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Abstract 

 Organizations are increasingly using technology-enabled formats such as 

asynchronous video interviews (AVIs) to evaluate candidates. However, the personal 

environment of applicants visible in AVI recordings may introduce additional bias in the 

evaluation of interview performance. This study extends existing research by examining the 

influence of cues signaling affiliation with Islam or homosexuality in the background and 

comparing them with a neutral background using an experimental design and a German 

sample (N = 222). Results showed that visible signs of religious affiliation with Islam led to 

lower perceived competence, while perceived warmth and interview performance were 

unaffected. Visual cues of homosexuality had no effect on perceptions of the applicant. In 

addition, personal characteristics of the raters, such as their intrinsic religious orientation or 

their attitudes towards homosexuality influenced applicants’ ratings, so that a non-Muslim 

religious orientation was negatively associated with evaluations of the Muslim candidate and 

a negative attitude towards homosexuality was negatively associated with evaluations of the 

homosexual candidate. This study thus contributes to the literature on AVIs and 

discrimination against Muslims and members of the 2SLGBTQI+ community in personnel 

selection contexts.  

 

Keywords: technology-mediated interviews, asynchronous video interviews, personnel 

selection, bias.  
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Practitioner Points 

• Research has found mixed results on the effects of backgrounds on the evaluation of 

applicants in AVIs 

• This study replicates findings on the effects of cues signaling homosexuality 

• Furthermore, the study extends recent research by examining cues signaling affiliation 

with Islam using a German sample 

• Visual cues of affiliation with Islam affected perceived competence, while visual cues of 

homosexuality had no effect 

• Personal characteristics like intrinsic religious orientation and attitudes towards 

homosexuality influenced applicants‘ ratings 
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The COVID-19 pandemic and increasing digitization have fundamentally changed the 

way interviews are conducted as part of the personnel selection process. Organizations are 

increasingly turning to technology-mediated formats such as videoconference interviews 

(Basch, Melchers, et al., 2021) or asynchronous video-interviews (AVIs) for pre-selection in 

order to save money, time, or the environment (Basch et al., 2022; Lukacik et al., 2022). 

However, such interviews are also associated with differences in applicants reactions (Basch 

et al., 2020; Blacksmith et al., 2016) or performance ratings compared to traditional face-to-

face interviews (Sears et al., 2013). This might be explained by differences in communication 

(Basch, Melchers, et al., 2021), technical disturbances (Fiechter et al., 2018), or a distorted 

perception of applicants by interviewers (Basch, Melchers, et al., 2021). Another reason could 

be that elements in applicants’ video background affect interviewers’ perceptions (Lukacik et 

al., 2022). However, research has only examined a limited number of background elements 

and is limited to North American contexts (Powell et al., 2023; Roulin, Lukacik, et al., 2023; 

Scott & Roulin, 2024). Therefore, our study has two main goals: First, we replicate Roulin, 

Lukacik, et al.’s (2023) findings about sexual orientation with a German-speaking sample. 

Second, we examine a previously unexplored cue: affiliation with Islam. The results of this 

study can have important practical implications for both organizations and applicants. 

The Influence of Backgrounds in AVIs 

Unlike traditional face-to-face (FTF) or videoconference interviews, AVIs offer an 

alternative and flexible way to assess applicants. Applicants participate in a fully online 

interview and video-record their answers to pre-defined questions, which are then rated by an 

interviewer or a computer algorithm (Lukacik et al., 2022). AVIs ratings can be influenced by 

the provision of preparation time (Basch, Brenner, et al., 2021), re-recording opportunities 

(Roulin, Wong, et al., 2023) or low communication quality (Fiechter et al., 2018). In addition, 

Lukacik et al. (2022) suggested that AVI recordings provide interviewers with visual cues 

from the applicant's background that can lead to biased ratings. In addition to information 
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from the applicant's appearance and clothing that are available in FTF interviews, recording 

background in AVIs might include personal information (e.g., from photographs, posters, or 

decorations) that can influence performance ratings in two ways.  

First, some backgrounds can represent deviations from the social norms and 

expectations about how applicants should behave in interviews, and thus influence 

perceptions of applicants’ attitude or personality. Applicants are perceived as unprofessional 

when they are recording themselves in front of inappropriate backgrounds, posters, or 

photographs (Mejia & Torres, 2018). For example, one study found that a messy background 

was associated with lower performance ratings (Powell et al., 2023). In contrast, Scott and 

Roulin (2024) found that while a bedroom background was perceived as less professional 

than an office background, the type of background or the use of blurring did not affect first 

impressions or final interview ratings. 

