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ABSTRACT 

Most research on the effects of race on people’s lived experiences focuses on how 

race affects the lives of people of color. Since the 1990’s, a growing body of literature 

has focused on “Whiteness” in society. Most “Whiteness Studies” focus on how “White” 

developed as a racial category and how various ethnic/national groups (e.g., Irish, 

Italians, Jews, Germans) came to be included under that racial label. However, nearly a 

century ago, in 1935, sociologist W.E.B. Du Bois referred to the public and psychological 

wage for Whiteness—in part, meaning the societal gravity or weight that the label 

“White” tends to carry. Du Bois’ oft-quoted proposition has never been empirically 

tested. The present study used the experimental method to empirically test Du Bois’ 

proposition.  

Using mock job applications that were identical except that (1) the applicant’s 

photograph had been electronically manipulated to vary race (Black or Caucasian) and 

sex (male or female) and (2) the application either did or did not suggest the applicant 

had a pending criminal charge. Each participant evaluated one mock applicant on a 

variety of employment and personality scales. Major findings show a main, usually 

negative, effect of criminal records status on ratings. Interaction effects show that 

participants ranked Black applicants with a pending criminal record higher than Whites 

with a pending record, while the reverse was true when applicants had no criminal record. 

Social desirability bias, and other possibilities (e.g., heightened socio-political 

consciousness and identification) – are discussed as possible explanation effects, 

including absence of prominent race or sex effects.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

THEORY OF RACE 

Has the socio-cultural concept of race created a crisis for the human future? 

Before we can answer this question, an exploration and understanding of race—its 

meaning, the conditions of its existence and its role in society—are necessary. Most 

studies of race have focused on examining the experiences of people of color—for 

example, what it means to experience life as a person in Black skin. In the past decade, 

“Whiteness Studies” have rapidly proliferated to study the phenomenon of White 

privilege. Most “Whiteness Studies” focus on how “White” developed as a racial 

category in the 19th and 20th centuries and how so many culturally different groups (e.g., 

Irish, Italians, Jews, Germans) came to be included under that racial label. However, 

nearly a century ago when W.E.B. Du Bois first referred to the public and psychological 

wage for Whiteness (Du Bois, 1935/1998, p.700). He was suggesting, in part, that the 

racial label “White” carries with it a certain psychological weight or gravity that is 

publicly evident. This idea has never been empirically tested. The present study will test 

Du Bois’ proposition by using an experiment to examine how changing the race of a 

contrived job applicant affects decisions that others make about that applicant. Beyond 

race, the study will also include covariates sex and criminal record status to combine two 

contemporary contexts that have great implications for quality of life: employment 

opportunities and criminal justice. Using the concept of analytic questions, the study 

sought to determine the following as it relates to the purpose of testing race empirically 

and, in particular, the wages of Whiteness overall: (1) when applicants have identical 
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qualifications and differ only by race, is there evidence that subjects privilege white 

applicants by giving them hirer ratings on outcome variables? (2) Do subscale scores 

indicate that participants interpret ambiguous information more positively for White than 

Black applicants? (3) Do subscale scores indicate that participants give a pending 

criminal record status less importance in rating the hireability of White applicants than 

they do Black applicants? 

Statement of the Problem 

Centrality of Race in American Society 

Many friends of American Negroes would say that we tend to emphasize our 

problem of race above that of the more basic problems of labor, poverty and 

ignorance. But [to] this we would reply that our problems are so fundamentally 

human that they often underlie the broader but more abstract social problems. 

Nothing illustrates this better than the history of America where development of 

work, income and education have had the greatest field for expansion the world 

has ever known; and yet continually have been hindered from the progress they 

might have made by problems of race and color which have been and still form, 

the central thread of our history. 

—Du Bois, Bound by the Color Line 

In the interest of human freedom or progress, what is truth? Does truth lie on the 

side of the oppressed or the oppressor, the exploited or the exploiter, the wealthy or the 

impoverished?1 To answer these questions, an individual must first start by seeking 

ideological clarity, for having clarity about the ideas that have created the modern world 

allows us to understand the social conditions in which we live today. In seeking this 

clarity, we must take a position of critical engagement with the world around us in order 

 
1 Kwame Nkrumah (1964/1970) stated that “in every non-socialist society, there 

can be found two strata which correspond to that of the oppressor and the oppressed, the 

exploiter and the exploited” (Consciencism: Philosophy and Ideology for Decolonization, 

71). 
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to use what we find in the search for truth and for purposeful action in the transformation 

of a society that is always in dialectical motion.2 Further, if an individual is truly 

committed to finding social truths in this society with the intention to change it, s/he has 

no choice but to allow suffering to speak, for this is a condition of truth (West, 2012, p. 

111; Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 172). 

In the case of Du Bois, “…the undaunted fighter for the emancipation of colonial 

and oppressed people” (Nkrumah, 1970, p. 327), who was “…unsurpassed as an 

intellect” (King, Jr., 1968/1970, p. 13), the centrality of Black liberation is the variant in 

his position.3 His journey was a tireless, endless, and nearly a century long pursuit to 

 
2 There is a difference between history as a dialectical process and as a process of 

dialectics. Du Bois (1940/1968) said “I began to conceive of the world as a continuing 

growth rather than a finished product. In Germany, I turned still further from the religious 

dogma and began to grasp the idea of a world of human beings whose actions, like those 

of the physical world, were subject to law” (p. 50). Du Bois’ dialectical process is not 

deterministic, where it reaches an end. He stated, “thus in my own sociology, because of 

firm belief in a changing racial group, I easily grasped the idea of a changing developing 

society rather than a fixed social structure” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 51). 

3 In Souls of Black Folk, Du Bois (1903) spoke of the veil, which symbolizes 

humanity invisible, and the centrality of race (See also Monteiro/ W.E.B. Du Bois and 

Black humanity, p. 607). In Dusk of dawn: An autobiography of a race concept, Du Bois 

(1940/1968) continued to show evidence of the centrality of race when he said, “I tried to 

isolate myself in the ivory tower of Race. I wanted to explain the ways in which these 

difficulties caused political and economic troubles. It was this concentration of thought 

and action and effort that really, in the end, saved my scientific accuracy and search for 

truth. But first came a period of three years when I was casting about to find a way of 

applying science to the race problem” (p. 54). In addition, in his magnum opus, Black 

reconstruction in America, Du Bois (1935/1998) made his strongest argument that race is 

the over determining factor in human and societal relationships and so is central to the 

entire social order. Monteiro also asserted, “Race is the ever-present concrete in Du Bois’ 

research project” (Epistemic crisis of African American studies, p. 5; Monteiro, Du Bois 

and Black humanity, p. 601). 
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understand the role of race4 within the existence of past and present social reality. This 

reality has led to both the rise and fall of the American global empire as it clings 

desperately to its cherished ideological legacy. This is a legacy that Mills (1997) called 

“…the unnamed political system that has made the modern world what it is today” (p. 1): 

White supremacy. 

Before one can understand the ideological system of White supremacy properly, 

one must first understand the nature of an ideology. Ideology, generally speaking, is a 

system of ideas and ideals that make up the superstructure of our society (Mills, 2003, p. 

27). As ideas pass through social and historical contexts, they continue to develop and 

fuse eventually to create and maintain a desirable society that will sustain a particular 

social order. In this sense, an ideology is the vision of what will eventually come to 

define a civilization; it is “…how a people should see their reality; it is how things should 

be” (Azibo, 2007, p. 424). As such, ideology will use both instruments (sociopolitical, 

economic, and moral theories) and morality (a network of principles) to help produce its 

intended effects upon the outer world it strives to create (Nkrumah, 1964/1970, pp. 58-

59). 

The ideological and macro social system of White supremacy has come to define 

Western civilization. This system is defined as a “…political, economic, and cultural 

system in which Whites overwhelmingly control power and material resources, conscious 

 
4 “I tried to isolate myself in the ivory tower of race. I wanted to explain the 

difficulties of race and the ways in which these difficulties caused political and economic 

troubles. It was this concentration of thought and action and effort that really, in the end, 

saved my scientific accuracy and search for truth” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 54). 
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and unconscious ideas of White superiority and entitlement are widespread, and relations 

of White dominance and non-White subordination are daily reenacted across a broad 

array of institutions and social settings” (Mills, 2003, p. 179). 

While attempting to make sense of the meanings and ways of the world (Du Bois, 

1940/1968, p. 50), while being grounded in the zeitgeist of the times (Du Bois, 

1940/1968, p. 3), it became clear to Du Bois that White supremacy was the dominant 

ideological system that was having negative effects on the world around him. He believed 

that, “…it was impossible for the clear-headed student of human action in the United 

States and in the world to avoid facing the fact of a White world which is today 

dominating human culture and working for the continued subordination of the colored 

races” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 138). 

His lifelong recognition of this intense, systemic, and institutionalized form of 

European domination over people of color made him one of the first to articulate this 

racialized phenomenon with great clarity. He knew that “The European world is using 

Black and brown men for all the uses which men know,” and “slowly but surely[,] White 

culture is evolving the theory that ‘darkies’ are born beasts of burden for White folk” (Du 

Bois, 1920/1999, p. 24). This, for Du Bois, meant that Black suffering is defined by racial 

exploitation in a White supremacist society—one that strives continuously for the 

creation and maintenance of a system “…run by, and in the interest of, Whites” (Mills, 

2003, p.179). In such a system, the sociological creation of Whiteness then, which is 

under investigation in this study, in contrast to its opposite, Blackness, marks the height 

of European arrogance. This understanding calls attention to the possibility that the 
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protection of the phenomenon of Whiteness could lead to the end of humanity, 

considering that it is here in which the seeds of civilizational destruction lie—particularly 

if we are living in a time where the operative mode of human existence within the racist 

ideology of White supremacy relies on racial evasion to sustain itself (Gordon, 2000). Du 

Bois’ investigation that sheds light on how this is even a possibility. 

As Du Bois delved further into the cultural ideas existent within a system of 

racialized domination, he found himself at the point of origin where differing cultures 

and/or civilizations began to clash. It was here that he discovered: 

The majority of men resent and always have resented the idea of equality with 

most of their fellow men. This has had physical, economic, and cultural reasons: 

the physical fear of attack; the economic strife to avert starvation and secure 

protection and shelter; but more especially[,] I presume the cultural and spiritual 

desire to be one’s self without interference from others; to enjoy that anarchy of 

spirit which is inevitably the goal of all consciousness...(Dusk of dawn, p. 134)  

With such reflections, Du Bois was able to expose the roots of the tree of division 

between the White and colored worlds, which, born from this division, is what he 

referred to symbolically as the color line—“…the relation of the darker to the lighter 

races of men in Asia and Africa, in America and the islands of the sea” (Du Bois, 2005, 

pp.17-18).5 Although the color line in Du Bois’ analysis represented the centrality of this 

 
5 In 1900, Du Bois served as the chair of the first Pan African conference, where 

he first referenced the problem of the 20th century: “the problem of the 20th century is the 

problem of the color line, the question as to how far differences of race—which show 

themselves chiefly in the color of the skin and the texture of the hair—will hereafter be 

made the basis of denying to over half the world the right of sharing to their utmost 

ability the opportunities and privileges of modern civilization” (W.E.B. Du Bois speaks, 

p. 125). 
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question of race and race relations to the American social order at the dawn of the 20th 

century, it represented much more as a social problem in our society.6 

In his book Existentia Africana, Gordon (2000) suggested that the color line of 

which Du Bois spoke not only “…serves as a blueprint of the ongoing division of human 

kind”, but also “is a metaphor that exceeds its concrete formulation. It is the race line, the 

gender line, class line, sexual orientation line, [and] the religious lines as well—in short, 

the line between ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ identities” (p. 63). Gordon’s reflections on Du 

Bois’ notion of the color line illuminated further Du Bois’ discovery that the ongoing 

crisis of European civilization has been, and continues to be, the ways in which 

Europeans saw and continue to perceive “difference.” 

For Western civilization, “difference” has been, and still is, seen as a threat and 

something to be shunned. In this society, difference was either to be controlled or 

destroyed, and this European notion contrasted generally with the ways in which 

traditional African (Azibo, 2007, pp. 525-547) and indigenous American populations 

(Zinn, 1980/2015) viewed the phenomenon. For example, when Columbus first landed 

ashore and was greeted by the Arawaks, who were encountering the Europeans for the 

first time, the Arawaks brought them “food, water and gifts” and “willing traded 

 
6 It is important to note that Du Bois is not saying that the “race” problem is as old as 

human life; rather, he is saying that human differences are as old as human life, but these 

differences receive special emphasis when they began to manifest into the false concept of 

“race” from the 16-19th centuries. The full quote reads, “at bottom and in essence it was as old 

as human life. Yet in its revelation, through the nineteenth century, it was significantly and 

fatally new: the differences between men; differences in their appearance, in their physique, 

in their thoughts and customs; differences so great and so impelling that always from the 

beginning of time, they thrust themselves forward upon the consciousness of all living things” 

(Du Bois, 1940, pg.4). 
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everything they owned” (Zinn, 1980/2015, p. 1). In contrast to the humility of this culture 

and “their belief in sharing”, Columbus’ thoughts after viewing their bodies and 

experiencing their hospitality was “with fifty men we could subjugate them all and make 

them do whatever we want” (p. 1). With the development of Empire in America, what 

started as Europeans’ attempt to make sense of human differences, primarily of skin 

color, but also culture, transitioned eventually from an abstract idea into a concrete form 

with its eventual development into the social hierarchy of races. Over the course of a few 

centuries, Whiteness eventually became normalized and Blackness became marginalized 

as the racialized other. As such, Blackness was devalued and dehumanized because of its 

presumed abnormality, and at the same time, because early in American development, it 

became the primary object of Western civilization (Kovel, 1970/1984, p. xxxvii); 

Blackness was tied to the foundation of the growing economic structure that stemmed 

from the slave trade (Du Bois, 1940/1968, pp. 4-5). 

Whiteness and Blackness then, rather than being understood as quantifications 

based upon abstract concepts, became a lived or existential reality based upon certain 

physical features and perpetuated stereotypes that were created wrongfully and associated 

with certain groups of people. Historically, Whiteness has been associated with most of 

the positive qualities of a human being, while Blackness has been burdened with most of 

the negative qualities associated normally with animals, savages, or the ugliness of our 

society (Du Bois, 1920/1999, p. 25; Kovel, 1970/1984, p. 65; Zinn, 1980/2015, p. 31). 

White identity and Whiteness became both standard and normalized in this society at the 

expense of the Black, dehumanized other. 
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The problem with the manifestation of the color line in this regard is that it 

became the ultimate instrument of European civilization, which positioned itself as a 

developing hegemonic world power. As this civilization developed in the west, it became 

a White civilization, where Islam became the threat to the Christian state, communism 

became the threat to American democracy, homosexuality became the threat to 

heterosexuality, womanhood became the threat to manhood, and Blackness became the 

threat to Whiteness and its continued prosperity. As such, this civilization failed to 

recognize the “…oneness of humanity,” because it became obvious that “Culture among 

human beings came to be and had to be built upon knowledge and recognition of these 

differences between human beings” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 4). 

Du Bois knew that an investigation designed to understand and dismantle the 

phenomenon of the color line was not going to be an easy task considering that, “…at 

bottom and in essence it [the social problem of human difference] is as old as human 

life6” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 4), and he knew that “The future of mankind was implicit 

in the race and color of men” (p. 5). Once Du Bois (1940/1968) realized that “Color had 

become an abiding unchangeable fact chiefly because of mass of self-conscious instincts 

and unconscious prejudices had arranged themselves rank on rank in its defense” (p. 5), 

he knew that he would have to delve deeper into the psychological processes of the mind 

in order to understand what creates those instincts and prejudices. As he did, he found 

that “Men are conditioned and their actions forced not simply by their physical 

environment but their ‘social environment’” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 134) as well—what 

we call socialization today. 
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The social environment of which Du Bois (1940/1968, p. 135) spoke contained 

“…ideas and customs, laws and ideals…” that reflected normative Whiteness; because 

the environment was one Blacks shared in part, but was one organized symbolically 

around Whiteness (Kovel, 1970/1984, p. xxxvii) and the falsified concept of race 

(Smedley, 2012). Du Bois (1940/1968) anticipated that the resistance movement for 

Black and human liberation ultimately would need to move into the “…vast areas of 

unreason…” in human minds (p. 6). Thus, if we define power as the “…production of 

intended effects” (Russell, 1938/2004, p. 23), or “…the ability to achieve purpose” (King 

Jr., 1968, p. 37), then the real power of White supremacy as an ideological system lies in 

its ability to condition minds into being unthinking and controlled entities that will 

sustain that ideology with their attitudes, feelings and behaviors. This is precisely why 

Du Bois believed that the main battle of the future was that over a “…vaster and more 

intricate jungle of ideas conditioned on unconscious and subconscious reflexes of living 

things…” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. viii), because how one is conditioned determines 

much about one’s future thoughts, actions, and behaviors, both conscious and 

unconscious. As such, one can then understand why Du Bois (1940/1968) thought, “The 

scientific task of the 20th century would be to explore and measure the scope of chance 

and unreason in human action” (p. 7). 

We cannot understand fully what Du Bois really meant by unreason, especially in 

human action, if we do not truly understand what “unreason in human thought” means. 

Generally, unreason in human thought is the development of a falsified logic. If we take 

the concept of race as the example, Du Bois (1940/1968) stated, “Perhaps it is wrong to 
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speak of it at all as ‘a concept’ rather than as a group of contradictory forces, facts and 

tendencies” (p. 133). What Du Bois was talking about is what was developed further by 

Smedley in her 1988 article, “Race and the construction of human identity” and 

eventually her book Race: Origin and evolution of a worldview. In her article, Smedley 

(1998) suggested that race was a cultural invention—one that bears “…no intrinsic 

relationship to actual human physical variations, but reflects social meanings imposed 

upon these variations” (p. 690). As a sociocultural invention (Smedley, 2012, p. 4) having 

no scientific grounding in biology (p. 20), race became the dominant form of social 

identity, the major function of which was to stratify the social system in developing 

America (Smedley, 1998, p. 20). By tracing the origin and historical development of the 

race concept, one can see why it became the most powerful concept in history: race was 

the central concept of the ideology of White supremacy that allowed the ideology to 

achieve its purpose—racial domination. 

Smedley’s (1998) research outlined the historical constructions of identity in 

order to position race’s eventual existence as a form of social classification. In what she 

referred to as the “old world,” she explained that one’s ethnic identity was not set in 

stone; it was “…fluid and malleable and subject to change” (p. 691). In the “old world,” 

she informed us that one’s occupation and kinship were the attributes that contributed to 

identity, as classification into racial groups was nonexistent at the time. Although 

inequality still existed in these societies, it was not structured or based upon the “…color 

of one’s skin” (Smedley, 1998, p. 693). It was not until race was invented that society 

saw a radical and powerful transformation in the ways in which people perceived human 
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differences (Smedley, 1998, p. 693). Once society began to link this idea of human 

identity to external physical features, the modern conception of human difference and 

human identity were fused together in the American context. 

As race developed over the course of the 16-19th centuries, it became the new 

mode of structuring inequality in human society (p. 694). For example, concerning 

wealth inequality in 2016, Desmond & Emirbayer (2020) found that “White families are 

seven times more wealthy than Black families and five times more wealthy than Hispanic 

families ($919,000 vs. $140,000 and $192,000) (pg. 124). Also, as for income inequality 

in 2016, they found that the “median household income for Hispanics was $47,675, and 

the median income for Black households was $39,490” and it was “$81,431 for Asian 

American households and $65,041 for White households” (Desmond & Emirbayer, 2020, 

pg. 121). Lastly, we know that when they accounted for characteristics like “education, 

employment experience, immigrant status, and hours work” for income inequality, even 

though the gap narrowed, they still found that, on average, a White worker will make 

more than a Black or Hispanic worker under identical conditions—same hours, same 

work experience and same educational credentials (Desmond & Emirbayer, 2020, pg. 

122). These are just some of the examples of the grave racial inequality that is still 

persisting today as they center upon around the race concept. 

The ideas connected to the development and solidification of race as a concept 

came directly from the ways in which English culture, and European settlers, once looked 

at human difference. As Smedley (1998) noted, the English had a terrible and oppressive 

relationship with the Irish, whom they considered savages inferior to themselves (p. 694). 
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With this sense of superiority and their self-admiration as being civilized in comparison 

to the inferior and uncivilized Irish, the English eventually created a society in  America 

based upon human separateness, human inequality, and human difference (p. 694); 

however, this time, it was the Africans who were solidified as those inferior “other” 

beings. In contrast, the oppression of the Irish in America was only a temporary condition 

since their condition and status would change with the invention of race within the 

American context. As such, racial identity eventually took priority over all other previous 

forms of identity (p. 694). 

Therefore, when one looks at race, it is important to understand that it is not 

natural, normal, or static. In history, “Science has been central to the legitimization of 

folk ideas about human differences expressed in the idiom of race” (Smedley, 2012, p. 4), 

and this has created great confusion in our society. Because race is nothing more than a 

myth that has been used to attempt to connect one’s genes or biological features to 

culture and lifestyle (Smedley, 1998, p. 697), it was used to construct a view of 

Blackness—a status that would become “…permanent and immutable” (Smedley, 1998, 

p. 696) as inferior to Whiteness—the essence of perfection and what we should strive for 

as a society. The ultimate example of this racial philosophy and ideology is Hitler and the 

Nazi’s in Germany who created the hierarchy of European race, in which the Jews 

suffered tremendously under such rule. Hitler and the Nazis made a tremendous effort to 

eliminate the Jews from European history with the idea that the Jews were an inferior 

race. Hitler was suggesting the Aryans or Germanic people were at the top of the racial 

hierarchy and all of the other races that were either mixed or impure races were 
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considered to be inferior. This led to the Nazis’ attempt to physically erase people of 

Jewish ethnicity from European history since they saw them as the enemies to the rise of 

the Aryan Race. Consequently then, as a social invention, “…it [race] has nothing to do 

with the intrinsic, or potential qualities of the physically differing populations, but much 

to do with the allocation of power, privilege, and wealth among them” (Smedley, 1998, p. 

699). It is in this light that we can understand that “Systems of classifications become the 

objects of disposition of power” (Hall, 2009) when they are tied to political and 

ideological projects. 

Du Bois hinted that denying the significance of race in the creation of the modern 

social order is the reason why we would create a crisis for our future world (Monteiro, 

2011, p. 4). Gordon (2012) articulated, “Central to a crisis is the fact that it is within 

human control, but it is human failure to recognize responsibility for that over which 

human beings have control…this makes it a form of bondage, but a self-imposed 

bondage.” Ultimately, the reason why this bondage is self-imposed is because the 

underlying desire in the construction of the concept of race is that it sought consciously to 

create a socially stratified hierarchical society, a system of social relations in which one 

group of people was positioned as scientifically and naturally superior to another: the key 

was to maintain this relationship through history into the present so that one group could 

maintain power and wealth, and protect its identity. To illustrate this point further, we 

must turn to what recent history has shown us concerning the concept of race. 

Biological science and genetics have shown clearly that there is no possible 

scientific justification for the race concept (Graves, 2001). Of course, this was nothing 
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new to Du Bois (1940/1968), who had stated this already many years earlier when he 

said, “…that [a] scientific definition of race is impossible…” (p. 137). 

Nevertheless, science has shown that race is not a biological, but a socially 

constructed, concept, indicating that it “…originated as the imposition of an arbitrary 

value system on the facts of biological (phenotypic) variations in the human species” 

(Smedley, 2012, p.20). As such, it is a false concept that, when developed, led to 

unreasonable actions throughout human history and in the present. Ultimately, Du Bois 

(1940/1968) believed that the evolution and acceptance of this concept could be 

understood best by looking deeper into the purpose it served: 

In the minds of most dogmatic supporters of race theories and believers in the 

inferiority of colored folk to White, there was a conscious or unconscious 

determination to increase their incomes by taking full advantage of that belief and 

then gradually this metamorphosed into a realization that the income bearing 

value of race prejudice was the cause and not the result of theories of race 

inferiority; that particularly in the US[,] the income of the Cotton Kingdom based 

on Black slavery caused the passionate belief in Negro inferiority and the 

determination to enforce it even by arms. (pp. 129-130)  

This means that placing the concept of race central to our analysis—in particular, 

the Black worker who was dehumanized and turned into the equivalent of property as 

evidenced in the United States Constitution—helps us realize the extent to which the 

institution of slavery was so important to the foundation of America and specifically to 

those it benefitted. Feagin’s (2010) research supports this idea considering his research 

suggests that, “In the decade before the Civil War the dollar value of those enslaved was 

estimated by one leading planter to be a $2 billion” (p. 46), a modern-day equivalent to 
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purchasing power of approximately $66 billion dollars today.7 As the connection between 

race, color, and empire crystalized, Du Bois (1940/1968) suggested that investment in the 

concept of racial categories was not due simply to “…ignorance and ill will…but also 

against certain more powerful motives less open to reason and appeal” (p. 6): “There 

were economic motives, urges to build wealth on the backs of Black slaves and colored 

serfs; there followed those unconscious acts and irrational reactions, unpierced by reason, 

whose current form depended on the long history of relation and contact between thought 

and idea” (Du Bois, 1940/1968, p. 6). 

The long history of relationship and contact between thought and idea that fused 

together and signified this civilization was the inevitable synergy between superiority tied 

to White identity, and all of the other essentially positive characteristics that evolved in 

the creation of Whiteness, as well as all of the essentially negative characteristics that 

evolved in the creation of Blackness. If we proceed with this understanding, it raises the 

question, as well as the problem, of language. This would then imply that the “…essence 

of language lies not in the use of this or that special means of communications, but in the 

employment of fixed associations” (Russell, 2008, p. 124)—particulars as they make up 

words, words as they make up social concepts, and social concepts as they are associated 

with the generation of power. For Du Bois (1940/1968), this meant that once race became 

the ultimate form of classification for human identity, it signified that the meaning of 

being Black in a White world meant that he was “…integrally a part of it and yet, much 

 
7 This number is according to the Bureau of Labor statistics consumer price index 

online inflation calculator when you compare the dollar in 1850 to its worth in 2020. 
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more significant, one of its rejected parts” (p. 3). To be Black in this society meant that 

you were not human, and possessed no rational thought—it was the idea that “a White 

man is always right and Black man has no rights which a White man is bound to respect” 

(Du Bois, 1920/1999, p. 25). Similarly, this also meant that being White in this society 

implied that you were the very definition of what it means to be human and the only one 

capable of rational thought—the pinnacle of the human soul. 

If membership in Whiteness served as the backbone in the rise of Western 

civilization, does the ultimate challenge then lie in the unwillingness of White people to 

confront their self-deception concerning the essence of their racial identity? Is this the 

reason that White supremacy remains the unnamed political system that has made the 

modern world what it is today and why it is spoken about only vaguely in academic 

discourse? Does this then make the deconstruction of Whiteness and White identity the 

key to future cultural change if we are to move from a White civilization to a human 

civilization: from the age of empire to the age of recognizing the oneness of humanity 

and holding the belief that each civilization has something unique to offer? It is here that 

Du Bois attempted to position himself as a theorist who surpassed previous thinkers 

because he went to great lengths to show that race was not a secondary derivative factor: 

it was instead the framework of the epoch; in fact, he believed it was the context of the 

epoch itself—the spirit of modernity. 

With Du Bois’ placement of race in the center of his analysis of the modern 

world, it is in this respect that he attempted to offer an alternative theoretical explanation 

of it. In addition, if Du Bois were right about his analysis of race, then what he called the 
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public and psychological wage for Whiteness would carry significant weight in this 

society, to the extent that, if discovered, one could then argue that Whiteness sustains the 

system of White supremacy. These ideas shed light on the importance of going beyond 

discovering the social and historical analysis of Whiteness, to testing its’ weight in 

society via some empirically observable means—for example, through use of an 

experiment. It further allows us to raise the question that if the color line has lingered into 

the 21st century, does the ongoing crisis of this century and beyond lie in the souls of 

White people and trace back to the essence of racial identity? That is, the invention of 

Whiteness and the production of intended effects in society—White privilege? If we do 

not investigate and take Du Bois’ notions seriously, then perhaps West (2014) was right 

when he said that “When we look fifty, a hundred, a hundred and fifty years from now, 

when the American Gibbon puts pen to paper to the ‘Decline and fall of the American 

empire,’ it will be Du Bois’ work that will be seen as most insightful (p. 42)”. 

The literature review is a review of experimental studies that have examined the 

effect of variables similar to those that will be investigated in this study—race, sex, and 

criminal record status—and will address concepts and ideas central to its design. 

However, the literature review begins with observations of how implicit biases about race 

and sex can affect outcomes in the world outside of the experimental lab. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Implicit Bias 

Social psychologists have studied implicit bias for many decades to determine 

what it is (Holroyd, Scaife, & Stafford, 2017) and what role it plays in inequalities and 

injustice (Haslanger, 2015). Although the term has varying meanings among scholars,8 

this study will use Brownstein’s (2015) definition that describes it as “relatively 

unconscious and relatively automatic features of prejudiced judgment and social 

behavior”. As such, this study is approaching the relationship between implicit attitudes 

and implicit bias as a causal relationship—meaning that implicit attitudes are responsible 

for causing implicit bias, which is often responsible for explicitly biased behavior. 

As for the consequences of implicit bias, they range from the least to most severe 

cases and effects on individuals and groups. For example, on the mild end of the 

spectrum, imagine a store owner that has two groups of new customers in his store, one 

White and the other Black, and his level of friendliness towards each group varies upon 

check out—striking a long conversation with the White customers while being short and 

standoffish with the Black customers. In this case, the effect of the bias is minimal 

because it didn’t affect the Black customer’s ability to buy the needed product. However, 

 
8 See Mandelbaum (2016), Levy (2017) and Toribo (2018) as examples of the 

different ways scholars have referred to and conceptualized implicit bias. These are just a 

few examples considering there is a vast amount of philosophical literature that also 

challenges the nature of implicit attitudes and implicit bias; however, that issue will not 

be explored in this dissertation. 
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the behavior did show the store owners preference for White customers and aversion 

toward the Blacks.  

As for a moderate level of consequence for implicit bias, imagine a hypothetical 

scenario in which two equally qualified working-class adults are being considered for a 

job promotion; the outcome of which will be determined by a male supervisor. These two 

adults possess the same credentials, experience and nearly identical performance 

evaluations for their respective positions, and they differ only in sex. When  the male 

supervisor makes his determination as to whom he deems most worthy of the promotion, 

he chooses the male employee over the female employee. In this scenario, the decision of 

the male supervisor would be considered a sex bias because, all other variables held 

constant, the supervisor was using sex of applicant to determine the applicant’s access to 

more social and economic capital within the workforce. With this outcome, one could 

argue that this sex bias affects the livelihood of the female applicant since she was denied 

an upwardly mobile opportunity—a moderate example of implicit bias.  

Lastly, to highlight a severe case where implicit bias can have deadly 

consequences, I turn to anchor this study in one of the most controversial cases yet of the 

21st century that involves the loss of a Black child’s life at the hands of a White police 

officer—the case of Tamir Rice. By presenting the facts, developments, and controversies 

of this case, my attempt is to highlight it as an extreme example of implicit bias to show 

what can happen when implicit bias is allowed to run rampant and go unexamined in 

society, thereby, becoming normalized.  
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Introduction: Tamir Rice Case Study 

In November 2014, a 12-year-old Tamir Rice was playing in a public park with a 

toy BB gun when he was shot and killed by a police officer who said he believed the gun 

was real. A surveillance video showed the police officer and his partner speeding onto the 

scene after receiving a 911 dispatch about a “Black male sitting on the swing…pulling a 

gun in and out of his pants and pointing at people” (Mosendz, 2015). Although the 

dispatcher was informed by the caller that the gun was “probably fake,” and that the 

individual “was probably a juvenile,” the dispatcher never relayed this information to the 

officers and the dispatcher later refused an interview to explain why (Lopez, 2017). 

Video of the incident suggests that as the officers approached the boy, stopping 

approximately 4.5-7 feet from him (Ellis & Gray, 2015). There was no imminent threat to 

them or others. The boy had not harmed anyone, had not fired a shot, nor was he pointing 

his toy gun at anyone; in fact, surveillance video showed that the boy was standing alone 

in the pavilion. Before the squad car driver put the screaming squad car in park, the 

officer sitting in the passenger seat, later identified as Timothy Loehmann, swung the car 

door open swiftly, leaped out of the moving vehicle, and shot the boy less than two 

seconds later. “Shots fired, male down, Black male, maybe 20,” said the officer as he 

called in the shooting (Hayes, 2014). 

When later asked about the situation, Officer Loehmann claimed in his statement 

to the Sheriff's Department that before he shot Tamir Rice, he “yelled continuously” and 

“multiple times” in the less than two second9 altercation, for the boy to show him his 

 
9 Emphasis mine.  
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hands—a claim that was never substantiated by any witnesses. The officer stated further 

that even when the boy supposedly “lifted his shirt [and] reached down into his 

waistband” (Shapiro, 2015), he still hesitated to fire his gun and yelled the command 

once more before he decided to shoot. Loehmann claimed, “He [Tamir Rice] gave me no 

choice. He reached for the gun and there was nothing I could do.” Reports also indicated 

that neither of the officers provided first aid to the injured boy after he was shot (Trexler, 

2015). 

A few months after Loehmann killed Tamir Rice, a Cleveland Municipal Court 

judge who reviewed the case initially issued his opinion and stated that he found probable 

cause for the officers to face a variety of charges for their behavior (Blackwell, 2015). 

Yet, when the judge forwarded his opinion to city prosecutor Timothy McGinty, the 

prosecutor’s eventual opinion did not agree with the judge’s conclusions. McGinty’s 

position was that “…the state must be able to show that the police acted outside their 

constitutional boundaries” and that “the evidence did not indicate criminal conduct by 

police (Reuters & Bertrand, 2015). As a result, approximately a year after the incident 

occurred and the McGinity’s evidence and recommendation was presented to the grand 

jury, the officers were not indicted for Tamir Rice’s death. When the prosecutor provided 

his explanation for the non-indictment decision at a full press conference, he said that 

given the evidence of the case, the law, and given the officer’s perception that the boy 

was a threat to his life, “it would have been unresponsible and unreasonable if the law 

required a police officer to wait and see if the gun was real” before shooting (Reuters & 

Bertrand, 2015). The prosecutor excused the officers’ actions further by describing the 
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situation as a “perfect storm of human error, mistakes and miscommunications by all 

involved that day” (Homans, 2016), and that the officer “had a reason to fear for his life” 

(Williams & Smith, 2015) when the boy reached for the gun. The prosecutor stated that 

“we don’t second guess officers” and “it’s clear the officers were not criminals” (Reuters 

& Bertrand, 2015). 

For many members of the public, the prosecutor’s declaring the case a “perfect 

storm of human error” was highly questionable because the prosecutor’s declaration 

exonerated the officers from having any agency in or over the situation. Because the 

prosecutor presented the officers’ actions as completely based on the information the 

dispatcher provided, the prosecutor implied that the young boy’s death was a result of 

natural forces that were outside of the officers’ control. As such, this means that any 

“rational” or “reasonable” officer, given the “mistakes and miscommunication” 

surrounding the circumstances of the shooting, would have acted in the same way—

indicating that a response that did not result in Tamir Rice’s death would be the abnormal 

one—and that he did not think the officers could have taken any viable alternative 

approach in the situation. Because the prosecutor apparently wanted the public to believe 

that “the law gives the benefit of the doubt to the officers who must make split-second 

decisions when they reasonably believe their lives, or those of innocent bystanders, are in 

danger” (News 5 Cleveland, 2015), this presumed “perfect storm of human error” was, in 

fact, the perfect way for him to justify their actions. 

Was this “perfect storm of human error” that resulted in Tamir Rice’s apparent 

murder the result of a rare combination of circumstances as the prosecutor argued? Or 
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was Tamir Rice’s murder instead a result of a systematically negative associations and 

assumptions that are deeply entrenched in the human psyche? Is that conditioning such 

that for the officers and the dispatcher the words “Black,” and “gun,” were strong enough 

to override and cancel out the words “juvenile,” and “probably fake”? 

In attributing the officer’s killing of Tamir Rice to a “perfect storm of human 

error,” the prosecutor failed to raise or even acknowledge the possibility of a relationship 

between preexisting social attitudes and Tamir Rice’s death. Can we adequately 

understand this shooting without knowing what the officers, dispatcher, and even the 

district attorney, have internalized about the presumed relationship between the 

descriptive information that the dispatcher relayed, the information she left out, the words 

the officers claimed to have relayed, but for which there are no supporting evidence? 

What I am suggesting is that perhaps this presumed “perfect storm of human error” was 

instead a result of implicit cognitive racial biases, expressed explicitly by the dispatcher, 

the officers, and the district attorneys. These biases are based on implicit and 

unquestioned assumptions about the link between “Black” and “dangerous,” “Black and 

“ill intentioned,” between “Black” and “disposable.” At the same time, the very opposite 

bias can be true, such that some people and perhaps systems hold a strong link between 

“White” and “non disposable” and “White” and “well-intentioned” in their minds, which 

would help to explain the peculiar behavior of Prosecutor McGinty during his review of 

this case. For example, attorneys for Tamir Rice’s family issued a statement accusing 

McGinty of “manipulating the grand jury process to orchestrate a vote against 

indictment” because “McGinty hired so-called expert witnesses to try to exonerate the 
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officers and tell the grand jury their conduct was reasonable and justified” (Reuters & 

Bertrand, 2015). Seeking expert witnesses to exonerate suspects is not normal behavior 

for a prosecutor given that their role is generally the opposite—to investigate, charge, and 

prosecute—in their attempt to serve justice. The question in this case becomes justice for 

whom? Was McGinty’s apparent resistance to charging the officers related to an implicit 

and biased assumption about relative importance of lives and disruption to lives based on 

race? In a society in which whiteness is valued above other classifications, could implicit 

racial bias lead decision makers to the assumption that holding a White-skinned person 

accountable for a non-White life would be an unfair disruption to an “important” being—

that a person classified as White should not have to be burdened or inconvenienced for 

harm caused to a “non-White” person. One consequence of having whiteness as a 

protected identity—the centuries long US practice of zealously regulating who could and 

who could not be classified as White—would be also protecting those who are classified 

as White from being held accountable by, or for harms caused to those who are classified 

as “not White.” 

I move now from the case of Tamir Rice and the tragic consequences of implicit 

bias in the real world to empirical studies that have examined a variety of situations in 

which often implicit race-based and other types of biases affect actors’ decisions. These 

studies help inform our understanding of biases that appear to have happened in the 

Tamir Rice case, and that happen more broadly in society as well. 

