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a b s t r a c t
The job interview is one of the most widely used assessment tools in the selection process. Despite
its popularity in practice, interview outcomes can be prone to bias. Although our knowledge of
stigmatizing applicant characteristics that elicit subgroup differences has grown exponentially, research continuously highlights the need for a framework underlying interview bias. This paper
proposes a framework for interview bias based on the dual-process theory, which is a widely applicable theoretical framework that has inﬂuenced research on social interactions, information
processing, and decision making. Speciﬁcally, we investigate how stigmatizing applicant characteristics affect interviewers' information processing during the three main stages of the interview
(i.e., pre-interview, interview, decision making), we discuss situational and interviewer factors as
moderators, and describe the impact on interview outcomes (like interview bias). Building on the
dual-process theory, we formulate key propositions, related to each of the interview stages.
Finally, we discuss the implications of this framework for future interview and stigma research
and for organizations' interviewing practice.
© 2015 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
Job interviews have been an integral part of personnel selection practice over the last 100 years (Ryan & Ployhart, 2014) and it is
rare, if not unthinkable, to have a selection process without an interview (Huffcutt, Culbertson, & Weyhrauch, 2013). Interviews are
often the only, or ultimate, selection tool used to make hiring decisions (Levashina, Hartwell, Morgeson, & Campion, 2014). Despite its
popularity (Steiner, 2012), the interview has also been criticized because of its subjective nature and proneness to biases and discrimination. Indeed, accumulated evidence of different characteristics that elicit such biases and their impact on minority or stigmatized
applicants has grown exponentially. More recently, cognitive factors, such as information processing, have been identiﬁed as potential
drivers of such biases (e.g., Huffcutt, Van Iddekinge, & Roth, 2011; Madera & Hebl, 2012). Researchers have thus started to examine the
more implicit basis of behavior and decision making in organizational settings (e.g., Macan & Merritt, 2011; Uhlmann et al., 2012).
However, a theoretical framework that describes the cognitive processes explaining how applicant characteristics inﬂuence interviewers' judgments while incorporating the social and organizational aspects of the job interview is still lacking (Macan, 2009;
Macan & Merritt, 2011).
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In this paper, we propose a model of interview bias to stigma based on dual-process theory, a widely accepted theoretical decisionmaking framework (Evans, 2008; Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). This theory is pertinent for explaining interviewers' judgments for
two main reasons. First, dual processing has been increasingly used to account for behavior and decision making in social psychology
(e.g., Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Deutsch & Strack, 2006) and cognitive psychology (e.g., Evans & Stanovich, 2013; Smith & DeCoster,
2000). It has been successfully applied to explain people's reactions to stigmas (e.g., Pryor, Reeder, & Landau, 1999; Pryor, Reeder,
Yeadon, & Hesson-McInnis, 2004) and has been recently suggested as a potentially valuable approach for interview research
(Dipboye, Macan, & Shahani-Denning, 2012). Moreover, job interviews are high-stakes contexts (for both interviewers and applicants) driven by formal rules, regulations, and legislations, two essential factors to initiate conscious and effortful rule-based behavioral control that is central to dual-process theory.
Second, dual-process theory derives from research on heuristics and biases (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), which proposes that
humans can be rational information processors, but are also fallible human beings whose decision-making processes are inﬂuenced
by heuristics and biases. Interestingly, this Nobel Prize winning research originates from Daniel Kahneman's experiences and observations as an interviewer for the Israeli army (Kahneman, 2003a). Kahneman noted that despite his conﬁdence in interview judgments, the actual validity was low. Ironically, despite that the heuristics and biases approach ﬁnds its origin in the job interview,
this approach, or the closely related dual-process theory, is rarely applied as a theoretical framework underlying interview decision
making and interview bias (e.g., Dipboye et al., 2012).
Taken together, a theoretical framework of interview bias based on dual-process theory has the potential to advance our understanding of how stigmatizing applicant features inﬂuence the decision-making process throughout the various stages of a job interview. The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: We ﬁrst brieﬂy review the literature on applicant stigma. Next, we
describe dual-process theory and its key cognitive mechanisms. We then review the job interview literature to discuss and illustrate
how cognitive processes affect interviewers' behaviors and information gathering, highlight how situational and interviewer factors
can moderate such processes, and describe the impact on interview outcomes (like interview bias) in each of the successive interview
stages. Finally, we discuss the implications of this framework for future interview and stigma research and for organizations'
interviewing practice.
We note that, despite the job interview being a two-way process and the need to consider both the applicant and recruiter side
(Dipboye et al., 2012), we chose to highlight the interviewer's perspective by investigating the way interviewers process candidate
(stigma) information. In doing so, we further focus on one particular cognitive theory (i.e., dual-process theory) without having
the intention to downplay the importance and relevance of other, alternative cognitive or motivation theories (like parallel distributing processing or connectionist theories), which fall outside the scope of the current paper.
2. Stigma and Interview Bias
Stigma is a term that encompasses many different stigmatizing features that can be divided into different types of stigma on a variety of dimensions (for an in-depth review of stigma see Heatherton, Kleck, Hebl, & Hull, 2003). Examples of stigma that are often
subject of research in the ﬁeld of interview bias are obesity (Agerström & Rooth, 2011; Bell & McLaughlin, 2006; Hebl & Kleck,
2002), physical unattractiveness (Dipboye, 2005; Hosoda, Stone-Romero, & Coats, 2003), disabilities (Hayes & Macan, 1997; Macan
& Hayes, 1995), and ethnicity (Kaiser & Pratt-Hyatt, 2009; Rakic, Steffens, & Mummendey, 2011).
From the initial introduction of the term stigma, theorists have emphasized that observation of the stigma instantly triggers emotional reactions in the observer including uncertainty, discomfort, anxiety, and perceived danger (Bos, Pryor, Reeder, & Stutterheim,
2013; Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998; Goffman, 1968; Jones et al., 1984; Major & O'Brien, 2005). Indeed, when perceiving a stigmatized
individual, observers initiate physiological responses that are consistent with reactions to threat and fear (Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter,
Lickel, & Kowai-Bell, 2001). This fear has an evolutionary origin as many physical stigma are perceived to be indicators of a disease or a
threat (Kurzban & Leary, 2001; Park, Faulkner, & Schaller, 2003; Park, Schaller, & Crandall, 2007; Ryan, Oaten, Stevenson, & Case, 2012;
Wolfe, Dunavan, & Diamond, 2007). Therefore, observation of the stigma will trigger scripts that initiate behavioral, cognitive, and
affective reactions in the observer (i.e., interviewer) including avoidance, fear, disgust, and the activation of stereotypes (Amodio &
Devine, 2006; Houston & Bull, 1994; Neumann & Strack, 2000; Pryor et al., 2004; Zajonc, 1980).
In order for bias to occur, the interviewer needs to be, or become, aware of the stigmatizing applicant feature. Some stigmas are
concealable, and not directly observable to others (Jones & King, 2014). We discuss the dual-process model in interviewing as related
to visible, non-concealable stigma in the current manuscript. Recent reviews of the interview literature have highlighted various types
of visible stigmas that can inﬂuence interviewers' judgments (e.g., Dipboye & Johnson, 2013; Huffcutt, 2011; Macan, 2009; Macan &
Merritt, 2011). Importantly, Pryor et al. (1999, 2004) noted that visible stigmas can be controllable or uncontrollable, and that people's
negative reactions towards stigmas were stronger when the target was perceived to be responsible for the stigma. Visible uncontrollable stigmas that could play a role in the interview include gender, age, race or ethnicity, physical disability or a facial stigma (e.g., a
port-wine stain). Stigma that can be perceived as controllable include pregnancy, visible signs of religion or religious beliefs, tattoos,
and overweight or obesity (although this can be uncontrolled, for instance when caused by illness, overweight individuals are often
perceived as responsible for their condition; King et al., in press). Although recent research found no evidence of similarity effects in
structured interviews (Sacco, Scheu, Ryan, & Schmitt, 2003), in less-structured interview it is possible that interviewers' biases will be
particularly strong if they do not share the applicant's stigma. Therefore, the framework that we present below can thus be used to
understand interviewers' reactions to both controllable and uncontrollable visible stigmas, although biases are likely to be stronger
with controllable stigmas that are not shared by the interviewer. In the next section, we present the theoretical foundations of our
framework and describe the central aspects of dual-process theory.
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3. Dual-process theory
Dual-process theories generally consider that human behavior, social judgments, and decision making are driven by two distinct
processes that can be active simultaneously. The two processes have received different labels including intuition/reason, reﬂexive/
reactive, System 1/System 2, and Type 1/Type 2 processes (Evans, 2008; Samuels, 2009; Stanovich, 1999). For reasons of clarity, we
will further refer to Type 1 and Type 2 processes, as these are considered to be the most neutral labels.
Dual-process theories in reasoning (Evans, 2006), judgment and decision making (Kahneman & Frederick, 2002), and social
cognition (Chen & Chaiken, 1999), all propose that Type 1 processes are driven by cognitive scripts and heuristics. Cognitive scripts
are knowledge structures that guide behavior in familiar situations or when interacting with targets that are familiar (Abelson,
1981; Bozeman & Kacmar, 1997; Gioia & Poole, 1984). Heuristics are simple procedures, or judgmental rules, that offer often imperfect
but satisfactory reactions to certain situations or problems (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Both scripts and heuristics may be innate, or
acquired through learning or experiences (Evans, 2008; Kahneman & Frederick, 2002; Kahneman & Klein, 2009). The deﬁning feature
of Type 1 processes is that they do not impose large demands on working memory (Evans, 2008; Evans & Stanovich, 2013). This
feature implies that Type 1 processes operate outside of an individual's control, are activated immediately when required, function
automatically, and have a high processing capacity as they work in parallel.
In general, we all rely on Type 1 processes to direct our common day-to-day behaviors. Type 1 processes are used to execute undemanding operations such as information registration, processing, interpretation, and integration of information. Additionally, Type
1 processes include those that execute routine operations that are acquired through rehearsal, intensive practice, and experience. For
example, observing and identifying trafﬁc signs, such as a stop sign, and initiating behaviors to stop the car are done automatically and
hence are driven by Type 1 processes. Overall, Type 1 processes are able to perform a whole range of tasks of which the outcomes are
referred to as intuitive. Intuitive Type 1 outcomes, or impulses, can take many forms such as urges, behaviors, thoughts, and emotions.
