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Abstract

Discrimination against pregnant applicants may be partially explained by
concerns about a pregnant employee missing work and possibly quitting (Cunningham &
Macan, 2007). The purpose of the first study is to explore further the notion that pregnant
applicants receive less favorable reactions during the selection procasdatge part
to concerns regarding potential absenteeism. This study explores whethemrapplito
need an equivalent amount of time off, but for different reasons, are perceived dnd rate
similarly as a pregnant applicant. The results showed that all appliegotsting time
off, regardless of reason, received less favorable hiring ratings cairtpahee control
applicant who did not request time off. Given that everything was identical across
conditions these findings indicate that absenteeism may be one of the primamnsonc
leading to lowered hiring ratings and not gender bias or the visual stigma of the
pregnancy. This study demonstrates that qualifications and positive percepteons b
hiring manager may not be enough to overcome concerns regarding absenteeism,
regardless of the reason for the request.

The second study, drawing primarily from disability research, addresses whethe
it is beneficial for a pregnant applicant to disclose and / or discuss the pregnangy duri
the course of the selection process. Some advocate for disclosure and discussion as a
means to alleviate surprise and draw attention away from the stigmatonddion,
while others note that it may draw unnecessary negative attention to the disabling
condition and thereby distract interviewers from job related information. The data
support the overall theory that if a pregnancy is visibly showing, it is liketgrt®e be
forthcoming about it during the selection process (both disclosure and discussion).

However, if a pregnancy is not visibly apparent, it is likely better to notiomentduring
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the hiring process, however if a candidate does want to be forthcoming, it igdétbén

disclose and discuss the pregnancy than to only disclose or only discuss.
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Pregnant job applicants and employment interviews: The consequences offi ztifona
and absenteeism and an examination of strategies to overcome them

There was a time when the issues of employment and pregnancy rarely
overlapped for most women. In the time leading up to the 1950’s the majority of women
would leave the workforce once they were married to become full time wives and
eventually mothers. In fact, there was even a period of time in this natiow's/ igten
married women were barred from working. Once organizations began lifting the
marriage bars it was still highly unlikely for a pregnant woman or even a mvasitia
small children to acquire or keep a job (Goldin, 1990). Some states had legislation
during the 50’s and 60’s that prohibited women from being hired for a certain time both
before and after giving birth (Caplan-Cotenoff, 1987). In the 60’s, 63% of women would
quit their jobs prior to giving birth to their first child. This number dropped to 27% by
the early 90’s (O’Connell, 2001). Today one in six working women return to work
within one month of giving birth, 41% within three months and 76% within a year of the
delivery (Gordon, 2006). Given that there are 68 million women who make up half of the
current U.S. workforce (“Women at Work”; Armour, 2005) and that 75% of those
women are likely to give birth at some point while they are employed (@helje
Stockdale, & Murphy, 2000), it is important for employers and researcherdaplag
attention to the issue of pregnancy in the workplace. While this topic has received
relatively little empirical attention there is important legatlence regarding
employment related pregnancy discrimination.

According to the Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC),

pregnancy discrimination charges are increasing faster than both secasahient and
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sex discrimination claims, showing a 39% increase since 1992 (Armour, 2005; “The
Pregnancy Discrimination”, 2006), with 6,196 charge receipts filed in 2009 alone (United
States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2010), and are ranked among the
top five issues by monthly callers to the 9to5 National Association of Working Women'’s
Job Problems Hotline (Shellenbarger, 1998). In fact, out of a total 4,449 pregnancy
discrimination charges filed in 2005, the EEOC resolved 4,321, recovering almost $12
million in benefits for the claimants (“Pregnancy Discrimination”). Safihe claims
that have been settled, which range from charges of discrimination in hiringetfit®e
and promotions, have involved major companies including Walmart, Dilliard’s
Department Store, Verizon, and The Gap (“The Pregnancy Discrimination Act’). 2006
These cases of pregnancy discrimination, which one EEOC lawyer dessrivesya
blatant” (Armour, 2005) are occurring in spite of the fact that federalad¢igis exists to
protect pregnant women in the workplace.

The Pregnancy Discrimination Act was passed in 1978 as an amendment to Title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Pregnancy Discrimination Act prohibits
discrimination on the basis of pregnancy, childbirth or related medical conditions.
Pregnant women must be treated the same as any other applicant or employee wi
similar abilities or limitations. However, as one journalist points out “@egy doesn’t
immunize a woman from adverse action” (p.D8). There are cases \whdneng of a
pregnant woman has been upheld (Shellenbarger, 2005). A report put out by the National
Partnership for Women & Families emphasizes the importance of educating both
employers and employees about the Pregnancy Discrimination Act (“Womeorldt, W

2004). While this report encourages the EEOC to explore further these issues, it is
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important for Industrial and Organizational Psychology to assist in this tgus
empirically investigating the impact of pregnancy in the workplace.

One particularly under explored area of research concerns the impachaneneg
can have during the selection process. A handful of empirical studies have shiown tha
there is some evidence for discrimination against pregnant job applicants€Beagd),
2002; Kazama & Hebl, 2003; Cunningham & Macan, 2007; Masser, Grass & Nesic,
2007). Given the growing number of employed women who are likely to become
pregnant during their career and the rising claims concerning p@®gdiserimination it
is perhaps surprising that little empirical research has been coddoctederstand why
pregnancy discrimination is occurring and perhaps even more importantly, what a
pregnant job applicant can do to mitigate these effects. Two studies areatidoeissto
address these particular pregnancy issues in the selection process.

In one previous study it was found that hiring discrimination against pregnant
applicants may be partially explained by concerns about a pregnant emplegggmi
work and possibly quitting (Cunningham & Macan, 2007). Therefore, the purpose of the
first study is to explore further the notion that pregnant applicants recesvialesable
reactions during the selection process due in large part to concerns regardinglpotent
absenteeism. More specifically, this study explores whether applichatail need an
equivalent amount of time off, but for different reasons, are perceived and ratedlgimil
as a pregnant applicant. Comparing a pregnant applicant with other applibardtso
present some uncertainty and risk regarding the time off they will require and the

potential to continue in the position once hired, will help determine if the bias
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demonstrated in previous research is more attributable to pregnancy distomana
hiring decisions favoring less risk and uncertainty with regard to absenteeism.

The second study, drawing primarily from disability research, addressésewhe
it is beneficial for a pregnant applicant to disclose and / or discuss the pregnangy durin
the course of the selection process. Disclosure and discussion are tegestraxplored
in research with disabled applicants (e.g.Tagalakis, Amsel, & Fichten, H88&rf,
Wildfogel, & Cassman, 1979; Roberts, 2005). This body of research, to be more
thoroughly discussed later, produces somewhat mixed results with some advocating for
disclosure and discussion as a means to alleviate surprise and draw atteayidmimn
the stigmatizing condition, while others note that it may draw unnecessaryeegati
attention to the disabling condition and thereby distract interviewers from gibdel
information. The goal of this second study is to investigate whether disclsdr’ or
discussion are effective strategies that a pregnant applicant migluysimdssen any
potential negative reactions her pregnancy may elicit during the seleciespr
Together, these studies aim to provide a better understanding of the effigoeghancy
during the selection process both with regard to how the applicant is perceived and

potential steps the applicant can take to manage those perceptions.
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Study 1

Before discussing pregnancy, it is worth noting that motherhood in general may
place women at a disadvantage in the work place. There is consistent evidence of
“motherhood penalty” or a “maternal wall”. More specifically, mothers saffeer child
wage penalty of 5% (Budig & England, 2001). Mothers’ advancement lags behind
fathers’ advancement in the workplace and this is due to both genuine and perceived
differences, however stereotypes may hinder a mother’'s advancement, buthet’a f
advancement (King, 2008). Some research has shown that mothers are desteded a
competent and committed than their non-mother counterparts, are held to harsher
performance and punctuality standards, are recommended for lower stddriegsand
are rated as less promotable and less likely to be recommended for manageness a
likely to be recommended for hire (Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007). In addition, superiors
perceived that mothers were less involved in work and less flexible for advaricdbare
fathers (King, 2008). Correll, Benard and Paik (2007) theorize that fatherhood is
seen as incompatible with being a good worker. Their research supports thatdathe
not appear to suffer these same disadvantages and in fact fatherhood may be ageadvanta
to a man in the workplace. More specifically, fathers are seen as morettashand
allowed to be late more frequently and are offered higher starting s#oesl|,
Benard, & Paik, 2007).

Prior to discussing the specific literature pertaining to pregnant job applitant
will review what is known about reactions to pregnancy and more specifically prggnanc

in the workplace based on the research that has been conducted in this area to date.
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General Reactions to Pregnancy

Early research suggests a woman’s pregnancy can be a unique visual stmulus f
observers, in other words, it sets her apart from other people, much in the same way as a
physical disability may draw added attention. In fact one study found tbeppléd”
woman and a pregnant woman elicited the same reactions from reseagipgrdsti
(Taylor & Langer, 1977). Further, pregnancy can elicit starring and anc@da
particularly from men (Taylor & Langer, 1977). However, Walton et al. (198giealr
that pregnancy is not a stigmatizing condition similar to physical disalmlityelicits
certain responses because pregnant women are presumed to be dependent on others.
They found that pregnant women received more help after dropping items in an elevator
than a non-pregnant woman or a woman who had a facial disfigurement. These authors
argue that pregnant women may be reacted to differently because they aracas
dependency role. Similarly, a pregnant woman who is a store customer iskalyréoli
receive patronizing, benevolent treatment (Hebl, King, Glick, Singletara®aka,
2007). Whether a pregnant woman is viewed as bearing a stigmatizing condition or is
seen as dependent, or both, what is clear from these perspectives is that pregmanc
novel stimulus that does in fact elicit unique reactions and behaviors from otherg. Whil
these studies tended to focus on brief reactions made by strangers, tipeterarally
larger and longer-term implications for pregnant women when it comes trsaidi

their pregnancy within the context of their work environment.
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Pregnancy in the Workplace

Perceptions of pregnant employees.

While reactions such as starring and avoidance may dissipate when the abthedty
pregnancy wears off (Taylor & Langer, 1977), some research has showrethation
of dependency carries through to the workplace. In a survey, Pattison et al. (1997) found
the items that received the most negative responses were those that had to do with
physical limitations associated with pregnancy, indicating thatcgaatits had concerns
about a pregnant employee being able to fulfill her work commitments. Otkeysur
concerning pregnancy in the workplace indicated that participants believeckgmant
worker would be less efficient in her work and lower the productivity of her woulkgr
(Franco et al., 1983). Pregnant women may be viewed as less dedicated because their
attention is diverted from career concerns to family concerns (Halpéitiénan Burg,
1997). They may also be seen as emotional or irrational (Halpert, Wilson, & Hickman,
1993). In fact, there is some evidence that employed pregnant women show higker level
of stress, anxiety and depression (Peddicord, 1992) and that these emotional syaaptoms
well as others such as nervousness, insomnia and nightmares are parégpkignced
later in the pregnancy (Rofe, Blittner, & Lewin, 1993). There is mixed evidence
regarding whether a pregnant woman’s cognitive functioning is actuallyreapduring
pregnancy. One study found that while women may perceive a decline in memory
performance, there is not objective evidence of a decline (Casey, 2000). Howmesfer, ot
studies have shown that women actually do experience physiological changesrairthe
during pregnancy, including the brain actually shrinking in size (Oatridige, 002)

as well as declined performance on memory tasks that involve higher level thinking
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processes (Henry & Rendell, 2007). Various perceptions of the pregnant appiiicant w
be measured in this study.

Sometimes reactions to a woman’s pregnancy have less to do with how itfetday af
her work, but the impact the pregnancy may have on the work load of others. People
report concerns about the distribution of work and responsibility while a fellow gegplo
is out on maternity leave (Halpert & Hickman Burg, 1997). Similarly if adioges are
made for a pregnant worker, such as reduced workload or extra time off, co-workers ma
become resentful of the perceived inequity (Gueutal & Taylor, 1991). In one $tedy, t
vast majority of respondents reported that working with a pregnant co-worked cause
them and their workgroup personal inconvenience (Franco et al., 1983).

Reactions to a woman’s pregnancy may be affected by her status in the di@aniza
Corse (1990) found that participants had more negative impressions of a pregnant
manager and reported lower satisfaction with their interaction cothfmeenon-
pregnant manager. The study indicates that some of these negative impress®ns ar
because the participants expected the pregnant manager to act imanaeyt@ie. not
aggressive or authoritarian) and when the pregnant manager violated thosdiergecta
by acting with authority, it led to more negative reactions. This study suglgalists
although a pregnant employee may not act differently after becoming ptegtieers
expectations of her may change which could in turn lead to adverse reactions binothers
the workplace. The present study looks at a pregnant applicant who is in a subordinate
role and not a management role, but by comparing the pregnant applicant to other
equivalent applicants this study examines if perceptions or perhaps expectktier for

the pregnant applicant in relation to others.
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Other than concern about a pregnant woman’s commitment to her work and potential
lowered productivity, a pregnancy in the workplace may quite simply make some people
uncomfortable. As one researcher states, “a pregnancy is a powerful souvenieof hom
life” (Gross & Pattison, 2001, p. 512). Pregnancy causes the private and public
boundaries to blur which could cause some to see a pregnancy in the workplace as
inappropriate, embarrassing or offensive. It may cause some people to haectheifa
own beliefs about women and work-family roles in general (Gross & Pattison, 2001,
Pattison & Gross, 1996). As one researcher states “Reproduction is undenialdyea pr
phenomenon — involving as it does intimacy, sex, and of course babies — and so when it
emerges in the middle of the workplace, in the burgeoning form of a pregnant woman, it
may present a stark challenge to those long-standing assumptions about what belongs in
the public sphere” (Major, 2005, p.84).

Although much of the literature indicates that reactions to pregnancy in the vearkpla
may be negative, there is some evidence of positive reactions as well. Sorae w
report that their supervisors seemed happy for them during their pregnancy. The women
who had positive experiences reported that communication and joint decision making
was important (Halpert & Hickman Burg, 1997). Similarly, while some pegplert
concern about being inconvenienced by a co-worker’s pregnancy, many arefalsw i
of providing special arrangements (Franco et al., 1983). Coworkers and supervigors ma
be more supportive if the pregnancy is planned, well-timed, and happens within the
planned timeframe (Evans & Rosen, 1997). In fact, one study found that participants
gave higher ratings on a number of positive characteristics (e.g. compedture,

intelligent, self-confident, etc.) to a pregnant applicant in comparison to arcalerdn-
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pregnant applicant (Cunningham & Macan, 2007). This study also examines if the
pregnant applicant elicits positive reactions on a number of dimensions.

Gender differences.

One question examined by much of the research on pregnancy is whether men and
women perceive and react to pregnant women in a similar fashion. The findings are
mixed. Several studies have found that women in general have more positive views of
pregnant employees (Pattison, Gross, & Cast, 1997; Gueutal & Taylor, 1991y Etanc
al., 1983; Halptert, Wilson, & Hickman, 1993); however Gueutal and Taylor (1991)
found that men and women differ in some regards with men having more conservative
views regarding maternity leave and legislation, while women had morercainge
views concerning workload assistance. The males in their study wereiketréd
indicate that they would discriminate against a pregnant employee. €883 {ound
no gender difference in participant’s negative reactions to a pregnant mahesgead
she found that both male and female participants had negative reactions to a pregnant
manager, namely because the pregnant manager violated their expechatidri®w a
pregnant woman should act (i.e. passive and not authoritative). Similarly Cunningham
and Macan (2007) found no gender differences with regard to hiring ratings, with both
genders giving lower ratings to a pregnant applicant compared to a non-pregnant
applicant. However, Gueutal and Taylor (1991) found that opinions concerning
appropriate practices and behavioral intentions regarding pregnant emplagieds
based on sex, age (also see Pattison, Gross, & Cast, 1997), nationality and past
experiences of the respondent. In general, females, younger people, noniz¢i& cit

and those who did not have experience supervising a pregnant employee were more
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supportive regarding pregnant employees and specifically, legislatiappors them.
Gender differences as well as differences across various other demographi
characteristics are explored in this study.

Pregnancy and performance appraisals.

Although the majority of literature indicates negative perceptions of pneégna
employees, there is little to no evidence that a pregnant employe@mpante is
actually adversely affected. In spite of increased discomfort asgmegprogressed,
one study found there was no adverse affect on performance (Nicholls & Grieve, 1992).
Similarly, research conducted with the military has found that pregranew had
comparable absenteeism and turnover as other personnel (Evans & Rosen, 1997). In fact
one study (Gueutal, Luciano & Michaels, 1995) found that pregnant women actually
received better performance ratings during their pregnancy, both cahpdheir pre-
pregnancy ratings and their non-pregnant counterparts. The authors provide thie possi
explanations for these findings. The pregnant employee could be working Bgpecia
hard to combat any concerns about her pregnancy affecting her performareeise,ik
the pregnant employee’s manager may be overly lenient in the performangs t@
compensate for the pregnancy. However, contrary to these findings, anothdoghaly
that a pregnant employee received a significantly lower performatiog compared to a
non-pregnant employee (Halpert, Wilson, & Hickman, 1993). An additional study found
that pregnancy only influenced non-job related performance ratings (e.@gbhys
mannerisms, creativity, appearance), but did not impact job related perforaings
such as job ability, promotion or salary recommendation (Haynes, Halpert, Ma&aantett

Lueck, 2010). While the current study addresses the selection process and not the
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performance appraisal process, this study does incorporate a decikentineathe
participant) making judgments about the applicant’s future within the orgamzag.

fit, risk, potential future absenteeism). In this regard, these studies areatif@m that
in some cases they found that judgments were harsher against a pregnantnhanchbe
in some cases they were more favorable or lenient.

From the pregnant employee’s perspective.

Pregnant women report both positive and negative workplace experiences. Some
women report that there is no change in their supervisor’s or coworkers’ attouwaed t
them while they are pregnant (Brown, Ferrara, & Schley, 2002). These sane@ wom
reported no change in their own career goals or abilities as a result cégnampcy;
however, these women also reported lower job satisfaction during their pregnancy.
While that particular study did not address why this may be the case, thayddid f
significant positive correlation between job satisfaction and satisfactibritve
companies’ leave policies. Most women felt the policies could be improved.

Some women work to actively manage how they are perceived by others. In other
words, they see themselves as the same and want others to see them thevedimads
therefore take actions to preserve their work identity. Some of the stsategude
maintaining the same pace, not requesting accommodations, and shortening maternity
leave. In general all these identity management tactics are motivettieel pperceived
threat of stigmatization and the possible consequences of being stigmatizadhdigh
many of these women never reported actually being mistreated, they haal tbietfie

possibility (Major, 2005).
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Some women report receiving more support during their pregnancy, although this
additional support may not always be appreciated as it may be viewed as overly
protective (Correnti, 1989). Although many women have reported positive working
experiences while pregnant, it is important to remember that many womeremay b
reluctant to report problems they face in the workplace as a result gbrbgancy for
fear of being viewed negatively (Pattison & Gross, 1996).

Some women report that the work environment and working conditions are not well-
suited for pregnancy (Pattison & Gross, 1996). Halpert and Hickman Burg (1997) found
that while about half of the women they spoke to reported receiving positive reactions
from their supervisor, just as many reported negative or ambivalent readfibre$
concerns seemed to center on how work would be covered. They point out that
“deliberate, malicious discrimination” is rare. A more likely occureemay be
inappropriate or uncomfortable interactions that result from poor communicatidg, faul
assumptions and confusion about how best to handle the situation.

In general, maternity leave is characterized by incompatible goals Inetineereeds
of the organization and the needs of the pregnant employee (Buzzanell & Liu, 2007).
Following the announcement of a pregnancy, employers make assumptions about a
woman'’s return-to-work intentions and her level or organizational commitment
(McDonald, Dear, Backstrom, 2008). Some research has focused on the decisions
concerning maternity leave and returning to work. Research concerningdbiisrle
making process has shown that a number of factors may be influential including the
woman’s work commitment, as well as her mother’s working pattern, economic

concerns, psychological needs, child care concerns, traditional gendelueke va
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perceived spouse preference, education level, job-specific training, orgarakat

policies, work-family culture, and attitudes towards parenting (Am&téshitbourne,

1984; Spies Sorenson & Tschetter, 1994; Werbel, 1998; Desai & Waite, 1991; Lyness,
Thompson, Francesco, & Judiesch, 1999; Ranson, 1996). Additionally, there is evidence
of a correlation between a woman'’s intention and her behavior, such that if a woman
intends to return to work, she most likely will. Further, there is evidence thata mor
positive attitude toward returning to work predicts a greater intention to retuerko w
(Mackey Degler, 1995). Women who felt discouraged associated materagyweh
problematic manager-employee relationships, while those who felt encourdigedde
they were valued by their superiors. Interestingly, one study found that albthen

who felt encouraged remained with their employers, however, more than half of those
who felt discouraged left their companies after their maternity leaveéiBe# & Liu,

2007).

While the applicant’'s experiences are certainly important, the currentwiilidge a
confederate to play the applicant and will focus on the reactions of the hiring manage
However, this line of research concerning pregnant employees’ experiedicases that
coworker and supervisor attitudes may impact a pregnant woman’s expelmetinee
context of the present study, the interviewers’ (i.e. the participants) qvemiexces with
the various types of absenteeism discussed in this study will be assessdichagheir
perceptions on how legitimate the reason for absenteeism is. This may detadnatra
favorable supervisor attitudes or experiences are related to favorable esifcom

pregnant applicants.
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Pregnancy and the Selection Process

While pregnancy in the workplace has received relatively little relsedtention, a
particularly under-explored area concerns the effect of pregnancy on ttteosele
process. One study (Kazama & Hebl, 2003; see also Hebl, King, Glick, Smdet
Kazama, 2007) examining visibly pregnant women applying for retail jobs found no
evidence of formal discrimination (i.e. they received the same number of cldl}pbut
did find that the pregnant applicants were more likely to experience whatathey
interpersonal discrimination (i.e. hostility, shortened interactions, frayynise of
diminutive references). These authors point out, however, that their measuraaif for
discrimination was not based on whether the applicant was actually hired. €3tmmch
has indicated that there is sometimes an inconsistency between empidggosrsonal
behavior and their hiring decisions regarding stigmatized applicants (Heldr,Fost
Mannix, & Dovidio, 2002). One study found that even when hiring managers may have
positive impressions of a candidate (i.e. warmth and competence), a pregulatatea
may still be less likely to be hired (Maser, Grass, & Nesic, 2007). Thentsttely aims
to look at not only the reactions to a pregnant applicant, but also one’s intention to hire
that applicant.

Further research has examined whether bias against a pregnant job appliddriie
reduced if structured interviews were used during the selection process (Bragge
Kutcher, Morgan, & Firth, 2002). They found that pregnancy did have a significant
effect on the hiring decision, yet the structured interview reduced thdrbedition
these findings did not differ across position (i.e. high school teacher, a traditionally

feminine job & sales representative, a traditionally masculine job). Whate authors
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state that these findings are encouraging, they acknowledge that thefddeskias is
still unknown and that further research needs to be conducted.

To explore further these ideas, Cunningham and Macan (2007) conducted a study to
not only examine whether pregnancy impacts hiring decisions, but also to understand the
cause of the bias. They found that a pregnant applicant was viewed as equalfgdqualif
and well-suited for the position compared to a non-pregnant applicant; however the
pregnant applicant received significantly lower hiring recommendation sa#itidtnough
this study utilized a structured interview format the authors did not find that the
structured interview reduced bias against the pregnant job applicant. One explamation f
this differing finding may be that Bragger et al. (2002) assessed lieicisions by
asking “On a 5-point scale, how qualified is the individual to be hired?” Given the
results of Cunningham and Macan, that the pregnant applicant received significantly
lower hiring recommendation ratings in spite of being viewed as equallfiegiaihere
is a potential confound between hiring decision and qualification ratings in thgeBrag
study.

There are a number of reasons why an applicant may be viewed as quadifieat, y
be recommended for hire. For example, decision makers may have difficultynaogn
and weighting the various pieces of information they have available to heimibke a
decision (Tverksy & Kahneman, 1974). One study (Hitt & Barr, 1989) found that
variables that are defined as job-irrelevant, for example, race oreseften used by
managers when making selection decisions and may even be more important than other
job-relevant variables, for example, education and experience. It is pdesilen one

unfavorable bit of information about a candidate to lead to rejection (Schmitt, 1976). All
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this is to say that a decision maker evaluates information beyond simplyaatialifs to
determine their ultimate decision. The fact that an applicant could be viewed as
gualified, as well as positive in many regards, and yet still not receiveatdediring
ratings demonstrates how complex and often subjective the selection process can be

In addition to evaluating qualifications and hiring ratings separately, theipants
in the Cunningham and Macan (2007) study were able to make an overall hiring decision
while the participants in the Bragger study used a rating scale for eacfeintguestion
which was used to come up with the overall rating. While it is encouraging that thei
more structured format demonstrated a reduced bias for the pregnant applicant, the
methodology used in the Cunningham and Macan study is perhaps a more realistic
representation of how hiring decisions are actually made in many organizatfens.
know from the decision making literature that most decisions tend to be quasitrationa
(i.e., include both intuition and analysis) (Hammond, 1996) which is afforded by a global
assessment approach but not by a statistical one. This study will folloantiee s
methodology as the Cunningham and Macan study and assess hiring separately fr
gualifications and with a format that allows for overall judgments to be made basd!
the information provided.

Cunningham and Macan (2007) also addressed several possible reasons for pregnancy
bias in hiring decisions, including stereotyping and concerns about absenteeism. Role
congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002) indicates that there is incongruencedsethe
typical female gender role which consists of communal qualities such asoafite,
nurturing, and gentle and the male or “leader” gender role which consists ¢ieguali

such as assertive, confident, and self-sufficient. A visible pregnancy makemthme
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gender role particularly salient and it is possible that this femakosgping may make a
pregnant candidate an unappealing job candidate. Cunningham and Macan found that
although the pregnant applicant was viewed as more stereotypicallefehepregnant
applicant was also rated more positively in a number of cases (e.g. competence,
communication, maturity, intelligence, leadership and supervisory ability).n@reg

the candidate was rated as equally qualified and well-suited for the job, it doppeat a
that the female stereotyping, which may be heightened by the pregnancy, vikealyhe |
explanation for the hiring rating discrepancy.

Although perhaps logical as an explanation, no study had previously explored
whether concerns about absenteeism were the likely cause for potential pyegnanc
discrimination in the selection process. A number of studies have documented the
concerns of pregnant women, supervisors and coworkers concerning how work will be
covered in the absence of the pregnant employee (Halpert & Hickman Burg, 1997,
Gueutal & Taylor, 1991). Cunningham and Macan (2007) found that the pregnant
applicant was rated as more likely to miss work, need time off, and quit cahtpahe
non-pregnant applicant. These findings suggest that one of the predominant exydanat
for discrimination against pregnant job applicants is concern about absenteeism

Although one study (Cunningham & Macan, 2007) has demonstrated that bias against
pregnant job applicants may, in part, be due to concerns about missing work and quitting,
it is of interest to know if these concerns would similarly affect other job apigeho
may need to be absent for the same period of time but for reasons other than pregnancy
and maternity leave. As one person stated with regard to a woman missing wark due t

the birth of her child, “It is very much the same as when a male CEO becbroes il
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breaks his leg skiing, or has an accident and is out of the office” (Dorman, 1995).
However, it is possible that absenteeism due to pregnancy is not perceived tlas same
absenteeism for other reasons. If this were the case it may suggest temepiysing
faced by pregnant applicants that cannot simply be explained by concemnasngega
absenteeism. Further research is needed to help determine if the resulta found i
Cunningham and Macan (2007) are a result of pregnancy discrimination or hiring
decisions that favor less risk and uncertainty with regard to absenteeism. Jdmd pre
study is designed to examine this idea.