Second, AVI backgrounds can provide information about applicants’ socioeconomic 

status or potentially legally protected grounds, which can lead to stigmatization regardless of 

applicants’ job-related skills and qualifications. Roulin, Lukacik, et al. (2023) examined the 

influence of AVI background providing information about parental status, political affiliation, 

and sexual orientation. They built on the dual-process model of interviewer bias (Derous et 

al., 2016) and the stereotype content model (Fiske et al., 2002) to predict how such 

information could bias ratings. For instance, the dual-process model suggests that when 

stigmatized applicant characteristics (e.g., being a parent, a member of a sexual minority, or 

supporting a political party different than the interviewer’s) are visible to interviewers, they 

activate Type-I processes, which are fast, automatic, and heuristics-driven judgments 

associated with more intuitive and biased decisions. While more conscious and deliberate 

Type-II processes can serve to update initial judgment and correct biases, they are only used 

with non-stigmatized applicants (Derous et al., 2016). In addition, the stereotype content 

model suggests that interviewers might assign lower perceptions of warmth and competence 
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(i.e., less benevolent and qualified) to stigmatized than non-stigmatized applicants. Roulin, 

Lukacik, et al. (2023) found that the effect of AVI background varied depending on the type 

of information (i.e., stigmatized applicant features). Contrary to their predictions, parents 

were viewed as warmer and rated more positively than non-parents, and no effects were found 

for sexual orientation. However, interviewers evaluated applicants as warmer and rated them 

more positively if they supported the same political party as them.  

Overall, research on how different types of background that reveal personal 

information about applicants do impact AVI ratings is limited. The conceptual model by 

Lukacik et al. (2022) directly mentioned sexual orientation and religious affiliation as two 

background elements that could be visible and practically important to examine. While 

Roulin, Lukacik, et al. (2023) already investigated sexual orientation, they also suggested 

investigating alternative background features such as religion. Indeed, AVI background can 

convey information about one’s religious affiliation (through symbols) which –– just like 

sexual orientation–– are visual cues of stigmas (Summers et al., 2018). Moreover, Roulin, 

Lukacik, et al. (2023) relied on North American samples. Background features might be more 

or less impactful in different contexts or cultures. As an example, the gay travel index (GTI) 

indicates how safe it is to travel to foreign countries for members of the 2SLGBTQI+ 

community, based on anti-discrimination laws, how many assaults against members of the 

2SLGBTQI+ community have been reported, etc. Canada tops the list of the safest countries, 

whereas Germany only ranks 10th (Geißler, 2021). Furthermore, Islamophobic tendencies 

have increased in Germany due to the flow of refugees from Turkey or Middle-Eastern 

countries in the last ten years (Mediendienst Integration, 2021). As such, the present study 

aims to explore the influence of background information indicating affiliation with the Islamic 

faith and the 2LGBTQI+ community in Germany. 

Religious Affiliation  
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Various field experiments showed prejudice against, and discrimination towards, 

Muslim applicants in selection (Zschirnt & Ruedin, 2016). However, many studies rely on 

Arabic-sounding names to manipulate applicants’ religion, thereby conflating religious and 

ethnic discrimination (Bartkoski et al., 2018; Di Stasio et al., 2021). Moreover, in studies 

across several regions, applicants affiliated with Islam received fewer callbacks than 

applicants of the same ethnicity who were affiliated with Christianity or had no religious 

affiliation (Di Stasio et al., 2021; Wright et al., 2013).  

Research has also examined the effect of religious symbols. For instance, traditional 

Muslim dress is associated with negative stereotypes and increased levels of aggression 

(Unkelbach et al., 2008). Muslim women of Turkish origins who wear the hijab (i.e., a 

headscarf representing an outward and visible sign of religious affiliation) are disadvantaged 

in selection in Germany (Weichselbaumer, 2020). Fernández-Reino et al. (2023) replicated 

these findings with applicants for customer service jobs in Germany, the Netherlands, and 

Spain. Moreover, Muslims are perceived as less competent and warm than other groups both 

in Canada (Fiske, 2012) and in Germany (Froehlich & Schulte, 2019). Overall, research has 

focused on the influence of traditional Islamic dress among women, because they are visible 

in FTF interviews or on a picture attached to an application. With AVIs being recorded from 

home, other Islamic symbols such as art involving Arabic script, the Qur'an in a bookshelf, or 

pictures of mosques might become visible (Lukacik et al., 2022), activate Type-I-processes 

(Derous et al., 2016), trigger negative warmth/competence stereotypes (Fiske et al., 2002), 

and lead to biased ratings.  

In addition, Roulin, Lukacik, et al. (2023) relied on subjective and holistic ratings of 

performance at the end of the interview, which can be more prone to be influenced by bias 

(e.g., Kutcher & Bragger, 2004). Therefore, we examine interview performance using a rating 

scales to assess response quality for each question (“interview ratings” in the following). By 
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doing so, we want to investigate if biases resulting from background information also hold 

true for less holistic measures. Accordingly, we predict: 

Hypothesis 1: An applicant with background cues signaling affiliation with Islam will 

receive lower evaluations for (a) interview ratings, (b) perceived warmth, and (c) perceived 

competence than an applicant without such cues.  

The dual-process model (Derous et al., 2016) emphasizes that interviewers’ 

characteristics, such as their (in)ability for perspective-taking, can also play a role in how 

much they rely on biased Type-I judgments. For instance, discrimination against Muslim 

applicants could depend on interviewers' own religiosity and beliefs. Allport and Ross (1967) 

described people with strong intrinsic religious orientation as living their religion out of 

intrinsic convictions that are firmly anchored in their belief system, and striving to implement 

their religious values in everyday life. Strong intrinsic orientation can lead to discriminatory 

attitudes toward people from other religious faiths (Griffin et al., 1987). The relationship 

between intrinsic orientation and prejudice depends on the evaluator’s own religious 

affiliation, and the specific target group of discrimination (Kirkpatrick, 1993). As such, if 

AVI raters are not Muslim themselves (but Christian or Atheist), and because Muslims are 

often stereotyped in the German context (Froehlich & Schulte, 2019), we predict: 

Hypothesis 2: When judging an applicant with background cues signaling affiliation 

with Islam, raters’ (non-Muslim) intrinsic religious orientation will be negatively related to 

evaluations of (a) interview ratings, (b) perceived warmth, and (c) perceived competence.  

