010). These items were: 

“Overall, I would evaluate this candidate positively,” “This candidate would interact with our 

clients and other employees quite effectively,” “This candidate is a good match for the available 

job,” “I would recommend hiring this person,” and “This candidate would make a good manager 

at this organization.” Responses were made on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree 

to 7 = Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was  = .85 in the present study. 

 Perceived person-organization fit. Participants rated the candidate using five person-

organization fit items. Two of these items were from Higgins and Judge (2004): “This candidate 
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is a good match or fit with my organization and its current employees” and “This candidate’s 

values reflect the values of my organization.” The remaining three items were adapted from 

Cable and DeRue (2002): “The things the candidate values in life are very similar to the things 

that my organization values,” “The candidate’s personal values match my organization’s values 

and culture,” and “My organization’s values and culture provide a good fit with the things that 

the candidate values in life.” Responses were made on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly 

Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was  = .87 in the present study. 

Perceived social status. Participants completed the MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social 

Status, which is a one-item visual analogue measure (Adler et al., 2000). The instructions were 

modified, such that instead of asking participants to rate their own social status, participants were 

asked to rate what they think the candidate’s social status is. 

 Deserved wage earnings. Participants completed the pay entitlement measure from 

O’Brien et al. (2012), delivered in a slider-scale format. This measure was modified, such that 

instead of asking about participants’ self-reported pay entitlement, it asked what participants 

believe the candidate should earn if hired. Specifically, the item asked, “If hired, how much pay 

do you believe the candidate should earn annually?” (ranging from $0 to $300,000). 

 Physical attractiveness. Participants completed a three-item measure of physical 

attractiveness adapted from Savolainen et al. (2020). We modified the items to ask participants 

about the interviewee’s attractiveness, rather than self-reported attractiveness. For example, the 

item “People often say that I’m good-looking” was modified to “People would often say the 

candidate is good-looking”. The remaining items were “When the candidate is out and about, 
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people would ‘check them out’ or admire their looks,” and “I feel that people would sometimes 

resent the candidate for their good looks.” Responses were indicated on a seven-point Likert 

scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was  = .68 in the 

present study. 

 Professional appearance. Participants completed a four-item measure of physical 

attractiveness adapted from Savolainen et al. (2020), which we modified to ask participants 

about the interviewee’s professional appearance rather than self-reported attractiveness. For 

example, the item “People often say that I’m good-looking” was modified to “People would 

often say the candidate is professional-looking”. The remaining items were “When the candidate 

is out and about, people would admire their professional look,” “I get the sense that plenty of 

people would say the candidate looks professional,” and “I feel that people would think the 

candidate is dressed professionally.” Responses were indicated on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = 

Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree). Internal consistency was  = .88 in the present study. 

 Manipulation check items.13 Participants were asked, “Did the candidate have a tattoo on 

their neck?” (Yes; No), “Was the candidate female or male?” (Female; Male), and “According to 

 

13 We also tested our hypotheses after dropping cases where participants incorrectly answered 

any of the manipulation check items (N = 406 remaining). These results are presented in 

Appendix D. These results were largely consistent with those in the main manuscript, except that 

there was no longer a two-way interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender in the 

prediction of perceived hirability, and the three-way prediction of deserved pay suggested that 

men did not benefit from being tattooed in an adhocracy culture (but women were still penalized 

for being tattooed). We note, however, that some researchers have advised against dropping 

cases where participants incorrectly answer posttreatment manipulation checks. Specifically, this 

practice can bias treatment estimates in unknown directions and by unknown magnitudes (e.g., 

by inducing non-random, differential attrition across groups; Aronow et al., 2019; Montgomery 
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the job description, which of the following best describes the core values of the organization?” 

(Formal rules; Professionalism; Sound judgment, versus Creativity; Risk-taking; 

Experimentation). 

 We also asked participants “What ethnicity was the candidate?” (White/European; 

Black/African/Caribbean), “Did the candidate have an eyebrow piercing? (Yes; No), and “What 

job position was the candidate interviewing for?” (e.g., Fast-food employee; Manager; Software 

engineer). 

 Attention check items. Participants completed ten instructed response items (e.g., “Select 

‘I am ready’ in order to proceed”) to ensure they gave sufficient effort while responding. 

Open-ended item. Participants completed one open-ended item: “What factors did you 

consider when making your ratings for this candidate?” 

Demographics. Participants answered items pertaining to their age, gender, ethnicity, 

education, number of past interviews they have been in, how many tattoos they have, and if they 

have ever had a close personal or working relationship with a tattooed person. 

4.2.3 Results 

We ran various manipulation checks to ensure that the manipulations of tattoo status, 

gender, and organizational culture worked as intended. First, the manipulation check for tattoo 

status was successful. Within the tattooed candidate conditions, 76.68% of participants correctly 

 

et al., 2018). We therefore advise that readers interpret these findings with caution, especially 

also because the statistical power of this reduced sample may be too low to detect smaller 

effects. 
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identified the candidate as being tattooed. Within the non-tattooed candidate conditions, 95.54% 

of participants correctly identified the candidate as being non-tattooed. As such, participants in 

the tattooed applicant conditions were more likely than participants in the non-tattooed applicant 

conditions to state that the applicant was tattooed, and vice versa: X2 (1, N = 552) = 296.30, p < 

.001. 

The manipulation check for applicant gender was also successful. Within the female 

candidate conditions, 99.28% of participants correctly identified the candidate as being female. 

Within the male candidate conditions, 98.55% correctly identified the candidate as being male. 

As such, participants in the female applicant conditions were more likely than participants in the 

male applicant conditions to state that the applicant was female, and vice versa: X2 (1, N = 552) = 

528.29, p < .001. 

Further, the manipulation check for organizational culture was also successful. Within the 

adhocracy culture conditions, 87.5% of participants correctly identified the organizational culture 

as being an adhocracy type. Within the hierarchy culture conditions, 84.29% of participants 

correctly identified the organizational culture as being a hierarchy type. As such, participants in 

the adhocracy culture conditions were more likely than participants in the hierarchy culture 

conditions to state that creativity, risk-taking, and experimentation best defined the hiring 

organization’s values (as opposed to formal rules, professionalism, and sound judgment), and 

vice versa: X2 (1, N = 552) = 284.53, p < .001. 

Finally, binomial tests also demonstrated that additional aspects about the study stimuli 

were successful. 82.97% of participants correctly determined that candidates did not have an 
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eyebrow piercing, z = 15.45, p < .001, 95.83% correctly identified that the candidate was 

interviewing for a manager position, z = 21.49, p < .001, and 99.46% correctly identified the 

candidate as White/European, z = 23.20, p < .001. 

 Intercorrelations among study variables are displayed in Table 4.1. Visual inspections of 

regression diagnostics plots using the autoplot function in R revealed that the assumptions of 

linear relationships and homoscedasticity were satisfied. Q-Q plots indicated that residuals were 

not normally-distributed though. Nonetheless, the F-test is robust despite violations of the 

normality assumption as long as there are not unequal variances or as long as sample sizes are 

not drastically different across groups (Boneau, 1960). All hypotheses were therefore tested 

using three-way between-subjects ANOVAs. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that on average, tattooed candidates would receive lower hirability 

ratings than non-tattooed candidates. There was, however, no main effect of tattoo status on 

perceived hirability, F(1,544) = 1.14, p = .29, η2
G = .00, such that tattooed candidates (M = 5.83, 

SD = .74) did not receive lower hirability ratings than non-tattooed candidates (M = 5.89, SD = 

.71). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that candidate gender and tattoo status would interact, such that the 

tattooed female candidate receive lower hirability ratings than the non-tattooed female 

candidate—and that this difference would be larger than that between the tattooed male 

candidate and the non-tattooed male candidate. There was a significant interaction between 

tattoo status and candidate gender on perceived hirability, F(1,544) = 5.38, p = .02, η2
G = .01. 

Next, with a Bonferroni adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of tattoos for 
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women, F(1,544) = 5.55, p = .02, η2
G = .01, but not for men, F(1,544) = .76, p = .38, η2

G = .00. 

Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.00, SD = 

.63) received significantly higher ratings of hirability than the tattooed female candidate (M = 

5.80, SD = .76), t(548) = 2.35, p = .02, d = .28, 95% CI[.05, .52]. Meanwhile, there was no 

difference in hirability ratings between the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 5.78, SD = .77) and 

the tattooed male candidate, (M = 5.86, SD = .72): t(548) = -.87, p = .38, d = -.11, 95% CI[-.35, 

.13]. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported. We note, however, that the hirability ratings for the non-

tattooed male (M = 5.78, SD = .77) and tattooed male candidates (M = 5.86, SD = .72) were only 

slightly different from the tattooed female candidate’s (M = 5.80, SD = .76). As such, the 

tattooed female candidate was not strongly discriminated against in the present study with 

respect to hirability ratings. The two-way interaction between tattooed status and applicant 

gender is displayed in Figure 4.1 below. Meanwhile, cell means for perceived hirability ratings 

are displayed in Table 4.2. 

Hypotheses 3a and 3b stated that tattoo status and organizational culture would interact, 

such that being tattooed and applying for a position in a hierarchy culture (as opposed to an 

adhocracy culture) would lead to lower hirability and person-organization fit ratings, 

respectively. There was no interaction between tattoo status and organizational culture in the 

prediction of hirability ratings, F(1,544) = 1.11, p = .29, η2
G = .00, nor with person-organization 

fit ratings, F(1,544) = 3.06, p = .08, η2
G = .01. Thus, neither Hypotheses 3 nor 4 were supported. 

Cell means for perceived person-organization fit ratings are displayed in Table 4.3. 
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Hypothesis 4 stated that tattooed applicants would be rated lower in social status 

compared to non-tattooed applicants. There was a significant main effect of tattoo status on 

social status, F(1,544) = 8.91, p < .01, η2
G = .02, such that the tattooed candidates (M = 6.40, SD 

= 1.22) were rated as lower in social status than the non-tattooed candidates (M = 6.71, SD = 

1.19). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported. However, there was also a significant interaction 

between tattoo status and gender, F(1,544) = 3.89, p = .049, η2
G = .01. We explored this 

significant interaction; with a Bonferroni adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect 

of tattoos for women, F(1,544) = 12.1, p < .001, η2
G = .02, but not for men, F(1,544) = .50, p = 

.48, η2
G = .00. Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate 

(M = 6.71, SD = 1.12) were rated as being significantly higher in social status than the tattooed 

female candidate (M = 6.21, SD = 1.25), t(548) = 3.49, p < .001, d = .42, 95% CI[.18, .66]. 

