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Wisner, Deven L.  Weight-Based Discrimination in the Workplace: An Examination of Rater 

Characteristics 

Abstract 

The prominence of obesity has increased in the United States to account for over one-third of the 

adult population.  The purpose of this study was to explore perceived person-organization fit and 

rater characteristics (average weight vs. overweight; male vs. female) as possible reasons for 

differential treatment of overweight individuals throughout the hiring process.  A total of 320 

participants from Amazon’s MechanicalTurk were asked to review a fictitious business profile 

with a photograph (average weight vs. overweight; male vs. female) and indicate the likelihood 

they would recommend the individual for hire.  Overweight job applicants were expected to be 

rated as significantly less hirable than their average weight counterparts, and male raters were 

expected to rate overweight job applicants as significantly less hirable and to utilize discriminant 

language to justify their rating. Overweight raters were expected to be significantly less likely to 

recommend overweight job applicants, and overweight male raters were expected to be 

significantly less likely to recommend overweight job applicants in comparison overweight 

female raters.  The results of a 4-way factorial ANOVA supported one of the hypotheses, which 

was that differential treatment occurred between rater gender, rater weight, and applicant weight. 

Implications are offered. 
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Chapter I: Literature Review 

According to the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), over a third of 

the adult population (78.6 million) in the U.S. is considered obese (“Adult Obesity Facts,” 2016).  

As of 2015, the State of Obesity found that at least 20% (often more) of the population in each 

state is considered obese (“Obesity Rates & Trends,” 2016).  Although an individual’s weight 

can have direct implications on his or her health, a number of other adverse effects, both social 

and psychological, can occur because of it.  Aside from significantly higher health costs, for 

example, obese citizens are often in a lower socioeconomic class than their average or 

underweight counterparts (“Obesity Rates & Trends,” 2016; “Adult Obesity Facts,” 2016).  The 

current proposal explores the issue of weight in the workplace.   

Although several researchers consider obesity a social disability (Krueger, Stone, & 

Stone-Romero, 2012; Maddox, Back, & Liederman, 1968), and many of the researchers agree 

discrimination against obese job applicants occurs (Brochu & Morrison, 2007; Grant & Mizzi, 

2014; King, Shapiro, Hebl, Singletary, & Turner, 2006; Krueger et al., 2014; O’Brien, Latner, 

Ebneter, & Hunter, 2013; Ruggs et al., 2015), these individuals are not protected by a federal 

law.  Laws protecting against discrimination in the workplace, such as the Civil Rights Act of 

1964, do not apply to weight-based discrimination.  Therefore, protection for obese job 

applicants and workers is left solely to state and city governments.  So far, only a few local 

governments have implemented laws protecting their citizens against weight-based 

discrimination.  More specifically, one state (Michigan) and six cities (San Francisco, CA; 

Madison, WI; Urbana, IL; Binghamton, NY; and Washington, DC) have moved forward with 

laws that make weight-based discrimination in the workplace illegal (“Weight Bias Laws,” 

2016).  Although the ideal is that more protection is implemented, or that the discrimination 
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ceases to exist, so far these have not been the case.  Furthermore, laws against discrimination do 

not necessarily eliminate it; instead, explicit acts of discrimination could be reduced, but subtle 

discrimination may still exist (Agerstrom & Rooth, 2011; King et al., 2006; Ruggs et al., 2015).  

The purpose of this study is to expand our understanding of the impact of weight in the 

workplace by exploring the characteristics of job applicant raters and their relationship with 

subtle discrimination.  More specifically, this study will examine how rater characteristics, 

including gender and BMI, might influence weight-based discrimination.  Although many 

researchers have focused on applicant or employee characteristics (i.e. obese individual; e.g., 

Agerstrom & Rooth, 2011; Grant & Mizzi, 2014; Judge & Cable, 2011; Krueger et al., 2012; 

Ruggs et al., 2015), few studies have examined rater characteristics.   

Defining Obesity: Medical Terms and Common Perceptions  

Prior to further describing the context for the current study, some terms need to be 

carefully operationalized.  The terms used to describe different levels of weight are not intended 

to be applied interchangeably and are often used outside of the meanings assigned by the medical 

community.  Instead, body mass index (BMI) range is used to classify a person’s weight.  The 

formula to calculate BMI includes weight and height, and the result determines the weight status 

(“About Adult BMI,” 2016).  Currently, the CDC has four weight statuses that men and women 

fall into: (1) underweight (BMI < 18.5), (2) normal weight (18.5 < BMI < 24.9), (3) overweight 

(25.0 < BMI < 29.9), and (4) obese (BMI > 30.0).  Researchers suggest, though, that the general 

public might use these terms differently.  For instance, researchers have investigated the terms 

utilized to describe different silhouettes (i.e. outlines of body types; Greenleaf, Starks, Gomez, 

Chambliss, & Martin, 2004), and they found that the undergraduate students in their study did 

not explicitly differentiate between the varying degrees of weight.  For example, instead of 
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distinguishing between overweight and obese, both silhouettes were significantly classified as 

overweight.  Moreover, men and women are similar in their generalization of weight-based 

terms.  Given the purpose of this study is to examine perceptions of weight in the workplace, and 

to explore how individual characteristics influence those perceptions, the term average weight 

will be utilized to encompass under- to normal weight ranges, and the term overweight will be 

utilized to describe any weight range above normal.  

Weight-Based Stereotypes, Prejudice, and Discrimination 

Although obesity has become significantly more prominent in recent years (“Obesity 

Rates & Trends,” 2016; “Adult Obesity Facts,” 2016), mass media places an emphasis on health 

(Burmeister & Carels, 2014; Domoff, Hinman, Koball, Storfer-Isser, Carhart, Baik, & Carels, 

2012; Klaczynski, Goold, & Mudry, 2004).  Almost contradictory to the obesity statistics, health 

has become a focal point that can be seen in television shows, advertisements, online, and in 

schools (e.g., Burmeister & Carels, 2014; Champion, Glenn, Berry, & Spence, 2015; Domoff et 

al., 2012; Klaczynski et al., 2004).  However, the act of being healthy does not appear to be 

enough.  Instead, the U.S. society has made looking healthy an ideal to strive for, and those who 

fail to meet that criteria can be negatively impacted (e.g., Brochu & Morrison, 2007; Domoff et 

al., 2012; Han, Norton, & Stearns, 2009; Judge, Cable, & Kozowski, 2011; Klaczynski et al., 

2004; Krueger, 2014).  For example, individuals outside of the healthy image are often the target 

of humor in the media (Burmeister & Carels, 2014).  In their study, Burmeister and Carels 

