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INTERSECTIONALITY & JOB APPLICANTS  

  Abstract 

The current study analyzed how gender and race play a role in the hiring process of candidates 

for a male-dominated position in academia. This research looked at perception differences when 

the candidates were male versus female and White versus Hispanic/Latinx. Specifically, this 

research focused on these differences when the candidates were applying to be the head of a 

computer science department at a university. Using the Goldberg-paradigm methodology, 

participants were shown a fictitious resumé for a candidate and asked about the candidate’s 

perceived hireability, likeability, competence, and warmth. Participants were also asked to assign 

the candidate a salary from a list of options. All hypotheses except for two (female candidates 

were rated as warmer and more likeable than their male counterparts) were refuted. There were 

significant main effects for both gender and race, however, no significant interactions were 

found.  

 Keywords: Goldberg-paradigm, gender, race, hiring discrimination, male-dominated field 
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Process Analysis Statement 

 At beginning of fall semester, I had absolutely no idea what direction I wanted to go in 

for my thesis. Throughout my career at Ball State, I have taken many interesting classes that 

have shaped how I viewed myself and those around me. The classes that tended to impact me the 

most were the ones that had a particular emphasis or focus on issues surrounding women and 

other minorities. Early in fall semester, I met with and discussed with my advisor the various 

topics that I was interested in studying or learning more about over the course of the next year. It 

took me about a month, but I decided that I wanted to learn more about the extent gender and 

race affects our perceptions of other people. As a minority, the issues of gender and race are 

particularly meaningful to me.  

 Before I began designing my experiment, I first had to come up with a research question 

and search through many resources to gain a better understanding of the previous literature 

surrounding this topic. From there, I developed my hypotheses. As I was going through, I 

noticed that research tended to analyze how the category of gender affects people perceptions or 

how race affected perceptions. Very few of the studies I found combined these two elements in a 

single experiment. As I was going through, I also noticed that if race was the issue being 

discussed, research tended to focus on the experiences of Black individuals, so I decided that I 

wanted to analyze a minority group that had even less information about it.  

 For me, I found that completing the research as well as writing the literature review was 

one of the more difficult aspects of this project. Reading through all of the sources about my 

topic as well as taking copious notes felt very tedious and quite time consuming. While in this 

stage of the research project, I found it difficult to stay on task and to actually do the work that I 

needed to do. I have a tendency to procrastinate, and I sometimes struggle with time 
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management, so I often found myself putting off doing the work until the last minute. Having 

weekly deadlines for what I needed to accomplish was very helpful in ensuring that I would not 

get too far behind. When it became time to sit down and actually start writing my literature 

review, I found it difficult to summarize and communicate all that I had learned. I knew what I 

wanted to say, but I thought it was difficult having to express my ideas concisely and in a logical 

manner.  

 After that, I began designing my research experiment and the methodology I was going to 

use. While I did not find this stage to be as difficult and time consuming as the previous stage, it 

was still relatively difficult. Specifically, I found it challenging to design a fake resumé for a 

position that I am not qualified for in a field that I do not study. The challenge with the vignette, 

specifically, was that I had to make the candidate qualified enough to be hired for the position, 

but ambiguous enough that the participants would rely on their own stereotypes and schemas. 

Finding the middle ground between over-qualified and under-qualified was difficult and I had to 

go through multiple drafts until I came up with the final product. After I had finished designing 

the experiment, I had to submit it to the IRB to get IRB approval. Overall, this process was not as 

difficult as I originally thought it would be. Since I had already prepared my materials, it was 

just a matter of completing the paperwork. I did not gain IRB approval the first time I submitted, 

but luckily, I only had to make some minor revisions to the documents and submit another 

document explaining the changes I had made and the reasoning for doing so. After gaining 

approval, I had to create my survey which I found particularly difficult. I had never used 

Qualtrics before and had to ask my advisor, one of her grad students, and some of my peers for 

assistance.  
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 Even though I felt like some of the toughest parts of my project was out of the way, data 

collection and data analysis brought its own challenges. My advisor and I had a goal of 

collecting data from 200 participants, but I found it difficult to recruit participants. I ended up 

with about half of my original goal after I cleaned up the data due to partial responses. I was 

disappointed at the lack of responses from the Ball State Psychological Science SONA research 

pool. Considering that was one of my main pool of respondents, I felt like this low number 

affected the number of participants overall. In an attempt to get more respondents, I was 

constantly advertising my study using social media.  