Absenteeism.

Some define absenteeism as a single day of missed work (Martocchio,Jime
2003), while others define it as a “lack of physical presence at a behavior séiting w
and where one is expected to be” (Harrison & Price, 2003, p. 204). Harrison and Price
note that attendance at one’s job is a social expectation and therefore aleastaeis
violation of that expectation. In addition, they note that the absence is the behavioral
outcome and not the behavior, as many things could have lead to the absence.
Absenteeism is often one criteria used to measure job performance. According to
Muchinsky (2006), “Absence from work, like turnover, is an index of employee stability”
(p- 79) and can be broken down into either excused or unexcused absences.

Absenteeism can be caused by a number of things including job dissatisfaction,
family, health, personality, mood, etc. (Muchinsky, 2006). Some researcrssutige
women have higher absenteeism rates than men (see Johns, 2003); while othdnatargue t
research regarding gender differences in absenteeism is inconclusivef tRiarissue

involves whether maternity leave should be part of the female absenteemsi(seate
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Sanders & Nauta, 2004). Regardless of the cause, we know that absente@sm cost
employers billions of dollars a year (Muchinsky, 2006). The hiring manager’src@nc
about both short-term and future or long-term absenteeism will be assessediadii

Absenteeism concerns for other applicants.

The primary purpose of study 1 is to determine if a pregnant applicant is a less
desirable applicant primarily because of absenteeism concerns, as one menpilms
suggested (Cunningham & Macan, 2007) or because she is also pregnant. This lstudy wil
isolate these issues by comparing the pregnant applicant to various otieEmrapgho
are not pregnant but will also raise concerns about absenteeism. When addressing t
issues of pregnancy and absenteeism, there are several factors that shoosidieeet!.

For example, we know that pregnancy is a condition unique to females. We also know,
from the research previously discussed, that the pregnancy itself maydraatising

condition. In addition, we know that absenteeism concerns with regard to pregnancy may
involve work missed both in the short-term (i.e. maternity leave) and possibly the long
term (i.e. future child-care issues). Given these various dimensions thadisgay r

concerns about a pregnant applicant, several different comparison applicants have bee
selected to help isolate the different issues and hopefully ultimatelyroiegeif

absenteeism is the root concern with regard to pregnant applicants or if akseateae
cannot explain why a pregnant applicant may be a less desirable applicant.

There are many reasons any employee may need to take an extended period of time
off from work, for example, recovery after an operation, care for an agiegtpanilitary
duty, illness, etc. In order to isolate the specific issues identified, ¢gagmt applicant

in this study will be compared to a female applicant who will need time offiéocdre of
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a newly adopted child, a female applicant who will need time off to care for a spbase
will be recovering from a medical procedure, and a male applicant who will need
paternity leave to care for a new baby, as well as a female control appltoa will not
present with any immediate need for time off during the selection process.

As no framework exists to help make comparisons of this nature, | have created the
following table to assist in showing how these various applicants differ along the

dimensions of interest in this study.

DIMENSIONS
Reason f(?r One- Potential Stigmatizing
Absence: : ) L
Time  Recurring Condition: Gender
Care of Absence Absence Pregnanc
Applicant Another g Y
Pregnancy ] [ [ ] Female
Adoption | [ [ Female
Care of Spouse [ [ Female
Paternity Leave [ [ Male
Cont_rol No Need for Time Off Female
Applicant

For the purpose of this study, all comparison applicants will need time off for the
care of another person, either a child or a spouse. Also, all the applicants will be
presenting the need for a one-time extended absence of the same duratiequesging
8 weeks of maternity leave). The other dimensions in the table, to be discussed in more
detail shortly, show that both the pregnant applicant and the adopting applicantaibay eli
concerns regarding long-term or future absences based on child-care Hseleext

dimension shows that it is only the pregnant applicant that is presenting withlby/visua



Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 26

stigmatizing condition (i.e. the pregnancy) in addition to absenteeism concestly, L
the issue of gender is addressed by including a male applicant requestindypatzve.
Perceptions regarding whether pregnancy is a stigmatizing condition and whether
pregnant and adopting applicants may present future absenteeism coreassessed
in this study.

Applicant 1: Adopting.

In order to isolate the fact that the pregnant applicant is not only presenting both
short term and long term absenteeism concerns, but also is bearing azatigmat
condition, the pregnant applicant will be compared to an applicant who will need time off
for a newly adopted child. A female applicant with an impending adoption maehe s
very similarly to a pregnant applicant in that work will need to be taken off in the
immediate future for the care of a new child and long-term child care isgebe a
concern. One primary difference, however, is that a woman adopting a child does not
bear any of the visual cues that a pregnant woman does and therefore maypney fall
the associated stereotypes. From the research previously discussed, we know that
pregnancy itself may be a stigmatizing condition. An applicant presentingwisually
stigmatizing condition in addition to absenteeism concerns may be viewed more
negatively than a non-stigmatized applicant with absenteeism concerns. Iwartther
absenteeism concerns alone may not be enough to harm an applicant’s chanicgof get
hired, but absenteeism concerns coupled with a stigmatizing condition may be harder to
overcome. The “additive” effect of an applicant presenting with both a stajngati
condition and absenteeism concerns will most clearly be seen in a comparisombetwee

the pregnant applicant and the applicant that will need time off for an adoption asehey
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the most similar across dimensions except with regard to bearing a stiggati

condition. In other words, the comparison between the pregnant applicant and the
adopting applicant allows for the issue of gender to be controlled as they are kadth fem
and allows for the issue of potential long-term absences due to child care to biecbntr
as it is expected that this could be a perception of either applicant. Thenefore
comparison allows for a more direct evaluation of the pregnant applicantgaarin
stigmatizing condition. Given the potential combined impact, for a pregnant apptita
bearing a stigmatizing condition as well as presenting both short-term angitong
absenteeism concerns, the following is hypothesized in relation to an applicantiwho w
need time off for a newly adopted child.

Hla: The pregnant applicant will receive lower hiring ratings than the
female applicant who plans to take leave for an adoption.

Given that both the pregnant applicant and the applicant requesting time off for an
adoption are both requesting short term time off during the hiring process, therfgllow
is hypothesized in relation to the applicant who is not presenting with any alsantee
concerns.

H1b: Both the pregnant applicant and the adopting applicant will receive
lower hiring ratings than the control applicant.

These hypotheses will help examine the assumption that pregnancy may be
perceived as a stigmatizing condition. In addition, the assumption that both thenpregna
and the adopting applicant may be viewed as posing potential future / long term
absenteeism risk will be examined.

It is possible that a pregnant applicant may also be perceived differentlynthan a

applicant planning an adoption due to potential pre-natal issues the pregnant applicant
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may face. While | don’t control for this issue explicitly, the pregnant apyiliedl
indicate during the selection process that she has had a very healthy and smooth
pregnancy in order to alleviate potential concerns about prenatal complications.
Applicant 2: Care of a spouse.
As just described, in terms of the dimensions examined in this study, the adopting
applicant differs from the pregnant applicant with regard to bearing a szgrga
condition. It is anticipated that both the pregnant applicant and the adopting applicant
will elicit concerns about future or long-term absenteeism due to childssaresi To
isolate the impact of eliciting concerns about future or long-term absenteelsthéot
pregnant applicant and the adopting applicant will be compared to a female applicant
who will need time off for the short-term care of a spouse recovering fromgiaa
procedure. This applicant obviously differs from the pregnant applicant, in that she doe
not bear the stigma of pregnancy. This applicant will request time off téocdrer
spouse who will be recovering from knee-replacement surgery. The nature of this
applicant’s absenteeism is such that she will not likely be perceived to posguaayor
long-term risk of absenteeism because although recovery time for this peedur
lengthy, once recovered there are typically no long-term care issues, hlth@ug
perception is verified in the study. By comparing this applicant to both the adopting and
the pregnant applicant, | am able to determine whether the stigma of tharmprgagnd
the potential for long-term or future absenteeism affect judgments abouegmapt
applicant. In other words, the comparison between the applicant caring for a spbuse a
the adopting applicant controls for the dimensions of gender and bearing a stignia as bot

applicants are similar in that regard and allows for a comparison on the issua®bfr
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long-term absenteeism. By further comparing the applicant caring for a $pdbse
pregnant applicant | am able to control for gender and look at the combined effect of
bearing a stigmatizing condition and posing a potential long-term absentesdsm

H2a: The pregnant applicant will receive lower hiring ratings than the
applicant needing time off to care for a spouse.

H2b: The adopting applicant will receive lower hiring ratings than the
applicant needing time off to care for a spouse.

H2c: The applicant needing time off to care for a spouse will receive l@wv

hiring ratings than the control applicant.

Applicant 3: Male requesting paternity leave.

Lastly to isolate the effect of gender, a male applicant will be comhparthe
other applicants. In this case, the male applicant will present absenteeisenns due
to his request to take time off to be at home with his new baby in the near future. This
applicant is similar to the non-pregnant female applicants in that he does mibiebea
stigma of pregnancy and as | will discuss further in a moment, will not likely e
concerns about future or long-term absenteeism.

Although less common, fathers can take up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave under
FMLA in order to be home with their new baby. In addition, some companies offer
separate paternity leave for fathers. However, according to the NatiotmadrBlaip for
Women and Families, women are three times as likely to request parentdMe&aew,
2004). Fathers may pose some absenteeism concerns similar to their preggsit w
many regards. For example, the father may take time off to be preserit pteaatal
doctor appointment and will likely take some time off after the birth of the baby.

However, there are many reasons to expect that a male applicant who plaas to ta
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paternity leave will be viewed differently from a pregnant applicant. Ftanos, there
may be less concern with regard to the father’s long-term absentegismastfathers
are not the primary care givers and will likely not miss as much future worlo aindd
care issues as a mother would (Crouter, Bumpus, Head, & McHale, 2001)ycResea
shows that women who are employed outside the home still put in more time in
household chores and childcare than men and that women are more likely to make
adjustments to their work lives when there is a conflict between familyarid
(Crouter, Bumpus, Head, & McHale, 2001). By comparing this applicant to the
previously discussed applicants it will be possible to determine the combinext ohpa
pregnant applicant being female, bearing a stigmatizing condition and pdgential
requiring future or long-term absenteeism. In other words, the comparisceebétve
male applicant and the applicant taking time off to care for a spouseolalieishe issue
of gender as it is expected that both the male applicant and the applicant caaing for
spouse will not be viewed as bearing a stigmatizing condition and will not beveercei
to pose future or long term absenteeism concerns. By comparing the malerapplic
the adopting applicant, | am able control for the issue of stigma and examefietie
of gender and potential long-term / future absenteeism. Lastly, by comparimglthe
applicant to the pregnant applicant | am able to see the combined effect of gegoex
and long-term / future absenteeism on hiring perceptions. The following is hypethes

H3a: The male applicant and the applicant needing time off to care for a
spouse will receive equivalent hiring ratings.

Although this hypothesis is essentially stating the null, it is important to
demonstrate that the rating differences between applicants are not doddén ggiven

that the job in question, to be described later, will be gender neutral, it is expetted t
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there will be no difference between the male applicant and the applicant némeidf t
to care of a spouse, given that neither should be perceived as presenting witia @istig
posing long-term absenteeism concerns (again, these assumptions willibd)verif

H3b: The pregnant applicant will receive lower hiring ratings than the nale
applicant.

H3c: The adopting applicantwill receive lower hiring ratings than the male
applicant.

H3d: The male applicant will receive lower hiring ratings than the cotrol
applicant.

It should also be noted that while a male applicant who plans to take paternity
leave may be viewed more favorably because he may not pose long-termeor futur
absenteeism risk, a man who chooses to take an extended paternity leave, thereby
effectively putting his family above his work, could be seen as a violation to the
stereotype or expectation of a man’s role inside versus outside the homeolmyact
about 15% of men, who are eligible to take leave, do in fact take it. Many mermgay th
worry others will disapprove. In 1991, 63% of 1,500 CEQ’s surveyed by the Catalyst
Foundation said fathers should take no time off upon the birth or adoption of a child
(McGaw, 2004). In order to examine these ideas, participants were asked tbqudge
appropriate they think it is for a man to take paternity leave after the batblold, as
well as how appropriate they think it is for women to take maternity leave.

Other general differences between the applicants.

While anticipated absenteeism from any prospective applicant may not be
preferable, it may be possible that a manager can overlook the short term inconvenience
in light of a highly qualified applicant if he or she believes that there is aikéejinbod

that this person will return after their absence and that long term or &lisesteeism
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will not be an issue. In other words there may be some judgment about the overall risk
posed by hiring the applicant. With regard to pregnancy, we know that managsrs wor
about not only the impact that the absence during maternity leave will haveraut if t
woman will return at all to her job after the birth of her child. As one artiateds “The
unfortunate truth is that a pregnancy can be seen as a liability, and most eapanit
willing to take that kind of risk with a new hire” (Sellers, 1999, p. 61). Therefore,
participants will be asked to make judgments concerning how “risky” it wouldl hieet
each candidate.

H4a: The pregnant applicant and the adopting applicant will receive highe

risk ratings than the applicant requesting time off to care for a spousand

the male applicant requesting paternity leavépresumably due to their

potential for future or long-term absenteeism or the possibility that they may not

return to work after the arrival of their child)

H4b: All applicants who will need time off, regardless of reason, will reeive

gigher risk ratings compared to the control applicant who will not needitme

In addition, applicants presenting with absenteeism concerns may be perceived

differently depending on the beliefs and experiences of the person making the hiring
decision. For example if the interviewer believes the absenteeism is fiitiradée or
reasonable reason they may tolerate the inconvenience the absence may bnisygs Per
the manager has had some sort of personal experience with the appliazaticns(e.g.
the hiring manager took 12 weeks of maternity leave after the birth of her @hilthy
have sympathy for the applicant and her / his situation. A hiring managetsoayaary
about how the hire of a “high-risk” applicant may reflect on them and their judgrtent

is likely that the manager’s perceptions of and feelings about the reason for the

absenteeism will play a role in how negatively it is perceived and issassiesthis
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study. Dovidio and Hebl (2005), in their model of discrimination, point out the
importance that individual differences can make in the perception of others. They note
that “although there are significant commonalities in process, theedsarstrikingly
divergent ways in which different individuals react to members of spectimatized
groups in various situations” (p. 12). Given that individual rater’s perceptions of and
reactions to the reason for the absenteeism will likely have an impact orathngs,

these impressions were measured. The following is hypothesized:

H5: There will be a positive relationship between ratings of the legmacy of
the absence and favorability of the candidate.

H6: Participants with similar personal experience with one of the

absenteeism situations will give more favorable ratings to the applicasit

presenting with absenteeism concerns.

In addition to the stated hypotheses, this study will also explore whethesrating
each applicant differ by gender of the participant. As stated earliearchsconcerning
pregnant applicants has found mixed findings with regard to gender differences and
therefore no formal hypotheses are presented.

In addition to the different explanations for needing time off, it is important to
examine when that request takes place during the interview. Regardlesspeicifie s
circumstances, essentially all of these hypothetical applicants &megn@arequest for an
accommodation during the interview by asking for an extended period of time off. The
ultimate question then, is whether the organization views that request as béastiha
we frame the “time off” request as an accommodation, one thing to consider is véhen it i
best to make the accommodation request. For the purpose of this study, the conversation

regarding time off will take place at the end of the interview. While tilseserne debate

about whether disclosures, for example the disclosure or acknowledgement of a
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disability, should be made at the beginning or the end of the interview (for exsgeple
Hebl & Skorinko, 2005; Roberts, 2005; Roberts & Macan 2006), there is some evidence
to suggest that when it comes to requesting an accommodation, it is best to Wiée unti
end of the interview (Roberts, 2001). However, it is also important to note that there is
evidence that even asking for an accommodation lowers perceptions that a eaadidat
suitable for a job (Hazer & Bedell, 2000).

By in large all these ideas about why pregnant applicants may be pdrceive
differently from other applicants who will also need time off are all specelas there is
no actual empirical research that has examined this notion. However, it is pthegible
there would be no difference in these applicants. Perhaps any applicant who pdses a ris
due to absenteeism concerns will not be seen as an attractive hire evenahlsprig
qualified or performing well in an interview. Hiring manager’s positive irsgions
about qualifications, fit, and interview performance may not be enough to overcome an
applicant’s label of “high-risk” due to absenteeism concerns, regardldss @ason for
the absence. Consequently, it is imperative that research explore these iss

Study 1 Methods

Design

A 5 (type of applicant: pregnant, adopting, caring for spouse, male asking for
paternity leave, and control) x 2 (participant gender) between-subjetdsdhdesign
was utilized in this study.
Participants

The participants in this study included 213 undergraduate college students; 45 in

the pregnant condition (32 females, 13 males), 40 in the adopting condition (22 females,
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18 males), 42 in the spouse condition (29 females, 13 males), 40 in the male condition
(26 females, 14 males), and 46 in the control condition (25 females, 20 males).
Participants ranged in age from 19 to 55 years with an average age of 24.68Rears (
6.25). Sixty three percent of the sample was fenmatel(34). Seventy percent were
Caucasian (13.9% African American/Black, 8.5% Asian/Pacific Islarid@%
Hispanic/Latino, 4.2% other), and 89.2% were US citizens. The majority did not have
children (79.3%). The majority of the participants were employed (78.9%), with 34.3%
working full time and 44.6% working part time. Overall, the group reported having some
to no interviewing experienc®(= 2.10,SD = 1.24). The majority of the sample had

never missed work for an extended period of time (83.6%) and was not familiar with
FMLA (64.3%). Assuming a potential medium effect size (using Cohen’s convention of
.25) and an alpha level of .05, the sample size of 213 produces 84% power to detect an
effect if there is one (power calculations were conducted using the pr@f@ower,
Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996).

Students were recruited from business and psychology classes at the University
Missouri-St. Louis and at the instructor’s discretion were offerec exédit for their
participation. Participants were randomly assigned to condition and eaclppattigas
exposed to only one applicant condition.

Procedure

Participants were told that they were participating in a study thatiega
interviewers’ perceptions of applicants and how interviewers make hiringjatecbased
on their perceptions. Participants were told that they were assumingetod aohiring

manager interviewing people for a mid-level computer programmer position.off o€ |
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computer programmer was used in this study because it has been shown to be viewed as a
neutrally sex-typed position (Macan, Detjen, & Dickey, 1994; Cunningham & Macan,
2007). A neutrally sex-typed position was chosen so that applicant gender would not
affect the hiring decision.

Participants were asked to review information concerning the hypothetical
company that they work for as well as information concerning the position fohwie
applicants were interviewing (See Appendix A). Participants werel askeview
several resumes, one of which depicted the target applicant (i.e. one of theigapas
requesting time off or the control applicant). With regard to the resumes for the
applicants of interest in this study, the resumes were identical appigsaats, except
that a male name appeared in the case of the male applicant (See Apfmdbcopy
of the resume). The “target” resume depicted the candidate with averageve
average qualifications for the position in question. The job description and resuene wer
the same as those used in Cunningham and Macan (2007). The job description was
created using information from The Department of Labor’s Occupatiofogmation
Network (O-Net) website (http://online.onetcenter.org/), and includednafoon such
as a brief company description, general job description, education and experience
requirements, job tasks, and work environment. The resume was based both on the job
description requirements created for the study as well as a review wieeand
interviews with people currently working in the IT field. The applicant wasdaiske
review a total of 3 resumes. The other two resumes served as comparison applicant
These “decoy” resumes (see Appendix C) were pre-tested to demorsttakey did

not deviate in any significant way from the control applicant (i.e. the applicanvaéenti
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to the other target applicants, but who does not make a time-off request). See Appendix
D for a copy of the resume pilot test rating form. Having the participaititdly review
several resumes should reduce demand characteristics regardingaheetange and
simulate a more realistic selection situation.
The resumes were evaluated by 41 undergraduate students. Pilot tests of the

resumes revealed there were no significant differences across aeyrestimes on any
of the characteristics tested including overall appearance, readaldityy, technical
skills, education, work experience, qualifications, and well-suitedness for the job.

Participants were asked to make brief ratings of all the applicases lsalely on the
resume (i.e. hiring rating, qualification rating). See Appendix E for a cofhysofating
form. Previous researchers (Cunningham & Macan, 2007) asked half of the participants
in their study to make pre and post interview ratings and half to make only poseintervi
ratings. This was done in order to determine if the participants had a consistenicy bi
their ratings (i.e. if they said they would hire the applicant based on the resume, woul
they still say they would hire her after finding out she was pregnant jushé&ire
consistent with their prior ratings even if their feelings about the applibanged).
Cunningham and Macan (2007) found that there was no evidence of consistency bias and
therefore it will not be examined in this study.

After completing these initial ratings and returning them to the expemment
participants viewed a brief videotaped interview. Participants weteHat in the
interest of time, they would only watch a video-taped interview for one of the apislic

which they were told was selected at random.
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The videos were identical except for the case where the gender of the appdisant
male and depending on which absenteeism request was presented or in the ease of th
control applicant, no absenteeism request. The same female confederatedvasalis
female interviews. In the case of the pregnant applicant, the confederata w
pregnancy prosthesis to makes her appear around 7 months pregnant. All applieants we
seen entering and exiting the interview room. This entrance and exit allowetppats
in the pregnant applicant condition to visibly see her pregnant stomach (a manipulation
check question was used to verify that participants noticed the pregnancy). The
conversation portion of the interview was taped from the chest up such that the pregnancy
was not visible. This ensured that the interview portion of the video was consistent
across applicants except for the explanation of the need for time off.

The interview consisted of the same 10 structured interview questions used in
Cunningham and Macan (2007). A sample question is “This job is very team oriented. |
see you have some experience working in teams. Tell me about your experiences
working in a team environment?” The scripted responses to these questions were shown
in the previous study to be average to above average. It is necessarydsptmses to
be viewed as average to above average so that the variables of interestulyh(isest
type of absenteeism request) is not confounded with poor interview responses which the
participant might use as a basis for a poor hiring rating. See Appendix Edpy af the
interview script.

The responses in the video only differed based on a brief statement each of the
applicants made at the end of the interview concerning their need for timehedf. T

statement was made in response to the question “Is there anything else youkedald |
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share with me today or are there any questions | can answer foAtythu® point each of
the applicants requiring time off briefly indicated they would need 8 weeks tféinext
2 to 3 months for whatever reason (i.e. maternity leave, recovery of spouse, paternity
leave). While the Family Medical Leave Act allows for 12 weeks of leaveegiiddtion
would not apply to someone who was new to a position. Given that an applicant would
likely recognize that requesting 12 weeks at the beginning of a new job maswesi\as
excessive but that 8 weeks may be the minimum of reasonable time for moseof thes
conditions (i.e. recovering from delivery and adjusting to life with a newborn)eBswve
was chosen as the amount of time requested. In addition, the requested time off would
take place in 2-3 months. This timeline was chosen such that it was relatively soon, but
would also allow for some time on the job. See Appendix G for the actual script each
candidate used to explain their need for time off.
After viewing the interview video, participants were asked to complete a
guestionnaire that assessed their hiring rating of the candidate as otbkkias
perceptions of the candidate.
Dependent measures.
The primary dependent measure of interest was the hiring rating, whichasasom
the following 5-point scale:
5 — Yes, | would definitely hire this person. This person is an extremely good
candidate.
4 — Yes, | would hire this person with a few reservations.
3 — I'm not sure if | would hire this person.

2 — 1 don’t think 1 would hire this person although | might consider taking a look
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at some additional information about her.
1 — No, I would definitely not hire this person. This person is not a good
candidate.

Participants were also asked to assess the candidate on a number of oth@&rtBmens
including qualifications and fit. Previous research (Cunningham & Macan, 2007) found
that an identical pregnant and non-pregnant applicant did not differ on ratings of
qualifications and job-fit. This was further examined by comparin§tbepplicants of
interest in this study on those dimensions. Participants also made ratingsiogniteir
perceptions regarding the level of risk associated with hiring the applicariteand t
perception of the legitimacy of the reason for requesting time off shéelyssarting the
job. Participants also made a judgment about the likelihood of future or long-term
absenteeism, a rating of interview performance, as well as an oeekhbility rating
of the applicant. Additionally, a four item scale measuring family ieterfce with work
(Burley, 1989) was modified for this study (see Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 199byddr
to further assess different perceptions of the candidates a number of individual
characteristics, originally used in Cunningham and Macan (2007) were rated (e.g
reliable, intelligent, etc.) on a 1 (not characteristic) to 5 (very chaistatescale. In
addition to these ratings, there were also a number of open ended items including a
guestion that asked what stood out positively or what the participant liked about the
applicant, any concerns the participant had about the applicant, and what othenguesti
the participant would have liked to ask the applicant. Also, the participant was asked to
explain the “risk” rating they gave for the applicant. In other words, ttyiretermine

what caused the participant to view the applicant as a “risky” hire.
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Lastly, participants completed a brief demographic questionnaire thal faske
information regarding gender, race, age, whether they have children, intagriew
experience, as well as personal experience with the various types of eisserigsessed
in this study. A copy of the measurement instrument is in Appendix H.

Study 1 Results
See Table 1 for means, standard deviations and inter-correlations of all

hypothesized study variables as well as selected other variables estinéd of the
“positively oriented” variables show means above the midpoint (on the 5 point scale), as
should be expected given that the materials were designed such that tdateastbuld
be perceived as qualified, well suited for the job, etc. In addition, the variddaby ‘o
need immediate extended time off” was above the midpoint which makes sense given
that 4 out of the 5 applicants in the study made a time off request during the interview.
The means for the variable “likely to miss work in the future on a recusasg” and
“likely to quit” had overall means below the midpoint indicating that overall, even though
4 out of the 5 applicants made a time off request, the participants didn’t inditiateca s
concern about future, recurring absences or the possibility of the candidate quitis
also interesting to note the almost zero correlation between “likely tbimeeediate
extended time off” and “qualified” indicating that participants were abseparate their
perceptions of the applicants’ qualifications for the job from their awaref¢ss
extended leave being requested.
Manipulation Checks

It was confirmed that the job of computer programmer was viewed as neutxrally se

typed (i.e. equally suitable for both men and women) based on a scale with 1 = more
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suitable for women to 5 = more suitable for meh<3.22,SD=.57). However, there
were some unexpected differences between conditions for this{ra08) = 3.01p
=.02, 772: .06. Post hoc tests indicate that participants in the male applicant condition
gave significantly higher ratings on this iteM € 3.47,SD=.72) compared to those in
the adopting applicant conditioM(= 3.10,SD = .38) and the pregnant applicant
condition M = 3.11,SD=.57). Although these ratings are statistically significantly
different, they are still all within a range to indicate that regaraiesendition the job
was viewed as equally suitable for both men and women. In addition, in the pregnancy
condition, all participants recognized the applicant as pregnant and that she was
requesting time off shortly after the position was to start.
Analyses
| analyzed each dependent variable of interest using a 5 x 2 between subjed#d factor
ANOVA. Pair-wise comparisons were examined. Comparison between each of the
different applicants allows for different inferences to be made based omwieatsions
(i.e. gender, bearing a stigmatizing condition, or potential for future or long-term
absenteeism) are represented by each applicant.
The table below shows all the pair-wise comparisons of interest (i.eapplitant-
pair being compared and which dimensions were examined). The main effexts we
primary interest in this study, although any interaction between applicardrigipgender
were examined as this would demonstrate that male and female participaeis thie
applicants and or the various dimensions represented by the applicants differémiky
relatively high correlations (based on previous research by Cunningham & Me07)

were expected between many the dependent variables, each were anatgged us
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individual ANOVAs instead of using a MANOVA because each dependent variable is
conceptually distinct. See Table 1 for correlations between hypothesized dépende

variables and other variables of interest.