Contrary to Type 1 processes, Type 2 processes are conscious processes that draw on working memory (Evans, 2008). This dependence on working memory implies that Type 2 processes are slow, place high executive demands on cognitive resources, and include
deliberate processes that leave less available processing capacity. The outcomes of Type 2 processes can be thoughts, judgments, or
behaviors that are under control of the individual, and thus based on normative rules and thoughtful deliberation (Sloman, 1996).
Despite the clear distinction in our description of the processes, Type 2 processes cannot function without the support of Type 1
processes as these continuously provide relevant information to Type 2 processes by retrieving information from memory and by
updating working memory.
Overall, Type 2 processes serve two main purposes. The ﬁrst is to execute highly complex cognitive operations that require a high
level of control and conscious awareness. The second task is to monitor the impulses generated by Type 1 processes, and endorse, correct, or override these depending on their appropriateness in a speciﬁc situation, and the extent to which the impulses achieve the
individual's goals (Evans, 2008; Kahneman & Frederick, 2002; Stanovich, 1999). If there is a conﬂict between the Type 1 impulses,
and those expected in function of the individual's situation or goals, then Type 2 processes can correct or override these impulses.
This process results in a temporal pattern of actions (e.g., behaviors), which are initiated by Type 1 processes, and adjusted once
Type 2 processes are activated. In other words, when Type 2 processes override initial impulses, changes in behavior and cognition
are expected. Conversely, if the impulses of Type 1 processes are considered desirable given the situation and goals, Type 2 processes
will endorse the impulses and not modify them. When Type 2 processes do not interfere with Type 1 impulses, or casually endorse
these impulses, the resulting outcomes are labeled as intuitive (Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). Given that intuitive outcomes are
endorsed by Type 2 processes, there is no temporal pattern of actions, and the execution of the actions minimally draws on the
individual's cognitive resources. Moreover, both the execution of highly complex cognitive operations, and the correction of Type 1
impulses, demand self-control and hence draw on the individual's limited cognitive resources (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000).
In sum, Type 1 processes are automatically activated and rely on existing heuristics and cognitive scripts that are formed through
knowledge and experience. The outcomes of Type 1 processes are uncontrolled intuitive heuristic responses that can take various
forms including behavioral impulses, reactions, thoughts, impressions, and judgments. Type 2 processes execute complex cognitive
operations and monitor the outcome or responses of Type 1 processes. When Type 1 responses are deemed appropriate, and goaldirected, Type 2 processes will not intervene. However, when the outcomes or impulses of Type 1 processes are conﬂicting with
situational demands, or the task goals, Type 2 processes override the responses and initiate behaviors and thoughts in function of
the social situation and the speciﬁc goals. In the following section, we discuss how Type 1/Type 2 processes progress and affect bias
during the job interview.

4. Dual-process theory and interview bias
Before describing the mechanisms by which Type 1/Type 2 processes inﬂuence interviewers' evaluation of stigmatized applicants
in job interviews, it is essential to specify the boundaries of our theoretical framework: The general mechanisms that we describe
below apply speciﬁcally to one-on-one, face-to-face interviews during the selection phase, when interviewers aim to screen applicants on job relevant qualiﬁcations and meet applicants for the ﬁrst time. Yet, we recognize that interviews can be more or less structured and diagnostic in nature (e.g., unstructured vs. structured; initial screening vs. ﬁnal; Levashina et al., 2014) and may be
conducted for different purposes (e.g., selection vs. recruitment; Marr & Cable, 2014). Job interviews further differ in the amount of
interviewers (e.g., panel vs. one-on-one; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994) and medium
to conduct the interview (e.g., video vs. phone vs. face-to-face; Straus, Miles, & Levesque, 2001). Therefore, where relevant, we will
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discuss how other situational factors (i.e., interview structure, type of information available, purpose of the interview), or interviewer
characteristics might affect Type 1/Type 2 processing and interviewers' biases.
Throughout the job interview various situational demands are placed on the interviewer, affecting interviewers' information
processing and judgment. Interviewers, for instance, may encounter job candidates with stigma which may elicit Type 1 processes
and instigate bias. At the same time, interviewers should adhere to their professional goals and standards, which may trigger Type
2 processes to counter biased judgments. The way and extent that Type 2 processes ‘monitor’ Type 1 impulses might, however,
depend on the interview stage.
In their work on the job interview, Robert Dipboye and Therese Macan were among the ﬁrst to recognize and thoroughly discuss
the dynamic and multi-phased nature of the job interview (Dipboye & Macan, 1988). Following their seminal work, many researchers
consider the job interview as a three-phased process (e.g., Levashina et al., 2014), starting with the pre-interview stage in which the
interviewer shapes initial impressions about the candidate based on a limited number of information that is exchanged and available
about the job candidate (i.e., paper credentials; Dipboye & Johnson, 2013) and initial impressions are formed quickly (e.g., Stewart,
Dustin, Barrick, & Darnold, 2008). The pre-interview stage is followed by the actual interview stage, which can start with a rapport
building. Subsequently, in the interview stage, both the applicant and the interviewer gather more (job-related) information and
the interviewer engages in conﬁrmatory processing or adjustments of his/her ﬁrst impressions about the candidate. Finally, in the
post-interview stage, the interviewer seeks to incorporate all the information gathered about the applicant to be able to make an
informed decision. In this stage, job candidates' qualiﬁcations are judged by the interviewer based on impressions and information
gathered in the preceding stages.
Because each of the successive interview stages differs in the amount and type of candidate/organizational information that
becomes available (situational factors, like interview structure components) as well as the way in which candidate information is
processed by the interviewer (interviewer factors, like individual difference factors in attitudes and personality), we propose that
Type 1 and Type 2 processes may play out differently throughout the different interview stages in affecting bias. The prevalence
and importance of moderating factors might also be contingent on the speciﬁc interview stage under consideration. Therefore, a
modular approach is taken on interview bias and Type 1/Type 2 processing of interview information. Fig. 1 represents the dualprocess perspective on interview bias in a schematic way. Building on the dual-process theory, we formulate 12 propositions related
to the three interview stages, as discussed next.
4.1. Stage 1: Pre-interview and Initial Impressions
4.1.1. Type 1 processes
During the pre-interview stage, the interviewer forms initial impressions about the applicant based on the information obtained
previously (e.g., resume, cover letter, test scores) or during the ﬁrst seconds after meeting the applicant. Forming initial impressions
about others is inherent to human nature. The speed with which impressions are formed suggests that this process relies on existing
heuristics and thus on automatic Type 1 processes (Bar, Neta, & Linz, 2006; Willis & Todorov, 2006). During the formation of impressions, interviewers are dependent on the serial presentation of visual cues, verbal cues, and behavioral cues such as a handshake
(DeGroot & Motowidlo, 1999; Motowidlo & Burnett, 1995; Stewart et al., 2008). Information is presented serially as a function of
the speed with which the different cues become available to the interviewer. Speciﬁcally, research has shown that visual cues, such

Fig. 1. A dual-process framework of interview bias.
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as the applicant's appearance, are immediately available and easy to process (Bruner, 1957; Thorpe, Fize, & Marlot, 1996), whereas
verbal and behavioral cues only become available as the social process advances. Hence, visual information such as appearance is likely the ﬁrst source to provide information during the initial impression formation process. Indeed, heuristic outcomes, such as initial
impressions, are derived from the observer's impression of the applicant's physical characteristics (e.g., appearance, voice, other
visible stigma), and related abstract properties such as similarity, surprise, and affective valence (Kahneman, 2003b).
Initial impressions are formed for both stigmatized and non-stigmatized applicants, but an applicant stigma increases the
speed with which impressions are formed. This raises the question to what extent stigma inﬂuences the impression formation
process. Theorists have emphasized that observation of the stigma instantly triggers emotional and physiological reactions in
the observer that are consistent with evolutionary reactions to threat and fear (Blascovich et al., 2001; Bos et al., 2013;
Crocker et al., 1998; Jones et al., 1984; Major & O'Brien, 2005). Therefore, observation of the stigma will automatically direct
one's attention (e.g., staring at the stigma) and trigger scripts that initiate behavioral, cognitive, and affective reactions in the
observer (i.e., interviewer) including avoidance and the activation of stereotypes (Amodio & Devine, 2006; Houston & Bull,
1994; Neumann & Strack, 2000; Pryor et al., 2004; Zajonc, 1980). For instance, candidates' foreign looks or accent can activate
stereotypes and prejudiced attitudes about ethnic minorities, affecting interviewers' ﬁrst impressions and job suitability ratings
(Purkiss, Perrewé, Gillespie, Mayes, & Ferris, 2006). The same applies to other visible stigma, like applicants' weight (Finkelstein,
Demuth, & Sweeney, 2007; Hebl & Turchin, 2005), physical appearances and unattractiveness (Dipboye, 2005), physical disability (Hebl & Skorinko, 2005) or any other visible stigma.
Proposition 1a. Interviewer's initial impression formation of the applicant is a heuristic process that is driven by automatic Type 1
processes.
Proposition 1b. Initial impressions are formed faster when there are strong cues available such as stigmatizing applicant
characteristics.

4.1.2. Type 2 processes
Type 1 impulses (like staring at the stigma or the activation of stereotypes) are conﬂicting with what is considered as an appropriate approach in the professional context of the job interview, and are therefore counterproductive for the attainment of the
interviewer's professional goals. As Type 2 processes are rule-based, the interviewers' subsequent behavior adheres to the societal
rules that are constrained by expectations of the interviewer, applicant, and company, and by legal standards and legislation that
stresses equal treatment of applicants to avoid the possible legal consequences of discrimination (Dipboye & Johnson, 2013). As a result, Type 2 processes will be triggered in an attempt to control and override Type 1 impulses and to generate new cognitive/behavioral scripts that are created in function of the interviewer's situational and task-speciﬁc goals (Bozeman & Kacmar, 1997; Gioia &
Poole, 1984; Lord & Kernan, 1987; Pryor et al., 2004).