When I first began the process of analyzing my data, I felt extremely overwhelmed, and I 

had no idea what I was doing. One of the main things that performing these analyses taught me 

was that I should not be afraid of asking questions and asking for help. For a majority of this 

project, I felt like I had no idea what I was doing, and I was making it up as I went along. Being 

able to ask for help was extremely beneficial to me throughout. Without help from my advisor as 

well as feedback from my peers, I do not think I would have been able to complete this project. 

 While on many occasions, I thought that this project was extremely stressful, I felt like I 

learned a lot about myself and my work ethic. As mentioned earlier, I realized that I need to set 

smaller, more achievable goals rather than having one giant goal that I am constantly working 

towards. I also believe that this project helped me develop my critical thinking skills and I gained 

invaluable experience with the research process. Being able to say that I conducted my own 

research from start to finish will not only make me a more qualified candidate if I apply to 

graduate school, but it can help my future career as well. Looking at the study as a whole, my 

study yielded almost the exact opposite results as I had expected. My hypotheses were refuted in 

all elements except for two. I was extremely surprised by the results and even questioned the 
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validity of my experiment. I realized however, that even though the results were not expected, I 

did have significant results. While the outcome may have been unexpected, this study showed 

that people have prejudices and those prejudices can affect decisions. Through this project I hope 

other people will understand how dangerous and influential biases can be. Further, I hope to 

show people how important it is to conduct more inclusive research or focus on more 

marginalized communities or groups.  

  



INTERSECTIONALITY & JOB APPLICANTS 5 

Evaluations of Applicants for a Leadership Position in a Male-Dominated Academic Field: 

The Role of Gender and Race 

Previous research has shown there are significant gender and racial differences in the 

hiring process and evaluation of job applicants in general, especially in male-dominated fields 

(Bertogg et al., 2020; Quillian et al., 2017; Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). Recently, there have 

been a growing number of studies that aim to demonstrate these disparities and explain why this 

occurs. Previous research primarily analyzes either race or gender – rarely are the two social 

identities combined (Eaton et al., 2020). On the occasion when an intersectional approach is 

taken, research focuses on the experiences of Black men and women. The present research aimed 

to fill that gap by focusing on another marginalized group – Hispanic/Latinx individuals in a 

previously unexamined area. Moreover, this research went even further by analyzing gender and 

racial discrimination for applicants in a male-dominated field in higher education. More 

specifically, this project looked at how race affects perceptions and hireability of applicants for a 

leadership position for a male-dominated field in higher education: computer science. Computer 

science was chosen because the field of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics 

(more commonly known as STEM) is extremely male-dominated, and this gender disparity can 

even be seen in higher education (Liu et al., 2019). Women, especially women of color, are 

severely underrepresented in academia. According to the U.S. Department of Education (2017), 

in 2015, women composed only 35% of full-time STEM faculty at U.S universities and the 

percentage of African American and Latinx American was less than 1% (as cited in Eaton et al., 

2020). For this reason, computer science was chosen.  
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Gender Differences and Discrimination 