A survey in an experiment (Watson & Jones, 1989, as cited by Burston, Jones & 

Roberson- Saunders, 1995) asked respondents to close their eyes for a moment and 
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envision a drug user. After a few seconds, the researchers then asked the participants to 

describe that individual. The results were striking: 95% of the 400 participants pictured a 

Black as the drug user. This implicit assumption that a Black-skinned person is the 

typical drug user directly contradicts the data from contemporary research that estimated 

that Whites constituted the overwhelming majority (80.9%) of drug users (Burston, et al., 

1995). 

Another example that better applies to the biases in Tamir Rice case is presented 

by Correl, Park, Judd and Wittenbrink’s (2002). They conducted an experiment using 

videogames to investigate whether people differentially perceive threat based on race of 

individuals who are holding certain objects. In their experiment, Black and White college 

students were recruited to model, posing in different positions on different backgrounds 

either holding one of two guns (a silver snub-nosed revolver or a Black 9- mm) or one of 

four non-gun objects (a silver-colored aluminum can, a silver camera, a black cell phone 

or a black wallet). Correl et al. then asked research participants to make a “shoot or not 

shoot” determination as fast as they could. This decision was to depend on their 

perception of the object in hand being either a gun or non-gun object. Results indicated 

that “participants [Black and White] showed a bias to shoot African American targets 

more rapidly and/or more frequently than White targets” (Correl et al., 2002, p. 1327) and 

that “participants…failed to shoot an armed target more often when that target was White 

than when he was African American” (Correl et al., 2002, p. 1325). Lastly, they found 

that “if the target was unarmed, participants “mistakenly” shot him more often when he 

was African American than when he was White” (Correl et al., 2002, p. 1325). 
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The results of these research projects suggest a “pattern of discrimination that 

reflected automatic, unconscious thought processes, not careful deliberations” 

(Alexander, 2010, p. 104). These findings suggest that if there was a “perfect storm of 

human error” in the Tamir Rice case, then that perfect storm involved the phenomenon of 

implicit racial bias—a bias that affects both the attitudes and behavior of people in a wide 

range of situations in which the race of the actor varies, with criminal justice responses 

simply being the physically deadliest example of how these implicit biases manifest. 

A critical question that many ask, Would Tamir Rice be dead if his skin had been 

White?” Would the officers and prosecutors have thought, acted, and felt much 

differently given that simple change of the variable skin color? According to research 

conducted in 2010-2012, “Black teens are 21 times as likely as White teens to be shot and 

killed by police officers” (Lind, 2014). Furthermore, Goff, Jackson, Di Leone, Culotta, 

and DiTomasso (2014) suggested that officers more often report overestimating the age 

of Black youths compared to other groups, and decision makers often declare injured or 

murdered Blacks “more culpable for their actions than White or Latino targets” (p. 532). 

Does this finding explain why the officer said they perceived the boy to be in his 20s and 

why, in a glaring case of blaming the victim, the prosecutor seemed to blame the boy for 

being careless with the toy gun, rather than holding the officers accountable for being 

careless with a real gun and inadequate in their professional responsibility and scrutiny of 

the situation?10 

 
10 Prosecutor McGinty never questioned the character of Officer Loehmann, who 

was deemed “unfit for duty” by his previous deputy chief; in fact, the officer’s previous 

deputy is on record as saying, “I do not believe time, nor training, will be able to change 
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Since 2010, a succession of video-taped police killings of Black American men 

who seemed to be posing no threat to themselves, officers, or others have illustrated 

severe consequences of implicit bias. Public speculation that these individuals would 

have been treated much differently had their skins been White raises questions about 

social and psychological privileging and deprivileging based on one’s actual or perceived 

race. Discussions about implicit racial bias and differential evaluation based on skin color 

are inherently difficult when the consequences of such biases are severe. This is because 

very few people want to be perceived as racist. As a consequence, even admittedly biased 

discussions can be expected to offer socially acceptable or at least defensible reasons for 

their biases. One aim of the present study is to empirically investigate the privileging 

effect of “Whiteness” and deprivileging effect of “Blackness” in a case with less severe 

consequences and in a context less open to guesswork. Using an employment scenario 

with moderate consequences, this study will investigate whether there is a privileging of 

whiteness by presenting a stimulus person in which I hold all factors constant except skin 

color—race. If this study finds that race alone has a significant effect on certain types of 

privileges and assumptions afforded to the stimulus persons, then this study might move 

 

or correct the deficiencies” (Johnson, 2014) that Loehmann demonstrated. Further, 

another example that illuminates the oddity of the prosecutor’s recommendation to the 

grand jury is the fact that the state of Ohio is an open carry state, which means that if the 

boy was perceived to be the age of a young adult, as officer Timothy Loehmann stated in 

his report, then he was perfectly within his rights to carry the weapon in the open. This 

fact alone should have alerted the prosecutor to question why the “man” was approached 

with such aggression if he was standing by himself and had not harmed anyone. Even so, 

if the situation was as serious as the officers perceived it to be when they received the 

call, why did they not proceed with more caution? Why was it so necessary for them to 

approach the boy so closely rather than confront him from a greater distance, where they 

could assess the situation properly and with a greater level of accuracy? 
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us toward the first steps needed in understanding and thus overcoming what DuBois 

(1902-3/2005) referred to as the “problem of the 20th century” —the color- line. Beyond 

race, I also include sex and a social status variable—criminal record status—as variables 

in my research because research to be reviewed here shows that these variables in 

conjunction with and separate from race, have life-altering impact on decision-making in 

a variety of important social situations and societal contexts. 

The Present Study 

The purpose of the present study was to determine empirically how specific 

demographic characteristics of a stimulus person influence attributions and decisions that 

others made about that person. Specifically, the present study uses a randomized-

experimental design to examine whether and how the variables sex, race and criminal 

record status of a fictional stimulus person affect study participants’ decisions about that 

individual’s character and employability. Originally, I planned a criminal justice scenario 

for this study because I began designing it at a time when social media and nightly news 

was flooded with a barrage of footage of unarmed Black people who were posing no 

threat being killed or wounded by police and self-appointed vigilante-type citizens. 

However, after much discussion, I elected to use an employment scenario rather than a 

criminal justice scenario for this study for two reasons. First, given that there were so 

many cases prevalent in the media highlighting police brutality towards Blacks during the 

time I was designing this study, it would have been difficult to combat social 

desirability/politically correct bias among participants in such a context. Second, implicit 

bias in a more moderate context allows me to investigate biases and judgments that 

subjects will perceive as important to survival but that are not existential threats to 
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survival. Further, my future research will delve into more severe consequences of implicit 

bias in varying contexts—criminal justice, healthcare/medicine and others. Thus, this 

study will become part of a program of research. 

The next section of this chapter provides a review of the empirical literature that 

informed and shaped the design of this study. The literature review consists primarily of 

field and laboratory experiments—both of which contributed to shaping my research 

design. 

Review of the Empirical Literature  

The purpose of this literature review is to summarize and integrate the findings of 

empirical studies that have examined the role of race, sex, and criminal record in decision 

making in the employment context. The studies span research conducted in the US and 

beyond. My criteria for deciding which studies to include in the literature review were as 

follows: (1) the studies addressed the effects of race/ethnicity, sex and/or criminal history 

in either the hiring or criminal justice context; and (2) the studies were either field or 

laboratory experiments or a statistical review examining the effects of any forenamed 

demographic variables — race/ethnicity, sex, or criminal history —in either the 

employment or criminal justice context. Only relevant literature from employment and 

criminal justice were reviewed for this project. Future research expanding on this project 

will include other criteria and contexts.  

Studies of the Effects of Race and Sex in Decision to Hire 

To study the extent of Australia’s discrimination against Greek and Vietnamese 

immigrants on the basis of race and sex in job applications, Riach and Rich (1991) used 

an experimental method referred to as correspondence testing (239). This test involved 
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sending out two sets of paired resumes to hundreds of employers in which age, 

qualifications, and experience were very similar, but the names were manipulated to 

reflect either Greek or Vietnamese ethnicity. Although findings revealed that both 

Vietnamese and Greek names faced more discrimination when compared to the Anglo-

Celtic names, the rate of discrimination was six times higher for Vietnamese names 

compared to two and a half times higher for Greek names (Riach & Rich, 1991). These 

results were similar to those of another study conducted by Riach and Rich in 1987in 

which they studied sex discrimination in the same market. In two of the seven 

occupations they tested—computer analyst-programmer and gardener—women 

encountered discrimination at three times the rate of their male counterparts (Riach & 

Rich, 1987). Combined, these studies showed that race and sex discrimination occurred 

in studies of the labor market of Victoria. 

Riach and Rich (2002) provided an informative historical overview of the 

development and use of experiments to measure discrimination in the marketplace. 

Beginning with a review of Daniel’s 1968 field experiment research on racial 

discrimination in the English housing and labor markets, Riach and Rich argue that field 

experiments were often assumed the best method by which to measure discrimination 

because they allow better control and therefore tracking of the effect of variables. With 

regard to use of field experiments in discrimination studies, Riach and Rich (2002) say 

that researchers typically use three procedures to measure labor market discrimination. 

The first approach is known as “correspondence testing” and involves written 

applications sent out to employers. The next two involve personal approaches, typically 
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known as either a “situation test,” or, “audit test,” where matched pairs of individuals are 

trained and sent to apply for various positions, either in person or over the telephone (pg. 

481). Both correspondence and situation tests have strengths and limitations. Riach and 

Rich (2002) advise that researchers need to focus on eliminating the flaws in each 

technique so that future research can produce more valid and reliable data. Despite the 

significant real-world validity advantage of field experiments, one of the major flaws 

they identified in personal approaches to field experiment techniques is that there are too 

many uncontrolled variables in the field; these uncontrolled variables produce errors that 

affect research results in ways that cannot be explained or accounted for in the data 

analysis. Further, they agree with Heckman and Sigelman (1993) that perfectly matching 

the live participants on motivation and behavior is problematic. They recommended 

“written tests as a solution to the matching/motivation problem” (Riach and Rich, 2002, 

p. 509). 

One of the important questions that remained unanswered in Riach and Rich’s 

2002 review of discrimination studies is whether laboratory experiments—studies in 

controlled settings are more appropriate than field studies (natural setting) for identifying 

discrimination in the labor market. Soon after Riach and Rich’s article was published, 

Bertrand and Mullainathan (2004), also interested in measuring the extent of racial 

discrimination in the labor market at the recruitment stage of the hiring process, wanted 

to understand two things: (1) what effect does manipulating the perception of race by the 

name on a resume have on an employer’s decision to invite an applicant for an interview, 

and (2) how do credentials on a resume affect discrimination? To answer these questions, 
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they used a correspondence test; that is, they sent nearly identical resumes to help-wanted 

ads in Chicago and Boston newspapers. They distributed four resumes to each help-

wanted ad they found in The Boston Globe and The Chicago Tribute for a total of 

approximately 5,000 resumes sent in response to 1,300 employment ads (pg. 992), and 

then measured the call back response for each. 

Bertrand and Mullainathan’s (2004) findings indicated that a substantial amount 

of discrimination existed in the recruitment stage based on the findings from their 

manipulation of name and resume quality. For the name manipulation, the differences in 

callbacks for White-sounding names (10.08%) compared to Black-sounding names 

(6.70%) equated to an overall 50% difference in callback rate. At the same time, when 

resume quality was adjusted for an additional year of experience, Whites benefited more 

than Blacks, with the additional years’ experience bringing a 30 percent increase in 

callback rate for White applicants compared to only a 9 percent increase for Black 

applicants (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004). This research shows that employers were 

willing to discriminate in favor of applicants they presumed to be White and against 

applicants they presumed to be Black. These results revealed that racial discrimination 

continues to persist at the recruitment stage of hiring and that future research is needed to 

explore in greater depth how race, resume quality, and experience affect hiring decisions. 

Bertrand and Mullainathan’s (2004) research shapes the present study in that their 

work points out the necessity of researchers to try and understand how and why 

employers discriminate, which they were unable to determine via use of a field 

experiment; hence, the reason why this research will use a laboratory experiment. 



34 

 

 

Pager and Quillian (2005) attempted to add dimensions to Bertrand and 

Mullainathan’s (2004) test of racial discrimination by testing the relationship between the 

attitudes that employers expressed explicitly and their behaviors toward stigmatized 

workers. They expanded upon LaPiere’s classic 1934 study, which found that business 

owner’s in-person behavior did not match the on-paper attitudes they expressed about 

people. Their particular focus was on Milwaukee “employers’ willingness to hire Blacks 

and ex- offenders an entry-level position in their company” (p. 361). They used an 

experimental study with two stages: (1) an audit stage that had matched pairs of young 

men apply to 350 employers and (2) a follow-up telephone survey stage that resulted in 

199 responses from those previously contacted employers. Their findings were similar to 

those of LaPiere (1934): employers’ expressed attitudes did not match their actual 

behaviors. In the survey component, 60 percent of the employers said they were 

“somewhat or very likely to hire a drug offender irrespective of the applicant’s race”, 

while the audit portion they completed showed something strikingly different — that 

“only 17 percent of White and 5 percent of Black applicants with drug felonies actually 

received a call-back” (363). However, employers still showed preference for White 

applicants with a criminal record over a Black without a criminal record — 17% call 

back for Whites with a criminal record vs. 14% call back for Blacks without a criminal 

record (Pager & Quillian, 2005). 

Despite its illuminating findings, the Pager and Quillian study had limitations in 

that there were extraneous variables that could have affected the outcomes—among them, 
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whether the evaluator who answered the phone was the same as the evaluator whom the 

applicants met in person.  

Pager (2007) reviewed the contributions, critiques, and directions for future field 

experiments on employment discrimination. At the time, there was much debate among 

scholars about the relevance of discrimination and the difficulty in measuring it. Pager 

(2007) addressed those arguments by considering the utility of the field experiments. 

Pager (2007) wrote that “…only by gathering rigorous empirical evidence” could 

researchers begin to “make some headway in understanding the nature of race and racial 

discrimination in the labor markets today” (p. 106). She believed that field experiments 

offered a unique advantage in measuring racial discrimination, because they act as 

“powerful means of isolating causal mechanisms” (p. 108) and have the ability to 

“observe discrimination directly” (p. 105). Although this approach is extremely valuable 

in one sense, its reliance on “real context for its staged measurement technique” (p. 109), 

imbues limitations that affect data validity and reliability. In the remainder of her review, 

she highlighted both the values and limitations of correspondence tests and in-person 

audits. Because of their relevance to designing this study, I review her arguments below. 

Pager (2007) first critically analyzed correspondence tests. She suggested that 

they rely heavily on “fictitious matched resumes submitted to employers by mail or fax” 

(p. 109), and they are advantageous for “methodological and practical reasons” (p. 110). 

Nonetheless, this approach also has difficulty in “signaling key applicant characteristics” 

and “the types of jobs available for testing” (p. 110). Specifically, the methodological 

advantage is that researchers have “more control over the precise content of ‘treatment’ 
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and ‘control’ conditions” (p. 110) than does an in-person test, but the disadvantage of 

paper applications is that “all relevant target information must be conveyed without the 

visual cues of in-person contact” (p. 110). The example Pager (2007) used to illustrate the 

difficult task of signaling key applicant characteristics with the use of a correspondence 

test was Bertrand and Mullainathan’s (2004) study. Bertrand and Mullainathan (2004) 

used ethnic/racial-sounding names to signal the race of the applicants. Although this was 

a creative idea, Pager (2007) contends that some critics argued that use of such names 

could be problematic because they cannot only signal race, but potentially socioeconomic 

status as well. Finally, for this reason, Pager (2007) said that other tests have attempted to 

signal race by manipulating varying aspects of their resumes, such as extracurricular 

activities or voluntary memberships sections (pg. 111). 

Pager (2007) summarized her perspective on in-person audits. She believed that 

this approach was more advantageous than correspondence tests because it is a “more 

elaborate simulation of the hiring process” with its “use of matched pairs of individuals 

who pose as job applicants in real job searches” (pp. 114-115). Its disadvantages, for 

which she cited economist James Heckman, is in the method’s inability to determine the 

effect of the “unobservables” visibly present to employers when people are applying for a 

job. As for its advantages, Pager (2007) stated that this method provided the following: “a 

clear method for signaling race;” allowed for a “wide sample of entry-level job types;” 

enabled researchers to gather “both quantitative and qualitative data,” and at the same 

time, provided more information about “whether the applicant receives the job, as well as 
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how he or she is treated during an interview process” (p. 112). Among the disadvantages, 

Pager (2007) cited and elaborated on many that Heckman addressed in his critique. 

Heckman’s critiques of in-person audits (as cited in Pager, 2007) are important in 

constructing experimental tests of factors that influence hiring. Heckman’s primary 

criticism was probably the most important because it illustrated what future experiments 

needed to be able to accomplish. As cited by Pager (2007), Heckman defined 

“unobservables” as “those characteristics ‘unobservable’ to the audit study [researchers], 

but…at least somewhat visible to the prospective employer and acted on in 

hiring…decisions” (p. 115). In particular, as Heckman did not provide any specific 

examples, Pager (2007) interpreted this to mean factors such as response time, which is 

that moment during an interview when matched paired applicants, despite any training 

they received, might vary from each other in how quickly or slowly they respond to a 

question. Heckman’s research raised other important criticisms about factors that could 

affect the validity of the results of field experiments discussed by Pager (2007) included 

the possibility of distortion in the hiring process due to matching (dimensions of varying 

personal demographic characteristics of an individual) and other experimenter effects that 

could occur during applicant-employer interactions. 

Although Pager (2007) provided a highly informative review of the advantages 

and drawbacks of using field experiments, she did leave some critical questions 

unanswered. With so much attention given to field experiments, she omitted discussion of 

whether laboratory tests offered a unique alternative, with their ability to control 

variables that field experiments cannot. She also did not engage the question of whether 
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or not a more holistically designed well-controlled experiment that takes place in a 

laboratory would be better able to provide a framework for replicating studies over time 

and space in order to determine the relevance and significance of racial discrimination in 

the world today. 

Pager’s summary of field experiments affects my study in a variety of ways. First, 

it influenced my attempts to control variables that could affect employers’ decision- 

making. Second, her summary influenced my interest in attempting to understand biases 

at various stages in the employment process. Third, Pager’s study reinforced my interest 

in examining the effects of skin color on employer decision making in a more well 

controlled setting. 

Before examining and discussing the results of experiments in controlled settings, 

it is important to note and review several other studies on racial discrimination. Carlsson 

and Rooth’s (2007) works is discussed next, followed by Pager, Western and 

Bonikoswki’s (2009). 

To determine whether discriminatory behavior existed amongst Swedish 

employers towards immigrant groups at the recruitment stage of the interview process, 

Carlsson and Rooth’s (2007) correspondence test sent 3,104 applications for twelve 

different occupations to employers in two Swedish markets. Applications were nearly 

“identical” other than the applicant’s name sounding either Swedish or Middle Eastern. 

Results were consistent with those in previous studies that showed discrimination toward 

minority candidates, with the rate of call backs for Middle Eastern sounding names 50 

percent lower than that of their Swedish counterparts (Carlsson and Rooth, 2007). Their 
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findings indicate that racial or ethnic discrimination happens on a global level and that 

future research must continue to add dimensions to study discrimination at all levels of 

the employment decision-making process. 

Pager, Western and Bonikoswki’s (2009) field experiment examined the effects of 

race and criminal record on employer decision making in the low wage labor market of 

New York City by comparing job application outcomes of Black and Latino applicants 

with and without a criminal record to outcomes of a White applicants with and without a 

criminal record. To do this, they trained college-educated males who were matched on 

certain characteristics (verbal skills, interaction skills, interaction styles and physical 

attractiveness), and sent them each to apply with nearly identical resumes to over 340 real 

entry-level jobs (Pager et. al, 2009). Results indicated that employers preferred White and 

Latino applicants to Blacks (relative callback rates of 31 percent for Whites, 25.2 percent 

for Latinos, and 15.2 percent for Blacks). Even when the White applicant had a criminal 

record, employers still rated them “as well, if not better, than his minority counterparts 

with no criminal background” (Pager et. al, 2009, p. 785). 

Although these results provided clear evidence of the continued significance of 

race in decision-making, they discovered relatively little about the process by which race 

comes to matter during an employer’s decision-making. Based on some of the patterns 

found in employers’ responses, Pager et. al, 2009 were able to identify three categories of 

behavior that stood out and should be explored further—categorical exclusion, shifting 

standards, and job placement. 
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Categorical exclusion, “an immediate or automatic rejection of the Black 

candidate in favor of a White candidate” implied that a preexisting judgment exists 

(Pager et. al, 2009, p. 786). This meant that before the employers looked at any of the 

qualifications, they held a bias against the Black. Pager et. al, (2009) suggested that upon 

initial contact, the employer was also making an immediate decision to decline the Black 

(or minority) applicant in favor of a White applicant. The next category, shifting 

standards, which is a “more dynamic process of decision making,” implied that 

employers’ evaluations of applicants “appears actively shaped or constructed through a 

racial lens, with similar qualifications or deficits taking on varying relevance depending 

on the applicant’s race” (Pager et. al, 2009, p. 787). This suggested that implicit bias was 

at work in their experiment such that regardless of what additional positive attributes the 

Black applicant brought to the interview, the subjects’ biases were such as to overlook or 

override those positives. The third behavior that seemed important to the researchers was 

the employers’ focus on job placement—"a process by which minority applicants are 

steered toward particular job types” (p. 787), for which they believe the job applicant is 

“suited best.” Finally, this study adds to the literature that suggests that there are 

inconsistencies in the relationships between attitudes and behavior. 

Pager et. al’s (2009) findings influenced my study by adding more evidence that 

(1) race and criminal background do matter in employer decision making, and that (2) 

racial discrimination continues to occur at the initial stage of hiring in low-wage labor 

markets.  
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It is now important to explore the nature of decision-making further by attempting 

to isolate more variables that can tell us why race matters. Here, it is important to focus 

on those researchers who have begun to explore whether or not racial discrimination is a 

result of “consciously controlled attitudes,” such as those found typically in self-reported 

explicit measures, or whether they are the result of implicit attitudes that are 

subconscious and “activated automatically.” 

Implicit Attitudes 

In order to “paint a full picture of human behavior”, psychologists have long been 

interested in discovering the origin of attitudes (Olson & Kendrick, 2008). Tracing back 

to Allport’s 1935 study on prejudice in which he “declared attitudes to be social 

psychology’s most distinctive and indispensable concept” (Greewald & Banaji, 1995, p. 

4), there have been many important developments in the field of attitude theory. One 

important stride was the development of the Tripartite model (Olson & Kendrick, 2007). 

This model is often referred to as the ABCs (Affective, Behavior, and Cognitive 

dimensions) of attitudes and has been used to explain attitude formation (Olson & 

Kendrick, 2008). Although this model and subsequent research based on it are important 

to our understanding of human behavior, few recent discussions have been more 

explosive than the investigation of “the different attitudes formations processes, 

independent of content” (Olson & Kendrick, 2008, p. 118). It is here that Rudman (2004) 

(as cited in Olson & Kendrick, 2008) suggested that attitudes form through either explicit 

(conscious) or implicit (unconscious) processes. My review of some of the research on 

the relationship between explicit and implicit attitudes helped shape the research method 

and design of my study. 
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Implicit Measures, Attitudes, and Techniques 

With respect to “implicit attitudes” or “implicit cognition,” the major question 

researchers have sought to answer was whether attitudes and cognition are 

“unconscious.” Gawrosnki, Hofmann, and Wilbur (2006) asked this very question in their 

investigation, because there was a notion accepted widely amongst scholars that 

“indirectly assessed (implicit) evaluations reflect unconscious attitudes” (p. 486). 

Gawronski, Hoffman and Wilbur (2006) discovered through the research of Bargh 

(1994) that the term “‘unconscious’ can refer to at least three different aspects of an 

attitude” (p. 486)—source awareness,11 content awareness,12 and impact awareness.13 

They concluded that future researchers must be very specific about which features of 

attitudes they claim are unconscious and that they must support that claim by empirical 

evidence. They believed that it was only the impact awareness feature of attitudes for 

which the term “‘unconscious’ is adequate for indirectly assessed attitudes” (p. 496). 

 
11 The first aspect of an attitude that unconscious refers to is source awareness and 

this was defined as “people’s awareness of the origin of a particular attitude” (486).  

12 The second aspect of an attitude that unconscious can refer to was content 

awareness and this was defined by the authors as “people’s awareness of the attitude 

itself” (486). 

13 The third aspect of an attitude that unconscious refers to is impact awareness 

and this was defined as “the influence this attitude has on psychological processes” (486). 

The discoveries they made within these three areas are as follows: “(a) people may lack 

awareness of the origin of their attitudes, but that source awareness is not a distinguishing 

feature of self-reported versus indirectly assessed attitudes, (b) there is no empirical 

evidence that people lack conscious awareness of indirectly assessed attitudes per se, and 

(c) there is at least some evidence showing that indirectly assessed (but not self-reported) 

attitudes can influence other psychological processes outside of conscious awareness” 

(496). 
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Scholars have used a variety of techniques to measure the nature of attitudes. 

Fazio and Olson (2003) provided an overview of these measurement techniques and 

concluded that two main techniques have dominated—priming, and the Implicit 

Association Test (IAT). Although different scholars have used these techniques in 

varying ways, and they have been shown to have some predictive validity, Fazio and 

Olson (2003) suggested, “that, in contrast to priming measures, the IAT has little to do 

with what is automatically activated in response to a given stimulus” (p. 315). As cited by 

Fazio and Olson (2003), De Houwer’s (2001) research implied further that “the IAT 

seems to assess associations to the category labels, not automatically activated response 

to the individual exemplars” (p. 315). In other words, the IAT is assessing stereotypes 

about the category to which the individual belongs, not perceptions of the individual 

himself or herself. De Houwer’s (2001, as cited by Fazio and Olson) research suggested 

that the priming technique may possess a superior ability to predict behavior “toward an 

exemplar [individual] of the category” (p. 317) under investigation. With this in mind, it 

is important to turn now to studies that have used these different methodological 

approaches to understanding automatic cognitive processes. 

Laboratory Experiments 

Attempting to test the usefulness of implicit attitudes in predicting macro-level 

behavior such as employment discrimination, Ziegert and Hanges (2005) replicated and 

built upon a study by Brief, Buttram, Elliot, Reizenstein & McCline (2000). Ziegert and 

Hanges used a combination of both explicit measures— Brigham’s (1993) Attitudes 

toward Blacks scale (ATB), the Modern Racism Scale (MRS), Plant and Devine’s (1998) 

External subscale on the Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice Measure, and Brief 
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and colleagues’ (2000) in-basket exercise—and an implicit measure—Implicit 

Association Test. 

Ziegert and Hanges (2005) concluded the following: (1) people will act upon 

“subtle biases… in the right social environment” (p. 561); (2) with respect to hiring 

decisions, “implicit attitudes can be used to predict meaningful macro level behavior” (p. 

561); and (3) when individuals are motivated to control their prejudices, they do so in 

their explicit public responses, but do not in their implicit private responses—when the 

measurement technique used to assess their attitudes is implicit (p.561). Ziegert and 

Hanges (2005), therefore, concluded that “implicit attitudes are important components in 

understanding employee discrimination” and may be stronger predictors of behavior in 

some situations (p. 561).  

Ziegert and Hanges (2005) study influences my study’s design in two ways. First, 

the interaction between explicit and implicit attitudes suggests the need to use measures 

that assess both implicit and explicit attitudes. Second, this study showed the importance 

of examining multiple evaluative dimensions to achieve a more holistic view of how 

attitudes, and particularly biases, operate in decision-making contexts. 

A few years after the Ziegert and Hanges (2005), Rooth (2010) added dimensions 

to the original correspondence study conducted with Carlsson in 2007. Rooth further 

explored the predictive power of explicit vs. implicit measures of attitudes, but within a 

different market, testing the global nature of ethnic discrimination and, the in-group vs. 

out-group effect, in a more recent context. Rooth wanted to determine “which form of 

prejudice, consciously controlled or the automatically activated, is the most important 
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determinant in the hiring situation of ethnic minorities” (p. 525). Using two different 

versions of an Implicit Association Test, his experiment examined the extent to which 

recruiters revealed more negative automatic associations towards Arab Muslim men 

compared to Swedish men and “whether these associations predict discrimination in the 

context of deciding which job candidates to call for an interview” (p. 524). 

The results of this study showed that “automatically activated association [group 

stereotypes] is a significant determinant in the hiring process” (p. 524), and that 

“recruiting behavior is being affected by implicit prejudice rather than by explicit 

discrimination…” (p. 529). These conclusions evolved from the fact that results of both 

experiments revealed a strong negative correlation between the IAT and the probability 

of a call back for the Arab/Muslim candidate; specifically, there was a probability 

decrease of 5 percent in callbacks for an interview when the recruiter showed a moderate 

negative association toward that group (Rooth, 2010). The most important question yet to 

be answered in this research is why this happens. 

Rooth’s (2010) findings affected the design my study in some specific ways: (1) 

they showed the necessity of using an implicit measure to test for the implicit forms of 

bias that might affect evaluative situations such as the hiring process; (2) the findings 

showed that I needed a creative but credible way to test for implicit associations and 

attitudes in my study; (3) the study showed the power of a laboratory experiment in 

controlling and better isolating the effects of certain demographic variables to decision 

makers in specific contexts (Falk & Heckman, 2009). 
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Derous, Nguyen, and Ryan (2009) examined whether the degree of out-

groupness—as indicated by types of names and group affiliations on resumes— was 

related to greater hiring discrimination. They also wanted to determine how job and rater 

characteristics moderated the effects of those two ethnic identifier variables. In order to 

accomplish their objectives, Derous et al. (2009) designed a three-phase lab and internet-

based experiment. They displayed resumes that revealed a 2 (Arab sounding vs. Dutch 

sounding name) × 2 (Arab vs. Neutral group affiliations) × 2 (high vs. low cognitive 

demand jobs) × 2 (high vs. low external client contact) mixed factor design. Subjects 

were 294 college students from two public universities— one in the United States with 

141 participants and one in the Netherlands with 153 participants. Subjects rated resumes 

on job suitability (Derous et al., 2009). 

Findings in Derous et al.’s, (2009) study indicated that the presence of Arab vs. 

Dutch names and affiliations on resumes resulted in different job suitability ratings. In 

highlighting the main effect differences, they found the following: (1) in the American 

sample, when resumes contained Arab affiliations (professional societies, community 

work) as opposed to names, they found a main effect of affiliations; (2) for the Dutch 

sample, when resumes contained Arab names vs. Dutch names, a main effect of names 

was found that valued the in-group (Dutch names) over the out group (Arab names), 

which resulted in lower job suitability rankings for those other applicants; and (3) when 

Arab name and Arab affiliations both appeared on resumes, there was a two-way 

interaction in both the American and Dutch samples such that subjects gave lower job 

suitability rankings to applicants. Further, the Derous et al's., (2009) analysis of the 
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cognitive demand and client contact conditions showed that for both samples, when 

applications bearing Arab names and Arab affiliations were attached to positions 

requiring low cognitive ability and low client contact, subjects gave these applications the 

lowest job suitability rankings of all other profiles. Lastly, in the Dutch sample, a 

negative relationship was found for implicit prejudice and job suitability ratings (Derous 

et al., 2009). 

Derous et al., (2009) study greatly influenced the design of my study because it 

shed light not only on how important ethnic identifiers and affiliations are in some 

decision makers’ minds, but also revealed “direct moderating influences of job and rater 

characteristics” (p. 298). All of these variables are important to consider when attempting 

to discover the underlying process in decision making specific to a particular context. For 

example, in a capitalist society, which is driven primarily by concern for economic 

profits, testing the variables mentioned above can give deeper insight not only into how 

subjects expect certain employee variables to influence a company’s income, and 

inclusion of these variables can also reveal subject’s biases in who deserves to have 

certain kinds of employment and who deserves the right to earn capital and how much.  

To study causes of ethnic discrimination in the hiring context, Blommaert, 

Tubergen, and Coender’s (2012) study in the Netherlands examined the “effects of 

explicit and implicit interethnic attitudes14 on discriminatory behavior towards ethnic 

 
14 Definitions: Citing Nosek (2007), Blommaert et al. (2012) explain that explicit 

attitudes are views that we hold consciously, “with intent and awareness” (p. 63). Social 

scientists have long studied explicit attitudes by means of items in questionnaires. 

Implicit attitudes, on the other hand, are those views we hold that we are less aware at the 

conscious level. According to [cite source here] implicit attitudes have following 
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minority applicants during hiring procedures” (p. 62). Their laboratory experiment used 

three instruments—a recruitment test, questionnaire and an Implicit Association Test 

(IAT). Both the explicit and implicit attitudes of the students they measured corresponded 

to different phases of the hiring process—having subjects evaluate applicants resumes by 

issuing grades and then having subjects decide whom to invite for an interview (62). 

Results of the study indicated that in terms of the grading, or the suitability of 

applicants, only explicit attitudes had an effect, and for selection, both negative explicit 

and implicit attitudes had an effect and related to discriminatory behavior in the labor 

market (67). Blommaert, Tubergen, and Coender’s (2012) suggested that “implicit 

prejudice is not related to hiring recommendations when the applicant was well qualified 

for the position” (p. 69). They suggested that future researchers test implicit attitudes in 

hiring decisions when the qualifications are ambiguous/ambivalent, and that future 

research must examine more thoroughly the conditions under which implicit and explicit 

attitudes may combine to shape behavior in interethnic situations (p. 70). These findings 

influenced my study design in that they emphasized the importance of assessing explicit 

and implicit attitudes when decisions are more complex as is the case when situations are 

interethnic, and the qualifications are ambiguous.  

Blommaert, Tubergen, and Coender’s (2012) research also influenced me to 

expand upon use of job suitability ratings to allow more refined tests, such as 

psychological constructs, job suitability ratings, upward mobility ratings, and hiring 

 

characteristics: (a) reduced controllability; (b) lack of intention; (a) reduced awareness of 

the origins, meaning, or occurrence of a response; or (d) high efficiency of processing” 

(p. 63). 
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decisions. In 2014, Blommaert et al. shifted their focus away from documentation of 

existent discrimination to examining the relationship between individual factors and 

discrimination. By conducting “a fixed effects multi-level regression analysis” 

(Blommaert et al.’s, 2014, p. 740) on the laboratory and survey data collected from the 

272 students who participated in their 2012 study, they were able to make some 

important determinations concerning (1) the effect of applicants’ ethnicity (Native- 

Dutch, Moroccan-Dutch and Turkish-Dutch) on their resume grades and interview 

outcomes and (2) the “interaction effects of applicants’ ethnicity and participant 

characteristics” (Blommaert et al.’s, 2014, p. 741). They found significant effects for 

ethnicity, educational level, work experience and subject sex on both job suitability 

ratings and job selection. These results revealed the following: that Moroccan-Dutch and 

Turkish-Dutch applicants received lower job suitability ratings and were 1.14 times less 

likely to be invited for an interview than Native-Dutch applicants’ (Blommaert et al., 

2014); male and female subjects gave lower rankings to males applicants’ in the job 

suitability condition (Blommaert et al., 2014), while only females were less likely to 

invite male applicants in the interview job selection condition (Blommaert et al., 2014); 

and, both higher education levels and more work experience led to higher rankings and 

more invites for applicants’ in both conditions (Blommaert et al., 2014). 

As for the interaction effects, Blommaert et al.’s (2014) findings were more 

complex. First, for the job suitability ranking, two sets of significant interactions were 

found between “applicants’ ethnicity and participants’ level of education” and 

“applicants’ ethnicity and participants’ gender” (Blommaert, et al., 2014, 744). These 
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results indicated that higher vocational education were more likely than university-based 

participants to discriminate against ethnic minority candidates and that minority 

applicants faced more discrimination from male subjects than they did from females 

(Blommaert, et al., 2014). 

Second, when Blommaert et al.’s (2014) investigated the relationships between 

evaluators’ characteristics and their selection of applicants for a job interview, they found 

that (1) subjects with higher quality interethnic contacts were less likely to discriminate 

against minority applicants; (2) University students were less likely than vocational 

students to discriminate against minority candidates; (3) participants with more educated 

parents were less likely to discriminate against minority applicants; (4) participants 

whose parents were members of a church were more likely to discriminate against 

minority applicants, and males were more likely than females to discriminate against 

minority candidates (Blommaert et al., 2014, pp.745-746). 

Blommaert et al.’s (2014) illuminated the importance of moving beyond simply 

identifying main effects--that is, whether subjects discriminate against others on certain 

variables--and highlighted the importance of gathering individual identifying information 

about participants in order clarify the conditions under which discrimination occurs and 

why. 

Studies of the Effects of Race/Ethnicity, Sex, and/or Prison Record in the Context of 

Criminal Justice 

This section of the literature review focuses on studies that examined the effects 

of race/ethnicity, sex, and/or criminal record in the context of criminal sentencing. The 

number of experimental studies in this context such is small compared to the employment 
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context; however, these studies are helpful in understanding the pervasiveness of race and 

sex effects on decision making. Covered here are studies that examined how certain 

demographic variables affect sentencing outcomes, and the effect of a criminal record on 

employment opportunities. 

Brewster (2002) was interested in understanding what factors, legal or extra-legal, 

accounted for the disparity found in Oklahoma’s prison population—a system in which 

African American men (30%) and women (29%) are overrepresented. With a particular 

focus on how extra-legal factors of race and sex affect sentencing outcomes, he examined 

5,332 cases from Oklahoma’s Department of Corrections using an Ordinary Least 

Squares (OLS) regression analysis to study individuals sentenced to prison for a new 

crime. Although the results of his study did not find a strong predictive effect of race or 

sex on sentencing outcomes, there were some findings that were important for future 

research on the effects of race and sex in the criminal justice context. First, as a racial 

group, Brewster (2002) found that Blacks were overrepresented in sentencing in 

Oklahoma; however, Blacks received significantly shorter sentences compared to Whites. 

Next, with respect to mean sentencing overall, he found that the average sentence for men 

was longer than that for women, while the effect of number of days spent in county jail 

was harsher on women than on men. Lastly, a regression analysis showed that for males, 

“Legal factors [such as severity of the crime, the number of prior incarcerations, 

jurisdiction and type of crime committed] explained more of the variance in sentence 

length than the extra-legal factors” (for men)(pg. 77), but for females, “…extra-legal 
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variables—numbers of days spent in county jail/socioeconomic factor—explained more 

of the variance than did the legal variables” (p. 80). 