Indeed, evidence from neuroscience shows that perception of a stigmatized individual activates brain regions that are related to
inhibitory Type 2 processes (Krendl, Macrae, Kelley, Fugelsang, & Heatherton, 2006). For example, staring at the stigma (e.g., a
port-wine stain), or stigma specifying features (e.g., ﬁzzy hair as a feature of ethnicity), is considered socially undesirable behavior
in general. This is especially true in a formal setting such as the job interview as this would likely be negatively perceived by the
applicant.
In reaction to the conﬂict between the Type 1 impulse of staring at the stigma, and the interviewers' social and professional norms,
Type 2 processes may be activated in order to inhibit and override these behavioral impulses by initiating more controlled behaviors
(i.e., not staring at the stigma; deactivating stereotypes). However, this process of inhibition and overriding occurs slowly due to the
difference in speed with which both types of processes are activated, and thus results in a pattern of behaviors that unfolds over time
(Langer, Fiske, Taylor, & Chanowitz, 1976; Pryor et al., 1999; Pryor et al., 2004; Rinck & Becker, 2006). Similarly, Type 1 impulses may
also manifest themselves in the form of emotions that are immediately activated upon perception of the stigmatizing applicant feature
(LeDoux, 1995), and are subsequently regulated through conscious (i.e., Type 2) response-focused strategies such as suppression
(Devine, 1989; Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Gross, 2002).
Proposition 2. Behavioral, emotional, and cognitive impulses in response to the stigmatized applicants create a conﬂict with the
interviewers' situational and task-speciﬁc goals, and therefore trigger conscious and rule-based processes aimed at overruling
these impulses.

4.1.3. Situational & interviewer factors
Whether undesirable Type 1 impulses towards the stigma are activated and regulated through conscious response-focused strategies (i.e., Type 2) also depend on the situational factors and interviewer characteristics as discussed next.
4.1.3.1. Pre-interview information
Pre-interview impressions are based on ancillary information from both the candidate and the job that is made available to the
interviewer. First, unless the organization relies on a highly structured interview process (Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997), candidates' paper credentials (resumes, cover letters, portfolio, application blanks) or prior test scores (from knowledge tests, ability
tests, personality tests) can be provided to the interviewers to review before the interview takes place. Similarly, impressions can
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be formed on the basis of applicants' non-verbal behavior (handshakes, scent, and physical appearance like professional dress or tattoos) or even rumors about the candidate (Dalal, Diab, & Tindale, 2015). Some of this candidate information, like physical appearance,
may make the stigma more salient and thus trigger Type 1 processes, whereas other may provide more pertinent (or potentially jobrelated) information about the applicant and facilitate Type 2 corrections.
Moreover, this information can be either a valid or invalid predictor for future job performances. Personality and ability test
scores (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), for instance, provide more detailed, norm-scored and validated
information about individuals that will initiate rule-based reﬂection and Type 2 processing than e.g., rumors. Indeed, in the absence of valid predictors, interviewers may form ﬁrst impressions based on irrelevant data from both overt cues (like candidate
picture IDs or accent; Dipboye, Arvey, & Terpstra, 1977; Dipboye, Fromkin, & Wiback, 1975; Purkiss et al., 2006; Watkins &
Johnston, 2000) and more subtle cues in ancillary information (like applicants' names and extracurricular activities in resumes;
Derous & Ryan, 2014; King, Mendoza, Madera, Hebl, & Knight, 2006). These cues might signal candidates' race, ethnicity, sex,
age, appearances, and other potentially stigmatizing candidate features which may trigger associative, Type 1 processes and
activate intergroup bias on subsequent interactions.
Job information can further affect Type 1/Type 2 processing of stigmatizing features. Information about applicants should be
considered in the context of the job opening and interviewers may perceive individuals from stigmatized groups to be a better or
lesser ﬁt to the job depending on job stereotypes (i.e., ‘stereotype ﬁt hypothesis’; see Dipboye, 1992; Heilman, 1983). For instance, unattractiveness was found to beneﬁt female applicants when screened for a masculine sex-typed job (i.e., director of
security; Johnson, Podratz, Dipboye, & Gibbons, 2010). Hence, job stereotypes also act as heuristics that might reinforce Type
1 processing of stigmatizing candidate features at the expense of a more thoughtful person-job ﬁt analysis. Under speciﬁc conditions, stigma might even be perceived as a valid signal of job-related traits (Bangerter, Roulin, & König, 2012), and initiate
more thoughtful processing of candidate information (Type 2 processing). For example, whereas tattoos have been historically
perceived as indicators of deviant behavior, in contemporary society this negative association is fading (Burgess & Clark, 2010)
and is slowly replaced by associations to positive traits such as creativity (DeMello, 2000). Hence, for jobs that demand high
levels of creativity, visible tattoos may be seen as valid signals of creativity, and may result in positive selection outcomes compared to when such signals are absent.
One possible way to overcome (or at least limit) Type 1 processes to bias ﬁrst impressions is by simply preventing interviewers to
check candidates' pre-interview information. Preventing interviewers to view such information is one of the ways to increase interview structure (Campion et al., 1997). Yet, aside from being rather unrealistic, this approach is not well accepted (Dipboye & Johnson,
2013). Instead, building in accountability by asking recruiters to justify their pre-interview impressions might instigate more thorough
processing of personalized information and alleviate Type 1 processing of stigma information. Ford, Gambino, Lee, Mayo, and
Ferguson (2005), for instance, showed that when White managers felt accountable for their evaluations of applicant pre-interview
information (like resumes), they suppressed racial bias against African-American applicants.
Proposition 3a. Providing interviewers with pre-interview information about stigmatized applicants will facilitate initial impressions based on automatic Type 1 processes, unless the information is job-related or interviewers are made accountable.
4.1.3.2. Interviewer characteristics
The extent that stigmatizing information shapes pre-interview impressions also depends on interviewer characteristics, among
which interviewers' own stigma history and prejudiced attitudes. For instance, interviewers' ﬁrst impression might be more positive
or negative depending on whether the interviewer possess the stigma him/herself or has positive/negative attitudes towards the
stigma (‘similar-to-me’ and ‘friendship effects’; e.g., Byrne, 1971; Cable & Judge, 1997; Kristof-Brown, Barrick, & Franke, 2002; Lin,
Dobbins, & Farh, 1992; Posthuma, Morgeson, & Campion, 2002; Vivian Chen, Lee, & Yvonne Yeh, 2008). If the interviewer possesses
the same stigma as the applicant (e.g., they are both from the same minority group), it is highly likely that Type 1 processes may
lead to more positive emotions and ﬁrst impressions.
When interviewers are motivated to control their prejudiced reactions, they might engage in more thoughtful processing of
candidate information during the pre-interview phase to control Type 1 processes. As shown by Pryor et al. (2004), the onset of
Type 1 processing of stigma information may be triggered by high levels of prejudice but dissipate gradually when one experiences
his/her own negative reactions and tends to control prejudiced reactions. This is also evidenced in a selection setting by Derous,
Ryan, and Nguyen (2012), who showed that participants evaluated ethnic minority applicants' pre-interview credentials (resumes)
more favorably when they scored high on motivation to respond without prejudice (i.e., when they were concerned about whether
others thought they were prejudiced).
It has further been argued that interviewers often rely on intuitive judgments and that such a tendency is especially present with
experienced interviewers (Highhouse, 2008). In a series of studies, Dipboye and Jackson (1999) found that the biasing effects of initial
information on interviewers' questioning was larger for experienced than inexperienced interviewers, notwithstanding the fact that
experienced interviewers seemed to have greater conﬁdence in their own interview abilities and the overall validity of the interview.
One potential explanation is that experienced interviewers could approach the situation ‘on automatic’ and rely especially on fast
heuristics associated with Type 1 processes.
Proposition 3b. Interviewers' prejudiced attitudes and level of experience will increase Type 1 processes when forming initial impressions about stigmatized applicants, whereas similarity with the applicant and concerns about prejudice will decrease Type 1
processes.
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4.1.3.3. Organizational characteristics and policies
Formal anti-discrimination or diversity policies present in the organization can also act to reduce Type 1 processes. Organizational
climates that support diversity signal to employees (e.g., interviewers) that discriminatory behaviors are considered inappropriate
(Avery, 2011). Therefore, when organizations have clear policies that value diversity in the workplace and/or punish discriminatory
behaviors, interviewers would be pressured to engage in Type 2 processes and ignore stigmas or suppress their inﬂuence on initial
impressions. For instance, clear codes of conducts with enforced sanctions can reduce discrimination against foreigners based on
application documents (Petersen & Krings, 2009).
Providing diversity training to interviewers might be another fruitful avenue for organizations to avert bias. For a long time, social
psychologists have investigated impression formation (Fiske, Lin, & Neuberg, 1999) and ways to overcome negative expectations
about outgroup members one is going to interact with (e.g.,‘intergroup forecasting error’; Macan & Merritt, 2011; Mallett, Wilson,
& Gilbert, 2008). For instance, through awareness training, interviewers may become mindful about impression formation processes
and interviewers could learn how to formulate testable hypotheses about applicants' pre-interview credentials (Type 2 processes) to
control intuitive Type 1 reactions (i.e., ﬁrst impressions) that bias judgment (Dipboye & Johnson, 2013; Kruglanski & Mayseless,
1988). Some researchers have even proposed to appoint only interviewers demonstrating low levels of prejudice against minority
groups (Lindsey, King, McCausland, Jones, & Dunleavy, 2013).
Proposition 3c. The presence and enforcement of diversity or antidiscrimination policies and diversity training provided to interviewers will instigate Type 2 processes to control Type 1 processes that elicit undesirable initial impressions about stigmatized
applicants.
4.1.4. Outcomes
4.1.4.1. Initial impressions
Building on the automaticity and speed with which initial impressions are formed, initial impressions may be regarded as the output of a heuristic process in the pre-interview stage. The impression formation process is akin to the attribute substitution heuristic
(Kahneman, 2003b; Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). In attribute substitution, a difﬁcult question is substituted with an easier and
more approximate question that can be answered intuitively. More speciﬁcally, answering the question “is this applicant the optimal
choice to ﬁll the vacancy?” requires a thorough analysis and comparison of strengths and weaknesses of all job applicants (i.e., Type 2
process), whereas this information is not directly available to the interviewer. Therefore, interviewers tend to answer easier questions
such as “is this applicant the right type for the job?” (Cable & Judge, 1997), which can be answered intuitively based on physical and
abstract properties of the applicant such as appearance and behavior (Barrick, Shaffer, & DeGrassi, 2009; Stewart et al., 2008). This
substitution reduces the need for a thorough analysis, and avoids problems with information that is not yet available (e.g., when
not all applicants have been screened), but rather draws on the interviewers' intuitions that stir initial impressions as outcomes of
Type 1 processes.