Independent Variables Controlled | Independent Variables Examined
Hypotheses Applicants Compared (i.e. the applicants are the same on (i.e. the applicants differ on these
these dimensions) dimensions)
Hiring Ratings:
1a Pregnant | vs | Adopting Gender, Stigma
Long-term / Future Absenteeism
Stigma,
1b Pregnant | vs | Control Gender Long-term / Future Absenteeism,
Immediate Absenteeism
. Gender, Long-term / Future Absenteeism,
1b Adopting | vs | Control Stigma Immediate Absenteeism
2a Pregnant | vs | Spouse Gender Stigma,
Long-term / Future Absenteeism
; Gender, .
2b Adopting | vs | Spouse Sii Long-term / Future Absenteeism
tigma
Gender,
2c Spouse Vs Control Stigma, Immediate Absenteeism
Long-term / Future Absenteeism
Stigma,
3 Male vs | Spouse Long-term / Future Absenteeism Gender
Gender,
3b Pregnant | vs Male - Stigma,
Long-term / Future Absenteeism
. . Gender,
S Adopting | vs Male Stigma Long-term / Future Absenteeism
Stigma, Gender,
3 Male vs | Control Long-term / Future Absenteeism Immediate Absenteeism

Note the primary DV of interest in all cases is tfireng rating

Each participant, in a condition where the applicant requested time off, keakifis
in their opinion, the request was reasonable. Analyses showed that whethei@apartic
viewed the request for time off as reasonable depends in part on the reason for #te reque
(i.e. the condition)y*(3) = 13.72p = .003,¢ = .29. Twenty-seven out of 163
participants in a “time-off’ condition responded that the request was not reasdriable (
in spouse condition, 7 in adopting condition, and 8 in male condition). In order to control

for this variable and determine that it was not the perceptions regardsogabéeness



Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 44

affecting the findings on my stated hypotheses | re-ran all the 5x2 ANOxtNsdking
those 27 participants to determine if the findings of significance were fethathere
were no differences in these analyses for any hypothesis concerning the hiring
recommendation.

With regard to the risk ratings, there were minor differences in the poshkdows
(i.e. 4 out of the 10 comparisons showed a change: the control condition was no longer
significantly different from the spouse and male condition; the differeneesbptthe
male and the pregnant condition changed from approaching significance to argnific
the difference between the spouse and the pregnant condition was now approaching
significance). For all the other characteristics there were only mifferences.
Findings based on this reduced sample are displayed within Tables 3-5 in blue text fo
easy comparison to the findings on the same variables with the full sample. Qkerall
is little impact of the 27 participants who did not view the request as reasonable and
therefore no need to control for that variable in the analyses.
Tests of Hypotheses

Hypotheses 1-3 concern predicted differences in hiring ratings between the

various applicant conditions. A 5x2 ANOVA (including applicant type and participant
gender) was conducted for the statement “Would you recommend this person to be
hired?” There was a significant main effect for conditieg, 201) = 5.38p = .00, 7° =
.10. Each condition was further explored via the post hoc tests below for eacit specif

hypothesis. There was no significant main effpet (20, 7° = .008) or interactionp(=

.20, 772: .03) with participant gender. These findings remain the same even when the 27
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participants who did not view the time off request as reasonable were refeti/5)
=4.30,p = .001,7°=.09.
Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis la stated thi&ie pregnant applicant would receive lower hiring
ratings than the female applicant who plans to take leave for an adoption. Contnary to t
hypothesis, post hoc tests indicated that there was no significant diffeaneheehiring
ratings of the pregnant applicaM & 3.80,SD = .84) and the adopting applicaM €
3.62,SD=.94), p = .58).

Hypothesis 1b stated that both the pregnant applicant and the adopting applicant
would receive lower hiring ratings than the control applicant. Post hoc tests shpgport
hypothesis and show that both the pregnant and adopting applicants received significant
lower hiring ratings compared to the control applicdhtx4.36,SD=.65) p = .002 and
p =.001, respectively).

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2a stated that the pregnant applicant would receive lower hiring
ratings than the applicant needing time off to care for a spouse. Contrary to the
hypothesis, post hoc tests indicated that there was no significant diffeaneheehiring
ratings of the pregnant applicaM & 3.80,SD = .84) and the spouse applicalit £
3.64,SD=.93), p = .45).

Hypothesis 2b stated that the adopting applicant would receive lower hiring
ratings than the applicant needing time off to care for a spouse. Contrary to the

hypothesis, post hoc tests indicated that there was no significant diffeaneheehiring
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ratings of the adopting applicaM (= 3.62,SD = .94) and the spouse applica¥it £
3.64,SD=.93), p = .82).

Hypothesis 2c stated that the applicant needing time off to care for a spouse
would receive lower hiring ratings than the control applicant. Post hoc tests shpport
hypothesis and show that the spouse applicant received significantly lowenraimag
compared to the control applicaM € 4.36,SD= .65) o =.001).

Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3a stated that the male applicant and the applicant needing time off to
care for a spouse will receive equivalent hiring ratings. Although this lnggistis
essentially stating the null, it is important to demonstrate that ting idifferences
between applicants are not due to gender. Given that the job in question is gender
neutral, it was expected that there would be no difference between the malerdazpid
the applicant needing time off to care of a spouse, given that neither should lpeederce
as presenting with a stigma or posing long-term absenteeism concerns.vérifiad
that there was not a significant difference between the mibted.82,SD= 1.04) and
spouse = 3.24,SD= 1.21) conditions regarding the likelihood the applicant would
miss work in the future on a recurring bass+(.17). Post hoc tests showed that there
was in fact not a significant difference between the hiring ratings of de applicant
(M = 3.75,SD=.95) and the spouse applicabt £ 3.64,SD=.93), = .43).

Hypothesis 3b stated that the pregnant applicant would receive lower hiring
ratings than the male applicant. Contrary to the hypothesis, post hoc tesitethdhnat
there was no significant difference in the hiring ratings of the pregnantapipi =

3.80,SD=.84) and the male applicai & 3.75,SD=.95), p = .97).
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Hypothesis 3c stated that the adopting applicant would receive lower hiring
ratings than the male applicant. Contrary to the hypothesis, post hoc tesitethdhnat
there was no significant difference in the hiring ratings of the adoptingcapp =
3.62,SD=.94) and the male applicai & 3.75,SD=.95), p = .56).

Hypothesis 3d stated that the male applicant would receive lower hirimgsrat
than the control applicant. Post hoc tests support this hypothesis and show that the male
applicant received significantly lower hiring ratings compared to the comipbdtant (M
=4.36,SD=.65), p =.002).

In summary for hypotheses 1-3, it was found that the control applicant received
significantly higher (i.e. more favorable) hiring ratings compared totladr applicant
conditions, but no other applicant conditions were significantly different fromaher
on the hiring rating.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4a and 4b concern the risk ratings made for the various applicants. A
5x2 ANOVA (including applicant type and participant gender) was conducted for the
statement “Based on everything you know about this job and this candidate, as the hiring
manager, rate the amount of risk you think you would be taking if you offered this
candidate the job.” Ratings were made on a scale of 1 = A Lot of Risk to 5 = No Risk,
therefore higher means equal less perceived risk. The results indicatetbat¢re
significant differences between some of the conditions, each of which is fexilered
below for each specific hypothesi4, 200) = 4.25p = .001,7°= .08. The main effect
for gender was approaching significan€gl, 200) = 3.00p = .09, 7= .02; with the

males M = 3.36,SD = .81) giving higher risk ratings compared to the femaies 3.11,
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SD= .87). There was no significant interaction with participant gender,§1,7° =

.008). When these analyses were run without the 27 participants who did not view the
time off request as reasonable, there was still a significant maat feffecondition F(4,

174) = 4.10p = .001,7°= .09, and the main effect of gender was still approaching
significanceF(1, 174) = 3.48p = .06, 7° = .02; with the males\ = 3.44,SD= .80)

giving higher risk ratings compared to the femaMs=(3.17,SD= .88). Post hoc
differences found with this sample are included below.

Hypothesis 4a stated that the pregnant applicant and the adopting applicant would
receive worse (i.e. lower ratings showing more risk) risk ratings teaagplicant
requesting time off to care for a spouse and the male applicant requestingypksave
(presumably due to their potential for future or long-term absenteeism or thieilpggssi
that they may not return to work after the arrival of their child). Contrary to the
hypothesis, the results indicated that there were no significant differenttee risk
ratings of the pregnant applicaM & 2.93,SD = .65) or the adopting applica =
3.03,SD=.80) compared to the spouse applicéht=(3.15,SD=.74), p = .22 ancp =
46, respectively). There also were no significant differences in theatisgs of the
pregnant applicant and the male applicdht=(3.28,SD=.93), p = .09) or the adopting
applicant and the male applicaptX .23), although the difference between the pregnant
and the male applicant risk ratings was approaching significance. Howevarthehe
analyses were conducted with the data set not containing the 27 individuals who did not
view the time off request as reasonable, there was a significant difdyetweeen the
risk ratings of the pregnant applicam £2.95,SD=.14) and the male applicaM &

3.44,SD=.16), p = .02), as well as a difference approaching significance between the
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pregnant applicant and the applicant requesting time off to care for a shbase33,
SD=.16), ¢ = .07).

Hypothesis 4b stated that all applicants who will need time off, regardless of
reason, would receive worse risk ratings compared to the control applicant who would
not need time off. Post hoc tests support this hypothesis and show that the all applicant
conditions received significantly lower (i.e. worse or more risk) ratinggpeaoed to the
control applicantNl = 3.62,SD = .96), (spousp = .02, adopting = .001, pregnar =
.001, malep = .05). However, the analyses with the 27 participants removed, showed
that only the pregnant and adopting conditions received significantly lower risysrat
compared to the control conditioll = 3.64,SD=.12), ¢ =.001 ang = .006,
respectively) while the male and spouse conditions didpmt84 and = .13,
respectively).

Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis 5 stated that there would be a positive relationship between ratings of
the legitimacy of the absence and favorability of the candidate. To evHlisate
hypothesis | ran correlations. | represented the legitimacy of thecagh the items
that asked if the request for time off was reasonable and if the amount of timgedque
was reasonable. Only twenty-seven out of 163 participants in a “time-off” conditi
responded that the request was not reasonable (12 in spouse condition, 7 in adopting
condition, and 8 in male condition). | represented the favorability of the candidat with
number of individual items: overall rating of the candidate, hiring recommendati
evaluation of qualifications, evaluation of suitability for the job, and overall ev@tuaf

applicant based on interview.
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All the favorability items individually showed a significant small cotielawith the
item that asked if the request for time off was reasonable. Similarsregrie found for
the item asking if the amount of time requested was reasonable. In addition twritneni
correlations for the entire sample | also ran them for each condition (witkdéptien
of the control condition) individually with the results similar in nature. See Pafue
the correlations for the full sample.

In addition to correlations, chi-square analyses showed that there wadiaagigni
relationship between the overall rating of the candidate and whether tiestréay time
off was viewed as reasonaby&(4) = 11.74p = .02,¢ = .27 and if the amount of time
requested was viewed as reasongSld) = 11.48p = .02,¢ = .27. In addition there
was a significant relationship between whether the request for time offievesd as
reasonable and the following favorable ratings of the candidate: hiring r&tig=
15.31,p = .00,¢ = .31; ratings on how well-suited the candidate is for theyfg8) =
12.32,p = .01,9 = .28; and favorability ratings of the candidate based on what was said
in the interviewy?(4) = 20.25p = .00,¢ = .35.

The evidence suggests that there is some relationship between theafatiegs
reasonableness of the absence and favorability of the candidate. All t-testsrbhose
who viewed the request as reasonable and those who did not were significant for each
favorability rating. For the ratings regarding whether the amount of tinreaqiested
was reasonable, there was a significant difference between those whess@id= 96)
and those who said no (n = 59) for the following items, overall candidate rating, hiring
rating, and favorable evaluation of qualifications. In all cases theiparit who viewed

the amount of time requested as reasonable gave higher (more favotaigs) ra
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Hypothesis 6

Hypothesis 6 stated that participants with similar personal experieticema of
the absenteeism situations will give more favorable ratings to the applicas&nting
with absenteeism concerns. Of the 213 patrticipants, only 32 (15%) indicated that they
had ever missed work for an extended period of time (i.e. 6 weeks or more). There is
little correlation between whether or not a participant has missed work étended
period of time and the various favorability ratingsgnges from -.03 to -.07). Chi-
square analyses for each of the favorability items indicated that ther@nlyaa
significant relationship for the item “I would evaluate this applicant’s qaatibns for
this position favorably”y“(4) = 11.27p = .02,¢ = .26. This indicates that there appears
to be a moderate relationship between whether someone has taken an extendéd time of
from work and how they rate the qualifications of a candidate who requests an éxtende
amount of time off during the interview. There were no significant findings for any
independent sample t-tests between those who have missed an extended period of time
off work and those who have not on the various ratings as well. Generally speaking,
there is very little evidence that participants with personal experietitabmsenteeism
gave more favorable ratings to the applicants presenting with absenteasems,
however, only 15% of the sample reported having experienced extended absenteeism.
Additional Analyses

All participants were asked how appropriate it is for a mother to take mgternit
leave and for a father to take paternity leave. The response scale rangéd=freery
inappropriate to 5 = very appropriate. In addition, participants were asked, in their

opinion, what the appropriate amount of time off is for both maternity and paternity
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leave. Across all participants maternity leave was rated as vemypagpe M = 4.64,SD
= .84) and paternity leave was rated closer to the mid rating of neither apfe oy
inappropriate = 3.54,SD= 1.20). The average amount of time off viewed as
appropriate for maternity leave was around 3 moriths £.79,SD= 2.08) ranging from
1 week to 1 year. The average amount of time off viewed as appropriate fartpate
leave was around 1 montiM & 1.25,SD= 1.33) ranging from no time off to 7 months.

There were no significant main effects for conditiprs(.95, 7°= .003) or gender
(p = .89,7°= .001), nor a significant interactiop € .29, *= .02) for the maternity leave
item. There was a significant main effect for gender for the patdeawe item,
F(1,202) = 7.60p = .01, 7*= .04; with the males\{ = 3.26,SD= 1.07) giving lower
ratings regarding the appropriateness of paternity leave compareddémties i =
3.69,SD=1.25). A pairwise comparison showed that maternity leave is viewed as
significantly more appropriate than paternity leay212) = 13.11p =.00,d = 1.01.

There was a significant main effect for condition on the 5x2 ANOVA on the
average score across the four item scale measuring family inteeggréhc202) =
11.96,p = .00, 7°= .19. With higher scores indicating a more favorable rating (i.e. less
family interference with work), post hoc results showed that there was acsighi
difference between the control applicakt£ 3.75,SD=.69) and all other applicants
(pregnantM = 2.73,SD = .79; adoptingM = 2.91,SD = .81, spousem = 2.80,SD=
.82; maleM = 2.90,SD = .73; all withp =.001). However, none of the other applicants
were rated different than each other with regards to family interfereiticgvork.

All candidates were rated on a number of individual characteristics. | réh a 5x

ANOVA for each characteristic. The list of characteristics that sdastatistically
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significant differences for the main effect of condition are shown in Talteblue are
the findings for the same analyses run on the sample without the 27 participants who did
not view the time off request as reasonable. The following were notable &ndiihg
pregnant applicant was rated as significantly more nurturing compared toeall ot
applicants but also viewed as significantly more physically limited thaheabther
applicants. For the rating on dependability, the applicant taking time offadazaner
spouse received the lowest rating out of all the conditions (although it was only
statistically significantly different from the control condition). The cantondition
applicant was viewed as significantly more flexible than all other applezanditions,
except for the male applicant. All applicants compared to the control conditionaawpplic
were viewed as significantly more likely to miss work and need immediataded time
off. Only the spouse condition was seen as significantly more likely to quit compared t
the control condition. Perhaps more notable are some of the charactdratidisl inot
show significant differences between applicant conditions, for exampevigw
performance, overall favorability rating based on the interview, quaiditaand fit with
the job.

In addition to the stated hypotheses, this study also explored whether ratings of
each applicant differed by gender of the participant. As stated eatiegrch
concerning pregnant applicants has found mixed findings with regard to gender
differences and therefore no formal hypotheses were presented. Thehataifteristics
that showed statistically significant differences for the maircetiegender are shown in
Table 4. In blue are the findings for the same analyses run on the sample thighdnt

participants who did not view the time off request as reasonable. It is imgrestiote
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that for most of the characteristics that showed a significant gender difietba
females gave higher ratings with the exception of the rating on nurturing.

Significant interactions between applicant condition and participant gendéefor
individual applicant characteristics are in Table 5. With the full sample Wene two
interactions approaching significance, enthusiastic and likely to neeeldiat®a time off.
With the sample minus the 27 who viewed the time off request as not reasonable there
were two significant interactions, committed and likely to need time off.

When further explored, the variable, enthusiastic, only resulted in a significant
main effect of condition for the female participart&},129 ) = 4.08p = .00, 7= .11.

Post hoc results showed that female participants rated the addptng.05,SD = .95)

and pregnant applicarti(= 3.22,SD = .98) as significantly less enthusiastic compared to
the control applicant = 3.76,SD=.78) and the male applica & 3.92,SD=.80).

In addition they rated the adopting applicant as significantly less enthtisiastpared to
the applicant requesting time off to care for her spoMse 8.59,SD= 1.02).

For the variable, likely to need immediate time off, further analyses ketfutl
sample showed that the main effect of condition was significant for both the male
participantsF(4,73) = 18.53p = .00,7°= .50 and the female participanf4,129) =
80.95,p = .00,77°=.72. Post hoc results for both the male and female participants
showed that they rated all applicants (pregnant, adopting, spouse, and male) as
significantly more likely to need immediate extended time off compardgetoantrol
condition (Male Participants: pregnavit= 4.77,SD = .60, adoptingVl = 4.28,SD=
1.23, spous&l = 4.31,SD=1.38, maleM = 4.64,SD= .84, controM = 2.10,SD=1.12,

p = .001 for each post hoc comparison; Female Participants: prédraat69,SD =
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.78, adoptingVl = 4.82,SD = .50, spous#l = 4.59,SD= .91, maleM = 4.54,SD= .95,
controlM = 1.52,SD = .65,p = .001 for each post hoc comparison).

Additional analyses on the significant interactions on the sample minus the 27
showed that for the variable, committed, there was only a significant machfeffe
condition for the female participants(4,112 ) = 3.63p = .01,7°= .12. Post hoc
analyses showed that female participants rated the control apphtam.40,SD=.76)
as significantly more committed compared to the applicant requesting fiteecafe for
a spouseNl = 3.53,SD=1.07) and the adopting applicait € 3.78,SD = .81).

However, the pregnani(= 4.09,SD=.69) and maleM = 4.13,SD = .82) applicants
were rated as significantly more committed compared to the spouseaapphmalyses
on the variable, likely to need immediate time off, using this sample, showed the sam
pattern of results for both male(4,63) = 15.92p = .00,7°= .50 and female
participantsF(4,112) = 84.74p = .00,7°= .75, as the full sample. Again, the analyses
showed that for both the male and female participants, all applicants (pregnantiggdopti
spouse, male) were rated as significantly more likely to need immediateded time
off compared to the control condition.
Study 1 Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine if a pregnant applicant is a leslsleles
applicant primarily because of absenteeism concerns or because she isgraatmnd
her pregnancy may cause additional concerns for a hiring manager. This studystbmp
a pregnant applicant to various other applicants who were not pregnant but also presented
with absenteeism concerns. Based on the research we know that there ate sever

potential issues to consider with regard to a pregnant job applicant. Spegifroaiéy
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could be gender concerns given that pregnancy is a condition unigue to females. We also
know that the pregnancy itself may be a stigmatizing condition. In additiomtaésen
concerns with regard to pregnancy may involve work missed both in the short-term (i.e.
maternity leave) and possibly the long-term (i.e. future child-caresss@mparison
applicants were used in this study to help isolate these issues and gain insigbthar w
absenteeism may be the root concern with regard to pregnant applicants or ifeadrsente
alone cannot explain why a pregnant applicant may be a less desirdidardapp

While at least one study (Cunningham & Macan, 2007) has demonstrated that bias
against pregnant job applicants may, in part, be due to concerns about missing work and
quitting, the present study was aimed to determine if these concerns walddysim
affect other job applicants who will need to be absent for the same period of time but for
reasons other than pregnancy and maternity leave. This study was needed to help
determine if the results found in Cunningham and Macan (2007) were a result of
pregnancy discrimination or hiring decisions that favor less risk and uncesiginty
regard to absenteeism, or perhaps both.

The first three hypotheses concerned predicted differences in hiringsragtween
the various applicant conditions (i.e. pregnant, adopting, caring for a spouse kingle ta
paternity leave, and control). Contrary to expectations the only significagrtediffes in
hiring ratings were found between all the conditions that involved a time off reaqeest
the control condition which did not. In other words, all other things being equal, the
applicant who did not request time off shortly after the start of the positiondkesgmof
reason for the request, received a significantly more favorable hiting.r&iven that

everything was identical across conditions these findings indicate thatedgisen may
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be one of the primary concerns leading to lowered hiring ratings and not gengddrebias

visual stigma of the pregnancy, or concern about additional long-term absenteeism.
This is further demonstrated by the fact that there were no differencss aoy

applicants regarding ratings of interview performance, favorabilitycdbase¢he

interview, applicant qualifications, and fit for the job. Given that the applicants wer

identical with the exception of the various absenteeism conditions, there reallyrshoul

have been any differences in these ratings. However, if there were diéferémight

demonstrate that participants gave lower ratings to a candidate to héjptiestilower

hiring recommendation of a candidate who requested time off. Instead, what this shows

is the applicants are rightly viewed as qualified, a good fit for the job anurméng

well in the interview, yet still all applicants with an absenteeism carreeeived

significantly lower hiring ratings compared to the control applicant. Thi®dstrates

that qualifications and positive perceptions by a hiring manager may not be enough to

overcome concerns regarding absenteeism, regardless of the reason for #te reque
Although absenteeism appears to be the primary concern, it is interesting tfeahote

this study found some relationship between whether the request for time off wad vie

as reasonable and the reason for the request. However, this should be intergireted w

caution given that out of the 163 participants in an absenteeism condition, only 27 said

they did not think the request for time off was reasonable. However, of those 27, none of

them were in the pregnancy condition which may indicate that pregnancy edvésa

reasonable condition for which to request time off. This may indicate that although any

form of time off request may not be viewed favorably by a hiring manager, thelgenay
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more likely to view the request itself as more reasonable if it is for agmey as
opposed to other reasons.

It is interesting; however, that there were 7 participants in the adoptnaiition that
said that the time off request was not reasonable. Given that the only diffeetneerb
the pregnancy and the adopting conditions is the visual presentation of the soon to be
mother, there may still be something about the condition of pregnancy or giving birth or
perceptions of a pregnant woman that set her apart from other applicantses=gérd|
they all present with the same absenteeism request. While perceptiorsonaldaness
may be an important consideration it did not have any impact on findings relateidgo hir
recommendation, which were of primary interest for this study. Future studjes/amt
to explore further what is and is not viewed as a reasonable reason to requeStdirde
when these views may impact other perceptions of a candidate or employee.

Hypothesis 4 concerned the risk ratings made on the various applicants (i.e. “Based
on everything you know about this job and this candidate, as the hiring manager, rate the
amount of risk you think you would be taking if you offered this candidate the job.”). It
was hypothesized that the pregnant and adopting applicants may receiveskorse r
ratings given the potential concern for long-term or future absenteeisitraGao
expectations this was not the case when compared to risk ratings for the spbonsdea
applicants. However, given that the difference between the pregnant and mat@nappli
was approaching significance and that the relative rank order of the nisratiow the
pregnant applicant was viewed as the most risky decision and the male astthiskyg

decision, there is some evidence to suggest that, again, even though a requestdidr ti
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is not favorable for any applicant there may still be something unique in regard to the
pregnant applicant.

In addition, when these same analyses were run with the 27 who did not view the
request for time off as reasonable excluded, there was a significantraifdretween
the pregnant and the male applicant. The design of the study was such that it was
expected that both the pregnant and the adopting applicants would be viewed as a higher
risk choice compared to the male and spouse applicants due to the potential for long term
absenteeism issues. However, once again, it appears there may be something unique
about the pregnancy condition itself that distinguishes it from an applicant who is
adopting. Given that all the applicants requesting time off for any reasovecteerse
risk ratings compared to the control applicant, this is consistent with the firffdings
hiring rating such that any request for time off from an applicant, regamliesason,
may be a disadvantage for an applicant. This is also consistent with the fackthat
hiring rating are significantly correlated%£ .49).

When these same risk ratings were examined with the sample minus the 27, only the
pregnant and adopting applicants were viewed as a significantly rekyechoice
compared to the control. This is consistent with my original hypotheses that&ydye
viewed as a more risky hire due to the potential for future absenteeismidocania.
This shows that there is some evidence that the need for immediate time oHusayn
applicant to be viewed as a more risky hire, regardless of the reason foreheaiss,
but that the potential for future or long-term absenteeism above and beyond the

immediate request may cause even higher perceptions of risk.
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Lastly, with regard to risk, with this smaller sample there was a sigmifgender
main effect showing that overall the male participants gave higtkeamatiags than the
female participants. This may indicate that men have less risk toleviieceit comes to
applicants or potential employees taking time off for family matters. waidd require
further research, especially given that research previously discussedistongsstent
findings with regard to gender differences regarding perceptions of pregnanyeesl

Hypothesis 5 explored the relationship between the legitimacy/reasoesblethe
absence and the “favorability” of the candidate (favorability was examinbdeaveral
different variables). Using several different types of analysesinheds converged to
show that there is a relationship between the perception of the reasonableness of the
request for time off and a positive view of the applicant. Again, these findings should be
interpreted with some caution given the small number of participants overaHtit
the request as not reasonable. However, the findings already discussed woatd indic
that although a hiring manager may find the request to be reasonable thaksonstyll
view it as high risk and have a lower likelihood of hiring an applicant who will need time
off shortly after starting the job.

Hypothesis 6 examined whether participants with a personal experience taking
extended time off from work would give more favorable ratings to the candidates who
were also asking for time off. Only 32 out of the 213 patrticipants (15%) had eved misse
work for 6 weeks or more. With this sample, there was almost no evidence of a
relationship between their personal experience missing work and theirlddiwyp the

applicants. Perhaps with a larger sample of participants who had experisargmi
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work or participants with experience missing work that was the same as thoseed
in this study, there would be a relationship.

In general, analyses based on the hypotheses show that absenteeism concerns (as
represented by the request for time off) may potentially result in an apfisiag
viewed as a more risky hire and a hiring manager being less likelgdmneend that
applicant to be hired. This appears to be the case regardless of reason tprabsi re
whether the hiring manager views the request as reasonable or whethibethsglves
have experience with needing extended time off work. There is, however, still some
evidence that being a pregnant applicant may present some unique challgongesumst
absenteeism concerns, although contrary to expectations regarding gasgdesbal
stigma and long-term absenteeism concerns, it appears that the requiest &df ¢an
lead to negative implications for an applicant regardless of a pregnancy.