Theories Behind Gender Differences 

Ample research exists suggesting the existence of the issue of discrimination and gender 

differences in a wide variety of fields. For this reason, there are several theories and explanations 

that exist to describe the barriers that women face. For example, Eagly and Karau (2002) 

proposed “role congruity theory” which states that groups will be positively evaluated when a 

group’s attributes are congruent with that group’s social roles. “Social role theory” goes further 

than role congruity theory and is based on the idea that there are certain social roles that men and 

women have that fit in the stereotype of what is acceptable (Bosak & Sczesny, 2011). They 

further go on to propose that people infer men possess more agentic characteristics, so they are 

ascribed higher status, higher competence, and more leadership ability. When these two are put 

together, based on stereotypes, there are specific ways people should act and people are 

uncomfortable when those gender stereotypes are violated. Eagly and Karau (2002) state that the 

strongest basis of categorizing is sex or gender—not race, age, nor occupation. In other words, a 

person’s sex or gender is the first way people categorize others.  

 Important components of the role congruity theory include the different types of norms 

and the different kinds of roles associated with each gender. There are two main types of norms: 

descriptive and prescriptive (injunctive) norms (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Descriptive norms 

describe the expectations about what a group actually does, and prescriptive norms are what 

people should do, or what they would ideally do. Eagly and Karau (2002) describe the 

differences between agentic and communal characteristics. Agentic characteristics tend to be 

more associated with men and are more assertive and controlling in nature. Communal 

characteristics are more likely to be associated with women and deal more with interpersonal 
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communications and the welfare of other people. Similarly, perceived competence and warmth 

of a subject is also dependent on someone’s gender. Diekman and Eagly (2000) argued that 

descriptive stereotypes tend to portray women as less competent (as cited in Eaton et al., 2020). 

They stated that words such as “intelligent” and “competent” are more likely to be placed with 

the agentic traits associated with men and not communal traits. Eagly and Karau (2002) state that 

women must perform better to be considered as competent as males. However, this could also 

work in women’s favor. A woman might even be seen as more competent than a man if they are 

at the same level because there is a belief that the women had to overcome some kind of barrier 

to get where they are now (Eagly & Karau, 2002).  

 There is much empirical evidence to support social role theory as well as role congruity 

theory. Bosak and Sczesny (2012), created a fictitious applicant that was either categorized as a 

leader or a non-leader, and then wrote a statement emphasizing why he/she was suited for a 

leadership position. They found that there is a preference for hiring male applicants in absence of 

information about the candidate’s competence level. This study showed that stereotypes are less 

important in the presence of other information (Bosak & Sczesny, 2012). When people act 

incongruently, people’s beliefs about how the world operates are threatened and feelings of 

anxiety and confusion occur (Rudman et al., 2012, as cited in Fisher et al., 2019). When a 

woman occupies a high-status social position, people react with hostility because this poses a 

threat to their belief standard and they attempt to reestablish the traditional gender roles. This is 

known as the backlash effect. The term “backlash effect” was coined by Laura Rudman to 

describe the negative reactions people had toward women in the workplace (Fisher et al., 2019). 

Backlash occurs over different disciplines, but it commonly targets women in high status, male-

dominated fields.  
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Gender Differences in Leadership Positions 

 Ample research has shown that a gender difference does exist when looking at perceived 

leadership capabilities. As mentioned earlier, Bosak and Sczesny (2011) found that male 

applicants were preferred over the female ones, but this is only one example of males being 

perceived as better leaders than females. Historically, leadership is seen as a masculine. Many of 

the qualities leaders are thought to typically have are seen as being more agentic than communal 

which resembles the stereotype of men as opposed to women (Eagly, 2007). People expect and 

prefer that women be more communal while men be more agentic (Eagly, 2007). This creates 

what is known as a “double bind” for women. Women in a leadership position are forced to 

choose between acting agentically (like a leader is often expected to) or more communally (to fit 

their gender role) (Eagly, 2007). Either way, they would violate a norm.  