Meanwhile, the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 6.70, SD = 1.27) was not rated differently in 

social status than the tattooed male candidate (M = 6.60, SD = 1.17), t(548) = .71, p = .48, d = 

.08, 95% CI[-.15, .32]. The two-way interaction between tattoos and applicant gender is 

displayed in Figure 4.2, with cell means for perceived social status ratings listed in Table 4.4. 

Hypothesis 5 stated that tattooed applicants would be rated as deserving of lower wage 

earnings compared to non-tattooed applicants. Moreover, Hypothesis 6 stated that tattooed 

applicants would be seen as deserving lower wage earnings compared to non-tattooed applicants, 

but that this effect would be stronger for women. There was no main effect of tattoo status on 

deserved pay to support Hypothesis 5, F(1,544) = .30, p = .58, η2
G = .00, such that non-tattooed 

candidates (M = $76,234.20, SD = $27,858.00) did not differ in deserved pay compared with 
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tattooed candidates (M = $74,975.27, SD = $27,570.47). Moreover, there was no two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender, F(1,544) = 3.42, p = .06, η2
G = .01, which 

indicates lack of support for Hypothesis 6. 

There was, however, a significant three-way interaction between tattoo status, applicant 

gender, and organizational culture on deserved pay, F(1,544) = 5.19, p = .02, η2
G = .01. This 

three-way interaction suggests that any predicted two-way interactions between tattoo status and 

candidate gender are qualified by and should be interpreted at each level of organizational 

culture. 

We decomposed the above three-way interaction into simple two-way interactions by 

evaluating the interactive effect of tattoos and candidate gender at each level of organizational 

culture. There was a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender 

within an adhocracy culture after a Bonferroni adjustment, F(1,544) = 8.53, p < .01, η2
G = .02 

,but not within a hierarchy culture, F(1,544) = .08, p = .78, η2
G = .00. Next, we found that there 

was a main effect of tattoos for men within an adhocracy culture, F(1,544) = 4.72, p = .03, η2
G = 

.01, but not for women, F(1,544) = 3.82, p = .051, η2
G = .01. Pairwise comparisons revealed that 

within an adhocracy culture, the non-tattooed male candidate (M = $73,030.77, SD = 

$30,191.56) was rated as deserving lower pay than the tattooed male candidate (M = $83,447.76, 

SD = $35,104.73), t(544) = -2.17, p = .03, d = -.38, 95% CI[-.72, -.04]. Although the main effect 

of tattoos for the female candidate in an adhocracy culture was non-significant, pairwise 

comparisons and the 95% confidence interval of the resulting Cohen’s d suggest that the non-
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tattooed female candidate was probably seen as deserving similarly or more pay than the tattooed 

female candidate, t(544) = 1.95, p = .051, d = .33, 95% CI[-.00, .66]. 

Following from the above simple two-way interaction between tattoo status and 

candidate gender within an adhocracy culture, we also found that there was a main effect of 

gender for tattooed applicants in an adhocracy culture, F(1,544) = 9.25, p < .01, η2
G = .02. 

Pairwise comparisons revealed that within an adhocracy culture, the tattooed female candidate 

(M = $69,373.33, SD = $26,003.52) were seen as deserving lower pay than the tattooed male 

candidate (M = $83,447.76, SD = $35,104.73), t(544) = -3.04, p < .01, d = -.51, 95% CI[-.84, -

.18]. Thus, a two-way interaction between tattoos and gender was only found within adhocracy 

cultures. The three-way interaction is displayed in Figure 4.3, with cell means for deserved 

salary listed in Table 4.5. 

Lastly, exploratory analyses are presented in Appendix E.  Here, each hypothesis is tested 

while controlling for the effects of other predictors (participant age, number of tattoos the 

participant has, whether the participant has a personal or working relationship with tattooed 

individuals, physical attractiveness of the candidate, professional appearance of the candidate) on 

each criterion one at a time.
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Table 4.1: Variable means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals 

 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

            

1. Age 19.58 2.81                   

                        

2. Gender 1.33 0.47 .05                 

      [-.04, .13]                 

                        

3. Number of past 

interviews 
3.70 3.39 .35** .05               

      [.28, .42] [-.03, .13]               

                        

4. Number of tattoos 0.40 1.25 .24** -.09* .23**             

      [.16, .32] [-.17, -.00] [.15, .30]             

                        

5. Perceived 

hirability 
5.86 0.72 -.17** -.08* -.11* .05           

      [-.25, -.09] [-.17, -.00] [-.19, -.02] [-.03, .13]           

                        

6. Person-

organization fit 
5.74 0.68 -.16** -.09* -.06 .04 .72**         

      [-.24, -.07] [-.17, -.00] [-.14, .03] [-.04, .12] [.67, .75]         

                        

7. Social status 6.55 1.22 -.05 -.03 -.09* -.02 .20** .18**       

      [-.13, .04] [-.11, .05] [-.17, -.01] [-.11, .06] [.12, .28] [.10, .26]       
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8. Deserved pay 75,588.77 27692.95 -.10* -.02 -.04 .02 .21** .17** .17**     

      [-.18, -.02] [-.10, .06] [-.12, .04] [-.06, .11] [.13, .29] [.09, .25] [.08, .25]     

                        

9. Physical 

attractiveness 
4.26 0.94 .03 .03 -.05 .07 .17** .18** .21** .05   

      [-.05, .11] [-.06, .11] [-.13, .03] [-.02, .15] [.09, .25] [.10, .26] [.13, .29] [-.03, .14]   

                        

10. Professional 

appearance 
5.13 1.05 -.07 -.04 -.04 -.02 .30** .30** .39** .12** .14** 

      [-.15, .01] [-.13, .04] [-.12, .05] [-.10, .06] [.22, .37] [.22, .37] [.32, .46] [.04, .20] [.06, .22] 

                        

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% 

confidence interval for each correlation. Gender was dummy-coded as 0 = Female and 1 = Male. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < 

.01. 
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Table 4.2: Means and standard deviations for perceived hirability ratings across study cells 

Tattoo Status Candidate Gender 
Organizational Culture 

Type 

Mean Score (Out of 

7.0) 
Standard Deviation 

Non-tattooed Female Adhocracy 6.02 .74 

Tattooed Female Adhocracy 5.80 .76 

Non-tattooed Male Adhocracy 5.63 .89 

Tattooed Male Adhocracy 5.86 .70 

Non-tattooed Female Hierarchy 5.99 .52 

Tattooed Female Hierarchy 5.80 .76 

Non-tattooed Male Hierarchy 5.92 .60 

Tattooed Male Hierarchy 5.86 .75 
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Table 4.3: Means and standard deviations for perceived person-organization fit ratings across study cells 

 Tattoo Status Candidate Gender 
Organizational Culture 

Type 

Mean Score (Out 

of 7.0) 
Standard Deviation 

Non-tattooed Female Adhocracy 5.83 .62 

Tattooed Female Adhocracy 5.73 .75 

Non-tattooed Male Adhocracy 5.59 .85 

Tattooed Male Adhocracy 5.86 .60 

Non-tattooed Female Hierarchy 5.81 .57 

Tattooed Female Hierarchy 5.70 .64 

Non-tattooed Male Hierarchy 5.76 .55 

Tattooed Male Hierarchy 5.64 .76 
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Table 4.4: Means and standard deviations for perceived social status ratings across study cells 

  

Tattoo Status Candidate Gender 
Organizational Culture 

Type 

Mean Score (Out of 

10.0) 
Standard Deviation 

Non-tattooed Female Adhocracy 6.83 1.11 

Tattooed Female Adhocracy 6.20 1.39 

Non-tattooed Male Adhocracy 6.68 1.29 

Tattooed Male Adhocracy 6.61 1.24 

Non-tattooed Female Hierarchy 6.60 1.12 

Tattooed Female Hierarchy 6.21 1.06 

Non-tattooed Male Hierarchy 6.72 1.26 

Tattooed Male Hierarchy 6.59 1.12 
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Table 4.5: Means and standard deviations for deserved pay ratings across study cells 

  

Tattoo Status Candidate Gender 
Organizational Culture 

Type 

Mean Score (Out of 

$300,000) 

Standard 

Deviation 

Non-tattooed Female Adhocracy $78,492.31 $31,074.57 

Tattooed Female Adhocracy $69,373.33 $26,003.52 

Non-tattooed Male Adhocracy $73,030.77 $30,191.56 

Tattooed Male Adhocracy $83,447.76 $35,104.73 

Non-tattooed Female Hierarchy $73,885.71 $24,028.09 

Tattooed Female Hierarchy $71,924.24 $21,157.51 

Non-tattooed Male Hierarchy $79,507.25 $25,977.15 

Tattooed Male Hierarchy $75,693.33 $24,951.83 
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Figure 4.1: Two-way interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender in the prediction of perceived hirability. Error 

bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 4.2: Two-way interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender in the prediction of perceived social status. Error 

bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 4.3: Three-way interaction between tattoo status, applicant gender, and organizational culture in the prediction of 

deserved pay. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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4.2.4 Discussion 

The present study sought to determine the extent to which having a visible tattoo affected 

ratings of hirability, person-organization fit, social status, and deserved pay earnings. Following 

effect size benchmarks in industrial-organizational psychology (Bosco et al., 2015), our results 

demonstrated that being tattooed had a small-sized negative impact on the female candidate, but 

not on the male candidate. These results have numerous theoretical implications, specifically by 

responding to recent calls from Summers et al.’s (2018) typology of stigma in organizations—

specifically for additional research on contextual and organizational-level moderators underlying 

stigma. 

The above finding regarding the negative impact of tattoos on the female—but not 

male—candidate is in line with the backlash effect found against women in previous studies 

(e.g., Westerfield et al., 2012). What is interesting is that this result was found using a relatively 

gender-neutral occupation (i.e., advertising and promotions manager; U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2020). Previous studies have instead typically used stereotypically female or male 

occupations, making it difficult to determine if it is the gender make-up of jobs that influences 

the perception of tattooed candidates, or the gender of candidates itself. Baumann and colleagues 

(2016) found, for example, that although the presence of tattoos was viewed negatively, gender 

was the main detriment when considering traditionally male-dominated occupations (surgeons 

and mechanics). Similarly, Burgess and Clark (2010) found no interaction between target gender 

and tattoo status when participants evaluated photographs of men and women with tattoos; 

however, they focused on a traditionally-female occupation (i.e., childcare worker). Timming 

(2017) further demonstrated that tattoos led to increased perceptions of job suitability for women 



 

 

 

127 

 

in nightclubs, while Tews and Stafford (2020) found that tattooed women were evaluated more 

positively for guest contact restaurant positions, which is also a female-dominated occupation. 