Sexual Orientation 

Another group that might be discriminated against is the 2SLGBTQI+ community, but 

research findings are mixed. Some studies found that members of the 2SLGBTQI+ 

community are less likely to be invited to interviews than heterosexual applicants (Drydakis, 

2009; Horvath & Ryan, 2003; Weichselbaumer, 2003), while others found no (or very small) 
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differences (Bailey et al., 2013; Roulin, Lukacik, et al., 2023; Van Hoye & Lievens, 2003). 

Gay men are discriminated particularly when applying for more male-dominated job (Ahmed 

et al., 2013). Nadler et al. (2014) also found that discrimination based on sexual orientation 

disappears when interviewers must explain their ratings. 

Roulin, Lukacik, et al. (2023) emphasized that applicants’ background in AVIs can 

include cues about their sexual orientation (e.g., rainbow flag). While they did not find any 

bias against the gay or lesbian applicant in their study, they called for more research on this 

topic, and highlighted the need to ensure visual cues were salient (e.g., using a picture of 

same-sex partner kissing instead of simply being next to one another). In addition, research on 

discrimination against 2SLGBTQI+ applicants in Germany is lacking. However, a survey 

showed that about 30% of the German 2SLGBTQI+ community reported having experienced 

workplace discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation (Pawlik, 2021). Based on dual-

process theory (Derous et al., 2016), stereotype content model (Fiske et al., 2002), and the 

findings presented above, we predict: 

Hypothesis 3: An applicant with background cues signaling membership in the 

2SLGBTQI+ community will receive lower evaluations for (a) interview ratings, (b) 

perceived warmth, and (c) perceived competence than an applicant without such cues.  

As noted above, interviewers’ characteristics can play a role in the activation of, and 

reliance on Type-I processes (Derous et al., 2016). Accordingly, an interviewer who has more 

negative attitudes towards members of the 2SLGBTQI+ community should rate sexual 

minority applicants particularly negatively: 

Hypothesis 4: When judging an applicant with background cues signaling membership 

in the 2SLGBTQI+ community, raters’ negative attitudes towards homosexuality will be 

negatively related to evaluations of (a) interview ratings, (b) perceived warmth, and (c) 

perceived competence.  

Method 
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Sample 

We initially recruited 458 individuals via posts on social media (Facebook, Xing, 

LinkedIn, Instagram), personal contacts, and www.surveycircle.com. After removing 

participants with incomplete data (n = 201; n = 154 abandoned the questionnaire before the 

first video response), consent withdrawal (n = 3), indicating a lack of attention to the videos 

(n = 15), or failed attention checks (i.e., “choose the option 4 = agree”; n = 17), the final 

sample consisted of 222 individuals. Mean age was M = 26.58 years (SD = 8.59) and 66% 

identified as females, 32% as males (one other gender). About half of participants (49%) held 

a university degree and 27 % had previous experience as an interviewer. Of those, 62% had 

under one year and 25% 1-3 years of interviewing experience. None of the participants 

belonged to the minority group they evaluated: in the Islamic affiliation condition, no 

participant identified as a Muslim (34% atheist, 21% protestants, 33% catholic, 8% other); in 

the homosexuality condition, 99% identified as heterosexual and 1% as bisexual. All 

participants were asked to complete the 20-minute study on a laptop or desktop computer. 

There was no monetary incentive for participation.  

Procedure  

The study was administered online. After providing informed consent, participants 

were asked to imagine they were working as a recruiter in the HR department of a 

multinational organization. They were tasked with watching and rating the responses of one 

applicant applying for a customer service job. They were presented with the job description 

(see Appendix A in the online supplement). Then, participants were randomly assigned to one 

of the three experimental conditions (i.e., neutral/control, visual cues signaling affiliation with 

Islam, or membership in the 2SLGBTQI+ community – see Design section below). They 

watched video-recorded responses to five AVI questions, rated the quality of each response 

individually. The interview questions were taken from Ingold et al. (2015), but were adapted 
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to a job in customer service. The scripted responses were inspired from previous AVI studies 

[anonymized for peer-review] but adapted to the customer service job. Response quality 

ranged from rather poor to very good, to create more opportunities for ratings to be influenced 

by other factors (e.g., background). See Appendix C for questions and scripted responses.  

Following the entire interview, participants completed measures about the applicant's 

perceived warmth and competence, an attention check, and could provide comments. 

Participants in the Islamic affiliation condition reported their own religious beliefs and their 

intrinsic religious orientation, while those in the 2SLGBTQI+ condition reported their attitude 

towards homosexuals. Additionally, a manipulation check question assessed their perception 

of the probability that the applicant was affiliated with Islam or homosexual. Finally, 

participants answered demographic questions.  