In addition to the stated hypotheses, there were a number of additional findings of
interest to discuss. Three out of the four applicants requesting time off weifecajpe
asking for maternity leave or, in the case of the male applicant, pateavigy I&indings
showed that participants viewed maternity leave as more appropriate thaity btave
and that it was more appropriate to take longer time off for maternity. |Eaven that
women are three times as likely to request parental leave (McGaw, 2004))dthe
interesting to determine if people view maternity leave as more apprdpedase it
occurs more frequently or if maternity leave occurs more frequeihyghternity leave
because it is viewed as more appropriate. It is also interesting to nateaibat
participants viewed paternity leave as significantly less appreghanh female

participants. Given that paternity is a less likely occurrence thagrmitgtleave, it seems
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somewhat consistent that the male participants in this study (predomiy@umiy men,
and therefore perhaps less likely to have been faced with or familiar witeshe i

might rate it as less appropriate. However, given this finding, it is someutpaising
that more people (or at least more male participants) did not rate the matargisol
request for time off for paternity leave as not reasonable. It would be intgriest

future research to explore further the current state of perceptions regaetirigkimg
paternity leave and what circumstances may prevent or encourage a man ttetakiy pa
leave.

Given that all applicants requesting time off were for family reladedans, | also
explored perceptions regarding family interference with work. All the apybc
requesting time off were rated having more perceived family intederaith work
compared to the control applicant, but there were no differences betweentla@y of
applicants requesting time off. This may indicate that concerns betweéteshmor
absenteeism and long term absenteeism may not be a differentiator in t@rmsgof
manager concerns. It appears that regardless of gender, visual stigmatential future
absenteeism for child care, any potential absence may lead to a perdegitmmets
family may interfere with work. Understanding the nuances of work-faroiflict is
important given that spillover from one’s home life to work life can have implicatons
career advancement (King, Botsford, & Huffman, 2009).

As part of this study, participants also rated the applicants on a number of individual
characteristics. Consistent with typical perceptions of pregnant womenetrapt
applicant was rated as significantly more nurturing compared to the other afgplica

“Nurturing” is a typical characteristic of the female gender role ttzat be made more
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salient by the visible pregnancy (Eagly & Karau, 2002). In addition, the pregnant
applicant was rated as significantly more physically limited whicks @nsistent with
previous findings regarding concerns about the physical limitations of a ptegna
employee and her inability to fulfill her work commitments because of thogations
(Pattison et al., 1997).

There is some evidence that managers may be concerned that a pregnanteemploye
may decide not to come back to work at all after the birth of her baby. In this study
participants rated the applicants on the variable “likely to quit”. While yt maae been
expected that the pregnant or adopting applicants would receive less favatialke on
this variable given that they were both expecting a new baby, analysesighatvenly
the applicant requesting time off to care for her spouse recovering froensuras
viewed as significantly more likely to quit compared to the control applicans nidy
show that, at least within this study, there may be a lack of concern that a waman m
choose not to come back to work after the arrival of the baby. It is uncertain why the
applicant caring for her spouse would be viewed as more likely to quit given that out of
all the absenteeism conditions, this one is presumably the most likely to be a gne time
rare occurrence. However, it also may be a moot point that a hiring manager does or doe
not view the applicant as likely to quit given that the evidence shows they ar&eéss li
to recommend any applicant with absenteeism concerns at all be hired rstthiate.
Implications

Pregnancy discrimination charges are on the rise and this includes ohiatomthat
occurs during the selection process. Although legislation exists to protecapreap

applicants, it is important for researchers to more closely examine the éssoeiated
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with potential pregnancy discrimination. Previous research has demondigdtttete is
the potential for discrimination against pregnant job applicants and that absenseeis
likely one of the major concerns that hiring managers may have regardingnargre
applicant. This study extended previous research by further exploring coregarding
absenteeism by comparing applicants that differed along various dimensions such a
gender, whether they bear a visible stigma, and if they are perceived tafoosef
long-term absenteeism concerns. This study aimed to determine if absemt@ecerns
alone could be used as an explanation for bias against a pregnant applicant or if
absenteeism concerns coupled with other issues may cause a pregnanttappeat
more of a disadvantage compared to other applicants who also pose absenteeism
concerns.

These findings suggest that a request for time off is in fact a concermirgr hi
managers and may cause a candidate to be viewed as a higher risk chaess hkely
to be recommended for hire. In this study, this appears to be consistentlyethe cas
regardless of the reason for the request. While decision makers may view titeeibse
request as legitimate, and recognize the qualification of the applicanphakatot be
enough to cause the decision maker to make a favorable hiring recommendatios. It doe
not appear that the pregnant applicant is additionally disadvantaged beyond the
absenteeism concerns simply due to her pregnancy.

It may be somewhat comforting to know that the majority of the problem letaling
lower hiring recommendations for a pregnant applicant may be explained byrsonce
about absenteeism and that those concerns would equally extend to others needing time

off for different reasons. However, this doesn’t improve the hiring prospects fol actua
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pregnant women given that some amount of time off after the birth of the balxy will
fact be necessary. It is further complicated by the fact that pregdaacimination is
covered by legislation (The Pregnancy Discrimination Act, 1978, an amendmeth¢to T
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964) and it may be difficult, in the case of an acousat
of discrimination, to prove that it was legitimate concerns about the time that @ul
missed from work and not simply discrimination based on pregnancy. However, an
employer that is legitimately not discriminating based on pregnancy shghtty e

able to make the hiring decision that is best for the needs of the organizatiomplyit s
may not be in their best interest to hire someone new, train them, and then somehow
cover their absence for 2 months shortly after they have started.

Limitations and Future Research

Although this study adds valuable insight to this slowly growing area ofrobsea
there were some limitations that should be addressed. First, although evenyasfor
made to create a realistic selection situation, video-taped interwieresused. In
addition, given time constraints, the participants only viewed one interview, although
they did review resumes for multiple candidates.

In this study, a select number of dimensions were chosen to differentiate the
applicants requesting time off (i.e. gender, stigma, long-term / future absen}. There
are other dimensions that could have been examined in addition to those chosen, for
example, whether the applicant had control over the reason behind needing to take time
off or whether the applicant will be caring for themselves instead of arjmethsn
during the time off (e.g. as in the case of post-partum recovery). This is ttat#yetre

could be other factors that contribute to the participants perceptions regarding each
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applicant and their request for time off. It was not possible to examine ablpossi
dimensions in this study. Future research may want to examine further otbes faat
could influence a decision maker’s perceptions of absenteeism issues givemalddi
factors not measured in this study. To assess some of these other dimensiosst diffe
types of comparison applicants could be used, for example, someone who needs time off
for military reserve duty or someone who requests time off for a religiasanitrip out
of the country.

The participants in this study were college students. Although the majoriity of t
sample was employed and had some interviewing experience, the pasioizgnstill
not be a realistic representation of actual hiring managers. It is possibthd results of
this study (and perhaps Study 2 as well) would be different if actual hianggers
were used as participants. Given that actual hiring managers would be raoeeoband
perhaps sensitive to employment law; it would be interesting to see how timgjs it
the applicants would compare to the present sample. Future research wouldnafo be
served to explore how much of a concern potential absenteeism is to actual hiring
managers as this could have implications for other applicants, for exampleaaggplic
with small children or with medical issues. It would be instructive to know e reifft
occupations or organizations view these concerns differently and how actual hiring
managers would address these concerns were they to present themseletstioa s
situation as in this study. In addition, future research could explore how the amount of
time off requested, as well as the amount of time on the job before the requasted lea
affects hiring managers’ perceptions. This is further complicated bac¢héhht, despite

all good intentions, a pregnant applicant may not be able to work right up to her due date
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due to unforeseen circumstances with the pregnancy and therefore may neethenore ti
off than initially requested.

This study added insight regarding how absenteeism concerns may largely
account for lower hiring recommendations for a pregnant applicant. The fofeiidy
attempted to determine if discussing one’s condition during the selection pracésdca
reduce any potential concerns on the part of the decision maker. Taken togefeer, t
two studies give an overall better picture of both what challenges a pregnacdarappl
faces regarding how she is perceived and what, if anything, she can do to rgdpemiti

any negative effects.
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Study 2

Several studies have demonstrated that pregnant job applicants are lilely to f
varying degrees of bias or discrimination during the selection processe i$mar
current empirical research that investigates what a pregnant appbaéshtdo in order to
potentially alleviate or lessen any negative impressions brought on by eapcg. For
example, should she openly discuss her pregnancy during the interview or try to
downplay or ignore it? People often use self-presentation tactics in order t bomtr
they are perceived by others. Drawing from research conducted on othetiztsgl
groups (e.g. physically disabled), the following study will explore whethebeneficial
for a pregnant applicant to disclose her pregnancy, visible or not, prior to the face-to-
interview and / or discuss her pregnancy during the interview.

When a job applicant appears with some sort of stigmatizing condition or
appearance (i.e. pregnancy, obesity, physical disability), there is aynovieer
appearance and a risk that she will be responded to based on her condition or stigma and
not her individuality (Taylor & Langer, 1977). Weiner (1995) points out that “being
different in and of itself is not stigmatizing”, it is that one’s deviation fronrmabeither
in character or physical appearance or behavior is perceived as unddgir&dl).

Despite the fact that there are clear differences between somat&iggiconditions (i.e.
permanent vs. temporary, controllable vs. not controllable, visible vs. not visibles, elici
hostile vs. benevolent reactions, etc.), research conducted with one stigmatiiged

may be informative for others. Many tactics used by stigmatized gesagomewhat
universal including “passing” for normal or overcompensating (Goffman, 1963; Major,

2005). However, there may be cases where research does not translate feenests di
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stigmatizing conditions. For instance, with regard to disability, the typeause are
important considerations (Bordieri & Drehmer, 1986). There is evidence okedities
in how non-disabled people react to different disabilities, with physical digadili
receiving more positive reactions than sensory or mental disabilitidel{€&l Stone,
2005; Hennessy & Bartels, 2002). Given differences across stigmatizing cosditi
researchers need to be cautious in assuming research will generalszegroups. With
that in mind, | will present what is currently known about the use of disclosure and
discussion with other stigmatized groups in an effort to determine if thessaapps
might be beneficial for a pregnant job applicant.

For the purpose of this study, the concepts of disclosure and discussion are
differentiated along two dimensions: timing and content. A disclosure refatbdpa
revealing information about ones’ self that is not observable or b) revealmgglaing
that is not initially known prior to meeting, but may become evident upon meeting. More
specifically, a disclosure will take place prior to a face-to-faeetmg or interview, but
after the interview has already been scheduled. The reasons for this furihes
discussed later. The content of the disclosure is merely to inform anotheofoame’s
condition, but does not involve any further dialogue about the condition. A discussion,
however, takes place during the face-to-face meeting or interview and could involve
discussing what was previously disclosed or a condition that was not disclosed,
regardless if that condition is visibly evident upon meeting. The discussion coulstconsi
of a number of things including an explanation of the condition, defending the condition,
persuading the other party that the condition will not interfere with the job,a@nd /

allowing the other party to ask questions about the condition.
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What | refer to as “discussion”, some literature refers to as “acknowlafm
The concepts of disclosure and acknowledgment are sometimes used intetdlyargea
the lines between them are often blurred. For example some definitions of
acknowledgement hold that the acknowledgement can happen before an interview and
may not include a discussion of the condition, while others define disclosure as
happening during the interview and may include a discussion of the condition. While |
will discuss the distinctions between these two concepts in more detaimgasgtant to
emphasize how they are defined in the context of this study before furthemtptes of
the existing research. In addition, | opt to use the label “discussion” instead of
“acknowledgment” throughout this paper to more clearly define the nature of this
construct and distinguish it from disclosure.
Social-Cognitive Theories

Prior to discussing the specific studies that examine disclosure and disclssion
will first review a number of social-cognitive theories that may be apmiedgue both
for and against the notion that disclosure and discussion may be effectiveesdriiegi
stigmatized person to use in the context of the selection process. For example we know
that people have limited cognitive capacity to process information (Fiske, 1995).
Because of the limited processing capacity, it is possible that when amewaris
introduced to an applicant that bears a visible stigma their cognitive resauece
diverted to thinking about the stigma and therefore leaves fewer resourdablavai
focus on the interview and the applicant’s qualifications.

We also know that attention is limited and that a novel stimulus, for instance a

pregnant applicant or an applicant in a wheelchair, is more salient and thus captigres on
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attention (Fiske, 1995). Effortful processing of information is affected whea one
attention is focused elsewhere (Gilbert, 1995). In this case perhaps it wouldebédbett
disclose one’s pregnancy ahead of time in order to give the interviewer timeigo auj
prepare. It may also be possible that openly discussing the pregnancy during the
interview may allow the interviewer to process his or her surprise with thetioconand
then divert cognitive resources to the interview process.

When people interact, particularly an interaction between a stigmatidesl ron-
stigmatized person, there is a need to reduce uncertainty brought on by theepoésenc
the stigma (see Herold, 2000). A discussion in this case may also be bebetaizse,
as Gilbert (1995) puts it, “If we spend our energy selecting, choosing, and planning our
own behavior, then we may have less energy with which to think about the behavior of
others” (p. 139). An interviewer may be so focused on trying to act appropriately that
they are not able to focus on the candidate or her interview responses (see Hiehl, Tic
& Heatherton, 2000).

On the other hand, it is also important to consider that the act of disclosure or
discussion may draw additional attention to the stigmatizing condition theaelsing
the interviewer to focus on the condition more and thus not focus as much on the
applicant’s qualifications. In many cases people take shortcuts in makimggotigand
often those shortcuts are based on stereotypes and schemas. We know from previous
research discussed that there are a number of potentially negative pesesyociated
with pregnancy, particularly pregnancy in an employment situation, includinggaant
woman being physically limited, emotional, dependent, etc. The stereotypes dweenot ha

to be consciously endorsed in order to still be influential (Dovidio & Hebl, 2005). The
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use of stereotypes and schemas allow people to be more efficient in processing
information, but can also lead to errors (Fiske, 1995). People often make impressions
based on trying to fit all the pieces of information together, but certais ar@tmore
central in shaping the overall impression (Fiske, 1995), and a visually promirysidgbh
feature (such as a wheel chair or a large pregnant belly) oftenleereas, which may
create a biased overall impression.

In addition, people typically don't pay attention to information that disconfirms
their stereotype (von Hippel, Sekaquaptewa, & Vargas, 1995), particularly wiyear¢he
anxious (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). The disclosure of one’s condition or the appearance of
the condition may activate negative stereotypes which may then dominate tessiopr
that is formed about the candidate. This can then result in biased processing of
information about the candidate. According to Fiske (1995), schemas determine both
what we notice and how we interpret that information, as well as how we encode,
remember and judge the information that we receive after the activation chdraas
For example, if an interviewer holds a stereotype of pregnant women as overly
emotional, he may look for evidence to confirm that stereotype during the interview.
According to Gilbert (1995), “Our beliefs about people, right or wrong, determine our
behavior toward them — specifically, they determine the sorts of opportunitie®wieepr
for others to corroborate or rectify our first impressions...we also creetés
opportunities for them to confirm what we suspect.” (p. 133). In fact, the schemas or
stereotypes may even affect what the interviewer remembers from ttweenté=iske,
1995). Again, if interviewers believe pregnant women to be overly emotional, thyey ma

have a better memory for content in the interview that confirms this belrefaha
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content that contradicts it. Given the effect that a negative schema ongterean have

on information processing and even memory, it is possible that disclosure oridiscuss

of a stigmatizing condition may activate a negative stereotype arkdagamst the
candidate. However, it is also possible that discussion of the condition may be a way to
counter the negative stereotype and help the interviewer judge the candidate more
objectively.

A number of studies have actually explored the effects of disclosure and
discussion, mainly with regard to physically disabled job applicants. tithaie are a
number of books that advocate disclosure and discussion as potential interviewing
strategies for applicants with disabilities (e.g. Ryan, 2000; Witt, 1992).

Disclosure

Collins and Miller (1994) simply define disclosure as the “act of revealing
personal information about oneself to another” (p.457). Disclosure typicallg tefer
one of two situations, either revealing information about oneself that is not diiserva
(i.e. a mental illness, criminal history) or revealing something that is riadlynknown
by the person you will be interacting with (i.e. telling a prospective graplou are
confined to a wheelchair prior to going in for an interview) (e.g. Hebl &rigko, 2005).
In addition, disclosures can be descriptive (i.e. a fact about you) or evaluatiyeir.e
feelings about something) and can vary in degree (i.e. quality or intimacy andygoiant
the amount of information disclosed) (Collins & Miller, 1994).

Remember, for the purposes of this study, a disclosure refers to eithdingevea
information about one’s self that is not observable or revealing something that is not

initially known prior to meeting, but may become evident upon meeting. The disclosure
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involves only informing the other party about the condition but not any further discussion
of the condition at that point and takes place prior to the interview.

As stated previously, there is no uniform understanding of what disclosure really
is. For many researchers, the act of disclosure includes more than informewngsooh
your condition, but also includes further discussion. For example, some advocate
“disclosure” of a clearly visible condition prior to a face-to-face mgeh order to
clarify any misconceptions or to explain why the condition will not interfeith the job
(Tagalakis, Amsel, & Fichten, 1988; Witt, 1992). For the purposes of this study, a
dialogue meant to clarify any misconceptions would be considered discussion and not
disclosure. It is important to examine these strategies separatetiein@more clearly
determine their impact on interview interactions.

Some advocate disclosure because it is possible that an interviewer may feel
tricked if he/she did not know about the applicant’s condition prior to the face-to-face
interaction, and this may alter any previous positive impressions he/she hachabout t
applicant (Tagalakis, Amsel, & Fichten, 1988). In one study, individuals with various
disabilities (visual, auditory, or orthopedic) were asked their perspectivesainlitly
disclosure based on their own experiences (Huvelle, Budoff & Arnholz, 1984). The
majority preferred to disclose their disability prior to the interview. S¢veted that
disclosure allows them to weed out interviewers who would likely give more atteati
their disability than their credentials. Disclosure may also alkeWme “psychological
surprise” that their disability may cause which could be a barrier duringtédreiew.

Many disclose their condition because they do not want to appear dishonest and also want

to give the interviewer time to adjust to the idea. However some feel that disgbossir
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them at a disadvantage and instead prefer to win others over during the face to face
interaction. In essence, by not disclosing the condition up front they are sending a
message to the interviewer that their disability is irrelevant withrdeigethe job in
guestion.

There is some evidence to suggest that early unfavorable information can
negatively affect hiring decisions in comparison to early information thavasable
(Peters & Terborg, 1975). One study found that disclosure (which in their case was
somewhat closer to discussion) had no impact on hiring decisions or employability and
that it didn’t matter if it was brief disclosure or a more detailed, lendjgotosure
(Dalgin & Bellini, 2008). Some may choose to disclose because concealing mha stig
may cause emotional and psychological stress (see Ragins, 2008). edssrsty be
worse when there are disclosure disconnects, or differences in one’s disitiogark
and non-work settings (Ragins, 2008).

While it may be beneficial to disclose a condition that will become readily
apparent once you interact with someone face to face, some suggest that diaclosing
condition that can be concealed may not be a good strategy (e.g. Goffman, 1963; Peter
& Terborg, 1975; Witt, 1992). Some women choose to conceal their pregnancies at a
new job so that they have a chance to prove themselves first and believe thairdisclos
prior to getting hired would jeopardize their chances (Major, 2005).

The benefits of disclosure may depend on a number of other factors, including the
timing of the disclosure as well as others’ perception of your responsibilitigat which
you are disclosing. More specifically, the timing of a disclosure may tead £ make

attributions about the motivation behind your disclosure. For example, if you disclose
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something up front you may be perceived as honest and open, whereas delaying may
indicate embarrassment or shame. However, disclosures may be seenaan@natt

gain sympathy (Jones & Gordon, 1972). Itis possible that if a woman waits to disclose
her pregnancy, others are already suspicious and may resent that she didis discl
earlier and therefore it may be better to disclose earlier ratheratearfdones & King,
2010). Although a pregnancy may be concealable for most of a pregnancy, the issues of
timing brings up the predicament between fear of the pregnancy being revealed ve

the need to reveal the pregnancy in order to gain access to certain organizatical or soc
support (King & Botsford, 2009). King and Botsford (2009) advocate that it may better
for both the pregnant employee and her manager and co-workers if she disclgses ea
(but after the ¥ trimester has passed).

The issue of proper timing of a disclosure can be further complicated by others’
perceptions of responsibility. Jones and Gordon (1972) found that if you are responsible
for the condition, it is better to disclose early, whereas if you are not relsigoihss
better to disclose late. These disclosures however did not concern visibly Ziiggnati
conditions, but were instead personal disclosures (i.e. expelled from school torg)hea
that took place either at the beginning or ending of an interview. Studies con¢beming
perception of one’s responsibility for a stigmatizing condition have showrnvdtahe
conflicting results. One study found that disclosers who accepted responstoiitved
more negative reactions than disclosers who did not mention responsibility or even
blamed something else (Wortman, Adesmann, Herman, & Greenberg, 1976). On the
other hand, some research shows that the perception that someone was not responsible for

their stigma led to higher ratings on liking, pity, and intention to help, whereas those



Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 77

perceived as responsible received lower ratings. It was also denenhsitiatthe
controllability of the cause of the stigma can affect beliefs about regddpsind that
can affect feelings toward the stigmatized individual as well (Weiner, 1995)

While responsibility for some stigmatizing conditions, such as being in a
wheelchair, may truly be placed on someone other than the stigmatized pesslikelit i
that a pregnant woman would be viewed as responsible for her condition and in relative
control of the cause. While unplanned pregnancies are not uncommon, others may feel
that, in most cases, it was possible for a woman to control or affect whether loe igot s
pregnant and whether or not she looked for a job while pregnant. King and Botsford
(2009) assert that pregnancy is a controllable stigma. Given the mixed findings
concerning others’ perceptions of responsibility, it is possible that an interisgewe
perceptions of a pregnant applicant’s responsibility for her condition could vedgati
affect perceptions of her. The present study attempts to determine howieaters
applicants in terms of responsibility for their condition.

Several books offer practical advice to disabled individuals regarding theodecisi
to disclose or not. For example Witt (1992) says that a person should ask themselves
“Does disclosure of my disability at this time and in this way support my tolgeuf
getting hired?” (p. 133). Further she says that applicants should carefalyateshe
potential employer in order to determine if a disclosure may help or hurthaeices.

In general, she advises that one should wait until after an interview is schedaleskebec
then there is very little chance that the interview won't take place, but adisséssing
prior to the interview so that you don’t look like you were trying to hide anythiing.

present study will follow this suggested approach by having the disclosaneutaéion
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take place after an interview has been scheduled but prior to the face to facewntervi
However, Witt (1992) feels that if you have an invisible disability, it is b&dterait until

after a job offer is made to disclose, although the employer may reseyauhditin’t tell

them sooner. Above all she says that only each individual person can decide what is best
for them in any given circumstance. If this same advice were appliedjtoapite

applicants, one might assume that a pregnant woman should research how fandily fri

a company is or the type of maternity leave policies they have and that if avi®mot
showing yet that it would be better to not disclose the pregnancy until affeioé¢r has

been made. To further understand these ideas, this study examines the efféct of bot
disclosing and not disclosing for both a visibly and not visibly pregnant applicant.

To summarize, the present literature on disclosure of a stigmatizing condition
shows that there are advantages and disadvantages to disclosing a condition that will
become readily apparent upon meeting as well as disclosing a condition that could
otherwise be concealed, at least in the short-run. In addition, it is clearrthmber of
other factors can affect the potential benefits of a disclosure suchiag, tas well as
others’ perception of responsibility. While the issue of disclosure has nevdicsgigci
been applied to the research on pregnant job applicants, it serves to reason that there
could be potential advantages and disadvantages to a pregnant applicant revealing her
pregnancy prior to an interview, particularly if she is visibly showing. lbman is
pregnant and not visibly showing, there could be benefits and drawbacks to her revealing
her pregnancy upfront even though it could otherwise be concealed during the selection
process. Although varied positions and findings are presented in the literature,

hypotheses are based on a combination of research findings and general expectations.
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Hla: A pregnant applicant, whose pregnancy will be visibly apparent upon
meeting, will receive higher hiring ratings when she discloses her
pregnancy upfront than if she does not disclose her pregnancy prior
to the face-to-face interview.
H1lb: A pregnant applicant, who is not showing, will receive higher hirig
ratings when she does not disclose her pregnancy upfrofite.
equivalent to the control conditionthan if she disclosed her pregnancy
prior to the face-to-face interview.
Discussion
As explained previously, discussion, in the context of this study, differs from
disclosure in that it takes place during the interview and involves discussinglifian
that may or may not have been previously disclosed and may or may not be visibly
evident during the interaction. In other words, an applicant may choose to discuss her
condition during the interview whether or not she told you upfront about it or whether or
not she is showing when she arrives for the interview. A discussion of the condition
involves a dialogue that could include explanation, defense, persuasion, questions, etc.
Given restrictions put in place by the ADA concerning what interviewers aratfest to
ask applicants, any discussion must be initiated by the applicant. The intengiewer
likely to have questions and it is up to the interviewee to determine how to reduce the
interviewer’s uncertainty (Herold, 2000). The stigmatized applicant is uniqudifiepia
to dispel any myths about his or her stigma and reduce any uncertainty on thetgart of t
interviewer (Herold, 2000).
Several studies have demonstrated that those who discuss their disability ar
favored over those who do not (Hastorf, Wildfogel, & Cassman, 1979; Hebl & Kleck,

2002; Blood & Blood, 1982) and that recruiters feel more comfortable with applicants

who are willing to discuss their disability (Macan & Hayes, 1995). People wimnbyope
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discuss their disability are seen as more likeable, open, better adamtetht

preoccupied or hypersensitive (Hastorf, Wildfogel, & Cassman, 1979; Collins & Mille
1994; Hebl & Skorinko, 2005; Blood & Blood, 1982). It is possible that an interviewer
would appreciate a pregnant woman, particularly if her pregnancy is clesitie,

openly discussing the topic, especially given the fact that the interwelékely have
guestions and concerns that could not be addressed were the applicant not to initiate a
discussion.

However, a discussion of the condition may not always help the situation. As one
example,The Wall Street Journaeported about an attorney who was seven months
pregnant and didn’t get a job for which she was qualified and highly recommended once
the recruiter met her in person and saw that she was pregnant. The woman’sdiscuss
of her condition and assurances that her eight weeks of maternity leave wouldseoca ca
problem did not help her secure that job (Shellenbarger, 2005).

The context under which a stigmatizing condition is discussed is important
(Belgrave & Mills, 1981, Farina, Sherman, & Allen, 1968). Some evidence suggésts tha
the benefits of discussing one’s stigma may be tempered by whether othensepitre
stigmatizing condition to be controllable or externally caused (Bordieriéher,

1986). Hebl and Kleck (2002) found that discussion of one’s obesity, which is typically
perceived as a controllable condition, was a liability in comparison to disousgiated

by physically disabled applicants. As indicated previously, it is spedulade

pregnancy would most likely be viewed as a controllable condition on the part of the

interviewer, although this perception is measured in this study.
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There are several additional issues to address when considering discussing a
stigmatizing condition such as the timing of the discussion and the wording wedd&(H
Kleck, 2002). One study found that applicants who discussed their disabiligr @arli
the interview were perceived more favorably than those who discussed at thedehd or
not discuss at all (Hebl & Skorinko, 2005). Further, they found that the effect of the
timing of the discussion on the hiring outcome was mediated by psychologital wel
being, indicating that an individual who discusses his or her disability early in thegproce
is perceived to have greater well-being which in turn leads to positivgsatihis
unknown whether this same sort of relationship would be found if the stigmatizing
condition were pregnancy instead of disability. For the purposes of this studwitie t
of the discussion is controlled and takes place at the beginning of the interview.