Thus, our findings suggest that a double jeopardy against tattooed women is found not only in 

male-dominated occupations, but also at least in one gender-neutral job.  

 We also discovered that the tattooed female candidate was rated as deserving the lowest 

amount of pay if hired, relative to the non-tattooed woman, non-tattooed man, and tattooed man. 

Interestingly, this interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender was only found within 

an adhocracy culture—as opposed to also in a hierarchy culture like we predicted. This finding 

may suggest that although an adhocracy culture would be more likely to embrace the values 

stereotypically associated with tattoos (e.g., risk-taking, experimentation), the benefit only 

applied to male candidates. Specifically, there was a medium-sized positive effect of tattoos for 

men within an adhocracy culture: non-tattooed candidates were rated as deserving an average of 

$73,030.77, whereas tattooed candidates were rated as deserving a higher average of $83,447.76. 

Conversely, there was a medium-sized negative effect of tattoos for women within in adhocracy 

culture: tattooed candidates ($69,373.33) were seen as deserving lower wages than non-tattooed 

candidates ($78,492.31). In particular, the largest pay difference was found between the tattooed 

female candidate ($69,373.33) and the tattooed male candidate ($83,447.76) in an adhocracy 

culture (i.e., a medium-sized negative effect of gender). These findings demonstrate that women 

appear to be penalized for being tattooed in an adhocracy culture, whereas men experience 

benefits in pay. To further delineate this backlash effect experienced by female candidates, it 

seems that being tattooed signals a conflict with stereotypical gender norms and hence a 
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detriment to their deserved wage earnings. This result is ultimately consistent with recent 

research illustrating that women still earn lower pay and are less likely to attain supervisory 

positions than men (Fitzsimmons et al., 2020). 

Our findings also indicated that the interactive effect between tattoos and candidate 

gender on pay was not found in hierarchy cultures, meaning that having a tattoo was viewed as 

equally inappropriate regardless of gender. One potential explanation for this finding is that 

hierarchy cultures are associated with a greater emphasis on transactional leadership (Aydin, 

2018), where task-orientation is a more important focus than developing relationships with 

employees (Dartey-Baah, 2015). Because tattoos may signal lower productivity and deviance, 

interviewers may view tattooed candidates as being unsuitable workers in a task-oriented 

organization and thus deserving of lower pay. Our findings hence shed important light on the 

boundary conditions underlying the effect of tattoos on wage earnings. French et al. (2019) 

found, for instance, no link between being tattoos and wage earnings. These authors concluded 

that tattoo research should be abandoned, with focus directed instead towards “the real targets of 

discrimination” (p. 982). This conclusion may be premature, as the present research not only 

eliminated the issue of reverse causality with an experimental design, but further illustrated that 

the negative effect of tattoos on pay depends on its intersectionality with other disadvantaged 

identities (e.g., being female) and on situational factors like the unique type of workplace (e.g., 

an adhocracy culture). Thus, the present research demonstrates why examining stigma-related 

questions is incomplete without taking an intersectional approach (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 

2008). 
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Lastly, in addition to the strengths of the current study (e.g., the use of an experimental 

design), there were limitations that should be addressed in future investigations. One limitation 

was that the tattoo manipulation could have been more conspicuous for our male actor’s videos. 

Within the tattooed conditions, participants were more likely to correctly identify the female 

candidate as being tattooed (90.07%) than they did identifying the male candidate as being 

tattooed (61.27%). A review of our study materials suggests that although the male candidate’s 

tattoo was quite visible, he had other objects in the video background such as a wall shelf and 

poster. It is possible that these objects distracted participants when they rated the videos and 

caused them to pay less attention towards the tattoo itself. Moreover, if more participants had 

noticed the male actor’s tattoo, it is possible that the negative effect of being tattooed would have 

been found not only for the female candidate, but also for the male candidate too. Similarly, the 

male candidate was wearing eyeglasses (unlike the female candidate); wearing optical correction 

is associated with higher social status (Guisasola et al., 2014), suggesting that the negative 

impact of tattoos on ratings might have been dampened as a result. Future studies should 

therefore make the tattoo more conspicuous in the interview videos in order to strengthen this 

manipulation—as visible stigmas may have a greater impact on rater judgments (Derous et al., 

2016)—and should also ensure that other potential cues of social status (e.g., eyeglasses) are 

accounted for. 

Overall, the present research contributes novel information about stigma in personnel 

selection. By demonstrating that tattoos can negatively impact employment interview ratings—

depending on characteristics such as candidate gender—this study makes it evident that the 
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fairness and equity of personnel selection practices can still be improved. Tattoos are not 

uncommon among people in modern society (Polidoro, 2014), which calls into question why and 

until when they will no longer be used as a means to rationalize this form of hiring 

discrimination. Moreover, despite being aware that having a tattoo may adversely impact their 

employment prospects, job seekers still consider getting tattooed (Foltz, 2014). Ultimately, it is 

vital to continue shedding light on how hiring discrimination manifests in each of its forms (e.g., 

body art and its interaction with job candidate gender) and how it can be effectively combatted. 
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5 GENERAL DISCUSSION FOR DISSERTATION 

 This general discussion section describes the main theoretical and practical implications 

of the three manuscripts within the present dissertation. Firstly, the core purpose of this 

dissertation was to investigate a few of the main challenges facing personnel selection by 

organizations. The aforementioned challenges explored in this dissertation primarily 

encompassed potential threats towards the validity of employment interviews as a job candidate 

evaluation tool—namely job applicant misrepresentation and biases in interviewer ratings. 

Job candidates’ behaviour may pose a threat to the validity of employment interviews 

when they include tactics that are deceptive in nature (Levashina et al., 2014). These deceptive 

impression management tactics are not only being used prevalently (at least by younger 

applicants; Levashina & Campion, 2007), but it is also concerning that candidates who 

misrepresent their skills could be unfairly hired over honest and actual-qualified persons. Such 

misrepresentation could even be considered a form of fraud and pose legal liabilities (Bible, 

2012). Hence, it is vital for researchers and practitioners to assess how much of a risk deceptive 

impression management poses towards the validity of widely used selection tools like 

employment interviews and gain a better understanding of why candidates misrepresent 

themselves in the first place. 

 The shared implications of this dissertation are numerous when concerning the issue of 

job applicant deception and its potential threat towards employment interview validity. 

Manuscript One, for instance, sought to resolve the conflicting findings in the literature 

regarding whether deceptive impression management helps or hinders applicants in employment 
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interviews (Melchers et al., 2020). Manuscript One presented a meta-analysis of the relation 

between deceptive impression management and interview ratings that makes novel contributions 

to the personnel selection literature and has numerous advantages over past work. For one, this 

meta-analysis determined that candidates’ use of deceptive impression management, on average, 

is virtually unrelated to employment interview ratings. This finding indicates that deceptive 

impression management may pose little to no threat towards interview validity if it does not 

affect the rank ordering of applicants nor help dishonest candidates become hired. On the other 

hand, our results illustrated that while many applicants are ‘bad fakers,’ there are likely just as 

many people who can successfully bias or inflate their interview ratings by misrepresenting 

themselves. It may be worthwhile to continue investigating the factors that promote or hinder 

candidates’ usage of deceptive impression management tactics, given that some dishonest—and 

potentially unqualified—persons could be unfairly hired over better-qualified ones. Ultimately, it 

may be this smaller subset of ‘good fakers’ whose interviewing behaviours are detrimental to 

employers’ ability to make fair and valid hiring decisions. 

 The potential bias for some candidates to successfully misrepresent themselves and be 

hired concerns a similar theme of the present dissertation: what motivates the usage of deceptive 

impression management tactics in the first place. Manuscript Two approached this problem by 

first noting how although ample attention has been drawn toward the high prevalence of 

deception (e.g., Levashina & Campion, 2007), there has been comparably less focus on how and 

why the actual extent of usage regarding these tactics is typically quite low (as discussed in 

Manuscript One). This manuscript further investigated this gap through identifying that although 
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there are many theoretical models of deceptive impression management or job applicant faking 

in the literature (e.g., Ellingson & McFarland, 2011; Levashina & Campion, 2006; Roulin et al., 

2016), many of the propositions made in these older models having not been empirically tested 

yet. As such, this manuscript’s theoretical contribution was to provide an empirical test of one of 

those models—specifically Ellingson and McFarland’s (2011) model of applicant faking within 

an employment interview context, along with addressing recently identified gaps in the interview 

faking literature (reviewed in Melchers et al., 2020) that will contribute towards a fuller 

understanding of this potential threat towards interview validity. 

Based on the core tenets from Ellingson and McFarland’s (2011) framework of job 

candidate faking, Manuscript Two revealed that most people have low instrumentality (i.e., 

perceived need) and low expectancy (i.e., low confidence) in using deceptive impression 

management tactics. This manuscript also illustrated that although most candidates tend to fake 

to small extents, when they do engage in deception this behaviour can be predicted most strongly 

by their perceived need to fake, followed by their confidence in successful deception, and then 

by their perceived attraction towards obtaining the job by faking. Notably, all three of these 

factors (instrumentality, expectancy, and valence, respectively) were quite strongly related to 

self-reported deceptive impression management behaviour in a past interview. 

These findings from Manuscript Two complement those of Manuscript One in numerous 

ways. Specifically, they demonstrate that the extent to which job candidates use deceptive 

impression management depends on contextual factors like their instrumentality, expectancy, and 

valence beliefs. Based on this information, candidates who perceive a high need to misrepresent 
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themselves, feel confident about doing so, and believe they will feel positive about obtaining a 

job despite using these strategies will distort their knowledge, skills, qualifications, and/or values 

to higher extents. Such behaviour would theoretically pose a greater threat towards employment 

interview validity because the resulting hiring decisions would be based on less truthful 

information overall. 

These above findings further tie into Manuscript One, wherein it was discovered that 

although deceptive impression management has little to no relation with interview ratings on 

average, there are cases where that relation is positive in magnitude. Additionally, the deceptive 

impression management-interview ratings association was found to be greater in magnitude with 

moderators such as when interviewers were less experienced. It is in these cases and types of 

situations where deceptive impression management seems most likely to decrease the accuracy 

of interview ratings and pose the greatest threat towards interview validity. Contextualized 

alongside the results of Manuscript Two, one can imagine that it may not be uncommon to find 

candidates in situations that are especially conducive to faking and inaccurate interview ratings. 