Brewster’s 2002 study suggests the need to further understanding of the effects of 

race and sex on sentence length by examining how specific types of crimes affect 

outcomes. In addition, since Brewster’s study did not include examination of pre-trial 

factors—for example, the decision to arrest, file charges, or hold the individual in jail— 

he contends that future research must test whether discrimination attributable to extra- 

legal factors may have more weight at “…earlier stages of the process.” (p. 96). In fact, 

this was the very purpose of Savinsky’s (2009) research, which suggested, “Plea 

bargaining is the essential factor that has resulted in the large and racially disparate 

American prison system” (p. 6). His dissection of the plea-bargaining process exposed 

discriminatory operations of this institution, which he demonstrated has the harshest 

effect on minorities, specifically African Americans. For example, given the perception 

of minorities that make-up the criminal justice system, Savinsky (2009) suggests that 

Blacks may perceive their chances of winning a trial to be much lower compared to their 

White counterparts; thereby, plea bargaining for a lesser sentence is a perceived as having 

higher probability outcome that has fared better than a trial for their group. He attributes 

Blacks understanding of the two varying outcomes—plea bargaining vs. going to trial, 

with plea bargaining becoming the norm—to either to learned behavior, shared 

experience, or general observation and understanding of their condition in American 

society (166). 
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In 2007, Hughes conducted a study in Florida akin to Brewster’.s (2002) that 

examined “…whether individual and community level attributes impact an individual’s 

likelihood of receiving either the Habitual or Career Offender designation” (p. 3). Hughes 

(2007) extracted admissions and sentencing guidelines data for 37,947 adult males from 

the Florida Department of Corrections between 2002-2004 and analyzed the data using 

Hierarchical Generalized Linear Modeling. Hughes (2007) found significant effects of 

race and ethnicity regarding prosecutor’s designation of the habitual offender label to 

offenders. The results showed that Blacks and Hispanics had a greater likelihood of being 

designated as habitual offenders by prosecutors than did Whites—15% and 14% higher, 

respectively— with the most significant differences falling within the drug crimes 

category.15 There were significant effects of race and ethnicity found for the career 

offender designation, but they showed opposite of what was anticipated: that Blacks and 

Hispanics having a lower likelihood of receiving that designation from prosecutors than 

did Whites — 16% and 18% lower. 

Hughes (2007) findings suggest that the extra-legal variables of race and ethnicity 

have a greater effect on prosecutor decisions when the crime is less serious or less severe. 

 
15 Specifically, when Hughes (2007) examined differences in prosecutor decisions 

for Blacks and Hispanics compared to Whites for specific crime categories/types, she 

found that there was a higher likelihood that Blacks would receive the habitual label from 

prosecutors for the specific crimes of drug sale (2.0 × higher) and drug trafficking (2.3 × 

higher), while Hispanics would receive the habitual label for drug possession (2.9 × 

higher), drug trafficking (2.4 × higher) and drug sale (1.6 × higher). Although the results 

for the other categories of property crime were not found to be significant for Blacks and 

Hispanics, one type of crime within the violent crime category showed significant 

differences—Blacks had a 31% higher likelihood than did Whites of committing a 

robbery, while Hispanics had a 95% higher odds of committing the crime of battery 

(Hughes, 2007). 
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This is important to my research design, in that I will study effects of job applicants’ 

having committed a relatively minor drug crimes (possession of prescription pills) 

related—rather than a more serious crime, such as murder. 

In an experiment investigating discrimination in the criminal justice system, 

Vander Veen (2006) examined the effects of a defendant’s race and jury instructions on 

jury decisions. Using a symbolic racism approach16 and a mock juror paradigm in British 

Columbia, Vander Veen (2006) was interested in “…whether potential jurors 

[experimental subjects] would discriminate against an Aboriginal defendant [based on 

evidence provided] in a fabricated vignette that provided evidence in a criminal murder 

trial” (p. 14). If there was evidence of discrimination against the Aboriginal defendant, 

she wanted to know whether discrimination “… could be moderated by the construct of 

symbolic racism and reduced by providing jury instructions.” (p. 14). To answer her 

question, Vander Veen (2006) designed a 2x2 experiment (Race of defendant = 

Aboriginal vs. Euro-Canadian; Jury Instructions = Abbreviated version of reasonable 

standard of doubt instructions provided at the end of the vignette vs. not provided) that 

asked ninety-nine citizens to evaluate the guilt of a contrived individual on both Likert 

and dichotomous scales. 

 
16 After looking at research that suggested the Modern Racism Scale (MRS) was 

outdated and lacked validity, Vander Veen (2006) decided to use Henry and Sears’ 

(2000) Symbolic Racism Scale, an updated version of the MRS characterized as a 

“…blend of negative affect and conservative values,” while the prejudice is towards the 

“abstract collectivity” of the out-group (particularly African Americans) given that they 

violate the “…values and norms cherished by the in-group” (p. 12). 



55 

 

 

Vander Veen’s (2006) study did not show a main effect of race or jury directions 

on guilty verdicts, but did show a three-way significant interaction between race, 

Symbolic Racism, and jury instructions. Unexpectedly, Vander Veen (2006) found that 

when individuals scored high on symbolic racism, they were more likely to find an 

aboriginal defendant guilty when they received jury instructions although the jury 

instructions were supposed to reduce any prejudice—even amongst those individuals who 

scored high on symbolic racism. Although she hypothesized the opposite, Vander Veen 

(2006) noted that the relationship found could be spurious because of the very small 

number of cases in which the outcome occurred. The absence of findings in support of 

her hypothesis suggests that social desirability could have affected the results--that is, 

subjects might have deliberately falsified their responses so they would look non- 

prejudiced--and that the design of future research must try to eliminate this possible 

confounding variable. Hughes’ findings are important to my study because they 

underscore the need for subtlety with respect to including “race” as a variable in one’s 

study. Calling excessive attention to the variable could cue the participant about the 

variable under investigation, which could jeopardize the validity of results. 

Returning to those studies that focused on examining the effects of a criminal 

record on employment opportunities and the way in which race/ethnicity affects those 

decisions, Wells (2008) employed a design similar to that used in Pager’s (2003) 

previously reviewed study. Wells sent two trained college/university student testers to 

apply to 30 randomly selected employers in the city of Milwaukee. Although Wells 

(2008) cited sample size as a limitation in her study, she did report a statistically 
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significant difference between Whites and Blacks in the number of callbacks overall. 

Specifically, for Whites, having a criminal record did not affect their number of callbacks 

significantly—47% without vs. 40% with—, although having a criminal record did have 

a significant effect for Blacks, —a 27% callback rate without a criminal record vs. a 0% 

callback rate for those with a criminal record. The findings of this study suggest that race 

matters--that many in the public finds the “sins” of Whites, in general, more forgivable 

than the sins of Blacks or Hispanics. Wells’ (2008) findings that “A Black male without a 

criminal record is less likely to receive a call back than a White male with a criminal 

record,” and a “…Black male with a criminal record will receive fewer call backs than a 

White male with a criminal record” highlight the persistence of racial discrimination in 

critical decisions such as employment --decisions that stand to affect people’s overall 

quality of life. 

The findings of this research led to me to wanting my research design to try to 

achieve a deeper understanding of the reasons behind the main and interaction effects of 

the variables of race and criminal record in determining individuals’ opportunity 

structure, particularly opportunities in the employment arena. Although applicant sex was 

not a variable in Wells’ study, it will be a variable in my study because of what the next 

researcher found when she made women the central focus of her study in The Gendering 

of Criminal Stigma. 

To determine the effects of race/ethnicity (Black, White, Hispanic) and a prison 

record (No-Yes) on women’s entry-level employment opportunities, Ortiz (2014) 

conducted an experiment that used both audit and correspondence tests. For the 
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correspondence test, researchers sent 3,090 applications to 515 employers for five 

different entry-level job types, while the audit test used trained student testers who 

submitted 252 total resumes, in person, to 60 employers in the food service/restaurant 

sector. 

Ortiz’s experimental findings differed slightly between the correspondence or 

audit test methods. In the correspondence test, Ortiz’s (2014) findings showed the 

following. First, although “…Black women’s odds of receiving a favorable response 

from employers were 37% smaller than White women’s chances” (p. 102), interestingly, 

Black women with a criminal record had a 5% higher likelihood of receiving a favorable 

response compared to White women with a criminal record. Second, in contrast to the 

previous finding, when White women had a criminal record, they had greater odds (11%) 

of receiving a favorable response than did Black women without a criminal record. With 

respect to the audit test, although a Black woman with a prison record was slightly less 

likely to receive a favorable callback compared to a White woman who also had a prison 

record, the difference was not statistically significant. Lastly, despite the statistically 

insignificant differences cited earlier, Ortiz (2014) found that the opportunities for a 

White woman with a criminal record were still greater than for a Black woman without a 

criminal record.17
 

 
17 As for Hispanic women, who seemed to be preferred over both sets of women 

when they did not have a criminal record and applied for a food service position, their 

odds decreased the most when they had a criminal record. This indicates that researchers 

should be cognizant of gender stereotypes for each race/ethnicity and the particular job 

type that could hinder women’s employment opportunities. 
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Given that employers’ willingness to hire women with a criminal record for this 

particular job type in the in- person context showed preference toward White women, 

followed by Hispanic women, and then Black women, the results imply that there is less 

discrimination against Whites than Blacks and Hispanics. Furthermore, Ortiz (2014) 

suggested that the difference in the favorable response rate for the online vs. in person 

resumes submitted by individual applicants (19% vs. 24%) might reflect the possibility 

that employers rely more heavily on stereotypes when they have no personal contact with 

applicants. 

Ortiz’s 2014 findings inform my proposed study in that they show the necessity of 

including sex along with race and criminal record, in studying variables that affect 

opportunity structure--in this case, employment. Ortiz’s study also brings forward the 

importance of considering type of position for which the stimulus is applying--for 

example whether the job is client driven/customer focused or not, as some positions 

requiring direct interaction with the public tend to yield the most significant findings with 

respect to discrimination and bias amongst decision makers.18
 

Summary 

This chapter described the literature relevant to my showed how two types of 

experiments—field and laboratory experiments—contributed uniquely to exploring 

opportunity structure and thus contributed to my research design and exploratory study. 

The study is a well-controlled experiment that examines how the variables sex, race and 

 
18 Grodsky and Pager (2001) (as cited in Ortiz, 2014), found that “Wage 

disparities were greatest between Blacks and Whites in occupations that are client-driven, 

such as sales jobs” (p. 100). 
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criminal record status of a contrived stimulus person affect decisions that others make 

about those persons in one contemporary context that has great implications for quality of 

life: employment. The study sought to empirically assess the social and psychological 

value of “race”—particularly Whiteness—and the extent to which race is an over-

determining variable in outcomes. The design of this study is fully described in the next 

chapter, Methods.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHOD 

The purpose of the present study is to empirically test W.E.B. Du Bois’s 

proposition, the existence of a public and psychological wage for Whiteness, by 

examining how the race (Black or White) of fictitious stimulus persons affects decisions 

that participants make about those persons in the context of employment—a context 

which has significant implications for quality of life. After reviewing the empirical 

literature on discrimination in the contexts of employment and criminal justice, it became 

evident that not only race/ethnicity (Riach & Rich, 1991; Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004) 

but also sex (Riach & Rich, 1987; Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992) and criminal 

record status (Pager & Quillian, 2005; Pager, Western, & Bonikoswki, 2009) are 

important covariates. For this reason, they were added as independent (predictor) 

variables in this study. Furthermore, since evaluator characteristics (Blommaert et al., 

2014; Waung, Hymes, Beatty, & McAuslan, 2015) were also shown to influence the 

participants’ selection of interview applicants, a few demographics of interest were tested 

to determine whether any moderation effects were found in the study. 

The primary interest of this exploratory study and its experimental design is to 

determine if race (Black or White), sex (male or female), or criminal record status 

(pending criminal record status: present or not present) of a fictitious stimulus person, 

alone or in interaction, account for the significant variance in the scores the participants 

gave to applicants on a variety of subscale ratings. Specifically, the research question 

was: 
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RQ: Does a univariate analysis of variance using each applicant’s race, sex 

and criminal record status as independent (predictor) variables and the 

Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation scales, Warmth and 

Competence Scales, and Marketing Branch Manager Summation Report 

Scales—Parts I (Overall Assessment), II (Applicant Fit), and III 

(Applicant Hireability)—as dependent variables, reveal statistically 

significant main effects and/or statistically significant interaction effects 

of race, sex, and criminal record status on an applicant’s hireability 

subscale scores? Further, does a hierarchical regression analysis reveal 

that the participants (race, sex, degree of religiosity, self-rated degree of 

childhood religious upbringing and political orientation) had any effect 

on the overall hiring recommendation ratings they gave to applicants? 

By answering the above primary research questions and their corresponding 

analytical questions for each dependent variable, the study sought to determine the 

following as it relates to the overall purpose of testing race empirically and, in particular, 

the wages of Whiteness: (1) when participants review materials for applicants of different 

races with identical qualifications, is there evidence that White skin is privileged insofar 

that White applicants receive higher ratings? (2) Do subscale scores indicate that 

participants interpret ambiguous information more positively for White than Black 

applicants? (3) Do subscale scores indicate participants give a pending criminal record 

status less importance in rating the hireability of White applicants than they do Black 

applicants? 
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Rationale and Significance 

Although the research literature in the social sciences includes numerous studies 

on how race affects people of color (e.g., Black, Latinx, Asians), the study of Whiteness 

and its effects is a relatively modern phenomenon in the United States. As such, the 

majority of the extant research on Whiteness tends to focus on the historical development 

of nineteenth- and twentieth-century immigrant groups’ identity transformations from an 

ethnicity- or nationally-based identity to a race-based “White” identity (Brodkin, 2010; 

Feagin, 2010; Ignatiev, 1995/2009; Jacobson, 1998). Although a few studies have 

presented evidence of the significance Whiteness has in American society (Bertrand & 

Mullainathan, 2004; Pager, Bonikowski, & Western, 2005), they are limited in scope, 

showing only that decisions made about White people differ from those made about other 

races, particularly Black people. They do not reveal why those decisions differ. This 

study used an experimental design to determine whether and why the decisions 

participants make in employment differ for White and non-White stimulus persons, male 

or female, and with or without a criminal record status. Is White skin an object of 

privilege, as some maintain, or is it subject to “reverse” discrimination, as others say? 

Indeed, does the decision-making arena or context matter? This research attempts to 

answer these questions. 

Experimental Design 

Using a contrived employment application scenario, this research used an eight-

condition between-subject design to determine the extent to which the independent 

variables race (Black or White), sex (male or female), and criminal record status (pending 

criminal record charge or not) affect participants’ decisions about a fictitious stimulus 
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applicant. The combination of these three independent variables produced a 2 × 2 × 2 

factorial design. The researcher attached a photograph to each application, which was 

identical for each of the four applicants. The only differences for each application was 

that the attached photograph showed an applicant who was either Black or White and was 

either male or female. To control for variables such as facial features or overall 

appearance, the researcher used on photograph of a “biracial” male and used PhotoShop 

to produce darker and lighter versions of his photograph to vary race, and use the 

FaceApp manipulations to credibly present the stimulus as male or female. The 

manipulations of the photograph manipulations produced the following eight 

experimental conditions. 

(a) Black male, no pending criminal record status 

(b) Black male, pending criminal record status 

(c) White male, no pending criminal record status 

(d) White male, pending criminal record status 

(e) Black female, no pending criminal record status 

(d) Black female, pending criminal record status 

(f) White female, no pending criminal record status 

(g) White female, pending criminal record status 

To avoid exposing these manipulations to participants and thus possibly revealing 

the study’s true focus on bias, the researcher used a random assignment application to 

assign each participant to one and only one of the eight conditions. The researcher used 
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this same application to ensure that each one of the eight conditions was evaluated an 

equal number of times.  

The application materials also included a background check sheet that either 

revealed a pending criminal record charge against the applicant or did not. The pending 

charge condition revealed that the applicant had been the subject of vehicle stop and 

search during which the reporting officer found prescription pills belonging to someone 

else. To ensure that participants had paid attention to this charge and other stimulus 

predictor variables, the researcher carried out manipulation checks by asking participants 

to complete a “For Office Use Only” form that in which participants had to list (1) the 

applicant’s name, (2) sex, (3) criminal record status, (4) race, and (5) citizenship. 

Instrument and Study Components 

Two major instruments were used in the study: (1) The Marketing Branch 

Manager Applicant Evaluation Form and (2) the Marketing Branch Manager to VP of 

Hiring Personnel Subject Summation Report. Each of these instruments consisted of 

multiple scales.  

Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation Form 

Influenced by Huffcutt et al. (2001), this researcher developed the Marketing 

Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation Form to examine how participants rated applicants 

on the following six dimensions. (1) perceived knowledge and skills; (2) perceived 

mental capability; (3) perceived applied social skills; (4) perceived basic personality 

tendencies; (5) perceived warmth; and (6) perceived competence (see Appendix I for the 

complete Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation Form and Appendices K-P 

for each category scale). I explain these dimensions below. 
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Knowledge and Skills Category Cluster 

The Knowledge and Skills items required participants to use a five-point Likert 

type scale to rate applicants on level of education and training, academic achievement, 

and experience/work history. These constructs were identified in the employee literature 

as being those that are assessed typically during employee interviews. The section’s 

major theme was “assessing what candidates know” (Huffcutt et al., 2001, p. 904). 

Participants rated each item on a Likert scale (1 = Strong Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Undecided, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree). 

Mental Capability Category Cluster 

Using a five-point Likert type belief scale, this section assessed the participants’ 

beliefs about an applicant’s “mental capacity” by having participants rate applicants on 

general intelligence, applied mental skills, and creativity. . Dimensions within each sub 

category are as follows: (1) general intelligence dimensions (the ability to think quickly, 

perceptiveness, and an ability to learn); (2) applied mental skills dimensions (problem 

assessment, problem-solving skills, judgment, decision-making, planning, and 

organization; and (3) the creativity dimension (flexibility of thought and innovation). The 

major theme of this section was “assessing how well candidates can think” (Huffcutt et 

al., 2001, p. 904). 

Applied Social Skills Category Cluster 

The third section of the Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation Form 

assessed participants’ beliefs about the applicants’ communication, interpersonal skills, 

leadership, and persuasive/negotiating skills, all of which comprised the category 

“Applied Social Skills”. Participants rated each item on a Likert scale (1 = Strong 



66 

 

 

Disbelieve, 2 = Disbelieve, 3 = Don’t know, 4 = Believe, and 5 = Strongly Believe). 

Items found in this section were designed to measure four of the constructs constituting 

the applied social skills category and were identified in the employee literature as those 

that are assessed typically during interviews. They included several other dimensions: (1) 

communication skills (oral communication, listening, writing, and conversation ability); 

(2) interpersonal skills (working with others, rapport, an ability to deal with others, and 

adapting to people); (3) leadership skills (leading by example, developing people, 

maintaining control, and an ability to motivate); and (4) persuading (an ability to lead 

through reasoned argument). The major theme of this section was “assessing how well 

candidates can deal with other people” (Huffcutt et al., p. 904). 

Basic Personality Tendencies Category Cluster 

The instrument’s fourth section assessed the participants’ level of certainty for an 

item or frequency about which they believed the applicant would exhibit a certain 

characteristic or behavior. For level of certainty items, participants used a Likert scale (1 

= Definitely not, 2 = Probably not, 3 = Unsure, 4 = Probably, and 5 = Definitely) and for 

level of frequency items, participants used a Likert scale (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = 

Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 5 = Always). Items in this section were designed to measure 

five of the constructs that constituted the category “Basic Personality Tendencies”. These 

constructs were identified in the employee literature as those that are assessed typically 

during employee interviews and included several dimensions: (1) conscientiousness 

(reliability, dependability, timeliness, professionalism, willingness to work hard, time 

management, persistence, and motivation); (2) agreeableness (empathy, friendliness, 

likeability, and general attitude); (3) emotional stability (poise, self-control, stress 



67 

 

 

tolerance, and maturity); (4) openness to experience (willingness to change); and (5) 

humility was assessed with respect to the individual’s seeking praise, willingness to 

admit mistakes and weaknesses, and whether he or she would put team goals ahead of 

individual goals. The major theme of this section was “assessing how candidates are 

likely to act in the workplace” (Huffcutt et al., 2001, p. 904). 

Marketing Branch Manager (MBM) to VP of Hiring Personnel Advisement 

Evaluation Form 

The Marketing Branch Manager to VP of Hiring Personnel Advisement 

Evaluation Form was the name the researcher gave to the scales Waung, Hymes, Beatty, 

and McAuslan (2015) adapted in their study Self-promotion Statements in Video 

Resumes. Although the Waung et al. (2015) scales used in this section are identical to the 

originals, they included the following constructs: assessment of the applicant’s attributes 

and demonstration of certain skills, a person-organization fit cluster, a person-job fit 

cluster, and hireability items. Coinciding with the scales of Waung et al. (2015), the 

researcher added a few questions to make it more holistic with respect to the different 

aspects and levels of employment: (1) two downward mobility questions; (2) one upward 

mobility question; (3) an overall hiring recommendation question; and (4) a salary 

recommendation question. 

Part I 

For this study, Dr. Waung gave permission to use the scales, which were adapted 

from research by Huffcutt et al. (2001), and she informed the researcher that the scales 

had an alpha score of approximately 0.80. Part I of this instrument assessed the 
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participants’ level of belief concerning the extent to which applicants possessed certain 

attributes. 

These categories were broad but included the following constructs: education, 

organization, job knowledge, people skills, confidence, motivation, and personality type. 

Participants rated each item on a Likert scale (1 = Not at all, 2 = A little, 3 = A moderate 

amount, 4 = A substantial amount, and 5 = A great deal). Next, participants were asked to 

evaluate the extent to which they believed that the applicant would demonstrate certain 

social skills or mental capability. For the social skills construct, the dimensions included 

oral communication, interpersonal skills, leadership, and persuading and negotiating. In 

the mental capability construct, the dimensions included judgment, decision-making, 

problem-solving, creativity/innovation, and written communication. For items in these 

two sections, participants used a Likert scale (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 

= About ½ the time, 5 = Usually, 6 = Almost Always, 7 = Always). 

Part II 

The scales were those of Waung et al. (2015) adapted from research by Huffcutt 

et al. (2001). Part II of The Marketing Branch Manager to VP of Hiring Personnel 

Advisement Evaluation Form asked participants to assess applicants on Person-

Organization Fit and Person-Job fit. Participants rated each item on a Likert scale (1 = 

Exceptionally Weak Fit, 2 = Weak Fit, 3 = Slight Weak Fit, 4 = Neither Weak nor Strong 

Fit, 5 = Slightly Strong fit, 6 = Strong Fit, 7 = Exceptionally Strong Fit). For the Person-

Organization fit cluster, items were designed to measure four of the dimensions that 

constitute the category “Person-Organization Fit”. These were identified in the employee 

literature as those that are assessed typically during interviews and included (1) how well 
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the applicant’s values fit with those of the organization; (2) how well the applicant’s 

personality seems to fit with the organization; (3) the suitability of the applicant’s 

personality and values with those of the organization; and (4) how well the applicant is 

likely to fit in at the organization. For the Person-Job fit cluster, the same fit scale was 

used and items were designed to measure three of the dimensions that the category 

includes. These dimensions were also identified in the employee literature and included 

(1) how well the applicant’s expertise matches the demands of the position; (2) how well 

the applicant’s skills and abilities fit with the position of account executive at the 

company; and (3) the suitability or fit of the applicant for the position. 

Part III 

This last section of The Marketing Branch Manager to VP of Hiring Personnel 

Advisement Evaluation Form assessed the participants’ level of certainty about the 

likelihood they would advise the company about certain hireability and 

upward/downward mobility decisions. Participants rated each item on a Likert scale (1 = 

Definitely not, 2 = Probably not, 3 = Unsure, 4 = Probably, and 5 = Definitely). These 

items were designed to measure the participant’s perceptions of the applicant’s hireability 

and whether the participant perceived the applicant to be upwardly-mobile or someone to 

be demoted or fired. Participants were asked about their likelihood of interviewing and 

hiring the applicant, two of the items identified in the scales by Waung et al. (2015). In 

addition to these, the researcher added three others, each to measure the participant’s 

perceptions of the applicant’s mobility, either positive or negative. These items were (1) 

the likelihood that you [the participant] would ever find cause to promote the applicant; 

(2) the likelihood that you [the participant] would ever find cause to demote the 
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applicant; and (3) the likelihood that you [the participant] would ever find cause to fire 

the applicant. The participants were then asked to make their overall hiring 

recommendation to the company and to fill out an open-ended question about their 

overall recommendation for hiring or not hiring the applicant. After completing this, the 

last evaluation component requested participants to indicate what salary they would 

recommend for the applicant if s/he was hired. 

Recruitment Methods 

Participants, participant Identification, and Recruitment Materials 

Participants were undergraduate students in the business school at a large 

northeastern university in the United States. Between January 2018 and January 2019, 

students 18 years or older, who had completed at least one semester of college, who were 

currently enrolled in business courses at the university, and who had already declared a 

major/minor in the business school, were recruited through the business school’s online 

recruitment system, an encrypted system named SONA. The researcher required fifty 

(50) participants per condition (8 conditions) for a total of 400 students for the scenario. 

A final sample of 425 students took part in the research. Business majors and minors who 

participated in and completed the study received one (1) research credit for their hour-

long participation. No other payment was made nor any other incentive given to 

participants. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

All students who met the above-listed criteria were eligible for inclusion in the 

study. There were no individuals who took part in this research who did not meet the 

criteria; therefore, no students had to be excluded for this reason. 
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Study Timelines 

The study required between forty-five (45) minutes to one (1) hour of the 

participants’ time. Participants were continuously recruited for the study January 2018 

through January 2019. Data analysis was completed by Spring 2020. 

Study Procedure and Data Analysis 

Upon arrival, the researcher greeted and informed the participants that they could 

sit anywhere they found a stimulus packet located in front of every other computer in the 

lab; affixed to each packet was a randomly generated three-digit numerical code that 

served as the only identifier for the anonymous study. The following documents made up 

the entire stimulus packet materials that each participant received (Appendices A-H): 

Informed consent information (Appendix A); Script for employment scenario (Appendix 

B); Marketing Branch Manager Job Description (Appendix C); Account Executive Job 

Description (Appendix D); Résumé (Appendix E); Umbrella Enterprises Corporate 

Hierarchy and Job Mobility Chart (Appendix F), Linked-In Profile/Professor 

Recommendation (Appendix G) and Criminal Background Check Form (Appendix H). 

After the students had opened their packets, they watched a pre-recorded 

PowerPoint voice-over video that introduced the study, informed the students about their 

role in the study, explained the stimulus information packet materials one by one that 

they were to use to complete the study, and informed them about their rights as a 

participant in the study (Informed Consent form—Appendix A). Following the video, the 

researcher asked participants if they had any questions. He then directed them to a URL 

where the online evaluations for the applicant they were to evaluate were located. The 

necessary informed consent information was listed on the first page of the survey for their 
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reading, acknowledgment and agreement. Participants were again encouraged to ask 

questions before they clicked “submit” and begin the study. Once the participants clicked 

“submit,” they began and completed the surveys and other evaluations. 

For this study, participants were asked to assume they held a supervisory role in a 

growing insurance company. In this role, they completed online forms that allowed them 

to (1) evaluate the stimulus applicant on a variety of job-relevant qualities and individual 

characteristics; (2) rate the applicant’s suitability for the job and organization; (3) make 

decisions about the applicant during the various hiring stages of employment; (4) 

speculate on the applicant’s probability of upward and downward mobility within the 

company; and (5) make an overall recommendation to the company about whether to hire 

or not hire the fictional applicant. They were also asked to suggest a starting salary if the 

applicant was hired.  

Once participants completed their electronically recorded evaluations of the 

fictional applicant, they were told to click the “submit” or “>>” button and return their 

stimulus packets to the researcher, so he could give them their research credit. At that 

time, participants were invited to ask any remaining questions they had, reminded to take 

their three-digit codes with them, thanked for their participation, and then dismissed. 

Content of the stimulus packets for the experiment. Each of the photo-shopped 

images was attached to a completely contrived applicant LinkedIn profile. The profile 

contained contrived personal information (GPA, email address, education, company 

names, experience, and strengths) about the stimulus person. The only real information 

on the résumé was the name of the university that the researcher suggested s/he attended. 
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Although the background check contained contrived information, it appeared genuine 

given that the consensus among all participants in the piloted versions of the study was 

that they perceived the document to be authentic. 

Supplemental materials used in the experiment included (1) job description as the 

Marketing Branch Manager; (2) a job description of the Account Executive position for 

which the applicant had applied; (3) the applicant’s résumé; (4) a corporate hierarchy 

sheet showing upward and downward mobility within the company; and (5) a LinkedIn 

profile containing a reference evaluation from one professor evaluating the applicant on 

certain skills. All information on the supplemental materials was contrived and 

manipulated by the researcher but resembled real positions, job descriptions, and 

companies. The researcher checked to ensure that company names were not those of 

existing companies. Lastly, the professor’s performance evaluation contained a high level 

of ambiguity. Research by Dovidio and Gaertner (2000) has found that, with respect to 

hiring decisions, participants are less likely to discriminate if the qualifications are 

obvious, but when the appropriate decision is unclear, bias is expected. For this reason, 

ambiguous language and moderate qualifications were used. 

In the interest of full disclosure for other researchers who may be interested in 

replicating or designing similar research, I am providing critical elements of the protocol 

I submitted for Institutional Review Board approval of this research. 

Withdrawal of Participants 

There were no circumstances in which participants were forced to withdraw from 

the study. Although the participants were informed that they could withdraw at any time, 

if they did so, they would not receive the research credit. If participants wished to 
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withdraw after they had completed the study, they could do so by (1) emailing the 

researcher or (2) informing the researcher, in person, that they would like their 

information withdrawn. Given that the researcher did not collect names or other directly 

identifying information, he asked participants wishing to withdraw to give the researcher 

the three-digit numerical code—the randomly generated code listed on their stimulus 

packets at the beginning of the study. Again, participants had to enter this code in lieu of 

their names on the on-line Qualtrics evaluation system. The researcher supplied this code 

so that the participants’ names and email addresses would be on the SONA system only, 

where students signed-up and eventually received their research credit, not on the 

research documents. 

Privacy and Confidentiality 

Anonymity 

This study did not collect identifying information about the participants that 

would allow for an association between them and their answers. However, to locate data 

in the event that a participant wanted his or her answers withdrawn from the study, the 

researcher used a random online integer set generator to give each participant a unique 

three-digit code, which the participant was asked to enter on his or her data and to keep 

private. Because only the student knew the code, confidentiality and anonymity were 

assured throughout the data collection process. The collected data—without any 

identifying information about the participants—was stored on a password-protected 

system (Qualtrics) to which only the study’s researchers had access. 
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Confidentiality 

The participant’s answers were not shared in any way that allowed the participant 

to be identified. Faculty members working with the dissertation student saw the 

electronic data but did not know the participants’ names or other identifying information. 

Although the study’s results— generally presented in aggregate form—may be shared 

with participants and the public during presentations or publication, no information that 

would identify a particular participant will be revealed in presentations or publications 

based on the study. 

Participants’ Privacy Interests 

The on-line SONA description of the study informed participants that a graduate 

student is conducting the study for his dissertation. Due to the concern that the 

department’s association with the study might cue participants to its racial element, the 

name of the department—African American Studies—was not revealed. 

Putting Participants at Ease 

The research provided participants with directions that (1) there are no right or 

wrong answers to the survey questions; (2) their data will be anonymous; (3) their 

answers will remain confidential; (4) they have the right to withdraw from the study at 

any time; and (5) should they decide to discontinue their participation in the study, they 

do not have to give a reason to the researcher/research team. 

Risks to Participants 

This study posed no foreseeable risks to participants. Given that the password-

protected Business School SONA system was the only place where identifiers—names 

and email addresses—were located, the researcher substantially reduced the risk of the 
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participants’ identifiers being associated with their data. Lastly, this study posed no more 

than minimal risks to participants. 

Multisite Research 

The large northeastern University was the only research site for this study. 

Potential Benefits to Participants 

There was no suggestion, stated or implied, that participants who took part in this 

research would benefit directly, except for credit agreed upon by the students and their 

professors and/or departments for their participation. Business majors who participated 

for one (1) hour received one (1) research credit. 

Costs to Participants 

There was no cost to the subject except the time needed to participate in the study. 

Informed Consent 

Given that this research presented no more than minimal risk to the participants 

and involved no procedures for which written consent is normally required outside of the 

research context, the IRB granted the researcher a waiver of written documentation of 

consent. Thus, participants were not required to sign a consent form and were instead 

informed of all necessary consent information in two places: (1) on the on-line SONA 

system before they decided to sign-up for the study and (2) on the first page of the 

electronic survey before they decided to begin the study(See Appendix A). At the end of 

the survey’s first page, the researcher did not have participants perform an electronic 

signature because for purposes of assuring anonymity, he wanted no identifying 

information (names) that would connect them to their answers.  



77 

 

 

Use of Deception 

The purpose of this research was to examine racial, sex based, and criminal 

background bias among participants. With consent of the IRB, this information was 

withheld because withholding this information represented minimal risk to participants, 

and giving this information would likely have affected the participants’ willingness to be 

truthful in their responses.  

This study also used no debriefing because participants may have revealed the 

true purpose of the study to future participants, thereby invalidating the study’s results. 

However, researcher did inform participants that if they wished to know more about the 

study, they could contact him.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS 

This study used an experimental design to determine race, sex and a pending 

criminal record of an otherwise qualified job applicant affected the subjects’ evaluative 

ratings of the applicant on a variety of qualities. To control for applicant appearance as 

much as possible, the researcher used technology to alter the race (Black versus White) 

and sex (male versus female) of a single stimulus person. The study also examined 

whether select participant demographic variables had a significant effect on participants’ 

disposition on hiring the applicant. This chapter presents the study’s findings in two 

sections. Section 1 discusses the analytic plan and presents the descriptive statistics, 

frequency distributions and reliability analyses for scales used in the study. Using these 

statistics as its foundation, Section 2 presents the analytic questions the study sought to 

answer and presents the results of the inferential statistical analyses. 

Section 1 

Data Analysis 

When participants arrived at the lab for their sessions, I provided a URL link on 

the projector screen for them to type into their computers to access the study on 

Qualtrics—a data collection system to which the University subscribes. At the conclusion 

of all data collection, I transferred the data from Qualtrics to SPSS (Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences) v. 25, the platform on which I conducted the analysis reported 

here. I employed the screening process Acquiescence to determine and eliminate 
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incomplete responses, of which there were 24. Of the original 425 participants, 401 

participants remained and are the bases of all analyses reported here. 

The Major Independent and Dependent Measures 

As dependent measures, this study used eight scales that previous research has 

validated and six scales I created specifically for this study, and for which I therefore 

conducted new reliability analysis. All scales measure constructs that previous research 

has identified as being the typical constructs assessed during employment interviews 

(Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001). These include the following measures about 

the experimental stimulus persons: (1) Perceived Mental Capability; (2) Perceived 

Applied Social skills; (3) Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies; (4) Perceived Warmth; 

(5) Perceived Competence; (6) Perceived Credentials; (7) Perceived Social Skills; (8) 

Perceived Mental Capability; (9) Perceived Person-Organization Fit; (10) Perceived 

Person-job Fit; (11) Hiring Stages; (12) Projected Mobility; (13) Perceived Hireability; 

(14); Overall Hiring Recommendation; and (15) Starting Salary. For the scales I created, 

prior to using them in analysis, I reverse scored negatively worded items—those that 

went against the construct being measured; an “R” after an item indicates that I reverse 

scored the item. 

Frequency Distributions 

To show demographics of subjects participating in each condition of the study, I 

conducted frequency analyses. I then created cross-tabulations to show the demographic 

qualities of subjects in each of the eight experimental conditions. The subject 

demographics I elected to analyze for the dissertation were: (1) participant race; (2) 

participant sex; (3) personal religiosity; (4) religiosity of upbringing; and (5) political 
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orientation. Below, I present the frequency analysis first in the form of tables, followed 

by cross-tabular table of the experimental variables’ analysis. 

Table 1 displays frequencies for participants’ sex, divided into male (n=246), 

female (n=153), and non-binary (n=1). Given that of the 401 respondents only one 

identified outside the binary male-female sex category, recoded Table 2 includes only 

respondents who identified as male or female in these analyses. 

Table 1 

 

Participants’ Sex Frequency Distribution 

Sex f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

Male 246 61.30 61.50 61.50 

Female 153 38.20 38.30 99.80 

Nonbinary 1 0.20 0.30 100.00 

Total 400 99.80 100.00  

     

Missing 1 0.20   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
     

 

 

 

Table 3 displays the participants’ racial demographics. Although I planned to 

compare subjects’ responses to the various experimental conditions by race, there were 

insufficient numbers of racial groups other than White participating in the study. As 

Table 3 displays, the majority of subjects (n=256; 63%) self-identified as White followed 

by roughly 19% (n=75) identifying as Asian and 10% (n=35) identifying as Black. 
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Table 2 

 

Recoded Frequency Distribution of Participants’ Sex 

Sex f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

Female 153 38.20 38.30 38.30 

Male 246 61.30 61.70 100.00 

Total 399 99.50 100.00  

     

Missing 2 0.50   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
     

 

Although not optimal, in order to get an idea of how being White versus a person 

of color might be related to participants’ responses to the various experimental 

conditions, I recoded “race” into “White” and “Person of Color” for purposes of 

comparing White participants versus participants of color. Table 3 displays frequencies 

for participants’ original racial classification; Table 4 displays the recoded frequencies of 

race into “White” and “Persons of Color.” 

Table 5 displays participants’ demographics on responses to the question “How 

religious do you consider yourself to be?”—Personal Religiosity—while Table 6 displays 

demographics for the question, “How religious was your upbringing—Religiosity of 

Upbringing. 

Table 7 displays participants’ political orientation responses. Table 8 is the 

recoded version (PoliticalR) of Table 7, with the responses “I am not political” and 

“Other” excluded from the analysis. 

Table 9 presents the cross-tabulation breakdown for each independent (predictor) 

variable for the entire study. 
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Table 3 

 

Frequency Distribution of Participants’ Race 

Race f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

American Indian or 

Alaska Native 

2 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Asian 75 18.70 18.80 19.30 

African American 38 9.50 9.50 28.80 

White 256 63.80 64.20 93.00 

Other 20 5.00 5.00 98.00 

Caribbean 8 2.00 2.00 100.00 

Total 399 99.50 100.00  

     

Missing 2 0.50   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
     

 

Table 4 

 

Recoded Frequency Distribution of Participants’ Race 

Race f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

White 256 63.80 64.20 93.00 

Persons of Color 143 35.70 38.50 100.00 

Total 399 99.50 100.00  

     

Missing 2 0.50   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
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Table 5 

 

Frequency Distribution for Personal Religiosity: How Religious Do You Consider 

Yourself to Be? 