There are potential advantages and disadvantages to having the discussion take
place at the beginning, middle, or end of the interview. A discussion of the condition at
the outset of the interview may allow the interviewer time to processstingirise and or
concerns and then divert their cognitive resources to the interview aftistiigsion has
concluded. However, it is also possible that having a discussion of the condition up front
may draw additional attention to the condition and cause it to be the primary focus as
they move on with the interview. Likewise, it may be effective for the eqmiito wait
until the end of the interview to discuss the condition. In this way she would not draw
unnecessary attention to her condition, but would not be ignoring it all together. It may
be positive to talk about it after she has had the opportunity to “sell” her quadiica
and skills during the interview. However, it may also be ineffective to waittheténd

of the interview in that by not addressing the interviewers likely concefneng, the
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interviewer may have a harder time focusing on the job related informatioa in t
interview. Although perhaps not as realistic a timing as the beginning or theiend, it
possible that having a discussion about one’s condition in the middle of the interview
would allow the applicant to “sandwich” this dialogue between more objective and
hopefully positive information about her qualifications and experience.

A few studies have addressed the issue of timing. These studies have to do with
discussing (or acknowledging as they call it) one’s physical disabilityng an
interview. Hebl and Skorinko (2005) manipulated the timing of a disabled applicant’s
acknowledgment by having it take place at the beginning of the interviewttedt#t
question / 30 seconds in), the middle of the interview (after'frri@stion / 3 minutes
in), or at the end of the interview (after thé"Ifuestion / 7.5 minutes in). In measuring
raters’ impressions of the applicants they found few differences between theifgg
and the middle and found that both the beginning and the middle were better than the
end. Roberts (2005) did not find a clear indication of what time during the interview is
optimal for acknowledging one’s visibly apparent condition (beginning / after 1
guestion, end / after last question, or not at all). She did, however, find that ratings in the
different timing of acknowledgment conditions varied based on whether a digchasiir
taken place or not. With regard to ratings of anxiety, she found that the intes/igere
least anxious when the discussion happened early, regardless of whethersar@igsobk
place. In addition, Roberts and Macan (2006) found that applicants with non-visible
physical disabilities who chose to discuss their disability early (i.eogjppately 2
minutes into the interview) in an interview as opposed to late (i.e. just beéead of

the interview) or not at all, were rated as more qualified and likeable. Given these
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findings, | chose to keep the timing of the discussion constant and have the discussion
take place at the beginning of the interview.

The content of the discussion is important as well. Research suggests that
information that directly challenges stereotypic information will haviedint
implications than sharing more general information. Directly challersjgrgotypes
should help to reduce more uncertainty on the part of the interviewer which may help
improve ratings (see Herold, 2000). While discussion may serve to redudy anxie
uncertainty on the part of the interviewer, because of restrictions placed on the
interviewer they may not be able to gather all the information they want or meéed a
therefore their concerns may not be reduced even in spite of the discussion about the
condition (Herold, 2000). A pregnant woman would have to decide what sort of
information to include in the discussion of her pregnancy. For example, does she want to
include factual information about such things like how far along she is and how much
maternity leave she anticipates taking or does she want to take a morevedasisi
and try to combat commonly held stereotypes about pregnant employees? Givas that t
study is the first to examine this idea with pregnant applicants, the detussd in this
study will incorporate both factual information as well as defensive infaymdtuture
research will likely want to more directly determine what type of comseanbst
effective in reducing bias.

Similar to the research regarding disclosure, the benefits of discassiiggna
during the interview process are not clear cut and can likewise be atbgcted
considerations such as timing, context and perceptions of responsibilityeand t

controllability of the cause of the condition. Given the research on discussing one’s
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stigmatizing condition during the interview process, the following hypothedldsewi
examined:
H2a: A pregnant woman who is visibly showing will receive higher hiring
ratings if she discusses the pregnancy during the interview than ihe
does not discuss her pregnancy during the interview.
H2b: A pregnant woman who is not visibly showing will receive higher
hiring ratings if she does not discuss her pregnancy during the
interview (i.e. equivalent to the control conditiorthan if she does
discuss her pregnancy during the interview.
Disclosure and Discussion
While most studies presented concern either disclosure or discussiost ahkea
study has addressed the combined impact of disclosure and discussion (refemrkdrto, i
study, as acknowledgment) for physically disabled job applicants (Roberts, 2005). |
addition, Roberts explored the effect of the timing of the acknowledgement. Aithoug
Roberts speculated that disclosure and early acknowledgement would lead to unfavorable
outcomes, she found no support for increased self-focused thinking or anxiety on the part
of the interviewer, and no support for lowered hiring ratings. She did find, however, that
the personality ratings were less favorable for those who disclosed and tioasead an
early acknowledgement. Although cautious in any recommendations, she found that of
all the possible disclosure and acknowledgment (early, late, or not at all)nediois,
that perhaps not disclosing one’s condition upfront, but acknowledging at the end of the
interview may lead to more positive outcomes than other possible combinations.
However, her findings suggest that if one does wish to disclose upfront it mayt be bes
not discuss the condition during the interview. More importantly she highlights the need

to examine disclosure and discussion together as “neither strategy odesotatian in

the real world” (p. 99).
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The literature examining the impact of the various disclosure/discussion

combinations is limited, but the question of whether certain combinations are more

successful is an important one. While the notion of timing of the discussion, asdxplor

in Roberts (2005) study is important, given that this research will be therfiesetther

disclosure or discussion is explored with regard to pregnant job applicants, tige timi

will be held constant in this study. The following hypotheses will be examinedpect

a 3-way interaction, specifically:

H3a:

H3b:

H3c:

H3d:

H3e:

H3f:

There will be an interaction such that a pregnant applicant whas
visibly showing and has disclosed her condition upfront will recee
higher hiring ratings if she discusses the pregnancy during the
interview than if she does not.

There will be an interaction such that a pregnant applicantho is
visibly showing and does not disclose her pregnancy upfront will
receive higher hiring ratings if she discusses the pregnancy dag the
interview than if she does not.

There will be an interaction such that a pregnant applicant whas
visibly showing who both discloses and discusses will receive hegh
hiring ratings than a pregnant applicant who is visibly showing and
only discusses.

There will be an interaction such that a pregnant applicant wh is not
visibly showing, who discloses her pregnancy up front, will receive
higher hiring ratings if she discusses the pregnancy during the
interview than if she does not.

There will be an interaction such that a pregnant applicant, wis not
visibly showing and does not disclose her pregnancy upfront will
receive_lowerhiring ratings if she discusses her pregnancy during the
interview than if she said nothing about the pregnancy (i.e. equivalen
to a non-pregnant control).

There will be an interaction such that a pregnant applicant wh is not
visibly showing, who both discloses and discusses her pregnancyl wi
receive higher hiring ratings than a pregnant applicant who is not
visibly showing and only discusses.



Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 86

Hiring Rating (Visibly Pregnant) Hiring Ratings (Not Visibly Pregnant)
\
¢ 4
s a «
= —4—Discuss = e —-Discuss
= b —#-Don' Discuss = d f —#-Don't Discuss
= [a'=]
: o
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Disclose Don't Disclose '
Disclose Don't Disclose

Study 2 Methods

Design

A 2 (Applicant visibly pregnant vs not visibly pregnant) x 2 (Disclosure vs No
Disclosure) x 2 (Discussion vs. No Discussion) between subjects factorgh chess
used in this study.
Participants

The participants in this study included 128 undergraduate college students serving
as interview raters:

e 17 in the Showing — Disclose — Don't Discuss condition (10 females, 7
males)

¢ 18 in the Showing — Disclose — Discuss condition (12 females, 6 males)
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e 17 in the Showing — Don’t Disclose — Don’t Discuss condition (12
females, 5 males)
e 15 in the Showing — Don’t Disclose — Discuss condition (9 females, 6
males)
e 15 in the Not Showing — Disclose — Don't Discuss condition (9 females, 6
males)
e 18 in the Not Showing — Disclose — Discuss condition (11 females, 7
males)
e 17 in the Not Showing — Don’t Disclose — Don’t discuss condition (12
females, 5 males)
e 11 in the Not Showing — Don’t Disclose — Discuss condition (6 females, 5
males)
Participants ranged in age from 16 to 55 years with an average of 3m86 (
7.76). Sixty three percent of the sample was fenmate§1). Sixty six percent of the
sample were Caucasian (21.9% African American/Black, 8.6% Asian/Plataficier,
3.1% Hispanic/Latino, .8% other), and 88% were US citizens. The majority did not have
children (79.5%) and were employed (80%), with 48% working full time and 52%
working part time. Overall, the group reported having some to no interviewing
experienceNl = 2.47,SD= 1.33). The majority of the sample had never missed work for
an extended period of time (77%) and was not familiar with FMLA (66.4%). Asslaning
potential medium effect size (using Cohen’s convention of .25) and an alpha of .05, the

sample size of 128 produces 80% power to detect an effect if there is one (power
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calculations were conducted using the program G*power, Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner
1996).

Participants were recruited from business and psychology classes at the
University of Missouri-St. Louis and at the instructor’s discretion voffiered extra
credit for their participation. They were randomly assigned to condition ahd eac
participant viewed only one applicant condition.

Procedure

Similar to Study 1, participants were told that they were participatingtady
that examines interviewers’ perceptions of applicants and how interviewershiriage
decisions based on their perceptions. Participants were told that theysauemgrgy the
role of a hiring manager interviewing people for a mid-level computgrammer
position. As stated previously, the job of computer programmer was chosen because it
has been shown to be viewed as a neutrally sex-typed position (Macan, Detjen, &
Dickey, 1994; Cunningham & Macan, 2007).

Participants were asked to review information concerning the hypothetical
company that they work for as well as information concerning the position foln wWiac
applicant is interviewing (See Appendix A). Participants were also askedi¢avra
resume for the applicant (See Appendix B). The resumes were identica acro
applicants. The resume depicted the candidate with average to above average
gualifications for the position. Again, the job description and resume were the same as
those used in Cunningham and Macan (2007).

In addition to the resume the participants received a copy of a form that said

“Recruiter Notes” (See Appendix I). It was explained that within this azgaan the
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Human Resource Recruiters prescreen all the applicants for any position. eBare@n
includes reviewing the resumes and determining whether the applicastthesbasic
requirements of the job. In this process, a recruiter contacts the applicaskamasic
prescreening questions (e.g. willing to submit to a background check, veoificti
education). If an applicant successfully completes those steps by meldiiegoalsic
requirements then the recruiter schedules an interview for the appticaeet with the
hiring manager. This form showed that all these steps took place and also hada place
notes. The disclosure manipulation hypothetically took place during this phone
conversation between the recruiter and the applicant. For those in the disclosure
condition, the recruiter’s notes indicated that the applicant informed them thaashe
pregnant during the conversation. For equivalence in materials, the nasalieajroup
also included a note at the same place on the form, but one that was neutral with regard to
the applicant (i.e. “In accordance with company policy, remember, the applidiae
escorted from main lobby to conference room by one of the HR recruiters”).
Participants were asked to make brief ratings of the applicant basgdasotake
written material they had reviewed prior to watching the interview (Seergx E).
After returning these ratings to the experimenter, the participantsedaschideo taped
interview. The videos were identical except in the following cases. In the conditi
where the applicant appears visibly pregnant, a confederate was wegraggnancy-
prosthesis to make her appear around 7 months pregnant. All applicants were seen
entering and exiting the interview room. This entrance and exit allowedipants in
the visibly pregnant applicant condition to see her pregnant stomach. In addéion, t

interview differed for participants in the discussion condition. As stated preyjitiusl
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discussion manipulation took place at the beginning of the interview. After the
introductions the interviewer began by asking the candidate if there is angfti@mgould

like to share, discuss, or ask prior to the start of the actual interviewamsesAt this

point the applicant responded with the following statement that included both factual
information about her condition, as well as a “defensive” component meant to explain
why her condition wouldn’t interfere with the job. After the candidate comgblite
discussion of her condition, the interviewer thanked her for sharing and then proceeded

with the interview.

Discussion if Showingand Previously Disclosed

First of all | would just like to thank you for tlepportunity to come in and interview today. Inthihis is
a very exciting opportunity and | am looking fonddo sharing my experience with you.

There are a few things | was hoping we could dis@iefore we start the interview so thanks for agkin
As | told the recruiter when she called to conftha interview, and as you can see, my husband argl |
expecting a baby in a few months.

| am 7 months pregnant and have had a very heafttiysmooth pregnancy so far. This will not hinehgr
ability to start right away or to put in a full 4@urs per week. | will of course have regular dogvisits,
but I can arrange those over my lunch breaks oremigkany time | may miss. | plan to only take &kse
of maternity leave and then will return to worklfiime. We already have reliable child care areghtpr
when | return to work.

| recognize that this is kind of a personal topibé bringing up during an interview but | alsoagicize
that as an employer you are likely to have quest@rconcerns so | just wanted to share this inddion
up front. | know that there may be concerns alboummissing work or needing 8 weeks off, but | wemt
assure you that | am very committed to my caredrbatancing my career with my family. | think thésa
great opportunity and | feel | am a very qualifagablicant. | would be happy to answer any questiau
have.
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Discussion if Showingand did Not Previously Disclose

First of all | would just like to thank you for tlepportunity to come in and interview today. Inthihis is
a very exciting opportunity and | am looking forddo sharing my experience with you.

There are a few things | was hoping we could dis@gfore we start the interview so thanks for agkin
As you can see, my husband and | are expectingwiba few months.

| am 7 months pregnant and have had a very heafttiysmooth pregnancy so far. This will not hinehgr
ability to start right away or to put in a full 4@urs per week. | will of course have regular dogvisits,
but I can arrange those over my lunch breaks oremigkany time | may miss. | plan to only take &kse
of maternity leave and then will return to worklfilne. We already have reliable child care areghfpr
when | return to work.

| recognize that this is kind of a personal topibé bringing up during an interview but | alsoagitize
that as an employer you are likely to have quest@rconcerns so | just wanted to share this inddion
up front. | know that there may be concerns alboummissing work or needing 8 weeks off, but | wemt
assure you that | am very committed to my caredrbatancing my career with my family. | think thésa
great opportunity and | feel | am a very qualifagablicant. | would be happy to answer any questiau
have.

Discussion if Not Showingand Previously Disclosed

First of all | would just like to thank you for tlepportunity to come in and interview today. Inthihis is
a very exciting opportunity and | am looking fongdo sharing my experience with you.

There are a few things | was hoping we could dis@iefore we start the interview so thanks for agkin
As | told the recruiter when she called to conftha interview, my husband and | are expecting g bab

I am 3 months pregnant and have had a very healttiysmooth pregnancy so far. This will not hinahgr
ability to start right away or to put in a full &@urs per week. | will of course have regular dosvisits,
but | can arrange those over my lunch breaks orem@kany time | may miss. | plan to only take &k
of maternity leave and then will return to worklfiiline. We already have reliable child care areghfpr
when | return to work.

| recognize that this is kind of a personal topibé bringing up during an interview but | alsoagitize
that as an employer you are likely to have quest@rconcerns so | just wanted to share this inddion
up front. | know that there may be concerns alboyinissing work or needing 8 weeks off, but | want
assure you that | am very committed to my caredrlatancing my career with my family. | think tligsa
great opportunity and | feel | am a very qualifagzplicant. | would be happy to answer any questiau
have.

91
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Discussion of Not Showingnd did Not Previously Disclose

First of all | would just like to thank you for tlepportunity to come in and interview today. Inthihis is
a very exciting opportunity and | am looking forddo sharing my experience with you.

There are a few things | was hoping we could dis@gfore we start the interview so thanks for agkin

-

My husband and | are expecting a baby. |1 am 3 h®ptegnant. | have had a very healthy and smoot
pregnancy so far. This will not hinder my abilitystart right away or to put in a full 40 hours peek. |
will of course have regular doctors visits, buaharrange those over my lunch breaks or make yip an
time | may miss. | plan to only take 8 weeks otenaity leave and then will return to work full ttn We
already have reliable child care arranged for wiheturn to work.

| recognize that this is kind of a personal topibé bringing up during an interview but | alsoagitize
that as an employer you are likely to have quest@rconcerns so | just wanted to share this inddion
up front. | know that there may be concerns alboummissing work or needing 8 weeks off, but | wemt
assure you that | am very committed to my caredrbatancing my career with my family. | think thésa
great opportunity and | feel | am a very qualifagublicant. | would be happy to answer any questiau
have.

These scripts were pilot tested to verify that the dialogue was perceivedtain
both factual and defensive components and was viewed as persuasive. See Appendix J
for a copy of the pilot test instrument. The scripts were reviewed by 62 urdieatga
students. There were no significant differences across the scripts oy thfettzan
following characteristics: the candidate clearly states her pointatithdate provides
specific information about her condition, the candidate attempts to persuade the
interviewer that her condition will not interfere with the job, if you weeething
manager how convincing would this argument be to you. For the last item, the means
ranged from 3.44 to 3.69 on a 5-point scale with 1 = very unconvincing and 5 = very
convincing.

In all cases, the conversation portion of the interview was filmed from tisé che
up so that the pregnancy was not visible and therefore all the interviews weialdent
(except for the case where the discussion is included). The same 10 structuvesinnt

guestions used in Study 1 were used here (See Appendix F).
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After reviewing the interview video, participants were asked to complete
guestionnaire that assessed their hiring ratings of the candidatd as wo#tler
perceptions of the candidate.

Dependent Measures

The primary dependent measure of interest was the hiring rating, whichadas
on the following 5-point scale:

5 — Yes, | would definitely hire this person. This person is an extremely good

candidate.

4 — Yes, | would hire this person with a few reservations.

3 — I'm not sure if | would hire this person.

2 — | don’t think 1 would hire this person although | might consider taking a look

at some additional information about her.

1 — No, I would definitely not hire this person. This person is not a good

candidate.

Participants were also asked to assess the candidate on a number of other
dimensions including qualifications and fit. Participants made ratings congénein
perceptions regarding the level of risk associated with hiring the applicadgragnt
about the likelihood of future or long-term absenteeism, a rating of interview
performance, as well as made an overall favorability rating ofpghbkcant. Additionally,
a four item scale measuring family interference with work (Burley, 1988)madified
for this study (see Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991). In order to assess fuffitremdi
perceptions of the candidates a number of individual characteristics, oyigisad in

Cunningham and Macan (2007), was rated (e.qg. reliable, intelligent, etc.) on a 1 (not
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characteristic) to 5 (very characteristic) scale. In addition t@ ttegmgs, there were also
a number of open ended items including a question that asked what stood out positively
or what the participant liked about the applicant, any concerns the participant had about
the applicant, and what other questions the participant would have liked to ask the
applicant.

Lastly, participants completed a brief demographic questionnaire theat sk
information regarding gender, race, age, whether they have children, and wiheyher
have any interviewing experience. See Appendix H for a copy of the meastirem
instrument.

Study 2 Results

See Table 6 for means, standard deviations and inter-correlations of the primary
hypothesized variable (hiring rating) with selected other variables oéstteAll of the
“positively oriented” variables show means above the midpoint (on the 5 point scale), as
should be expected given that the materials were designed such that theteahdidlal
be perceived as qualified, well suited for the job, etc. In addition, the variddaby ‘o
need immediate extended time off” was above the midpoint which makes sense given
that all of the conditions, with the exception of the control condition, contained a
disclosure or discussion of the applicant’s pregnancy which communicated, either
directly or indirectly, the need for time off at some point in the near futurellaBim
Study 1, the means for the variable “likely to miss work in the future on a regurri
basis” and “likely to quit” had means below the midpoint indicating that overall, even
though the applicant would need time off, the participants didn’t indicate a strong

concern about future, recurring absences or the possibility of the candidatequit
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However, both of these variables were significantly correlated with timg hir
recommendation, indicating that the likelihood of future absanse.@2,p = .05) or
quitting (r = -.40,p = .01)may in fact impact the hiring recommendation. In study 1,
there was an almost zero correlation between “likely to need immegtateled time
off” and “qualified” indicating that participants were able to separaie pleeceptions of
the applicants’ qualifications for the job from their awareness of the extezalezilbeing
requested. However, in this study there was a small, yet significaalatmn ¢ = .20,p
= .05) between those variables, indicating in this study there is some evidence of a
relationship between the rating of the candidate’s qualifications and thieddet of that
candidate needing immediate extended time off. However, there was anagatlve,
non-significant correlation between the hiring recommendation and the ratikglpto
need time off(=-.16,p = ns). Although there might be a relationship with needing time
off and qualifications, it may not impact hiring decisions. This appears to be further
supported by the fact that qualifications have only a small, yet significangjation
with hiring decisioni( = .20,p = .05).
Manipulation Checks

This study originally included 144 participants, but 16 participants had to be
deleted from the data due to failing one or more of the study manipulations. There was
one participant who failed to identify the applicant as pregnant. There were 3
participants who were in a “discussion” condition (i.e. applicant clearlydssaee would
need time off) who responded that the applicant did not request time off. An additional
10 were deleted because they were also in a discussion condition, but stated that the

candidate did not discuss her condition during the interview. Participants who were in a
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disclosure condition but failed to identify that the candidate disclosed her condition pri
to the interview were not deleted. This was a much more subtle manipulation (i.e. a note
on the recruiter screening sheet about a statement made during a phone calljvashere
no way of knowing, after the fact, if participants saw the note on the recruitérisintee
did not consider that as a disclosure (possibly because it was made to ther r@oduitet
the hiring manager). In addition, it is possible that some in a non-disclosure condition
confused the discussion during the interview as a disclosure. Lastly, doreddito
participants were deleted because they responded that they did not think thefoequest
time off was a reasonable request. As in study 1, if there had been a largler theat
responded this way, | would have checked my analyses to verify if the inclusioneof thes
participants impacted the study findings. Study 1 showed that there veaisrigtict of
participants that responded this way; however it did affect some findings ptieemgifzen
that were only two participants in this study that responded this way, it was most
conservative to just delete them prior to conducting the analyses.

Lastly, it was once again verified that the job of computer programmer was
perceived as neutrally sex-typed € 3.13,SD=.38).
Analysis

| analyzed the dependent variables of interest using between-subj@x®s 2x
factorial ANOVASs. | examined each main effect and all possible 2 and 3-way
interactions. Each of the hypotheses was based on specific 2 and 3-wayiomgrac
The overall 2x2x2 analysis for each dependent variable revealed if eacheof the

interactions of interest were significant.
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Hypothesis 1:

Hypothesis 1 was examined based on the results of the 2 (pregnancy) x 2
(disclosure) interaction of the between-subjects factorial ANOVA. @onto the
hypothesis, analyses indicated that there was not a significant fitteraetween
showing and disclosuré&(1, 120) = .29p = .59, °= .002), indicating that a candidate
did not receive significantly different hiring ratings whether a canglisigregnancy was
visibly showing (disclosedvl = 4.09,SD = .78; did not disclosévl = 3.81,SD=.78) or
not showing (disclosedM = 4.15,SD = .62; did not disclosél = 3.75,SD= 1.01) and
if she disclosed her pregnancy upfront or not.

Although the hypothesis was not confirmed for hiring rating, there were a number
of individual characteristics on which each candidate was rated that did show a
significant interaction between showing and disclosure, including: friendsgutiae,
forceful, aggressive, dominant, assertive, controlling, and likely to need immediate
extended time off (see Table 10).

Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 2 was examined based on the results of the 2 (pregnancy) x 2
(discussion) interaction of the between-subjects factorial ANOVA. Quritahe
hypothesis, analyses indicated that there was not a significant irderaetiveen the
pregnancy showing and discussifiil, 120) = .001p = .97,7°= .00), indicating no
statistically significant difference in hiring ratings for a cantkdahose pregnancy was
visibly showing (discussed = 3.91,SD = .77; did not discus$1 = 4.00,SD = .82) or
not showing (discussedvl = 3.97,SD = .87; did not discus®/ = 3.97,SD= .82) and if

she discussed her pregnancy during the interview or not.
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Although the hypothesis was not confirmed for hiring rating, there were a number
of individual characteristics on which each candidate was rated that did show a
significant interaction between showing and discussion, including: matureJdlexib
affectionate, gentle, demonstrates leadership ability, demonstrai@svei emotionally
stable, assertive, likely to require assistance, likely to need immediateded time off,
and helpful (see Table 11).

Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 3 was examined based on the results of the 2 (pregnancy) x 2 (disclosure)

x 2 (discussion) interaction of the between-subjects factorial ANOVA. Ggnitrdhe
hypothesis, analyses indicated that there was not a significant irderaetween

showing, disclosure and discussié(, 120) = 1.25p = .27, 7°= .01) with regard to the

hiring rating.
SHOWING
Disclosed Did not Disclose
. M =4.00,SD= .91 M = 3.80,SD= .56
Discussed

(hyp. @), (hyp. c)

(hyp. b), (hyp. c)

Did not Discuss

M =4.18,SD= .64
(hyp. a)

M = 3.82,SD= .95
(hyp. b)

NOT SHOWING

Disclosed

Did not Disclose

Discussed

M =4.22,SD= .43
(hyp. f), (hyp. d)

M =3.55,SD=1.21
(hyp. e), (hyp. f)

Did not Discuss

M = 4.07,SD= .80
(hyp. d)

M =3.88,SD= .86
(hyp. e)

In addition to the 2x2x2 ANOVA, | examined all possible contrasts usingst-test
There was one contrast approaching significance within the Not Showing condition, f

those who discussed between those who discldded4.22,SD = .43) and those who
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did not discloseM = 3.55,SD=1.21),t(11.54) = 1.78p = .10,d = .79 (note that the t-

test would have been significant had equal variances been as${ZWigd,2.18p =

.04). This indicates that for pregnant applicants whose pregnancy is not visibly ghowin
who choose to discuss their condition, it is better to have disclosed it upfront as well
rather than not disclosing it upfront.

Although the hypotheses were not confirmed for hiring rating, there were a
number of individual characteristics on which each candidate was rated that did show a
significant 3-way interaction between showing, disclosure and discussion, including
friendly, assertive, and likely to need immediate extended time off (see I3ble
Additional Analyses

All main effects and other 2-way interaction for hiring decision wereneed
for the 2x2x2 ANOVA analyses. There was not a significant interaction betwee
discussion and disclosuFé¢1, 120) = .35p = .56, °= .003, indicating that there was not
a mean difference between whether a candidate disclosed her pregnsouss@tiM =
4.11,SD=.71; did not discus$ = 4.12,SD=.71) or did not disclose her pregnancy
(discussed:M = 3.69,SD = .88; did not discus#41 = 3.85,SD = .89) and if she discussed
her pregnancy during the interview or not with regard to hiring ratings receiMeere
were a number of individual characteristics on which each candidate washattdid
show a significant interaction between disclosure and discussion, includingyhealth
nurturing, and likely to need immediate extended time off (see Table 12).

There was not a significant main effect for showi(,, 120) = .02p = .89,7°=
.00; indicating that there was not a difference in hiring rating between thelaendi

whose pregnancy was showing € 3.96,SD = .79) compared to the candidate who was
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not showing M = 3.97,SD= .84). See Table 7 for additional characteristics that did
show a significant main effect between showing and not showing, including: well-
spoken, professional appearance, mature, disciplined, feminine, creative, able
supervise, physically limited, demonstrates leadership ability, demimssimnéiative,
aggressive, likely to miss work in the future on a recurring basis, nurturing, tikkel
require assistance, sociable, likely to need immediate extended timedo$iiecessful.

There was also not a significant main effect for discussin,120) = .44p =
51, 772: .004; indicating that there was not a difference in hiring rating between the
candidate who discussed the pregnancy during the interilew3.94,SD = .81) and the
candidate that did not discudd € 3.98,SD=.81). See Table 9 for additional
characteristics that did show a significant main effect between disowasil no
discussion.

There was one significant finding, for the main effect of disclost(fe,120) =
6.02,p = .02, 7° = .05; indicating that there was a significant difference in hiring rating
between the candidate who disclosed the pregnancy before attendingrthevinfd =
4.12,SD=.70) and the candidate who did nigt £ 3.78,SD = .89), with more favorable
hiring ratings given to the candidate who disclosed. See Table 8 for additional individua
characteristics that showed a significant difference between dischrsaireon-
disclosure.