Candidates may have inexperienced interviewers (associated with a greater deceptive impression 

management-interview ratings correlation in Manuscript One) and also perceive deception as 

being instrumental to their employment prospects (associated with higher levels of faking in 

Manuscript Two). Together, this combination of findings suggests that deceptive impression 

management will likely pose a threat towards employment interview validity in at least some 

cases.  
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 There are also numerous collective theoretical implications of the three manuscripts in 

this dissertation. Notably, there are a number of theoretical models of job candidate deceptive 

impression management (e.g., Levashina & Campion, 2006) and of job interviewee performance 

generally (Huffcutt et al., 2011) that highlight the roles of both situational factors and individual 

differences. What these models have been unable to determine on their own so far, however, is 

whether situational factors or individual differences play the larger role in job candidates’ 

performance and outcomes. The meta-analysis from Manuscript One, for instance, provides 

empirical evidence suggesting that many situational factors—at least the specific moderators that 

we examined—play a minimal role in how effective the use of deceptive impression 

management tactics are. Indeed, the wide credibility intervals found for the meta-analytic 

relations indicated that there are other moderators that we could not examine, due to the paucity 

of research available on them to date. These findings therefore point towards other factors as 

potentially fruitful avenues for future exploration in determining the extent to which job 

candidate deception could bias interview ratings and negatively impact interview validity. Some 

of these additional factors include cognitive ability (e.g., Buehl & Melchers, 2017), as well as the 

moderators we already examined in Manuscript One but did not have a large enough number of 

studies to draw confident conclusions from (e.g., rater source, interview medium). Moderators 

such as interview medium could be especially crucial to examine, given the rising popularity of 

digital and technology-mediated interviews (e.g., Brenner et al., 2016). Ultimately, it is unclear 

how these other factors may potentially moderate the extent of influence that deceptive 

impression management has on the accuracy of hiring decisions and interview validity. 
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 But while most situational factors in our meta-analysis did not moderate the relation 

between deceptive impression management and employment interview ratings, the experience 

level of interviewers did play a role as I noted earlier. Specifically, ratings made by novice 

interviewers were influenced more highly by deceptive impression management than those made 

by experienced interviewers. The practical implications of these findings suggest that while 

deceptive impression management may typically pose little threat to the accuracy of interview 

ratings (i.e., due to the overall ineffective usage of such tactics), this may only be the case when 

organizations are able to utilize experienced or professional interviewers. Interestingly though, 

past research has found that experienced interviewers are no better than novices at correctly 

detecting applicants’ use of deceptive impression management tactics (e.g., Roulin et al., 2015). 

It is possible that while experienced interviewers are not particularly skilled at correctly 

identifying candidates’ deception, they may be stricter or more suspicious than novice 

interviewers tend to be in the face of impression management attempts. Future research should 

empirically test why experienced interviewers are less affected by deceptive impression 

management attempts, such as by using the cognitive interview technique (e.g., Ziegler, 2011) 

and having interviewers voice their rating process out loud. 

 Manuscript Two also addressed this shared implication of shedding light on the role of 

situational factors and individual differences in the areas of deceptive impression management 

and job candidate behaviour. Namely, this manuscript contributed to the deceptive impression 

management literature by addressing Melchers et al.’s (2020) call for research on how 

demographic factors impact the usage of these tactics. Our results demonstrated, for instance, 
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that higher levels of financial insecurity predicted a greater perceived need to use deceptive 

impression management in interviews. This finding suggests that the use of deceptive impression 

management stems at least partly from societal issues like a lack of employment opportunities 

and/or working poverty (e.g., Brady et al., 2013), rather than being a malicious act. Thus, both 

Manuscripts One and Two shed important light on how situational factors and individual 

difference characteristics can enhance our understanding of job candidate behaviours—including 

how they could potentially have negative downstream consequences for employment interview 

validity. 

The joint implications of Manuscripts One and Two further include that they expand the 

literature on deceptive impression management to a more diverse sample of people. As 

highlighted in our meta-analysis, research examining the relation between deceptive impression 

management and interview ratings has been almost exclusively focused on young participants 

and/or students. In Manuscript Two, we similarly recruited a representative sample containing 

workers of a diverse age range and industries. This example of participant recruitment can 

hopefully encourage other researchers in this literature to also study deceptive impression 

management-related questions using more diverse samples, which could include, for instance, 

older and more-experienced workers. The recruitment of older and/more diverse samples may be 

especially crucial, given that older and experienced interviewees engage in less deceptive 

impression management behaviour (e.g., Bourdage et al., 2018). Moreover, Manuscript One 

found that the success of deceptive impression management tactics varies by age, with 

Manuscript Two demonstrating that older interviewees feel less confident about using such 
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behaviour. Thus, these manuscripts together contribute novel insight into understanding and 

predicting deceptive impression management as a potential source of bias in employment 

interviews and threat to interview validity. 

 While Manuscripts One and Two examined how the usage and impact of impression 

management tactics are related to situational and individual difference factors, Manuscript Three 

further explored potential sources of bias and threat towards employment interview validity 

through complementary means. Specifically, Manuscript Three continued investigating the 

relative importance of situational and individual difference factors by observing additional 

sources of construct-irrelevant variance to interviewer ratings outside of impression management 

tactics: visible stigmas. Similar to how candidates’ usage of deception could bias interview 

ratings, so might job-irrelevant factors like the stereotypes that interviewers rely on when making 

their judgments (Derous et al., 2016; Huffcutt et al., 2011). Manuscript Three therefore 

investigated situational and individual difference factors like the previous manuscripts, but also 

contributed a unique intersectional approach towards studying bias in employment interviews—

namely the potential interaction of being tattooed, applicant gender, and the organizational 

culture of the hiring company. 

 As one example of these interactive effects and our focus on individual differences or 

demographic variables in personnel selection, Manuscript Three demonstrated that being 

tattooed led to perceptions of lower social status than not being tattooed, with this effect being 

more pronounced for the female than male candidate in our study. Social status, just like being 

tattooed, does not constitute a protected class in hiring—yet it can be another factor used to 
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unfairly reject candidates from employment. People who are perceived as being lower in social 

status are stereotyped as being less competent, a poorer fit for the job, less likely to be hired, and 

as deserving lower starting salaries and smaller signing bonuses than those of higher social status 

(Kraus et al., 2019). Because social status appears to factor into hiring decisions and other job-

related outcomes, it is evident that there are at least some cases where stigmatization (e.g., of 

being tattooed like in the present case) can hinder the accuracy of employment interview ratings 

and validity. 

Altogether, the three manuscripts in this dissertation contributed new insight into how the 

tactics used by job candidates to create a positive impression, and how characteristics about the 

candidates themselves (e.g., being tattooed and their gender) influence those impressions as well. 

Moreover, all three manuscripts indicated that in addition to individual differences and 

demographic factors, situational characteristics can impact these impressions too. These 

manuscripts ultimately contribute numerous theoretical and practical implications, as well as 

guide directions for future research in these areas concerning threats to employment interview 

validity. 

The collective implications of this dissertation can be incorporated into practice by 

targeting areas for improvement in employee selection from numerous angles. Manuscript One 

demonstrated, for instance, that although many job candidates may see a need to use deceptive 

impression management as a means to improve their employment prospects, honest impression 

management tactics are actually much more effective. The shared practical implications of these 

insights are that organizations and career counselors should highlight the usefulness of honest 
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impression management tactics to job seekers. Further, organizations and career counselors 

should inform job-seekers that although there can be a high pressure to fake (e.g., as examined in 

Manuscript Two), such strategies are usually ineffective and could even result in future 

downstream consequences like poorer job fit (Charbonneau et al., 2021). 

In addition to the above implications from the perspective of applicants’ behaviours 

(Manuscripts One and Two), organizations can similarly apply insights about interviewer biases 

and intersectionality gained from Manuscript Three. Notably, Manuscript Three continued the 

shared theme of exploring situational factors by examining how the negative stigma towards 

tattooed interviewees interacted with the type of organizational culture in the hiring company. 

This research also had numerous theoretical implications, specifically by responding to recent 

calls from Summers et al.’s (2018) typology of stigma in organizations—specifically for 

additional research on contextual and organizational-level moderators underlying stigma. 

Manuscript Three also answered scholars’ recent calls for taking an intersectional approach in 

the employment literature (McBride et al., 2014). This dissertation can hence be used to guide 

future research and organizational policies, which should not only examine ‘main effects’ of any 

type of stigma or bias because such an approach would provide an incomplete portrayal of many 

disadvantaged groups’ experiences that does not reflect reality. 

Building on the above implications, Fitzsimmons at al. (2020) highlighted, for example, 

that organizational practices that only consider ‘single diversity categories’ (e.g., focusing on one 

of either gender or race) conceals the variability among members of each category, leading 

workers who belong to multiple disadvantaged groups (e.g., women of colour) facing even worse 
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outcomes. These authors provided the example of how employee resource groups that exist for 

female employees are often used to benefit primarily White women, or how those that focus on 

racial minorities primarily benefit men. These concerns can be related to Manuscript Three, 

which was a preliminary investigation of whether women are penalized more for a visible stigma 

(i.e., being tattooed) than men—an intersectional effect of tattoos and gender. With hiring 

discrimination against tattoos and other forms of body modification being legal, women could be 

disproportionately affected as a result. Organizations should therefore be aware of these 

intersectional types of biases and take proactive measures to combat them to decrease adverse 

impact in hiring. 

 The three manuscripts in this dissertation also present future directions for research on 

employment interview biases and validity. All three manuscripts, for instance, highlighted the 

role of gender and/or other demographic characteristics in impression formation during 

interviews. Hence, future research could further explore the impact of demographics from an 

intersectional lens as illustrated in Manuscript Three. Recent evidence about the intersectionality 

of race and gender, for instance, has shown that women of colour experience worse employment 

outcomes relative to other groups (Fitzsimmons et al., 2020). Future studies could hence also 

consider candidates’ racial background when examining questions about hiring bias and/or 

stigma. Notably, Manuscript One revealed that existing research on deceptive impression 

management has been limited to mostly Western countries and White participants, with Melchers 

et al. (2020) highlighting that demographic characteristics should be considered to a greater 

extent. Recent research by Roberts et al. (2020) also demonstrated that in the past five decades, 
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psychological publications have rarely considered race; and even when publications do highlight 

race, they are written from the perspective of White authors and include meager numbers of 

racialized participants. Altogether, it stands to reason that future research on employment 

interview biases should make a greater effort to account for race and/or ethnicity. 

 The findings of Manuscript Three further highlight the aforementioned need to account 

for race as an additional factor. It is vital to consider candidate race as another factor, for 

instance, because it may interact with candidate gender and tattooed status in the prediction of 

hiring outcomes. Miller et al. (2009) argued that rejecting tattooed applicants based on corporate 

appearance standards may be problematic not only because perfectly qualified candidates may be 

lost, but because “appearance standards […] can undercut diversity by rationalizing racism, 

sexism, ageism, and other forms of prejudice” (Dipboye, 2005, p. 282). Elzweig and Peeples 

(2011) delve into how this type of issue can emerge, specifically how rejecting tattooed 

candidates could be a form of trait discrimination. Namely, trait discrimination describes cases 

where employers do not explicitly reject candidates for belonging to a protected class (e.g., race, 

gender) but instead they find ways of achieving this by formally basing rejections on unprotected 

classes—traits that are associated with the protected class. 