Proposition 4a. Based on the pre-interview information, interviewers form initial impressions about both stigmatized and nonstigmatized applicants relying on simplifying Type 1 heuristics.
4.1.4.2. Feeling of rightness
Yet, whether interviewers act on initial impressions or adjust their initial impressions may depend on a metacognitive intuition
regarding the rightness of the response (Shynkaruk & Thompson, 2006; Thompson, 2009; Thompson, Turner, & Pennycook, 2011;
Thompson et al., 2013). This intuition, which has been labeled as a feeling of rightness (see Thompson, 2009, for an in-depth review
of the metacognitive concept), signals the extent to which the individual is conﬁdent about the accuracy of the heuristic response.
The strength of the feeling of rightness is largely determined by the ﬂuency with which the heuristic response is provided, or the
ease with which it is recalled (Schwarz & Vaughn, 2002). Fast heuristic responses, such as initial impressions of stigmatized applicants,
prime the interviewer with a metacognitive experience of being correct (i.e., strong feeling of rightness), rendering elaboration or
corrections of the initial impressions unnecessary (Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988; Nordstrom, Hall, & Bartels, 1998; Thompson
et al., 2011; Thompson et al., 2013). However, when the heuristic response ﬂuency is slow (like with initial impressions of nonstigmatized applicants), interviewers will experience lower levels of feeling of rightness associated with the initial impression. This
initiates the need to elaborate (i.e., individuation) and adjust (i.e., re-categorization) the initial impression by gathering and including
additional verbal and non-verbal information.
Proposition 4b. The speed with which initial impressions are formed determines the meta-cognitive experiences of rightness associated with the initial impression. It results in a stronger feeling of rightness when impressions are formed fast (e.g., when stigmatizing features are present), than when impressions are formed slowly (e.g., when stigmatizing features are absent).
4.2. Stage 2: Interview
The interview stage is essentially a social exchange of information (Macan & Merritt, 2011). Interviews commonly start with
rapport building, in which interviewers and applicants discuss light topics, such as applicants' hobbies. The goal of this initial phase
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is to relax the applicant and to establish rapport (Barrick et al., 2010; Chapman & Zweig, 2005; Rynes, 1989). In order to establish good
level of rapport, interviewers need to present themselves as agreeable and friendly, but also as knowledgeable and professional
towards the applicant (Chapman & Zweig, 2005; Dipboye & Johnson, 2013; Liden, Martin, & Parsons, 1993).
The rapport building phase is followed by a questioning or interview phase in which the goal of the interviewer is to gather information that is indicative of the competencies required to perform the speciﬁc job (Campion et al., 1997; Levashina et al., 2014). During
this exchange, interviewers gather further information to make an accurate and objective assessment of various applicant characteristics such as personality, interpersonal skills, mental capacity, and job knowledge (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001). The applicant provides information ﬁrst and foremost by answering the interview questions, but information can also come in the form of
applicant (non-verbal) behavior and appearance. Similarly, applicants gather information to extend their knowledge of the speciﬁc
job characteristics, and to form an impression of the organization. This information is provided by the interviewer, through answering
questions, providing information, and by their overall behavior as representatives of the organization (Dipboye & Johnson, 2013;
Wilhelmy, Kleinmann, König, Melchers & Truxillo, in press). As such, interviewers also aim to present a favorable impression of
themselves and their company to the applicant.
Next, we discuss evidence showing how initial impressions from the pre-interview stage may either move interviewers into the
direction of maintaining consistency with their ﬁrst impressions (due to Type 1 processing or failure of Type 2 processes to correct
initial impressions) or how they could move into the direction of gathering information that is inconsistent with one's ﬁrst impression
(due to Type 2 processing).
4.2.1. Type 1 processes
During the interview phase following the rapport building, the interviewer and applicant will discuss job-relevant topics with the
goal of assessing the applicant on a wide variety of job-relevant competencies (Huffcutt et al., 2001). In other words, the interviewer
gathers information in order to answer the difﬁcult question “is this applicant the optimal choice to ﬁll the vacancy?”, which requires
Type 2 processes. However, interviewers rely on cognitive scripts to guide them through the different stages of the interview
(Abelson, 1981; Gioia & Poole, 1984), and a preliminary answer to this question has already been proposed through the initial impression. Thus, interviewers may need to update their initial beliefs of the applicant during the interview stage. As indicated in the initial
impression formation process, Type 1 processes answer an easier but related question through the use of heuristics, which yields a
satisfactory but incomplete response to the difﬁcult question. Indeed, a spill-over effect of the initial impression formation process
to the interviewer's information gathering and processing style has been reported (Dipboye & Jackson, 1999).
Although interviewers are likely to gather additional information in order to update the existing impression of the applicant, this
updating process is generally not found when the applicant can be categorized based on stigmatizing applicant characteristics
(Brewer, Weber, & Carini, 1995; Fiske et al., 1999; Sherman, Stroessner, Conrey, & Azam, 2005; Wilder, 1978). The failure to gather
additional information and update the initial impression may affect the interviewers' memory for interview content (Madera &
Hebl, 2012), and may be due to a reduced sensitivity to new information as an effect of a strong initial impression (Hogarth &
Einhorn, 1992). Dougherty, Turban, and Callender (1994), for instance, showed that interviewers follow-up positive pre-interview
impressions by showing more positive regard to the applicant. Equally, when interviewing stigmatized applicants, interviewers' initial
impressions may also move them into the direction of maintaining behavioral consistency with their ﬁrst impressions particularly
when interviewers have a strong feeling of rightness about their ﬁrst impressions on the job candidate (Swann & Ely, 1984).
Initial impressions may indeed serve as self-fulﬁlling prophecies that – by deﬁnition- create congruent behaviors during subsequent
interview phases based on earlier formed expectations and hypotheses (like stereotypes; Jussim, 1986). For instance, several studies
consistently showed effects of initial impressions from both pre-interview information (Springbett, 1958) and rapport building
(Barrick, Dustin, Giluk, Stewart, Shaffer, & Swider, 2012; Barrick, Swider, & Stewart, 2010; Levashina et al., 2014) on post-interview
evaluations. Levashina et al. (2014) aptly commented that rapport building could contaminate interview judgments through initial
impressions, as these are based on job-irrelevant information. It is suggested that interviewers' initial impressions based on preinterview credentials and rapport building might affect how both the interviewer and candidate behave during the interview stage
and the kind of decisions the interviewer reaches afterwards (Dipboye, 1982). Overall, we can expect interviewers facing stigmatized
applicants to engage in Type 1 conﬁrmatory information processing, such as focusing on stigmatized applicants' verbal and non-verbal
behaviors, thereby conﬁrming initial impressions.
Proposition 5. Interviewers engage in a conﬁrmatory information gathering and/or interpretation style when interviewing an applicant with a stigmatizing feature.

4.2.2. Type 2 processes
Gathering information to be able to make optimal judgment of the applicant's skills and abilities requires the simultaneous execution of a wide variety of tasks by the interviewer, including formulating questions, interpretation of verbal and non-verbal information, generation of follow-up questions when additional information is required, continuous tracking of interview progress,
translation of answers to relevant traits and abilities, and even identiﬁcation of self-presentation or faking by the applicant
(e.g., Roulin, Bangerter, & Levashina, 2015). Many of the tasks during the interview stage require active cognitive control by the
interviewer (i.e., Type 2 processes). This cognitive control over the behavior towards the stigmatized applicant is expected to continue
during the interview stage as Type 1 processes continue to produce undesirable behavioral impulses, and Type 2 processes need to
suppress and overrule these impulses.
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Moreover, because fast and successful categorization of applicants based on their stigmatizing features results in initial impressions with a strong feeling of rightness, in reaction to these heuristic responses, Type 2 processes engage in the process of rationalization or justiﬁcation of the initial impression during the interview stage. Strong beliefs in the initial impression lower the need to
reassess the impressions and result in a preference for conﬁrmatory information (Dipboye, 1982; Dougherty et al., 1994; Evans,
2003; Macan & Dipboye, 1988; Nickerson, 1998; Windschitl, Scherer, Smith, & Rose, 2013). Information that conﬁrms the initial
impression is accepted without much effort, whereas disconﬁrming evidence will be scrutinized and explained away (Jonas,
Schulz-Hardt, Frey, & Thelen, 2001; Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979; Sherman & Frost, 2000; Sherman et al., 2005).
Thus, rather than updating the model or representation of the stigmatized applicant, Type 2 processes are engaged in justiﬁcation
of the current representation. Dual-process theory suggests that this possibly results from Type 2 processes that work on incomplete
information, as the incoming information is interpreted and ﬁltered by Type 1 processes (Arbuthnott, Arbuthonott, & Thompson,
2005; Evans & Over, 2013; Mussweiler & Strack, 1999; Thompson, 2009). For instance, when interacting with a stigmatized job seeker,
individuals (e.g., store managers, interviewers) tend to limit interaction length, and attempt to terminate the interaction prematurely
(Hebl, Foster, Mannix, & Dovidio, 2002; Hebl, King, Glick, Singletary, & Kazama, 2007; Singletary & Hebl, 2009). Although reducing
interaction time is a type of avoidant behavior, it may also signal the interviewers' limited attempt or need for information, and
indicate that conﬁrmation of the initial impression has occurred.
However, when interviewers did not succeed to instantly categorize the applicant into a meaningful (social) category, and the initial impression is related to a weak feeling of rightness, interviewers will engage in more conscious Type 2 processes. More speciﬁcally,
in order to make an objective evaluation, interviewers need to gather salient information to base the ﬁnal evaluation upon. During the
interview, interviewers will consciously develop different relevant hypotheses regarding the applicant's abilities which are tested
through questioning. Answers by the applicant, both conﬁrming and disconﬁrming, are interpreted and used to update the model
or representation of the applicant (Evans, 2006; Torrens, 1999).