(2014) found that regardless of feelings toward obese individuals, appreciation for weight-related 

humor did not vary.  Aside from the media portraying the obese as a humorous topic, media also 

has the capacity to perpetuate weight-based biases (Domoff et al., 2012).   
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 Individuals who deviate from the preferred ideal and are overweight or obese are often 

associated with negative traits (Agerström & Rooth, 2011; Bell & Morgan, 2000; Crandall, 

Bahns, Warner & Schaller, 2011; Greenleaf et al., 2004; Klaczynski et al., 2004; Polinko & 

Popovich, 2001; Ruggs, Hebl, & Williams, 2015; Shapiro, King, & Quinones, 2007).  The 

literature suggests that because obesity appears to be controllable, overweight individuals are 

ascribed characteristics, such as: being unattractive (Greenleaf et al., 2004; Polinko & Popovich, 

2011; Ruggs et al., 2015), being unable to perform physical activity (Polinko & Popovich, 2011), 

being lazy (Greenleaf et al., 2004; Klacynski et al., 2004; Shapiro et al., 2007), lacking self-

control (Shapiro et al., 2007), being careless (Ruggs et al., 2015), and demonstrating overall 

unprofessional behavior (Ruggs et al., 2015).  

 Perhaps unsurprising, the negative stereotypes assigned to overweight individuals have 

been found by researchers to carry over to the workplace.  The stereotypes can influence the 

likelihood an overweight applicant will be invited to an interview or recommended for a job 

(Brochu & Morrison, 2007; Grant & Mizzi, 2014; Krueger et al., 2014; O’Brien, Latner, Ebneter, 

& Hunter, 2013; Ruggs et al., 2015).  Additionally, employees who are overweight might have a 

significantly poorer experience within the workplace as opposed to average weight employees 

(Han et al., 2009; Judge et al., 2011; Rudolph, Wells, Weller, & Baltes, 2009). Although the 

differential treatment that overweight individuals experience over their average weight 

counterparts is examined within this study, the primary focus includes the exploration of rater 

characteristics and their effect on discrimination towards overweight individuals in the work 

place.  

 Prior to introducing the current study, the underlying reasons for why such differential 

treatment might happen (even if unconsciously) are proposed below.  More specifically, how an 
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individual’s weight might influence their perceived fit within an organization, and how lack-of-

fit effects the likelihood job applicants are recommended to be hired will be explored.  This is 

proposed in Heilman’s (1983) Lack-of-Fit Model, which focuses on discrimination based on the 

perception that the stereotyped individual will not be compatible with the organization.  Aside 

from perceived lack of fit, rater characteristics, or other individuals making decisions about 

whether to hire, fire, or promote someone, are important considerations when exploring the 

underlying reason for differential treatment.  Given that rater characteristics might be 

significantly associated with anti-fat biases, it is important to know which rater characteristics 

might lead to prejudice against overweight individuals when establishing a selection committee.  

To address the possible effect of rater characteristics on the treatment of overweight job 

applicants, the model developed by Stone and Coella (1996) will be utilized. Stone and Coella 

(1996) propose several considerations in their model, however, this study will primarily utilize 

the foundation they provided for the examination of rater characteristics.  Both models will be 

explored in more depth below, as they were foundational to the development of this research 

study.  

Theoretical Basis 

 Two complementary theories provide the basis for why overweight individuals might 

experience differential treatment as job applicants.  First, Heilman’s Lack-of-Fit Model (1983) 

will be utilized to explain some of the predictions in this proposal.  Heilman’s (1983) Lack-of-Fit 

Model suggests that individuals might experience discrimination because of a perceived 

deficiency in their capabilities to effectively complete job requirements.  According to Heilman 

(1983), the perceived deficiency can originate from stereotypes about a certain group.  For 

example, many job requirements include self-motivation and researchers have found that obese 
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individuals are viewed as less motivated than their average weight counterparts (Grant & Mizzi, 

2014; Polinko & Popovich, 2001).  As mentioned previously, the perceived deficiencies 

associated with being overweight are often called out in the media.  Based on these perceptions, 

raters might expect that an overweight job applicant is unable to perform certain tasks, or they 

would not be able to uphold the image of the company.  In other words, the job applicant is not 

perceived as an appropriate fit for the company, as a discrepancy exists between the individual 

and the requirements of the workplace.  Heilman (1983) suggests this lack-of-fit will influence 

the outcome of their employment.   

The negative characteristics often associated with obesity can hinder individuals’ ability 

to have a successful career (Han et al., 2009; Judge et al., 2011).  Even before experiencing 

prejudice within the workplace, researchers suggest that obese applicants are significantly less 

likely to be selected during the hiring process (Brochu & Morrison, 2007; Grant et al., 2014; 

Krueger, 2014; Ruggs et al., 2015), which suggests that applicant raters may exhibit 

discriminatory behaviors towards obese individuals.  If obese individuals acquire a job, their 

training is expected to be significantly impacted by the trainer’s perception of them (Shapiro et 

al., 2007).  Furthermore, employee wages appear to be negatively associated with obesity (Han et 

al., 2009; Judge et al., 2011).  Judge et al. (2011), for example, found that underweight women 

earned about twice as much as their obese counterparts, while men only began to earn less once 

they entered the overweight classification.  Similarly, Cawley (2004) found that overweight 

white females were rewarded significantly less than overweight males and females of other 

races/ethnicities.  Researchers suggest that these pay discrepancies are due to the negative 

stereotypes assigned to obese individuals that develop into prejudice (Cawley, 2004; Han et al., 

2009; Judge et al., 2011).  Nevertheless, significant differences between the weight classes are 
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evident, and the overweight and obese weight classes appear to be at the biggest disadvantage 

(Rudolph et al., 2009).  Given the empirical findings outlined, which are explained by the Lack-

of-Fit Model, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 1: Average weight applicants will be rated as more hirable than overweight 

applicants using a hiring recommendation items measure. 

Rater Characteristics and Weight Discrimination 

Although this may be unsurprising, several more specific factors in relation to obesity 

discrimination have yet to be examined (beyond the broad prediction regarding weight and 

hiring).  In addition to examining the differential treatment between overweight and average 

weight job applicants, the weight and gender of the individuals rating job applicants will be 

examined.  This is proposed to be an important component of the hiring process to consider, as 

hiring managers seek job applicants meeting their criteria deemed to produce a successful 

employee.  In other words, a lot of the hiring process depends on the opinion of the hiring 

manager and/or selection committee, which justifies exploring whether or not certain groups of 

individuals are more likely to discriminate against overweight job applicants.  Prior researchers 

have primarily focused on gender and race, and although these are important characteristics, 

researchers must use triangulation to fully understand and address weight based discrimination.  