To elaborate on the issue of trait discrimination, it is worth pointing out, for instance, that 

racial minorities are more likely to have tattoos than White persons (e.g., Ipsos, 2019). As such, 

employers may risk adverse impact by selectively rejecting tattooed candidates. Elzweig and 

Peeples (2011) similarly highlighted that because minorities are more likely to be tattooed, if an 

employer is located an area with a large minority population then minorities could hence be 
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disproportionately affected in hiring. Thus, it is vital to determine the extent to which negative 

evaluations of tattooed candidates are further exacerbated by moderators and/or intersectional 

effects with gender and race. 

In summary, this dissertation included three manuscripts that collectively explored 

various challenges and gaps in personnel selection research. These manuscripts examined the 

overall shared theme of answering novel questions with respect to potential threats towards the 

validity of employment interviews as a hiring tool. Manuscript One determined the extent of bias 

that deceptive impression management tactics present to employment interview ratings, 

Manuscript Two sought to understand why and how job candidates use these deceptive tactics to 

varying extents, and Manuscript Three explored how demographic characteristics of candidates 

(i.e., being tattooed, their gender) and characteristics of organizations (i.e., their cultural type) 

interact to bias interviewer evaluations. Together, these manuscripts ultimately shed new light on 

important challenges facing hiring organizations and present several novel avenues for future 

exploration with respect to employment interview validity. 
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APPENDIX A: SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR MANUSCRIPT TWO 

 

Table 1 

Telephone modality results in Study One 

Item Response options Frequency Percentage 

Complete honesty is critical for 

achieving a good interview score 

Strongly disagree 4 1.71 

Disagree 17 7.26 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 19 

8.11 

Agree 100 42.74 

Strongly agree 94 40.17 

Total 234  

    

If I am completely honest in this job 

interview, I will achieve a better 

interview score 

Strongly disagree 0 0 

Disagree 25 10.73 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

31 13.30 

Agree 120 51.50 

Strongly agree 57 24.46 

Total 233  

    

I am confident that I could be 

completely honest and achieve a 

good interview score 

Strongly disagree 0 0 

Disagree 15 6.41 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

13 5.56 

Agree 133 56.84 

Strongly agree 73 32.20 

Total 234  

    

Exaggerating or embellishing my 

answers would be critical for 

achieving a good interview score 

Strongly disagree   87 37.34 

Disagree 76 32.62 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

36 15.45 

Agree 25 10.73 

Strongly agree 9 3.86 

Total 233  

    

Strongly disagree 51 21.79 
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If I exaggerate or embellish my 

answers in this job interview, I will 

achieve a better interview score 

Disagree 79 33.76 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

39 16.67 

Agree 56 24.93 

Strongly agree 9 3.85 

Total 234  

    

I am confident that I could 

exaggerate or embellish my answers 

successfully to achieve a good 

interview score 

Strongly disagree 47 20.09 

Disagree 90 38.46 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

26 11.11 

Agree 57 24.36 

Strongly agree 14 5.98 

Total 234  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

173 

 

Table 2 

Online modality results in Study One 

Item Response options Frequency Percentage 

Complete honesty is critical for 

achieving a good interview score 

Strongly disagree 10 3.27 

Disagree 23 7.51 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

54 17.65 

Agree 140 45.75 

Strongly agree 79 25.82 

Total 306  

    

If I am completely honest in this job 

interview, I will achieve a better 

interview score 

Strongly disagree 3 .98 

Disagree 27 8.85 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

106 34.75 

Agree 128 41.97 

Strongly agree 41 13.44 

Total 305  

    

I am confident that I could be 

completely honest and achieve a 

good interview score 

Strongly disagree 0 0 

Disagree 19 6.21 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

66 21.57 

Agree 147 48.04 

Strongly agree 74 24.18 

Total 306  

    

Exaggerating or embellishing my 

answers would be critical for 

achieving a good interview score 

Strongly disagree 96 31.27 

Disagree 118 38.44 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

55 17.92 

Agree 34 11.07 

Strongly agree 4 1.30 

Total 307  

    

If I exaggerate or embellish my 

answers in this job interview, I will 

achieve a better interview score 

Strongly disagree 49 16.01 

Disagree 113 36.93 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

79 25.82 

Agree 60 19.61 
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Strongly agree 5 1.63 

Total 306  

    

I am confident that I could 

exaggerate or embellish my answers 

successfully to achieve a good 

interview score 

Strongly disagree 57 18.63 

Disagree 115 37.58 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 

74 24.18 

Agree 45 14.71 

Strongly agree 15 4.90 

Total 306  
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Table 3 

Weighted percentages of responses to outcome measures in Study One 

Item Response options Frequency 

Weighted 

Frequency 

Weighted 

Percent 

Standard error 

of percent 

95% confidence 

limits for percent 

Complete honesty is 

critical for achieving a 

good interview score 

Strongly disagree 14 10402 2.4833 0.9758 0.9758 5.2271* 

Disagree 40 33619 8.0260 1.5890 5.1836 11.7517* 

Neither agree nor disagree 73 49256 11.7591 1.6996 8.6188 15.5451* 

Agree 240 187456 44.7518 2.7662 39.3179 50.1858 

Strongly agree 173 138145 32.9798 2.6653 27.7441 38.2154 

Total 540 418879 100.0000    

 

If I am completely 

honest in this job 

interview, I will achieve 

a better interview score 

Strongly disagree 3 1658 0.3963 0.2296 0.0529 1.3749* 

Disagree 52 39175 9.3656 1.6868 6.3135 13.2517* 

Neither agree nor disagree 137 101594 24.2881 2.3393 19.6929 28.8834 

Agree 248 187362 44.7928 2.7632 39.3648 50.2208 

Strongly agree 98 88498 21.1572 2.4510 16.3424 25.9720 

Total 538 418287 100.0000    

 

I am confident that I 

could be completely 

honest and achieve a 

good interview score 

Strongly disagree 0 0 0    

Disagree 34 27514 6.5707 1.4554 4.0067 10.0623* 

Neither agree nor disagree 79 65763 15.7049 2.1271 11.7346 20.3848* 

Agree 280 211033 50.3969 2.7951 44.9063 55.8875 

Strongly agree 147 114432 27.3275 2.4970 22.4225 32.2326 

Total 540 418742 100.0000    
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Exaggerating or 

embellishing my 

answers would be 

critical for achieving a 

good interview score 

Strongly disagree 183 130102 31.0603 2.5544 26.0424 36.0782 

Disagree 194 145131 34.6483 2.6230 29.4957 39.8008 

Neither agree nor disagree 91 67449 16.1025 1.9897 12.3685 20.4358* 

Agree 59 58005 13.8479 2.0618 10.0330 18.4453* 

Strongly agree 13 18183 4.3411 1.3840 2.0472 7.9712* 

Total 540 418871 100.0000    

If I exaggerate or 

embellish my answers 

in this job interview, I 

will achieve a better 

interview score 

Strongly disagree 100 74614 17.8765 2.1468 13.8314 22.5297* 

Disagree 192 147476 35.3332 2.6730 30.0824 40.5839 

Neither agree nor disagree 118 85284 20.4328 2.1319 16.2449 24.6208 

Agree 116 94388 22.6142 2.3680 17.9625 27.2659 

Strongly agree 14 15624 3.7433 1.2921 1.6394 7.2159* 

Total 540 417386 100.0000    

 

I am confident that I 

could exaggerate or 

embellish my answers 

successfully to achieve a 

good interview score 

Strongly disagree 104 72905 17.4665 2.0796 13.5490 21.9722* 

Disagree 205 154046 36.9059 2.6908 31.6201 42.1917 

Neither agree nor disagree 100 68934 16.5151 1.8862 12.9602 20.5899* 

Agree 102 95262 22.8226 2.5181 17.8760 27.7691 

Strongly agree 29 26254 6.2900 1.3515 3.9017 9.5153* 

Total 540 417401 100.0000    

 

 

Note. Most 95% confidence limits were computed using the standard Wald method. *The modified Clopper-Pearson (Korn & 

Graubard, 1998) was used to compute 95% confidence limits for estimated percentages outside the 20% to 80% range.
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List of Valence-Instrumentality-Expectancy Items Used in Study Two 

 

Instrumentality of Faking 

 

1) I needed to exaggerate or embellish my answers in order to do well in the interview. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

2) I needed to make up details in my answers in order to help my chances of securing the job. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

3) I needed to misrepresent information about myself in order to provide better answers to the 

interview questions. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

4) If I wanted to do well in the interview, I needed to cover up negative details about myself. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

5) If I wanted to impress the interviewer, I needed to show them I was a good fit—even if that 

meant not being a hundred percent honest. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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Expectancy of Faking 

 

1) I was confident that I could exaggerate or embellish my answers, and do well in the 

interview. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

2) I felt confident that I could make up details to help improve my answers. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

3) I was certain that I could misrepresent information about myself to impress the interviewer. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

4) I was confident that I could cover up negative details about myself to help improve my 

answers. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

5) I felt positive that I could show the interviewer I was a good fit by stretching the truth. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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Valence of Faking (From 1 = Terrible to 7 = Delighted) 

 

1) How would you have felt if you embellished your answers in the interview and ended up 

getting the job? 

 

2) How would you have felt if you stretched the truth in with your answers and received a job 

offer? 

 

3) How would you have felt if you covered up negative details about yourself, and the 

interviewer offered you a job? 

 

4) How would you have felt if the interviewer said you were a good fit, after you 

misrepresented some details? 

 

5) How would you have felt if you did well in the interview by exaggerating the truth in your 

answers? 

 

Instrumentality of Honesty 

 

1) I felt that complete honesty was critical for doing well in my interview. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

2) I felt that I needed to be completely honest in order to impress the interviewer. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

3) I felt that I had to be entirely truthful with the interviewer if I wanted to get the job. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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4) If I wanted to do well in the interview, my answers needed to be truthful. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

5) It was important for me to be entirely honest if I wanted to make a good impression on the 

interviewer. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

Expectancy of Honesty 

 

1) I felt confident that I could be completely honest and do well in the interview. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

2) I felt certain that if I was completely honest, I would impress the interview. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

3) I was convinced that if my answers were entirely truthful, then I would get the job. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

4) I felt confident that the interviewer would react positively if I was completely honest with 

them. 
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a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

5) I felt positive that being honest with my responses would lead to a positive impression in the 

interview. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral (Neither Agree Nor Disagree) 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

Valence of Honesty (From 1 = Terrible to 7 = Delighted) 

 

1) How would you have felt if you were completely honest in your interview and ended up 

getting the job? 