For instance, some studies (Macan & Hayes, 1995; Hayes & Macan, 1997) illustrated that applicants who acknowledge and/or
explain their stigma may be evaluated more favorably by the interviewer. This is in line with predictions from impression formation
theories (Fiske et al., 1999), which state that individualization might be effective to counter biased judgments. The actual effect,
however, of acknowledging/discussing stigma-related aspects during the interview (like how one's stigma might not hinder one's
job performance) might depend on several moderators, among which the type of stigma (controllable vs. uncontrollable; Pryor
et al., 2004), the interview phase in which this information is discussed (e.g., late vs. early; Hebl & Skorinko, 2005; Roberts &
Macan, 2006), and the applicants' level of job-related qualiﬁcation (Posthuma et al., 2002). We additionally note that this updating
of the initial beliefs is particularly possible if initial impressions are relatively weak (Hogarth & Einhorn, 1992).
Research has also shown that the generally expected negative effects of automatic activated intergroup bias on subsequent interactions (e.g., low interaction quality, negative behavior; Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2002) can be attenuated when individuals
are able to overcome negative associations. Moreover and somewhat paradoxically at ﬁrst sight, individuals (i.e., interviewers)
with strong negative associations can be perceived as more positive by the stigmatized interaction partners (i.e., applicants), probably
as a result of conscious adjustments in interpersonal behavior (Gonsalkorale, Hippel, Sherman, & Klauer, 2009; Shelton, Richeson,
Salvatore, & Trawalter, 2005). Thus, when interviewers are aware of their inappropriate reactions towards stigmatized applicants,
they may be motivated to adjust their behavior towards behavior that triggers more positive evaluations by the stigmatized applicant.
These behavioral adjustments by the interviewer are indicators of Type 2 processes that overrule Type 1 impulses, and are driven by
self-regulation (Cortes, Kammrath, Scholer, & Peetz, 2013; Vohs, Baumeister, & Ciarocco, 2005), self-monitoring (Gangestad & Snyder,
2000; Turnley & Bolino, 2001), and/or impression management (Bolino, Kacmar, Turnley, & Gilstrap, 2008; Higgins & Judge, 2004). It
is therefore conceivable that interviewers may similarly adjust their behavior positively towards a stigmatized applicant (i.e., Type 2
processes), and that societal and situation speciﬁc rules and expectations drive this motivation (Dipboye & Johnson, 2013).
Proposition 6a. Interviewers will be less likely to update initial impressions (i.e., engage in conﬁrmatory information processing)
when they have a strong feeling of rightness, e.g., when they interview stigmatized applicants.
Proposition 6b. Interviewers will be more likely to update initial impressions (i.e., engage in corrective information processing)
when they have a weak feeling of rightness, e.g., when they interview non-stigmatized applicants.
Proposition 6c. Interviewers may consciously control their behavior towards stigmatized applicants in order to make an unbiased
impression on the applicant, resulting in a more positive perception by the stigmatized applicant.

4.2.3. Situational & interviewer factors
4.2.3.1. Interview structure and format
Structuring the interview has been considered a promising avenue to increase diagnosticity and to avert interview bias. And although much debate exists about what exactly is meant with ‘interview structure’, it is clear that unstructured interviews are more
prone to adverse impact than structured interviews due to the exchange of non-job related information and the fact that interviewers
might rely more on their implicit person/job theories (Arvey & Campion, 1982; Huffcutt & Roth, 1998; Levashina et al., 2014). Considered from a dual-process perspective, building in structure (e.g., by asking the same questions to all applicants in the same order or
using standardized rating scales during the interview to evaluate each response; Campion et al., 1997; Levashina et al., 2014)
might limit Type 1 processes to ﬁlter incoming information, might reduce interviewers' overall cognitive load, and will aid
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interviewers to engage in Type 2 processes. For instance, allowing interviewers to evaluate candidates during the interview stage
(i.e., after each question) instead of in the very end (i.e., the post-interview stage), appears to reduce interview bias (Levashina
et al., 2014), likely because of the reduction in interviewers' demands and cognitive load. It also forces the interviewer to gather
and evaluate new (job-related) information provided by the applicant, thus encouraging Type 2 processes (i.e., corrections) and
limiting Type 1 processes (i.e., conﬁrmation).
Furthermore, the type, format, and length of the interview may also facilitate vs. impede Type 1/Type 2 information processing. When organizations use very short interviews, for instance as a screening tool to quickly assess a large number of future
college graduates during campus fairs, interviewers' objective is to reach a pass/fail decision in only a few minutes. In such a situation, the interview stage will be shorter than in a traditional selection interview, and less job-related information can be gathered. This may force interviewers to rely on Type 1 heuristics to evaluate the applicant and limit opportunities for Type 2
disconﬁrming processes to take place. Interview format may also inﬂuence interviewers' Type 2 impulse control. In panel interviews, interviewers not only have to act in front of the applicant, but also in front of their colleagues. Interviewers tend to behave
in ways that present an impression of harmony within the panel (Wilhelmy et al., in press). This can increase the pressure to
adjust behaviors positively towards stigmatized applicants. Because such behaviors are cognitively demanding, however, it
may also prevent interviewers to engage in complex Type 2 information gathering or impression corrections, which needs further investigation.
Proposition 7a. More structured and longer interviews will aid interviewers to engage in Type 2 information processing during the
interview stage.
4.2.3.2. Interviewer characteristics
Further, interviewers' vulnerability to stigmatizing information not only affects pre-interview judgments but might also spill-over
into the interview phase. Of particular relevance is how interviewers process information during the interview phase. Rater's need for
cognitive closure (NFCC), for instance, is considered as a relatively stable individual difference variable to keep one's evaluations close
to one's initial impressions (Type 1 processing) rather than correct them in light of subsequent information (Type 2 processing; see
Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Hence, NFCC reﬂects one's aversion of ambiguity and resistance to objective persuasion where opinion
has been formed a priori, and can be prompted by particular situations (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996; Webster & Kruglanski, 1994),
like interviews. A study on police ofﬁcers' style in interviewing criminal suspects, for instance, showed that ofﬁcers who did not
tolerate ambiguity (high NFCC) were more likely to have already developed a preferred situational model (or explanation) about
the suspects' behavior prior to the interview (Alison, Kebbell, & Leung, 2008). Furthermore, police ofﬁcers' intolerance of ambiguity
(NFCC) seemed related to the type of interview strategies police ofﬁcers used while interviewing suspects, with those high on
NFCC using both more coercive interview strategies (like interruptions, leading/misleading questions, use of closed questions,
hammering or quickly ﬁring of questions) and facilitative strategies (like paraphrasing, rehearsing, rapport establishment, showing
empathy, see Alison et al., 2008; Wright & Powell, 2006).
Job interviewing is often ambiguous with many different inferences that can be generated to explain applicants' past behavior and
predict their job suitability. Therefore, NFCC seems relevant in considering interviewers' judgments. Buijsrogge, Derous, and Duyck
(2012), for instance, showed that interviewers' NFCC moderated differences in the processing of visual and verbal information
from stigmatized applicants during rapport building. When stigmatizing information was available (like a port-wine stain), raters
high in NFCC ‘seized’ on stigma-related, visual cues (i.e., a port-wine stain) which negatively affected their memory for nonstigma-related, verbal information exchanged during this phase (i.e., Type 1 processing) and even resulted in lower hiring intentions
(post-interview; see further). Raters low on NFCC, on the contrary, were able to process verbal information from stigmatized interviewees (as exchanged during rapport building) to a better extent (Type 2 corrective processes). Hence, interviewers high on NFCC
may rely more on initial impressions from both pre-interview and rapport building (Type 1 processes) than on individuating information, which requires a more extensive processing of information as instigated by corrective Type 2 processes and which may even
affect one's interview style (i.e., facilitative vs. coercive).
As shown, conducting a job interview induces high demands on interviewers, and requires high levels of conscious involvement
(Dipboye & Johnson, 2013; Nordstrom et al., 1998). Although these tasks may be demanding at ﬁrst, through interview training and
experience the process of establishing rapport, asking questions, and presenting a favorable impression is likely to become an automated process (Pratt, Rockmann, & Kaufmann, 2006; Tice, Butler, Muraven, & Stillwell, 1995). In other words, interview tasks and interview training may be initially effortful, and thus driven by Type 2 processes. But with increasing levels of interviewing experience,
interview tasks may migrate to Type 1 processes and become less effortful, as cognitive scripts for these processes are developed
(Evans, 2008; Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). As a consequence, interview experience might lead to quicker decisions but might
also instigate more erroneous judgments (i.e., Type 1 processes). For instance, in a context of college admissions, Gehrlein,
Dipboye, and Shahani (1993) showed that interview ratings from experienced interviewers were less valid predictors of GPA scores
than those from inexperienced interviewers. Experience seems to breed unwarranted conﬁdence (i.e., Type 1) whereas less experienced interviewers might more carefully conduct the interview and be more thoughtful to compensate for lower levels of conﬁdence
(i.e., Type 2). Hence, paradoxically, interviewer experience might not be helpful in overcoming ﬁrst impressions and making valid
evaluations of candidates (Dipboye & Jackson, 1999).
Proposition 7b. Interviewers' need for cognitive closure and interview experience will increase their reliance on Type 1 processes
particularly when interviewing stigmatized applicants.
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4.2.3.3. Organizational factors and policies
We discussed above how anti-discrimination or diversity policies can reduce Type 1, but encourage Type 2 processes in the preinterview stage. We expect such effects to be similar in the interview stage, such that organizational diversity initiatives and prodiversity climate could encourage corrective Type 2 processes (like information gathering but also behavioral control).
Proposition 7c. The presence and enforcement of diversity or antidiscrimination policies and diversity training provided to interviewers will instigate Type 2 processes to control Type 1 processes when interviewing stigmatized applicants.
4.2.4. Outcomes
4.2.4.1. Person-job ﬁt information
The main objective of the interview phase is to collect job-related information about the applicant (Levashina et al., 2014), which
may help the interviewer more accurately answering the question “is this applicant the optimal choice to ﬁll the vacancy?” As such, one
key outcome is the quantity and quality (or job-relatedness) of information gathered from the applicant during the interview phase.