Response f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

1 (Not At All) 127 31.70 32.00 32.00 

2 61 15.20 15.40 47.40 

3 39 9.70 9.80 57.20 

4 (Somewhat) 84 20.90 21.20 78.30 

5 43 10.70 10.80 89.20 

6 30 7.50 7.60 96.70 

7 (Extremely) 13 3.20 3.30 100.00 

Total 397 99.00 100.00  

     

Missing 4 1.00   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
     

 

Table 6 

 

Frequency Distribution for Religiosity of Upbringing: How Religious Was Your 

Upbringing? 

Response f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

1 (Not At All) 67 16.70 17.20 17.20 

2 38 9.50 9.70 26.90 

3 25 6.20 6.40 33.30 

4 (Somewhat) 66 16.50 16.90 50.30 

5 76 19.00 19.50 69.70 

6 79 19.70 20.30 90.00 

7 (Extremely) 39 9.70 10.00 100.00 

Total 390 97.30 100.00  

     

Missing 11 2.70   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
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Table 7 

 

Frequency Distribution for Political Orientation: How Would You Describe Your 

Political Orientation? 

Response f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

1 (Far Left) 17 4.20 4.30 4.30 

2 44 11.00 11.00 15.30 

3 57 14.20 14.30 29.60 

4 (Neutral) 121 30.20 30.30 59.90 

5 58 14.50 14.50 74.40 

6 23 5.70 5.80 80.20 

7 (Far Right) 10 2.50 2.50 100.00 

8 (Not Political) 64 16.00 16.00 98.70 

9 (Other) 5 1.20 1.30 100.00 

Total 399 99.50 100.00  

     

Missing 2 0.50   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
     

Table 8 

 

Frequency Distribution for PoliticalR 

Response f % 

Valid 

% 

Cumulative 

% 
     

Valid     

1 17 4.20 5.20 4.30 

2 44 11.00 13.30 15.50 

3 57 14.20 17.30 29.90 

4 121 30.20 36.70 76.90 

5 58 14.50 17.60 91.60 

6 23 5.70 7.00 97.50 

7 10 2.50 3.00 100.00 

Total 330 82.30 100.00  

     

Missing 71 17.70   
     

     

Total 401 100.00   
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Table 9 

 

Cross-tabular Analysis Experimental Variables’ Totals 

Applicant’s race 

Applicant’s 

sex 

Applicant Arrests/ 

Criminal Convictions 

Total Yes No 
     

Black / African 

American 

Male 54 45 99 

Female  
51 

 
52 

 
103 

Total 105 97 202 

     

White Male 47 50 97 

Female 51 51 102 

Total 98 101 199 

     

Total Male 101 95 196 

Female  
102 

 
103 

 
205 

Total 203 198 401 
     

 

 

Reliability Analysis for Dependent Variable Scales 

The purpose of reliability analysis is to determine whether scale items are 

measuring the same underlying construct enough to declare that they form a reasonably 

cohesive measure of a construct (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2017). Cronbach’s alpha 

(α) is the statistic calculated to reflect reliability. Alpha (α) can range from 0 to 1, where 

0 reflects that subjects’ responses to the items are completely independent/uncorrelated 

with each other and “1” reflects that subjects’ responses to the items are perfectly 

correlated—matched with each other. Hence, the closer the overall alpha value to 1, the 

greater the evidence of an internally consistent or cohesive scale (Meyers, Gamst, & 

Guarino, 2017). For this study, I employed the generally accepted Cronbach’s alpha of 

.70 (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2017) as evidence that items form a reliable/cohesive 
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scale. Listed below together with 4-5 sample items are each of the scales I used in this 

study, and their Cronbach’s alphas. A full version of each scale is given in Appendices. 

Unless otherwise noted, all rating scales were 5-point Likert-type rating scale. 

All of the items for the scales listed in the first part of this section can be found in 

the Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation Form (Appendix I). 

Perceived Knowledge and Skills 

The three items for this scale, listed in Table 10 below, assessed subjects’ 

perception of the applicant’s job-relevant knowledge and skills. This scale’s α = .67 did 

not meet my .70 reliability threshold, so the scale was excluded as a dependent variable 

in this study. Its descriptive statistics are presented in Table 11. 

Table 10 

 

Items on the Perceived Knowledge and Skills Scale 

No. Item 
  

1 This applicant has obtained the required education level. 

2 This applicant has demonstrated high academic achievement. 

3 This applicant has acquired relevant work experience. 
  

Note. α = .67; scale eliminated from further analysis. 

Table 11 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Knowledge and Skills Level Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Knowledge and Skills Mean 400 1.00 5.00 4.11 0.66 

Valid N (listwise)  400     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .67. 
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Perceived Mental Capability 

The Perceived Mental Capability scale (α = .78) includes twelve items designed to 

measure the participants’ perceptions of applicants’ intellectual ability to perform the job 

for which they were applying. The scale is comprised of items 4-15 with items 4 and 6 

reverse scored. Some sample items from this scale are listed in Table 12 below. The full 

scale appears in Appendix L. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 13. 

Table 12 

 

Sample Items on the Perceived Mental Capability Scale 

No. Item 
  

4 This applicant will be unable to think quickly on the job. (REV) 

5 This applicant will pay close attention to detail while working. 

6 This applicant will be a slow learner. (REV) 

7 This applicant will assess problems accurately. 
  

Note. REV denotes that the item was reverse scored. 

Table 13 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Mental Capability Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Mental Capability Mean 401 2.25 5.00 3.85 0.41 

Valid N (listwise)  401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .78. 

Perceived Applied Social Skills 

The Perceived Applied Social Skills scale (α = .81) includes nineteen items, the 

purpose of which were to determine participants’ perceptions of the applicant’s job- 
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relevant applied social skills. The full scale (Appendix M) is comprised of items 16-34, 

with items 18, 20, 23, 30 and 33 reverse coded. Some sample items from this scale are 

listed in Table 14. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 15. 

Table 14 

 

Sample Items on the Perceived Applied Social Skills Scale 

No. Item 
  

16 This applicant will provide clear in-person oral communication. 

17 This applicant will listen well. 

18 This applicant will not produce clear written communication. (REV) 

19 This applicant will represent the company well in telephone communication. 
  

Note. REV denotes that the item was reverse scored. 

Table 15 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Applied Social Skills Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Applied Social Skills Mean 401 2.68 5.00 3.94 0.38 

Valid N (listwise)  401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .81. 

Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies 

The Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies scale (α = .87) consists of 24 items 

designed to determine participants’ perceptions of the applicant’s job-relevant personality 

tendencies. The full scale (Appendix N) is comprised of items 35-58 with items 35, 37, 

40, 46, 50, 53, and 58 reverse coded. Table 16 displays some sample items and Table 17 

displays the descriptive statistics. 
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Table 16 

 

Sample Items on the Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies Scale 

No. Item 
  

35 This applicant will be unreliable. (R) 

36 This applicant will be dependable. 

37 This applicant will be late for meetings. (R) 

38 This applicant will be a hard worker. 
  

Table 17 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Basic Personality Tendencies Mean 401 2.67 4.88 3.88 0.40 

Valid N (listwise)  401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .87. 

Perceived Warmth Scale – Seven Point Likert Scale – Appendix O 

The Perceived Warmth scale (α = .87) includes six items designed to measure 

participants’ perceptions of the applicants’ warmth overall. The items are listed in Table 

18 below. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 19. 

Table 18 

 

Items on the Perceived Warmth Scale 

No. Item 
  

62 Well-intentioned 

63 Good-natured 

65 Sincere 

66 Friendly 

69 Trustworthy 

70 Warm 
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Table 19 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Warmth Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Warmth Mean 401 2.00 7.00 5.38 .92 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .87. 

Perceived Competence Scale: 7-Point Likert Scale 

The Perceived Competence scale (α = .86; Appendix P) includes six items 

designed to measure participants’ perceptions of the applicants’ competence overall. The 

items are listed in Table 20. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 21.  

Table 20 

 

Items on the Perceived Competence Scale 

No. Item 
  

59 Capable 

60 Competent 

61 Intelligent 

64 Confident 

66 Efficient 

68 Skillful 
  

Table 21 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Competence Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Perceived Competence Mean 401 2.33 7.00 5.52 .83 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .86. 
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All of the items for the scales listed in this section can be found in the Marketing 

Branch Manager to Vice President of Hiring Personnel Summation Report Part I: Overall 

Assessment of the Applicant’s Attributes and Demonstration of Skills (Appendix J). 

Perceived Credentials 

The eight-item Perceived Credentials scale (α = .80), taken from Wang, Hymes, 

Beatty, and McAuslan (2015), includes items 1 - 8 that were used to measure subjects’ 

perceptions of the applicants’ specific credentials for the advertised job. The items are 

listed in Table 22. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 23. 

Table 22 

 

Items on the Perceived Credentials Scale 

No. Item 

71 Education 

72 Experience 

73 Organizational skills 

74 Job knowledge 

75 People skills 

76 Confidence 

77 Motivation 

78 Type of personality 

Note. Responses were to the prompt: “Based on the applicant’s background credentials, 

please evaluate the extent to which s/he possesses the attributes below. To what extent 

does the applicant have adequate  to perform well in the position:” 

Table 23 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Credentials Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 

Credentials Mean 401 2.13 5.00 3.99 .50 

Valid N (listwise) 401     

Note. Cronbach’s α = .80. 
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Perceived Social Skills: 6-Point Likert Scale 

The Perceived Social Skills scale (α = .72; Appendix R), also taken from Wang et 

al. (2015), consists of four items (83, 85, 86, 87) that were used to measure participants’ 

perceptions of the applicants’ social skills for the specific position. The items are listed in 

Table 24 below. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 25.  

Table 24 

 

Items on the Perceived Social Skills Scale 

No. Item 
  

83 Oral Communication Skills 

85 Interpersonal Skills 

86 Leadership 

87 Persuading And Negotiation 
  

 

Table 25 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Social Skills Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Perceived Social Skills Mean 401 2.25 6.00 5.02 0.62 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .72. 

Perceived Mental Capability: 6-Point Likert Scale 

The Perceived Mental Capability scale (α = .72) adopted from Wang et al. (2015) 

consists of five items (79, 80, 81, 82, 84) that were used to measure participants’ 

perceptions of the applicants’ mental ability to perform the specific job. The items are 
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listed in Table 26 below. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 27. The full survey can 

be found in Appendix S. 

Table 26 

 

Items on the Perceived Mental Capability Scale 

No. Item 
  

79 Judgment 

80 Decision-Making 

81 Problem-Solving 

82 Creativity and Innovation 

84 Persuading and Negotiation 
  

 

Table 27 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Mental Capability Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Perceived Mental Capability Mean 401 2.60 6.00 4.67 0.64 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .72. 

All of the items for the scales listed in this section can be found in the Marketing 

Branch Manager to Vice President of Hiring Personnel Summation Report Part II: 

Applicant Fit (Appendix J).  

Perceived Person-Organization Fit: 7-Point Likert Scale  

The Perceived Person-Organization Fit (PO Fit) scale (α = .85; Appendix T), 

also adopted from Wang et al. (2015), consists of four items (88-91) used to measure 
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participants’ perceptions of the applicants’ fit for the organization Umbrella Enterprises 

LLC. The items are listed in Table 28. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 29. 

Table 28 

 

Items on the Perceived Person-Organization Fit Scale 

No. Item 
  

88 Values 

89 Personality 

90 Personality and Values 

91 Fit-In 
  

Table 29 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Person-Organization Fit Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Person–Organization Fit Mean 401 2.25 7.00 5.50 0.75 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .85. 

Perceived Person–Job Fit: 7-Point Likert Scale 

The Perceived Person-Job Fit scale (α = .87; Appendix U) also was adopted from 

Wang et al. (2015) and includes three items (92-94) used to measure participants’ 

perceptions of the applicant’s fit for a job at Umbrella Enterprises LLC. The items are 

listed in Table 30. Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 31. 
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Table 30 

 

Items Comprising the Perceived Person–Job Fit Scale 

No. Item 
  

92 Expertise 

93 Skills and abilities 

94 Fit-In 
  

Table 31 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Person–Job Fit Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Perceived Person–Job Fit Mean 401 1.33 7.00 5.39 0.98 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .87. 

All the items for the scales listed in this section can be found in the Marketing 

Branch Manager to Vice President of Hiring Personnel Summation Report Part III: 

Applicant Hierability (Appendix J). 

Perceived Hiring Stages Scale 

The Perceived Hiring Stages Scale (α = .79; Appendix V) taken from Wang et al. 

(2015) consists of two items that were used to measure the participants’ likelihood to 

interview and hire the applicant. The items are listed in Table 32 below. Descriptive 

statistics are shown in Table 33. 
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Table 32 

 

Items on the Perceived Hiring Stages Scale 

No. Item 
  

95 Expertise 

96 Skills and Abilities 
  

 

Table 33 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Scores on the Perceived Hiring Stages Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Perceived Hiring Stages Mean 401 1.00 5.00 4.17 0.66 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .79. 

Perceived Projected Mobility 

The Perceived Projected Mobility scale (α = .58; Appendix W) includes three 

items used to measure participants’ perception of the applicant’s mobility, whether 

upward or downward. The items are listed in Table 34 below and descriptive statistics are 

shown in Table 35. Although the reliability score for this scale did not meet the .70 

threshold required, I nevertheless utilized this scale as a dependent measure in ANOVA 

analysis to test that aspect of the literature review that suggested that different stages of 

discrimination exist outside of the hire/not hire context. As the item-total statistics in 

Table 36 show, if the “likely to promote” item is dropped, the Cronbach’s alpha increases 

to .72 for the remaining two items, but this version of the scale was not used. Table 37 

displays the descriptive statistics in that case. 



97 

 

 

Table 34 

 

Items on the Perceived Projected Mobility Scale 

No. Item 
  

97 Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this 

company, what is the likelihood you would promote this applicant? 

  

98 Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this 

company, what is the likelihood you would demote this applicant? 

  

99 Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this 

company, what is the likelihood you would fire this applicant? 
  

 

Table 35 

 

Descriptive Statistics of Scores on the Perceived Projected Mobility Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Perceived Projected Mobility Mean 401 1.67 5.00 3.84 0.61 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .58. 

Table 36 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha if Promote Item Deleted 

Item-Total Statistics 

Scale M  

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

α if 

Item 

Deleted 
      

Given the applicant’s portfolio, 

if s/he were already an employee 

of this company, what is the 

li...-Promote 

7.76 2.2 .22 .05 .72 

      

LikeDemoteR 7.83 1.60 .52 .33 .28 

      

LikeFireR 7.42 1.59 .46 .31 .37 
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Table 37 

 

Descriptive Statistics of Scores for the Perceived Projected Mobility Scale w/out Promote 

Item 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Projected Mobility Mean 398 1.00 5.00 3.88 0.74 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .72. 

Perceived Hireability 

The Perceived Hireability scale (α = .75; Appendix X) consists of the combined 

items in Hiring Stages and Projected Mobility scales that were used to measure 

participants’ perception of the applicant’s overall hireability—the probability of 

interviewing, hiring, demoting or firing the applicant. The items are listed in Table 38. 

Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 39. 

Table 38 

 

Perceived Hireability Scale 

No. Item 
  

95 What is the likelihood you would advise the company to interview this 

applicant? 

  

96 What is the likelihood you would advise the company to hire this applicant? 

  

97 Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this 

company, what is the likelihood you would promote this applicant? 

  

98 Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this 

company, what is the likelihood you would demote this applicant? 

  

99 Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this 

company, what is the likelihood you would fire this applicant? 
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Table 39 

 

Descriptive Statistics of Scores for the Perceived Hireability Scale 

 N Min Max M SD 
      

Perceived Hireability Mean 401 1.60 5.00 3.97 0.56 

Valid N (listwise) 401     
      

Note. Cronbach’s α = .75. 

Section 2 

General Linear Model Univariate Procedure 

The major purpose of this study was to determine if stimulus persons’ race, sex 

and criminal record status alone or interaction account for a significant amount of 

variance in how participants rate stimulus persons on hireability subscales. The analyses 

in this section consist of analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine if independent 

variables applicant's race, sex and criminal record status have significant main or 

interaction effects on the scores subjects give applicants on the dependent variables—

specifically, Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation scales, Warmth and 

Competence Scales, Marketing Branch Manager Summation Report scales—Parts 

I(Overall Assessment), II (Applicant Fit), and III (Applicant Hierability). The study also 

sought to answer the following: 

1. When applicants have identical qualifications and differ only by race, is there 

evidence that subjects privilege White applicants by giving them higher 

ratings on dependent variables? 

2. Do subscale scores indicate that subjects interpret ambiguous information 

more positively for White than for Black applicants; and 
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3. Do subscale scores indicate that subjects give a criminal record less 

importance in evaluating the hireability of White vs Black applicants? 

Given this study’s primary interest in determining whether there were main and 

interaction effects of the three stimulus person variables (race, sex and criminal record) 

on the dependent variables, the General Linear Model (GLM) Univariate procedure was 

chosen as the most appropriate means of analysis. (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2017). An 

alpha (probability of error) level of was set at .05 for all analyses. 

The research design also included grouped data and categorical predictors rather 

than ungrouped data and continuous variables. Given that tests of assumptions typically 

are performed depending on this difference (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2003), a test for 

heteroscedasticity, usually performed for continuous variables and ungrouped data, rather 

than categorical and grouped data, was unnecessary. Further, with respect to normality in 

grouped data, “…less stringent guidelines are used because tests of differences in means 

among groups use sampling distributions rather than raw-score distributions” (Fidell & 

Tabachnick, 2003, pp. 120-121); as such, because each subgroup had a sufficiently large 

sample size, skewness and kurtosis were not a concern (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2003). 

Lastly, diagnostics were run in SPSS using Cook’s distance and Leverage values 

to determine outliers’ effects on each dependent variable, none of which was large 

enough to have a significant effect; thus, none was transformed. 

The theoretical issues discussed in the literature review guided the data analysis. 

To address those issues, I created analytic questions (Peterson-Lewis, 2013) by which to 

examine the relationship between the major independent and dependent variables. 
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Peterson Lewis (2013) defines analytic questions as: 

formulaic questions through which researchers can present their data analysis 

plans as a series of questions they intend to answer. Each analytic question 

specifies: (1) a specific question one intends to answer or a relationship one 

intends to explore through one’s data; (2) the item(s) or variable(s) that will serve 

as the independent/predictor variable(s); (3) the item(s) or variables that will serve 

as the dependent/outcome variables(s), and (4) the specific analytic technique(s) 

that the researcher will apply to the variables to answer the question/explore the 

relationship. 

Below, I present each of the analytic questions for this study and the 

corresponding findings. 

Primary Analytic Question 

One principal analytic question guided the analysis for all other subsequent 

questions: Does a univariate analysis of variance using applicants’ demographics as 

independent variables and subjects’ evaluations of applicants as dependent variables 

reveal statistically significant main or interaction effects? Specifically, does applicant’s 

race (Black/White), sex (male/female) and criminal record status (no record/pending 

criminal record) as independent variables, and the Marketing Branch Manager Applicant 

Evaluation Form Scales, Perceived Warmth and Perceived Competence scales, 

Marketing Branch Manager Summation Report Scales — Parts I (Overall Assessment), II 

(Applicant Fit), and III (Applicant Hireability) — as dependent variables, reveal 

statistically significant main and/or interaction effects of race, sex, and criminal record 

status on applicants’ hireability subscale scores? First, I present all the major dependent 

variables from the Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation Form and their 

subsequent analytic questions and findings, followed by the Warmth and Competence 

scales, and finally, the Marketing Branch Manager Summation Report Scales. 
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Perceived Mental Capability Scale 

The first analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s mental capability for the advertised job position. 

AQ1: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effect(s) of applicant’s (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) 

criminal record status on the dependent variable Perceived Mental 

Capability score that subjects gave applicants? 

This analysis revealed a statistically significant effect of applicant criminal record status 

on the Perceived Mental Capability score respondents gave (F(1,393) = 5.20, p = 0.02); 

subjects rated applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.81, SD = .44) 

significantly lower on Perceived Mental Capability subscale than they rated those without 

a criminal record (M = 3.90, SD = .37). Table 40 below presents the results of the test of 

the between-subjects effects for Perceived Mental Capability and shows no significant 

effects for applicant race, applicant sex, nor any interaction effects between any of these 

applicant variables. 

Perceived Applied Social Skills Scale 

The second analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations 

of the applicant’s applied social skills for the advertised job position. 

AQ2:  Does a univariate analysis reveal statistically significant main and/or 

interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal record status on 

the Perceived Applied Social Skills ratings that subjects gave applicants? 
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Table 40 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Mental Capability 

Scale 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 2.06a 7 0.30 1.76 .09 

Intercept 5,937.80 1 5,937.80 35,632.13 .00 

AppArrest 0.87 1 0.87 5.20 .02 

AppRace 0.55 1 0.55 3.33 .07 

AppSex 0.04 1 0.04 0.23 .63 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.17 1 0.17 0.99 .32 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.18 1 0.18 1.11 .29 

AppRace × AppSex 0.36 1 0.36 2.16 .14 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 0.02 1 0.02 0.12 .74 

Error 65.49 39 0.17   

Total 6,022.70 401    

Corrected Total 67.55 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Mental Capability Mean. 

a R2 = .03 (Adjusted R2 = .01). 

Again, analysis revealed a statistically significant effect of applicant criminal record 

status on the Perceived Applied Social Skills ratings (F(1,393) = 4.79, p = 0.03). Subjects 

rated applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.90, SD = .39) significantly lower 

than they rated those without a criminal record (M = 3.98, SD = .37) on the subscale 

Perceived Applied Social Skills. Table 41 presents the results of the test of the between- 

subjects effects for this dependent variable. As Table 41 displays, there were no 

statistically significant main effects of race or sex, nor any statistically significant 

interaction effects. 
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Table 41 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Applied Social 

Skills Scale 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 1.32a 7 0.19 1.32 .24 

Intercept 6,190.75 1 6,190.75 43,417.05 .00 

AppArrest 0.68 1 0.68 4.79 .03 

AppRace 0.23 1 0.23 1.58 .22 

AppSex 0.02 1 0.02 0.06 .81 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.16 1 0.16 1.12 .29 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.10 1 0.10 0.67 .42 

AppRace × AppSex 0.22 1 0.22 1.54 .22 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 0.00 1 0.00 0.01 .94 

Error 56.04 393 0.14   

Total 6,266.52 401    

Corrected Total 57.35 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Applied Social Skills Mean. 

a R2 = .02 (Adjusted R2 = .01). 

Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies Scale 

The third analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s basic personality tendencies for the advertised job position. 

AQ3: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Basic Personality Skills ratings that 

subjects gave applicants? 

The analysis revealed a statistically significant effect of criminal record status on the 

Perceived Basic Personality scale rating (F(1,393) = 11.85, p = 0.001) such that 

participants rated applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.81, SD = .42) 
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significantly lower than they rated those without a criminal record (M = 3.95, SD = .38). 

As Table 42 displays, there were no main or interaction effects of sex and race, nor was 

there a three-way interaction between race, sex and criminal record status on subjects’ 

perception of applicant’s personality. Table 42 presents the results of the test of the 

between-subjects effects for this variable. 

Table 42 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Basic Personality 

Tendencies 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 3.35a 7 .48 3.04 .00 

Intercept 6,016.34 1 6,016.34 38,189.93 .00 

AppArrest 1.87 1 1.87 11.85 .00 

AppRace 0.52 1 0.52 3.30 .07 

AppSex 0.04 1 0.04 0.27 .60 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.20 1 0.20 1.26 .26 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.11 1 0.11 0.68 .41 

AppRace × AppSex 0.53 1 0.53 3.39 .07 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 0.25 1 0.25 1.60 .21 

Error 61.91 393 0.16   

Total 6,102.09 401    

Corrected Total 65.27 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies Mean. 

a R2 = .05 (Adjusted R2 = .03). 

Perceived Warmth Scale 

The fourth question assessed participants’ perceptions of the applicant’s warmth 

of personality for the advertised job position. 



106 

 

 

AQ4:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Warmth ratings that subjects gave 

applicants? 

The analysis revealed that criminal record status had a statistically significant effect on 

the Perceived Warmth ratings (F(1,393) = 16.79, p = 0.00), such that applicants with a 

pending criminal record (M = 5.18, SD = .94) were rated significantly lower than those 

without a criminal record (M = 5.58, SD = .85). The main effect of race also was 

statistically significant (F(1,393) = 6.02, p = 0.02), and demonstrated that Black 

applicants (M = 5.48, SD = .86) were rated significantly higher on perceived warmth 

ratings than were White applicants (M = 5.27, SD = .97). As Table 43 displays, there 

were no main or interaction effects of sex, arrest and race, arrest and sex, race and sex, 

and arrest and race and sex, on applicants’ perceived warmth. Thus, only applicant race 

and criminal record status were significant predictors of applicant’s perceived warmth. 

Perceived Competence Scale 

The fifth analytic question assessed participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s competence for the advertised job position. 

AQ5: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Competence ratings that subjects gave 

applicants? 

As Table 44 displays, the analysis revealed no significant main or interaction effects of 

applicant’s race, sex or criminal record status on their perceived competence. 
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Table 43 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Warmth Scale 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 25.58a 7 3.66 4.62 .00 

Intercept 11,550.46 1 11,550.46 14,589.61 .00 

AppArrest 16.79 1 16.79 21.21 .00 

AppRace 4.77 1 4.77 6.02 .02 

AppSex 1.70 1 1.70 2.15 .14 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.70 1 0.70 0.89 .35 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.09 1 0.09 0.11 .74 

AppRace × AppSex 1.06 1 1.06 1.34 .25 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 1.09 1 1.09 1.38 .24 

Error 311.14 393 0.79   

Total 11,933.95 401    

Corrected Total 336.72 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies Mean. 

a R2 = .05 (Adjusted R2 = .03). 

Table 44 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Competence Scale 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 3.36a 7 .48 .68 .69 

Intercept 12,167.26 1 12,167.26 17,365.52 .00 

AppArrest 0.06 1 0.06 0.09 .76 

AppRace 0.81 1 0.81 1.16 .28 

AppSex 0.14 1 0.14 0.20 .66 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.23 1 0.23 0.33 .57 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.57 1 0.57 0.81 .37 

AppRace × AppSex 0.73 1 0.73 1.04 .31 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 0.95 1 0.95 1.36 .25 

Error 275.36 393 0.70   

Total 12,491.97 401    

Corrected Total 278.71 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Competence Mean. 

a R2 = .01 (Adjusted R2 = .01). 
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Perceived Credibility Scale 

The sixth question addressed participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicants’ credibility for the advertised job position. 

AQ6:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Credibility ratings that subjects gave 

applicants? 

As Table 45 displays, the analysis revealed no significant main or interaction effects of 

applicant’s race, sex, or criminal record status on Perceived Credibility. 

Table 45 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Credibility Scale 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 0.85a 7 0.12 0.48 .85 

Intercept 6,353.72 1 6,353.72 24,952.80 .00 

AppArrest 0.19 1 0.19 0.75 .39 

AppRace 0.24 1 0.24 0.92 .34 

AppSex 0.11 1 0.11 0.41 .52 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.07 1 0.07 0.26 .61 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.12 1 0.12 0.46 .50 

AppRace × AppSex 0.12 1 0.12 0.47 .49 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 0.01 1 0.01 0.04 .84 

Error 100.07 393 0.26   

Total 6,475.84 401    

Corrected Total 100.92 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Credibility Mean. 

a R2 = .01 (Adjusted R2 = .01). 
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Perceived Social Skills Scale 

The seventh question addressed participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s social skills for the advertised job position. 

AQ7:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Social Skills ratings that subjects gave 

applicants? 

The analysis revealed a statistically significant main effect of criminal record status 

(F(1,393) = 4.82, p = 0.03) on Perceived Social Skills, indicating that participants rated 

applicants with a pending criminal record status (M = 4.95, SD = .64) significantly lower 

on Perceived Social Skills ratings than they rated those without a criminal record (M = 

5.09, SD = .59). There was also a three-way interaction of arrest and race and sex that 

was statistically significant (F(1,393) = 3.90, p = 0.05), which showed that participants 

rated Black male applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 5.10, SD = .50) 

significantly higher on Perceived Social Skills ratings than White male applicants with a 

pending criminal record (M = 4.82, SD =.70), White female applicants with a pending 

criminal record (M = 5.00, SD = 60), Black female applicants with a pending criminal 

record (M = 4.89, SD = .72). 

Subjects also rated Black males with a pending criminal record higher on 

Perceived Social Skills than Black males without a criminal record (M = 5.07, SD = .59). 

These results, found in Table 46, suggest that that neither sex nor race alone, nor any of 

the two-way combinations of race, sex, and arrest, had any significant effects on the 
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participants’ perceptions of the applicants’ social skills. Figures 1 and 2 show the three- 

way interaction effect of race, sex, and criminal record. 

Table 46 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Social Skills 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 4.15a 7 0.59 1.57 .14 

Intercept 10,077.27 1 10,077.27 26,712.40 .00 

AppArrest 1.82 1 1.82 4.82 .03 

AppRace 0.20 1 0.20 0.52 .47 

AppSex 0.02 1 0.02 0.04 .84 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.15 1 0.15 0.40 .53 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.00 1 0.00 0.01 .92 

AppRace × AppSex 0.56 1 0.56 1.48 .23 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 1.47 1 1.47 3.90 .05 

Error 148.26 393    

Total 10,266.77 401    

Corrected Total 152.41 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Social Skills Mean. 

a R2 = .03 (Adjusted R2 = .01). 

Perceived Mental Capability #2 Scale 

The eighth analytic question examined participants’ perceptions and evaluations 

of the applicant’s mental capability for the advertised job position. 

AQ8:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on Perceived Mental Capability #2 ratings that subjects 

gave applicants.  
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Figure 1. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s social skills: Three-way interactions between applicant’s race, criminal record 

status, and sex, with Black/African American applicants as the reference group.  

 

Figure 2. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s social skills: Three-way interactions between applicant’s race, criminal record 

status, and sex, with White applicants as the reference group.  
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The analysis revealed a statistically significant main effect of criminal record status on 

the Perceived Mental Capability #2 ratings (F(1, 393) = 7.96, p = 0.005), such that 

applicants with a pending criminal record status (M = 4.58, SD = 65) were rated 

significantly lower on mental capability ratings than were those without a pending 

criminal record (M = 4.76, SD = .63). There was also a statistically significant main 

effect of race (F(1,393) = 4.49, p = 0.04); participants rated Black applicants (M = 4.73, 

SD = .61) significantly higher on Perceived Mental Capability #2 than Whites (M = 4.61, 

SD = .67). As Table 47 displays, there were no main effects of sex nor any significant 

interaction effects of arrest and sex, sex and race, arrest and race, nor sex and arrest and 

race, on the participants’ perceptions of the applicants’ mental capability. 

Table 47 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Mental Capability 

2 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 7.65a 7 1.09 2.71 .01 

Intercept 8,712.44 1 8,712.44 21,642.59 .00 

AppArrest 3.20 1 3.20 7.96 .01 

AppRace 1.81 1 1.81 4.49 .04 

AppSex 1.30 1 1.30 3.23 .07 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.02 1 0.02 0.06 .81 

AppArrest × AppSex 0.01 1 0.01 0.03 .86 

AppRace × AppSex 0.69 1 0.69 1.72 .19 

AppArrest × AppRace × AppSex 0.85 1 0.85 2.11 .15 

Error 158.21 393 0.40   

Total 8,912.90 401    

Corrected Total 165.85 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Mental Capability 2 Mean. 

a R2 = .05 (Adjusted R2 = .03). 
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Perceived Person-Organization Fit Scale 

The ninth analytic question assessed participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s person-organization fit for the advertised job position. 

AQ9: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Person-Organization Fit ratings that 

subjects gave applicants? 

The analysis showed a statistically significant effect of criminal record status on 

Perceived Person-Organization Fit ratings (F(1,393) = 10.77, p = 0.00); applicants with a 

pending criminal record (M = 5.37, SD = .77) were rated significantly lower on person 

organizational fit than were those without a pending criminal record (M = 5.62, SD = 

.72). As Table 48 displays, none of the other applicant predictor variables alone or in 

interaction affected subjects’ rating of the applicant’s Perceived Person-Organizational 

Fit. 

Perceived Person-Job Fit Scale 

The 10th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s person-job fit for the advertised job position. 

AQ10: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Person-Job Fit ratings that subjects gave 

applicants? 
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Table 48 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Person–

Organization Fit 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 11.31a 7 1.62 2.95 .01 

Intercept 12,058.48 1 12,058.48 22,019.95 .00 

AppSex 0.54 1 0.54 0.99 .32 

AppArrest 5.90 1 5.90 10.77 .00 

AppRace 0.22 1 0.22 0.41 .53 

AppSex × AppArrest 1.64 1 1.64 2.99 .09 

AppSex × AppRace 0.52 1 0.52 0.95 .33 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.72 1 0.72 1.31 .25 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 1.74 1 1.74 3.18 .08 

Error 215.21 393 0.55   

Total 12336.61 401    

Corrected Total 226.52 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Person–Organization Fit Mean. 

a R2 = .05 (Adjusted R2 = .03). 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race, sex or 

criminal record status on subjects’ ratings of the applicant’s Perceived Person-Job fit. 

However, the interaction effect of criminal record status and race was significant 

(F(1,393) = 5.57, p = 0.02), such that subjects rated Black applicants with a pending 

criminal record status (M = 5.37, SD = .97) significantly higher on Perceived Person-Job 

Fit than they rated their Black peers without a pending criminal record (M = 5.24, SD = 

1.03). However, the analysis showed that subjects rated White applicants without a 

pending criminal record status (M = 5.62, SD = .77) significantly higher on Perceive 

Person-Job Fit than they rated Blacks without a pending criminal record status (M = 5.24, 

SD = 1.03). Thus, none of the predictor variables as main effects, nor the two-way 
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interactions of sex and criminal record status, and sex and race, or the three-way 

interaction of race, sex and criminal record status, had any statistically significant effects 

on Perceived Person-Job Fit. Table 49 below presents the results of the tests of the effects 

of race, sex and criminal record status on Perceived Person-Job Fit, while Table 50 

displays the estimated marginal means for the interaction effect found for criminal record 

status and applicant race. Figure 3 displays the two-way interaction effects of criminal 

record status and race for the Black and White applicants. 

Table 49 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Person–Job Fit 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 15.00a 7 2.14 2.26 .03 

Intercept 11,562.37 1 11,562.37 12,195.13 .00 

AppSex 1.98 1 1.98 2.09 .15 

AppArrest 0.70 1 0.70 0.73 .39 

AppRace 2.71 1 2.71 2.85 .09 

AppSex × AppArrest 1.68 1 1.68 1.77 .18 

AppSex × AppRace 0.12 1 0.12 0.12 .73 

AppArrest × AppRace 5.28 1 5.28 5.57 .02 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 3.18 1 3.18 3.35 .07 

Error 372.61 393 0.95   

Total 12,017.14 401    

Corrected Total 387.61 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Person–Job Fit Mean. 

a R2 = .04 (Adjusted R2 = .02). 
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Table 50 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race on Perceived Person-

Job Fit 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 5.37 .09 5.18 5.55 

 Caucasian 5.30 .09 5.11 5.49 

      

No African American 5.22 .09 5.02 5.42 

 Caucasian 5.62 .09 5.43 5.81 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Person–Job Fit Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe.  

 

 

Figure 3. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s person-job fit, given applicant’s race and criminal record status. 
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Perceived Likelihood to Interview Rating 

The 11th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s likelihood of being invited for an interview with the company. 

AQ 11: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Likelihood to Interview ratings that 

subjects gave applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

the Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating. However, the analysis revealed a 

statistically significant main effect of criminal record status (F(1,388) = 4.54, p = 0.03) 

on the Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating such that applicants without a pending 

criminal record status (M = 4.76, SD = .60) were rated significantly higher on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating than were applicants with a pending criminal 

record status (M = 4.62, SD = .72). There were no statistically significant interaction 

effects of criminal record status and sex, or sex and race. However, there was a 

significant interaction effect of criminal record status and race (F(1,388) = 12.50, p = 

0.00), such that Black applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 4.75, SD = .54) 

were rated significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating than were 

White applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 4.48, SD = .86). Analysis revealed 

that White applicants without a criminal record status (M = 4.85, SD = .46) were rated 

significantly higher for Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating than were Black 

applicants without a pending criminal record status (M = 4.65, SD = .71).  
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Lastly, the three-way interaction of sex, criminal record status, and race was not 

statistically significant on the Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating. Table 51 presents 

the results of the test of the effects of applicant race, sex, and criminal record status for 

the Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating. Table 52 presents the estimated marginal 

means for the interaction effect for applicants’ pending criminal record status and race on 

the Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating. Figure 4 illustrates the two-way interactions 

for the applicant criminal record status and race.  

Table 51 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Likelihood to 

Interview 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 8.25a 7 1.18 2.74 .01 

Intercept 8,657.21 1 8,657.21 20,122.79 .00 

AppSex 0.04 1 0.04 0.10 .76 

AppArrest 1.95 1 1.95 4.54 .03 

AppRace 0.12 1 0.12 0.28 .60 

AppSex × AppArrest 0.19 1 0.19 0.44 .51 

AppSex × AppRace 0.11 1 0.11 0.26 .61 

AppArrest × AppRace 5.38 1 5.38 12.50 .00 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 0.55 1 0.55 1.29 .26 

Error 166.93 388 0.43   

Total 8,874.00 396    

Corrected Total 175.17 395    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Interview Mean. 

a R2 = .05 (Adjusted R2 = .03). 
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Table 52 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race on Perceived Likelihood 

to Interview 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 4.77 .07 4.62 4.87 

 Caucasian 4.48 .07 4.35 4.61 

      

No African American 4.65 .07 4.52 4.79 

 Caucasian 4.85 .07 4.72 4.98 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Interview Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 

  

Figure 4. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of being invited for an interview, given applicant’s race and 

criminal record status. 
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Perceived Likelihood to Hire Rating 

The 12th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s likelihood of being hired with the company. 