 

2) How would you have felt if you were completely truthful with your answers and received a 

job offer? 

 

3) How would you have felt if you were entirely honest with the interviewer and they offered 

you the job? 

 

4) How would you have felt if you impressed the interviewer by using brute honesty? 

 

5) How would you have felt if you did well in the interview by sticking only to the truth? 
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APPENDIX B: JOB DESCRIPTIONS FOR MANUSCRIPT THREE 

 

Job Description for Manager in a Hierarchy Culture Type-Organization 

Job Description 

Manager at Endymion Media Co. 

 

Job Title: Manager 

Job Level: Salaried Employee 

 

Position Summary: 

 

We are looking to hire a manager to join Endymion Media Co. We are a mass media enterprise 

that creates and distributes branded content to clients and consumers. 

 

Our Core Values at Endymion: 

 

• Efficiency 

• Formal rules and policies 

• Stability 

• Conformity 

• Structure 

• Order 

• Professionalism 

• Sound judgment 

 

Required and Preferred Qualifications: 

 

• A Bachelor’s degree in media, advertising, public relations, or similar field is required. 

• A record of strong academic performance is preferred. 

• Full-time work experience in media is preferred. 

 

Primary Job Duties: 

 

The person in the Manager role will need to perform the following duties: 

 

• Plan and prepare advertising and promotional material 

• Direct sales, marketing, and customer service activities 
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• Develop marketing plans and strategies 

• Promote products, services, and programs 

• Direct and coordinate financial activities 

• Establish and maintain business relationships with clients 

• Assess client needs and meet quality standards for services 

• Prepare regulatory reports required by laws, regulations, and boards of directors 

• Develop plans for the long-term financial goals of Endymion Media Co. 
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Job Description for Manager in an Adhocracy Culture Type-Organization 

Job Description 

Manager at Endymion Media Co. 

 

Job Title: Manager 

Job Level: Salaried Employee 

 

Position Summary: 

 

We are looking to hire a manager to join Endymion Media Co. We are a mass media enterprise 

that creates and distributes branded content to clients and consumers. 

 

Our Core Values at Endymion: 

 

• Creativity 

• Risk-taking and spontaneity 

• Diversity of opinions and ideas 

• Individual freedom 

• Experimentation 

• Growth and stimulation 

• Autonomy 

• Innovation 

 

Required and Preferred Qualifications: 

 

• A Bachelor’s degree in media, advertising, public relations, or similar field is required. 

• A record of strong academic performance is preferred. 

• Full-time work experience in media is preferred. 

 

Primary Job Duties: 

 

The person in the Manager role will need to perform the following duties: 

 

• Plan and prepare advertising and promotional material 

• Direct sales, marketing, and customer service activities 

• Develop marketing plans and strategies 

• Promote products, services, and programs 

• Direct and coordinate financial activities 

• Establish and maintain business relationships with clients 
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• Assess client needs and meet quality standards for services 

• Prepare regulatory reports required by laws, regulations, and boards of directors 

• Develop plans for the long-term financial goals of Endymion Media Co. 
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APPENDIX C: STUDY MATERIALS USED IN MANUSCRIPT THREE 

 

Non-Tattooed White Female Candidate 
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Tattooed White Female Candidate 
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Non-Tattooed White Male Candidate 
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Tattooed White Male Candidate 
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Temporary Tattoo Used in the Present Research 
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APPENDIX D: RESULTS FOR MANUSCRIPT THREE AFTER DROPPING CASES 

WITH INCORRECTLY-ANSWERED MANIPULATION CHECKS 

Hypothesis 1 stated that on average, tattooed candidates would receive lower hirability 

ratings than non-tattooed candidates. There was, however, no main effect of tattoo status on 

perceived hirability, F(1,398) = 1.25, p = .26, η2
G = .00, such that tattooed candidates (M = 5.85, 

SD = .74) did not receive lower hirability ratings than non-tattooed candidates (M = 5.93, SD = 

.69). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. 

Hypothesis 2 stated that candidate gender and tattoo status would interact, such that the 

tattooed female candidate receive lower hirability ratings than the non-tattooed female 

candidate—and that this difference would be larger than that between the tattooed male 

candidate and the non-tattooed male candidate. There was no interaction between tattoo status 

and candidate gender on perceived hirability, F(1,398) = 1.42, p = .24, η2
G = .00. Thus, 

Hypothesis 2 was not supported. 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 stated that tattoo status and organizational culture would interact, 

such that being tattooed and applying for a position in a hierarchy culture (as opposed to an 

adhocracy culture) would lead to lower hirability and person-organization fit ratings, 

respectively. There was no interaction between tattoo status and organizational culture in the 

prediction of hirability ratings, F(1,398) = .96, p = .33, η2
G = .00, nor with person-organization fit 

ratings, F(1,398) = 1.23, p = .27, η2
G = .00. Thus, neither Hypotheses 3 nor 4 were supported. 

Hypothesis 5 stated that tattooed applicants would be rated lower in social status 

compared to non-tattooed applicants. There was a significant main effect of tattoo status on 

social status, F(1,398) = 12.05, p < .001, η2
G = .03, such that tattooed candidates (M = 6.30, SD = 
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1.12) were rated as lower in social status than non-tattooed candidates (M = 6.71, SD = 1.22). 

Thus, Hypothesis 5 was supported. However, there was also a significant interaction between 

tattoo status and gender, F(1,398) = 4.79, p = .03, η2
G = .01. We explored this significant 

interaction; with a Bonferroni adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of tattoos 

for women, F(1,398) = 16.4, p < .001, η2
G = .04, but not for men, F(1,398) = .45, p = .50, η2

G = 

.00. Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.75, 

SD = 1.17) were rated as being significantly higher in social status than the tattooed female 

candidate (M = 6.12, SD = 1.19), t(402) = 4.06, p < .001, d = .54, 95% CI[.27, .81]. Meanwhile, 

the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 6.66, SD = 1.27) was not rated differently in social status 

than the tattooed male candidate (M = 6.55, SD = .97), t(548) = .71, p = .48, d = .10, 95% CI[-

.20, .39]. 

Hypothesis 6 stated that tattooed applicants would be rated as deserving of lower wage 

earnings compared to non-tattooed applicants. Moreover, Hypothesis 7 stated that tattooed 

applicants would be seen as deserving lower wage earnings compared to non-tattooed applicants, 

but that this effect would be stronger for women. There was no main effect of tattoo status on 

deserved pay to support Hypothesis 6, F(1,398) = 1.45, p = .23, η2
G = .00, such that non-tattooed 

candidates (M = 75,932.43, SD = 25,773.64) did not differ in deserved pay compared with 

tattooed candidates (M = 72,918.48, SD = 23,317.53). Moreover, there was no two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender, F(1,398) = 1.08, p = .30, η2
G = .00, which 

indicates lack of support for Hypothesis 7. 
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There was, however, a significant three-way interaction between tattoo status, applicant 

gender, and organizational culture on deserved pay, F(1,398) = 6.14, p = .01, η2
G = .02. This 

three-way interaction suggests that any predicted two-way interactions between tattoo status and 

candidate gender are qualified by and should be interpreted at each level of organizational 

culture. We decomposed the above three-way interaction into simple two-way interactions by 

evaluating the interactive effect of tattoos and candidate gender at each level of organizational 

culture. There was a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender 

within an adhocracy culture after a Bonferroni adjustment, F(1,398) = 6.19, p = .01, η2
G = .02, 

but not within a hierarchy culture, F(1,398) = 1.03, p = .31, η2
G = .00. Next, we found that there 

was a main effect of tattoos for the female candidate in an adhocracy culture, F(1,398) = 6.07, p 

= .01, η2
G = .02, but not for the male candidate, F(1,398) = 1.37, p = .24, η2

G = .00. Pairwise 

comparisons revealed that within an adhocracy culture, the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 

80,322.03, SD = 31,716.11) was rated as deserving higher pay than the tattooed female candidate 

(M = 69,103.45, SD = 24,456.69), t(398) = 2.46, p = .01, d = .46, 95% CI[.09, .82]. 

Following from the above simple two-way interaction between tattoo status and 

candidate gender in an adhocracy culture, we also found that there was no main effect of gender 

for tattooed applicants within an adhocracy culture, F(1,398) = 3.27, p = .07, η2
G = .01. Overall, 

Hypothesis 7 was not supported, as a two-way interaction between tattoos and gender was only 

found within adhocracy cultures.  



 

 

 

194 

 

APPENDIX E: EXPLORATORY RESULTS FOR MANUSCRIPT THREE 

 

We also repeated each hypothesis test controlling for the effect of other predictors (either 

participant age, number of tattoos the participant has, whether the participant has a personal or 

working relationship with tattooed individuals, physical attractiveness of the applicant, or the 

professional appearance of the candidate) on each criterion. Negative evaluations based on Type 

1 processes may be limited if participants share the same stigma as the applicant (e.g., when both 

the participant and applicant have tattoos; Derous et al., 2016). Research has found, for instance, 

that when raters have tattoos, they evaluate tattooed individuals as more competent compared to 

non-tattooed raters (Zestcott et al., 2018). Similarly, we control for participant age because 

studies have found that older participants evaluate tattooed people more negatively (Whorton & 

Highhouse, 2013; Zestcott et al., 2018). Moreover, Barrick et al. (2009) demonstrated in their 

meta-analysis that interview ratings were highly related to both physical attractiveness (rc = .54) 

and professional appearance (rc = .48). Thus, it may be important to separate out the effects of 

these variables on our outcomes. 