In addition to hiring rating, a number of other related variables of interest wer
analyzed including fit with the job, interview performance, qualificationd, sugted for

the job, risk, and an overall rating. Significant findings include the following:
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For the item “Rate how well the candidate fits with the job” there was a
significant main effect for disclosurg(1, 120) = 9.05p = .003,7°= .07, such that those
who disclosed received higher (i.e. better) fit ratings=(4.26,SD = .56) compared to
those who did not disclos#(= 3.87,SD=.87). For the item “How did the applicant
perform during the interview” there was a significant main effect fegmpancyf(1,

119) = 5.52p = .02, 7*= .04, such that those who were showilb=4.18,SD= .78)
received significantly higher (i.e. better) interview performanceesccompared to those
who were not showingM = 3.89,SD=.78). There was also a significant main effect for
disclosureF(1, 119) = 4.67p = .03, 7°= .04, such that those who disclosbti% 4.18,
SD=.76) received significantly higher interview performance scorepaed to those
who did not discloseM = 3.88,SD = .80). Lastly, for the interview performance
variable, the 3-way interaction was approaching significafde,119) = 3.52p = .06,
n°=.03. For the similar item “Overall, | would evaluate this applicant favpitzdsed

on what was said in the interview” the interaction between showing and discussion wa
approaching significanc&(1, 120) = 3.70p = .06,772= .03.

For the item “I would evaluate this applicant’s qualifications for this position
favorably” there was a significant main effect for disclosk(é, 120) = 7.43p = .007,
1° = .06, such that those who disclosed £ 4.32,SD= .61) received significantly
higher (i.e. better) ratings compared to those who did not dis®#se4(05,SD = .68).
For this variable, the 3-way interaction was also signifidait, 120) = 7.21p = .008,
n°=.06. For the item “| feel this candidate would be well suited for the job” theseaw
significant main effect for disclosurg(1, 120) = 7.03p = .009,7 = .06, such that those

who disclosedN!l = 4.25,SD = .76) received significantly higher (i.e. better) ratings
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compared to those who did not discloskx 3.85,SD=.90). For the item that stated
“Based on everything you know about this job and this candidate, as the hiring manager,
rate the amount of risk you think you would be taking if you offered this candidate the
job” there were no significant main effects or interactions. For the itexa€@on all the
information, please provide an Overall Rating of the candidate” there wasfecargni

main effect for disclosurds(1, 120) = 6.82p = .01, 7°= .05, such that those who

disclosed received higher (i.e. better) overall ratings(4.15,SD = .63) compared to

those who did not disclos#(= 3.85,SD=.73).

All participants were asked how appropriate it is for a mother to take mgternit
leave and for a father to take paternity leave. The response scale rangéd=frery
inappropriate to 5 = very appropriate. In addition, participants were asked, in their
opinion, what the appropriate amount of time off is for both maternity and paternity
leave. Across all participants maternity leave was rated as pprymiate i1 = 4.58,
SD=.88) and paternity leave was rated closer to the mid rating of neither apieropria
inappropriate 1 = 3.46,SD= 1.30). The average amount of time off viewed as
appropriate for maternity leave was around two and a half mdviths2(66,SD= 2.96)
ranging from two weeks to two years. The average amount of time off viewed a
appropriate for paternity leave was around one mavith {.06,SD= 1.24) ranging
from no time off to 9 months. There were not significant main effects for comgt=
.71, "= .04) or gendem(= .97, 7°= .00, nor a significant interactiop € .35,7°= .07)
for the maternity leave item. There were not a significant main effect®ndition p =
.27, 7*= .07) or a significant interactiop € .67, 7° = .04) for the paternity leave item.

Similar to Study 1, there was a significant main effect for gender for teenfig leave
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item, F(1, 111) = 4.22p = .04, 7°= .04; with the males\ = 3.13,SD= 1.33) giving

lower ratings regarding the appropriateness of paternity leave compdhedfémales

(M =3.66,SD=1.24). A pair-wise comparison showed that maternity leave was viewed
as significantly more appropriate than paternity leg\t26) = 10.07p = .00.

There was a significant main effect for gender on the average score theros
four item @ = .88) scale measuring family interference with wéi(d,, 111) = 4.86p =
.03, 7*= .04 with males giving less favorable scofds<2.99,SD = .85) than females
(M =3.34,SD=.79). Higher scores indicate a more favorable rating (i.e. less family
interference with work).

In addition to the stated hypotheses, this study also explored whether the hiring
rating of each applicant differed by gender of the participant. As stalest,gasearch
concerning pregnant applicants has found mixed findings with regard to gender
differences and therefore no formal hypotheses were presented. There aas not
significant main effect for conditiop & .30,7°= .07) or gendem(= .75,°= .00). The
interaction between condition and gender was approaching signifiégii¢cd,12) = 1.99,
p=.06,7"=.11.

Study 2 Discussion

We know from the research presented, primarily with physically disalbed jo
applicants, that the strategies of disclosure and discussion during the selectss proc
may be effective at reducing potential bias. This study extended the ideagfhes
strategies of disclosure and discussion during the selection process to pregnant job

applicants.
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In terms of the hiring recommendation, it was expected to be better &bk vi
showing pregnant candidate to disclose her pregnancy ahead of time while it would be
better for a pregnant applicant who was not visibly showing to not disclose hermmggna
ahead of time. This hypothesis was not supported by the data (perhaps due to a lack of
power), although the means were in the hypothesized direction for the showing condition

Although this hypothesis was not supported, there were a number of
characteristics that did show a significant difference betweerhetite pregnancy was
visibly showing or not and if a disclosure occurred (see Table 5 for a comgletdtlis
interesting to note that the pregnant applicant who was showing was ratgulifasasitly
more forceful and dominant if she disclosed than if she did not. Somewhat contrary to
that, the candidate who was not showing was rated as significantly ledslfarce
aggressive when she disclosed than when she did not.

The second hypothesis concerned discussion of a candidate’s pregnancy during
the interview. Again, this hypothesis was not supported by the data, however treee we
number of individual characteristics that did show a significant relationshigéetw
whether the candidate’s pregnancy was visibly showing or not and if she distess
condition during the interview (see table 6). It is interesting to note thatrndelate
whose pregnancy was visibly showing was rated as significantly maieldél@nd self-
reliant when she did not discuss the pregnancy compared to when she did. The applicant
whose pregnancy was not visibly showing was rated significantly higher tomenaend
emotionally stable when she did discuss versus not.

Taken together, the results suggest that with regard to pregnant applicants, the

strategies of disclosure in isolation as well as discussion in isolationohée sufficient
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(at least as examined in this study) to impact the overall hiring ratiting ¢firing

manager. However, the means for disclosure were trending in the direction of the
hypotheses, indicating that for a visibly pregnant applicant it may be tettesclose the
pregnancy prior to the interview (after the interview has been scheduled)faviate
applicant whose pregnancy is not visibly showing, it is better to not disclose pher to t
interview. Given that the means were trending in the predicted direction, isiblpos

that with more power these hypotheses would have been significant. ¢ istalesting

to note that for the additional characteristics examined, there seemed to bénabme
contradictory findings based on whether the candidate’s pregnancy was \newing

or not. This indicates that the visibility of one’s pregnancy may have an impact on the
hiring manager’s perceptions of the disclosure and discussion. Future research should
further explore how these strategies are impacted by the degree of biilgywdithe
applicant’s condition.

Although examining disclosure and discussion in isolation is interesting, it is
perhaps more important to know the combined impact of both disclosure and discussion
together. Hypothesis three examined the three way interaction betweendiuaEss
pregnancy (showing or not), disclosure of the condition prior to the interview, and
discussion of the condition during the interview. Contrary to the hypothesis there was
not a significant 3-way interaction. Although the findings were not signific@me of
the means were trending in the hypothesized direction, specifically hypothese, and
f. Indicating that for a pregnant applicant who is visibly showing, it mayidpetisi
better to both disclose and discuss the pregnancy as opposed to not disclosing the

pregnancy upfront but then discussing it during the interview. Conversely, for an
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applicant who is pregnant, but not visibly showing, it may be better to not disclose or
discuss the pregnancy (in other words, making yourself equivalent to a non-pregnant
candidate) than it is to be pregnant, not showing and discuss your pregnancy during the
interview. However, according to the trending of hypothesis f (and the results of the
contrast tests which were approaching significance), it appears that gnggmancy is

not visibly showing and you do discuss it during the interview, it is to your benefit to
have already disclosed the pregnancy prior to the interview (note this hypptiiese

not significant, did have the greatest mean difference).

These trends support the overall theory that if your pregnancy is visiblyrghowi
it is likely to your benefit to be forthcoming about it during the selection psqbesh
disclosure and discussion). However, if your pregnancy is not visibly apparent, it is
likely to your benefit to not mention it during the hiring process, however if you do want
to be forthcoming, it is better to both disclose and discuss the pregnancy than to only
disclose or only discuss.

There were some other characteristics examined that did result in sigh8ic
way interactions, specifically for the variables friendly, assertive,ikely ko need
immediate extended time off (see table 8). Analyses showed that for theéatarvdnose
pregnancy was visibly showing and disclosed her pregnancy up front, she wasrated
more friendly if she did not discuss the pregnancy than if she did. While it is possible
that the candidate being more open may lead to her being perceived as mong friendl
perhaps the directness of the message could serve to have the opposite effect.

For the variable “likely to need immediate extended time off”, the candidate

whose pregnancy was not showing and did not disclose was rated as significantly more
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likely to need immediate extended time off if she discussed her pregnanch, yehi
would logically expect. Likewise, for the candidate’s who were not showing and did not
discuss their pregnancy during the interview, they were rated ascagtlf more likely
to need immediate extended time off if they disclosed their pregnancy than didhey
not. In essence this interaction tells us that if a candidate tells you sheedltime off,
either before or during an interview, she is more likely to rated as lixelged time off.
In addition to the stated hypotheses, a number of additional analyses were
conducted. With regard to significant main effects for “showing” (see @blanalyses
showed that the pregnant applicant who pregnancy was visibly showing received
significantly higher ratings on the following variables: well-spoken, psodes
appearance, mature, disciplined, creative, able to supervise, demonstratshileader
ability, and demonstrates initiative. In addition, the pregnant applicant whegeapicy
was visibly showing was perceived to have performed better during the emervi
Cunningham and Macan (2007) also found that the pregnant applicant in their study
received some significantly higher ratings on some of the positive agiblitis
possible that the hiring manager is giving higher ratings out of sympatthefpregnant
candidate or that the hiring manager is perhaps overly impressed givamdmate’'s
condition or in spite of the condition. In either case, future research should expéire
would cause a hiring manager to give more favorable characteristicsraiiagcandidate
who is visibly pregnant. The visibly showing pregnant applicant was also rated
significantly higher on the variables feminine, nurturing, physicallytéidh and likely to

miss work in the future on a recurring basis. These findings are consigtenle
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congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002) in that the visible pregnancy m&g the
stereotypical female gender role more salient.

The one significant main effect for hiring decision was with the disclosure
variable, such that those who disclosed received more favorable hiring ratingsredm
to those who did not disclose the pregnancy prior to the interview (regardless if showing
or not). In addition to hiring rating, other variables of interest that differed oloslise
(see table 8) included qualified, friendly, disciplined, dedicated, gentle, deateastr
initiative, demonstrates good work ethic, valuable, helpful, loyal, successfuhetent,
able to supervise, reliable, affectionate, demonstrates leadership abihtysiastic, and
self-reliant. Each of these variables were significant such that thelatadiho
disclosed received higher (i.e. more favorable) ratings. This is particulgsting,
especially in terms of the ratings of qualifications, given that the appsigeere all
exactly the same (with the exception of the manipulations of showing, disclosure a
discussion). In addition, the candidate that disclosed received higher “fit’satitigthe
job and well as higher interview performance scores. The candidate who disclosed als
received a higher rating for the statement “l| would evaluate this appsicardlifications
for this position favorably” as well as the statement “I feel this candvwdaidd be well
suited for the job” and “Based on all the information, please provide an overall o&tin
the candidate”. This is further evidence that it may be to a candidate’# bewuksclose
her condition prior to the job interview (but after the interview has been scheduled).

The findings regarding the appropriateness of maternity and paternity lesse w
consistent with study 1 such that maternity leave was rated as very ragerapd

paternity leave was rated as neither appropriate nor inappropriate éth gnang lower
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ratings regarding the appropriateness of paternity leave. This could be Heeédure
of the sample where most males are college aged students who have not experienced
parental leave of any sort (only 5 male participants were over the agerud 88lg 1
reported taking time off for family related reasons) or it could refleszicial standard
that perhaps it is less accepted for fathers to take time off to help wigiheofor a new
baby and perhaps males are more sensitive to that fact. Future resealdtisther
explore the current state of perceptions of the appropriateness of patangydr
fathers. Somewhat consistent with these findings is that the males inutlyigate
higher (i.e. worse) ratings on the family interference with work itemsatidig that they
may have more concerns than their female counterparts about how a pregnancy and
family obligations may interfere with one’s work.
Implications

Although the findings for the specific hypotheses related to hiring rating meer
confirmed, this study related to past research in that it showed that it igantgor
consider the combined effect of disclosure and discussion as well as to consitier whet
the condition under discussion is visibly apparent or could be concealed during the
selection process. Given the different trends in the data as well as the fiodiotfer
variables beyond hiring rating, the same strategies (disclosure and distdssnot
appear to be universally successful for an applicant who has a condition that & visibl
versus one that is not.

Significant findings and trends in this study did seem to center around disclosure.
The data suggests that it may be better to disclose one’s pregnaicyg (hefinterview

occurs, but after it is scheduled) if you are showing; however you may be seereas
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forceful. Additionally if your pregnancy is visibly showing it may be betibedisclose
and discuss and if your pregnancy is not visibly showing it may be better to da.neithe
The only significant main effect for hiring decision was around disclosure, fimdj¢hat
it may be beneficial to disclose one’s condition upfront regardless of how \esilolgnt
it is or not. Those who disclosed were also rated higher (i.e. better) regaréingell-
suitedness for the job as well as on qualifications and interview performanee. T
literature presented on disclosure is mixed with no clear evidence for nsiljgs
strategy. However, it is possible that a candidate receives more faveiatds because
they are perceived as more honest and forthcoming (not assessed in the fudgeas s
well as giving the hiring manager time to mentally adjust or prepatadaondition
prior to the interview. Given that the disclosure manipulation was rather subtlg in thi
study, the fact that there were findings centered around disclosure denesrtb@ait
may be one of the more salient factors that warrants further investigdtiercleiar that
more research is needed to not only define the construct of disclosure but to determine
when and for whom it will be most beneficial in the hiring context. It would also be
interesting to talk to actual hiring managers and find out anecdotally if thelyg \wrefer
a candidate to disclose or discuss or both in actual hiring situation. Would they welcome
the information or would it make them uncomfortable given the legal issues regardin
what is permissible to discuss during an interview?

There are a number of practical suggestions that can be garnered fresutte r
of this study. The first thing to note is that the best approach may differ based on
whether the applicant’s pregnancy is showing during the selection procese résigts

suggest that there are differences in how one is perceived based on the visibidity of th
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condition. In some cases, in fact, the same tactics result in almost oppasfaipas.
In general, however, although extremely cautious in making any recommendations,
would suggest that these data tend to support the idea that for a pregnant applicant, who
is not visibly showing during the selection process, she will likely have ther bett
reactions if she says nothing about the pregnancy. In other words, while it mmay see
deceitful, the pregnancy cannot be an issue during the selection process if thewetervi
is not aware of it. It is important to consider the fact that there may bedong
implications for the applicant if she gets the job and later the employemfiitdbe is in
fact pregnant. Those long-term issues are not addressed in this resdavaghafing
and Botsford (2009) advocate that it may be best to disclose your pregnancy to your
employer earlier rather than later, sometime after therhester has passed. If the
applicant feels compelled to inform the potential employer of her condition, eveghthou
she could conceal it, it appears to be better to both disclose it ahead of time asslitisc
during the interview than it is to only discuss. If the applicant is visibly shoskingg
the selection process, the results of this study seem to suggest differeat gtyain,
while cautious in not over interpreting the data, the best approach appears to be both to
disclose and discuss the condition. However, the data of this study seems to support that
if you examine disclosure and discussion in isolation that it is best to disclose one’s
condition.

With regard to the hiring manager, it is important to guard against all@aming
upfront disclosure of a condition to bias you with regard to the applicant and rexogniz
that while the disclosure may cause you to have further questions, the appéagant m

choose to not discuss it further during your face to face meeting. Likewdsegiidition
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is not disclosed prior to the interview, it is important for the interviewer to aiaint
composure and stay focused on the job related factors during the interview if the
condition becomes apparent upon meeting or is discussed for the first time during the
interview. While this particular research does not allow for specific re@mdations to
hiring managers it can still inform them that, even though perhaps outside of their
awareness, their judgments may be affected by whether they knew aboutti@mondi
before the interview and whether or not that condition was further discussed during the
interview. Future research may want to explore training for hiring mantgersould
help them in these types of disclosure or discussion situations, not just wrthtega
pregnancy, but any unexpected condition that an applicant may present. It may be
beneficial for this training to include what a hiring manager can and caskat
pregnant applicant in comparison to a disabled applicant and if there are any
differentiations under the current laws.

In addition to allowing for practical suggestions for pregnant job applicants, this
research adds to the current body of research by providing a clearer distintstiearbe
the concepts of disclosure and discussion. As previously discussed, much of the
literature on disclosure and discussion (or acknowledgment, as it is commentgdgf
does not adhere to any sort of standard definition of what a disclosure or discussion is or
when it takes place and therefore, there is much overlap and confusion between the
differences of these two concepts. In this study, | differentiated betiveaosure and
discussion based on both the timing of the dialogue as well as the content of theedialogu
By drawing a more clear distinction, it allows this research, asasdilture research that

may follow this structure, to more clearly determine the outcome of ushey eftthe
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approaches in isolation or in conjunction and therefore allows for more clear conclusions
and practical advice to be given.
Limitations and Additional Directions for Future Research

While the results of this study may have practical applications for pregna
applicants, there are several limitations to the study design. A hypatheiieo-taped
interview was used. Although every effort was made to make the selectionsesnar
realistic as possible, future research would be well served to verify thdsegg using
face-to-face interactions. In addition, the decision-makers in this steidy/university
students. While perhaps not an ideal representation of actual hiring mattegjersork
and interview experience was assessed. Eighty percent of the samplephased, a
little less than half of which was full time. A little less than half the sarhptl some to a
great deal of interviewing experience.

There are a number of issues presented in this study that future research could
explore further. For example, one potential issue is how far along the cansligiatied
time of the interview. For the purposes of this study, the candidate wasnether
showing (3 months pregnant) or showing (viewed to be approximately 7 months
pregnant). It would be interesting to explore further if the hiring managersgbiens
changed based on how far along the candidate is or is perceived to be duringtima sele
process. For example, would a woman who is 5 months along be perceived differently
from a woman who is 6 months along, compared to a woman who is 7 months along, and
so forth? In other words is there some sort of “threshold” at which the pregnancy begins
to be viewed differently? This issue is compounded by the fact that many women don’t

actually start “showing” until later in their pregnancy, which means tHassithey
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informed the employer ahead of time, it may be possible to conceal a pregnancy upfront
to increase one’s chance of gaining employment. While the hiring manpgeréption

of how far along a pregnant job applicant is may allow them to determine how mech tim
on the job that person will have before taking leave, there is no guarantee that that
applicant will be able to work right up to the end of her pregnancy, which may bause t
hiring manager to have concerns regardless of how far along she is.

Another issue is that in this study the discussion took place at the beginning of the
interview. In order to not overcomplicate things, the timing of the discussion was not
manipulated. A few other studies have examined the notion of timing and in general
found that discussions toward the beginning of the interaction tend to lead to more
favorable outcomes. Future research will want to more thoroughly investigsitae¢he
effect by manipulating when the discussion takes place and examiningeitiettedt has
on the decision-makers perceptions and judgments.

In addition to the timing of the discussion, the content of the discussion could be
explored further as well. The content of the discussion in this study included both
general information about her condition as well as more defensive informateorn tae
combat potential negative stereotypes associated with the condition. Tadirstttime
that a discussion of this kind, relating specifically to pregnancy, has beemegami
Future research should more clearly isolate the different types of contedérrtamr
determine the specific effect each has on the outcomes. In addition, reseaich coul
examine what effect having a discussion about the conglitionto the interview has on

the interview outcome as well as determining how far in advance is most @@nefic
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The level of position applied for in this study was relatively low level. It would
be interesting for future research to determine if level of position would medkeat
results. It is possible that hiring managers may have less risk concemusngga
applicant interviewing for a higher level position with a proven track record. On the
other hand, it is possible that the risk perceptions could be amplified for a higher level
position where the absence of the employee would perhaps cause an even largger hardshi
than at a lower level position.

A number of cognitive theories were presented to show potential reasons why the
strategies of disclosure and discussion could be both beneficial and harmful. Tok goal
this research was not to understand the specific cognitive processes involved but to
determine how the strategies affected the decision-makers judgmdmsapiplicant.

Future research may want to explore further the cognitive mechanisntadbythese
effects occur.

It is also important to point out that given the methodology of this study, the
results may not generalize to applicants who disclose before an intervigvedsiked or
who discuss their condition at a different time during the interview or using differe
content. Again, this indicates the need to extend this line of research so that more
specific applications of these suggested approaches can be made.

Overall Conclusion

Pregnancy and its impact in the workplace is a generally underexpleeedfar
research, in spite of the fact that pregnancy discrimination charges @reialiyon the
rise. Taken together these two studies attempt to further identify whatantxipute to

potential discrimination against a pregnant job applicant as well as whredraapt job
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applicant may be able to do to combat any potential discrimination. The first shety a
to determine if absenteeism may be a primary concern with regard to mrgzma
applicants by comparing a pregnant job applicant to other job applicants who also
requested time off for other reasons. The results showed that the only significant
differences in terms of hiring and risk ratings were between any apphdh a time off
request, regardless of reason, and the control applicant and this was in spite of the
candidates being viewed as qualified, a good fit for the job and performingwied i
interview. This study suggests that absenteeism may be a primary cardarmg
managers and that may be driving lowered hiring ratings and not perhaps gesdgr bi
pregnancy stigmas.

The second study aimed to determine how the strategies of disclosure and
discussion may be useful for a pregnant applicant during the selection process. Results
suggest that what may be a useful strategy for an applicant whose preignawtcy
visibly showing may be different from an applicant whose pregnancy is vaiblying.
The data suggest that for a visibly showing pregnant applicant, it may ee(beterms
of hiring ratings) to both disclose and discuss rather than simply discussing alone
However, for an applicant whose pregnancy is not visibly evident it is better to not
disclose or discuss the pregnancy rather than discussing alone. However, if, as a
pregnant applicant who is not visibly showing, you desire to be more forthcoming and
discuss, then it is better to also disclose and discuss than simply discuss alene. Thi
research shows that the same strategies may not be universally sud¢oesdiful
stigmatized candidates and that the appropriateness of an approach may depend on

whether the condition is visibly apparent or not during the selection process.
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Lastly, it is important to recognize that while great strides have beenimade
protecting pregnant women'’s rights in the workplace, including anti-distiron laws,
legislation may not be enough. As Dovidio and Hebl (2005) state “Although changes in
laws and norms may be effective at limiting overt forms of personal migeiion,
negative stereotypes and attitudes can still operate indirectly,dompe, by biasing
perceptions of attributes or credentials, by influencing decisions itigitaan which
discrimination would not be obvious, or by producing “backlash” to members of
protected groups”. Future research should examine these more subtle forms of
discrimination. In addition, future research may want to also examine ififsess are
unique to the United States. It is possible that the issues of pregnhancy digtoim)i
family related absenteeism requests, the benefits of discussion and disdtsweuld
be less of an issue worth exploring empirically in other countries that havdipeoad
laws and policies with regard to workplace benefits such as maternity andtgdéave.

In general when people think about potential discrimination that could happen
during the selection process, pregnancy discrimination is not likely one ofghihiiigs
that come to mind. Even though coming face to face with a pregnant applicant may be
the exception rather than the norm, there is legal as well as a growingfedpirical
evidence to suggest that this is a relevant and important issue. Wilson (200%)nstate
The Handbook of Women, Psychology, and the Law, that pregnancy discrimination is
best seen as part of a larger pattern of discrimination. This study is antehgatadb

better understand these issues and help women who may face these challenges.
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Table 1 (Study 1)
Means, Standard Deviations and Inter-Correlations of Hypothesized Study Variables and Selecteidyhéariables
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Recommend for hire 3.85 .90 - - - - - - - - -
o, Overallrating of 381 69 757 - : : : : : : - : :
candidate
3. Qualified 4.38 .70 A% A4+ - - - - - - - - -
Evaluate
4. qualifications 4.03 .70 58** .60** S+ - - - - - - - -
favorably
5. Fit with job 3.87 .75 B8*F  75* AQRx GG - - - - - - -
6.  Well suited for job 3.82 .78 T3 T5RE ATR GBR* 75 - - - - - -
7. Interview 3.89 76 5O% B4 43% 52v BIM GO - - - - -
Performance
Likely to need
8. immediate extended  3.99 1.47  -35%  -26* .05 -13  -20%  -22%  -1% - - - -
time off
Likely to miss work
9. inthe future on a 2.75 1.33  -37% -25% .05 @ -23% -20% -21*  17*  50* - - -
recurring basis
10. Likely to quit 2.15 .98 SABFE L 42% L Q0% 40% - 42%% S A4%F S 440 1% 37 - -
11. Risk 3.21 .85 A9k ABRE QTR AQY 4% AT 35% S 24% Q0% L DGw -
1p, Familyinterference 5,5 g5 e a1e g 34 3pe 37m 34 4B 55 330 30
with work
* p<.05

** p<.01level



Table 2 (Study 1)

Pregnancy and Employment Interviews

Inter-Correlations regarding the legitimacy of the requested absence and the favodiiieycandidate

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Recommend for hire 3.85 .90 - - - - - - -
Overgll rating of 381 69 75 i i i i _ i
candidate
Evaluate
qualifications 4.03 .70 58** .60** - - - - -
favorably
Well suited for job 3.82 .78 T3 75%* .68** - - - -
Evaluate favorably 5 5, 79 g 5om  BEm gam - - -
based on interview
Wasthisareasonable gy 37 2e% 24 16+ 260 277 - -
request?

Was the amount of
time requested .62 .49 21* 23 .16* .16 14 Nl -
reasonable?

* p<.05

** p< .01 level

%indicates a dichotomous variable with 1 = yes and 0 = no
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Table 3 (Study 1)

Significant main effects for condition on hypothesized variables and individual applicant chataster

Post Hoc Tests (Tukey HSD)

) Control Pregnant Adopt Spouse Male Differences
Variable F df p Eta2| M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) Post Hoc
Hiring Rating 538 4201 .00 .10  4.36(65)  3.80[.84 3.62(.94)  3.64(93)  2.82(1.04) , Control& Pregnant,

Adopting, Spouse, Male

Control & Pregnant,

430 4175 .002 .09 | 4.36(.65  3.80(.84)  3.73(.88)  3.77(.90)  3.91(.82) Adopting, Spouse

Control & Pregnant,
Risk Rating 425 4200 .001 .08 3.62(.96) 2.93(.65) 3.03(.80) 3.15(.74) 3.28(.93) Adopting, Spouse, Male
Pregnant & Male*

Control & Pregnant,
Adopting

410 4,174 .001  .09| 3.64(.12)  2.95(.14)  3.09(.84)  3.33(.16)  3.44(.16) Pregnant & Male

Pregnant & Spouse*

Control & Spouse
Dependable 3.29 4,198 .01 .06 4.20(.67) 3.77(.74) .97(B7) 3.48(1.04) 3.90(.94) .