Discrimination in the Hiring Process 

 One of the most popular ways to test hiring discrimination is with the Goldberg-paradigm 

in which participants evaluate men and women who have equal characteristics (Eagly & Karau, 

2002). In the original experiment, Goldberg gave identical articles that were written by either a 

man or a woman to students for evaluation (Goldberg, 1968). Generally, researchers present 

identical resumés or applications for evaluation, with half receiving the male condition while the 

other half receives the female condition (Eagly & Karau, 2002). 

 The Goldberg-paradigm methodology has been used for many years to analyze 

discrimination within the hiring process. Some studies found evidence of the backlash effect 

(Phelan et al., 2008) while others found that it depended on the context (Bertogg et al., 2020; Di 

Stasio & Larsen, 2020; Eagly, 2007; Levinson 1982 as cited in Eagly & Karau, 2002). Phelan et 

al.’s 2008 study involved showing participants a video of both a female or male confederate 
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either acting agentically or communally interviewing for a job as a computer lab manager (a 

male-dominated job) and then analyzed how they were perceived in terms of competence, social 

skills, and their hireability. They found that agentic female applicants received high competence 

ratings but low social skill ratings. Levinson (1982) involved having either male or female 

candidates applying to jobs that were either male- or female-dominated and analyzed the 

responses to their inquiries (as cited in Eagly & Karau, 2002). Results of this study demonstrated 

that a discriminatory response was more likely to occur if the candidate’s sex did not match the 

typical sex of the jobholders. Two of the mentioned studies, however, looked at gender 

discrimination in European countries. Bertogg et al. (2020) looked at gender discrimination in 

recruitment for two male-dominated occupations (mechanics and IT professions) across four 

European countries. Di Stasio and Larsen (2020) sent out applications for both higher- and 

lower-status occupations in six different European countries and kept track of the responses 

received from employers. Consistent with social role theory, when the context was important, 

male applicants were preferred over female ones for masculine jobs.  

 Heilman proposed the “lack-of-fit model” of bias in work settings. She said the more 

inconsistent someone’s workplace role is with attributes that are ascribed to the individual, the 

less that individual would seem to fit in with the workplace role (Heilman, 1983). This, in turn, 

would produce decreased performance expectations, increased expectation of failure, and 

decreased performance of expectations of success. This “lack-of-fit” model may help to explain 

how gender stereotypes within the STEM field can have real and tangible negative implications 

for the success and leadership within the field (Eaton et al., 2020). Using the Goldberg-paradigm 

methodology, several studies have shown a preference for males over female candidates within 

the STEM field (Kubler et al., 2018, as cited in Bertogg et al., 2020; Eaton et al., 2020; Moss-
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Racusin et al., 2012). Moss-Racusin (2012) found that regardless of the respondents’ gender, 

female candidates were perceived as less competent, warmer, and received a smaller starting 

salary than their identical male counterparts when applying for a position as a science laboratory 

manager.  

Disparities in Academia 

The implicit and explicit bias about women in academia has been well-documented. One 

reason for the persistence in bias is that hierarchies within academia still exist and that some 

fields are more highly valued than others. Fisher et al. (2019) found that female professors 

receive systematically worse teaching evaluations from students in comparison to equally 

qualified and skilled male colleagues. They further go on to say that the evaluations for women 

in lower status departments (such as English) produced more favorable evaluations, and gender 

bias is more likely to be found in higher status departments (such as business or the sciences) 

(Fisher et al., 2019). However, this bias could benefit women or help them do well in academia. 

Eagly et al. (1995) found that women were more effective leaders than men in educational 

organizations. When asked faculty from different disciplines to rate their deans, female deans 

were more likely than males to be more effective in certain dimensions of leadership (Rosser, 

2013). It is important to note, however, that these dimensions were more communal in nature 

(ex. engage in community, promote diversity, communication skills, interpersonal skills, etc.) 

(Rosser, 2013).  