AQ 12: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Likelihood to Hire ratings that subjects 

gave applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

the Perceived Likelihood to Hire rating. However, the analysis revealed a statistically 

significant main effect of criminal record status (F(1,392) = 6.27, p = 0.01) on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Hire rating. Specifically, the analysis showed that applicants 

without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.76, SD = .72) were rated significantly 

higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Hire rating than were applicants with a pending 

criminal record status (M = 3.56, SD = .83). Additionally, there was no statistically 

significant interaction effect for applicant sex and race. However, the interaction effect of 

criminal record status and race was significant (F(1,392) = 11.65, p = 0.00), in that 

surprisingly, Black applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.72, SD = .70) were 

rated significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Hire rating than were White 

applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.40, SD = .92).  

Further, the analysis showed that White applicants without a criminal record (M = 

3.85, SD = .61) were rated significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Hire rating 

than were Black applicants without a pending criminal record (M = 3.66, SD = .82). The 

interaction effect of applicant sex and criminal record status was statistically significant 
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(F(1,392) = 4.01, p = 0.05), and showed that females without a pending criminal record 

status (M = 3.86, SD = .63) were rated significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood 

to Hire rating than were males without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.64, SD = 

.80). Males with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.61, SD = .83) were ranked 

significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Hiring rating than were females with 

a pending criminal record status (M = 3.52, SD = .83).  

Lastly, the three-way interaction of applicant sex and criminal record status and 

race was not significant on the Perceived Likelihood to Hire rating. Table 53 presents the 

results of the test of the effects of the applicants’ race, sex, and criminal record status for 

Perceived Likelihood to Hire. Table 54 presents the estimated marginal means for the 

interaction effect found for pending criminal record status and race. Table 55 presents the 

estimated marginal means for the interaction effect found for applicant sex and criminal 

record status. Figure 5 illustrates the two-way interactions for the criminal record status 

and race. 

Perceived Likelihood to Promote Rating 

The 13th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s likelihood of ever being promoted within the company. 

AQ 13: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Likelihood to Promote ratings that 

subjects gave applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of the applicants’ race or 

sex for the Perceived Likelihood to Promote rating. However, the analysis revealed a  
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Table 53 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex, and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Likelihood to Hire 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 14.45a 7 2.06 3.52 .00 

Intercept 5,327.49 1 5,327.49 9,105.43 .00 

AppSex 0.57 1 0.57 0.98 .32 

AppArrest 3.67 1 3.67 6.27 .01 

AppRace 0.37 1 0.37 0.63 .43 

AppSex × AppArrest 2.35 1 2.35 4.01 .05 

AppSex × AppRace 0.09 1 0.09 0.15 .70 

AppArrest × AppRace 6.82 1 6.82 11.65 .00 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 0.60 1 0.60 1.02 .31 

Error 229.36 392 0.59   

Total 5,602.00 400    

Corrected Total 243.76 399    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Hire Mean. 

a R2 = .06 (Adjusted R2 = .04). 

Table 54 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race on Perceived Likelihood 

to Hire 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 3.72 .08 3.57 3.87 

 Caucasian 3.40 .08 3.25 3.55 

      

No African American 3.65 .08 3.50 3.80 

 Caucasian 3.85 .08 3.70 4.00 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Hire Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 
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Table 55 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Sex on Perceived Likelihood 

to Hire 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Sex 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa Male 3.60 .08 3.45 3.75 

 Female 3.52 .08 3.37 3.67 

      

No Male 3.64 .08 3.48 3.70 

 Female 3.87 .08 3.72 4.01 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Hire Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 

 

Figure 5. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of being hired, given applicant’s race and criminal record status. 
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Figure 6. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of being hired, given applicant’s sex and criminal record status. 

statistically significant main effect of criminal record status (F(1,392) = 6.88, p = 0.01) 

on the Perceived Likelihood to Promote rating. Specifically, the analysis showed that 

applicants without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.85, SD = .72) were rated 

significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Promote rating than were applicants 

with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.65, SD = .86). 

There were no statistically significant interaction effects of applicant sex and race 

or criminal record status and applicant race. However, the interaction effect of criminal 

record status and sex was statistically significant (F(1,392) = 4.14, p = 0.04), in that male 

applicants with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.68, SD = .86) were rated 

significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Promote rating than were female 
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applicants with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.60, SD = .86). The analysis 

revealed that female applicants without a criminal record status (M = 3.97, SD = .72) 

were rated significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Promote rating than were 

male applicants without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.73, SD = .71). 

Lastly, the three-way interaction of sex and criminal record status and race was 

also statistically significant (F(1,392) = 4.14, p = 0.04) on the Perceived Likelihood to 

Promote rating. This result indicates that Black females without a pending criminal 

record status (M = 4.04, SD = .71) ranked higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Promote 

rating than Black males without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.67, SD = .80), 

White males without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.78, SD = .62) and White 

females without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.90, SD = .73). Black males with 

a pending criminal record status (M = 3.91, SD = .65) ranked higher on the Perceived 

Likelihood to Promote rating than Black females with a pending criminal record status 

(M = 3.64, SD = .88), White females with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.57, SD 

= .86) and White males with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.45, SD = 1.00). 

Table 56 presents the results of the test of the effects of the applicants’ race, sex, 

and criminal record status on the Perceived Likelihood to Promote rating. Table 57 

presents the estimated marginal means for interaction effect found for pending criminal 

record status and sex. Table 58 presents the estimated marginal means for the three-way 

interaction effect for applicant sex, applicant race, and criminal record status. Figure 7 

illustrates the two-way interactions for the criminal record status and sex. Finally, Figures 

8 and 9 illustrate the three- interactions for the criminal record status, race, and sex. 
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Table 56 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Likelihood to 

Promote 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 13.80a 7 1.97 3.21 .00 

Intercept 5,590.04 1 5,590.04 9,085.09 .00 

AppSex 0.76 1 0.76 1.23 .27 

AppArrest 4.23 1 4.23 6.88 .01 

AppRace 1.92 1 1.92 3.12 .08 

AppSex × AppArrest 2.55 1 2.55 4.14 .04 

AppSex × AppRace 0.12 1 0.12 0.20 .66 

AppArrest × AppRace 1.61 1 1.61 2.62 .11 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 2.55 1 2.55 4.14 .04 

Error 241.20 392 .62   

Total 5,880.00 400    

Corrected Total 255.00 399    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Promote Mean. 

a R2 = .05 (Adjusted R2 = .04). 

Table 57 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Sex on Perceived Likelihood 

to Promote 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Sex 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa Male 3.68 .08 3.52 3.83 

 Female 3.60 .08 3.45 3.76 

      

No Male 3.72 .08 3.57 3.88 

 Female 3.97 .08 3.82 4.12 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Promote Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe.  
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Table 58 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Sex and Race on Perceived 

Likelihood to Promote 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI Arrests/ 

Criminal 

Convictions Sex Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
      

Yesa Male Black/African American 3.91 .10 3.70 4.12 

  White 3.45 .11 3.22 3.67 

       

 Female Black/African American 3.64 .11 3.42 3.86 

  White 3.57 .11 3.35 3.79 

       

       

No Male Black/African American 3.67 .12 3.44 3.90 

  White 3.78 .11 3.56 4.00 

       

 Female Black/African American 4.04 .11 3.83 4.24 

  White 3.90 .11 3.69 4.12 
       

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Promote Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 
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Figure 7. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of ever being promoted, given applicant’s sex and criminal record 

status.  

 

Figure 8. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of ever being promoted: Three-way interactions between 

applicant’s criminal record status, race, and sex, with Male applicants as the reference 

group.  
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Figure 9. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of ever being promoted: Three-way interactions between 

applicant’s criminal record status, race, and sex, with Female applicants as the reference 

group. 

Perceived Likelihood to Demote Rating 

The 14th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s likelihood of ever being demoted within the company. 

AQ 14: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Likelihood to Demote ratings that subjects 

gave applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

the Perceived Likelihood to Demote rating. However, the analysis revealed a statistically 

significant main effect of criminal record status (F(1,389) = 9.84, p = 0.00) on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Demote rating. Specifically, the analysis showed that applicants 
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without a pending criminal record status (M = 3.81, SD = .75) were rated significantly 

higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Demote rating than were applicants with a pending 

criminal record status (M = 3.56, SD = .85). 

There were no statistically significant two-way interaction effects between any 

combinations of the three independent variables. However, the three-way interaction of 

sex, criminal record status, and race was statistically significant (F(1,389) = 3.75, p = 

0.05). This result indicates that White males without a pending criminal record status (M 

= 3.88, SD = .63) ranked higher on Likelihood to Demote than Black males without a 

pending criminal record status (M = 3.67, SD = .82), White females without a pending 

criminal record status (M = 3.80, SD = .70) and Black females without a pending 

criminal record status (M = 3.86, SD = .80). 

Black males with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.69, SD = .80) were 

ranked higher on the Likelihood to Demote rating than Black females with a pending 

criminal record status (M = 3.60, SD = .76), White females with a pending criminal 

record status (M = 3.59, SD = .80) and White males with a pending criminal record status 

(M = 3.33, SD = 1.03). 

Table 59 presents the results of the test of the effects of the applicants’ race, sex, 

and criminal record status on the Perceived Likelihood to Demote rating. Table 60 

presents the estimated marginal means for the three-way interaction effect found for 

applicant sex, applicant race, and criminal record status on the Perceived Likelihood to 

Demote rating. Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the three-interaction effect for the criminal 

record status, race, and sex on the Perceived Likelihood to Demote rating. 
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Table 59 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Likelihood to 

Demote 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 10.94a 7 1.56 2.44 .02 

Intercept 5,348.85 1 5,348.85 8,341.86 .00 

AppSex 0.53 1 0.53 0.83 .36 

AppArrest 6.30 1 6.30 9.84 .00 

AppRace 0.30 1 0.30 0.47 .49 

AppSex × AppArrest 0.02 1 0.02 0.04 .85 

AppSex × AppRace 0.03 1 0.03 0.05 .83 

AppArrest × AppRace 1.68 1 1.68 2.62 .11 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 2.40 1 2.40 3.75 .05 

Error 249.43 389 0.64   

Total 5,637.00 397    

Corrected Total 260.37 396    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Demote Mean. 

a R2 = .04 (Adjusted R2 = .03). 

 

Figure 10. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of ever being demoted: Three-way interactions between applicant’s 

criminal record status, race, and sex, with Male applicants as the reference group. 
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Table 60 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Sex and Race on Perceived 

Likelihood to Demote 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI Arrests/ 

Criminal 

Convictions Sex Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
      

Yesa Male Black/African American 3.69 .11 3.47 3.90 

  White 3.33 .12 3.09 3.56 

       

 Female Black/African American 3.60 .11 3.38 3.82 

  White 3.59 .11 3.37 3.81 

       

No Male Black/African American 3.67 .12 3.43 3.90 

  White 3.88 .11 3.66 4.10 

       

 Female Black/African American 3.86 .11 3.64 4.08 

  White 3.80 .11 3.58 4.02 
       

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Demote Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 

  

Figure 11. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s likelihood of ever being demoted: Three-way interactions between applicant’s 

criminal record status, race, and sex, with Female applicants as the reference group. 
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Perceived Likelihood of Firing 

The 15th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations 

concerning if they would ever find cause to have to fire the applicant, and asked 

AQ15:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Likelihood to Fire the Applicant rating? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

the Perceived Likelihood to Fire rating. However, the analysis revealed a statistically 

significant main effect of criminal record status (F(1,390) = 16.22, p = 0.00) on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Ever Find Cause to Fire the Applicant rating. Specifically, the 

analysis revealed that applicants without a pending criminal record status (M = 4.25, SD 

= .76) were rated significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Fire rating than 

were applicants with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.92, SD = .93). There were 

no statistically significant interaction effects of criminal record status and sex or sex and 

race for the applicant. 

The interaction effect of criminal record status and race was significant (F(1,390) 

=  5.50, p = 0.02). Subjects rated Black applicants with a pending criminal record status 

(M = 4.03, SD =.90) significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to Fire rating than 

they did White applicants with a pending criminal record status (M = 3.79, SD = .95). 

The analysis showed that subjects rated White applicants without a pending criminal 

record status (M = 4.33, SD = .68) significantly higher on the Perceived Likelihood to 

Fire rating than they did Blacks without a pending criminal record status (M = 4.17, SD = 

.83). 
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Lastly, the three-way interaction effect of sex and criminal record status and race 

on the Perceived Likelihood to Fire rating was not statistically significant. Table 61 

presents the results of the tests of the applicants’ race, sex, and criminal record status for 

the Perceived Likelihood to Fire rating. Table 62 presents the estimated marginal means 

for the interaction effect found for criminal record status and race. Figure 12 illustrates 

the two-way interactions for the criminal record status and race. 

Table 61 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Likelihood to Fire 

Rating 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 18.21a 7 2.60 3.66 .00 

Intercept 6,592.85 1 6592.85 9,275.05 .00 

AppSex 0.18 1 0.18 0.15 .70 

AppArrest 11.53 1 11.53 16.22 .00 

AppRace 0.16 1 0.16 0.22 .64 

AppSex × AppArrest 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 .97 

AppSex × AppRace 2.18 1 2.18 3.06 .08 

AppArrest × AppRace 3.91 1 3.91 5.50 .02 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 0.83 1 0.83 1.17 .28 

Error 277.22 390 0.71   

Total 6,922.00 398    

Corrected Total 295.43 397    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Fire Rating Mean. 

a R2 = .06 (Adjusted R2 = .05). 
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Table 62 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race on Perceived Likelihood 

to Fire Rating 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 4.03 .08 3.86 4.19 

 Caucasian 3.79 .09 3.62 3.96 

      

No African American 4.17 .09 4.00 4.34 

 Caucasian 4.33 .08 4.16 4.49 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Likelihood to Fire Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 

 

Figure 12. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations 

concerning if they would ever find cause to have to fire the applicant, given applicant’s 

race and criminal record status. 
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The following scales in this section represent the stages of an applicant’s 

employment process and their perceived mobility within the company if they were 

already an employee.  

Hiring Stages Scale represents both the initial and last stage of the applicant 

hiring process— likelihood to be interviewed and likelihood to be hired. Projected 

Mobility Scale represents the idea that if the applicant was already an employee, what is 

the applicant’s perceived upward mobility—likelihood of being promoted—and what is 

their perceived downward mobility— likelihood of being demoted and likelihood of 

being fired—within the company. These items were combined to create a Perceived 

Hireability Scale. Lastly, Perceived Hireability, as a scale, represents an overall score if 

all five items that made up both scales—Hiring Stages and Projected Mobility—, were 

combined into one scale. In this sense, the Perceived Hireability Scale represents a score 

of the applicants’ overall Hireability. 

Hiring Stages Fit Scale: Combined Likely to Interview and Likely to Hire Measures 

The 16th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s hiring stages for the specific job position, and asked 

AQ16:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Hiring Stages scale. 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

the Hiring Stages Scale. However, the analysis revealed a statistically significant main 

effect of criminal record status (F(1,393) = 6.64, p = 0.01) on the Hiring Stages Scale. 

Specifically, the analysis showed that applicants without a pending criminal record (M = 
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4.26, SD = .59) were rated significantly higher on Hiring Stages Scale than were 

applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 4.09, SD = .71). There also were no 

statistically significant interaction effects of criminal record status and sex, or sex and 

race. However, the interaction effect of criminal record status and race was significant 

(F(1,393) = 14.73, p = 0.00), such that subjects rated Black applicants with a pending 

criminal record (M = 4.23, SD = .55) significantly higher than they rated White with a 

pending criminal record (M = 3.94, SD = .83) on the Hiring Stages Scale. 

Further, the analysis showed that subjects rated White applicants without a 

pending criminal record (M = 4.35, SD = .46) significantly higher than Blacks without a 

pending criminal record (M = 4.15, SD = .69) on the Hiring Stages Scale. However, the 

three-way interaction effect of sex and criminal record status and race on the Hiring 

Stages Scale was not significant. Table 63 below presents the results of the tests of race, 

sex and criminal record status on Hiring Stages Scale, while Table 64 displays the 

estimated marginal means for the interaction effect found for criminal record status and 

race. Figure 13 displays the two-way interactions for the criminal record status and race. 

Perceived Projected Mobility Scale: Combined Upward and Downward Mobility 

Measures 

The 17th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s projected mobility for the advertised job position. 

AQ17:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Projected Mobility ratings that subjects 

gave applicants? 
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Table 63 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Hiring Stages Scale 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 10.81a 7 1.55 3.73 .00 

Intercept 6925.65 1 6925.65 16736.92 .00 

AppSex 0.18 1 0.18 0.43 .51 

AppArrest 2.75 1 2.75 6.64 .01 

AppRace 0.20 1 0.20 .47 .49 

AppSex × AppArrest 1.02 1 1.02 2.47 .12 

AppSex × AppRace 0.10 1 0.10 0.24 .62 

AppArrest × AppRace 6.09 1 6.09 14.73 .00 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 0.54 1 0.54 1.29 .26 

Error 162.21 392 0.41   

Total 7,132.75 400    

Corrected Total 173.10 399    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Hiring Stages Scale Mean. 

a R2 = .06 (Adjusted R2 = .05). 

Table 64 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race on Hiring Stages Scale 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 4.23 .06 4.11 4.35 

 Caucasian 3.94 .07 3.81 4.07 

      

No African American 4.15 .07 4.02 4.28 

 Caucasian 4.35 .06 4.23 4.48 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Hiring Stages Scale Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 
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Figure 13. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s hiring stages for the specific job position, given applicant’s race and criminal 

record status.  

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

Perceived Projected Mobility. However, the analysis revealed a statistically significant 

main effect of criminal record status (F(1,393) = 19.53, p = 0.00) on Perceived Projected 

Mobility. Specifically, the analysis showed that subjects rated applicants without a 

pending criminal record (M = 3.97, SD = .56) significantly higher than they rated 

applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.71, SD = .63) on Perceived Projected 

Mobility.  

There also were no statistically significant interaction effects of criminal record 

status and sex, or sex and race on Perceived Projected Mobility. However, the interaction 

effect of criminal record status and race was significant (F(1,393) = 5.88, p = 0.02), 

indicating that Black applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.82, SD = .55) 
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were rated significantly higher than were White applicants with a pending criminal record 

(M = 3.60, SD = .70) on Perceived Projected Mobility. Further, the analysis showed that 

White applicants without a pending criminal record (M = 4.00, SD = .48) were rated 

significantly higher than were White applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 

3.60, SD = .70) on Perceived Projected Mobility. Lastly, the three-way interaction of sex 

and criminal record status and race (F(1, 393) = 5.08, p = 0.25) was statistically 

significant, indicating that Black male applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 

3.91, SD = .46) were rated significantly higher than the following three groups on 

Perceived Projected Mobility: White male applicant’s with a pending criminal record (M 

= 3.50, SD = .75); White female applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.69, SD 

= .64); and, even higher than Black female applicants with a pending criminal record (M 

= 3.73, SD = .62). Table 65 below presents the results of the test of effects of race, 

criminal record status, and sex on Perceived Projected Mobility, while Table 66 displays 

the estimated marginal means for the two-way interaction effect found for criminal record 

status and race, and Table 67 displays the estimated marginal means for the three-way 

interaction effect found for criminal record status and race and sex—all on Perceived 

Projected Mobility. Figure 14 displays the two-way interactions for the criminal record 

status and race for Perceived Projected Mobility, and Figures 15 and 16 show the three-

way interaction for criminal record status and sex and race for Perceived Projected 

Mobility. 
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Table 65 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Projected Mobility 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 12.11a 7 1.73 4.94 .00 

Intercept 5,884.42 1 5,884.42 16,797.25 .00 

AppSex 0.39 1 0.39 1.11 .29 

AppArrest 6.84 1 6.84 19.53 .00 

AppRace 0.61 1 0.61 1.75 .19 

AppSex × AppArrest 0.30 1 0.30 0.87 .35 

AppSex × AppRace 0.31 1 0.31 0.89 .35 

AppArrest × AppRace 2.06 1 2.06 5.88 .02 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 1.78 1 1.78 5.08 .03 

Error 137.68 393 0.35   

Total 6,064.00 401    

Corrected Total 149.79 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Projected Mobility Mean. 

a R2 = .08 (Adjusted R2 = .06). 

Table 66 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race on Hiring Stages Scale 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 3.82 .06 3.70 3.93 

 Caucasian 3.60 .06 3.48 3.71 

      

No African American 3.94 .06 3.83 4.05 

 Caucasian 4.00 .06 3.88 4.12 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Projected Mobility Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 
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Table 67 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Sex and Race on Perceived 

Projected Mobility 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI Arrests/ 

Criminal 

Convictions Sex Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
      

Yesa Male Black/African American 3.907 .081 3.749 4.066 

  White 3.496 .086 3.327 3.666 

       

 Female Black/African American 3.725 .083 3.563 3.888 

  White 3.693 .083 3.530 3.856 

       

       

No Male Black/African American 3.837 .088 3.664 4.011 

  White 3.980 .084 3.815 4.145 

       

 Female Black/African American 4.032 .082 3.871 4.193 

  White 4.020 .083 3.857 4.183 
       

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Projected Mobility. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe.
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Figure 14. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s projected mobility, given applicant’s race and criminal record status. 

  

Figure 15. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s projected mobility, given applicant’s race, sex and criminal record status, with 

Black/African American applicants as the reference group.  
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Figure 16. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s projected mobility, given applicant’s race, sex and criminal record status, with 

White applicants as the reference group.  

Perceived Hireability Scale: Interview, Hire, Promote, Demote and Fire 

The 18th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s hireability for the company. 

AQ 18:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Perceived Hireability ratings that subjects gave 

applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

Perceived Hireability. However, the analysis revealed a statistically significant main 

effect of criminal record status (F(1,393) = 17.23, p = 0.00) on Perceived Hireability. 

Specifically, the analysis showed that applicants without a criminal record (M = 4.08, SD 
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= .50) were rated significantly higher than were applicants with a pending criminal record 

(M = 3.86, SD = .59) on Perceived Hireability.  

There also were no statistically significant interaction effects of criminal record 

status and sex, or sex and race. However, the interaction effect of criminal record status 

and race was significant (F(1,393) = 12.00, p = 0.00), in that Black applicants with a 

pending criminal record (M = 3.98, SD = .48) were rated significantly higher than were 

White applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.73, SD = .66) on Perceived 

Hireability. Specifically, the analysis showed that White applicants without a criminal 

record (M = 4.14, SD = .42) were rated significantly higher than were White applicants 

with a pending criminal record (M = 3.73, SD = .66) for Perceived Hireability. Lastly, the 

three-way interaction of sex and criminal record status and race (F(1, 393) = 4.01, p = 

0.05) was significant, indicating that Black male applicants with a pending criminal 

record (M = 4.07, SD = .39) were rated significantly higher than the following three 

groups on Perceived Hireability: White male applicants with a pending criminal record 

(M = 3.66, SD = .68); White female applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.80, 

SD = .65); and, even higher than Black female applicants with a pending criminal record 

(M = 3.90, SD = .54). Table 68 presents the results of the test of the effects of race, sex 

and criminal record status on Perceived Hireability, while Table 69 displays the estimated 

marginal means for the interaction effect found for criminal record status and race, and 

Table 70 displays the estimated marginal means for the three-way interaction effect of 

criminal record status and race and sex for Perceived Hireability.  
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Table 68 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Perceived Hireability 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 10.84a 7 1.55 5.39 .00 

Intercept 6,294.19 1 6,294.19 21,896.98 .00 

AppSex 0.29 1 0.29 1.01 .32 

AppArrest 4.95 1 4.95 17.23 .00 

AppRace 0.40 1 0.40 1.39 .24 

AppSex × AppArrest 0.51 1 0.51 1.78 .18 

AppSex × AppRace 0.22 1 0.22 0.75 .39 

AppArrest × AppRace 3.45 1 3.45 12.00 .00 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 1.15 1 1.15 4.01 .05 

Error 112.97 393 .29   

Total 6,450.65 401    

Corrected Total 123.81 400    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Hireability Mean. 

a R2 = .09 (Adjusted R2 = .07). 

Table 69 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race on Perceived Hireability 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 3.98 .05 3.88 4.08 

 Caucasian 3.73 .05 3.63 3.84 

      

No African American 4.02 .06 3.91 4.13 

 Caucasian 4.14 .05 4.04 4.25 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Hireability Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 
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Table 70 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race and Sex 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI Arrests/ 

Criminal 

Convictions Sex Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
      

Yesa Male Black/African American 4.07 .07 3.92 4.21 

  White 3.66 .08 3.51 3.82 

       

 Female Black/African American 3.90 .08 3.51 3.82 

  White 3.80 .08 3.65 3.95 

       

       

No Male Black/African American 3.92 .08 3.77 4.08 

  White 4.12 .08 3.97 4.26 

       

 Female Black/African American 4.11 .08 3.97 4.26 

  White 4.17 .08 4.03 4.32 
       

 

Note. Dependent Variable = Perceived Hireability Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 
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Figure 17 displays the two-way interactions for the applicant criminal records 

status and race. Figures 18 and 19 show the three-way interaction for applicant criminal 

record status, applicant sex and race.  

 

Figure 17. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s perceived hireability, given applicant’s race and criminal record status. 

The next dependent variable rating for this section assessed the overall 

recommendation for hiring or not hiring the applicant. Participants were given 5 options 

from which to choose: (1) With no reservation, I strongly recommend hiring the applicant 

for the position; (2) I recommend hiring this applicant for the position, but have some 

minor reservations; (3) I recommend hiring this applicant, but for a different position 

within the company; (4) I am undecided about whether to recommend hiring this 

applicant; and (5) I definitely recommend not hiring this applicant. Analytic question 14  
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Figure 18. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s perceived hireability, given applicant’s race, sex and criminal record status, 

with Black/African American applicants as the reference group. 

 

Figure 19. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s perceived hireability, given applicant’s race, sex and criminal record status, 

with White applicants as the reference group. 
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dealt with the participants’ overall decision on the 5-point likert scale, while analytic 

question 15 dealt with whether there was a difference for Black and White applicants 

when participants chose option 3—recommendation for hiring the applicant for a 

different position. 

Overall Hiring Recommendation Scale 

The 19th analytic question explored participants’ perceptions and evaluations of 

the applicant’s overall recommendation for the advertised job position. 

AQ19: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) criminal 

record status on the Overall Hiring Recommendation rating that 

subject’s gave to applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

the Overall Hiring Recommendation. However, the analysis again revealed a significant 

main effect of criminal record status (F(1,391) = 22.50, p = 0.00) on the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation. Applicants without a criminal record (M = 4.02, SD = .73) were rated 

significantly higher than were applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.61, SD = 

.99) on the Overall Hiring Recommendation. There were no significant interaction effects 

of applicant sex and race on the Overall Hiring Recommendation. However, the 

interaction effect of criminal record status and race was significant (F(1,391) = 5.02, p = 

0.03), such that subjects rated Black applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.72, 

SD = .95) significantly higher than they rated White applicants with a pending criminal 

record (M = 3.48, SD = 1.02) on the Overall Hiring Recommendation. Further, the 

analysis showed that White applicants without a criminal record (M = 4.09, SD = .68) 
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were rated significantly higher than were White applicants with a pending criminal record 

(M = 3.48, SD = 1.02) on the Overall Hiring Recommendation. The interaction effect of 

criminal record status and sex was significant (F(1,391) = 4.67, p = 0.03), indicating that 

females without a criminal record (M = 4.11, SD = .73) were rated significantly higher 

than males without a criminal record (M = 3.92, SD = .68) while males with a pending 

criminal record (M = 3.70, SD = .94) were rated significantly higher than females with a 

pending criminal record (M = 3.51, SD = 1.03) on the Overall Hiring Recommendation. 

Lastly, the three-way interaction of sex and arrest and race was not significant. Table 71 

below presents the results of the tests of criminal record status, race, and sex on Overall 

Hiring Recommendation. Table 72 displays the estimated marginal means for the 

interaction effect found between criminal record status and race on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation, while Table 73 displays the estimated marginal means for interaction 

effect found between criminal record status and sex on the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation. Figure 20 displays the two-way interactions for the criminal record 

status and race, and Figure 21 displays the two-way interaction for criminal record status 

and sex. 

Chi Square Analysis: Participants Who Chose Hiring Recommendation Option 3—

Hiring the Applicant for a Different Position 

The 20th analytic question explored what number of applicants were assigned to 

option 3 —recommendation for hiring the applicant for a different position—by 

participants and whether that percentage was higher or lower depending on race of 

applicant. 
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Table 71 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 26.39a 7 3.77 5.06 .00 

Intercept 5757.61 1 5757.61 7732.67 .00 

AppSex .01 1 .01 .01 .91 

AppArrest 16.75 1 16.75 22.50 .00 

AppRace .13 1 .13 .17 .68 

AppSex × AppArrest 3.48 1 3.48 4.67 .03 

AppSex × AppRace .90 1 .90 1.20 .27 

AppArrest × AppRace 3.74 1 3.74 5.02 .03 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 1.31 1 1.31 1.76 .19 

Error 291.13 391 .75   

Total 6,108.00 399    

Corrected Total 317.52 398    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation Mean. 

a R2 = .08 (Adjusted R2 = .07). 

Table 72 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Race 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Race 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa African American 3.71 .09 3.55 3.88 

 Caucasian 3.48 .09 3.31 3.66 

      

No African American 3.93 .09 3.76 4.10 

 Caucasian 4.09 .09 3.92 4.26 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 
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Table 73 

 

Marginal Means for Effects of Criminal Record Status and Sex 

Applicant 

M SE 

95% CI 

Arrests/Criminal 

Convictions Sex 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 
     

Yesa Male 3.69 .09 3.52 3.86 

 Female 3.51 .09 3.34 3.68 

      

No Male 3.91 .09 3.74 4.09 

 Female 4.11 .09 3.94 4.28 
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation Mean. 

a If respondent marked “yes,” they were asked to describe. 

 

Figure 20. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s overall recommendation, given applicant’s race and criminal record status.  
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Figure 21. Estimated marginal means of participants’ perceptions and evaluations of the 

applicant’s overall recommendation, given applicant’s sex and criminal record status. 

AQ 20:  Does a chi-square (X2) frequency analysis on option 3—recommendation 

for hiring the applicant for a different position—of the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation dependent variable reveal that a higher percentage of 

Black applicants were recommend by participants for a lower position 

than that of White applicants? 

A chi-square analysis compared the frequencies of occurrence of Black and White 

applicants being recommended for a lower position within the company (results shown in 

Table 74). The analysis revealed a significant difference ((X2) (1) = .4.59, p = .03), such 

that, Black applicants (40/201) were recommend by participants for a lower position 
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19.9% of the time while White applicants (23/198) were recommended by participants 

for a lower position 11.6% of the time. 

Table 74 

 

Chi-Square Frequency Analysis for Selection of Option Three on the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation 

Applicant’s Race 

N 

Residual χ2(1) p Observed Expected 
      

Black/African American 40 31.5 8.5 4.587a .032 

White 23 31.5 -8.5   

Total 63     
      

a 0 cells (0.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell 

frequency is 31.5. 

Recommended Salary Scale 

The 21st analytic question explored participants’ recommended salary for the 

applicant if they were hired for the advertised job position. 

AQ 21:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal statistically significant 

main and/or interaction effects of applicants’ (1) race, (2) sex, and (3) 

criminal record status on the Salary Recommendation rating that 

subjects gave applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant main effects of applicant race or sex on 

the Salary Recommendation. However, the analysis revealed a significant main effect of 

criminal record status (F(1,392) = 6.33, p = 0.01) on the Salary Recommendation, such 

that applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 2.48, SD = 1.20) were rated 

significantly lower on Salary Recommendation than were those without a pending 
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criminal record (M = 2.80, SD = 1.35). As Table 75 displays, none of the other applicant 

predictor variables alone or in interaction affected subjects’ rating of the applicant’s 

Salary Recommendation. 

Table 75 

 

Test of Effects of Race, Sex and Criminal Record Status on Salary Recommendation 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 16.20a 7 2.32 1.42 .20 

Intercept 2,766.08 1 2,766.08 1,692.88 .00 

AppSex 0.81 1 0.81 0.49 .48 

AppArrest 10.34 1 10.34 6.33 .01 

AppRace 1.50 1 1.50 0.92 .34 

AppSex × AppArrest 2.74 1 2.74 1.68 .20 

AppSex × AppRace 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 .95 

AppArrest × AppRace 0.31 1 0.31 0.19 .67 

AppSex × AppArrest × AppRace 0.34 1 0.34 0.21 .65 

Error 640.51 392 1.63   

Total 3,434.00 400    

Corrected Total 656.71 399    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Salary Recommendation Mean. 

a R2 = .025 (Adjusted R2 = .01). 

Follow-Up Analysis for Potential Moderators of the Interaction Effect  

Overall hiring recommendation moderation effect analysis: Applicant race 

by criminal record status by participant race. The 22nd analytic question explored 

whether or not participants’ race had any moderating effect on the interaction effect 

found between criminal record status and applicant race for the applicant’s overall 

recommendation. 
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AQ 22: Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal a statistically significant 

main and/or moderating effect of (1) participant race on the interaction 

effect found between criminal record status and applicant race on the 

Overall Hiring Recommendation rating that subjects gave applicants? 

Table 76 displays no significant main or moderating effect of participants’ race on the 

interaction effect found between applicant race and criminal record status on the Overall 

Hiring Recommendation rating that subject’s gave to applicants. 

Table 76 

 

Test of Moderation Effects of Participant Race on the Interaction Effect found between 

Applicant Race and Criminal Record Status on the Overall Hiring Recommendation 

Rating 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 21.16a 7 3.02 3.99 .00 

Intercept 5,113.85 1 5,113.85 6,745.59 .00 

AppArrest 13.99 1 13.99 18.45 .00 

AppRace 0.16 1 0.16 0.22 .64 

PartRaceR 0.05 1 0.05 0.07 .80 

AppArrest × AppRace 2.78 1 2.78 3.66 .05 

AppArrest × AppRace × PartRaceR 0.63 3 0.21 0.28 0.84 

Error 294.90 389 0.76   

Total 6,067.00 397    

Corrected Total 316.07 396    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation by Criminal Record Status 

Applicant Race and Participant Race. 

a R2 = .067 (Adjusted R2 = .050). 

 

Overall hiring recommendation moderation effect analysis: Applicant race 

by criminal record status by participant sex. The 23rd analytic question explored 

whether participants’ sex had any moderating effect on the interaction effect found 
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between applicant arrest and applicant race for the applicant’s Overall Hiring 

Recommendation. 

AQ 23:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal a statistically significant 

main and/or moderating effect of (1) participant sex on the interaction 

effect found between criminal record status and applicant race on the 

Overall Hiring Recommendation rating that subjects gave applicants? 

Table 77 displays no significant main or moderating effect of participants’ sex on 

the interaction effect found between applicant race and criminal record status on the 

Overall Hiring Recommendation rating that subject’s gave to applicants.\ 

Table 77 

 

Test of Moderation Effects of Participant Sex on the Interaction Effect found between 

Applicant Race and Criminal Record Status on the Overall Hiring Recommendation 

Rating 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig 
      

Corrected Model 25.73a 7 3.68 4.90 .00 

Intercept 5,384.61 1 5,384.61 7180.12 .00 

AppArrest 16.50 1 16.50 22.00 .00 

AppRace 0.27 1 0.27 0.36 .55 

PartSexR 1.03 1 1.03 1.37 .24 

AppArrest × AppRace 4.50 1 4.50 5.60 .02 

AppArrest × AppRace × PartSexR 3.89 1 1.30 1.73 .16 

Error 291.72 389 0.75   

Total 6,076.00 397    

Corrected Total 317.45 396    
      

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation by Criminal Record Status 

Applicant Race and Participant Sex. 

a R2 = .081 (Adjusted R2 = .065). 
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Participant Demographics Effects Testing 

Overall hiring recommendation by participant race, participant sex, and 

criminal record status. The 24th analytic question explored whether participants’ sex 

and participants’ race had any moderating effects on the main effect found for criminal 

record status on the applicant’s Overall Hiring Recommendation. 

AQ 24:  Does a univariate analysis of variance reveal any statistically significant 

moderating effects of (1) participant sex and (2) participant race on the 

main effect of (3) criminal record status found on the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation rating that subjects gave applicants? 

The analysis revealed no statistically significant two-way interaction effects of participant 

race or participant sex when each was combined separately with criminal record status on 

the Overall Hiring Recommendation. However, the analysis did reveal a significant three-

way interaction effect of participant race, participant sex and criminal record status (F(3, 

388) = 5.13.50, p = 0.02) on the Overall Hiring Recommendation. This showed that 

White female participants who evaluated an applicant with a criminal record gave 

statistically significant lower scores (M = 3.30, SD = 1.14) on the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation ratings they gave to applicants in comparison White males who rated 

an applicant with a pending criminal record (M = 3.74, SD = .85), minority females who 

rated an applicant with a pending criminal record (M = 3.74, SD = .96), and minority 

males who rated applicants with a pending criminal record (M = 3.59, SD = 1.04). Table 

78 displays the statistically significant three-way interaction between participant race, 

participant sex, and criminal record status on the Overall Hiring Recommendation ratings 

subject’s gave to applicants. Figures 22 and 23show the three-way interactions for the 
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criminal record status, participant sex and participant race on the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation. 

Table 78 

 

Test of Effects of Participant Race, Participant Sex, and Criminal Record Status on the 

Overall Hiring Recommendation Rating 

Source Type III SS df MS F Sig ηp2 
       

Corrected Model 23.50a 7 3.36 4.45 .00 .07 

Intercept 5,000.99 1 5,000.99 6,633.18 .00 .95 

PartRaceR 0.38 1 0.38 0.50 .48 .00 

AppArrestR 15.44 1 15.44 20.48 .00 .05 

PartSexR 0.89 1 0.89 1.18 .28 .00 

PartRaceR × AppArrestR 0.50 1 0.50 0.67 .41 .00 

AppArrestR × PartSexR 0.14 1 0.14 0.18 .67 .00 

PartRaceR × PartSexR 0.58 1 0.58 0.76 .38 .00 

PartRaceR × AppArrestR × 

PartSexR 

3.87 1 3.87 5.13 .02 .01 

Error 292.53 388 0.75    

Total 6,051.00 396     

Corrected Total 316.03 395     
       

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation by Participant Race 

Participant Sex and Criminal Record Status. 

a R2 = .074 (Adjusted R2 = .058). 