Adopting & Spouse*
Control & Spouse, Pregnant
2.48 4171 .05 .06 4.20(.67) 3.77(.74) 4.03(.90) 57@.10) 4.03(.91) Spouse & Adopting

Spouse & Male*

Control & Spouse,
Flexible 702 4201 .00 12 4.02(.69) 3.24(.86)  2B3W) 3.12(1.02)  3.51(1.10) Pregnant, Adopting
Control & Male*




Committed

Feminine

Masculine

Reliable

Physically
Limited

6.12

2.74

Approaching significance, see

50.12

35.56

30.74

21.94

4.08

3.03

13.16

11.77

4,174

4,202

below

4,202

4,175

4,202

4,175

4,200

4,173

4,201

4,174

.00

.03

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.02

.00

.00

12

44

.33

.07

21

21

.05

.5(

.38

.08

4.02(.69)

4.38(.68)

3.87(.79)

3.87(.79)

1.82(.89)

1.82(.89)

4.00(.83)

4.00(.83)

1.60(.96)

1.60(.96)

3.24(.86)

4.04(.67)

4.20(.76)

4.20(.76)

1.69(.93)

1.69(.93)

3.66(.75)

3.66(.75)

3.11(1.33)

3.11(1.33)
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3.18(.88) 27@394)

83@78)  3.86(1.00)

75674)  3.71(1.02)

3.73(.76) 3.77(1.04)

92092)  1.98(1.12)

1.94(.93) 2.03(1.16)

846D) 3.44(.81)

4.12(.74) .55@83)

1.50(.88) 1.67(1.12)

1.58(.94) 1.60(1.04)

3.58(1.09)

4.00(.78)

1.72(.91)

1.81(.97)

3.80(.79)

3.78(.75)

3.70(.79)

3.81(.78)

1.60(1.08)

1.69(1.15)

Control & Spouse,
Pregnant, Adopting, Male

Control & Spouse, Atitugp

Male & Control, Pregnant,
Adopting, Spouse

Male & Control, Pregnant,
Adopting, Souse

Male & Control, Pregnant,
Adopting, Spouse

Male & Control, Pregnant,
Adopting, Spouse

Spouse & Control, Adogti

Control & Spouse, Pregnant
Spouse & Adopting
Adopting & Pregnant

Pregnant & Control, Adopt,
Spouse, Male

Pregnant & Control, Adopt,
Spouse, Male



Likely to Miss
Work

Nurturing

Hard Working

Likely to Need
Immediate
Extended Time
Off

Independent

15.58 4,202 .00

14.36 4,175 .00

4.68 4,201 .00

5.04 4,174 .00

3.42 4,202 .01

2.90 4,175 .02

80.48 4,202 .00

75.94 4,175 .00

3.24 4,201 .01

Approaching significance

.24

.25

.09

.10

.06

.61

.63

.06

2.93(1.31)3.24(1.21)

2.85(1.28 3.10(1.21)

4.20(.79) 4.10(.59)

4.55(.97) 4.50(1.04)

~

5 4.02(.87) 4.50(.56)
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Control & Pregnant,

2:82(1.04) " Adopting, Spouse, Male

Control & Pregnant,
2.72(.96) Adopting, Spouse, Male

Pregnant & Male

Pregnant & Control, Adopt,

2.87(1.13) Spouse, Male

Pregnant & Control, Adopt,
Spouse, Male

2.81(1.14) Adopting & Control
Spouse & Control
3.85(.77) Control & Male

Male & Control, Adopting
3.88(.83) Control & Spouse, Pregnant
Pregnant & Male

Control & Pregnant,

458(90) Adop“ng, Spouse, Male
Control & Pregnant,

4.53(.98) Adopting, Spouse, Male

4.42(.84) Pregnant & Adopting
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Self Sufficient 2.41 4,201 .05 .05 4.36(.65) 3.96]. 4.18(.64) 4.07(.89) 4.32(.80) Pregnant & Control*
Approaching significance
Likely to Quit 3.19 4,202 .01 .06 1.78(.74) 2.27Q). 2.22(1.07) 2.48(1.04) 2.05(.90) Control & Spus

No longer significant

- Adopting & Control
elisutedfor 587 4201 02 05| 411(65)  391(79)  356(72) 69G87)  3.72(75) Ping
the Jo Control & Spouse*

Approaching significance

Male & Spouse, Adopting

. Male & Adopting

Aggressive 291 4,175 .02 .0§ 2.69(1.02) 2.47(1.16)3.09(1.04) 2.93(1.20) 2.31(1.28) i
Pregnant & Adopting

Male & Control*

Characteristics approaching significance:

Control & Spouse, Adopting

Overall Rating*  2.01 4,201 1.00 .04 4.04(.56) 3.84(.64) 3.67(.69) .67@65) 3.77(.84) )
Spouse & Adopting

. Control & Spouse,
Committed* 223 4,175 .07 .05 4.38(.68) 4.04(.67) 3.91(.77) 87@.04) 4.12(.71) Adopting, Pregnant

Male & Control, Spouse,

Gentle* 2.26 4,175 .06 .05 3.27(.84) 3.33(.85) 3.12(.78) 10@..09) 2.75(1.08) Pregnant
Male & Adopting*
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Pregnant & Control,
Independent* 2.26 4,174 .06 .05 4.38(.75) 4.02(.87) 4.42(.56) 31466) 4.31(.90) Adopting, Male
Pregnant & Spouse*

- Pregnant & Control, Male
Self-Sufficient* 2.34 4,174 .06 .05 4.36(.65) 3.96(.71) 4.19(.64) 07498) 4.34(.87)
Male & Spouse*

Adopting & Control
Well-Suited* 2.34 4,174 .06 .05 4.11(.65) 3.91(.79) 3.59(.76)  90@76) 3.81(.64) Control & Male*
Spouse & Adopting*

* approaching significance, p < .10

Note. Blue text shows findings based on the sawifiiethe 27 participants who did not view the tiaferequest as reasonable removed.



Table 4 (Study 1)
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Significant gender differences on hypothesized variables and individual applicant

characteristics

Male Female
Variable F df p Eta2
Hiring Rating 1.68 1,201 .20 .008 3.97(.81) 3.77(.94)
154 1175 .22 009 | 4.06(73)  3.86(.89)
Risk Rating 300 1200 .09 .02  3.36(8l)  3.11(87)
348 1174 .06 .02 | 3.44(80)  3.17(.88)
Forceful 538 1202 .02 .03 276(119)  3.10(1.08)
501 1,175 .03  .03| 274(1.18)  3.06(1.05)
E:;]jz?ssgizteAsbility 1331 1,200 .00 .06| 3.10(87)  3.60(.93)
1346 1173 .00 07| 3.13(89)  3.65(91)
Demonstrates Initiative 5.15 1,201 .02 .0 3.69(.82 3.93(.81)
569 1174 .02  .03| 3.72(81)  3.95(.79)
Dominant 496 1202 .03 .02  3.13(97)  3.45(1.02)
542 1175 .02 .03 3.12(97)  3.44(1.00)
Demonstrates Good 395 1500 05 02| 3.88(72)  4.08(.77)

Work Ethic
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6.51 1,175 .01 .04 3.91(.69) 4.15(.75)

Valuable 3.88 1,202 .05 .02 3.72(.70) 3.91(.77)
Approaching significance

Nurturing 6.12 1,201 .01  .03|  3.19(.95)  2.91(1.03)

4.01 1,174 .05 .02 3.21(.92)  2.97(1.02)

Hard Working 454 1,202 .03 .02 4.03(.72) 4.22(.70)

4.46 1,175 .04 .03 4.06(.73) 4.25(.69)

Mature 5.35 1,175 .02 .03 4.15(.76) 4.44(.70)
Able to Supervise 3.77 1,174 .05 .02 3.33(.82) 3EH
Cover work load 5.30 1,175 .02 .03 2.79(.80) 283)(.

Approaching significance

Mature* 3.46 1,202 .06 02|  4.15(.74) 4.38(.72)
Able to Supervise* 3.57 1,201 .06 .02 3.35(.81) 3.58(.89)
Ambitious* 2.92 1,202 .09 01| 3.88(.72) 4.08(.81)
Successful* 2.84 1,202 .09  .01|  3.90(.66) 4.06(.75)

Qualified* 3.67 1,174 .06 .02 4.26(.68) 4.47(.69)
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Physically Limited* 2.94 1,174 .09 .02 2.07(1.23) 1.91(1.29)
Intelligent* 2.93 1,174 .09 .02 4.21(.61) 4.35(.65)
Valuable* 3.51 1,175 .06 .02 3.76(.67) 3.97(.77)

*approaching significance, p < .10.
Note. Blue text shows findings based on the sawifethe 27 participants who did not view the tiafe
request as reasonable removed.
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Table 5 (Study 1)

Significant interactions between condition and gender on hypothesized variables and
individual applicant characteristics

Variable F df p Eta2
Hiring Rating 1.52 4,201 .20 .03
1.16 4,175 .33 .03
Risk Rating 40 4,200 81 .008
42 4,174 .79 .010
Committed 2.63 4,175 .04 .06

Likely to need immediate

extended time off 2.39 4,175 .05 .05

Interactions approaching significance:

Enthusiastic 2.03 4,202 .09 .04

No longer significant

Likely to need immediate

extended time off 2.28 4,202 .06 .04

*approaching significance, p < .10.
Note. Blue text shows findings based on the sawifiethe 27 participants who did not view the tiafe
request as reasonable removed.
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Table 6. (Study 2)
Means, Standard Deviations and Inter-Correlations of Hypothesized Study Variable and Select8tudih®iariables
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Recommend for hire 3.96 .81 - - - - - - - - - - -
o, Overallrating of 401 69 727 - : : : : : : - : :
candidate
3. Qualified 4.49 .65 .20% .38** - - - - - - - - -
Evaluate
4. qualifications 4.20 .65 A0** 52** A0** - - - - - - - -
favorably
5. Fit with job 4.08 .75 B5O%k 74% Bk g3k - - - - - - -
6.  Well suited for job 4.06 .85 T4¥ 76* 44 BgRx Q% - - - - - -
7. Interview 4.04 79 B8Y B8 4B A48 AT 70" - - - - -
Performance
Likely to need
8. immediate extended  3.85 1.43 -.16 -13 .20* -.14 -.03 -.08 -.01 - - - -
time off
Likely to miss work
9. in the future on a 291 1.41 -.22% -.15 -.03 -.22* -.10 -.22* -.07 *52 - - -
recurring basis
10. Likely to quit 2.09 1.06 -40** - 36%*  -34** 30** -41** -46%* -28* .18* .38** - -
11. Risk 3.35 72 .38** 31** -.03 27** 24** B3F 27 -.20* -.20* -.31** -
12, Familyinterference 5, 83 A5 250 11 27%  21%  21%  20%  -35% -32%  _33%  pm
with work
* p<.05

** p< .01 level



Table 7. (Study 2)

Significant main effect differences for “Showing” on individual applicant characteristics

Pregnancy and Employment Interviews

Not
Showing  Showing
Variable F df p Eta2 M (SD) M (SD)
Hiring Rating .02 1,120 .89 .00 3.96 (.79) 3.97 (.84)
Well-Spoken 10.15 1,120 .002 .08 4.54 (.66) 4.83)(
szess'o”a' 509 1,120 .03 04| 4.15(93)  3.77(84)
ppearance

Mature 7.94 1,120 .006 .06 4.55(.63) 4.20 (.87)
Disciplined 3.85 1,120 .05 .03 4.33 (.73) 4.08%).8
Feminine 8.93 1,120 .003 .07 4.37 (.80) 3.95 (.83)
Creative 5.95 1,120 .014 .05 3.78 (1.07) 3.36)(.91
Able to Supervise 4.35 1,118 .04 .04 3.82(.98) 4631.03)
Physically Limited 3476 1,118 .001 .23 3.30 (}.15 2.05 (1.16)
Demonstrates
Leadership Ability 4.66 1, 119 .03 .04 3.89 (.91) 3.52 (1.04)
Demonstrates Initiative 3.87 1,119 .05 .03 4.73). 3.87 (.96)
Aggressive 5.81 1,120 .02 .05 2.49 (1.16)  3.0R0(1.
Likely to miss work in
the future on a 8.0.3 1,119 .005 .06 3.24 (1.30) 2.57 (1.43)

recurring basis




Nurturing

Likely to Require
Assistance

Sociable

Likely to need
immediate extended
time off

Successful

Intelligent*

Assertive*

4.30

6.89

4.06

49.78

4.41

3.22

2.97

1,119

1,119

1,120

1,119

1,119

1,120

1,119
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.04

.01

.05

.001

.04

.08

.09

.04

.06

.30

.03

.02

.03

.04

3.59(.98)  3.18 (}.09

2.55(1.18)  2.05(.92)

3.85(1.06)  3.49 (1.04

452 (.88)  3.13(1.57)

436 (74)  41D(71

458 (61)  4.39(67)

3.97(82)  3.72(1.07)

*approaching significance, p < .10.
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Table 8. (Study 2)
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Significant main effect differences for “Disclosure” on individual applicant

characteristics
Did Not
Disclosed Disclose
Variable F df p Eta2 M (SD) M (SD)

Hiring Rating 6.02 1,120 .02 .05 4.12 (.70)  3.78(.89)
Qualified 10.18 1,119 .002 .08 4.66 (.56) 4.29).7
Friendly 5.55 1,120 .02 .04 4.31 (.89) 3.97 (.97)
Disciplined 5.04 1,120 .03 .04 4.35 (.79) 4.09Y.7
Dedicated 3.83 1,119 .05 .03 4.40 (.74) 4.14 (.75)
Gentle 10.12 1,119  .002 .08 3.78(.86)  3.27(1.00)
Demonstrates Initiative 6.17 1,119 .01 .06 4.20). 3.81(1.01)
\?V%T;’Efﬁzgtes Good 556 1,120 01  .05| 432(68)  3.98 (.83)
Valuable 11.51 1,119 .001 .09 4.32 (.70) 3.85 (.85)
Helpful 5.70 1,119 .02 .05 3.97 (.90) 3.59 (.85)
Loyal 5.60 1,119 .02 .05 3.96 (.95) 3.58 (.88)
Successful 6.94 1,119 .01 .04 4.40 (.69) 4.07) (.74
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Competent*

Able to Supervise*

Reliable*

Affectionate*

Demonstrates
Leadership Ability*

Enthusiastic*

Self-Reliant*

3.18

3.01

2.97

2.75

3.70

3.27

3.02

1,119

1,118

1,119

1,119

1,119

1,120

1,119
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.08

.09

.09

.10

.06

.07

.09

.03

.03

.03

.02

.03

.03

.030

4.44 (.68)

3.79 (1.01)

4.21 (.76)

3.40 (1.05)

3.88 (.94)

3.97 (.96)

4.34 (.75)

4.24 (.63)

3.47 (1.01)

3.98 (.75)

3.07 (.94)

3.53 (1.02)

3.65 (1.04)

4.10 (.78)

*approaching significance, p < .10.
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Table 9. (Study 2)

Significant main effect differences for “Discussion” on individual applicant
characteristics

Did Not
Discussed Discuss

M(SD) M (SD)

Variable F df p Eta2
Hiring Rating 44 1,120 51 .004 3.94 (.81) 3.91).
Physically Limited 5.11 1,118 .03 .04  2.92(1.23)2.50 (1.36)

Likely to miss work in
the future on a 12.07 1,119 .001 .09 3.31(1.30) 2.52 (1.40)
recurring basis

Likely to need
immediate extended 15.61 1,119 .001 A2 4.24 (1.08) 3.48 (1.62)
time off

Dependable* 3.29 1,120 .07 .03 3.95(.98) 4.21 (.76)

Gentle* 328 1,119 .07  .03| 3.40(91)  3.68(.99)

*approaching significance, p < .10.
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Table 10. (Study 2)

Significant interactions between Showing & Disclosure on individual applicant charaickerist

Showing Not Showing
Not Not
Disclosed Disclosed Disclosed Disclosed
Variable F df p Eta2 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Hiring Rating 29 1,120 .59  .002 4.09(.78) 3.81(.78) 4.15(.62) 3.75(1.01)
Friendly 4.38 1,120 .04 .04 4.26 (.92) 4.22 (°87) 4.36(.86)  3.68(1.02§°
Masculine 1041 1,117 .002 .08 2.26 (1116) 1.81 (.98) 1.75 (.98  2.50 (1.08
Forceful 12.33 1,120 .001 .09 3.40 (109) 2.72(1.2%8 2.48 (1.15) 3.29 (1.12)
Aggressive 6.28 1,120 .01 .05 2.74 (1.20) 2.22 (1.07)2.73 (1.26)  3.32 (1.063°
Dominant 4.28 1,118 .04 .04 3.71(103) 3.13(96) 3.15(1.28)  3.36 (1.06)
Assertive 6.06 1,119 .02 .05 4.11 (!83) 3.81(.79) 3.52 (1.20)  3.96 (.84)

Controlling 506 1,120 .03 .04 297 (115 2.75(1.19) 2.36(1.12) 3.11 (1.17)
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Likely to need _ .
immediate extended 12.71 1,119 .001 10 4.34 (1.08) 4.71(53) 3.70(1.36)" 2.46 (1.55)

time off

Likely to miss work
in the future on a 3.46 1,119 .07 .03 2.94 (1.28) 3.58 (1.26)° 2.73 (1.55) 2.32 (1.23)

recurring basis*

Likely to require

; ¢ 334 1,119 .07 .03  2.66(1.98) 2.42(1.06) 1.88(93)  2.25(.89)
assistance

*approaching significance, p < .10.
2~*indicate significant (p < .05) main effect diffees



Table 11. (Study 2)
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Significant interactions between Showing & Discussion on individual applicant characteristi

Showing Not Showing
Not
Discussed Discussed Discussed Not Discussed
Variable F df p Eta2 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Hiring Rating .001 1,120 .97 .00 3.91(.77) 4.00(.82) 3.97(.87) 3.97(.82)
Mature 4.30 1,120 .04 .04 4.52 (.67) 4.59 (.61) 4.48'(.63) 3.94 (.98)
Flexible 5.76 1,120 .02 .05 3.52(112) 4.06 (.89) 4.17 (.81) 3.88(.87)
Affectionate 8.59 1,119 .004 .07 3.03 (1.08) 3.55 (1.06)  3.48 [1.02)2.94 (.76}
Gentle 8.61 1,119 .004 .07 3.27 (1) 4.03 (.95) 3.55 (.91) 3.31 (.90)
Demonstrates
Leadership Ability 3.87 1,119 .05 .03 3.79 (.93) 4.00 (.90) 3.79 (.98) 3.28 (1.05)
Demonstrates 573 1,119 .02 .05 4.00 (.83) 4.33 (.69) 4.10 (.86) 3.66 (1.00)
Initiative
Emotionally Stable 5.34 1,120 .02 .04 3.91 (1.07) 4.21 (.77) 4.16 (.77)3.59 (.95)
Assertive 5.64 1,119 .02 .05 3.76 (75) 4.18(.855°  3.90(.90) 3.56 (1.19)



Likely to Require
Assistance

Likely to need
immediate extended
time off

Helpful

Well Spoken*

Professional
Appearance*

Feminine*

Creative*

Healthy*

Loyal*

Nurturing*

Self-Reliant*

7.33

11.18

6.41

3.09

3.45

3.70

3.03

3.16

2.91

3.24

2.79

1, 119

1,119

1,119

1,120

1,120

1,120

1,120

1,119

1,119

1,119

1,119

.008

.001

.01

.08

.07

.06

.08

.08

.09

.07

.10

.06

.09

.05

.03

.03

.03

.03

.03

.02

.03

.02

2.21 (.99)

458 (.71)

3.64 (.93)
4.45 (.67)
3.97 (.95)
4.12 (.93)
3.48 (1.95)
4.09 (.91)
3.64 (.93)
3.52 (.97)

4.12 (.78)
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2.88 (1.2799

4.45 (1.03)

4.15 (.875
4.62 (.65)
4.32 (.88)

4.62 (.55)

4.06 (.92

4.52 (.62)
4.03 (.92)
3.67 (.99)

4.52 (.67)

2.21 (.86)

1.91 (.98)

3.86 (1.307"  2.47 (1.50}"

3.86 (.64)

4.31 (.76)

3.86 (.69)

4.00 (.80)

3.41 (.91)

4.17 (.66)

3.86 (.88)

3.45 (1.12)

4.17 (.71)

3.53 (.98)

3.97 (.86)

3.69 (.97)

3.91 (.86)

3.31 (.93)

4.09 (.69)

3.59 (.98)

2.94 (1.01)

4.09 (.86)

*approaching significance, p < .10.
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&~ 9indicate significant (p < .05) main effect diffames



Table 12. (Study 2)
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Significant interactions between Disclosure & Discussion on individual applicant cleasdicts

Disclosed Not Disclosed
Not
Discussed Discussed Discussed Not Discussed
Variable F df p Eta2 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Hiring Rating 35 1,120 .56 .003 4.11 (.71) 4.12 (.71) 3.69 (.88) 3.85 (.89)
Healthy 4.86 1,119 .03 .04 431 (b7) 4.25(.76) 3.88 (.91) 4.36 (.60)
Nurturing 4.25 1,119 .04 .03 3.44 (1.05) 3.66 (1.15) 3.54 (1.03) 2.97 (.85)
Likely to need , _
immediate extended 5.25 1,119 .02 .04 4.17 (1.16) 3.87 (1)36) 4.35 (.98) 3.09 1.77%
time off
Affectionate* 2.96 1,119 .09 .02 3.25 (1.08) 3.56 (1%01) 3.23(1.07) 2.94 (.8%)
Gentle* 325 1,119 .07 .03 3.50 (.85) 4.09 (.78}  3.27 (1.00) 3.27 (1.01)
Dependent* 331 1,120 .07 .03 2.03(.88) 1.94(1.13) 1.58(64y  2.06 (.95
Likely to miss work
in the future on a 293 1,119 .09 .02 3.03(1.32) 2.63(1.50) 3.69(1.1%} 2.42(1.3%

recurring basis*
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*approaching significance, p < .10.
*lindicate significant (p < .05) main effect diffaes
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Table 13. (Study 2)

Significant interactions between Showing & Disclosure & Discussion on individual appticargcteristics

Showing Not Showing
Not Not
Disclosed Disclosed Disclosed Disclosed
Variable F df p Eta2 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Discussed 4.00 (.91) 3.80 (.56) 4.22 (.43) 3.55(1.21)

Hiring Rating 1.25 1,120 27 .01 Not

Discussed 418(64)  3.82(95)  4.07(80)  3.88(.86)

Discussed 3.89 (.96) 4.33(.82) 4.44 (.86) 3.45 (1.13)
Friendly 557 1,120 .02 .04 Not

Discussed 4.65 (.70} 4.12 (.93) 4.27 (.88) 3.82 (.95)

Discussed  3.72(.75) 3.80(.78) 4.00(.91) 3.73(.91)
Assertive 12.78 1,119 .001 .10

Not ,c 2.93
Discussed 453 (72y°  3.81(.83)c (1285 4.12 (.785

Likely to Discussed 4.56 (.78) 4.60 (63) 3.78(1.35) 4.00 (1727)

need

immediate 16.36 1,119 .001 12 Not

extended Discussed 4.12 (1.32) 4.81 (.40) 3.60 (1.40) 1.47 (.62)°

time off

Discussed 4.17 (.86) 4.27 (.71) 4.39 (.78) 3.82 (.75)
Disciplined* 290 1,120 .09 .02
Not 4.71 (.47) 4.18 (.73) 4.13 (.92) 3.88 (.93)
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Discussed

Discussed  4.22 (.73)  3.93(1.10) 4.39(61)  3.82(.60)

Healthy* 279 1,119 10 02 .,

Discussed 4.59 (.62) 4.44 (.63) 3.87 (.74) 4.29 (.59)

Discussed 3.88 (.93) 3.71 (.99) 3.67 (1.14) 3.27 (1.01)
Able to

Supervise* 272 1,118 .10 .02

Not

Discussed 4.24 (.90) 3.41(1.00) 3.33(.90) 3.47 (1.07)

Discussed 2.12 (.93) 2.00 (1.13) 2.00(1.06) 2.45 (1.29)
Masculine* 2.90 1,117 .09 .02 Not

Discussed 2.41 (1.37) 1.62 (.81) 1.47 (.64) 2.53 (.94)

Discussed 1.94 (.94) 1.60 (.63) 2.11 (.83) 1.55 (.69)
Dependent* 2.78 1,120 .10 .02

Not
Dicoeeoq 229(136)  200(87) 153(64)  2.12(L05)
Likely o Discussed ~ 2.11(96) 233 (L.05) 211 (.96)  2.36 (.67)
Eeq.“'tren 304 L1908 03 N 324 (1.35) 250(1.10) 1.60(.83)  2.18 (1.02)
ssistance Discussed

*approaching significance, p < .10.
*Yindicate significant (p < .05) main effect diffeces
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Appendices
Study t
A: Company and Position Information
B: “Target” Resume
C: “Decoy” Resumes
D: Resume Pilot Test Rating Form
E: Pre-Interview Resume Rating Form
F: Interview Script
G: “Time Off” Scripts

H: Measurement Instrument

Study 2:

I: Recruiter Pre-Screen Notes
E: Pre-Interview Resume Rating Form
F: Interview Script

J: Discussion Content Pilot Test Rating Form
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APPENDIX A

Job Description: Computer Programmer

Company Description:

General Job Description:

Education Requirements:
Experience Requirements:

Important Tasks Include:

Location:
Number of Employees:
Number of Programmers:

Training Provided:

Work Environment:

Provider of innovations for e-business, delivering solutions
to companies by integrating Web technology with existing
business processes. Company teams design and support
computer systems as well as install and support networks

To develop, write and maintain computer programs specific
to organizational needs and support associated networks

Bachelors degree in Computer Science or Related Field

Desired minimum of 2 - 4 years of work-related experience

Analyze computer programs or systems to identify errors
and ensure conformance to standards

Consult with staff and users to identify operating procedure
problems

Write documentation describing the operating procedures
of programs

Coordinate installation of computer programs and operating
systems

Review computer printouts to locate code problems
Modify programs to correct computer code errors
Support internal network and troubleshoot system errors

St. Louis, Missouri
230
10

All new programmers are provided with 3-weeks
of paid on-the-job training

Most work is assigned on a project basis and completed by
project teams of programmers

Minimal to no travel required for this position



OBJECTIVE

EDUCATION

EMPLOYMENT

SKILLS & ABILITIES
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APPENDIX B
Beth Wilson

To obtain a challenging full time computer programming position where
| can use my skills as a programmer to find solutions to business
problems and gain valuable experience

Bachelors Degree in Information Systems
University of Colorado (1999 — 2003)
Cumulative GPA: 3.68

Sci-Tech Computers (2004 — Present, Full Time)

Computer Programmer / Analyst
Responsibilities Include:

e Installing and supporting several computer systenefiiding
upgrading an Exchange Server from Exchange 2000 to
Exchange 2003

e  Writing programs to provide information to custosyer
including an email based application that autoradlficcends
a summary of monthly support calls

e Team leader for new data base creation and maimtena
Colorado-East Technology Inc(2002 — 2004, Full & Part Time)

Computer Help Desk Technician
Responsibilities Included:

e Helping customers with various computer hardwak an
software problems

e Working on a software development team

e Assisting with corporate web site update

e Received hands on training in HTML
Prudential Health (1998-2002, Part Time)

Insurance Sales Representative Assistant
Responsibilities Included:

e Completing paper work for new policies
e Following up on and documenting policy changes
e Various administrative tasks

Computer Languages C++, Java, Assembler, ML, Visual Basic
6.0, ORACLE, Open GL

Operating Systems  Win98, Win2000, WinME, WIinNT,
WinXP, Unix

Software Packages Microsoft Office Pro (2000 & XP), Sound
Forge 4.5, PhotoShop 6.0, Micrografix
Draw 6.0, Acid 3.0, SPSS

Web Development HTML, JavaScript, Dreamweaver 4.0

References available upon request
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APPENDIX C
Allison D. Schneider

161

Overview

| have 3 years of professional programming and database experience. | mave bee
working with the .NET Framework since it was in beta testing. | am seakpngject
management position.