Based on the findings of past researchers, rater weight might influence how they treat overweight 

job applicants.  Although companies likely have a hiring process, any decisions made outside of 

a structured decision (e.g., interview or assessment) will require hiring managers to depend on 

their perceptions of a job applicant (even if unconsciously).  At this point, hiring managers 

maintaining negative stereotypes about overweight workers might feel justified and engage in 

prejudiced behavior (Crandall et al., 2011).  Therefore, having a better understanding of rater 
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(e.g., hiring manager) characteristics might lead to selection committees to be established more 

carefully.  Additionally, understanding that potential biases exist enables the stereotypes to be 

mitigated by the individual engaging in them and also by those around them.  Studies that have 

broached this angle have primarily done so by focusing on the gender of the rater (Brochu & 

Morisson, 2007; Crandall & Biernat, 1990; O’Brien et al., 2013).  Several researchers (Brochu & 

Morisson, 2007; Crandall & Biernat, 1990; O’Brien et al., 2013) found men were more likely to 

assign negative stereotypes to overweight individuals than women.  Interestingly, Ruggs et al. 

(2015) found that men were less likely to recognize discriminatory actions, but were equally as 

likely to be discriminated against.  Similarly, Polinko et al. (2012) suggested men were 

discriminated against, but were less likely to recognize it than women.  Therefore, discriminatory 

language is expected when men are shown photographs of overweight male and females.  

Hypothesis 2: Male raters will be more likely to (2a) recommend an average weight 

applicant to be hired using the hiring recommendation items measure and (2b) rationalize 

their decision using more discriminant language when asked to explain their reasoning 

for scoring the applicant the way they did.  

Rater weight has also been briefly considered as a factor in weight-based discrimination 

(Crandall & Biernat, 1990) but it has not been explored in-depth.  Crandall and Biernat (1990) 

pioneered the examination of rater characteristics in relation to anti-fat attitudes.  In their 

research study, Crandall and Biernat (1990) found rater weight (as operationalized as BMI) was 

positively related to higher scores on the anti-fat attitudes scale.  They attributed this to how 

individuals saw themselves and how they believed their appearance was perceived by others. 

This has potential to be extremely important given job applicants and employees are subjected to 

raters on a regular basis and the opportunity to be treated unfairly presents itself equally as often. 
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The present study will further examine how participant weight influences the likelihood to 

recommend an obese job applicant for hire.  Given the undesirability of being stereotyped and 

discriminated against based on weight, it is expected that overweight raters will rate overweight 

job applicants significantly lower than their average weight counterparts. Therefore, the 

following is hypothesized in the present study: 

Hypothesis 3: Overweight raters will be significantly less likely to recommend 

overweight job applicants as opposed to average weight job applicants using the hiring 

recommendation items measure.  

 Researchers have examined rater weight and gender in relation to the likelihood to 

recommend or favorably rate overweight individuals.  However, a combination of these 

characteristics has not been extensively examined.  Crandall and Biernat (1990) found the weight 

of females to be unrelated to their anti-fat attitudes.  However, the relationships between the 

weight of male participants and their anti-fat attitudes was positively related.  Focusing solely on 

gender, and as stated previously, researchers (Brochu & Morisson, 2007; Crandall & Biernat, 

1990; O’Brien et al., 2013) have found males are more likely to assign negative traits to obese 

individuals than females.  Although the research on rater BMI and gender is minimal, findings 

suggest overweight males will be more prejudiced against overweight individuals.  Therefore, 

the researcher expects overweight male raters will exhibit preferential treatment towards average 

weight individuals.  

Hypothesis 4: Overweight male raters will be significantly less likely to recommend 

obese individuals than their female counterparts using the hiring recommendation items 

measure.  

Chapter II: Methodology 
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 The intention of this research study was to examine weight-based discrimination in the 

workplace, specifically with an emphasis on the contribution of rater characteristics.  First, this 

study explored whether there is a difference between how obese and average weight job 

applicants are rated.  Additionally, participant (rater) weight and gender was examined in an 

effort to determine if their weight influences their likelihood to discriminate against obese job 

applicants.  This study employed a 2 (target gender: male vs. female) x 2 (target weight: average 

weight vs. above average weight) x 2 (rater BMI: average weight vs. above average weight) x 2 

(rater gender: male vs. female) factorial design.   

Participants 

 A total of 320 participants were recruited through Amazon’s MechanicalTurk (mTurk).  

The purpose of this sample size was to meet the needs of the 4-way factorial ANOVA.  In order 

to participate in the study, participants were required to be U.S. citizens and at least 18 years old. 

Participants who successfully completed the survey received a $.80 reward, which was paid to 

them via mTurk.  Although the demographics of mTurk participants can fluctuate, Ipeirotis’ 

mTurk Tracker was utilized to review the demographics of mTurk participants in September 

2016.  Ipeirotis’ mTurk Tracker was developed by Panos Ipeirotis as a method to determine the 

characteristics of mTurk participants (Ipeirotis, 2010).  According to Ipeirotis’ mTurk Tracker, 

75.16% of participants were born before 1990, and 59.05% of participants were female.  The 

majority of participants reported being part of a two-person household (29.40%), and the most 

common range of household income was $40,000-59,999 (21.03%).  

Materials 

 A variety of materials were utilized to conduct this study.  Participants were presented 

information about the available position through the job description, and the business profile 
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with photograph served as a way for participants to learn about applicant qualifications.  Seven 

hiring recommendation items and an open-ended reasoning question were used for participants to 

indicate their likelihood to recommend job applicants, and to explore the reasoning for their 

selections.  The remaining materials included attention and manipulation check questions, as 

well as a short demographic index.  Each of these materials is described in detail below.   

 Job description.  A job description was provided to all participants to familiarize them 

with the position the job applicant is being considered for.  The job description was for a retail 

sales clerk position at a department store.  More specifically, the job description focused on some 

of the knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) required for this position as outlined by O*Net 

(O*Net Online, 2016).  For example, the ability to meet sales goals through self-motivation was 

emphasized.   

Business profile.  A business profile (i.e., professional networking webpage) was 

developed for the purpose of this study.  The business profile met the requirements of the job 

description and was intended to represent a well-qualified applicant.  

Applicant photographs.  A total of four photographs were utilized in this study.  

Participants either viewed a male or female applicant who appeared overweight or average 

weight.  The photographs were shared by another researcher (King, 2014) but unpublished in 

existing research.  King is a prominent researcher focused on discrimination and has carried out 

several projects focused on the treatment of individuals based on their weight (e.g., King et al., 

2006).  Each photograph was originally of an average individual and was manipulated using 

photo editing software to appear overweight.  To make the job applicant rating experience more 

life-like and provide participants with a photo of the applicant, participants viewed the 

photograph on a fictitious business profile.   
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To determine which photographs would be utilized, a set of manipulated photographs 

were piloted to 10 (female = 5; male = 5) individuals at a Midwestern university.  Each 

participant was presented with one version (average weight or overweight) of six photographs.  