Design 

All conditions involved the same applicant (a White male in his 20s) who wore the 

same neutral and professional clothes without any accessories. For the neutral background, we 

included a bookshelf with books, a file folder, pens, a neutral calendar, and a cup with pens to 

make the background subtle and realistic. In the Islam affiliation condition, we added three 

elements: A Quran with the inscription "Al-Quran, Al-Karim" was placed on the bookshelf, 

and two posters with Islamic lettering were visible on the back wall. In the 2SLGBTQI+ 

condition, we instead added a framed photo showing the applicant kissing another man on the 

bookshelf, and a rainbow flag on the wall. We first recorded the neutral condition videos. 

Those videos were then manipulated with the DaVinci Resolve software to add the unique 

background elements for the other two conditions. This ensured that the applicant’s responses 

were completely identical in terms of content, tone, and non-verbal behaviors across all 

conditions. See Appendix B for illustrative screenshots of each condition.  

Pre-Test 
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We pre-tested an inital draft of the video material with 50 students from a German 

university (28 for affiliation with Islam, 22 for 2SLGBTQI+ membership). Participants were 

asked to identify the information provided about the applicant in the video (from a selection). 

The percentage of participants who correctly identified the background information was 57% 

for the Islam condition and 64% for the 2SLGBTQI+ condition. Based on feedback from 

participants, the videos were reshot to improve lighting conditions and eye contact. In 

addition, more neutral objects were added in the background to make the manipulations more 

subtle and realistic. 

Measures 

Interview ratings. First, participants rated the answer to each question on a rating 

scale from 1 = very weak answer to 5 = very good answer. We used the average rating across 

all five questions.  

Perceived warmth and competence. We used the perceived competence (4 items, α 

= .81, e.g., “I perceive this applicant to be competent”) and warmth (4 items, α = .79, e.g., “I 

perceive this applicant to be friendly”) measures from the Stereotype Content Scale (Fiske et 

al., 2002). Items were rated on a 5-point (not at all-extremely) scale. 

Intrinsic religious orientation. We used three items (α = .80) from the Duke 

University Religion Index by Koenig and Büssing (2010). Participants indicated on a 5-point 

scale the extent to which statements (e.g., "My religious beliefs are what is really behind my 

overall lifestyle") applied to them. 

Attitude towards homosexuality. We slightly adapted eight items (α = .84) from the 

Attitudes towards Gay Men Scale from Herek (1988). An example item is "Homosexual 

behavior between two men is just plain wrong." Items were rated on a 5-point (strongly 

disagree to strongly agree) rating scale. In addition, participants provided their own sexual 

orientation (homosexual, heterosexual, bisexual, or other). 

Results  
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The means and standard deviations for the three experimental conditions are presented 

in Table 1. The experimental groups did not differ regarding age, sex, educational level, or 

previous interview experience, all Fs < 1.29, all ps > .28.  

Hypothesis 1 stated that an applicant with background information signaling affiliation 

with Islam would receive lower interview ratings, perceived warmth, and perceived 

competence than a candidate with a neutral background. We conducted t-tests for all 

outcomes. We only found a significant difference for perceived competence, t(151) = 1.96, p 

= .03, d = 0.32, but none of the other outcomes, all ts < 1.54, all ps > .06. H1c was thus 

supported, but not H1a or b.  

Hypothesis 2 stated that when judging an applicant with background cues signaling 

affiliation with Islam, intrinsic religious orientation would be negatively related to ratings for 

the three outcomes. Correlations were significant for all three outcomes: interview ratings, 

r(67) = -.33, p = .004, perceived warmth, r(67) = -.23, p = .03, and competence, r(67) = -.24, 

p = .03. H2 was thus supported.  

Hypothesis 3 predicted that cues of homosexuality in the background would lead to 

lower interview ratings, perceived warmth, and perceived competence (vs. a neutral 

background). We again computed t-tests for all dependent variables. However, none of the 

comparisons reached significance, all ts < 1.00, all ps > .15. H3 was, therefore, not supported.  

Hypothesis 4 stated that people with negative attitudes towards homosexuality would 

perceive the 2SLGBTQI+ candidate less favorably. However, we only found a significant 

negative relationship for competence, r(69) = -.32, p = .003, but not for the other outcomes, 

all rs < .06, all ps > .30. This provides only support for H4c, but not H4a or b.1  

 
1 We replicated our analyses after removing participants in the Muslim and gay conditions who reported a low 

probability (i.e., score lower that 3 out of 5) that the candidate was affiliated with Islam (n = 22) or homosexual 

(n = 11), but keeping all participants in the control condition. There was no change in the pattern of the results, 

except for Hypothesis 2b: the correlation between intrinsic religious orientation and perceived warmth was 

smaller and non-signifant, r(45) = -.17, p = .13, (see Appendix D in the online supplement for additional 

information). 
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Discussion  

The present study investigated the influence of background cues related to affiliation 

with Islam and the 2SLGBTQI+ community on interview performance ratings in AVIs. It also 

explored the role of personal characteristics of the raters, such as intrinsic religious orientation 

and attitudes towards homosexuality, in shaping these perceptions. Background cues signaling 

affiliation with Islam led to lower ratings of perceived competence, but no significant effects 

were observed for interview ratings or perceived warmth. These findings align with previous 

research highlighting the mixed impact of visual cues in AVIs on perceptions of applicants. 