We accounted for the effect of each control variable on the criterion by creating 

residualized versions of each criterion to include in each three-way ANOVA. Each ANOVA was 

run with only one control variable at a time and separately. The results were largely consistent 

with those without the inclusion of control variables, with only a few exceptions. Specifically, 

there was no longer a significant two-way interaction of tattoos and applicant gender in the 

prediction of hirability ratings, nor social status, after controlling for the relation between 

perceived professional appearance and the above outcomes. 
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Prediction of Perceived Hirability with the Inclusion of Control Variables 

Controlling for participant age, there was no main effect of tattoo status on perceived 

hirability, F(1,543) = 1.72, p = .19, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way interaction between tattoo status 

and organizational culture, F(1,543) = .45, p = .50, η2
G = .00. However, there was still a 

significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender in the prediction of 

perceived hirability, F(1,543) = 5.92, p = .02, η2
G = .01. With a Bonferroni adjustment, there was 

a significant simple main effect of tattoos for women, F(1,543) = 6.89, p = .01, η2
G = .01, but not 

for men, F(1,543) = .64, p = .42, η2
G = .00. Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the 

non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.00, SD = .63) received significantly higher ratings of 

hirability than the tattooed female candidate (M = 5.80, SD = .76), t(547) = 2.62, p < .01, d = .32, 

95% CI[.08, .56]. Meanwhile, the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 5.78, SD = .77) was not 

rated differently in hirability compared to the tattooed male candidate (M = 5.86, SD = .72), 

t(547) = -.80, p = .42, d = -.10, 95% CI[-.34, .14]. These results are consistent with those found 

without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for the number of tattoos participants have, there was no main effect of tattoo 

status on perceived hirability, F(1,543) = 1.27, p = .26, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way interaction 

between tattoo status and organizational culture, F(1,543) = 1.18, p = .28, η2
G = .00. However, 

there was still a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender in the 

prediction of perceived hirability, F(1,543) = 5.40, p = .02, η2
G = .01. With a Bonferroni 

adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of tattoos for women, F(1,543) = 5.83, p = 

.02, η2
G = .01, but not for men, F(1,543) = .71, p = .40, η2

G = .00. Pairwise comparisons then 
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demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.00, SD = .63) received significantly 

higher ratings of hirability than the tattooed female candidate (M = 5.80, SD = .76), t(547) = 

2.41, p = .02, d = .29, 95% CI[.05, .53]. Meanwhile, the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 5.78, 

SD = .77) was not rated differently in hirability compared to the tattooed male candidate, (M = 

5.86, SD = .72), t(547) = -.84, p = .40, d = -.11, 95% CI[-.34, .13]. These results are consistent 

with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for whether participants have had a relationship (whether personal, romantic, 

or working) with a tattooed person, there was no main effect of tattoo status on perceived 

hirability, F(1,543) = 1.01, p = .31, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way interaction between tattoo status 

and organizational culture, F(1,543) = .96, p = .33, η2
G = .00. However, there was still a 

significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender in the prediction of 

perceived hirability, F(1,543) = 5.60, p = .02, η2
G = .01. With a Bonferroni adjustment, there was 

a significant simple main effect of tattoos for women, F(1,543) = 5.58, p = .02, η2
G = .01, but not 

for men, F(1,543) = .92, p = .34, η2
G = .00. Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the 

non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.00, SD = .62) received significantly higher ratings of 

hirability than the tattooed female candidate, (M = 5.80, SD = .76), t(547) = 2.36, p = .02, d = 

.29, 95% CI[.05, .52]. Meanwhile, the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 5.78, SD = .77) was not 

rated differently in hirability compared to the tattooed male candidate, (M = 5.86, SD = .72), 

t(547) = -.96, p = .34, d = -.12, 95% CI[-.36, .12]. These results are consistent with those found 

without the inclusion of control variables. 
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Controlling for the perceived physical attractiveness of the candidate, there was no main 

effect of tattoo status on perceived hirability, F(1,544) = .38, p = .54, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and organizational culture, F(1,544) = .68, p = .41, η2
G = .00. 

However, there was still a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and applicant 

gender in the prediction of perceived hirability, F(1,544) = 5.69, p = .02, η2
G = .01. With a 

Bonferroni adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of tattoos for women, F(1,544) 

= 4.39, p = .04, η2
G = .01, but not for men, F(1,544) = 1.58, p = .21, η2

G = .00. Pairwise 

comparisons then demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.00, SD = .63) was 

rated significantly higher in hirability than the tattooed female candidate (M = 5.80, SD = .76), 

t(548) = 2.09, p = .0369, d = .25, 95% CI[.02, .49]. Meanwhile, the non-tattooed male candidate 

(M = 5.78, SD = .77) was not rated differently in hirability compared to the tattooed male 

candidate (M = 5.86, SD = .72), t(548) = -1.26, p = .21, d = -.16, 95% CI[-.39, .08]. These results 

are consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for the perceived professional appearance of the candidate, there was no main 

effect of tattoo status on perceived hirability, F(1,544) = .52, p = .47, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender in the prediction of perceived hirability, 

F(1,544) = 1.40, p = .24, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way interaction between tattoo status and 

organizational culture, F(1,544) = .53, p = .47, η2
G = .00. Overall, the only inconsistency with 

those found without the inclusion of control variables was the lack of a two-way interaction 

between tattoo status and applicant gender; this may suggest that professional appearance 

explained part of the variance in hirability ratings predicted by having a visible tattoo. 
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Prediction of Perceived Person-Organization Fit with the Inclusion of Control Variables 

Controlling for participant age, there was no main effect of tattoo status on perceived 

person-organization fit, F(1,543) = .27, p = .60, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way interaction between 

tattoo status and organizational culture, F(1,543) = 2.80, p = .10, η2
G = .00. These results are 

consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for the number of participants’ tattoos, there was no main effect of tattoo 

status on perceived person-organization fit, F(1,543) = .13, p = .72, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and organizational culture, F(1,543) = 3.18, p = .08, η2
G = .01. 

These results are consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for whether participants have a relationship with a tattooed person, there was 

no main effect of tattoo status on perceived person-organization fit, F(1,543) = .06, p = .80, η2
G = 

.00; nor any two-way interaction between tattoo status and organizational culture, F(1,543) = 

2.84, p = .09, η2
G = .00. These results are consistent with those found without the inclusion of 

control variables. 

Controlling for physical attractiveness of the candidate, there was no main effect of tattoo 

status on perceived person-organization fit, F(1,544) = .04, p = .84, η2
G = .00; nor any two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and organizational culture, F(1,544) = 2.30, p = .13, η2
G = .00. 

These results are consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for professional appearance of the candidate, there was no main effect of 

tattoo status on perceived person-organization fit, F(1,544) = 2.25, p = .13, η2
G = .00; nor any 
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two-way interaction between tattoo status and organizational culture, F(1,544) = 2.14, p = .14, 

η2
G = .00. These results are consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Prediction of perceived social status with control variables. Controlling for participant 

age, there was a significant main effect of tattoo status on perceived social status, F(1,543) = 

9.44, p < .01, η2
G = .02. However, there was also a significant two-way interaction between 

tattoo status and applicant gender in the prediction of perceived social status, F(1,543) = 4.11, p 

= .04, η2
G = .01. With a Bonferroni adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of 

tattoos for women, F(1,543) = 12.80, p < .001, η2
G = .02 but not for men, F(1,543) = .54, p = .46, 

η2
G = .00. Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 

6.71, SD = 1.12) received significantly higher ratings of social status than the tattooed female 

candidate (M = 6.20, SD = 1.25), t(547) = 3.59, p < .001, d = .44, 95% CI[.20, .67]. Meanwhile, 

the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 6.70, SD = 1.27) was not rated differently in social status 

compared to the tattooed male candidate (M = 6.60, SD = 1.17), t(547) = .73, p = .46, d = .09, 

95% CI[-.15, .32]. These results are consistent with those found without the inclusion of control 

variables. 

Controlling for the number of tattoos participants have, there was a significant main 

effect of tattoo status on perceived social status, F(1,543) = 8.90, p < .01, η2
G = .02. However, 

there was also a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender in the 

prediction of perceived social status, F(1,543) = 3.98, p = .047, η2
G = .01. With a Bonferroni 

adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of tattoos for women, F(1,543) = 12.20, p 

< .001, η2
G = .02, but not for men, F(1,543) = .48, p = .49, η2

G = .00. Pairwise comparisons then 
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demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.71, SD = 1.12) received significantly 

higher ratings of social status than the tattooed female candidate (M = 6.20, SD = 1.25), t(547) = 

3.50, p < .001, d = .42, 95% CI[.19, .66]. Meanwhile, the non-tattooed male candidate (M = 6.70, 

SD = 1.27) was not rated differently in social status compared to the tattooed male candidate (M 

= 6.60, SD = 1.17), t(547) = .70, p = .49, d = .08, 95% CI[-.15, .32]. These results are consistent 

with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for whether participants have had a relationship with a tattooed person, there 

was a significant main effect of tattoo status on perceived social status, F(1,543) = 9.35, p < .01, 

η2
G = .02. However, there was also a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and 

applicant gender in the prediction of perceived social status, F(1,543) = 3.87, p = .05, η2
G = .01. 

With a Bonferroni adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of tattoos for women, 

F(1,543) = 12.40, p < .001, η2
G = .02, but not for men, F(1,543) = .59, p = .44, η2

G = .00. 

Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.71, SD = 

1.12) received significantly higher ratings of social status than the tattooed female candidate (M 

= 6.20, SD = 1.25), t(547) = 3.53, p < .001, d = .43, 95% CI[.19, .67]. Meanwhile, the non-

tattooed male candidate (M = 6.70, SD = 1.27) was not rated differently in social status compared 

to the tattooed male candidate (M = 6.60, SD = 1.17), t(547) = .77, p = .44, d = .09, 95% CI[-.15, 

.33]. These results are consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for the perceived physical attractiveness of the candidate, there was a 

significant main effect of tattoo status on perceived social status, F(1,544) = 6.13, p = .01, η2
G = 

.01. However, there was also a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and 
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applicant gender in the prediction of perceived social status, F(1,544) = 4.43, p = .04, η2
G = .01. 

With a Bonferroni adjustment, there was a significant simple main effect of tattoos for women, 

F(1,544) = 10.30, p = .001, η2
G = .02, but not for men, F(1,544) = .06, p = .80, η2

G = .00. 

Pairwise comparisons then demonstrated that the non-tattooed female candidate (M = 6.71, SD = 

1.12) were rated significantly higher in social status than the tattooed female candidate (M = 

6.21, SD = 1.25), t(548) = 3.22, p = .001, d = .39, 95% CI[.15, .63]. Meanwhile, the non-tattooed 

male candidate (M = 6.70, SD = 1.27) was not rated differently in social status compared to the 

tattooed male candidate (M = 6.60, SD = 1.17), t(548) = .25, p = .80, d = .03, 95% CI[-.21, .27]. 

These results are consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for the perceived professional appearance of the candidate, there was no main 

effect of tattoo status on perceived social status, F(1,544) = .54, p = .46, η2
G = .00; nor any two-

way interaction between tattoo status and applicant gender, F(1,544) = .22, p = .64, η2
G = .00. 

Overall, these results differed from those found without the inclusion of control variables; this 

may suggest that professional appearance explained part of the variance in perceived social 

status predicted by having a visible tattoo. 