The group of six photographs was an equal combination of men and women.  Furthermore, three 

applicant photographs appeared overweight, whereas the other three were of average weight 

applicants.  The photographs that were not incorrectly classified by their gender or weight were 

utilized in this study. 

 Hiring recommendation items.  Seven hiring recommendation items (HRI) were 

utilized based on the measure employed by Krueger et al. (2012).  The six point Likert-scale 

measure was intended to assess the likelihood that participants would hire a job applicant. An 

example item from the measure is “I highly recommend that this job applicant be hired for the 

job.”  Participants were asked their level of agreement with the seven statements, ranging from 

(1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.  In the study by Krueger et al. (2012), the Cronbach’s 

alpha was found to be .94 for the HRI measure.  To review the exact measure items included on 

the HRI measure, see Appendix A.   

 Open-ended reasoning question.  An open-ended question was used to assess the 

reasons why participants rated applicants a certain way. The question appeared exactly as 

follows: “In order to help the researchers understand what the most effective way to acquire a 

position at Costa Mesa, please describe your reasoning for rating the job applicant how you did.”   

 Manipulation check.  Two questions were utilized to verify how participants perceived 

the applicants.  The questions inquired about weight (average weight vs. overweight) and gender 

(male vs. female).  More specifically, participants were asked “Was the applicant male or 

female?” and “Was the applicant average or overweight?”.  Participants were asked to indicate 
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weight or gender with two options (e.g., (1) Male or (2) Female, and (1) Average Weight or 

Overweight).  

 Attention check.  Two questions were utilized to determine whether participants were 

paying attention during the study.  The questions focused on the employer’s name, and the 

position they were hiring for.  More specifically, participants were told to “Please select the 

name of the retailer,” for which they were given three options.  One of the options (“Costa 

Mesa”) were correct, and the other two were common retailers.  Next, participants were asked, 

“What position was the retailer hiring for?”  They were provided three choices, (1) Janitor, (2) 

Manager, (3), Retail Sales Clerk (correct option).  If the participant answered either of the 

questions incorrectly, the survey was terminated.  

Procedure 

After signing up for the study, participants received a link to complete the study within a 

two-week time period.  When participants decided to proceed with the study, they were 

presented with a consent form that made them aware of their rights as participants.  They were 

informed that there was no obligation to participate, and they could opt-out at any time without 

experiencing adverse consequences.  By proceeding past the consent page of the study, the 

participants provided their consent.  

 Each participant was exposed to one of four conditions of a Business page.  The 

difference between the four Business pages was the weight and gender of the job applicant 

(average weight male, overweight female, average weight male, overweight female).  On the 

profile, a full body shot was displayed to ensure the difference in weight was distinguishable.  

Participants were first shown the job description for the retail sales clerk position available.  A 

retail sales clerk position was chosen based 2012 Department of Labor Statistics, which indicated 
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that women made up 50.2% of the occupation.  This was done in an effort to avoid gender biases 

based on occupations traditionally filled by one gender over the other.  In the photograph, the job 

applicant either appeared to be average or overweight and male or female.  Each participant only 

reviewed one business profile.  To imitate a real-life scenario, applicants were able to go back 

and forth between the job description and business profile.  Prior to answering the hiring 

recommendation items and providing their reasoning for the ratings, the participants were given 

one more opportunity to review the applicant materials.  As a manipulation check, participants 

were asked to describe the applicant’s characteristics.  More specifically, participants were asked 

to indicate the applicant’s gender and weight.  

 The final section of the study requested the participants rate the likelihood that they 

would hire the applicant based on the applicant’s perceived qualifications.  In the survey 

instructions, participants were encouraged to make their decision with the consideration of the 

amount of time and money that goes into the hiring and training process.  This was done as an 

effort to counteract participants feeling as if their input did not matter because the ratings were 

for a fictional selection process.  After completing the nine survey items, participants were asked 

to qualitatively explain the reasoning behind their decisions.  Finally, they were thanked for their 

participation and given a confirmation code to be entered into mTurk. The confirmation code 

ensured their response in Qualtrics was connected with their mTurk account, which allowed 

them to be paid for their participation. Given this method of payment, complete anonymity was 

not possible, but all results were kept confidential and only shared in aggregate form.  
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Chapter III: Results 

 The purpose of this study was to determine if a difference existed between raters’ 

likelihood to recommend overweight job applicants and their average weight counterparts.  More 

specifically, whether interactions existed between rater characteristics and the Hiring 

Recommendation Item (HRI) score ascribed to job applicants was of interest.  Quantitative data 

analysis was the primary method utilized to explore the Hypotheses 1, 2a, 3, and 4.  However, 

qualitative data analysis was conducted to test Hypothesis 2b.  

Participant Demographics 

 A total of 380 mTurk respondents began the survey, but after data cleaning (e.g., 

verifying answers on the attention check questions), 283 remained.  Although the weight and 

gender of the applicants alternated, removing the responses for respondents who failed the 

manipulation check adjusted the equal distribution of the photos.  Female and average weight 

(independent of one another) were the most prominent of the photos displayed to respondents (n 

= 145, n = 153, respectively; see Appendix K).  The sample was made up of 149 males, 134 

females, and the majority of respondents identified as average weight (n = 193), followed by 

overweight (n = 76) and underweight (n = 14).  The majority of respondents were between 25 

and 34 years of age (n = 124) and, when asked to report their level of education, most indicated 

that they had received their bachelor’s degree (n = 98).  

Factorial ANOVA Analysis 

A 2 (Applicant Weight) x 2 (Applicant Gender) x 3 (Rater Weight) x 2 (Rater Gender) 

was performed to explore the hypotheses (see Appendix L).  Main effects were explored first. 

Main effects for applicant gender, F (1, 261) = .10, p = .752, ηp
2 = .07, nor applicant weight, F 

(1, 261) = .13, p = .724, ηp
2 = .00 were found.  These results suggest that on average, the hiring 



 22 

recommendations for male and female job applicants were similar, and for those applicants who 

were average and overweight. The results of this ANOVA failed to confirm H1, so the null 

hypothesis was accepted.  There was not an effect for rater gender, F (1, 261) = .001, p = .974, 

ηp
2 = .00, suggesting that male and female raters provided similar hiring recommendations.  

Similarly, raters of different weight categories also provided similar hiring recommendations, F 

(1, 261) = 1.63, p = .198, ηp
2 = .01.  

 The interactions among variables were explored next. The second hypothesis contained 

two parts, the first of which was explored as part of this ANOVA. The first component of H2 

predicted male raters would score average weight applicants higher on the hiring 

recommendations than their overweight counterparts (H2a). Here, a non-significant interaction 

was found, F (1, 261) = 1.41, p = .236, ηp
2 = .01.  Similarly, a non-significant interaction 

between applicant weight and rater weight was found, F (1, 261) = .11, p = .900, ηp
2 = .00.  