The subtlety and realism of the cues may have influenced the outcomes, with participants 

possibly focusing more on the interview content and applicant's behavior than the 

background. Interestingly, cues related to homosexuality did not impact any of the three 

outcomes. This result contradicts some previous research that suggested potential bias against 

members of the 2SLGBTQI+ community in selection (e.g., Weichselbaumer, 2003), but 

aligns with recent AVI research (Roulin, Lukacik, et al., 2023). Our findings could be 

attributed to various factors, including the subtle nature of the background cues, our sample 

(i.e., mostly young and educated), or the evolving social acceptance of diverse sexual 

orientations. 

Regarding the role played by individual differences, intrinsic religious orientation was 

negatively related to ratings of applicants with background cues signaling affiliation with 

Islam. This suggests that individuals with strong intrinsic religious beliefs may exhibit biased 

perceptions of candidates visibly affiliated with another religion (e.g., Islam). These findings 

underscore the importance of considering not only applicants’ characteristics but also raters’ 

attributes when examining potential bias in selection. Interestingly, none of our participants 

identified as Muslim, although 6.6% of the German population is Muslim (BAMF, 2021).  

In contrast, negative attitudes towards homosexuality were only associated with one of 

our three outcomes: the 2SLGBTQI+ candidate received lower ratings of competence. Raters’ 
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negative attitudes towards homosexuality influencing specifically perceptions of competence 

is consistent with past work showing that being gay mostly hurts perceptions of men’s 

competence, but not warmth (Fiske et al., 2002). In addition, attitudes towards homosexuality 

are multifaceted and complex, which may explain the limited impact on other perceptions. 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting our findings. First, the 

sample size was relatively small, thus limiting statistical power to detect small effects. 

Additionally, a large number of people left before finishing the study, some of whom dropped 

out after seeing the first video. It is possible that some people with less favorable views of 

Muslims or members of the 2SLGBTQI+ community realized what the study might be about 

(e.g., discrimination of such individuals) and chose to leave in reaction to that. If that is the 

case, our findings might underestimate the level of bias against Muslim or gay applicants.  

Most participants had limited interview experience. Experience could play different 

roles in the evaluation of candidates with cues in their background: On the one hand, more 

experienced hiring professionals might pay closer attention to subtle cues, and thus be more 

prone to biases. On the other hand, more experienced raters might have received training 

about how to best conduct and evaluate interviews and/or risks of bias, so that their ratings 

would be less influenced by factors such as background information. Future research with 

larger and experienced samples would shed more light on the role of interview experience and 

enhance the generalizability of our results. The study also focused on a German sample, but 

the effects of AVI background cues may be stronger in cultural contexts where different 

religious beliefs or sexual orientations are less accepted.  

The study employed simulated AVIs, where participants evaluated a candidate 

following scripted responses. This may not fully capture the complexity of real-world AVIs, 

with less polished candidate’s answers. In addition, we used scripts involving a mix of poor 

and good responses across questions, whereas past work (e.g., Roulin, Lukacik, et al., 2023) 
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kept response quality consistent across question. This was done to increase realism and to 

have room for raters to judge the applicant positively or negatively. That said, some 

participants might have focused on some of the responses when judging the candidate (i.e., 

only the best ones or the worst ones). Future work would directly examine how response 

quality consistency impacts ratings (in AVIs or interviews in general). Although we also used 

question-level ratings of performance, our ratings were still fairly subjective. Future research 

could explore whether biases are further reduced when a more structured scoring approach 

(e.g., behaviorally anchored rating scales) is used. 

Additionally, we used the same White male actor for all video responses, which does 

not fully represent the diversity of applicants in real interviews. For the Islamic affiliation 

condition, this could have created two effects: Our actor looked stereotypically German, 

possibly leading some participants to doubt that he was truly Muslim and thus being more 

lenient in their judgments. Alternatively, some participants might have believed that he was 

Muslim and, because he belonged to their ethnic/national in-group, this different religious 

affiliation could have created a “black sheep” effect (Marques et al., 1988) resulting in even 

harsher ratings. This could have confounded perceptions of Muslims in general vs. possibly 

radicalized Muslims. However, our choice of a White candidate was also made to avoid 

race/ethnicity as a confound. For instance, if we had used an Arab-looking Muslim in that 

condition (and the White one in the control), then we would not have been able to disentangle 

the religion from the ethnicity effects, which was a problem in some past research (e.g., Di 

Stasio et al., 2021). Taken together, future research should, therefore, include different actors 

(male/female, ethnically diverse) to investigate these effects. Another point concerning 

religious affiliation was our assessment of intrinsic religious orientation. In fact, none of our 

participants were Muslim themselves so that a) intrinsic religious orientation only covered 

Christianity or other religions and b) an investigation of possible in-group vs. out-group 

mechanisms (like in Roulin, Lukacik, et al., 2023, investigation of political affiliation) was 



BACKGROUND IN AVIS  17 

not possible. Therefore, future research could follow a different approach by providing a list 

of religious affiliations and asking participants to rate how similar they believe their spiritual 

beliefs are with each group. By doing so, this could act as a measure of affiliation with the 

target groups. Another possibility would be to include a more direct measure like 

Islamophobia.  