Indirectly, the length of the interview or the number of questions asked to applicants can be considered as pertinent indicators of the
information gathered. Information gathered will thus depend on the Type 2 processes used. If interviewers engage in rationalization
or justiﬁcation of their initial impression (which is likely with stigmatized applicants), gathered information will be limited. For instance, Dougherty et al. (1994) found that when interviewers had a clear initial impression about the applicant, they would spend
less time asking questions during the interview stage. However, if interviewers engage in more conscious information gathering
and processing in order to correct initial hypotheses regarding applicants' qualities (which is likely with non-stigmatized applicants),
then a richer set of information will be collected.
Proposition 8a. Person-job ﬁt information is more limited when interviewers engage in rationalization (conﬁrmation) of initial
impressions than when they engage in correction (disconﬁrmation) of initial impressions.
4.2.4.2. Optimal level of cognitive demands
To assess person-job ﬁt, interviewers need to optimize their cognitive demands during the interview, which is another key outcome of this phase. As interview tasks may induce extraneous levels of cognitive demand on the interviewer, and high cognitive demands are related to a variety of negative outcomes (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Merriënboer & Sweller, 2005),
such high loads may affect the interviewer's performance and judgments. For example, recent research has shown that when interviewers were focused on other goals in the interview than assessing whether an applicant is the optimal choice to ﬁll the vacancy
(such as attracting the applicant, i.e., having a high selling orientation), this negatively affected the validity of the interview (Marr
& Cable, 2014). Considered from a dual-process perspective, additional tasks or goals that increase the level of cognitive demand
placed on the interviewer may hamper Type 2 processes to adjust ﬁrst impressions during the interview phase. This process may
also drive any positive effects of interview structure (like asking job-related questions and using the same questions to every applicant) on the overall validity of the interview (Dipboye & Johnson, 2013), which can be considered one of the key outcomes of the
decision-making stage (post-interview; see further).
Proposition 8b. High cognitive demands placed on the interviewer hampers correction of initial impressions.
4.3. Stage 3: Post-interview and decision making
When making the ﬁnal evaluation of the applicant, the interviewer disposes of the initial impression and the information that has
been gathered and interpreted during the preceding interview stage. Both sources of information are considered in the decisionmaking process. The goal of the interviewer is to provide an answer to the question whether this applicant is suitable for the job,
and in a broader picture interviewers need to decide how this applicant relates to other applicants for the job.
4.3.1. Type 1 processes
As mentioned, several studies have shown that initial impressions contaminate the ﬁnal evaluation in interviews (e.g., Levashina
et al., 2014). In dual-process theory, and in the tradition of research on heuristics and biases, such contamination is found in the
anchoring bias, one of the well-known heuristics introduced by Tversky and Kahneman (1974). This heuristic and corresponding
bias proposes that in a certain decision making procedure (like interviews), salient information is cued ﬁrst (like initial impressions),
and subsequently serves as an ‘anchor’ for outcomes or ﬁnal decisions. The anchoring effect then refers to a forecaster's reluctance to
deviate from a given ‘anchor value’ in making judgments (Eroglu & Croxton, 2010). This heuristic appears to be prevalent throughout
diverse human decision processes and had been affected decisions in a variety of decision-making tasks in organizational settings and
beyond (like legal judgments and negotiations; Chapman & Bornstein, 1996; Chapman & Johnson, 2002; Ritov, 1996). We consider
this heuristic as a crucial component of the post-interview and decision-making stage.
In terms of Chapman and Johnson (2002), the interview can also be deﬁned as an anchoring procedure as there are cues (like the
applicant's stigma) that affect the interviewer's initial impression prior to the ﬁnal judgment which is in line with the dual-process of
decision making proposed by Tversky and Kahneman (1974). In line with the current dominant view of the anchoring paradigm
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(i.e., conﬁrmatory hypothesis testing; see Chapman & Johnson, 2002; Mussweiler & Strack, 1999), interviewers may search for ways in
which their judgment is similar to the anchor value, and thus activates aspects of the applicant that are consistent with their ﬁrst
impressions.
The concept of anchoring has been already suggested as a potential source of bias in the interview literature (Kataoka,
Latham, & Whyte, 1997). Moreover, Dipboye's (1982) model of self-fulﬁlling prophecies in interviews also suggests that interviewers' pre-interview evaluation will inﬂuence how they conduct the interview, what questions they ask, how they interpret
applicants' performance, and ultimately their ﬁnal decision. Multiple studies have provided empirical evidence for the relationship between interviewers' initial impressions and ﬁnal decision (e.g., Dougherty et al., 1994; Macan & Dipboye, 1990; Stewart
et al., 2008). Dual-process theory helps us highlighting the cognitive mechanisms responsible for such effects: the ﬁrst impression (which is likely to be inﬂuenced by the presence of a stigma) serves as an anchor in the ﬁnal evaluation and due to selective
accessibility mechanisms, the interviewer may be unable to deviate far from that anchor (Chapman & Johnson, 2002; Hogarth &
Einhorn, 1992).
Proposition 9. When making ﬁnal evaluations of (stigmatized) applicants, interviewers will build on initial impressions that anchor
their ﬁnal evaluation.
4.3.2. Type 2 processes
With their analytic reasoning capacity, Type 2 processes are considered to drive the ﬁnal evaluation process. However, dualprocess theory proposes that this is done through intervening and improving heuristic responses of Type 1 processes (Evans, 2008;
Kahneman & Frederick, 2002). In other words, the gathered information is evaluated, and Type 2 processes decide whether this information provides sufﬁcient reason to intervene with the heuristic answer, and if so make the necessary adjustments. Hence, similar to
information gathering and interpretation, the degree to which Type 2 processes can and will intervene in making the ﬁnal judgment
about the applicant, is dependent on the strength of the initial impression.
Note that the initial impression of non-stigmatized applicants is also a heuristic response. However, this response is associated
with a relatively weak ‘feeling of rightness’, as this impression has been generated slowly due to the absence of strong stigmatizing
cues. Hence, when making the ﬁnal evaluation, the gathered information provides sufﬁcient reason for Type 2 processes to intervene
and adjust these impressions. Building on the initial impression and the information gathered during the interview stage, Type 2
processes will be able to produce an alternative judgment. When the interviewer then needs to choose between the initial impression
or the alternative judgment proposed by Type 2 processes, the latter is more likely to be accepted as the initial impression is associated
with a weak ‘feeling of rightness’.
Proposition 10a. When making ﬁnal evaluations of non-stigmatized applicants, interviewers will build on initial impressions and
adjust initial impressions in accordance to the interpretation of the information exchanged during the interview stage.
When the initial impressions have been formed on the basis of a stigmatizing applicant factor, the interviewer may possess a
strong ‘feeling of rightness’, that this impression is correct. Making adjustments to heuristic responses is considered to be effortful, and can therefore only succeed when the interviewer possesses sufﬁcient cognitive resources to do so (Type 2 processes;
Baumeister et al., 1998; De Neys, 2006; Epley & Gilovich, 2006; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Indeed, interviewing stigmatized
applicants has been found to reduce or deplete the available cognitive resources (Madera & Hebl, 2012), resulting in a decreased
ability to adjust the anchor, or resist the appeal of the initial impression, when making the ﬁnal evaluation (Baumeister et al.,
1998). Hence, the limited ability to make adjustments could drive the bias found in interview evaluations of stigmatized
applicants.
Type 2 processes may attempt to alter the response (Bargh, 2007; Thompson, 2009), for example by evaluating gathered information, which is retrieved from memory by Type 1 processes, and produce an alternative judgment to the initial impression. However,
when interviewing stigmatized applicants, the alternative judgment proposed by Type 2 processes is likely constructed from biased
information (e.g., responses to interview questions attempting to conﬁrm the initial impression). The ﬁnal judgment will thus not
sufﬁciently deviate from the initial impression to trigger the efforts necessary to make the adjustments. Similarly, the alternative
judgment can be regarded as less compelling than the initial impression, or the strength of the initial impression initiates doubt in
the alternative judgment proposed by Type 2 processes, resulting in an output which is consistent with the initial impression. This
explains why Type 2 processes might be active, but still fail to correct initial impressions and still result in biased judgments about
stigmatized applicants.
Proposition 10b. When making ﬁnal evaluations of stigmatized applicants, interviewers will build on initial impressions but fail to
adjust initial impressions in accordance to the interpretation of the information exchanged during the interview stage.
4.3.3. Situational & interviewer factors
4.3.3.1. Interview structure and format
Interview structure components may affect anchoring and adjustment. Various components of interview structure (e.g., Campion
et al., 1997; Levashina et al., 2014) are likely to moderate the importance of Type 1 and Type 2 processes in interviewers' ﬁnal decisions. For instance, highly-structured interviews require interviewers to ask a set of prepared questions to all applicants, to take
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behavioral but non-judgmental notes of applicants' responses, and to evaluate each response on standardized rating scales. By doing
so, interviewers are likely to gather more comprehensive, standardized, and comparable information about all applicants (including
stigmatized ones). This reduces the likelihood of relying only on Type 1 processes (e.g., anchoring) to make a ﬁnal decision and rather
provides sufﬁcient reason for Type 2 processes to intervene and adjust these impressions. For instance, Kutcher and Bragger (2004)
showed lower ratings for equally qualiﬁed overweight applicants to normal weight applicants unless behaviorally-based evaluations
were used. Moreover, note-taking has been described as a potential source of interview validity (Burnett, Fan, Motowidlo, & DeGroot,
1998). Although note-taking may be resource-intensive during the interview stage, notes may relieve interviewers from relying only
on memory when making decisions (Dipboye et al., 2012; Macan, 2009), thus liberating cognitive resources to engage in more complex Type 2 adjustments in this stage.