Education

e B.S. Computer Science, Missouri State University, Springfield, MO; May 2004

GPA: 3.79, Minor in Mathematics
Technical Skills

> C/C++/C# > Windows XP

> Java > Microsoft Office

> VB6/VB.Net > SQL Server 2000/2005
> HTML » Oracle

> .NET 1.1/2.0/3.0 > ASP/ASP.NET

Professional Experience

2004 — Present, Automation & Control Concepts, Saint Louis, MO

Controls Programmer

Assisted in the development effort to create a plant floor monitoring system for a
Fortune 500 subsidiary that manufactures aluminum cans. My role focused on
designing the database model using C#, SQL Server, and Historian software to
store data.

I continue to help support and enhance the above system part-time.

I am currently on a team of developers for a quality control auditing system for
Nestle Purina Pet Care division.

2002 — 2004, Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc., Springfield, MO
Programmer Intern

I worked with a team to develop an energy trading system written in VB6
utilizing SQL Server 2000.

I worked on an application server that delivers real-time data to control
operators for charting and other analysis.

I was involved in various other projects for accounting, human resources, etc.
using VB6, VB.NET, C#, ASP.NET, and SQL Server 2000.

1999 — 2002, Timberline Aviation, Springfield, MO

Line Technician
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e [ fueled small to medium aircraft, jet and propeller driven at a small local airport.
I maintained all line equipment and managed fueling transactions.
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Megan Fleming

OBJECTIVE

To obtain a challenging full-time position in Information Technology that will utilize my
technical experience and training.

To add value through development, support and implementation of Information Technology
programs and initiatives to ensure top-quality technical support and service for end-users

TECHNICAL EXPERIENCE

Bachelors Degree in Computer Science from Texas State University, 2002

2 years experience troubleshooting hardware and software issues with
Transcription/Dictation devices for hospitals, Court recording equipment, and 911
emergency phone line recording systems

Proficient with the following software applications: Windows XP Pro, Microsoft Word 2003,
Dreamweaver MX, PC Anywhere, LaserFiche document imaging, DVI User Interface,
Fusion Voice, Fusion Text, Fusion Dictate, and Voicewave

Proficient in the following program languages: HTML, C, C++, Java, COBOL

TECHNICAL SUPPORT SPECIALIST, 2003 to Present
Healthcomm Incorporated

Designed, implemented, and maintained Healthcomm’s updated website, including web-
based support system and online survey system

1 of a group of 5 people that provides phone and onsite technical support for over 200
servers and 1000+ users

Helped create and manage Healthcomm’s personal knowledge database. The knowledge
database contains all white papers and troubleshooting techniques in one central location
for easy technician access.

Install and configure Digital Dictation systems for Hospitals on Windows XP Pro, 2000 and
Server 2003 Operating systems

Developed a plug-in written in C++ to integrate our dictation software with 3 party
applications

1ST ASSISTANT MANAGER, 2001 - 2003
Prints Plus

Sold artwork and assisted customers with custom matting and framing
Hired as Store Manager in training. Responsible for knowing the duties and
responsibilities of the Store Managers of all 5 stores in local area
Reorganized older store for better productivity

Responsible for making a weekly schedule for 5 employees
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APPENDIX D

Resume Pilot

Please take a few minutes to read over the attached job description and resume and
answer the following questions. Your responses are anonymous so please be completely
honest. Thanks for your participation!

Please rate the resume on the following characteristics:

Overall appearance:

164

Below Average Average Above Average
1 2 3 4 5

Readability:

Below Average Average Above Average
1 2 3 4 5

Clarity:

Below Average Average Above Average
1 2 3 4 5

Technical skills: (In relation to what is required for the job)

Below Average Average Above Average

1 2 3 4 5

Education: (In relation to what is required for the job)

Does not meet Meets Exceeds
Requirements Requirements Requirements
1 2 3 4 5

Work experience: (In relation to what is required for the job)

Does not meet Meets Exceeds
Requirements Requirements Requirements

1 2 3 4 5
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Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree
I would evaluate this applicant’s
qualifications for this position
favorably 1 2 3 4 5
I feel this candidate would be well
suited for the job 1 2 3 4 5
. Equally
Su::t:rble Suitable Suitable
for Men for Men
Women
Only and Only
Women
In my opinion the job of computer
programmer is: 1 2 3 4 5
Based on the information provided in the resume compared to the
information listed on the job requirements page, rate how qualified you think

this person is for this job:

Well Above Average Qualifications

Somewhat Above Average Qualifications

Average Qualifications

Somewhat Below Average Qualifications

=N W WU,

Well Below Average Qualifications

If you had to make a hiring decision based solely on comparing this
applicant’s resume to the job and company description, would you
recommend hiring this applicant for the position?

5 Yes, I would definitely hire this person. This person is an extremely good
candidate

4 Yes, I would hire this person with a few reservations

3 I'm not sure if I would hire this person

2 I don't think I would hire this person although I might consider taking a look
at some additional information about her

1 No, I would definitely not hire this person. This person is not a good
candidate.
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APPENDIX E

166

Based solely on the information you have reviewed so far
(Job Description and Resume)
please answer the following questions about the applicant

If you had to hire someone without performing an interview would you

recommend hiring this applicant for the position? Circle one of the following.

Yes, I would definitely hire this person. This person is an extremely good

3 candidate.

4 Yes, I would hire this person with a few reservations

3 I'm not sure if I would hire this person

2 I don't thi_n!< I wc_)uld hire_this person although I might consider taking a look at
some additional information about her

1 No, I would definitely not hire this person. This person is not a good candidate.

I would evaluate this applicant’s qualifications for this position favorably:

5 Strongly Agree

4 | Agree

3 | Neutral

2 | Disagree

1 | Strongly Disagree

I feel this candidate would be well suited for the job:

5 Strongly Agree

4 Agree

3 | Neutral

2 Disagree

1 | Strongly Disagree




Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 167

APPENDIX F
Interview Script

Opening Scene:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

Beth:

“Hi, you must be Beth Wilsor{shakes candidates hand)am Jake
Stevens. | am the hiring manager for the IT department and Il\v#
interviewing you today.”

“Hi, it's very nice to meet you”

“Please have a seat.{Interviewer should motion towards the chair)
“Did you have any problems finding the place?”

‘No, the directions were pretty clear and traffic wasn’t bad at all.”
“Good, | know this area can be tricky for people who aren’t familiar
with it. When | first started here | used to get turned aroundba I Is it

still gloomy outside or has it cleared up?”

“It's not too bad, just a little cloudy still. It's nice though, not too ho
and not too cold!”

“The weather can be so unpredictable around here sometimes, but |
guess | can’t complain, it really has been pretty nice lately. Heayn t
get you anything to drink before we get started?”
“No thanks, I'm fine.

“Ok, then, I guess we should go ahead and get started. You are here to
interview for the computer programmer job. | assume you've regieéw
the job description material that the recruiter sent you?

“Yes, | have reviewed all of it.”

“Great, well, | have several questions | want to ask you. Is there amygtlyou
would like to share or discuss or ask before we begin?”

“No, not at this time.”(response for Study 1)

STUDY 2: Insert Appropriate Discussion Script

Interviewer Response to Discussion StatementThanks for letting us
know. | will make a note of all this in your file. If we have any
questions, we will definitely let you know. At this time, why don’t we

continue with the interview questions and then take things from there.

Beth’'s Response’OK, that sounds great.”



Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 168

Interview Scene:

(Interviewer can appear to be jotting down very brief notes during the ieverv

Question 1:
Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:
Question 2:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:
Question 3:
Interviewer:

Beth:
Colorado in

“Why don't we start by you telling me a little bit about yelirs

“Well, | am a Colorado native, but | have lived here in St. Louis fittea li
over 3 years. | have been working in the computer field for about 5 years,
some full time and some part time while | was in school. | realbyenj
working with all aspects of computers and from what | know about this
job and this company I think | would really enjoy working here.”

“I love Colorado, when | was younger my family used to go there in the
winter to ski.”

“That’s great! I've skied since | was little; | think Ight like to try
snowboarding though.”

“Yeah, that sounds fun...Ok, well back to the topic at hand...”

“Tell me what you think some of your strengths are asawelteas that
could use development.”

“I think my number one strength is attention to detail. | thiakis

something you almost have to have or have to develop when you work in
this field, especially when you are dealing with pages of code. Another
strength of mine is communication, | think | can clearly communicate my
thoughts and ideas and questions to people as well as listen and understand
where they are coming from. As far as developmental needs, | could
probably work on having more patience with myself and with others when
trying to learn new things. | sometimes get frustrated easihinK

sometimes this makes me appear overly critical”

“Alright...”

“Now, could you tell me a little bit about your educational ¢panzknd in
Computer Science.”

“l got my Bachelors degree in Information Systems fronthigersity of

2003. | had some great professors and classes that | think really prepared
me for the work I've been doing. It also helped that | worked part time
while | was in school so | got a lot of hands on practice to supplement my
school work.”



Interviewer:
Question 4:

Interviewer:

Beth:

coding and

Interview:

Beth:

Question 5:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:
Question 6:

Interviewer:

Beth:
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“OK...”

“I've looked over your resume, but can you tell me a littlalimut your
work history that you feel makes you qualified for this position.”

“I've had the opportunity to work at two good technology companies
where | worked with and learned from some very skilled people. I've had
experience with both hardware and software applications, althouglofmogt
experience is with software... I've worked behind the scenes on thiegs lik

installations and I've worked hands on with customers.... At

Colorado East | learned a lot about HTML, | used HTML and JavaScripto hel
create and maintain the company website.... | provided customer support f
Microsoft Office 2000, everything from basic user issues to iatiegyr Office

2000 with other software programs. At Sci-Tech I've been fortunate to get
good deal of experience with Exchange Server”

“It sounds like you’'ve had many different opportunities so far.”

“Yeah, | definitely feel fortunate and like I've learned aalod am ready
for a new challenge.”

“So, how comfortable do you feel writing and reviewing code?”

“| feel comfortable with code. At Colorado East Technology tedeseveral
programs using JAVA as well as HTML. At Sci-Tech computers | wasopar

team that wrote a program using C++ that streamlined our data icollfmt
customer service calls. At Sci-Tech part of my duties also intlcoee

correction and updating which means | spent a lot of time reviewing code line by
line. It can be tedious, but it's rewarding when it all comes togetmet okilike
putting a puzzle together. | think this is where being detail orienddlgl comes

into play.”

“That’s an interesting analogy.

“This job is very team oriented. | see you have some expenerking
in teams. How do you feel about working in a team environment?”

“In general | would say | prefer to work alone, particularly wheomes

to writing and reviewing detailed code, but | have had some good

team experience. | think with some issues, more heads are better than one,
but there are other times when getting too many people involved can

hinder progress. | think | have been fortunate to have had very positive
team experiences. | know some people who have had terrible team
experiences because they had team members who didn’t pull thdit.weig

In general, | like to think of myself as a team player. | feel conffideth

working independently as well as working with other programmers”



Interviewer:

Question 7:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:
Question 8:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:
Question 9:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

Beth:
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“OK...”

“How comfortable do you feel with technical writing sucd@sumenting
operating procedures for users?”

“Well, | have less experience with technical writing than soimer areas.

| think most people, including myself, don't find it as enjoyable as other
aspects of the job. Understanding how something works is often easier
than explaining how it works in plain English. Although | prefer the

hands on part of most projects understand that technical documentation is
part of almost any technical job and | know | can do a good job at it when

| have to do it.”

“Alright...”

“Tell me about your experience installing operating systém

“At Sci-Tech | was responsible for installing and supporting 50 work
stations on a network. About a year ago, | also assisted with upgrading
these work stations from Windows 98 to Windows XP. After my
experiences at Sci-Tech | feel comfortable with operatingrayste
installation, on a small or large scale.”

“We recently upgraded to XP also.”

“This job has a lot to do with problem solving. Can you tellboetea
time when you ran into an unexpected problem when working on a
project? How did you solve the problem?”

“| certainly have. At Sci-Tech after we had just finished uhiggaall the

work stations to Window XP, a virus hit the system and wiped out 10
stations before it was contained. As soon as we realized there was, a viru
we contained it using some anti-virus software before it spread tittbr

40 work stations. For the next several days, my team and | worked nights
to get the work stations up and running again as soon as possible. It threw
our timetable off a little, but we were able to get things up and running
quickly and | learned a lot about how to be flexible when an unexpected
emergency pops up.”

“Very interesting. How do you think you all handled the sbEgat
event?”

“I won't deny it was difficult and tense, but we made it through and |
learned a lot and was glad when things went back to normal.”



Interviewer:
Question 10:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:
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“I bet.”

“In this job, you often have to communicate technical infoom#o

people who may not be very “tech-savvy.” In situations like that how do
you make sure that the person understands what you are trying to
communicate?”

“In my time as a customer support specialist or help desk teahhitad

many calls from people who had trouble with the most basic of things, like
how to turn on their computer or how to minimize a window. Although,
talking to these people can often be very aggravating, my strategy ha
always been to go as slow as a customer needs and ask lots of questions so
that | can gauge their level of understanding. | think the key when

working with a “non-tech-savvy” person is to be patient and rediae t

not everyone appreciates or understands computer jargon like 1 do. | think
people generally appreciate my patience and my willingness to help and
speak on their technical level.”

“OK...Thanks”

Closing Scene:

Interviewer:

“Well, those are all the questions | have for you today. Is there
anything else you would like to share with me today or are there any
guestions | can answer for you?

STUDY 1: Insert Appropriate Absenteeism Request Script

Interviewer Response to Absenteeism Script‘Ok, thanks for letting us know. | will
make a note of that. Is there anything else or any other questions?”

Beth:

Interviewer:

Beth:

Interviewer:

“No, I don't think I have any at this time.”

“Great, well if you think of any, you know how to get a hold of me.
Thanks so much for coming in today and we will be in touch in the
next couple of weeks.”

“Great, thanks! | look forward to hearing from you.”

“Ok, I'll see you out.”

After this closing bantefnterviewer should escort Beth out



Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 172

APPENDIX G

Request for Time-Off Scripts
At the end of the interview in response to the question:

“Is there anything else you would like to share with me today or are there
any questions | can answer for you?”

Pregnant Applicant

First | just want to thank you for inviting me in today to interview. There is ong thi
would like to mention before | leave. As you probably noticed, my husband and | are
expecting. | am due in about 2 and half months. | have had a very healthy and smooth
pregnancy so far. | will need to take 8 weeks of maternity leave followirlgrtheof the
baby and then will return back to work full time.

Adopting Applicant

First | just want to thank you for inviting me in today to interview. There istang t

would like to mention before | leave. My husband and | are in the process of adopting a
baby. The baby is due in about 2 and a half months. | will need to take 8 weeks of
maternity leave following the birth of the baby and then will return back to wdrk ful

time.

Applicant Caring for Spouse

First | just want to thank you for inviting me in today to interview. There is ong thi

would like to mention before | leave. My husband is scheduled to have knee replacement
surgery in about 2 and half months. | will need to take 8 weeks off to be home with him
during his recovery and then will return back to work full time.

Male Applicant Requesting Paternity Leave

First | just want to thank you for inviting me in today to interview. There is ong thi

would like to mention before | leave. My wife is expecting and is due in about 2 and half
months. | will need to take 8 weeks of paternity leave following the birth of thedmaby
then will return back to work full time.

Control Applicant

First | just want to thank you for inviting me in today to interview. There is ong thi
would like to mention before | leave. | will be out of town during all of next week and |
will have limited access to voicemail and email. If you need to reach meagdaave

me a message and | will get back to you as soon as | possibly can.
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APPENDIX H

Based on all the information you have received, including the resume, job description, and

the interview please complete the following ratings about the candidate.

Please rate how characteristic of the candidate you believe each of the following traits to be

Not Somewhat Very
Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic
1 Competent 1 2 3 5
2  Well Spoken 1 2 3 5
3 Dependable 1 2 3 5
ot R :
5 Qualified 1 2 3 5
6 Mature 1 2 3 5
7  Flexible 1 2 3 5
8 Committed 1 2 3 5
9  Friendly 1 2 3 5
10 Disciplined 1 2 3 5
11 Feminine 1 2 3 5
12 Creative 1 2 3 5
13 Healthy 1 2 3 5
14 Able to Supervise 1 2 3 5
15 Masculine 1 2 3 5
16 Reliable 1 2 3 5
17 Affectionate 1 2 3 5
18 Dedicated 1 2 3 5
19 Forceful 1 2 3 5
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Not Somewhat Very
Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic

20 Rational 1 2 3 5

21 Gentle 1 2 3 5

22 Physically Limited 1 2 3 5
Demonstrates

23 Leadership Ability 1 2 3 >
Demonstrates

24 Initiative 1 2 3 5
Dependent on

25 others 1 2 3 5

26 Aggressive 1 2 3 5

27 Intelligent 1 2 3 5
Likely to miss work

28 in the futureon a 1 2 3 5
recurring basis

29 Loyal 1 2 3 5

30 Emotionally Stable 1 2 3 5

31 Dominant 1 2 3 5
Demonstrates Good

32 \ork Ethic 1 2 3 >

33 Valuable 1 2 3 5

34 Nurturing 1 2 3 5

35 Assertive 1 2 3 5

36 Enthusiastic 1 2 3 5

37 Self-Confident 1 2 3 5
Likely to Require

38 Assistance 1 2 3 5

39 Controlling 1 2 3 5

40 Hard Working 1 2 3 5
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41 Sociable 1 2 3 5
Not Somewhat Very
Characteristic Characteristic Characteristic
42 Self-Reliant 1 2 3 5
43 Ambitious 1 2 3 5
Likely to Need
44 Immediate Extended 1 2 3 5
Time Off
45 Helpful 1 2 3 5
46 Independent 1 2 3 5
47 Successful 1 2 3 5
48 Self Sufficient 1 2 3 5
49 Likely to Quit 1 2 3 5
Moderate
Low Fit Fit High Fit
Rate how well the
50 candidate fits with 1 2 3 5
the job
Extremely Extremely
Poor Average Good
Based on all the
information you
have, please
>1 provide an Overall 1 2 3 >
Rating of the
candidate

Would you recommend this person to be hired? Circle one of the following.

5 | Yes, I would definitely hire this person. This person is an extremely good candidate.

4 | Yes, I would hire this person with a few reservations

3 | I'm not sure if I would hire this person

2 I do_n_’t think I woul_d hire this person although I might consider taking a look at some
additional information about this person
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1 | No, I would definitely not hire this person. This person is not a good candidate.

How did the applicant perform during the interview?

Extremely Poor Neutral Extremely Well

1 2 3 4 5

As the hiring manager, what stood our positively about the candidate? What
did you like about the candidate?

As the hiring manager, do you have any concerns about this candidate?

As the hiring manager, are there any other questions you would have liked to
ask the candidate?

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree

I would evaluate this applicant’s
qualifications for this position 1 2 3 4 5
favorably

I feel this candidate would be well
suited for the job
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Overall, I would evaluate this

applicant favorably based on what 1 3 5
was said in the interview
Based on everything you know about this job and this candidate, as the hiring
manager, rate the amount of risk you think you would be taking if you offered
this candidate the job:
A Lot of Risk Some Risk No Risk
1 2 3 4 5
In a sentence or two, please explain the risk rating you chose:
Very Moderately Not at all
Disruptive Disruptive Disruptive
Based on what you know about this job
(i.e. amount of training provided, nature
of the work group, etc.) how disruptive to 1 3 5
the work environment do you think it
would be for a new employee to take a
leave of absence?
Very Somewhat Not at all
Difficult Difficult Difficult
Based on what you know about this job,
how difficult do you think it would be to 1 3 5
cover the work load in the temporary
absence of this employee?
Neither
SRl Agree Agree nor | Disagree S’Frongly
Agree Di Disagree
isagree
If hired, this candidate will often
be tired at work because of things 1 2 3 5
he/she has to do at home
If hired, this candidate’s personal
demands are so great that it will 1 2 3 5
take away from his/her work
If hired, this candidate’s superiors 1 2 3 5
and peers will dislike how often




Pregnancy and Employment Interviews 178
he/she is preoccupied with his/her
personal life while at work
If hired, this candidate’s personal
life will take up time that they 1 2 3 4 5
would like to spend at work
More Equally
Suitable Suitable for -More
Suitable for
for Men and Men
Women Women
In your opinion the job of computer 1 5 3 4 5
programmer is:
Neither
Very appropriate Very
inappropriate nor appropriate
inappropriate
In your opinion, how appropriate is it 1 2 3 4 5
for a mother to take maternity leave?
What is the appropriate amount of time
to take off for maternity leave?
In your opinion, how appropriate is it 1 2 3 4 5
for a father to take paternity leave?
What is the appropriate amount of time
to take off for paternity leave?
What gender was the candidate: Male Female
. . Not at Very
To what extent did the candidate’s gender All Some Much
affect your judgements? 1 5 3 4 5
Is the candidate college educated? YES NO
Is the candidate married? YES NO
Did the candidate request time off? YES NO
If YES, what was the reason:
If YES, in your opinion was this a YES NO

reasonable request?
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If YES, was the amount of time

requested reasonable? YES NO
Please briefly explain why you
thought this request was or was not
reasonable:
Was the candidate physically disabled? YES NO

If you answered YES to the previous question, please answer the next 6 questions,
if you answered NO, skip to the next set of questions.

If YES, did the candidate disclose the

disability prior to the interview? YES NO

If YES, did the candidate discuss the

disability during the interview? YES NO
If YES, was the discussion helpful or YES NO

persuasive?

Why or why not?

If YES, in your opinion is the candidate
responsible for or in control of the cause of YES NO
the condition?

Not at Very
If YES, to what extent did the candidate’s All Some Much
isabili ; ?
disability affect your judgements? 1 ) 3 4 5
Was the candidate pregnant? YES NO

If you answered YES to the previous question, please answer the next 5 questions,
if you answered NO, skip to the next set of questions.

If YES, did the candidate disclose her

pregnancy prior to the interview? YES NO

If YES, did the candidate discuss her

pregnancy during the interview? YES NO
If YES, was the discussion helpful or YES NO

persuasive?

Why or why not?

If YES, in your opinion is the candidate
responsible for or in control of the cause of YES NO
her condition?

If YES, in your opinion, is it appropriate for a YES NO
woman to apply for a new job while
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pregnant?
. . Not at S Very
If YES, to what extent did the candidate’s All 2 Much
pregnancy affect your judgments? 1 3 5
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Please provide the following information about yourself:

Gender: | Male | Female Age:

Ethnicity:

African American/Black

Asian/Pacific Islander

Caucasian/White

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

Other (please specify)

Do you have Are you a
. Y N g Y N
children? e © U.S. Citizen e ©
Are you Ves No If Yes, do you work full Full Part
employed? time or part time? Time Time
No Some A Greg? Deal
. Experience Experience .
How much experience do you Experience
inai i ?
have conducting interviews? ) 5 3 4 .
Have you ever missed work for an extended v z
period of time (i.e. 6 weeks or more)? €s °
If YES, what was the reason?
Are you familiar with the FMLA? Yes No

If YES, what does it stand for?

If YES, does the candidate qualify for FMLA?

If YES, please provide a sentence or two
about what you know about the FMLA?

Thanks for your participation!
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Additional Questions:

1) Do you have any general comments about this study that you would like to
share with the researcher?

2) What do you think the purpose of this study was?
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APPENDIX |

RECRUITING DEPARTMENT
Candidate Prescreen Notes

| Candidate Name: | |

| Position Seeking: | |

Based on the prescreen phone interview, check if the candidate meets the
following minimum job requirements:

Meets minimum education requirements

Available full time, Monday through Friday, 8am — 5pm
Willing to submit to a background check

Willing to submit to drug testing

Does not require, now or in the future, sponsorship for employment visa status

Has never plead guilty or no contest in a domestic, foreign, or military court to
any felony charges

If candidate meets all of the above minimum requirements, complete the
following steps: (Make any notes for the hiring manager below)

» Verbal review of resume

o verify experience relevant to the job description for this position
o verify past employment dates and locations

(0]

review any gaps in job history

» Ask candidate for contact information for 3 references — 2 professional, 1 personal

YES

NO

After completing all steps of the prescreen, please indicate if an
interview has been scheduled with the hiring manager

Additional Recruiter Notes:
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APPENDIX J
Discussion Content Pilot Test

Instructions:

The following script will take place at the beginning of an interview. After introductory
conversation, the interviewer will ask the candidate if she has anything she would like to
discuss, ask or share before they begin the interview. The candidate will respond with
the following statement. Please review the statement and answer the questions that
follow. Thanks for your participation!

First of all T would just like to thank you for the opportunity to come in and interview
today. I think this is a very exciting opportunity and I am looking forward to sharing my
experience with you.

There are a few things I was hoping we could discuss before we start the interview so
thanks for asking. As I told the recruiter when she called to confirm the interview, and
as you can see, I am expecting a baby in a few months.

I am 7 months pregnant and have had a very healthy and smooth pregnancy so far.
This will not hinder my ability to start right away or to put in a full 40 hours per week. I
will of course have regular doctors visits, but I can arrange those over my lunch breaks
or make up any time I may miss. I plan to only take 8 weeks of maternity leave and
then will return to work full time. We already have reliable child care arranged for when
I return to work.

I recognize that this is kind of a personal topic to be bringing up during an interview but
I also recognize that as an employer you are likely to have questions or concerns so I
just wanted to share this information up front. I know that there may be concerns
about my missing work or needing 8 weeks off, but I want to assure you that I am very
committed to my career and balancing my career with my growing family. I think this is
a great opportunity and I feel I am a very qualified applicant. I would be happy to
answer any questions you have.

The candidate clearly states her point:

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

The candidate provides specific information about her condition:

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5

The candidate attempts to persuade the interviewer that her condition will
not interfere with the job:

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
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If you were the hiring manager how convincing would this argument be to

185

you?
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
S o Neutral e I
Unconvincing Unconvincing Convincing Convincing
1 2 3 4 5

If you were the hiring manager would you have further questions you would
like to ask the candidate?

YES

NO

If yes, what sorts of things would you like to ask?

Based on the candidate’s statement, has she already disclosed her condition
to the recruiter prior to the interview?

YES

NO

Based on the candidate’s statement, do you assume her condition is visible?

YES

NO

Do you believe that her condition will interfere with the job?

YES

MAYBE

NO

DONT KNOW
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What is your overall, general reaction to the statement?

186

Negative Neutral Positive
1 2 3 4 5
The candidate states that she will need 8 weeks off. What is your reaction to
this?
This is a very This request is This is a very
unreasonable neither reasonable reasonable
request nor unreasonable request
1 2 3 4 5
This is a very T.h's a!mou_nt of This is a very
time is neither
unreasonable reasonable
: reasonable or )
amount of time amount of time
unreasonable
1 2 3 4 5

Please provide any other questions, comments, or reactions you have to this

statement.

Thanks for your Participation
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