Therefore, H3, which predicted overweight raters to score overweight job applicants 

significantly lower than their average weight counterparts, was not supported.   

 Although not hypothesized, results of the other interactions are reported here.  First, the 

interaction between applicant gender and weight on hiring recommendation was not significant, 

F (1, 261) = .06, p = .810, ηp
2 = .00, nor was the interaction between applicant gender and rater 

gender significant, F (1, 261) = .17, p = .677, ηp
2 = .00.  The interaction between applicant 

gender and rater weight on hiring recommendation were not significant, F (1, 261) = .11, p = 

.895, ηp
2 = .00.  Finally, rater gender and rater weight interaction was not significant, F (1, 261) 

= .865, p = .42, ηp
2 = .01.  Therefore, on average, an applicant’s hiring recommendation score 

did not differ based on their own gender and rater weight.  

The last hypothesis predicted a three-way interaction among applicant weight, rater 
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gender, and rater weight. Overweight male raters (versus female raters) were expected to score 

overweight job applicants significantly lower on the hiring recommendation items than their 

average weight counterparts.  Here, a significant interaction between applicant weight, rater 

gender, and rater weight was found, F (1, 261) = 6.52, p = .011, ηp
2 = .02.  Overweight male 

raters were less likely to recommend overweight job applicants (M = 4.76) than their female 

counterparts (M = 5.20; see Figure 1).  Regardless, overweight male raters recommended 

overweight job applicants (M = 4.76) more often than their underweight, average weight (M = 

4.74) or average weight counterparts (M = 4.70; see Figures 1, 2, and 3).  Further exploration of 

the interaction revealed that for underweight male raters, overweight applicants were rated lower 

(M = 4.74) than average weight applicants (M = 4.86).  Although underweight female raters did 

not rate average weight applicants, their rating of overweight applicants was lower (M = 4.46) 

than their male counterparts’ ratings of both weight classes (see Figure 2).  For average weight 

male applicants, overweight applicants were rated higher (M = 4.70) than average weight 

applicants (M = 4.58).  Contrarily, average weight female raters showed a preference for average 

weight applicants (M = 5.01) versus overweight applicants (M = 4.85).  For both average weight 

and overweight applicants, average weight female ratings were higher than their male 

counterparts (see Figure 3). These results provide support for H4.
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Figure 1. Overweight male and female rater preference for applicants by weight. 

 

Figure 2. Underweight male and female rater preference for applicants by weight. 
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Figure 3. Average weight male and female rater preference for applicants by weight. 
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applicant’s hiring recommendation score did not differ based on a combination of their gender, 

and rater gender and weight. 

 The final component of the analysis, a four-way interaction between applicant weight, 

applicant gender, rater gender, and rater weight, was not significant, F (1, 261) = .41, p = .524, 

ηp
2 = .00.  Therefore, on average, an applicant’s hiring recommendation score does not differ 

based on a combination of their own gender and weight, and rater weight and gender. 

 

Figure 4. Male rater preference by applicant weight and gender. 
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Figure 5. Female rater preference by applicant weight and gender. 

Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative data analysis was conducted on the open-ended question asking respondents 
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position would require someone to be on their feet all day.  The latter comment was directed 

towards overweight job applicant 
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Chapter IV: Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendation 

 The purpose of this study was to determine whether overweight job applications 

experience differential treatment dependent on rater characteristics.  This section will review the 

results section in detail and speculate the reasoning for the outcomes.  This will include possible 

implications for the workplace as result of the findings.  Additionally, limitations and future 

research directions will be explored.  

Discussion 

 The results of this study suggest overall that the physical characteristic of weight may not 

always be of influence in hiring ratings.  Specifically, for all but one hypothesis (H4), the null 

hypothesis was accepted, suggesting raters made similar judgments of those across different 

weight and gender categories.  The first hypothesis predicted average weight job applicants 

would be preferred over their overweight counterparts.  Contrary to the findings of several 

researchers (Brochu & Morrison, 2007; Grant et al., 2014; Krueger, 2014; Ruggs et al., 2015), 

applicants were rated similarly regardless of weight.  Given the stigma associated with blatant 

discrimination, it is possible that the raters were not comfortable expressing their true feelings 

and implicit biases might have existed.  This has been the case in previous research conducted by 

Agerström and Rooth (2011), where an implicit association test was used to determine expected 

performance of job applicants.  Although the researchers identified explicit biases within the 

same study, a significant correlation with job performance was not found.  Alternatively, the 

applicants were all well-dressed and, in some cases, this may have mitigated discriminant 

tendencies.  Prior researchers have noted differential treatment between job applicants who 

counter stereotypes as opposed those who justify premature perceptions (King et al., 2006).  

Therefore, stereotypes such as unprofessionalism (Ruggs et al., 2015), carelessness (Ruggs et al., 



 30 

2015), and laziness (Greenleaf et al., 2004; Klacynski et al., 2004; Shapiro et al., 2007), may 

have been mollified by the appearance of the job applicants.  

 Similarly, male raters, on average did not exhibit a preference for average weight job 

applications (H2a), which is contradictory to the literature.  Several researchers found male raters 

more likely to assign negative stereotypes to overweight individuals than their female 

counterparts (Brochu & Morisson, 2007; Crandall & Biernat, 1990; O’Brien et al., 2013).  

Similar to the prior explanation, explicit acts of discrimination may have been less likely given 

the perceived scrutiny and negative consequences associated with this behavior.  Furthermore, 

Crandall and Eshlemen (2003) suggested that the expression of prejudice requires justification, 

and could instead be suppressed by other beliefs, values, or norms.  The second part of the 

hypothesis (H2b) posited that male raters would utilize more discriminant language when 

justifying their decisions.  Explicitly discriminant comments were minimal, and not only linked 

to male raters.  Again, considering the scrutiny of those who discriminate, explicitly discriminant 

comments might have been uncomfortable for raters to make.  Furthermore, the resume shown 

was intended to be for a strong candidate.  It is possible that most the raters found the candidates 

to be exceptionally qualified for the role, which mitigated negative stereotypes typically held 

against overweight individuals.  Moreover, the job applicants had previous job experience in a 

related field and had engaged in motivated behaviors, such as upselling and assisting customers.  

These are contradictory to the attributes of unprofessional (Ruggs et al., 2015) and lazy 

(Greenleaf et al., 2004; Klacynski et al., 2004; Shapiro et al., 2007), which have been attributed 

to overweight individuals.  