 

This next section presents regression analyses conducted for this study. Although 

this study is experimental and the results do not reflect external validity—meaning that 

the results of this experimental study are not necessarily reflective of what would actually 

happen in the world outside the experimental setting, I elected to conduct a moderated 

multiple regression analysis to determine if there was evidence that select set of 

independent subject demographic variables might be implicated in the dependent 

(outcome) scores for this experiment. 
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Figure 22. Estimated marginal means of participants’ race and participants’ sex and 

applicants’ criminal record status on the overall hiring recommendation: Three-way 

interactions between applicant’s criminal record status, participant race, and participant 

sex, for White participants. 

 

Figure 23. Estimated marginal means of participants’ race and participants’ sex and 

applicants’ criminal record status on the overall hiring recommendation: Three-way 

interactions between applicant’s criminal record status, participant race, and participant 

sex, for Other participants. 
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Overall hiring recommendation by participant race, participant sex, and how 

religious do you consider yourself to be. The 25th analytic question explored whether or 

not participants’ race, participants’ sex and how religious participants considered 

themselves to be had any moderating effects on the applicant’s overall recommendation. 

AQ 25:  Does a hierarchical regression analysis reveal any statistically significant 

moderating effect(s) of (1) participants’ race, (2) participants’ sex and 

(3) participants’ self-rated level of how religious they considered 

themselves to be on the Overall Hiring Recommendation ratings subjects 

gave applicants? 

As Tables 79 and 80 display, none of the two way or three-way interaction terms showed 

any statistically significant effects on the applicant’s Overall Hiring Recommendation.  

Overall hiring recommendation by participant race, participant sex, and 

participants’ self-rated degree of religiosity in their upbringing. The 26th analytic 

question explored whether participants’ race, participants’ sex, and participants’ self-

rated degree of religiosity in their upbringing had any moderating effects on the 

applicant’s overall hiring recommendation. 

AQ 26:  Does a hierarchical regression analysis reveal any statistically significant 

moderating effect(s) of (1) participants’ race, (2) participants’ sex and 

(3) participants’ self-rated degree of religiosity in their upbringing on the 

Overall Hiring Recommendation ratings subjects gave applicants? 

As Tables 81 and 82 display, none of the two way or three-way interaction terms showed 

any statistically significant effects on the applicant’s Overall Hiring Recommendation. 
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Table 79 

 

Test of Moderating Effects of Participant Race, Participant Sex, and Participants’ Self-

rated Level of How Religious They Considered Themselves to Be on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation: Model Summary 

Model R R2 

Adjusted 

R2 

SE of the 

Estimate 

R2 

Change 

Change Statistics 

F 

Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
          

1 .128a .016 .009 .88981 .016 2.156 3 389 .093 

2 .158b .025 .010 .88929 .009 1.153 3 386 .328 

3 .158c .025 .007 .89044 .000 0.002 1 385 .968 
          

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation by Participant Race, 

Participant Sex, and Participants’ Self-rated Level of How Religious They Considered 

Themselves to be. 

a Predictors: (Constant), Religion-How religious do you consider yourself to be?, 

PartSexR, PartRaceR 

b Predictors: (Constant), Religion-How religious do you consider yourself to be?, 

PartSexR, PartRaceR, RaceSex, RaceRel, SexRel 

c Predictors: (Constant), Religion-How religious do you consider yourself to be?, 

PartSexR, PartRaceR, RaceSex, RaceRel, SexRel, RaceGenRel 
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Table 80 

 

Test of Moderating Effects of Participant Race, Participant Sex, and Participants’ Self-

rated Level of How Religious They Considered Themselves to Be on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation: Coefficients 

Model 

Coefficients 

t p 

Collinearity 

Statistics Unstandardized  Standardized  

B SE  β Tolerance VIF 
         

1 (Constant) 3.547 .111   32.092 .000   

PartRaceR 0.044 .095  .024 0.466 .642 .976 1.024 

PartSexR 0.158 .093  .086 1.694 .091 .982 1.018 

Religiositya 0.046 .025  .094 1.865 .063 .993 1.007 

         

2 (Constant) 3.346 .171   19.581 .000   

PartRaceR 0.214 .213  .115 1.005 .315 .193 5.173 

PartSexR 0.451 .192  .246 2.350 .019 .231 4.322 

Religiositya 0.091 .047  .186 1.940 .053 .276 3.624 

RaceSex -0.240 .192  -.106 -1.251 .212 .353 2.830 

RaceRel -0.008 .051  -.018 -0.162 .871 .210 4.769 

SexRel -0.066 .051  -.150 -1.290 .198 .187 5.358 

         

3 (Constant) 3.350 .194   17.265 .000   

PartRaceR 0.206 .283  .111 0.730 .466 .110 9.120 

PartSexR 0.446 .236  .243 1.892 .059 .154 6.494 

Religiositya 0.090 .056  .183 1.603 .110 .194 5.152 

RaceSex -0.228 .371  -.100 -0.614 .540 .095 10.542 

RaceRel -0.006 .079  -.013 -0.073 .942 .086 11.680 

SexRel -0.064 .069  -.146 -0.930 .353 .103 9.727 

RaceGenRel -0.004 .103  -.007 -0.040 .968 .079 12.681 
         

Note. Dependent Variable = HireRecR. 

a Response to the question, “How religious do you consider yourself to be?” 
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Table 81 

 

Test of Moderating Effects of Participant Race and Participant Sex and Participants’ 

Self-Rated Degree of Religiosity in Their Upbringing on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation: Model Summary 

Model R R2 

Adjusted 

R2 

SE of the 

Estimate 

R2 

Change 

Change Statistics 

F 

Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
          

1 .079a .006 -.001 .89594 .006 0.809 3 382 .490 

2 .120b .014 -.001 .89580 .008 1.038 3 379 .376 

3 .128c .016 -.002 .89608 .002 0.767 1 378 .382 
          

Note. Dependent Variable = . 

a Predictors: (Constant), Religion-How religious was your upbringing?, PartSexR, 

PartRaceR 

b Predictors: (Constant), Religion-How religious was your upbringing?, PartSexR, 

PartRaceR, RaceSex, RaceRel02, SexRel02 

c Predictors: (Constant), Religion-How religious was your upbringing?, PartSexR, 

PartRaceR, RaceSex, RaceRel02, SexRel02, RaceGenRel02 
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Table 82 

 

Test of Moderating Effects of Participant Race and Participant Sex and Participants’ 

Self-Rated Degree of Religiosity in Their Upbringing on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation: Coefficients 

Model 

Coefficients 

t p 

Collinearity 

Statistics Unstandardized  Standardized  

B SE  β Tolerance VIF 
         

1 (Constant) 3.698 .128   28.850 .000   

PartRaceR 0.048 .096  .025 0.494 .621 .979 1.022 

PartSexR 0.144 .095  .078 1.523 .129 .979 1.022 

Religiositya -0.004 .023  -.009 -0.171 .864 1.000 1.000 

         

2 (Constant) 3.671 .211   17.377 .000   

PartRaceR 0.017 .247  .009 0.068 .946 .149 6.723 

PartSexR 0.290 .235  .158 1.235 .218 .159 6.274 

Religiositya -0.014 .043  -.032 -0.329 .742 .283 3.531 

RaceSex -0.283 .195  -.123 -1.449 .148 .359 2.785 

RaceRel02 0.047 .048  .124 0.987 .324 .165 6.056 

SexRel02 -0.010 .048  -.029 -0.217 .828 .143 7.004 

         

3 (Constant) 3.774 .241   15.627 .000   

PartRaceR -0.186 .339  -.100 -0.550 .583 .079 12.668 

PartSexR 0.137 .292  .075 0.470 .639 .103 9.723 

Religiositya -0.038 .051  -.084 -0.743 .458 .204 4.913 

RaceSex 0.070 .448  .030 0.156 .876 .068 14.631 

RaceRel02 0.096 .074  .253 1.306 .192 .069 14.463 

SexRel02 0.026 .063  .073 0.409 .683 .082 12.249 

RaceGenRel02 -0.085 .097  -.181 -0.876 .382 .061 16.418 
         

Note. Dependent Variable = HireRecR. 

a Response to the question, “How religious was your upbringing?” 
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Overall Hiring Recommendation by Participant Race, Participant Sex, and 

Participants’ Political Orientation. The 27th analytic question explored whether 

participants’ race, participants’ sex and participants’ political orientation had any 

moderating effects on the applicant’s overall recommendation. 

AQ 27:  Does a hierarchical regression analysis reveal any statistically significant 

moderating effect(s) of (1) participants’ race, (2) participants’ sex, and 

(3) participants’ political orientation on the Overall Hiring 

Recommendation ratings subjects gave applicants? 

As Tables 83 and 84 display, none of the one, two way or three-way interaction 

terms showed any statistically significant effects on the applicant’s Overall Hiring 

Recommendation.  
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Table 83 

 

Test of Moderating Effects of Participant Race, Participant Sex, and Participants’ 

Political Orientation on Overall Hiring Recommendation 

Model R R2 

Adjusted 

R2 

SE of the 

Estimate 

R2 

Change 

Change Statistics 

F 

Change df1 df2 

Sig. F 

Change 
          

1 .153a .023 .014 .86893 .023 2.576 3 323 .054 

2 .177b .031 .013 .86936 .008 .892 3 320 .445 

3 .178c .032 .010 .87061 .000 .082 1 319 .775 
          

Note. Dependent Variable = Overall Hiring Recommendation by Participant Race, 

Participant Sex, and Participants’ Political Orientation. 

a Predictors: (Constant), PoliticalR, PartRaceR, PartSexR 

b Predictors: (Constant), PoliticalR, PartRaceR, PartSexR, RaceSex, RacePol, SexPol 

c Predictors: (Constant), PoliticalR, PartRaceR, PartSexR, RaceSex, RacePol, SexPol, 

RaceGenPol 
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Table 84 

 

Test of Moderating Effects of Participant Race and Participant Sex and Participants’ 

Self-Rated Degree of Religiosity in Their Upbringing on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation: Coefficients 

Model 

Coefficients 

t p 

Collinearity 

Statistics Unstandardized  Standardized  

B SE  β Tolerance VIF 
         

1 (Constant) 3.512 .158   22.266 .000   

PartRaceR 0.133 .105  .071 1.266 .206 .960 1.042 

PartSexR 0.236 .102  .131 2.303 .022 .936 1.068 

PoliticalRa 0.032 .036  .050 0.883 .378 .942 1.062 

         

2 (Constant) 3.811 .252   15.092 .000   

PartRaceR -0.308 .319  -.165 -0.966 .335 .104 9.618 

PartSexR -0.065 .311  -.036 -0.209 .835 .102 9.833 

PoliticalRa -0.049 .066  -.077 -0.744 .457 .282 3.543 

RaceSex 0.042 .214  .018 0.198 .843 .372 2.688 

RacePol 0.117 .081  .242 1.445 .149 .108 9.244 

SexPol 0.080 .076  .201 1.051 .294 .082 12.134 

         

3 (Constant) 3.776 .280   13.498 .000   

PartRaceR -0.235 .411  -.125 -0.571 .568 .063 15.875 

PartSexR -0.009 .368  -.005 -0.023 .981 .073 13.754 

PoliticalRa -0.039 .075  -.062 -0.528 .598 .223 4.493 

RaceSex -0.126 .624  -.053 -0.201 .841 .044 22.842 

RacePol 0.095 .110  .197 0.862 .389 .058 17.219 

SexPol 0.065 .093  .163 0.699 .485 .056 17.968 

RaceGenPol 0.046 .162  .076 0.286 .775 .043 23.047 
         

Note. Dependent Variable = HireRecR. 

a Response to the question, “How religious was your upbringing?” 
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Table 85 

 

Summary of Results: Analytic Questions 1–21 

Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

AQ1: Effects of applicant race, 

sex and criminal record status on 

Perceived Mental Capability 

ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: No 

 C. Criminal record status 

Applicants with a pending 

criminal record status were rated 

lower on Mental Capability 

ratings.  

   

AQ2: Effects of applicant race, 

sex, and criminal record status on 

the Perceived Applied Social 

Skills rating? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: No 

C. Criminal record status 

Applicants with a pending 

criminal record rated lower on 

Perceived Applied Social Skills. 

   

AQ3: Effects of applicant race, 

sex, and criminal record status on 

the Perceived Basic Personality 

Skills ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: No 

C. Criminal record status  

Applicants with a pending 

criminal record rated lower on 

Perceived Basic Personality 

Skills. 

   

AQ4: Effects of applicant race, 

sex, and criminal record status on 

the Perceived Warmth ratings? 

A. Race: Yes 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: No 

A. Race  

Black applicants were rated 

significantly higher on Perceived 

Warmth ratings than white 

applicants; 

 

C. Criminal record status   

Applicants with a pending 

criminal record status were rated 

lower on Perceived Warmth 

ratings. 

   

AQ5: Effects of applicant race, 

sex, and criminal record status on 

the Perceived Competence 

ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: No 

D. Interactions: No 

 

   

AQ6: Effects of applicant race, 

sex, and criminal record status on 

the Perceived Credibility ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: No 

D. Interactions: No 
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Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

 AQ7: Effects of applicant’s race, 

gender, and criminal record status 

on the Perceived Social Skills 

ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal Record: Yes 

D. Interactions: Race × Gender 

× Criminal Record Status 

C. Criminal record status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Social Skills; 

 

D. Race × Gender × 

Criminal Record Status  

 

1. Black male 

applicants with pending 

criminal record rated 

higher on Perceived 

Social Skills ratings 

than all counterparts 

with criminal records;  

 

2. Black males with a pending 

criminal record rated higher on 

Perceived Social Skills than Black 

males without a criminal record. 

   

AQ8: Effects of race, gender, and 

criminal record status on the 

Perceived Mental Capability #2 

ratings? 

A. Race: Yes 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: No 

Race 

A. Black male 

applicants with pending 

criminal record rated 

higher on Perceived 

Mental Capability #2 

ratings than Whites;  

 

C. Criminal record status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Mentally Capability ratings. 

   

AQ9: Effects of race, gender, and 

criminal record status on the 

Perceived Person-Organization 

Fit ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: No 

C. Criminal record status   

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Person-Organization Fit ratings. 

   

AQ10: Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Person-Job Fit ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: NO 

D. Interactions: Yes 

Criminal Record Status × Race 

D. Criminal Record Status ×  

Race 

1. Black males with a pending 

criminal record rated higher on 

Perceived Person-Job Fit ratings 

than Black males without a 

criminal record; 
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Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

2. White males without a pending 

criminal record rated higher on 

Perceived Person-Job Fit ratings 

than Black males without a 

criminal record.  

   

AQ11:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Interview 

rating? 

Race: No 

Sex: No 

Criminal Record: Yes 

Interactions: Yes-Criminal Record 

Status × Race     

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Likelihood to Interview rating; 

 

D. Race × Criminal Record Status  

1. Black applicants with pending 

criminal record rated higher on 

Perceived Likelihood to Interview 

rating than White applicants with 

a pending criminal record; 

 

2. White applicants without 

pending criminal record were 

rated higher on Perceived 

Likelihood to Interview rating 

than Black applicants without a 

pending criminal record.  

   

AQ12:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Hire 

rating? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes-Criminal 

Record Status × Race   

 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Likelihood to Hire rating; 

 

D. Race × Criminal Record Status  

1. Black applicants with pending 

criminal record rated higher on 

Perceived Likelihood to Hire 

rating than White applicants with 

a pending criminal record; 

 

2. White applicants without 

pending criminal record were 

rated as more likely to be hired 

than Black applicants without a 

pending criminal record. 

 

   

AQ13:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Promote 

rating? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Likelihood to Promote rating; 
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Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

1. Two Way - Criminal Record 

Status × Sex  

2. Three-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race × Sex 

D. Sex × Criminal Record Status  

1. Male applicants with pending 

criminal record status rated higher 

on Perceived Likelihood to 

Promote rating than female 

applicants with a pending criminal 

record; 

 

2. Female applicants without 

pending criminal record were 

rated as more likely to be 

promoted than male applicants 

without a pending criminal 

record; 

 

Criminal Record Status × Race × 

Sex 

1. Black females without a 

pending criminal record status 

ranked higher on Perceived 

Likelihood to Promote rating than 

the other three groups with the 

same status;  

 

2. Black males with a pending 

criminal record status ranked 

higher on Perceived Likelihood to 

Promote rating than the other 

three groups with the same status. 

   

AQ14:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Demote 

rating? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes 

1. Three-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race × Sex 

 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with no pending 

criminal record status ranked 

higher on Perceived Likelihood to 

Demote rating; 

 

D. Criminal Record Status × Race 

× Sex 

1. White males without a pending 

criminal record status ranked 

higher on the Perceived 

Likelihood to Demote rating than 

the other three groups with the 

same status; 
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Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

2. Black males with a pending 

criminal record status were ranked 

higher on Perceived Likelihood to 

Demote rating than the other three 

groups with the same status.  

   

AQ15:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Likelihood to Fire 

rating? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes 

1. Two-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race  

 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Likelihood to Fire rating; 

 

D. Race × Criminal Record Status  

1. Black applicants with pending 

criminal record rated higher (least 

likely) Perceived Likelihood to 

Fire rating than White applicants 

with a pending criminal record; 

 

2. White applicants without a 

pending criminal record status 

were rated higher on Perceived 

Likelihood to Fire rating (least 

likely) than Black applicants 

without a pending criminal 

record. 

   

AQ16:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Hiring Stages ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes 

1. Two-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race  

 

 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Hiring Stages ratings; 

 

D. Race × Criminal Record Status  

1. Black applicants with pending 

criminal record rated higher on  

Perceived Hiring Stages ratings 

than White applicants with a 

pending criminal record; 

 

2. White applicants without a 

pending criminal record status 

were rated higher on Perceived 

Hiring Stages ratings than Black 

applicants without a pending 

criminal record. 
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Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

AQ17:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Projected Mobility 

ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes 

1. Two-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race  

2. Three-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race × Sex 

 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Projected Mobility ratings; 

 

D. Race × Criminal Record Status  

1. Black applicants with pending 

criminal record rated higher on  

Perceived Projected Mobility 

ratings than White applicants with 

a pending criminal record; 

 

2. White applicants without a 

pending criminal record status 

were rated higher on Perceived 

Projected Mobility ratings than 

White applicants with a pending 

criminal record; 

 

D. Criminal Record Status × Race 

× Sex 

1. Black males without a pending 

criminal record status ranked 

lower on Perceived Projected 

Mobility than the other three 

groups with the same status;  

 

2. Black males with a pending 

criminal record status were ranked 

higher on the Perceived Projected 

Mobility ratings rating than the 

other three groups with the same 

status.  

   

AQ18:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Perceived Hireability ratings? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes 

1. Two-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race  

2. Three-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race × Sex 

 

 

  

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Perceived 

Hireability ratings; 

 

D. Race × Criminal Record Status  

1. Black applicants with pending 

criminal record rated higher on  

Perceived Hireability ratings than 

White applicants with a pending 

criminal record; 
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Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

2. White applicants without a 

pending criminal record were 

rated higher on Perceived 

Hireability ratings than White 

applicants with a pending criminal 

record; 

 

D. Criminal Record Status × Race 

× Sex 

1. Black males without a pending 

criminal record ranked lowest on 

Perceived Hireability ratings than 

the other three groups with the 

same status; 

 

2. Black males with a pending 

criminal record were ranked 

highest on Perceived Hireability 

ratings than the other three groups 

with the same status.  

   

AQ19:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Overall Hiring Recommendation 

rating? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: Yes 

1. Two-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Race  

2. Two-way – Criminal Record 

Status × Sex 

 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Overall 

Hiring Recommendation rating; 

 

D. Race × Criminal Record Status  

1. Black applicants with pending 

criminal record rated higher on  

Overall Hiring Recommendation 

for the Account Executive 

position than White applicants 

with a pending criminal record; 

 

2. White applicants without a 

pending criminal record status 

were rated significantly higher on 

Overall Hiring Recommendation 

for the Account Executive 

position than White applicants 

with a pending criminal record; 

 

D. Sex × Criminal Record Status  

1. Females without a criminal 

records status were rated higher 

on Overall Hiring 

Recommendation for the Account 

Executive position than males 

with the same status; 
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Question Predictor Variables Significant? 

Summary of Statistically  

Significant Outcomes (p < .05) 

2. Males with a pending criminal 

status were ranked higher on 

Overall Hiring Recommendation 

for the Account Executive 

position than females with the 

same status.  

   

AQ21:  Effects of race, gender, 

and criminal record status on the 

Salary Recommendation? 

A. Race: No 

B. Sex: No 

C. Criminal record status: Yes 

D. Interactions: No 

C. Criminal Record Status  

Applicants with pending criminal 

record rated lower on Salary 

recommendation. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to test empirically W.E.B. Du Bois’ 1935 

proposition that there exists a public and psychological wage for Whiteness—that is a 

public and personal benefit for being White in western society. This test consisted of 

empirically examining the race (Black or White) of fictitious stimulus persons affected 

decisions that participants made about those persons in the context of employment—a 

context that has significant implications for quality of life. 

After reviewing the empirical literature on discrimination in the contexts of 

employment and criminal justice, it became evident that not only a target person’s 

race/ethnicity is important in their outcomes (Riach & Rich, 1991; Bertrand & 

Mullainathan, 2004) but also important were sex (Riach & Rich, 1987; Eagly, Makhijani, 

& Klonsky, 1992) and criminal record status (Pager & Quillian, 2005; Pager et al., 

2009).As such, sex and criminal record status were added as independent (predictor) 

variables in this study. Further, because evaluator characteristics have also been shown to 

influence the subjects’ selection of interview applicants (Blommaert et al., 2014; Waung 

et al., 2015), I assessed and used in the analyses several subject demographics to 

determine whether they also affected how subjects evaluated stimulus applicants. 

The primary interest of this exploratory study and its experimental design was to 

determine whether a fictitious stimulus person’s race (Black or White), sex (male or 

female), or criminal record status (pending criminal record status: present or not present), 
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alone or in interaction, account for the significant variance in the scores the participants 

gave to applicants on a variety of subscale ratings. Specifically, the research question 

was:  

RQs: Does a univariate analysis of variance using an applicant’s race, sex, and 

criminal record status as independent (predictor) variables, and the 

constructs contained in Marketing Branch Manager Applicant 

Evaluation Scales (see specific contents below)as dependent variables, 

reveal statistically significant main effects and/or interaction effects of 

race, sex, and criminal record status on an applicant’s hireability 

subscale scores?  

 (2) Does hierarchical regression reveal any moderating effects of 

participants race, sex, degree of religiosity, self-rated degree of 

childhood religious upbringing, and political orientation) on the overall 

hiring recommendation ratings they gave to applicants? 

By answering the above primary research questions and their corresponding 

analytical questions for each dependent variable, the study sought to determine the 

following as it relates to the purpose of testing race empirically and, in particular, the 

wages of Whiteness overall: (1) when applicants have identical qualifications and differ 

only by race, is there evidence that subjects privilege White applicants by giving them 

higher ratings on outcome variables?(2) Do subscale scores indicate that participants 

interpret ambiguous information more positively for White than for Black applicants? (3) 

Do subscale scores indicate that participants give a pending criminal record status less 
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importance in rating the hireability of White applicants than in rating hireability of Black 

applicants? 

This chapter is divided into four sections. Section 1 is a summary discussion of 

the main and interaction effects found in the Results chapter. Section 2 deals with Du 

Bosian questions of interest—race and the privilege of Whiteness—and compares the 

results of this study with previous findings found in the literature review. Section 3 

addresses the strengths and limitations of the study; Section 4 discusses the lessons 

learned and directions for future research. 

Section 1: Discussion of Main/Interaction Effects 

Section 1 is a summary discussion of the main and interaction effects found in the 

Results chapter and an interpretation of their social meaning. Main effects that were 

found in the study are discussed first, followed by any interaction effects.  

Main Effect for Applicant Criminal Record Status 

A consistent statistically significant main effect for criminal record status was 

found throughout the study; in fact, criminal record status was found to have a significant 

effect on 17 of 19 total dependent variables. These 17 variables are for which applicant’s 

criminal record status negatively affected ratings (it made each of them lower) are as 

follow: (1) Perceived Mental Capability Scale; (2) Perceived Applied Social Skill Scale; 

(3) Perceived Basic Personality Tendencies Scale; (4) Perceived Warmth Scale; (5) 

Perceived Social Skills Scale; (6) the second of two Perceived Mental Capability Scales; 

(7) Perceived Person-organization fit; (8) Perceived Likelihood to Interview rating; (9) 

Perceived Likelihood to Hire rating; (10) Perceived Likelihood to Promote rating; (11) 

Perceived Likelihood to Demote rating; (12) Perceived Likelihood to Fire rating; (13) 
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Perceived Hiring Stages fit; (14) Perceived Projected Mobility fit; (15) Perceived 

Hireability fit; (16) Overall Hiring Recommendation, and (17) Salary Recommendation. 

What this pattern suggests is that the social stigma associated with simply the idea of 

having a pending and even questionable criminal record charge—not an actual 

conviction—caused the applicants to receive lower evaluation ratings on many of the 

dependent variable scales than those who did not have such a status. This finding of a 

negative effect for a criminal record status is in line with previous research (Pager, 2003; 

Pager and Quillian, 2005; Pager et. al, 2009).  

Main Effect for Applicant Sex  

No statistically significant main effect for sex was found for any of the dependent 

variables in this study. Although this finding is in contrast to previous literature (e.g., 

Riach and Rich, 1987), given that this specific employment scenario, with its 

corresponding account executive position, was perceived to be sex neutral, the result was 

expected. Nonetheless, even though sex alone did not produce any main effect under this 

condition, future research should continue to test this variable for other positions and 

levels within a company since sex stereotypes may vary for each position. In addition, it 

is possible in this study, the age and background of subjects—all college students—

suppressed sex biases that might be evident among older generations. 

Main Effect for Applicant Race 

In contrast to previous literature (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Pager, 2003; 

Pager et. al, 2009; Pager & Quillian, 2005), this study did not find a significant or large 

effect of applicant race. Only two of the dependent variables—the second of two mental 

capability scales and warmth—revealed a main effect of applicant’s race. In contrast to 
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findings in much of the social science literature, this finding revealed that participants 

perceived and rated Africans Americans applicants higher on mental capability than 

White applicants. Without speculating excessively, given that this main effect of race was 

found only for two dependent variables, this result could be attributable to a number of 

factors. First, given that the 3.2 GPA provided to the fictitious stimulus persons was 

meant to be ambivalent—neither extraordinarily high nor low—then if participants in this 

study held low intellectual expectations for Blacks as some previous studies (Jackson, 

Sullivan, & Hodge, 1993; Jussim, Coleman, & Lerch, 1987) have suggested tends to be 

common, those who reviewed a Black applicant might have perceived that moderate 

GPA as more impressive than those evaluating a White applicant did.. A second possible 

explanation is that the subjects may have been overcompensating for any underlying 

racist attitudes such that their high rating of Blacks represents a social desirability bias 

(Dienstbier, 1970; Tourangeau & Yan, 2007) and not their actual underlying attitudes 

towards Blacks and their cognitive capabilities. Further, if social desirability bias is at 

play, it may have persisted despite the use of a web-based self-report platform that has 

been shown to help in the reduction of social desirability bias when investigating topics 

perceived by the participants as being sensitive or intrusive in nature (Kreuter, Presser, & 

Tourangeau, 2008). Lastly, the third possible explanation for the inconsistency of this 

finding with previous research could be due to deliberate thinking on the part of 

participants (Phillips & Olson, 2014). In this study, participants were given directions to 

answer as “honestly, truthfully and completely as possible so that the data be valid and 

reliable” and these directions may have moderated their responses; thereby, making them 
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more mindful than they would be under different time constraint conditions that would 

force them to make faster and more automatic processing type decisions. 

Two-Way Interaction Effect: Applicant Criminal Record Status and Race 

A statistically significant interaction effect for applicant’s criminal record status 

and race was found in eight dependent variable scales in this study: (1) Person-Job fit; (2) 

Likelihood to Interview rating; (3) Likelihood to Hire rating; (4) Likelihood to Fire 

rating; (5) Hire Stages, likelihood to interview and likelihood to hire; (6) Projected 

Mobility, likelihood of promoting, demoting, and firing; (7) Perceived Hireability, 

likelihood to interview, hire, promote, demote, and fire, and (8) Overall Hiring 

Recommendation rating. Four of the ratings listed—the Likelihood to Interview, to Hire, 

and to Fire ratings, and the Overall Hiring Recommendation—are among themost 

important behavior-related decisions under investigation. The two-way interaction effects 

of criminal record status and race found for each scale are discussed below. 

For the Person-Job Fit scale, the interaction effect showed that participants 

reviewing Black applicants with a pending criminal record status rated them significantly 

higher on the Person-Job Fit than did participants who were reviewing Black applicants 

without a pending criminal record status. However, participants rated White applicants 

without a pending criminal record status significantly higher than they rated Blacks 

without on the Person-Job fit scale. 

For the Likelihood to Interview rating, the interaction effect between applicant’s 

criminal record status and race showed that the participants rated Black applicants with a 

pending criminal record status significantly higher than they rated White applicants with 

such a record status. However, participants rated White applicants without a pending 
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criminal record status higher than Black applicants without on the Likelihood to 

Interview rating. 

For the Likelihood to Hire rating, the interaction effect of an applicant’s criminal 

record status and race showed that the participants rated Black applicants with a pending 

criminal record status significantly higher than White applicants with such a status. 

However, the analysis showed that the participants rated White applicants without a 

pending criminal record status higher than Black applicants without such a pending 

record status on the Likelihood to Hire rating. This finding is interesting considering 

participants ranked the White applicant higher than the Black applicants when no 

criminal record status was present, but ranked the Black applicant higher than the White 

applicant when a criminal record status was present.  

For the Likelihood to Fire rating, the interaction effect of Applicant’s Criminal 

Record Status × Race showed that the participants rated Black applicants with a pending 

criminal record status significantly higher than they rated White applicants with such a 

status, meaning that they would be less likely to find cause to fire the Black applicant. 

However, the analysis showed that on the Likelihood to Fire rating, the participants rated 

White applicants without a pending criminal record status higher than Black applicants 

without—meaning that the White applicant without a pending criminal record status was 

less likely to be fired that his Black counterpart 

For the Hire Stages scale, likelihood to interview and to hire, the interaction effect 

of an Applicant’s Criminal Record Status × Race showed that the participants rating 

Black applicants with a pending criminal record status rated them significantly higher on 
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likelihood to interview and hire than did those participants who were rating White 

applicants with a pending criminal record. However, participants rated White applicants 

without a pending criminal record status higher than Black applicants without on the Hire 

Stages scale. Again, this result is suggests that the Black applicant is being preferred over 

the White applicant when a criminal record status is present at the initial hiring stages of 

the application review process, but the opposite is true when a criminal record is not 

present; the White applicant is being preferred over the black applicant at the initial 

hiring stages phase of the application review process.  

For the Projected Mobility scale, the likelihood of promoting, demoting, and 

firing, the interaction effects of Criminal Record Status × Race were also significant, 

indicating that Black applicants with a pending criminal record status were rated 

significantly higher than White applicants with a pending criminal record status on their 

probability of moving up in the company. However, the analysis showed that White 

applicants without a pending criminal record status were rated significantly higher than 

were Black applicants without such a status on the Projected Mobility scale. In general, 

this suggests that subjects may perceive Blacks with a criminal record as less of a risk 

and having more positive mobility within the company than Whites with the same status. 

The opposite is true when a criminal record status is absent; Whites without a criminal 

record are ranked higher than Blacks without a criminal record; the higher mobility 

scores suggest that subjects see them as a better return on investment. 

For the Perceived Hireability scale, likelihood to interview, hire, promote, 

demote, and fire, the interaction effects of applicant’s criminal record status and race 
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were also significant. The results suggested that Black applicants with a pending criminal 

record status were rated significantly higher than were White applicants with such a 

status on the Perceived Hireability scale. However, the analysis showed that White 

applicants without a criminal record status were rated significantly higher than were 

Black applicants without on the Perceived Hireability scale. Similar to the Projected 

Mobility scale, this composite score suggests that subjects perceive Blacks with criminal 

records as being more hireable than Whites with a criminal record status. At the same 

time, when no criminal record status is present, the opposite is true; Whites are ranked 

higher and perceived as more hireable than Blacks. 

Lastly, regarding rating on the overall hiring recommendation, there was a 

significant interaction effect of Applicant’s Criminal Record Status × Race such that 

participants rated Black applicants with a pending criminal record status significantly 

higher than White applicants with a pending criminal record status on the overall hiring 

recommendation. However, the analysis showed that participants rated White applicants 

without a criminal record status significantly higher than they rated those with a pending 

criminal record status. This outcome suggests that participants answered this question in 

a socially desirable way since they showed a positive racial bias (Dienstbier, 1970) for 

the Black stimulus when compared to the White stimulus when both possessed a negative 

stigma—that of a pending criminal record status. 

All results for the interaction effect of Applicant’s Criminal Record Status × Race 

found on each scale mentioned above must be viewed with caution. Unlike in previous 

studies (Pager, 2003; Pager and Quillian, 2005; Pager, et. al, 2009) where Whiteness was 
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more forgivable compared to Blackness when a criminal record was present, this study 

found the opposite effect—participants seemed to treat Black criminals with more 

consideration while treating White criminals as less forgivable. The results of this study 

were the converse of those previous when the applicants were all given a pending 

criminal record status: participants ranked Black applicants higher than White applicants 

and, in some cases, Black applicants with a pending criminal record status were ranked 

higher than those without. Again, this positive form of prejudice (Dienstbier, 1970) for 

the Black stimulus when compared to the White stimulus when both possessed a negative 

stigma—that of a pending criminal record status—implies that participants answered in a 

socially desirable way since the results are in conflict with the findings of previous 

literature (Pager, 2003; Pager and Quillian, 2005; Pager et. al, 2009). Given that the 

participant’s in this study were from an institution located in an area highly affected by 

mass incarceration and poverty, it is possible that their consciousness has been raised by 

required and elective courses that focus on inequality and their daily observations of 

inequality in their college community. In that case, these interaction effect findings for 

applicant’s criminal record status and race support what Dienstibier (1970) originally 

suggested: “Positive prejudice seems to be a pattern of the avant-garde—of that liberal 

element of campus society (at the very least) which is highly concerned with peace and 

social justice, and which demonstrates relative flexibility in patterns of living and 

thinking” (pg.214). If not, the findings would have been more in line with previous 

research, which showed a much larger negative effect a criminal record for Blacks than 

Whites. 
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Two-Way Interaction Effect: Criminal Record Status × Sex 

No consistent statistically significant interaction effect for Applicant’s Criminal 

Record Status × Sex was found throughout this study. There were only three such 

interactions, found in Likelihood to Hire, Likelihood to Promote, and Overall Hiring 

Recommendation rating. The interaction effect of Applicant’s Criminal Record Status × 

Sex indicated that females without a criminal record status were rated significantly higher 

on all three of the above-mentioned variables than were males without. However, males 

with a pending criminal record status were rated significantly higher than females with 

the same status on the three behavioral intention ratings mentioned above . This result 

suggests that, compared with men, women were affected more negatively by the social 

stigma of a pending criminal record status, which suggests that the participants judged 

stigmatized women more harshly and were less forgiving of them than their male 

counterparts in terms of their perceived likelihood of being hired or promoted and when 

an overall hiring recommendation had to be made to the company. 

Two-way Interaction Effect of Race and Sex 

No two-way interaction effects of race and sex were found in this study. This 

indicates that race and sex did not interact in a combined way to influence the 

participants’ decisions. 

Three-Way Interaction Effect: Race, Sex, and Criminal Record Status 

A statistically significant three-way interaction effect of criminal record status, 

race, and sex was found for the following five dependent variable scales: (1) Social Skills 

rating; (2) Likelihood to Promote rating; (3) Likelihood to Fire rating; (4) Projected 
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Mobility Scale, likelihood of promoting, demoting, and firing, and (5) Perceived 

Hireability Scale, likelihood to interview, hire, promote, demote, and fire. 

Social Skills 

A three-way interaction effect showed that participants rated Black male 

applicants with a pending criminal record status significantly higher on social skills than 

the following groups: White male applicants with a pending criminal record status, White 

female applicants with a pending criminal record status, and Black female applicants with 

a pending criminal record status. Participants also rated Black males with a pending 

criminal record status higher on social skills than those without. Given that the items that 

make up the Social Skills scale included oral communication, interpersonal skills, 

leadership, and persuading and negotiation, it is possible that this outcome could have a 

negative interpretation and association among participants—meaning subjects perceive 

Blacks with a criminal record status as possessing a king of “slick” quality—perceived as 

being likely to manipulate.  

The three-way interaction effect was also found to be statistically significant for 

the Likelihood to Promote rating. For this interaction, the results showed that participants 

rated Black male applicants with a pending criminal record status significantly higher on 

the Likelihood to Promote rating than the following groups: White male applicants, 

White female applicants, and Black female applicants with a pending criminal record 

status. The participants also rated Black females without a pending criminal record status 

higher on the Likelihood to Promote rating than the following three groups: Black male 

applicants, White male applicants, and White females without a pending criminal record 
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status. Further, Black male applicant’s without a pending criminal record status were 

ranked lowest amongst the four groups for this condition.  

Further, a statistically significant three-way interaction effect was found for the 

Likelihood to Demote rating. For this interaction, the results showed that participants 

rated Black male applicants with a pending criminal record status significantly higher on 

the Likelihood to Demote rating than the following groups: White male applicants, White 

female applicants, and Black female applicants with a pending criminal record status. 

When the condition was reversed, the converse was true; Black male applicants without a 

pending criminal record status received significantly lower scores than the other three 

groups in that condition. Lastly, each of the other groups without a pending criminal 

record status had scores nearly identical to those of White males applicants without a 

pending criminal record status, who were ranked the highest for this condition, indicating 

that they were perceived to be the least likely to be demoted when they had no pending 

criminal record status. 

For the Projected Mobility scale, likelihood of promoting, demoting, and firing, 

the three- way interaction effect was statistically significant and showed that Black male 

applicants with a pending criminal record status were rated significantly higher on the 

overall composite score for demotion, promotion and firing than the following three 

groups on the Projected Mobility Scale: White male applicants and White female 

applicants with a pending criminal record status, and even higher than Black female 

applicants with a pending criminal record status. As for applicants without a pending 

criminal record status, Black females were ranked higher than the following three groups: 



191 

 

 

 

White females without a pending criminal record status, White males without a pending 

criminal record status, and Black males without a pending criminal record status, the 

latter of whom received statistically significant ratings that were the lowest of all groups 

for this condition. 