Furthermore, the background cues were intentionally subtle and realistic, which may 

have mitigated their impact. In practice, the saliency and conspicuousness of background cues 

could vary, with more visible cues resulting in more biased evaluations. In addition, our 

design did not allow us to investigate if the effect of applicant religion (e.g., on ratings of 

competence) was specific to Islam or was about displaying religious affiliations per se. Future 

research could, therefore, design studies with different conditions with different religious 

affiliations (e.g., Muslim vs. Christian vs. Jewish) to see if hiring managers react negatively to 

a specific religion vs. displaying one's religiosity in one's background. Finally, we only 

examined and partly replicated two possible backgrounds. Future work could re-examine 

parental status (which Roulin, Lukacik, et al., 2023 examined) or look at other elements (e.g., 

political or social views).  

Conclusion  

This study contributes to the growing body of research on bias in technology-mediated 

interviews by examining the impact of background cues related to Islam and homosexuality in 

Germany. While some effects were observed, particularly regarding intrinsic religious 

orientation and competence ratings, the findings suggest that background cues in AVIs may 

not always lead to substantial bias in interview evaluations. However, given the mixed 

findings regarding the effects of AVI background on ratings from this study and from Roulin, 

Lukacik, et al. (2023) and Powell et al. (2023), we recommend that applicants choose a 

neutral background when completing video interviews. However, future research is needed to 
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further understand the complexities of bias in AVIs, which is crucial for developing fair and 

effective personnel selection processes in the digital age.  

  



BACKGROUND IN AVIS  19 

References 

Ahmed, A. M., Andersson, L., & Hammarstedt, M. (2013). Are gay men and lesbians discriminated 

against in the hiring process? Southern Economic Journal, 79(3), 565-585. 

https://doi.org/10.4284/0038-4038-2011.317  

Allport, G. W., & Ross, J. M. (1967). Personal religious orientation and prejudice. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 5(4), 432-443. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0021212  

Bailey, J., Wallace, M., & Wright, B. (2013). Are gay men and lesbians discriminated against when 

applying for jobs? A four-city, internet-based field experiment. Journal of Homosexuality, 

60(6), 873-894. https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2013.774860  

BAMF. (2021). Development of the number of Muslims in Germany from 1945 to 2020 

https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/72321/umfrage/entwicklung-der-anzahl-der-

muslime-in-deutschland-seit-1945/  

Bartkoski, T., Lynch, E., Witt, C., & Rudolph, C. (2018). A meta-analysis of hiring discrimination 

against Muslims and Arabs. Personnel Assessment and Decisions, 4(2), 1. 

https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2018.02.001  

Basch, J. M., Brenner, F. S., Melchers, K. G., Krumm, S., Dräger, L., Herzer, H., & Schuwerk, E. 

(2021). A good thing takes time: The role of preperation time in asynchronous video 

interviews. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 29(3-4), 378-392. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12341  

Basch, J. M., Melchers, K. G., & Büttner, J. (2022). Pre-selection in the digital age: A comparison of 

perceptions of asynchronous video interviews with online tests and online application 

documents. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 30(4), 639-652. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12403  

Basch, J. M., Melchers, K. G., Kegelmann, J., & Lieb, L. (2020). Smile for the camera! The role of 

social presence and impression management in perceptions of technology-mediated 

interviews. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 35(4), 285-299. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-

09-2018-0398  

https://doi.org/10.4284/0038-4038-2011.317
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0021212
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2013.774860
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/72321/umfrage/entwicklung-der-anzahl-der-muslime-in-deutschland-seit-1945/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/72321/umfrage/entwicklung-der-anzahl-der-muslime-in-deutschland-seit-1945/
https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12341
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsa.12403
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-09-2018-0398
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-09-2018-0398


BACKGROUND IN AVIS  20 

Basch, J. M., Melchers, K. G., Kurz, A., Krieger, M., & Miller, L. (2021). It takes more than a good 

camera. Which factors contribute to differences between face-to-face interviews and 

videoconference interviews regarding performance ratings and interviewee perceptions? 

Journal of Business and Psychology, 36(5), 921-940. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-

09714-3  

Blacksmith, N., Wilford, J. C., & Behrend, T. S. (2016). Technology in the employment interview: A 

meta-analysis and future research agenda. Personnel Assessment and Decisions, 2(1), 12-20. 

https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2016.002  

Derous, E., Buijsrogge, A., Roulin, N., & Duyck, W. (2016). Why your stigma isn't hired: A dual-

process framework of interview bias. Human Resource Management Review, 26(2), 90-111. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2015.09.006  

Di Stasio, V., Lancee, B., Veit, S., & Yemane, R. (2021). Muslim by default or religious 

discrimination? Results from a cross-national field experiment on hiring discrimination. 

Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 47(6), 1305-1326. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1622826  

Drydakis, N. (2009). Sexual orientation discrimination in the labour market. Labour Economics, 16(4), 

364-372. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2008.12.003  

Fernández-Reino, M., Di Stasio, V., & Veit, S. (2023). Discrimination unveiled: A field experiment on 

the barriers faced by Muslim women in Germany, the Netherlands, and Spain. European 

Sociological Review, 39(3), 479-497. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcac032  

Fiechter, J. L., Fealing, C., Gerrard, R., & Kornell, N. (2018). Audiovisual quality impacts 

assessments of job candidates in video interviews: Evidence for an AV quality bias. Cognitive 

Research: Principles and Implications, 3(1), Article 47. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-018-

0139-y  

Fiske, S. T. (2012). Warmth and competence: Stereotype content issues for clinicians and researchers. 

Canadian Psychology/Psychologie Canadienne, 53(1), 14-20. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026054  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09714-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-020-09714-3
https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2016.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2015.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1622826
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2008.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcac032
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-018-0139-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41235-018-0139-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026054


BACKGROUND IN AVIS  21 

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype content: 

Competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived status and competition. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878-902. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-

3514.82.6.878  

Froehlich, L., & Schulte, I. (2019). Warmth and competence stereotypes about immigrant groups in 

Germany. Plos one, 14(9), Article e0223103. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0223103  

Geißler, M. (2021). Gay-Travel-Ranking: Wo Urlaub sicher ist – und wo nicht [Gay-Travel-Ranking: 

Where holidays are safe - and where not]. Retrieved 02.02.2024 from 

https://www.reisereporter.de/reisenews/reisesicherheit/gay-travel-index-2021-wo-urlaub-fuer-

lgbtiq-am-sichersten-ist-4NV3QAFUXZIXXJLLWYP2S6S65R.html 

Griffin, G. A. E., Gorsuch, R. L., & Davis, A.-L. (1987). A cross-cultural investigation of religious 

orientation, social norms, and prejudice. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 358-365. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1386437  

Herek, G. M. (1988). Heterosexuals' attitudes toward lesbians and gay men: Correlates and gender 

differences. Journal of Sex Research, 25(4), 451-477. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551476  

Horvath, M., & Ryan, A. M. (2003). Antecedents and potential moderators of the relationship between 

attitudes and hiring discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. Sex Roles, 48, 115-130. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022499121222  

Ingold, P. V., Kleinmann, M., König, C. J., Melchers, K. G., & Van Iddekinge, C. H. (2015). Why do 

situational interviews predict job performance? The role of interviewees’ ability to identify 

criteria. Journal of Business and Psychology, 30(2), 387-398. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-

014-9368-3  

Integration, M. (2021). Antimuslimischer Rassismus in Deutschland: Zahlen und Fakten [Anti-muslim 

racism in Germany: Facts and figures]. In. 

Kirkpatrick, L. A. (1993). Fundamentalism, Christian orthodoxy, and intrinsic religious orientation as 

predictors of discriminatory attitudes. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 32(3), 256-

268. https://doi.org/10.2307/1386664  

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0223103
https://www.reisereporter.de/reisenews/reisesicherheit/gay-travel-index-2021-wo-urlaub-fuer-lgbtiq-am-sichersten-ist-4NV3QAFUXZIXXJLLWYP2S6S65R.html
https://www.reisereporter.de/reisenews/reisesicherheit/gay-travel-index-2021-wo-urlaub-fuer-lgbtiq-am-sichersten-ist-4NV3QAFUXZIXXJLLWYP2S6S65R.html
https://doi.org/10.2307/1386437
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551476
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022499121222
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-014-9368-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-014-9368-3
https://doi.org/10.2307/1386664


BACKGROUND IN AVIS  22 

Koenig, H. G., & Büssing, A. (2010). The Duke University Religion Index (DUREL): a five-item 

measure for use in epidemological studies. Religions, 1(1), 78-85. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/rel1010078  

Kutcher, E. J., & Bragger, J. D. (2004). Selection interviews of overweight job applicants: Can 

structure reduce the bias? Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 34(10), 1993-2022. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02688.x  

Lukacik, E.-R., Bourdage, J. S., & Roulin, N. (2022). Into the void: A conceptual model and research 

agenda for the design and use of asynchronous video interviews. Human Resource 

Management Review, 32(1), 100789. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100789  

Marques, J. M., Yzerbyt, V. Y., & Leyens, J. P. (1988). The “black sheep effect”: Extremity of 

judgments towards ingroup members as a function of group identification. European Journal 

of Social Psychology, 18(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180102  

Mejia, C., & Torres, E. N. (2018). Implementation and normalization process of asynchronous video 

interviewing practices in the hospitality industry. International Journal of Contemporary 

Hospitality Management, 30(2), 685-701. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-07-2016-0402  

Nadler, J. T., Lowery, M. R., Grebinoski, J., & Jones, R. G. (2014). Aversive discrimination in 

employment interviews: Reducing effects of sexual orientation bias with accountability. 