 The third hypothesis predicted overweight raters to be less likely to recommend 

overweight applicants as opposed to average weight job applicants.  This was supported by 
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researchers Crandall and Biernat (1990), who found a positive association between weight and 

anti-fat attitudes, but was not found in this study.  However, Crandall & Biernat (1990) also 

speculated that anti-fat attitudes did not originate because of the rater’s weight but with other 

ideologies held (i.e., self-esteem).  Additionally, overweight raters may have been aware of the 

negative stereotypes about their weight class, but did not ascribe those traits to themselves. 

Therefore, overweight raters may have been more bipartisan and rated based on qualifications (or 

other biases), regardless of which weight class they fall into.  

 The fourth hypothesis predicted overweight males would be less likely to recommend 

overweight job applicants than their female counterparts.  Support was found for this hypothesis, 

which aligned prior researchers’ findings that the weight of males is positively related with anti-

fat attitudes (Crandall & Biernat, 1990), and that males are more likely to stereotype overweight 

job applicants (Brochu & Morisson, 2007; Crandall & Biernat, 1990; O’Brien et al., 2013).  

Although prior hypotheses were founded on similar literature, it is possible the combination of 

rater characteristics (i.e., overweight and male) was the reason for the differential treatment.     

 Although not hypothesized, the results revealed that a difference in males’ ratings of 

overweight job applicants only existed when they were rating females.  This is expected, as 

males have previously been found to be more likely to stereotype overweight job applicants 

(Brochu & Morisson, 2007; Crandall & Biernat, 1990; O’Brien et al., 2013).  Swami et al. (2008) 

found male raters exhibit preferential treatment towards average and underweight females during 

the hiring process.  A possible explanation for this is the perception of female attractiveness in 

relation to weight and treatment in the workplace.  Based on the results from a study conducted 

by Judge and Cable (2011), females earn less in their careers as their weight increases.  Judge 
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and Cable (2011) speculate this is at least partially due to the influence of the media on 

perceptions of attractiveness.  

 Similarly, results revealed differences in females’ ratings of overweight job applicants 

only existed when they were rating males.  This was not expected, as males have been found to 

be more likely to stereotype overweight job applicants than their female counterparts (Brochu & 

Morisson, 2007; Crandall & Biernat, 1990; O’Brien et al., 2013).  However, these findings are 

partially supported by Ruggs et al. (2015), who found both obese men and women experience 

subtle stereotyping based on their weight, but men are typically ignorant to it.  Regardless, these 

findings suggest that raters are fairer when they are rating applicants of their own gender as 

opposed to the opposite sex.  This might be explained by how females perceive attractiveness of 

the opposite sex, where overweight males are perceived as less attractive and healthy than an 

average weight male to a heterosexual female (Singh, 1995). 

Practical Implications 

 The results of this study reaffirm the need to protect individuals who are discriminated 

against based on their weight class.  Although several of the predictions hypothesized did not 

occur, differential treatment was observed in two circumstances.  Currently, minimal measures 

have been put in place to mitigate the mistreatment of individuals who are perceived as 

overweight or obese.  More specifically, only one state and six cities have made discrimination 

based on weight illegal.  In other locations, a bona-fide occupational defense is used by 

employers to justify differential treatment based on applicant appearance (Cavico, Muffler, & 

Mujtaba, 2012).  This means that unless overweight individuals are able to qualify their obesity 

as a disability under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, or they reside in the few places 

willing to protect them based on their weight status, unfair treatment will likely go unpunished.  
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This is unacceptable, as an individual’s likelihood to acquire a position, or their treatment when 

employed, should be solely based on their performance instead of characteristics that do not 

impact their ability to meet the company’s standards.  Therefore, research such as this will assist 

with justifying the need for more protection.   

 A second implication is that the findings of this research can be used as a tool for 

overweight job applicants to moderate the effects of their weight on their treatment in the 

workplace.  For example, the job applicants shown to raters in this study were professionally 

dressed, which was reflected by the comments and ratings received.  This is a method 

overweight job applicants could use during their own hiring experiences.  King et al. (2006) 

found that obese shoppers experienced significantly more discrimination than their 

professionally dressed counterparts.  This was echoed by researchers (Ligos, 2001) who found 

that the appearance of applicants, including the poorly dressed, overweight, and unattractive, 

influenced their desirability according to company executives.  Therefore, applicants should 

make themselves aware of the negative stereotypes that exist for their group.  This information 

can be used to contradict the stereotypes and possibly suppress acts of discrimination (Crandall 

et al., 2011). 

 Although blatant preference was not given to individuals of average weight, this research 

serves as a reminder to hiring managers and other decision makers within organization that 

biases do exist.  As found in this research, biases may not be as simple as differential treatment 

of overweight versus average weight job applicants. Instead, several characteristics (of both the 

rater and applicant) could result in a different rating. This requires that decision makers 

recognize their biases and consciously put forth efforts to mitigate them.  Although a voluntary 

change in individuals is ideal, organizations should consider making a stand against 
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discrimination based on appearance.  This might include offering training sessions (similar to 

those offered on sexual harassment), and a formal policy that clearly outlines their expectation of 

hiring managers is that differential treatment does not occur.  

 Finally, this research demonstrates that even though prior researchers have found 

negative stereotypes exist regarding overweight individuals, differential treatment does not 

always occur.  Therefore, it may take more than maintaining a negative stereotype about group 

of people to justify prejudice behavior.  However, this should serve as motivation to other 

researchers to include an anti-fat attitudes measure within their study.  This would help 

determine the relationship between negative stereotypes and discriminant behavior.  

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 

 This study has a number of limitations that could be addressed in future study of this 

topic. First, the initial limitation identified is the attractiveness of the photographs presented to 

raters.  Although it may not have influenced the hiring recommendations scores ascribed to the 

job applicants by the raters, the attractiveness of the applicants was not measured during the pilot 

of the photographs.  Future research should take attractiveness into account when selecting the 

photographs to be utilized.  Aside from attractiveness, the pilot study requested that raters 

identify the weight and gender of several applicants as opposed to one.  This comparison could 

have made the weight differences clearer as opposed to the actual study where raters were only 

exposed to one version of an applicant.  

 Similarly, the manipulated photographs portrayed professionally dressed job applicants. 

Based on the qualitative comments received by raters, the apparel chosen for the applicants 

might have made the job applicants appear to over qualified or distracted the raters from the 

weight of the applicant.  Although this could be a way to mitigate differential treatment of 
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overweight individuals, clothing more traditional for an entry-level position might be more 

appropriate if this study were to be repeated.  This is important because real-life applicants dress 

in a variety of attire, which might not always include something overly professional. 