Lastly, for the Perceived Hireability scale, likelihood to interview, hire, promote, 

demote, and fire, the three-way interactions of Sex × Criminal Record Status × Race were 

statistically significant. Similar to the finding above, the results for this showed that 

Black male applicants with a pending criminal record status were rated significantly 

higher than their counterparts with criminal records: White male applicants with a 

pending criminal record status. At the same time, among applicants without a pending 

criminal record status, White female applicants were ranked highest. Black males without 

a criminal record received the lowest statistically significant ratings of all groups for this 

condition. 

Based on previous research (Pager, 2003; Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Pager 

& Quillian, 2005; Pager et al., 2009), I believe that the three-way interaction effects for 

these dependent variables should be interpreted with caution. It is possible that social 

desirability is responsible for the results found, and if so, no real assumptions can be 

made about participants’ actual underlying attitudes; it may be that they went to great 

lengths to overcompensate for any negative attitudes they may possess about Blacks and 

their association with a pending criminal record status. 

Summary of Section I. First, the overall pattern, and perhaps the most significant 

result found, was that the social stigma associated with having a pending criminal record 
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status affected the way participants perceived and rated applicants significantly and 

negatively. 

Secondly, the interaction effect between criminal record status and sex on the 

Likelihood to Hire and Promote, and Overall Hiring Recommendation ratings showed 

that when a pending criminal records status was introduced, it affected women more 

negatively than men, as indicated by lower scores overall for women on these three 

ratings. Further, for the other two- and three-way interaction effects found, the results 

suggest that study participants may have shown what I interpret as a tendency to 

overcompensate for the Black applicants who had a pending criminal record status since 

the pattern revealed higher rankings for them when compared with White applicants with 

such a status and, in some cases, higher rankings than those Black applicants without a 

pending criminal record status. Again, these two- and three-way interaction effects need 

to be interpreted with great caution given each subject only saw one stimulus person and 

given that multiple possibilities exist to explain this behavior. One of the possibilities is 

tied social desirability bias, as already explained by Dienstbier’s (1970) positive 

prejudice findings, but more recently explained by Gaertner and Dovidio’s (2000/2014) 

conceptualization of aversive racism as form of modern prejudice. Their 

operationalization of aversive racism suggests that “…in situations rich in social norms 

that help to clearly distinguish appropriate from inappropriate behavior, aversive racists 

would not discriminate. Rather, they may overcompensate in these contexts and respond 

more favorably to Blacks than to Whites” (p. 18). In other words, it could be either be a 

political correctness effect, a social consciousness effect, or even an identification effect 
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that is responsible for these results. For example, business students are probably aware of 

the difficulty of ex-felons’ ability to find jobs, so these results could be reflective of their 

social consciousness. Or, perhaps study participants at a fairly liberal institution saw the 

similarities between the former college student applicant they were evaluating for an 

opportunity and themselves, and some of them, having drug experience in their 

backgrounds, may relate to the applicants’ circumstance—meaning, by luck, or the grace 

of god, and albeit in skin color, that the applicant could have been them—thereby, 

creating an identification effect. Without being certain, these are all possible and 

probably explanations for the results found, which need to be explored further in future 

research. Also, future analysis of the participants comments made in relation to certain 

decisions in this study will be helpful in further explaining the outcomes. 

Section 2: Secondary Questions 

Section 2 deals with W.E.B. Du Bois’s questions of interest—race and the 

privileging of Whiteness—and compares the results of this study with previous findings 

found in the literature review. Three exploratory questions drive this section” 

1. When applicants have identical qualifications and differ only by race, is there 

evidence that subjects privilege White applicants by giving them higher 

ratings on outcome variables? 

2. Do subscale scores indicate that subjects interpret ambiguous information 

more positively for White than Black applicants? 

3. Do subscale scores indicate that subjects give a pending criminal record less 

importance in rating White applicants than in rating Black applicants’ 

hireability?  
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Findings for these questions and their relationship to previous literature are discussed 

below. 

Question 1 explored whether, when participants review materials for applicants 

with identical qualifications but of a different race, is there evidence that White skin is 

privileged such that White applicants receive higher ratings? Inconsistent with previous 

findings (Pager, 2003; Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Pager and Quillian, 2005; Pager 

et. al, 2009), these results did not show that participants reviewing White applicants gave 

them higher ratings than those subject viewing Black applicants. However, in the 

interaction effects found for the combination of criminal record status and race, Whites 

applicants tended to receive higher ratings than Blacks under the no criminal record 

status condition, while the converse was true when the condition was changed to a 

pending criminal record status; Blacks received higher ratings than Whites. 

This specific finding, that Blacks were privileged over Whites when a pending 

criminal record status was present, is inconsistent with previous research that found 

Whiteness was privileged over Blackness when a criminal record was present (Pager, 

2003; Pager and Quillian, 2005; Pager et. al., 2009). Nevertheless, again, it is also 

possible that social desirability bias is responsible for these results’ inconsistency with 

previous findings (Dienstbier, 1970; Dovidio and Gaertner, 2000/2014, 2004). Further 

Dovidio and Gaertner’s (2000/2014) aversive racism framework offers deeper insight as 

to why Whites received higher ratings than Blacks under the no pending criminal status 

condition by suggesting that these “…biases result from pro-ingroup rather than anti-

outgroup orientations” (p. 19). 
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Question 2 explored whether subscale scores indicate that participants interpret 

ambiguous information more positively for White than Black applicants (Dovidio and 

Gaertner, 2004). In general, with the exception of the interaction effects mentioned 

above, in which Whites tended to receive higher rankings than Blacks under the condition 

of no pending criminal record status, the results did not show consistently that 

participants interpreted ambiguous information more positively for Whites than for 

Blacks. Again, this result is inconsistent with previous findings (Dovidio’s and Gaertner, 

2004). Nonetheless, Dovidio and Gaertner’s (2004) aversive racism framework, “which 

focuses on biases among people who are politically liberal” (pg.7), are possible 

explanations for study participants behavior at the business school of this liberal 

institution where the data was collected. Further, Dovidio and Gaertner (2000/2014) even 

suggested that aversive racists are “…more strongly motivated by the desire to avoid the 

self- attribution of bigoted intent” (p. 18), especially when “the situation is one in which a 

negative act toward a Black person would be attributed to racial intent, by other or by the 

aversive racist himself or herself” (Dovidio and Gaertner, 2004, pg. 8). These 

explanations provide insight as to the possible reasons why the ratings for Blacks were 

higher than Whites when a criminal record status was present—meaning that racial bias 

was not expressed, and the attitudes were consciously being controlled by the participants 

in this situational context. However, despite this insightful explanation, one specific and 

important finding suggests that ambiguous information was interpreted more positively 

for White than Black applicants, which was found on the overall hiring recommendation 

decision. Specifically, this result involves the difference in the number and percentage of 
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Whites and Black applicants that participants recommended for a position lower than the 

one the applicant was said to have applied for. 

The overall hiring recommendation was a dependent variable reflecting 

behavioral intentions toward the applicants. It was used to assess whether or not to hire 

the applicant. Participants were given five options from which to choose: 

1. with no reservation, I strongly recommend hiring the applicant for the 

position;  

2. I recommend hiring this applicant for the position, but have some minor 

reservations; 

3. I recommend hiring this applicant, but for a different position within the 

company; 

4. I am undecided about whether to recommend hiring this applicant; or 

5. I definitely recommend not hiring this applicant. 

Chi-squared analysis revealed a large difference, in that participants recommended Black 

applicants (40/201) for a lower position 19.9% of the time, while they recommended 

White applicants (23/198) for a lower position only 11.6% of the time. This difference of 

8.3% suggests that among participants who recommended the applicant for a position 

other than the position for which the applicant applied— they were more likely to 

recommend the Black than the White applicant for a lower position. 

This finding is consistent with previous research that suggested “…minority 

applicants are steered toward particular job types” (Pager et al., 2009, p. 787). This 

finding indicates that employers—and based on this study, some college business 
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students who will likely become employers— perceive White applicants to be more 

strongly associated with particular types of work/positions even when their credentials 

are the same as a Black applicant. Although this is an interesting finding with respect to 

racial discrimination, it would be even more beneficial to test whether such a pattern 

continues to emerge for this type of bias at various levels of employment positions—

entry-, middle-, and higher-level positions and for varying occupations. This finding also 

highlights the need to study the stages at which equal opportunity discrimination may 

occur in the employment process—for example from recruitment, interviewing, hiring, 

salary setting and in job mobility stages—and even beyond the employment processes—

to medical and criminal justice contexts where decision-making has even more severe 

and even deadly consequences. 

Question 3 explored whether subscale scores indicated that participants gave a 

pending criminal record less importance in rating White applicants’ than Black 

applicants’ hireability, as previous studies have shown (Pager, 2003;Pager and Quillian, 

2005; Pager et. al, 2009). In contrast to these previous studies that showed Whiteness was 

privileged over Blackness when a criminal record was a predictor variable under 

investigation, this study found the opposite— Black applicants were rated higher than 

White ones when a pending criminal record status was present. Although this finding was 

not consistent with the finding of previous literature reviewed, it should continue to be 

tested in future studies since there is past research that also found that “Negro stimulus 

individual [s] received less negative discrimination on a special social distance dimension 

than a comparable White stimulus individual” (Dienstbier, 1970, pg. 199). Further, given 
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that each participant saw only one applicant and was not aware that race and sex were 

variables in the study, more research is needed to determine the reason(s) behind the 

advantage present subject gave to Black applicants with criminal record status compared 

to Whites with the same status. Was this result due to participants wanting to present 

themselves as rejecting the criminal justice systemic biases that they, as business students 

and likely social media observers, likely know tend to affect the life chances of Blacks? 

Or does this opportunity given to the Black male with a criminal record status reflect 

participants’ spirit of rebellion against the “system” that their studies, exposure to media, 

or perhaps exposure to a diverse group of peers has shown is often unduly harsh to 

Blacks? Did subjects feel a sense of identification with the applicant, who, after all, has 

much in common with them but whose achievements might be derailed by some act with 

which many participants could identify? These are some of the myriad of questions that 

future research might investigate about this phenomenon. 

Starting Salary 

Applicant’s criminal record status produced a main effect on the starting salary 

chosen for applicants. If the applicant had a pending criminal record status, s/he received 

a starting salary that was on average $1600 less than those who did not have a pending 

criminal record status. Again, this result is consistent with previous research that showed 

the potential consequences for stigmatized workers in the workplace (Pager 2003; Pager 

& Quillian, 2005; Pager et al., 2009) in a real or imagined scenario. 

Summary of Section 2. The empirical evidence provided by subjects in this 2019 

study did not fully support Du Bois’ 1935 proposition of the public and psychological 

wages of Whiteness: the idea that there is a privileging effect of “Whiteness” and 
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deprivileging effect of “Blackness.” As stated previously, these results should be 

interpreted with caution given that social desirability bias seems to be responsible. Yet, 

given the results, both the aversive racism framework and the positive prejudice 

framework gain some explanatory power. 

Although the results of this study were not consistent with those in previous 

research (Pager, 2003; Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Pager & Quillian, 2005; Pager et 

al., 2009), if it were possible to control social desirability, perhaps Du Bois’ proposition 

would have been much more evident and simple to identify. Perhaps the attempt to 

combat the social desirability bias did not work entirely or it may have worked for some 

but not all participants. As such, under similar conditions, self- report measures will most 

likely continue to produce results of this nature if the effect cannot be controlled or 

neutralized. 

Section 3: Strengths and Limitations of the Study 

This section discusses the study’s strengths and limitations of the study in two 

separate sections. At the end of each section, I discuss the relevance of the strengths and 

limitations to future research. 

Strengths of the Study 

The study has several identifiable strengths. The first is that it used a creative 

between- subject research design—a 2 (race: Black and White) × 2 (sex: male or female) 

× 2 (pending criminal record status: present or not present) experiment—that was 

conducted in a fixed setting. Unlike field experiments which often entail difficulty 

controlling both targeted and extraneous variables, this researcher took measures to create 

a stimulus person for whom variables such as facial features and attractiveness were held 
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essentially constant for the eight stimulus person conditions by using Adobe PhotoShop 

CS6 and FaceApp to convert a photo of a single individual to Black and White and to 

male and female. The ability to use the same individual for both the race and sex 

manipulation allowed the researcher to control appearance features such as facial features 

and level of attractiveness that committee members were concerned could affect decision 

outcomes. I have found no other studies in the literature that have used means to control 

these variables in this way. This study thus appears to offer a unique contribution to the 

experimental design literature. 

To introduce the predictor variable criminal record status, I included in the 

stimulus packet a background check form which either told of a pending charge against 

the applicant or indicated that the applicant had no encounters with the criminal justice 

system. By employing a manipulation check at the beginning of the study, I verified that 

participants indeed noticed race, sex, and criminal record of respondents. 

An additional strength of the study was the large sample size made possible 

through use of a subject pool created by the university’s business school. The business 

school requires students’ participation in studies for a certain number of research credits 

each term. This study allowed students to receive a full research credit, as opposed to a 

partial credit, which some of the other studies were offering. Because of the available 

subject pool, the necessity of student participation in research projects, and the ability to 

give students a full research credit, a total of 425 students—125 above my original aim—

were recruited successfully and participated in the study. 
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Another strength of the study is the use of a combination of scales—both already 

validated scales used by previous researchers and newly scales that I created specifically 

to tap certain attitudes of interest to me and/or the committee. This combination of scales 

allowed for a more holistic approach to presenting the applicants to subjects and for 

testing participants’ perceptions of and responses to the stimulus applicants at different 

stages of the hiring process rather that only at the hiring stage. While studying scales 

from previous studies, it became evident that some of those scales contained items that 

violated the rules of item construction. For example, I saw that some extant scales 

contained double- and triple-barreled items, meaning that some items asked about more 

than one issue but allowed only one response. My creating new scales, and combining 

some others, and then conducting reliability analysis to check the scales’ validity before 

using them in this study allowed correction and compensation for these problems. 

Lastly, the use of two separate online systems—one to provide students their 

research credit, and the other to record their responses—were both strengths in this study. 

The business school’s use of a separate system both for recruitment and providing the 

students with their research credits ensured anonymity and confidentiality, as their names 

never were associated with their responses, which is an important element to consider 

when attempting to combat social desirability bias.19 At the same time, the use of 

Qualtrics—the online survey platform used to collect and record students’ responses—

 
19 Phalus (2008) noted that when looking at the underlying structure of social 

desirability, a two-factor model has been identified to distinguish between self-deception, 

“…where the respondent actually believes his or her positive self-reports,” and 

impression management, “where the respondent consciously dissembles” (p. 599). 
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allowed participants’ answers to be recorded with greater efficiency. This was also a 

sincere attempt to combat issues related to the survey’s length as well as social 

desirability bias. 

Limitations of the Study 

Despite the strengths of the study, it has limitations as well. Even though I piloted 

the study several times and found the manipulations convincing to subjects, it appears 

that social desirability bias plagued responses in that subjects showed none of the racial, 

sex-based, or criminal justice system biases found in previous research and that we know 

exists among members of society.. There are several possible explanations for the lack of 

bias. First, perhaps the combination of applicant race and criminal record status triggered 

students’ awareness of previous studies obtained either through self-knowledge or media 

or taught in their institutional cultural cluster courses whose purpose it was to make 

students aware of the biases often shown toward race, sex, class, and those with any 

criminal justice record. Second, perhaps exposure to social media featuring African 

American men and women’s encounters with hostile police and other systems, has made 

students aware of the injustices that are often visited upon people on the basis of race and 

sex. The last decade has brought into the spotlight grave inequalities and injustices that 

have resulted in protests, uprisings, riots, and the evolution of the #BlackLivesMatter 

movement to combat racial injustices. Third, some have speculated that with the election 

of the nation’s first Black president, Barack Obama, followed by the election of a highly 

politically conservative president, Donald Trump, and the concomitant rise in overt racist 

rhetoric, White supremacy has rendered some students more sensitive to issues of race 

and racism and thus affects their responses in studies such as this. Fourth, given that the 
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university is situated in an urban environment that is perceived to be fairly liberal, this 

could be a “woke” generation that is socially aware and on the alert for studies of this 

nature and attempt to identify their implicit biases. 

Other notable limitations of this study were its length and the amount of time I 

allotted to students to complete it. Based on my piloted versions of the study, the entire 

study could have been completed in 30 minutes; however, in anticipating that some 

students may have needed additional time to read the materials I allotted students up to 

55 minutes to complete the study in its entirety. The extra time may have enabled some 

students necessary time to read, but may have allotted others time to reflect on the racial 

or sex implications of the study to thereby take measures to ensure that they showed no 

biases (Phillips & Olson, 2014). Further, because the script and corresponding applicant 

portfolio packet documents were recorded on a PowerPoint voice over, introduced at the 

beginning of the study, and took approximately 13 minutes to complete, this may have 

affected how authentic participants felt the decision-making scenario was. Both of these 

limitations could have contributed either to participants giving responses without 

attention to detail; or, in general, to social desirability bias by giving participants too 

much time to carefully and deliberately think through their answers. 

It is relevant to note the absence of students of color, particularly Black and 

Latino as participants prevented examining how race of “employer” might influence 

decision making. Because of this absence, I combined all students of color as a 

comparison group for White subjects—not the ideal for determining decision makers race 

might affect decisions. 
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Lastly, given that the study was conducted strictly in the business school of the 

university where most participants were either business majors or minors, this possibly 

increased the chances of the students thinking and behaving similarly due either to the 

academic socialization or courses to which they have been exposed or the factors that led 

them to become business majors and minors in the first place. 

Although being able to access the business school sample was a significant 

positive for this study, the lack of racial diversity in that sample posed limitation for the 

study. A more racially diverse sample of student participants would have allowed some 

important comparisons between participants. 

Section 4: Lessons Learned and Directions for Future Research 

Lessons Learned 

The most important lesson learned after conducting this research was the 

necessity to continue to test and find creative ways to combat social desirability bias in 

social science research. As such, if we cannot gain ground in understanding the influence 

of implicit attitudes on behavior, as well the consequences of racial categorization 

further—the way both affect the life opportunities of marginalized and oppressed groups 

in every quality of life context—then these phenomena may continue to affect our society 

negatively and we may be unable to offer empirically tested and approved intervention 

mechanisms that are viable and effective solutions to these grave social problems. 

Further, another important lesson learned from this study is the need for both the 

script and survey to require a reasonable length of time so that students can complete 

them accurately and with their undivided attention. A more dynamic script and more 

powerful way to immerse the students in the study are without question areas that need to 
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be considered to improve future research projects. A technique found to be helpful in 

identifying careless or inattentive responders was using construct-oppositional items—

items that went against the constructs being measured—so that is was relatively easy to 

detect and eliminate subjects who had fallen into a response set rather than reading each 

item. In addition, having varying Likert scales that used varied wording proved to be an 

asset. Both strategies helped identify and reduce careless responders. This reduction 

ensured greater accuracy of the data. 

Another important lesson learned was the need for both incentives to entice 

students to take part in research and future research that determines the way to include 

consequences for participants’ decision making. Because this study allowed participants 

to earn a full research credit and its marketing description attracted attention, it appealed 

to participants. At the same time, although this was a positive, despite my White 

phenotypical complexion, if students viewed me as a person of color, it is possible that 

they behaved more generously toward the applicants of color in order to not give the 

appearance of discriminating against another person or color or perhaps to convey 

gratitude to me for the opportunity to earn a full research credit. For those students who 

were simply interested in earning their credit rather than being interested in the actual 

research being conducted and therefore, did not take the study seriously, having 

consequences for their decision-making may have also helped reduce the social 

desirability bias and some careless responses found in this study. 

Directions for Future Research 

Future research should take into consideration both the methodological strengths 

and critiques of the present study. Major consideration should also be given to using both 
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virtual (VR) and augmented reality (AR) as possible alternatives for the future of social 

science research, particularly given that VR has been shown to make implicit bias explicit 

and subjects more aware of it (Peck, Seinfield, Aglioti, & Slater, 2013). If future research 

that uses VR or AR can be shown to combat social desirability bias, this could be the next 

key step in our attempt to understand further the complexities of the relationship between 

social cognition and human behavior. Further, if for whatever reason this study did not 

make the scenario seem or feel as “real” as needed, or if it did not do well enough to 

immerse students in the physical environment fully, VR or AR might offer real solutions 

to these intricate social science problems that plague the quality of our research 

continually. Although we have much work left in our attempt to understand the nature of 

implicit attitudes further, we know that implicit bias is affecting social groups negatively 

in various quality of life contexts (criminal justice, medicine, education, and housing, to 

name a few). At the same time, more research would also have to be conducted to ensure 

that VR and AR do not produce harmful effects or pose grave risks to research 

participants before using these techniques fully for the said purposes in social science 

research. 

Further, future research should continue to examine and test the effects of race 

empirically—both the privileging effects of Whiteness and deprivileging effects of 

Blackness— in varying quality of life contexts with more dynamic and intricate scenarios 

and research designs. Given that most social science research in Whiteness studies is 

historical and sociological, empirical studies such as to the present study can help 

advance the field. Researchers interested in testing for implicit bias and discrimination in 
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the employment context should be able to use this study, along with the analysis of 

strengths and weaknesses, in modeling future studies. 

In this study, each participant rated only one stimulus person—a necessity given 

the need to conceal that the stimulus persons were simply electronically altered versions 

of one person. However, to fully examine how variables such as race, sex, and criminal 

record status affect ratings, future research must devise ways to allow each respondent to 

evaluate applicants who represent all the various combinations of variables, while at the 

same time controlling for factors such as stimulus persons’ attractiveness levels. Only 

then can we make the within-subjects comparisons necessary for determining whether 

subjects are privileging one race, sex, or social circumstance over another.  

Given that hiring decisions are often made not by individuals but by groups, 

future research should also consider group-based ratings in which various collections of 

participants are allowed to review, discuss and negotiate hiring decisions for various 

types of applicants. Analyzing both the process by which such panels make decisions and 

the decisions such panels make could reveal much about the dynamics of race, sex, and a 

host of other variables on decisions in employment and other arenas. 

This study examined racial, sex and circumstance bias in the context of 

employment. It is imperative to expand this type of research into other arenas where 

outcome disparities are known to exist—for example, criminal justice system with arrest, 

charging, sentencing; into the social services area, and most critically into the medical 

intervention arena to help us better understand and she light on how race, sex, and other 

variable affect some of the disparities that are well-known but less well understood.  
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Conclusion 

This study examined the privileging of racial, sex and circumstance bias in the 

context of employment with a particular interest on testing privileging or deprivileging 

based on race. Although the initial results do not support the thesis that race alone is an 

over determining factor in the evaluations and decisions involved in this employment 

scenario—specifically that whiteness would be privileged and blackness deprivileged—

the results do show that one’s race in conjunction with other such variables as sex and 

criminal record background can significantly affect perceptions others hold and the 

decisions they make about one’s fate. Future analysis of this data will focus on subject 

demographics and content analysis that may add clarity to the results found here.  

My future program of research will use this study as a starting point for 

examining how race affects decision making and disparities in other arenas beyond 

employment. It is imperative to expand this type of research into other arenas where 

outcome disparities are known to exist—for example, criminal justice system with arrest, 

charging, sentencing—and into other arenas beyond criminal justice—perhaps most 

critically into the medical intervention arena to help us better understand and shed light 

on how race, sex, and other variables affect some of the health disparities that are well-

known to exist but that are more often the subject of conjecture and political wrangling 

than empirical investigation. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

INFORMED CONSENT 

Decision Making: Professional vs. Amateur Employment Evaluators 

Welcome to the study on decision-making among professional vs. amateur employment 

evaluators! It will require approximately forty-five (45) minutes to an hour (60 minutes) 

of your time to complete the survey for this study. 

Below is more information about this study and your rights as a participant in it. If you 

are willing to complete the survey after reading this information, you will click the “>>” 

arrow and begin the study. 

Risks 

This study poses no more than minimal risk to participants. 

Potential Benefits 

We cannot promise any benefits to you or others for taking part in this research other than 

the credit that has been agreed upon by you and your professor/department. For those in 

the business school, your hour-long participation will earn you one (1) research credit. 

Use of Information Collected 

The research team will use your answers as part of a study for my work here at the 

University. 

Anonymity and Confidentiality 

Participation in this study is anonymous, in that that if you elect to participate, neither 

your name nor other identifying information will be associated in any way with any 

information you provide. In addition, we will keep your identity confidential, in that that 

we will not provide other information about you that would allow others to determine 

your responses to the surveys. As such, the research team encourages you to answer as 

honestly, truthfully, and completely as possible so that the data will be valid and reliable. 

The Right Not to Participate and the Right to Withdraw from the Study 

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary; accordingly, you do not have to 

participate and even if you elect to begin participation and decide that you do not want to 

finish, you are free to withdraw from this study at any time by simply exiting the website 

or closing your browser. Your election to participate or not will have no effect at all on 
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your status as a Temple University student; however, if you elect to withdraw from the 

study, you will not receive research credits for it. 

If you opt to take the survey, be sure to click the “>>” button at the end of the 

survey until you see message that says your answers have been recorded and the 

survey is complete. 

By beginning this survey, you acknowledge that you have read and understand the 

information put forward in this study, your rights as a participant in the study, and that 

you are 18 years of age or older. If so, please begin the study. Thank you so much for 

your time! 
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APPENDIX B 

 

SCRIPT FOR STUDY 

Scenario Overview and Theory 

As college students, you will one day be in leadership positions in a variety of different 

settings—business, politics, industry, education—in which you will have to make various 

kinds of decisions. In the business world, you may be responsible for decisions that will 

have an obvious effect upon your company’s performance overall as well as your 

eventual status within it. Many schools offer extensive and expensive training to teach 

people the way to be leaders or executives and the way to make decisions that advance 

companies. Some believe that this training is necessary; however, theorists in various 

social sciences believe that any intelligent person, if given the right information, can 

make decisions just as valid as those made by individuals with years of specialized 

training. 

Today, we want to test that theory using college students. We have prepared packets that 

provide you with the exact same information trained professionals have used to make 

certain types of decisions. We want you to make decisions in the same realm. 

We want to study the way decisions made by intelligent people without specialized 

training (Amateurs) compare with those of others with specialized training 

(Professionals). 

Scenario Specifics 

The scenario we are testing today is in the business arena. In this study, you take on the 

role of a Marketing Branch Manager in a growing insurance company. In just a minute, 

you will be asked to view your full job description in the document labeled Appendix C 

in your folder. Essentially, you, as a Marketing Branch Manager, are responsible for 

putting in place the absolute best possible workforce to build your company’s profits and 

national reputation. Accomplishing this requires your willingness to make certain 

judgments about applicants based on their job description, resumes, references, and other 

variables—all of which is provided in your packets—as well as your intuition and 

common sense. 

For this study, you will be required to evaluate only one applicant. The applicant is 

applying for an account executive position whose responsibility entails much face-to- 

face interaction with clients. Of course, in the real world, you might have the applicant in 

front of you. For obvious reasons, we cannot do that here. Instead, we have obtained the 

job applicant’s LinkedIn profile, which includes resume, references, a photo, and other 

information that is the same as the information trained professionals once used when they 

reviewed your applicant in the past. Just as a Personnel Supervisor would do, you will 
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use the information given in the applicant portfolio packet to evaluate the applicant and 

determine his/her qualifications for the position. 

Special Note 

Please note: The applicant you are reviewing is the same applicant that an employer 

reviewed several years previously. Therefore, we already know and have all of the 

decisions that the company has made about this individual, as well as the future outcomes 

of the applicant—whether or not they were interviewed, hired, promoted, demoted, fired, 

and so on. Your data will allow us to determine whether social scientists’ theories about 

professional vs. amateur decision-making are correct—whether intelligent amateurs 

(you), if provided with the information applicable, can make decisions that are as valid as 

those made by professionals who have had extensive training. 

Appendices 

You will find several items of information mentioned earlier in your packet. You will use 

these informational materials to help you make your decisions and evaluations. The 

evaluation forms are not in the packet; instead, they are loaded onto a computer. At this 

time, we will go through each document and pause briefly to ensure you have the correct 

documents and understand their purpose. Please open your packet and view Appendix C. 

Appendix C: This is your job description as the Marketing Branch Manager. We 

will pause two (2) minutes for you to glance over the document as 

it plays on the PowerPoint. Now please turn to Appendix D; 

Appendix D: This is the description of the job the applicant is applying for. We 

will pause two (2) minutes for you to glance over the document as 

it plays on the PowerPoint. Please turn now to Appendix E; 

Appendix E: This is the applicant’s resume, which shows his/her education, 

experience, and self-perceived strengths. We will pause one minute 

for you to find and glance over the document. Please turn now to 

Appendix F; 

Appendix F: This is the company’s structure—the corporate hierarchy sheet. 

This sheet gives you an idea of the type of promotions as well as 

demotions possible from the position for which the applicant is 

applying. We will pause 30 seconds for you to look over this 

document. Please turn now to Appendix G;  

Appendix G: This is the applicant’s Linked-in profile, which contains a 

reference evaluation form from a person—a former professor—

that evaluates the applicant on certain skills. Please note that letters 

from professors can carry significant weight in determining an 

applicant’s skills and potential; therefore, a letter is included in this 
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applicant’s portfolio. We will pause for one (1) minute for you to 

find and glance over this document. Please turn now to Appendix 

H;  

Appendix H: Background Check. This form is the background check the 

company has run for the applicant. It will determine whether or not 

the individual has a criminal history; 

Appendix I: Marketing Branch Manager Applicant Evaluation form. This form, 

located on the computer, is what you will use to evaluate the 

applicant on various qualities. On it, you will find a variety of 

rating scales. You will choose the number that reflects your 

impression of the applicant’s qualification for each of the items 

listed; 

Appendix J: MBM (Marketing Branch Manager) to VP of Hiring Personnel 

Advisement Evaluation Form. This document asks you to make 

some anticipatory decisions advising the company about the 

applicant. Again, you will find a variety of rating scales. On each 

scale, you will circle the number that reflects your impression of 

the applicant’s portfolio overall. 

Evaluation Directions 

On each of the evaluation materials—I and J—that you will be asked to complete, there 

are a few things to keep in mind. As you review the sections closely, you will see that 

you are asked to make several decisions concerning the applicant’s characteristics and 

qualifications for employment, and to fill out an evaluation of the applicant overall. 

That evaluation will be given to the VP of Hiring Personnel. Use your own judgment as 

you make these decisions. There are no right or wrong answers. Much of what you are 

asked to do is to speculate and draw inferences about the applicant based upon all 

information provided in the applicant portfolio and your common sense and intuition. 

You will also notice that on each of the online sheets, there is room for you to make 

comments at the end of each section. This is important. Writing comments where 

requested will save you time when you have to write your summation report about the 

applicant. Those comments will also let the company see the rationale behind the 

decisions you have made. Therefore, be sure to write comments where requested; they 

will help you later. 

It will take you approximately forty-five minutes to one hour to complete the study, 

including reviewing the documents. At this time, the researcher’s assistant will direct you 

to your assigned computer where you will follow along and read the consent to participate 

information as it is played on the video. Once finished, you can click submit if you decide 
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to take part in the study. After answering your last question on the online evaluations, 

click submit and you are finished. 

The research team thanks you for your time and participation in this study! 
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APPENDIX C 

 

MARKETING BRANCH MANAGER JOB DESCRIPTION 

Human Resources 

Umbrella Enterprises LLC 

Job Title: Marketing Branch Manger 

Department: Human Resources 

Supervisor: Jesse Morgan, Vice President, Human Resources 

Umbrella Enterprises LLC (UE LLC) is a modern insurer providing client-specific 

insurance needs for businesses in an ever-competitive market. We cater to business 

owners seeking profitable books of business and guaranteed customer satisfaction. Our 

core values are quality, balance, integrity, reciprocity, respect, humility, and knowledge. 

General Job Description 

The Human Resources Department Marketing Branch Manager is responsible for 

developing and managing the UE LLC’s employee hiring culture in a way that reflects 

our core values and ensures UE LLC’s overall success. 

Major Duties and Responsibilities 

The Marketing Branch Manager (MBM) is a company executive in charge of recruiting, 

screening, interviewing, and hiring the most qualified applicants who can perform 

requisite duties in a stellar fashion, fit the company’s culture, and effectively increase the 

company’s brand. The MBM must demonstrate excellence in recognizing applicants who 

are capable of stellar success in their company duties and roles; as such, the MBM may 

also make recommendations for transfers between and within departments and dismissals 

to achieve the best employee-company fit. 

Qualifications 

Education 

 

 Masters of Science in Human Resource Management or 

comparable degree from an accredited program 

Experience  At least five (5) years of management and recruitment 

experience. 
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Key Competencies 

 Analytical/critical thinking 

 Ability to exercise sound judgement for high-impact, high-consequence 

decision- making; 

 Business acumen—anticipatory vision and ability to actualize vision; 

 Excellent communication skills—the ability to effectively communicate and 

interact with workplace employees both orally and in writing 

Salary Range (commensurate with experience) 

60,000-95,000; Median Salary 77,494 
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APPENDIX D 

 

ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE JOB DESCRIPTION 

Account Executive 

Umbrella Enterprises LLC 

Job Title: Account Executive 

Department: Sales and Marketing 

Supervisor: Alex Johnstone, Marketing Branch Manager 

Umbrella Enterprises LLC (UE LLC) is a modern insurer providing client-specific 

insurance needs for businesses in an ever-competitive market. We cater to business 

owners seeking profitable books of business and guaranteed customer satisfaction. Our 

core values are quality, balance, integrity, reciprocity, respect, humility and knowledge. 

General Job Description 

Account Executives create, manage, and improve products and services to effectively 

increase the company’s brand and expand their market. 

Major Duties and Responsibilities 

The Account Executive is responsible for the following: 

 acquiring new clients 

 finding new growth opportunities to increase production and profitability 

 assisting in developing marketing and advertising initiatives 

 conducting site visits to client companies 

 demonstrating commitment to increasing job knowledge 

Qualifications 

Education 

 

 Bachelor’s degree in Business Administration plus one year 

experience; 

or 

 Bachelor’s degree in any field and 2-3 year job similar 

experience with strong evaluations 

Experience  Pre-entry work experience is very helpful 
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 Internship or part-time work in a job-related field 

 Sales, marketing, or customer service experience 

 

Key Competencies 

Communication and interpersonal skills; reliability; dependability; role competence; 

punctuality; professionalism; leadership potential; motivation; project management; 

customer service attitude; effectiveness of verbal communication; group presentation 

skills 

Salary Range (commensurate with experience) 

$40,000-75,000; Median = 57,214 
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APPENDIX E 

 

APPLICANT’S RESUME 

Kelsey Lynn 

451 N. 8th Street, XXX, XX-XXXX (XXX-XXX-XXXX)- 

2KelseyLynn@xxxxxxxx.com; GPA 3.2 

 

Objective Seeking a leadership position as an Account Executive with Umbrella 

Enterprises LLC to exercise my potential as a key liaison between UE 

LLC and clients, grow and expand territory with company acquisitions, 

and raise the company’s profitability margins. 

  

Experience Marketing Intern 

Atlantic Express Insurance Company 

May 2007–August 2008 

 

▪ Performed research for marketing and advertising departments 

Made telemarketing calls 

▪ Provided administrative/marketing support. 

  

 Sales Associate 

Manifest 

August 2005–2008 

 

▪ Exceeded personal sales goal; 

▪ Arranged in-store and window designs to promote sales 

▪ Trained new sales associates on store policies, merchandise 

display, and cash register functions 

▪ Increased store sales by providing excellent customer assistance 

  

Education Bachelors of Science in Business Administration 

American University, Washington, D.C., United States of America 

May 2008 

  

Strengths ▪ Communication and interpersonal skills 

▪ Ability to be organized and multitask 

▪ Sound knowledge of advertising, marketing, and the insurance 

field 

mailto:2KelseyLynn@xxxxxxxx.com
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APPENDIX F 

 

UMBRELLA ENTERPRISES LLC CORPORATE HIERARCHY AND  

JOB DESCRIPTIONS FOR POSITIONS ABOVE, AT, AND  

BELOW MARKETING ACCOUNT EXECUTIVE LEVEL  

Chairman of 
the Board 

CEO President 

Chief 
Financial 
Officer 

Chief 
Marketing 

Officer 

Chief Risk 
Officer 

Chief Human 
Resource 

Officer 

Vice President 
of Marketing 

Vice President 
of Hiring 
Personnel 

Marketing 
Branch 

Managers 

Marketing 
Account 

Executives 

Marketing 
Assistants 

Chairman of the Board 

Corporate Executives 

Corporate Senior Level 

Officers 

Corporate Mid-Level VP’s 

Corporate Strategic Level I 

Corporate Strategic Level II 

Corporate Strategic Level III 

Orange 

Gold 

Blue 

Green 

Purple 

Red 

Gray 

Hierarchy Levels Colors 
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APPENDIX G 

 

LINKEDIN PROFILES AND PROFESSOR RECOMMENDATDIONS 
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APPENDIX H 

 

CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECK 

Nile City Police 

Department 
Division – Record of 

Arrest 

 

NAME Kelsey Lynn 

ALIASES 

CLASS C NUMBER 55 200 990 

CRIME Class A Felony Charge-
Pending 

DATE OF ARREST 

PLACE OF ARREST Nile City, XX COUNTY Myers County 

ARRESTING OFFICER Officer Johnson PRECINCT 2 

 

SEX Male CURRENT AGE 23 BIRTHDATE 

04/21/1985 
BIRTHPLACE xxxxx, xx. 

HEIGHT 5ft 8inches WEIGHT NA EYE COLOR Blue HAIR COLOR Brown/Black 

BUILD Lean SCARS AND MARKS None 

Race White CITIZEN Yes KNOWN GANG AFFIL. DATE OF REGISTRATION 

RESIDENCE 451 N 8th Street, xxxx 

xxxx, xx xxxxx 
OCCUPATION Student/Part Time Worker 

MUTATION 

 

 
DATE Charge Reason 

 Class A 

Felony: 

Outcome 

Pending 

 

Possession of illegal contraband-

prescription pills 

  

 
Case 

Specifics/ 

Attorney’s 

Argument 

Officers claim that Kelsey Lynn’s vehicle was stopped due 

to a headlight being out. During the stop, officer Johnson 

searched the vehicle and found prescription pills that were 

not in Kelsey’s name. Kelsey claimed the pills were left in 

the car by an elder relative whom he gave a ride to the 

pharmacy. The attorney for Kelsey Lynn is arguing that the 

case should be dropped because the stop was illegal and 

that police could have resolved the matter by making a 
call to the elder relative but instead filed a charge. 
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Nile City Police 

Department 
Division – Record of 

Arrest 

 

NAME Kelsey Lynn 

ALIASES 

CLASS C NUMBER 55 200 990 

CRIME DATE OF ARREST 

PLACE OF ARREST COUNTY 

ARRESTING OFFICER PRECINCT 

 

SEX Female CURRENT AGE 23 BIRTHDATE 

04/21/1985 
BIRTHPLACE xxxxx, xx. 