The only study we know that considers anchoring in the job interview comes from Kataoka and colleagues (1997). In this
study, 190 MBA students rated mock candidates in three highly structured, video-taped interview conditions, namely conventional structured, behavioral pattern and, situational interviews. Right before participants evaluated the applicants, participants
were asked whether the applicant's answer could be rated ‘1’ (low anchor) or ‘5’ (high anchor); in the control condition, participants did not receive any anchor. Findings showed the resistance of highly structured interviews to bias due to reliance on
anchoring. Although candidate ratings were biased in the direction of the anchor, regardless of the interview technique used,
bias was signiﬁcantly less when the situational interview was used as compared to the conventional structured interview and
the patterned behavior description interview. In this study, anchoring was manipulated through the scoring guide, which is informative to the interviewer's task of rating the applicant. Many other cues (like applicant stigma) may show up much earlier
(e.g., pre-interview) and might be less informative to applicant rating, but equally serve as anchor and affect ﬁnal applicant
ratings.
Proposition 11a. More structured interviews will allow interviewers to gather more job-related information about applicants and
thus to engage in more Type 2 adjustments when making hiring decisions.
4.3.3.2. Interviewer characteristics
Interviewers' personality may also affect one's susceptibility to anchoring or adjustment of initial impressions. McElroy and Dowd
(2007) showed that individuals high in openness-to-experience (i.e., a trait reﬂecting individuals' propensity to adjust one's beliefs;
Costa & McCrae, 1985) were more inﬂuenced by external anchoring cues. They suggested the possibility that low openness people
would be more inﬂuenced by internally generated information compared to externally generated ‘anchors’ (like ‘stigma’). Although
McElroy and Dowd (2007) did not ﬁnd any effects from the other Big Five personality factors, Eroglu and Croxton (2010) found agreeableness and conscientiousness to relate positively to anchoring effects (with those high in agreeableness and conscientiousness
being more susceptible to anchoring bias); extroversion however related negatively to anchoring effects (with those high in extroversion, being less affected by the anchoring effect). As regards cognitive ability, some mixed effects have been found, with some studies
indicating individuals with high cognitive ability being less susceptible to anchoring (Bergman, Ellingsen, Johannesson, & Svensson,
2010) whereas other studies indicating no effects of cognitive ability (Oechssler, Roider & Schmitz, 2009). Finally, experience seemed
to have a limited impact, as anchoring inﬂuences both novices and experts to the same extent (Englich, Mussweiler & Strack, 2006;
Englich, & Soder, 2009; Northcraft, & Neale, 1987). As shown by Dipboye and Jackson (1999) and Gehrlein et al. (1993), interviewer
experience did not lead to more valid judgments, perhaps because of the persistent effect of anchoring/Type 1 processes (cf. supra).
Note, however, that overall relatively little is known about the interviewers' individual difference factors and propensity to anchoring
in interview judgments.
Indeed, several studies investigated correlates of Type 1/Type 2 processes on ﬁnal judgments in both lab and informationrich, real world settings, but few considered decision making in the job interview (see Kataoka et al., 1997 and Lee, Pitesa,
Pillutla, & Thau, 2015, for exceptions). Recently, in a simulated job interview setting, Lee et al. (2015) showed how interviewers'
personal goals (perceived cooperation or competitiveness) affected selection decisions regarding stigmatized applicants.
Decision makers positively evaluated stigmatized candidates (e.g., older applicants; ethnic minority applicants) that ﬁtted job
stereotypes and that were seen as more instrumental to their personal goals, hence showing Type 2 processes to adjust initial impressions based on decision makers' goals and motivation. For instance, when White majority males had to recruit an applicant
for a job requiring intellectual competencies, the stereotypical perception of greater intellectual competence of the Asian candidate (as compared to non-Asian candidates) led to a more positive selection outcome when they expected to cooperate
with the Asian minority candidate but not when White male decision makers expected to compete with the Asian minority
candidate.
Although in a different context (i.e., negotiation), Galinsky and Mussweiler (2001) also showed decision makers' perspective-taking
to counter anchoring effects. Taking the perspective of an out-group member (e.g., a stigmatized individual) strengthens associations
between that out-group and the self, thus enabling positive automatic self-evaluations to be transferred to that out-group (Todd &
Burgmer, 2013). Applied to the job interview setting, then, considering different points of view (e.g., the applicant's perspective)
might increase interviewers' awareness of valuable information that otherwise would have been ignored and led Type 1 processes
to affect judgmental outcomes.
Proposition 11b. Interviewers' extraversion, instrumental goals, and perspective-taking will be negatively associated with Type 1
anchoring effects when making decisions about stigmatized applicants, whereas openness-to-experience, agreeableness and conscientiousness will be positively associated with anchoring effects.
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4.3.3.3. Organizational factors and policies
In sharp contrast to interview structure, stressors like time pressure or ﬁnancial constraints may inﬂuence interviewers' ability to
collect and use additional information to correct initial judgments (Type 2). For instance, individuals facing more time pressure are
more prone to anchoring effects (Kruglanski & Freund, 1983). When pressured by time, people have a higher need for cognitive
closure, have less cognitive resources available, and thus rely more heavily on heuristics to make decisions (Type 1 processing; see
De Dreu, 2003; Lavie, 2005; Roets, Van Hiel, Cornelis, & Soetens, 2008). Similarly, the amount of stress or pressure that interviewers
experience may restrict their ability to adjust initial impressions and may make interviewers more prone to anchoring effects. Time
pressure to ﬁnd suitable candidates could be particularly high, for instance, when hiring in a very tight job market or when working
for a temporary work agency.
Proposition 11c. The amount of pressure faced by interviewers will be positively associated with Type 1 anchoring effects when
making decisions about stigmatized applicants.

4.3.4. Outcomes
4.3.4.1. Conﬁdence in ﬁnal judgments
Kahneman (2003a) coined the term ‘illusion of validity’ which is associated with the growing conviction in one's ability to make
valid clinical judgments. One of the observations that inspired Kahneman and colleagues to pursue their work on heuristics and biases
was that accuracy of judgments and one's conﬁdence in accuracy of judgments appear to be unrelated (Kahneman, 2003a; Kahneman
& Klein, 2009). Research has established that people tend to be overconﬁdent, even in erroneous judgments, a ﬁnding that has been
replicated in various decision-making domains, such as in eyewitness testimonies (Bradﬁeld, Wells, & Olson, 2002; Dunlosky &
Metcalfe, 2009; Klayman, Soll, González-Vallejo, & Barlas, 1999; Koriat, 2012; Shynkaruk & Thompson, 2006; Wells & Olson, 2003).
Although there has been much work on conﬁdence in judgment making, drawing the same parallel in job interview decisions has
largely been ignored (for rare exceptions, see Highhouse, 2002; 2008). When intuitive Type 1 judgments, such as the initial impression, are constructed slowly, they will be associated with a relatively weak ‘feeling of rightness’ allowing the interviewer to adjust his/
her judgment. Hence, adjustments made in the interview phase are likely to increase the interviewer's conﬁdence to a baseline level.
However, when the initial impression is constructed on the basis of a stigmatizing applicant feature, judgments will be associated with
a ‘strong feeling of rightness’. Fast, intuitive judgments (based on Type 1 processes) and the associated ‘feeling of rightness’, will
initiate high levels of conﬁdence (Shynkaruk & Thompson, 2006; Thompson et al., 2011; Thompson et al., 2013). This overconﬁdence
may make interviewers resilient to disconﬁrming information (Sloman, 1996; Thompson, 2009) and may also explain how initial
impressions (e.g., from pre-interview and rapport building) may spill-over on ﬁnal evaluations of stigmatized job applicants
(Barrick et al., 2010; Barrick et al., 2012).
Proposition 12a. Initial impressions based on stigmatizing applicant features make interviewers highly conﬁdent about their ﬁnal
(biased) evaluations.

4.3.4.2. Validity of ﬁnal judgments
Finally, making accurate decisions about the applicant's job suitability (e.g., person-job ﬁt) is another important outcome of the
post-interview phase. It can be expected that judgments and decisions based on Type 1 processes (i.e., instigated by applicants'
stigma) instead of Type 2 processes (i.e., instigated by information about applicants' job-related competencies) would jeopardize
the interview's construct validity and – as a consequence- its predictive validity. This process corroborates what Dipboye and
Johnson (2013) considered as ‘conﬁrmatory information processing’, i.e., when interviewers seek information that is consistent
with their initial, invalid impressions (similar to anchoring). However, when Type 2 processes are able to correct Type 1 processes,
interviewers would rather engage in ‘disconﬁrmatory information processing’, i.e., by looking for information that is inconsistent
with initial impressions and by reconsidering one's initial impressions in ﬁnal judgments (similar to adjustment). And although
diagnostic information processing (i.e., searching and considering only job-related information) is the preferred interview strategy
that should lead to the most valid interview judgments, we agree with Dipboye and Johnson (2013) that both conﬁrmatory and
disconﬁrmatory processing can still be useful for interview validity. This is the case when initial impressions are valid in case of
conﬁrmatory processing (e.g., as based on valid test scores or other types of valid pre-interview information) or invalid in case of
disconﬁrmatory processing (e.g., as based on job-irrelevant, and/or stigma-related information).
Proposition 12b. Initial impressions based on stigmatizing applicant features threaten interview validity.

5. Discussion
The dual-process theory has been suggested to be a valuable theory to understand stigma (Pryor et al., 2004) as well as interviewer
judgments (Dipboye et al., 2012) but has rarely been applied as a conceptual approach to explain interviewer decision making and
interview bias. Below we discuss implications for theory, further research, and practice.
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5.1. Theoretical implications
Building on the dual-process theory, theoretical grounding is used to understand the inﬂuence of the applicant's visible stigma on
interviewers' information processing throughout the various interview stages. By outlining the speciﬁc role of dual processing
mechanisms and situational/individual factors in each of the interview stages, we ﬁrst of all aimed to provide a better understanding
of how stigmatizing applicant characteristics might inﬂuence interviewer decision making throughout the job interview, instead of
merely describing bias as an interview outcome which is the typical approach in the interview literature.
The dual-process perspective further adds to the literature by taking into account interviewers' fallacies and irrationalities, which
normally occur beyond conscious control. For a long time, interviewer decision making has been approached from a rather rationalist
perspective as interviewers were expected to base their evaluations only on job-relevant information exchanged during the interview
stage and any other source of information was considered as error variance in judgments. However, ﬁndings that the interviewer's
initial impression of the applicant predicts interview outcomes challenge the rationalist perspective. The dual-process approach
shows that both deliberate (rational) and implicit (automatic) processes affect interview judgment in a complex way. In doing so,
a dual-process approach ﬁts well with a social process perspective on selection (Dipboye et al., 2012).