 The lack of responsibility for the outcome of the hiring recommendation is another 

limitation.  Given the fictional nature of a research study using a survey method, it is inevitable 

that participants do not feel they will encounter repercussions due to their decisions.  Future 

research might include gaining access to the human resources department of an organization for 

a study on the treatment of overweight job applicants.  Hiring managers and other decision 

makers should be included to determine real-life treatment of job applicants with regard to their 

weight class. 

 The sample within this study was almost split between males and females.  However, the 

concentration on rater characteristics made it especially important to have an even split of 

average weight and overweight raters. The data were cleaned and the final analyses were 

conducted using an uneven number of raters within the average weight and underweight 

categories.  Specifically, raters identifying as average weight were the most prominent (n = 193), 

followed by overweight (n = 76), and finally underweight (n = 14).  The difference between the 

weight classes may have impacted the results.  Future research should attempt to have a more 

balanced sample while examining rater characteristics in relation to weight-based discrimination 

in the workplace. 

 This study was also conducted using self-reported U.S. citizens, which causes some 

concern about the generalizability of the results.  Individuals from other countries might have 

varying definitions of weight classes.  The same stereotypes may not exist, or there could be 

others not commonly found within the U.S.  Therefore, future research should explore the 
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definition of weight classes in other countries, as well as the perceptions of individuals who are 

overweight.  This information could be used to further research weight-based discrimination in 

the workplace within the context of other cultures.  

Conclusions 

 To summarize, this study provides additional insight into the treatment of overweight job 

applicants, as well as practical implications and future research opportunities.  Although physical 

characteristics of the applicants and raters were not always found to be influential, this might be 

explained by several factors, including the prominence of subtle discrimination and mitigating 

factors (e.g., strong resume and professionally dressed applicants).  This research shows that 

differential treatment can occur, but it might be more likely to occur when several factors 

interact.  Practically, this research serves as an opportunity for hiring managers and decision 

makers to reflect on their practices, confront personal biases, and implement a strategy to 

eliminate the preferential treatment of job applicants and employees based on characteristics 

irrelevant to the job description.  Instead of the responsibility being given to hiring managers, 

organizations should foster an inclusive culture, including policies protecting individuals from 

discrimination based on their appearance.  The findings of this study might be insightful to 

overweight job applicants, as there may be an opportunity to mitigate the differential treatment 

they experience.  Specifically, overweight job applicants should consider engaging in activities 

that mitigate stereotypes against their weight class.  Future researcher may include a different set 

of photos where applicants are dressed for the job they are applying for, as well as identifying a 

sample representative of all weight classes.  Ideally, future studies will incorporate hiring 

managers or other individuals on a selection committee, to determine whether a difference exists 

between research and application.  Finally, as the research on this field continues to grow, it 
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should be broadened to include the perspectives of other cultures outside of the U.S.  This is 

especially important in order to ensure the treatment of all individuals is fair and not based on 

their physical appearance. 
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Appendix A: Hiring Recommendation Items Scales 

Keeping in mind the job description and job candidate's profile, please answer the following 

questions: 

Strongly Disagree ----- Disagree -----  Somewhat Disagree ----- Somewhat Agree ----- Agree -----         

Strongly Agree  

1. I highly recommend that this job applicant be hired for the job. 

2. I do not recommend this job applicant for the job. 

3. I strongly encourage the decision makers to select this person for the job. 

4. I recommend that the decision makers look at other applicants rather than hire this one. 

5. I have serious reservations about hiring this job applicant. 

6. This job applicant has my highest endorsement. 

7. I do not support this job applicant for the job opening. 
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Appendix B: Job Description 

Cost Mesa, a large department store, is seeking a professional individual who enjoys assisting 

and interacting with a diverse clientele. The ideal candidate will pride themselves in being part of 

a professional team and thrive in an environment where they can use their attention to detail to 

organize merchandise, attend to customers, and balance a cash drawer. Candidates should also be 

motivated to identify potential upselling opportunities based on customers’ existing selections. 

Essential Functions: 

1. Stock and straighten shelves to ensure product is displayed in an appealing manner.  
2. Effectively and professionally respond to customer inquiries. 
3. Price and inventory products on a weekly basis.  
4. Process customer sales transactions, returns, and exchanges. 
5. Utilize basic math skills to determine discounts, sales totals, and cash drawer balances.  
6. Assemble product displays to showcase products.  
7. Assist customers with placing online orders.  
8. Sweep, vacuum, and dust store to maintain a professional environment.   
9. Capitalize on additional sales opportunity by identifying complimentary products to a 

customer’s existing selections.   
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Appendix C: Business Profile (Female – Average Weight) 
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Appendix D: Business Profile (Female – Overweight) 

 

  



 46 

Appendix E: Business Profile (Male – Average Weight) 
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Appendix F: Business Profile (Male – Overweight) 
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Appendix G: Demographic Questions 

Please answer the following questions about yourself.  

 

What is your gender? 

• Male 
• Female 

 

Please select the race/ethnicities that you identify with. 

• White 
• Black or African American 
• American Indian or Alaska Native 
• Asian 
• Hispanic 
• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
• Other ____________________ 

 

In what weight category do you classify yourself in? 

• Underweight 
• Average weight 
• Overweight 
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Please indicate the highest level of education you have completed. 

• No schooling completed 
• Nursery school to 8th grade 
• Some high school, no diploma 
• High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED) 
• Some college credit, no degree 
• Trade/technical/vocational training 
• Associate degree 
• Bachelor’s degree 
• Master’s degree 
• Professional degree 
• Doctorate degree 

 

Please select your age. 

• 18-24 years old 
• 25-34 years old 
• 35-44 years old 
• 45-54 years old 
• 55-64 years old 
• 65-74 years old 
• 75 years or older 
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Appendix H: Consent Form 

Consent to Participate In UW-Stout Approved Research  

 

 

Title: Job Candidate Rating  

 

Research Sponsor: 

Dr. Alicia Stachowski 

Stachowskia@uwstout.edu 

(715) 232-2478 

Investigator: 

Deven Wisner 

Wisnerd5259@my.uwstout.edu 

(520) 390-3543 

 

 

mailto:Wisnerd5259@my.uwstout.edu
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Description: 

The researcher is interested in determining the best candidate for a retails sales clerk position at 

Costa Mesa. You will be asked to read a job description and review job candidate profile and 

make a hiring recommendation. Additionally, you will be asked to provide basic demographic 

information. Eligible participants must (1) be a United States citizen, (2) identify as male or 

female, and (3) be over 18 years old. In addition to these requirements, you must answer two 

questions that determine if you read and comprehended the materials presented to you. Failing to 

meet these requirements will result in not being compensated.   

 

Risks and Benefits: 

There are minimal risks in participating in this survey. The benefit is contributing research on job 

candidate selection procedures. 