HEIGHT 5ft 8inches WEIGHT NA EYE COLOR Green HAIR COLOR Brown/Black 

BUILD Lean SCARS AND MARKS None 

Race White CITIZEN Yes KNOWN GANG AFFIL. DATE OF REGISTRATION 

RESIDENCE 451 N 8th Street, xxxx 

xxxx, xx xxxxx 
OCCUPATION Student/Part Time Worker 

MUTATION 

 

 
DATE Charge Reason 
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Nile City Police 

Department 
Division – Record of 

Arrest 

 

NAME Kelsey Lynn 

ALIASES 

CLASS C NUMBER 55 200 990 

CRIME Class A Felony Charge-
Pending 

DATE OF ARREST 

PLACE OF ARREST Nile City, XX COUNTY Myers County 

ARRESTING OFFICER Officer Johnson PRECINCT 2 

 

SEX Female CURRENT AGE 23 BIRTHDATE 

04/21/1985 
BIRTHPLACE xxxxx, xx. 

HEIGHT 5ft 8inches WEIGHT NA EYE COLOR Green HAIR COLOR Brown/Black 

BUILD Lean SCARS AND MARKS None 

Race White CITIZEN Yes KNOWN GANG AFFIL. DATE OF REGISTRATION 

RESIDENCE 451 N 8th Street, xxxx 

xxxx, xx xxxxx 
OCCUPATION Student/Part Time Worker 

MUTATION 

 

 
DATE Charge Reason 

 Class A 

Felony: 

Outcome 

Pending 

 

Possession of illegal contraband-

prescription pills 

  

 
Case 

Specifics/ 

Attorney’s 

Argument 

Officers claim that Kelsey Lynn’s vehicle was stopped due 

to a headlight being out. During the stop, Officer Johnson 

searched the vehicle and found prescription pills that were 

not in Kelsey’s name. Kelsey claimed the pills were left in 

the car by an elder relative whom she gave a ride to the 

pharmacy. The attorney for Kelsey Lynn is arguing that the 

case should be dropped because the stop was illegal and 

that police could have resolved the matter by making a 
call to the elder relative but instead filed a charge. 
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Nile City Police 

Department 
Division – Record of 

Arrest 

 

NAME Kelsey Lynn 

ALIASES 

CLASS C NUMBER 55 200 990 

CRIME DATE OF ARREST 

PLACE OF ARREST COUNTY 

ARRESTING OFFICER PRECINCT 

 

SEX Male CURRENT AGE 23 BIRTHDATE 

04/21/1985 
BIRTHPLACE xxxxx, xx. 

HEIGHT 5ft 8inches WEIGHT NA 
EYE COLOR Brown/ 

Hazel 
HAIR COLOR Brown/Black 

BUILD Lean SCARS AND MARKS None 

Race Black CITIZEN Yes KNOWN GANG AFFIL. DATE OF REGISTRATION 

RESIDENCE 451 N 8th Street, xxxx 

xxxx, xx xxxxx 
OCCUPATION Student/Part Time Worker 

MUTATION 

 

 
DATE Charge Reason 
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Nile City Police 

Department 
Division – Record of 

Arrest 

 

NAME Kelsey Lynn 

ALIASES 

CLASS C NUMBER 55 200 990 

CRIME Class A Felony Charge-
Pending 

DATE OF ARREST 

PLACE OF ARREST Nile City, XX COUNTY Myers County 

ARRESTING OFFICER Officer Johnson PRECINCT 2 

 

SEX Male CURRENT AGE 23 BIRTHDATE 

04/21/1985 
BIRTHPLACE xxxxx, xx. 

HEIGHT 5ft 8inches WEIGHT NA 
EYE COLOR Brown/ 

Hazel 
HAIR COLOR Brown/Black 

BUILD Lean SCARS AND MARKS None 

Race Black CITIZEN Yes KNOWN GANG AFFIL. DATE OF REGISTRATION 

RESIDENCE 451 N 8th Street, xxxx 

xxxx, xx xxxxx 
OCCUPATION Student/Part Time Worker 

MUTATION 

 

 
DATE Charge Reason 

 Class A 

Felony: 

Outcome 
Pending 

 

Possession of illegal contraband-

prescription pills 

  

 
Case 

Specifics/ 

Attorney’s 

Argument 

Officers claim that Kelsey Lynn’s vehicle was stopped due 

to a headlight being out. During the stop, officer Johnson 

searched the vehicle and found prescription pills that were 

not in Kelsey’s name. Kelsey claimed the pills were left in 

the car by an elder relative whom he gave a ride to the 

pharmacy. The attorney for Kelsey Lynn is arguing that the 

case should be dropped because the stop was 

illegal and that police could have resolved the matter by 

making a call to the elder relative but instead filed a 

charge. 
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Nile City Police 

Department 
Division – Record of 

Arrest 

 

NAME Kelsey Lynn 

ALIASES 

CLASS C NUMBER 55 200 990 

CRIME DATE OF ARREST 

PLACE OF ARREST COUNTY 

ARRESTING OFFICER PRECINCT 

 

SEX Female CURRENT AGE 23 BIRTHDATE 

04/21/1985 
BIRTHPLACE xxxxx, xx. 

HEIGHT 5ft 8inches WEIGHT NA EYE COLOR Hazel HAIR COLOR Brown/Black 

BUILD Lean SCARS AND MARKS None 

Race Black CITIZEN Yes KNOWN GANG AFFIL. DATE OF REGISTRATION 

RESIDENCE 451 N 8th Street, xxxx 

xxxx, xx xxxxx 
OCCUPATION Student/Part Time Worker 

MUTATION 

 

 
DATE Charge Reason 
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Nile City Police 

Department 
Division – Record of 

Arrest 

 

NAME Kelsey Lynn 

ALIASES 

CLASS C NUMBER 55 200 990 

CRIME Class A Felony Charge-
Pending 

DATE OF ARREST 

PLACE OF ARREST Nile City, XX COUNTY Myers County 

ARRESTING OFFICER Officer Johnson PRECINCT 2 

 

SEX Female CURRENT AGE 23 BIRTHDATE 

04/21/1985 
BIRTHPLACE xxxxx, xx. 

HEIGHT 5ft 8inches WEIGHT NA EYE COLOR Hazel HAIR COLOR Brown/Black 

BUILD Lean SCARS AND MARKS None 

Race Black CITIZEN Yes KNOWN GANG AFFIL. DATE OF REGISTRATION 

RESIDENCE 451 N 8th Street, xxxx 

xxxx, xx xxxxx 
OCCUPATION Student/Part Time Worker 

MUTATION 

 

 
DATE Charge Reason 

 Class A 

Felony: 

Outcome 

Pending 

 

Possession of illegal contraband-

prescription pills 

  

 
Case 

Specifics/ 

Attorney’s 

Argument 

Officers claim that Kelsey Lynn’s vehicle was stopped due 

to a headlight being out. During the stop, Officer Johnson 

searched the vehicle and found prescription pills that were 

not in Kelsey’s name. Kelsey claimed the pills were left in 

the car by an elder relative whom she gave a ride to the 

pharmacy. The attorney for Kelsey Lynn is arguing that the 

case should be dropped because the stop was illegal and 

that police could have resolved the matter by making a 
call to the elder relative but instead filed a charge. 
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APPENDIX I 

 

MARKETING BRANCH MANAGER APPLICANT EVALUATION FORM 

Blue: Reverse-Scored Items  

Green: SPSS Variable Code 

Office Use Only: Before you begin work on the evaluation materials, please input the 

following applicant information (not your own personal information!) so that office staff 

can match your assessment(s) with the proper applicant(s). Thank you! 

1. Name of Applicant You Are Reviewing 

(please do NOT input your own name!) 

[Name]: 

2. Sex of Applicant [AppSex]: 

3. Applicant Arrests/Criminal Convictions [AppArrest]: 

4. Applicant Citizenship [AppCitiz]: 

5. Applicant Race [AppRace]: 

 

MARKETING BRANCH MANAGER 

APPLICANT EVALUATION 

Umbrella Enterprises LLC 

Applicant Name: Kelsey Lynn Position: Account Executive 

Instructions: Does the applicant reflect the qualities important to perform this job? 

Using the scale beneath each item, please rate your impression of the applicant on each 

quality. Then be sure to write comments about your impression in the space provided. 

The comments should help you write your evaluative summary of the applicant at the 

end. 

[Knowledge and Skills Category Cluster—Constructs include: education and training; 

experience, and general work history; scale: level of agreement and the constructs are 

created from the Taxonomy found in Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001] 

 

 

1. The applicant has obtained education required [Education/Training] [KS1]  
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 Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 

2. The applicant has demonstrated high academic achievement 

[Education/Training] [KS2] 

 Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 

3. The applicant has acquired relevant work experience [Experience/General 

Work History] [KS3] 

 Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 

 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Instructions: The qualities listed below are especially important to this job. Using the 1 

(Strongly Disbelieve) to 5 (Strongly Believe) rating scale below, please rate your 

impression of the applicant on each quality. 

[Mental Capability Category Cluster; Constructs include: general intelligence; applied 

mental skills, and creativity/innovation; scale: level of belief] 

This Applicant: 

4. Will be unable to think quickly on the job [GI Construct; Ability to Think 

Quickly Dimension; Reverse-Scored] [MC1R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

5. Will pay close attention to detail while working [GI Construct; Perceptiveness 

Dimension] [MC2] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

6. Will be a slow learner [GI Construct; Ability to Learn Dimension; Reverse- 

Scored] [MC3R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

7. Will assess problems accurately [AMS Construct; Problem Assessment 

dimension] [MC4] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 
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8. Will be a problem solver—that is, will find realistic solutions to company 

problems [AMS Construct; Problem Solving Dimension] [MC5] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

9. Will make bad judgments [AMS Construct; Judgment Dimension; Reverse- 

Scored] [MC6R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

10. Will be able to make decisive decisions—that is, will be able to act decisively to 

address work-related problems directly [AMS Construct; Decision Making 

Dimension] [MC7] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

11. Will be impulsive when making decisions [AMS Construct; Planning 

Dimension; Reverse-Scored] [MC8R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

12. Will be able to plan effectively [AMS Construct; Planning Dimension] [MC9] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

13. Will be disorganized [AMS Construct; Organization Dimension; Reverse- 

Scored] [MC10R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

14. Will be inflexible in thought—unable to embrace new ideas [Creativity 

Construct; Flexibility Dimension; Reverse-Scored] [MC11R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

15. Will be able to generate new profitable ideas [Creativity Construct; Innovative 

Dimension] [MC12] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 

[Applied Social Skills Category Cluster; constructs include: communication skills, 

interpersonal skills, leadership, and persuading/negotiation] 
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16. Will provide clear in-person oral communication [C-Skills Construct; Oral 

communication Dimension] [ApSoSk1] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

17. Will listen well [C-Skills Construct; Listening Dimension] [ApSoSk2] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

18. Will not produce clear written communication [C-Skills Construct; Written 

Dimension; Reverse- Scored] [ApSoSk3R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

19. Will represent the company well in telephone communication [C-Skills 

Construct; Conversation Ability Dimension] [ApSoSk4] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

20. Will not represent the company well when face-to-face with clients [C-Skills 

Construct; Conversation Ability Dimension; Reverse-Scored ] [ApSoSk5R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

21. Will represent the company well at conferences [C-Skills Construct; 

Conversation Ability Dimension] [ApSoSk6] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

22. Will collaborate well with members of a team [I-Skills Construct; Working with 

Others Dimension] [ApSoSk7] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

23. Will be unable to build a strong rapport with clients [I-Skills Construct; 

Rapport Dimension; Reverse-Scored ] [ApSoSk8R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

24. Will be able to work constructively with difficult clients [I-Skills Construct; 

Ability to deal with People Dimension] [ApSoSk9] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 
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25. Will be able to adapt to clients from diverse backgrounds [I-Skills Construct; 

Adapting to People Dimension] [ApSoSk10] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

26. Will serve as a good example of leadership for employees—that is, will lead by 

example [Leadership Construct; Lead by Example Dimension] [ApSoSk11] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

27. Will bring out the best in team members [Leadership Construct; Developing 

People Dimension] [ApSoSk12] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

28. Will be effective in developing other employees’ capabilities [Leadership 

Construct; Developing People Dimension] [ApSoSk13] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

29. Will be a nurturing coach when teaching other employees [Leadership 

Construct; Developing People Dimension] [ApSoSk14] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

30. Will not be supportive of other employees throughout their process of 

development [Leadership Construct; Developing People Dimension; Reverse- 

Scored] [ApSoSk15R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

31. Will work to resolve conflicts effectively [Leadership Construct; Maintaining 

control Dimension] [ApSoSk16] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

32. Will be the type of motivator that is able to get employees to perform at their 

best [Leadership Construct; Ability to Motivate Dimension] [ApSoSk17] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 
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33. Will be unable to close deals with potential clients [P/N Construct; 

Persuasiveness Dimension; Reverse-Scored] [ApSoSk18R] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

34. Will be able to convince existing clients to sell our products [P/N Construct; 

Persuasiveness Dimension] [ApSoSk19] 

 Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 

[Basic Personality Tendencies; constructs include: Conscientiousness; Agreeableness; 

Emotional Stability; Openness to Experience, and Humility; scales: level of frequency 

and level of certainty] 

This Applicant: 

35. Will be unreliable [Conscientiousness Construct; Reliability Dimension; 

Reverse-Scored] [BPT1R] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

36. Will be dependable [Conscientiousness Construct; Dependability Dimension] 

[BPT2] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

37. Will be late for meetings [Conscientiousness Construct; Professionalism 

Dimension; Reverse-Scored] [BPT3R] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

38. Will be a hard worker [Conscientiousness Construct; Willingness to Work 

Hard Dimension] [BPT4] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

39. Will persist even when faced with problems [Conscientiousness Construct; 

Persistence Dimension] [BPT5] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
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40. Will be unfriendly [Agreeableness Construct; Friendliness Dimension; Reverse-

Scored] [BPT6R] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

41. Will display a positive attitude during interpersonal interactions as an 

employee [Agreeableness Construct; General Attitude Dimension] [BPT7] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

42. Will have a high tolerance for stress [Emotional Stability Construct; 

Maintaining control Dimension] [BPT8] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

43. Will be receptive to idea of receiving constructive criticism [Openness to 

Experience Construct; Openness to Change Dimension] [BPT9] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

44. Will value constructive criticism [Openness to Experience Construct; Openness 

to Change dimension] [BPT10] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

45. Will apply constructive criticism to grow in the position [Openness to 

Experience Construct; Openness to Change dimension] [BPT11] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

46. Will seek praise for his/her accomplishments [Humility Construct; Reverse- 

Scored] [BPT12R] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

47. Will admit his/her mistakes [Humility Construct] [BPT13] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

48. Will acknowledge his/her weaknesses [Humility Construct] [BPT14] 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 



256 

 

 

 

49. Will be able to complete tasks in a timely fashion [Conscientiousness Construct; 

Timeliness Dimension] [BPT15] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

50. Will be unable to manage time effectively [Conscientiousness Construct; Time 

Management Dimension; Reverse-Scored] [BPT16R] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

51. Will be a self-motivated employee—that is, will not need someone else to 

motivate him/her to reach goals set forth by the company [Conscientiousness 

Construct; Motivation Dimension] [BPT17] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

52. Will be empathetic when addressing the concerns of others [Agreeableness 

Construct; Empathy Dimension] [BPT18] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

53. Will be perceived by others as being unfriendly [Agreeableness Construct; 

Friendliness Dimension; Reverse-Scored] [BPT19R] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

54. Will be described by others as a likeable individual [Agreeableness Construct; 

Likeability Dimension] [BPT20] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

55. Will be poised working in a high-pressure environment [Emotional Stability 

Construct; Poise Dimension] [BPT21] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

56. Will be able to maintain his/her composure when dealing with stressful 

situations [Emotional Stability Construct; Self-Control Dimension] [BPT22] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

57. Will respond appropriately in the presence of conflict [Emotional Stability 

Construct; Maturity Dimension] [BPT23] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 
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58. Will value individual goals more than team goals [Humility Construct; Reverse-

Scored] [BPT24R] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

Please rate the applicant for the following traits on a 7-Point Scale  

(1 = Not at all, 7 = Extremely) 

 

59. CAPABLE [COMP1] 

60. COMPETENT [COMP2] 

61. INTELLIGENT [COMP3] 

62. WELL-INTENTIONED [WARMTH1] 

63. GOOD NATURED [WARMTH2] 

64. CONFIDENT [COMP4] 

65. SINCERE [WARMTH3] 

66. FRIENDLY [WARMTH4] 

67. EFFICIENT [COMP5] 

68. SKILLFUL [COMP6] 

69. TRUSTWORTHY [WARMTH5] 

70. WARM [WARMTH6]
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APPENDIX J 

 

MARKETING BRANCH MANAGER (MBM) TO VICE PRESIDENT OF  

HIRING PERSONNEL ADVISEMENT EVALUATION FORM 

MARKETING BRANCH MANAGER TO VICE PRESIDENT  

OF HIRING PERSONNEL SUMMATION REPORT 

 

Umbrella Enterprises LLC 

 

Applicant Name: Kelsey Lynn Position: Account Executive 

Part I: Overall Assessment of Applicant’s Attributes and Demonstration of Skills [Self-

promotion Statement in Video Resumes Scale created by Waung, Hymes, Beatty, and 

McAuslan, 2015] 

Based on the applicant’s background credentials, please evaluate the extent to which s/he 

possesses the attributes below. Please circle the number in each row that corresponds 

the degree to which the applicant seems to possess the attribute based on the 

information that was provided to you: 

 

To what extent does the applicant have adequate __________ to perform well in the 

position: 

 

71. Education [Cred1] 

Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

72. Experience [Cred2] 

Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

73. Organizational skills [Cred3] 

Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

74. Job Knowledge [Cred4] 

Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

75. People skills [Cred5] 

Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

76. Confidence [Cred6] 
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Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

77. Motivation [Cred7] 

Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

 

To what extent does the applicant have the __________ that will help him/her 

perform well in the position: 

 

78. Type of Personality [Cred8] 

Not at All A Little A Moderate Amount A Substantial Amount A Great Deal 

 

Below, you will rate the extent to which you believe that the job applicant will 

demonstrate the following skills based on the information that has been provided to you. 

Read the description of each skill and indicate how often the applicant is likely to 

demonstrate that skill using the scale below. 

Please circle the number in each row that reflects best how often you expect the 

applicant to demonstrate the skill in a work setting. 

[Social Skills-oral communication, interpersonal skills, leadership, persuading & 

negotiating] 

[Mental Capability-judgment, decision-making, problem-solving, creativity & innovation, 

written communication] 

The competencies listed below are relevant to the account executive position: 

A. Judgment: is likely to exhibit care and thoughtfulness in judgment 

B. Decision-Making: is likely to make non-routine decisions 

based on a thorough search and understanding of 

information available 

C. Problem Solving Skills: is likely to use a systematic, logical 

approach when generating solutions to problems and evaluating 

those solutions 

D. Creativity and Innovation: is likely to display flexible and 

creative thinking, and foster a climate in which innovation is 

valued 

E. Oral Communication Skills: is likely to communicate orally 
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(e.g., in meetings, in one-on-one conversations, in public 

addresses) clearly and effectively 

F. Written Communication: is likely to communicate in written 

form (e.g., in memos, e-mail, reports) clearly and effectively 

G. Interpersonal Skills: is likely to make a good impression on 

others and develop effective work relationships 

H. Leadership: is likely to inspire confidence in followers and 

motive them to work toward common goals 

I. Persuading and Negotiation: is likely to persuade others to 

support a particular point of view or decision by establishing 

alliances with key people, and by developing an atmosphere of trust 

and goodwill 

 

79. Judgment: is likely to exhibit care and thoughtfulness in judgment [MenC1] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

80. Decision-Making: is likely to make non-routine decisions based on a thorough 

search and understanding of available information [MenC2] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

81. Problem Solving: is likely to use a systematic, logical approach when generating 

solutions to problems and evaluating those solutions [MenC3] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

82. Creativity and Innovation: is likely to display flexible and creative thinking and 

foster a climate in which innovation is valued [MenC4] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

83. Oral Communication Skills: is likely to communicate orally (e.g., in meetings, in 

one-on-one conversations, in public addresses) clearly and effectively [SS1] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

84. Written Communication: is likely to communicate in written form (e.g., in memos, 

e-mail, reports) clearly and effectively [MenC5] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 
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85. Interpersonal skills: is likely to make a good impression on others and develop 

effective work relationships [SS2] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

86. Leadership: is likely to inspire confidence in followers and motivate them to work 

toward commons goals [SS3] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

87. Persuading and Negotiation: is likely to persuade others to support a particular 

point of view or decision by establishing alliances with key people and by 

developing an atmosphere of trust and goodwill [SS4] 

Never Rarely  Occasionally About ½ of the Time Almost Always Always 

 

 

Part II: Applicant Fit 

 

Instructions: Before, you evaluated the applicant on overall job-related qualities. Now, 

using the 1 (Exceptionally Weak Fit) to 7 (Exceptionally Strong Fit) rating scale below, 

please rate your impression of the applicant on each quality listed below. 

[Person-Organization Fit Cluster; Scale: adapted from Waung, Hymes, & Beatty, 2015] 

88. How well do the applicant’s values seem to “match” or fit with the values of 

Umbrella Enterprise LLC? [POFit1] 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 

89. How well does the applicant’s personality seem to “match” or fit with Umbrella 

Enterprises LLC? [POFit2] 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 

90. The suitability or fit of the applicant’s personality and values with those of 

Umbrella Enterprises LLC [POFit3] 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 

91. Overall, how well is the applicant likely to fit in at Umbrella Enterprises LLC 

[POFit4] 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 
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Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

[Person-Job Fit Cluster; Scale: adapted from Waung, Hymes, & Beatty, 2015] 

 

92. How well does the applicant’s expertise “match” or fit the demands of the 

Account Executive position? [PJFit1] 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 

93. How well does the suitability or fit of the applicant’s skills and abilities “match” 

or fit with the position of Account Executive at Umbrella Enterprises LLC? 

[PJFit2] 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 

94. The applicant’s suitability or fit for this position is [PJFit3]: 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 

 

 

Comments: _____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Part III: Applicant Hireability 

 

[Hiring Stages, Projected Mobility and Hireability Evaluation Clusters; Dimensions: 

interview, hire, find cause to promote/demote/fire; hiring recommendation overall; scale: 

likelihood] 

Instructions: After reviewing the applicant’s portfolio and evaluating his/her qualities 

and fit, it is now time to make some anticipatory decisions in advising the company on 

the applicant. Please circle the number that indicates the likelihood that you would advise 

the company on the decision in question. 

 

95. What is the likelihood that you would advise the company to interview this 

applicant? [HiringStage][LikeAdvInter] [adapted from Waung, Hymes, & Beatty, 

2015] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Don’t Know Probably Definitely 
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96. What is the likelihood that you would advise the company to hire this 

applicant? [Hiring Stage] [LikeAdvHire] [adapted from Waung, Hymes, & Beatty, 

2015] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Don’t Know Probably Definitely 

 

Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this company... 

 

97.  What is the likelihood that you would ever find cause to promote this 

applicant? [Projected Mobility] [LikePromote] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Don’t Know Probably Definitely 

98. What is the likelihood that you would ever find cause to demote this applicant? 

[Projected Mobility] [LikeDemoteR] [Reverse-Scored] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Don’t Know Probably Definitely 

99. What is the likelihood that you would ever find cause to fire this applicant? 

[Projected Mobility] [LikeFireR] [Reverse-Scored] 

 Definitely Not Probably Not Don’t Know Probably Definitely 

 

Comments: Please explain your recommendation for hiring or not hiring the applicant 

overall—be sure to include your perceptions of the candidate’s strengths and any 

concerns that you believe the personnel office should consider.  

 

[Overall Hiring Recommendation] [HiringRecR] [Reverse-Scored] 

 

1. With no reservations, I recommend strongly hiring this applicant for 

the account executive position. 

2. I recommend hiring this applicant for the account executive position, but 

have some reservations. 

3. I recommend hiring this applicant, but for a different position within the 

company. Please note, if you choose this question, you have the choice of 

picking either the position above or below the account executive position, 

depending upon which position you deem to be a better fit. 

4. I am undecided about whether to recommend hiring this applicant. 
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5. I definitely recommend NOT hiring this applicant. 

Comments: Please explain your recommendation overall for hiring or not hiring the 

applicant—being sure to include your perceptions of the candidate’s strengths, 

weaknesses, and any concerns that you believe the Personnel Office should consider. 

 

If hired, and given this applicant’s qualifications, what starting salary would you 

recommend? Please circle one. [Starting Salary] [StartSal] 

 

1. 45,000-49,999 4. 60,000-64,999 7. 75,000 

2. 50,000-54,999 5. 65,000-69,999  

3. 55,000-59,999 6. 70,000-74,999  
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APPENDIX K 

 

KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS SCALE 

This applicant… 

  

1. Has obtained the education level required. 

2. Has demonstrated high academic achievement. 

3. Has acquired relevant work experience. 

Scale: Strongly Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly Agree 
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APPENDIX L 

 

PERCEIVED MENTAL CAPABILITY SCALE #1 

This applicant… 

  

4. Will be unable to think quickly on the job. (REV) 

5. Will pay close attention to detail while working. 

6. Will be a slow learner. (REV) 

7. Will assess problems accurately. 

8. Will be a problem solver—that is, will find realistic solutions to company 

problems. 

9. Will make bad judgements. (REV) 

10. Will be able to make decisive decisions—that is, will be able to act decisively to 

address work-related problems directly. 

11. Will be impulsive when making decisions. (REV) 

12. Will be able to plan effectively 

13. Will be disorganized. (REV) 

14. Will be inflexible in thinking—unable to embrace new ideas. (REV) 

15. Will be able to generate new profitable ideas. 

Scale: Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

 

Note. REV denotes that the item was reverse scored. 
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APPENDIX M 

 

PERCEIVED APPLIED SOCIAL SKILLS SCALE 

This applicant… 

  

16. Will provide clear in-person oral communication. 

17. Will listen well. 

18. Will not produce clear written communication. (REV) 

19. Will represent the company well in telephone communication. 

20. Will not represent the company well when face-to-face with clients. (REV) 

21. Will represent the company well at conferences 

22. Will collaborate well with members of a team. 

23. Will be unable to build a strong rapport with clients. (REV) 

24. Will be able to work constructively with difficult clients. 

25. Will be able to adapt to clients from diverse backgrounds. 

26. Will serve as a good example of leadership for employees—that is, will lead by 

example. 

27. Will bring out the best in team members. 

28. Will be effective in developing other employees’ capabilities. 

29. Will be a nurturing coach when teaching other employees. 

30. Will not be supportive of other employees throughout their process of 

development. (REV) 

31. Will work to resolve conflicts effectively. 

32. Will be the type of motivator that is able to get employees to perform at their best. 

33. Will be unable to close deals with potential clients. (REV) 

34. Will be able to convince existing clients to sell our products. 

Scale: Strongly Disbelieve Disbelieve Undecided Believe Strongly Believe 

Note. REV denotes that the item was reverse scored. 
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APPENDIX N 

 

PERCEIVED BASIC PERSONALITY TENDENCIES 

This applicant… 

  

35. Will be unreliable. (REV) 

36. Will be dependable. 

37. Will be late for meetings. (REV) 

38. Will be a hard worker. 

39. Will persist even when faced with problems. 

40. Will be unfriendly. (REV) 

41. Will display a positive attitude during interpersonal interactions as an employee. 

42. Will have a high tolerance for stress. 

43. Will be receptive to the idea of receiving constructive criticism. 

44. Will value constructive criticism. 

45. Will apply constructive criticism to grow in the position. 

46. Will seek praise for his/her accomplishments. (REV) 

47. Will admit his/her mistakes. 

48. Will acknowledge his/her weaknesses. 

49. Will be able to complete tasks in a timely fashion. 

50. Will be unable to manage time effectively. (REV) 

51. Will be a self-motivated employee—that is, will not need someone else to 

motivate him/her to reach goals set forth by the company. 

52. Will me empathetic when addressing others’ concerns. 

53. Will be perceived by others as being unfriendly. (REV) 

54. Will be described by others as a likeable individual. 
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55. Will be poised when working in a high-pressure environment. 

56. Will be able to maintain his/her composure when dealing with stressful situations. 

57. Will respond appropriately in the present of conflict. 

58. Will value individual goals more than team goals. (REV) 

Scales:      

(1) Items 35–48 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Page Break in Qualtrics 

(2) Items 49–58 Definitely Not Probably Not Unsure Probably Definitely 

Note. REV denotes that the item was reverse scored. 
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APPENDIX O 

 

PERCEIVED WARMTH SCALE 

Please rate the applicant on the following traits on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = 

extremely). 

  

62. Well-intentioned. 

63. Good-natured. 

65. Sincere. 

66. Friendly. 

69. Trustworthy. 

70. Warm. 

Scale: 7-Point Scale (1 = Not at All; 7 = Extremely) 
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APPENDIX P 

 

PERCEIVED COMPETENCE SCALE 

Please rate the applicant on the following traits on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = 

extremely). 

  

59. Capable. 

60. Competent. 

61. Intelligent. 

64. Confident. 

66. Efficient. 

68. Skillful. 

Scale: 7-Point Scale (1 = Not at All; 7 = Extremely) 
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APPENDIX Q 

 

PERCEIVED CREDENTIALS SCALE 

[Self-promotion Statement in Video Resumes Scale  

created by Waung, Hymes, Beatty, and McAuslan, 2015] 

 

To what extent does the applicant have __________ to perform well in the position? 

  

71. Education. 

72. Experience. 

73. Organizational skills. 

74. Job knowledge. 

75. People skills. 

76. Confidence. 

77. Motivation. 

Scale: 5-Point Scale  

 

1 =  

Not at All 

2 =  

A Little 

3 =  

A Moderate Amount 

4 =  

A Substantial Amount 

5 =  

A Great Deal 

 

 

 

To what extent does the applicant have the __________ that will help him/her perform 

well in the position? 

  

78. Type of personality 

Scale: 5-Point Scale  

 

1 =  

Not at All 

2 =  

A Little 

3 =  

A Moderate Amount 

4 =  

A Substantial Amount 

5 =  

A Great Deal 
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APPENDIX R 

 

PERCEIVED SOCIAL SKILLS SCALE 

[Self-promotion Statement in Video Resumes Scale  

created by Waung, Hymes, Beatty, and McAuslan, 2015] 

 

 

Below, you will rate the extent to which you believe that the job applicant will 

demonstrate the following skills based on the information that has been provided to you. 

Read the description of each skill and indicate how often the applicant is likely to 

demonstrate that skill using the scale below. 

Please circle the number in each row that reflects best how often you expect the 

applicant to demonstrate the skill in a work setting. 

  

83. Oral Communication Skills: is likely to communicate orally (e.g., in meetings, in 

one-on-one conversations, in public addresses) clearly and effectively. 

85. Interpersonal skills: is likely to make a good impression on others and develop 

effective work relationships. 

86. Leadership: is likely to inspire confidence in followers and motivate them to work 

toward commons goals. 

87. Persuading and Negotiation: is likely to persuade others to support a particular 

point of view or decision by establishing alliances with key people and by 

developing an atmosphere of trust and goodwill. 

Scale: 6-Point Scale 

 Never Rarely Occasionally About ½ the 

Time 

Almost 

Always 

Always 

 

 *Mistake made by researcher: It was supposed to be a 7-Point Likert Scale—

“Usually,” as an option, was missing in Qualtrics when the study was run: 

Never Rarely Occasionally About ½ 

the Time 

Usually Almost 

Always 

Always 
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APPENDIX S 

 

PERCEIVED MENTAL CAPABILITY SCALE #2 

[Self-promotion Statement in Video Resumes Scale 

created by Waung, Hymes, Beatty, and McAuslan, 2015] 

 

 

Below, you will rate the extent to which you believe that the job applicant will 

demonstrate the following skills based on the information that has been provided to you. 

Read the description of each skill and indicate how often the applicant is likely to 

demonstrate that skill using the scale below. 

Please circle the number in each row that reflects best how often you expect the 

applicant to demonstrate the skill in a work setting. 

  

79. Judgment: is likely to exhibit care and thoughtfulness in judgment. 

80. Decision-Making: is likely to make non-routine decisions based on a thorough 

search and understanding of information available. 

81. Problem Solving: is likely to use a systematic, logical approach when generating 

solutions to problems and evaluating those solutions. 

82. Creativity and Innovation: is likely to display flexible and creative thinking and 

foster a climate in which innovation is valued. 

84. Written Communication: is likely to communicate clearly and effectively in 

written form (e.g., in memos, e-mail, reports). 

Scale: 6-Point Scale 

 Never Rarely Occasionally About ½ the 

Time 

Almost 

Always 

Always 

 

 *Mistake made by researcher: It was supposed to be a 7-Point Likert Scale—

“Usually,” as an option, was missing in Qualtrics when the study was run: 

Never Rarely Occasionally About ½ 

the Time 

Usually Almost 

Always 

Always 
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APPENDIX T 

 

PERCEIVED PERSON-ORGANIZATION FIT SCALE 

[Self-promotion Statement in Video Resumes Scale  

created by Waung, Hymes, Beatty, and McAuslan, 2015] 

 

Instructions: Before, you evaluated the applicant on job-related qualities overall. Now, 

using the 1 (Exceptionally Weak Fit) to 7 (Exceptionally Strong Fit) rating scale below, 

please rate your impression of the applicant on each quality listed below. 

  

88. How well do the applicant’s values seem to “match” or fit with 

the values of Umbrella Enterprise LLC? 

89. How well does the applicant’s personality seem to “match” or fit 

with Umbrella Enterprises LLC? 

90. The suitability or fit of the applicant’s personality and values 

with those of Umbrella Enterprises LLC. 

91. Overall, how well is the applicant likely to fit in at Umbrella Enterprises LLC? 

Scale: 7-Point Scale 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 
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APPENDIX U 

 

PERCEIVED PERSON–JOB FIT SCALE 

[Self-promotion Statement in Video Resumes Scale  

created by Waung, Hymes, Beatty, and McAuslan, 2015] 

 

Instructions: Before, you evaluated the applicant on job-related qualities overall. Now, 

using the 1 (Exceptionally Weak Fit) to 7 (Exceptionally Strong Fit) rating scale below, 

please rate your impression of the applicant on each quality listed below. 

  

92. How well does the applicant’s expertise “match” or fit the demands of 

the account executive position? 

93. The suitability or fit of the applicant’s skills and abilities “match” or 

fit with the position of Account Executive at Umbrella Enterprises 

LLC. 

94. The applicant’s suitability or fit for this position is… 

Scale: 7-Point Scale 

Extremely 

Weak Fit 

Weak 

Fit 

Slightly  

Weak Fit 

Neither Weak  

Nor Strong 

Slightly  

Strong Fit 

Strong 

Fit 

Exceptionally  

Strong Fit 
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APPENDIX V 

 

PERCEIVED HIRING STAGES SCALE 

Instructions: After reviewing the applicant’s portfolio and evaluating his/her qualities 

and fit, it is now time to make some anticipatory decisions in advising the company on 

the applicant. Please circle the number that indicates the likelihood you would advise 

the company on the decision in question. 

  

95. What is the likelihood that you would advise the company to 

interview this applicant? 

96. What is the likelihood that you would advise the company to hire this applicant? 

Scale: 5-Point Scale  

 

Definitely 

Not 

Probably 

Not 

Don’t Know Probably Definitely 
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APPENDIX W 

 

PERCEIVED PROJECTED MOBILITY SCALE 

Instructions: After reviewing the applicant’s portfolio and evaluating his/her qualities 

and fit, it is now time to make some anticipatory decisions in advising the company on 

the applicant. Please circle the number that indicates the likelihood you would advise 

the company on the decision in question. 

Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this company... 

  

97. What is the likelihood you would ever find cause to promote this applicant? 

98. What is the likelihood you would ever find cause to demote this applicant? (REV) 

99. What is the likelihood you would ever find cause to fire this applicant? (REV) 

Scale: 5-Point Scale  

 

Definitely 

Not 

Probably 

Not 

Don’t Know Probably Definitely 

 

Note. REV denotes that the item was reverse scored. 
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APPENDIX X 

 

PERCEIVED OVERALL HIREABILITY SCALE 

Instructions: After reviewing the applicant’s portfolio and evaluating his/her qualities 

and fit, it is now time to make some anticipatory decisions in advising the company on 

the applicant. Please circle the number that indicates the likelihood that you would 

advise the company on the decision in question. 

Given the applicant’s portfolio, if s/he were already an employee of this company... 

  

95. What is the likelihood you would advise the company to interview this applicant? 

96. What is the likelihood you would advise the company to hire this applicant? 

97. What is the likelihood you would ever find cause to promote this applicant? 

98. What is the likelihood you would ever find cause to demote this applicant? (REV) 

99. What is the likelihood you would ever find cause to fire this applicant? (REV) 

Scale: 5-Point Scale  

 

Definitely 

Not 

Probably 

Not 

Don’t Know Probably Definitely 

 

Note. REV denotes that the item was reverse scored. 
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APPENDIX Y 

 

PERCEIVED OVERALLHIRING RECOMMENDATION MEASURE AND 

PERCEIVED SALARY RECOMMENDATION MEASURE 

100. Please explain your recommendation for hiring or not hiring the applicant 

overall— be sure to include your perceptions of the candidate’s strengths and 

any concerns that you believe the personnel office should consider. 

  

1. With no reservations, I strongly recommend hiring this applicant 

for the account executive position. 

2. I recommend hiring this applicant for the account executive position, 

but have some reservations. 

3. I recommend hiring this applicant, but for a different position within 

the company. Please note, if you choose this question, you have the 

choice of picking either the position above or below the account 

executive position, depending upon which position you deem to be a 

better fit. 

4. I am undecided about whether to recommend hiring this applicant. 

5. I definitely recommend NOT hiring this applicant. 

Scale: 5-Point Scale (Reverse-Scored) 

 

101. If hired, and given this applicant’s qualifications, what starting salary would 

you recommend? Please circle one. 

 

 1. 45,000-49,999 4. 60,000-64,999 7. 75,000 

 2. 50,000-54,999 5. 65,000-69,999  

 3. 55,000-59,999 6. 70,000-74,999  

 

 

 