Typically, decision making is considered as the ﬁnal stage and outcome of the job interview. Yet, according to a dual-process
perspective, decision making is above all a dynamic process that develops and spans across the different interview stages and results
in interview decisions. The focus on initial impressions and reactions to stigmatized candidates (such as initial fear or disgust), for instance, may prevail more strongly during the ﬁrst stages of the interview but may gradually shift towards less associative/reﬂexive
reactions (Type 1) and more rational evaluations of candidates' ﬁt with the job opening (Type 2) in subsequent interview stages.
Up till now, such a dynamic perspective has not been considered much and may contribute to the interview literature.
Note that the Type 1/Type 2 processes described above are primarily pertinent for one-on-one, face-to-face interviews. However,
organization may use other forms of interview, especially when interviews are used to quickly screen applicants or when interviewing
out-of-town applicants. For instance, phone interviews tend to reduce the impact of attractiveness on applicant evaluation (Straus
et al., 2001). One reason is that phone interviews (and to some extent video interviews) may limit the visibility of visual cues
(e.g., age, attractiveness) or eliminate behavioral cues (e.g., handshake), which would decrease Type 1 processes triggered by the
stigma for instance. The Type 1/Type 2 processes described above will apply mostly to initial interviews. In situations where the
organization interviews the same applicant several times, and in ﬁnal interviews the applicant's stigma is already known and
might have been ‘accepted’ (probably through Type 2 corrections in earlier stages of the selection process).
Using the dual-process theory to understand interview decision making, however, does not exclude other (cognitive) theories.
Findings from different but related literature, such as ‘impression formation’ theories (Fiske et al., 1999) seem to ﬁt-in well. Further
research, therefore, could expand the model by including propositions from other, related theoretical models (e.g., motivational
effects). The next section discusses further research opportunities.
5.2. Research opportunities
A number of the mechanisms and assumptions from dual-process theory have already been tested in various judgment and
decision-making contexts, including interviews (e.g., police ofﬁcers collecting eyewitness testimonies or interrogating suspects).
Many of those studies (e.g., Alison et al., 2008) used simulated interview settings, conducted either inside or outside the lab. However,
dual-process theory has seldom been used or tested in the employment interview (e.g., Swann & Ely, 1984; Kataoka et al., 1997). We
suggest that future studies could empirically test the research propositions derived from our framework, in order to better understand
how (stigmatized and non-stigmatized) job applicants are evaluated by interviewers. Ideally, those studies should rely both on
fundamental research designs (i.e., experimental studies to better understand the cognitive mechanisms at play) and high-stake
situations (i.e., ﬁeld studies to test the actual effects in real selection contexts and to highlight potential boundary conditions).
For instance, in the pre-interview stage, future studies could empirically examine how fast interviewers form an initial impression
of stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized applicants (Proposition 1a, 1b), the strength of their feeling 'feeling of rightness' (Proposition 4b), or
behavioral reactions to the applicant (Proposition 2). In a lab setting, this could be tested by presenting participants with videos of
(stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized) applicants' ﬁrst minutes of interaction with an interviewer and asking them to stop the video
and rate the applicant (and conﬁdence in their judgment) as soon as they have formed a reliable initial impression. Behavioral
reactions could be measured by video-recording the participants performing that task and coding their (impulse control) nonverbal behaviors (or more precisely with eye-tracking technology, see Madera & Hebl, 2012) while one could control for situation
and individual factors (like pre-interview information or interviewers' prejudiced attitudes; Proposition 3a, 3b).
In the interview stage, studies could examine interviewers' reliance on conﬁrmatory information gathering vs. updating processes
(Propositions 5, 6a, 6b and 8a, 8b). As a ﬁrst step, experimental studies could compare the questions asked by interviewers, notes
taken, duration of the interview stage, and ultimately applicant evaluation in unstructured mock interviews where stigmatized vs.
non-stigmatized applicants are instructed to behave in a consistent way. Field studies could subsequently examine similar factors
by videotaping and coding high-stakes interviews, controlling for applicants' response quality. Additionally, one could control for
situational and interviewer factors like interviewers' need for cognitive closure, experience, and organizational policies
(Proposition 7b, 7c).
Finally, studies could examine anchoring and adjustment processes in the decision-making stage (Propositions 9, 10a, 10b and 12a,
12b). Once again starting with an experimental approach, one could measure participants' initial impression, manipulate the quality
of responses provided by the applicant (with videos or instructed actors), and measure ﬁnal evaluations of applicants (and
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conﬁdence) to test how robust initial impressions of stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized applicants are, while controlling for situational
and individual factors (Proposition 11a, 11b, 11c).
In addition, future research could examine a basic assumption in dual-process theory (Pryor et al., 1999; 2004) by testing whether
the Type 1 processes are faster and their effects stronger when the applicant has a controllable (e.g., pregnancy, tattoos) vs. uncontrollable (e.g., ethnicity, gender) stigma. Both experimental and ﬁeld studies could also empirically evaluate the impact of interview structure or format, interviewers' characteristics, and organizational characteristics on Type 1/Type 2 processes (Propositions 3a, 3b, 3c, 7a,
7b, 7c, 11a, 11b and 11c). Interviewers' characteristics are a prominent example. Posthuma et al. (2002) showed that 42% of all
interview-related research has focused on interview bias, whereas only 1% of research emphasized interviewer characteristics.
Thus, studies could investigate how interviewers' attitudes and prejudice towards stigmas, interviewing experience, or personality
traits impact the speed of their initial impressions of stigmatized applicants, quality of information gathering, and tendency to anchoring or lack of adjustment.
Finally, future studies could also apply some of the concepts from our dual-process framework to job interview research beyond
applicant stigmas. One example is interviewers' reliance on intuition or gut feeling to assess applicants. Although authors have
discussed reasons why interviewers make intuition-based judgments (e.g., Highhouse, 2008), dual-process theory offers explanations
for the mechanisms at play (i.e., Type 1 processes). Future research could thus examine if intuition-based judgments are based on
reﬂexive heuristics and anchoring. Another example is the research on interviewers' accuracy at detecting applicant faking in interviews, conﬁdence in their judgment, and impact of such judgments on applicant evaluation (e.g., Roulin et al., 2015). Interviewers'
failed attempts to use gathered information to adjust their evaluation of applicants could be interpreted in terms of fallible Type 2
processes. And, research could further examine what cognitive processes are at play. A ﬁnal example is the research on the construct
validity of the interview. Research in this area is still scarce (Hamdani, Valcea, & Buckley, 2014) and represents one of the greatest
challenges for further research (Dipboye & Johnson, 2013). We suggest that the dual-process model may also be a useful theoretical
perspective to understand and improve the interview's construct validity, for instance by examining biased heuristics or anchoring
and adjustments by interviewers.
5.3. Practical implications
From a theoretical perspective, we have outlined how stigma might affect interview judgments and decision making and
compromise interview validity. However, the dual-process perspective might also inspire practitioners to redesign the interview to reduce the risk of biased decision making. As bias is rather a process than an outcome, such interventions should be tailored to the different interview stages. When applicants' stigmatizing features are of a visual nature (e.g., obesity, physical
disability), one could remove stigmatizing cues from the interviewers' visibility and awareness. This is particularly relevant
during the initial impression formation process. For instance, in the pre-interview stage, anonymous resume-screening could
be advocated in those countries where it is common to attach pictures to resumes (e.g., like in many European countries;
Krause, Rinne, & Zimmermann, 2012). Also, applicants could be recommended to block pictures and/or personal video's on
their social media accounts in order to prevent interviewers' biased impression. Interviewers might also be made aware of potential pitfalls when screening stigmatized applicants using new multi-media based recruitment tools, like video resumes.
Video resumes are short pre-recorded video-taped messages (lasting 1–2 min) in which applicants present themselves to potential employers. More individualized information is provided in video resumes compared to paper resumes, which may
limit effects of initial impressions (Type 1 processing). However, it is still much debated how vulnerable video resumes are
for biased judgments (Hiemstra & Derous, 2015). Given that structure might allow Type 2 processes to correct initial impressions, alternatively, interviewers may be recommended to use structured checklists like competency and experience checklists
or testimonials during the pre-interview stage (Derous & Ryan, 2014).
In the interview stage, any visual contact between applicants and interviewers during rapport building could also be limited. Yet,
because the interview is also considered as a social process (Dipboye et al., 2012), we caution against the proposition to entirely
eliminate rapport building in favor of interview validity (Levashina et al., 2014). Instead we suggest those interview stages that are
most sensitive to Type 1 processing could be redesigned (Dipboye et al., 2012). For instance, Buijsrogge et al. (2014) recently suggested to develop different types of standardized rapport building procedures, such as a blind rapport building in which applicants
and interviewers are visually separated (e.g., using telephone and computer-mediated interviews). This resembles in a way the
blind auditions musicians do when they apply for jobs (e.g., in orchestras like the YouTube Symphony orchestra).
Finally, to facilitate unbiased decision making, the use of structure throughout the interview is recommended. For instance, perceived similarity is an important factor in interviewers' evaluation of applicants (e.g., Kristof-Brown et al., 2002), although the effect
seems to be weaker in highly-structured interviews (Sacco et al., 2003). Structuring may facilitate Type 2 processes by allowing
interviewers to gather additional data in a standardized way about both stigmatized and non-stigmatized applicants and adjust initial
impressions. And although interviewers (Chen, Tsai, & Hu, 2008) and applicants (e.g., Conway & Peneno, 1999; Steiner, 2012) typically
have less favorable reactions towards high structured interviews, interview structure can signiﬁcantly reduce the likelihood of relying
on Type 1 processes (like anchoring) when interviewers make ﬁnal decision about applicants.
5.4. Conclusion
In sum, we present a theoretical framework of interview bias that draws upon dual-process theory. This framework proposes that
the origin of bias lies in fast and frugal judgments made during the initial impression formation process, and subsequently affects the
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interviewer during all stages of the interview process. Framing the interview within dual-process theory can spur new research directions, such as a focus on the interviewer and the decision-making process, and can challenge researchers to design intervention
methods that facilitate objectivity in the job interview.
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