Psychology of Sexual Orientation and Gender Diversity, 1(4), 480-488. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000079  

Pawlik, V. (2021). Diskriminierung aufgrund sexueller Orientierung oder Geschlechts(-idenität) in 

unterschiedlichen Lebensbereichen innerhalb der dletzten zwei Jahre 2022. 

https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1171835/umfrage/umfrageunter-lgbtqi-menschen-

zu-diskriminierung-in-verschiedenenlebensbereichen/ 

Powell, D. M., Kavanagh, M. V., Wiseman, B. E., & Hodgins, A. (2023). Effects of background cues 

on videoconference interviewer ratings. Personnel Assessment and Decisions, 9(1), 37-50. 

https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2023.01.003  

https://doi.org/10.3390/rel1010078
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02688.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100789
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180102
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-07-2016-0402
https://doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000079
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1171835/umfrage/umfrageunter-lgbtqi-menschen-zu-diskriminierung-in-verschiedenenlebensbereichen/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1171835/umfrage/umfrageunter-lgbtqi-menschen-zu-diskriminierung-in-verschiedenenlebensbereichen/
https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2023.01.003


BACKGROUND IN AVIS  23 

Roulin, N., Lukacik, E.-R., Bourdage, J. S., Clow, L., Bakour, H., & Diaz, P. (2023). Bias in the 

background? The role of background information in asynchronous video interviews. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 44(3), 458-475. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2680  

Roulin, N., Wong, O., Langer, M., & Bourdage, J. S. (2023). Is more always better? How preparation 

time and re-recording opportunities impact fairness, anxiety, impression management, and 

performance in asynchronous video interviews. European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology, 32(3), 333-345. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2156862  

Scott, C., & Roulin, N. (2024). Does background type and blurring effect performance ratings in video 

interviews? Personnel Assessment and Decisions, 10(1), 12-20. 

https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2024.01.002  

Sears, G., Zhang, H., Wiesner, W., Hackett, R., & Yuan, Y. (2013). A comparative assessment of 

videoconference and face-to-face employment interviews. Management Decision, 51(8), 

1733-1752. https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2012-0642  

Summers, J. K., Howe, M., McElroy, J. C., Ronald Buckley, M., Pahng, P., & Cortes‐Mejia, S. (2018). 

A typology of stigma within organizations: Access and treatment effects. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 39(7), 853-868. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2279  

Unkelbach, C., Forgas, J. P., & Denson, T. F. (2008). The turban effect: The influence of Muslim 

headgear and induced affect on aggressive responses in the shooter bias paradigm. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 44(5), 1409-1413. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.04.003  

Van Hoye, G., & Lievens, F. (2003). The effects of sexual orientation on hirability ratings: An 

experimental study. Journal of Business and Psychology, 18, 15-30. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025078819951  

Weichselbaumer, D. (2003). Sexual orientation discrimination in hiring. Labour Economics, 10(6), 

629-642. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0927-5371(03)00074-5  

Weichselbaumer, D. (2020). Multiple discrimination against female immigrants wearing headscarves. 

ILR Review, 73(3), 600-627. https://doi.org/10.1177/00197939198757  

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2680
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2156862
https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2024.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2012-0642
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2279
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025078819951
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/S0927-5371(03)00074-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/00197939198757


BACKGROUND IN AVIS  24 

Wright, B. R., Wallace, M., Bailey, J., & Hyde, A. (2013). Religious affiliation and hiring 

discrimination in New England: A field experiment. Research in Social Stratification and 

Mobility, 34, 111-126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2013.10.002  

Zschirnt, E., & Ruedin, D. (2016). Ethnic discrimination in hiring decisions: a meta-analysis of 

correspondence tests 1990–2015. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 42(7), 1115-1134. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1133279  

  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2013.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1133279


BACKGROUND IN AVIS  25 

Table 1 

Mean and Standard Deviations for the Three Dependent Variables Across Experimental Conditions 

 
Control 

(n = 86) 

 
Islam 

(n = 67) 

 
2SLGBTQI+  

(n = 69) 

 M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD) 

Interview ratings 3.98 0.56  3.81 0.75  3.93 0.63 

Warmth 3.93 0.64  3.80 0.79  3.94 0.62 

Competence 3.90 0.64  3.68 0.75  3.80 0.59 
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Table 2 

  Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations for each Condition 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

Control        

1. Age 27.73 10.31      

2. Gender 0.29 0.46 .23*     

3. Interview ratings 3.98 0.56 -.04 -.25*    

4. Warmth 3.93 0.64 -.17 -.24* .49**   

5. Competence 3.90 0.64 -.00 -.24* .75** .47**  

Islamic affiliation        

1. Age 25.51 6.97      

2. Gender 0.33 0.48 .22     

3. Interview ratings 3.93 0.63 -.39** -.23    

4. Warmth 3.94 0.62 -.12 -.03 .46**   

5. Competence 3.80 0.59 -.43** -.25 .78** .42**  

6. Intrinsic religious orientation 1.84 0.94 .46** .11 -.28** -.17 -.18 

Homosexuality        

1. Age 25.82 7.64      

2. Gender 0.32 0.47 .06     

3. Interview ratings 3.81 0.75 -.10 .14    

4. Warmth 3.80 0.79 -.31* .18 .56**   

5. Competence 3.68 0.75 -.21 .09 .68** .40**  

6. Attitudes towards homosexuality 4.56 0.61 -.42** -.21 .01 .06 .33** 

Note. Ns = 86, 67, and 69 respectively. Gender was coded 0 = female and 1 = male. For 

data analysis, we excluded one person who identified as sexually divers. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01.  
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