Prediction of Deserved Pay With the Inclusion of Control Variables 

Controlling for participant age, there was no main effect of tattoo status on deserved pay, 

F(1,543) = .46, p = .50, η2
G = .00. Moreover, there was no two-way interaction between tattoo 

status and candidate gender, F(1,398) = 1.35, p = .25, η2
G = .00. There was, however, still a 

significant three-way interaction between tattoo status, applicant gender, and organizational 

culture in the prediction of deserved pay, F(1,543) = 5.41, p = .02, η2
G = .01. We decomposed 
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this three-way interaction into simple two-way interactions by evaluating the interactive effect of 

tattoos and gender at each level of organizational culture. There was a significant two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and gender within an adhocracy culture after a Bonferroni 

adjustment, F(1,543) = 8.98, p < .01, η2
G = .02, but not within a hierarchy culture, F(1,543) = 

.08, p = .78, η2
G = .00. Next, we found that there was a main effect of gender for tattooed 

applicants in an adhocracy culture, F(1,543) = 9.02, p < .01, η2
G = .02. Pairwise comparisons 

revealed that when tattooed and applying to a company with an adhocracy culture, the female 

candidate (M = $69,373.33, SD = $26,003.52) was seen as deserving lower pay than the male 

candidate (M = $83,447.76, SD = $35,104.73), t(543) = -3.00, p < .01, d = -.50, 95% CI[-.83, -

.17]. These results were overall consistent with those found without the inclusion of control 

variables. 

Controlling for participants’ number of tattoos, there was no main effect of tattoo status 

on deserved pay, F(1,543) = .32, p = .57, η2
G = .00. Moreover, there was no two-way interaction 

between tattoo status and candidate gender, F(1,398) = 1.09, p = .30, η2
G = .00. There was, 

however, still a significant three-way interaction between tattoo status, applicant gender, and 

organizational culture in the prediction of deserved pay, F(1,543) = 5.08, p = .02, η2
G = .01. We 

decomposed this three-way interaction into simple two-way interactions by evaluating the 

interactive effect of tattoos and gender at each level of organizational culture. There was a 

significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and gender within an adhocracy culture 

after a Bonferroni adjustment, F(1,543) = 8.45, p < .01, η2
G = .02, but not within a hierarchy 

culture, F(1,543) = .07, p = .79, η2
G = .00. Next, we found that there was a main effect of gender 
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for tattooed applicants within an adhocracy culture, F(1,543) = 9.29, p < .01, η2
G = .02. Pairwise 

comparisons revealed that when tattooed and applying to a company with an adhocracy culture, 

the female candidate (M = $69,373.33, SD = $26,003.52) was seen as deserving lower pay than 

the male candidate (M = $83,447.76, SD = $35,104.73), t(543) = -3.05, p < .01, d = -.51, 95% 

CI[-.84, -.18]. These results were overall consistent with those found without the inclusion of 

control variables. 

Controlling for whether participants have had a relationship with a tattooed person, there 

was no main effect of tattoo status on deserved pay, F(1,543) = .42, p = .52, η2
G = .00. Moreover, 

there was no two-way interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender, F(1,398) = 1.04, p 

= .31, η2
G = .00. There was, however, still a significant three-way interaction between tattoo 

status, applicant gender, and organizational culture in the prediction of deserved pay, F(1,543) = 

5.50, p = .02, η2
G = .01. We decomposed this three-way interaction into simple two-way 

interactions by evaluating the interactive effect of tattoos and gender at each level of 

organizational culture. There was a significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and 

gender within an adhocracy culture after a Bonferroni adjustment, F(1,543) = 8.55, p < .01, η2
G = 

.02, but not within a hierarchy culture, F(1,543) = .14, p = .71, η2
G = .00. Next, we found that 

there was a main effect of gender for tattooed applicants in an adhocracy culture, F(1,543) = 

8.88, p < .01, η2
G = .02. Pairwise comparisons revealed that when tattooed and applying to a 

company with an adhocracy culture, the female candidate (M = $69,373.33, SD = $26,003.52) 

was seen as deserving lower pay than the male candidate (M = $83,447.76, SD = $35,104.73), 
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t(543) = -2.98, p < .01, d = -.50, 95% CI[-.83, -.17]. These results were overall consistent with 

those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Controlling for perceived physical attractiveness, there was no main effect of tattoo status 

on deserved pay, F(1,544) = .16, p = .69, η2
G = .00. Moreover, there was no two-way interaction 

between tattoo status and candidate gender, F(1,398) = 1.06, p = .30, η2
G = .00. There was, 

however, still a significant three-way interaction between tattoo status, applicant gender, and 

organizational culture in the prediction of deserved pay, F(1,544) = 5.37, p = .02, η2
G = .01. We 

decomposed this three-way interaction into simple two-way interactions by evaluating the 

interactive effect of tattoos and gender at each level of organizational culture. There was a 

significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and gender within an adhocracy culture 

after a Bonferroni adjustment, F(1,544) = 8.80, p < .01, η2
G = .02, but not within a hierarchy 

culture, F(1,544) = .08, p = .77, η2
G = .00. Next, we found that there was a main effect of gender 

for tattooed applicants in an adhocracy culture, F(1,544) = 10.60, p = .001, η2
G = .02. Pairwise 

comparisons revealed that for tattooed applicants within an adhocracy culture, the female 

candidate (M = $69,373.33, SD = $26,003.52) was seen as deserving lower pay than the male 

candidate (M = $83,447.76, SD = $35,104.73), t(544) = -3.25, p = .001, d = -.55, 95% CI[-.88, -

.22]. These results were overall consistent with those found without the inclusion of control 

variables. 

Controlling for perceived professional appearance, there was no main effect of tattoo 

status on deserved pay, F(1,544) = .02, p = .88, η2
G = .00. Moreover, there was no two-way 

interaction between tattoo status and candidate gender, F(1,398) = .52, p = .47, η2
G = .00. There 
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was, however, still a significant three-way interaction between tattoo status, applicant gender, 

and organizational culture in the prediction of deserved pay, F(1,544) = 5.33, p = .02, η2
G = .01. 

We decomposed this three-way interaction into simple two-way interactions by evaluating the 

interactive effect of tattoos and gender at each level of organizational culture. There was a 

significant two-way interaction between tattoo status and gender within an adhocracy culture 

after a Bonferroni adjustment, F(1,544) = 6.85, p < .01, η2
G = .01, but not within a hierarchy 

culture, F(1,544) = .40, p = .53, η2
G = .00. Next, we found that there was a main effect of gender 

for tattooed applicants in an adhocracy culture, F(1,544) = 6.48, p = .01, η2
G = .01. Pairwise 

comparisons revealed that when tattooed and applying to a company with an adhocracy culture, 

the female candidate (M = $69,373.33, SD = $26,003.52) was seen as deserving lower pay than 

the male candidate (M = $83,447.76, SD = $35,104.73) to a greater extent than in any other 

conditions, t(544) = -2.55, p = .01, d = -.43, 95% CI[-.76, -.10]. These results were overall 

consistent with those found without the inclusion of control variables. 

Results with Number of Participant Tattoos as a Moderator Variable 

 

 We then tested each hypothesis with the inclusion of number of participants’ tattoos as an 

additional predictor in a hierarchical multiple regression. We first regressed perceived hirability 

on candidates’ tattoo status, candidate gender, organizational culture, the number of the 

participant tattoos, and their interaction. Together, these variables and their interaction term 

predicted 3.04% of variance in perceived hirability ratings, R2 = .03, p = .34. There was no 

interaction between the number of participants’ tattoos and candidates’ tattoo status, t(535) = .71, 

sr2 = .00, p = .48; candidate gender, t(535) = -.39, sr2 = .00, p = .70; nor the organizational 
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culture, t(535) = .94, sr2 = .00, p = .35. When examining perceived person-organization fit, these 

predictors and their interaction term predicted 2.14% of variance in perceived person-

organization fit ratings, R2 = .02, p = .70. There was no interaction between the number of 

participants’ tattoos and candidates’ tattoo status, t(535) = .24, sr2 = .00, p = .81; candidate 

gender, t(535) = -.72, sr2 = .00, p = .47; nor the organizational culture, t(535) = .29, sr2 = .00, p = 

.77. 

 When examining perceived social status, these predictors and their interaction term 

predicted 4.57% of variance in perceived social status ratings, R2 = .05, p = .046. There was no 

interaction between the number of participants’ tattoos and candidates’ tattoo status, t(535) = -

.82, sr2 = .00, p = .41; candidate gender, t(535) = -.27, sr2 = .00, p = .78; nor the organizational 

culture, t(535) = 1.21, sr2 = .00, p = .23. There was, however, a significant three-way interaction 

between the candidate’s gender, the organizational culture, and the number of participants’ 

tattoos, t(535) = -2.15, sr2 = .01, p = .03. We explored this three-way interaction by obtaining 

simple slopes of the number of participants’ tattoos at each level of candidate gender and 

organizational culture. The simple slopes were non-significant for all groups: female candidates 

within an adhocracy culture, b = -.09, p = .25; male candidates within an adhocracy culture, b = 

.14, p = .16; female candidates in a hierarchy culture, b = -.00, p = .97; and male candidates in a 

hierarchy culture, b = -.18, p = .10. The difference in simple slopes was not different for any 

groups either: female candidates versus male candidates in an adhocracy culture, t(535) = -1.79, 

p = .28; female candidates versus male candidates in a hierarchy culture, t(535) = 1.28, p = .58; 
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female candidates between adhocracy and hierarchy cultures, t(535) = -.77, p = .87; nor male 

candidates between adhocracy and hierarchy cultures, t(535) = 2.12, p = .15. 

When examining deserved pay, our predictors and their interaction term predicted 2.70% 

of variance in deserved pay ratings, R2 = .03, p = .47. There was no interaction between the 

number of participants’ tattoos and candidates’ tattoo status, t(535) = -.36, sr2 = .00, p = .72; 

candidate gender, t(535) = -.39, sr2 = .00, p = .70; nor the organizational culture, t(535) = -.20, 

sr2 = .00, p = .84. Similarly, there were no three-way interactions between the number of 

participants’ tattoos and the following: candidate gender with tattoo status, t(535) = .69, sr2 = 

.00, p = .49; organizational culture with tattoo status, t(535) = .25, sr2 = .00, p = .80; nor 

candidate gender with organizational culture, t(535) = .67, sr2 = .00, p = .50. Lastly, there was no 

four-way interaction between these predictors, t(535) = -.95, sr2 = .00, p = .34. 

In sum, these exploratory analyses with the number of participants’ tattoos as a moderator 

suggest that this variable has no influence on our findings. 
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