 

Time Commitment and Payment: 

The survey is expected to take 10 minutes to complete. Upon completion of the survey and 

answering the attention check questions, you will be awarded $.80 for your time. If the attention 

check questions are not successfully answered, you will not be awarded $.80 for your time and 

will be taken to the end of the survey. 

 

Confidentiality: 

If you choose to participate in this survey, your answers will remain confidential. The results of 

this study will be disseminated in aggregate form.  
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Right to Withdraw: 

You may exit at any time. However, if you exit without completing the survey in full (or miss the 

attention check questions), you will not receive compensation for your participation. 

 

IRB Approval: 

This study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Wisconsin-Stout's Institutional 

Review Board (IRB). The IRB has determined that this study meets the ethical obligations 

required by federal law and University policies.  If you have questions or concerns regarding this 

study, please contact the Investigator or Advisor.  If you have any questions, concerns, or reports 

regarding your rights as a research subject, please contact the IRB Administrator. 

 

 

Investigator: Deven Wisner 

Wisnerd5259@my.uwstout.edu 

(520) 390-3543 

 

IRB Administrator 

Elizabeth Buchanan  

Office of Research and Sponsored Programs 

152 Vocational Rehabilitation Bldg. 

UW-Stout 

Menomonie, WI 54751 

715.232.2477 

Buchanane@uwstout.edu  

Advisor: Dr. Alicia Stachowski 

Stachowskia@uwstout.edu 

(715) 232-2478 

 

mailto:Wisnerd5259@my.uwstout.edu
mailto:Buchanane@uwstout.edu
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Please indicate your consent below:  

 

• I do not meet one or more of the qualifications as outlined above and/or do not agree to 
participate.  

 

• I agree to participate in the project entitled, "Job Candidate Rating." 
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Appendix I:  Participant Demographics (N = 283) 

  Frequency (N) Percent 

Gender 
  

Female 145 51.2% 

Male 138 48.8% 

Age 
  

18-24 28 9.9% 

25-34 124 43.8% 

35-44 69 24.4% 

45-54 42 14.8% 

55-64 17 6% 

65-74 3 1.1% 

Race/Ethnicity 
  

White 214 75.6% 

Black or African American 23 8.1% 

Asian 25 8.8% 

Hispanic 12 4.2% 

Other 9 3.2% 

Weight 
  

Underweight 14 4.9% 

Average Weight 193 68.2% 

Overweight 76 26.9% 

Education 
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Some High School 1 0.4% 

High School Diploma 34 12% 

Some College 53 18.7% 

Trade/Technical/Vocational 11 3.9% 

Associate's 40 14.1% 

Bachelor's 98 34.6% 

Master's  34 12% 

Professional Degree 5 1.8% 

Doctorate 7 2.5% 

Total 283 100.0% 
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Appendix J: Four-Factor Hiring Recommendation Items (HRI) Score ANOVA Summary 

Source SS df MS F ηp
2 

Between treatments 
     

Applicant Gender .07 1 .07 .10 .00 

Applicant Weight .08 1 .08 .13 .00 

Rater Gender .001 1 .001 .001 .00 

Rater Weight 2.19 2 1.09 1.63 .01 

Applicant Gender*Applicant Weight .04 1 .04 .06 .00 

Applicant Gender*Rater Gender .12 1 .15 .17 .00 

Applicant Gender*Rater Weight .15 2 .07 .11 .00 

Applicant Weight*Rater Gender .95 1 .95 1.41 .01 

Applicant Weight*Rater Weight .14 2 .07 .11 .00 
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Rater Gender*Rater Weight 1.16 2 .58 .87 .01 

Applicant Gender*Applicant Weight*Rater Gender 5.01 1 5.01 7.47 .03 

Applicant Gender*Applicant Weight*Rater Weight .26 2 .13 .19 .00 

Applicant Gender*Rater Gender*Rater Weight .50 2 .25 .38 .00 

Applicant Weight*Rater Gender*Rater Weight 4.38 1 4.38 6.52 .02 

Applicant Gender*Applicant Weight*Rater 

Gender*Rater Weight .27 1 .27 .01 .00 

Within Treatments 175.21 261 .67 
  

Total 6819.76 283       
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Appendix K: Thematic Analysis Results for Participant Reasoning Question 

Theme Definition N Percent  Examples 

Qualified 

Applicant 

Rater indicated 

the applicant 

was qualified. 

242 85.51% "His resume experience fits with what is being asked about 

the job, he has experience with customers." 

    
"Candidate had plenty of relevant experience" 

    
"Looks good and can do the job" 

More interviews Rater wanted to 

consider other 

applicants.  

13 4.59% "I think that I would need to see more choice before strongly 

endorsing this candidate." 

    
"Well, she is qualified, but I wouldn't give her my highest 

endorsement because I haven't seen any other applicants" 
    

"While I think he is good for the job I would want to see what 

else is out there" 
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Underqualified 

applicant (non-

discriminant) 

Rater indicated 

the applicant 

was 

underqualified.  

15 5.30% "Upselling was part of the job description and I didn't see 

anything in the candidate's experience that shows he can do 

this." 

    
"This person is poorly qualified.  He is only a high school 

graduate.  He has only had one other job. his experience is 

minimal." 
    

"He worked at his current employer for over a year and hasn't 

promoted." 

Overqualified 

Applicant 

Rater indicated 

the applicant 

was 

overqualified. 

5 1.77% "The resume looked great but the picture looked like he 

should be a manager or an executive…" 

    
"They seem to be over qualified" 

    
"Looks pretty experience in what is needed.  May be lacking 

some IT skills.  May be somewhat over qualified." 
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Do not recommend 

(other 

discrimination) 

Rater used 

discriminant 

language (non-

weight) to 

justify their 

scores. 

4 1.41% “I get the idea that this person rather be a model instead of an 

employee.  I have a feeling she won't do the job effectively 

and most likely will be lazy.” 

    
"He seemed like an okay candidate for the job, he had a little 

experience, but his weird fashion suit was really off-putting to 

me. If someone wasn’t dressed like that and had his 

qualifications, I think I'd give the job to him instead." 
    

"I liked him, but he appeared much too "professional" than I 

would expect of a retail clerk." 

Do not recommend 

(weight 

discrimination) 

Rated used 

discriminant 

language 

(weight based 

3 1.06% "Given the woman's girth, I'd be concerned that customers 

might be more likely to resist any attempts by her to up-sell 

products as they might perceive her to be greedy and self-

indulgent, rather than kind and considerate." 
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to justify their 

scores.  
    

"I mean she has great experience, seems polite and nice.  but 

can she lift stuff.  she looks lazy and the fact she is a fat 

woman, she might be fit for the job or attractive." 
 

  

 
"...I thought this job would be physically difficult for someone 

overweight…" 

Other 
 

18 6.36% 
 

 