 Women in academia face obstacles in all stages of their academic career. Traditionally, 

higher education is dominated and run by men (Fowler, 2019). The amount of support or if the 

participant was treated differently depended on the discipline the participant was in (Fowler, 

2019). Participants also stated that feelings of this gendered organization increased as they rose 
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into leadership positions (Fowler, 2019). One theme that emerged from Davis and Maldonado’s 

2015 study was the double jeopardy of race and gender (Davis & Maldonado, 2015). Participants 

noted, however, that their race or gender was not more important than the other. Similarly, in 

Garza (2019), all participants witnessed barriers at some point in their careers, but it mostly 

occurred when they were eligible for a promotion or sought a position with a higher ranking.  

Ethnicity and Race 

Ethnic or Racial Stereotypes and Discrimination 

 Much of the previous research focusing on discrimination in the workplace has focused 

on the difference in hiring and hiring rates. In a meta-analysis, Quillian et al. (2017) compared 

28 different field experiments to look at the hiring discrimination rates against African 

Americans or Latinx individuals. While there is evidence of declining discrimination, racial 

discrimination persists. According to them, since 1989, Whites received an average of 36% more 

callbacks than African Americans and 24% more callbacks than the Latinx individuals (Quillian 

et al., 2017). Research has also shown employers are more likely to hire minority workers if they 

have done so in the past, so if there are few minorities to begin with, managers will discriminate 

against minority workers over time (Kretschmer, 2018).  

 After the hiring phase, however, minorities—specifically women of color—continue to 

face additional discrimination in the workplace (Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). They also 

found that women of color are more likely to have lower pay and experience microaggressions. 

Brown (2007) claimed that stereotypes about White women focus more on skills while women of 

color face stereotypes about their identity (as cited by Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). 

More closely related to the current study, from an intersectional lens, Eaton et al. (2020) 

looked at how race and gender of post-doctoral candidates in the STEM field affects the 
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candidate’s perceived competence and hireability. They found male candidates were rated as 

significantly more competent than the female candidates and White and Asian candidates were 

rated as more competent and hireable than Black and Latinx candidates. Women, especially 

women of color, face additional discrimination and challenges within the STEM field.  

Competence and Warmth Differences 

Not only can competence and warmth depend on someone’s gender, but it can also be 

dependent on that person’s race or ethnicity. Jimeno-Ingrum et al. (2009) asked participants 

about perceived competence and warmth for White and Latinx individuals. They found that 

Latinx members were evaluated as less competent and warm than Whites in both the majority-

White and majority-Latinx conditions (Jimeno-Ingrum et al., 2009). Both Whites and Latinx 

members believed that Latinx individuals were less competent and warm in comparison to their 

White counterparts. 

Intersectionality  

The Need for Intersectionality 

Gender discrimination for leadership exists and while the numbers may be declining, the 

practice of discrimination due to gender and racial differences exists as well. Not only are 

women underrepresented in leadership positions, but there is also an absence of women of color 

in executive leadership positions (Davis & Maldonado, 2015). Women are a marginalized group, 

and women of color are even more marginalized. This highlights the need to account for 

intersectionality.   

Intersectionality is a term coined by Kimberle Crenshaw in 1989 that describes the 

framework that analyzes how race, gender, social class, and other identities interact with one 

another (Davis & Maldonado, 2015). By taking an intersectional approach, one is able to look at 
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how each identity works together to create a unique set of circumstances (Eaton et al., 2020). 

Intersectionality allows researchers to get a richer, more nuanced understanding of a diverse set 

of leaders (Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). It is important to note however, that combining the 

identities together does not create an additive experience (Symington, 2004, as cited in Sanchez-

Hucles & Davis, 2010). In other words, just because people may have similar identities, their 

experiences may be completely different. While people tend to group minorities together, each 

ethnic minority group has their own history, stereotype, and perspective so they should be treated 

differently (Jimeno-Ingrum et al., 2009). For this reason, research that takes an intersectional 

approach is especially necessary.  

Current Research 

Women and other minorities are underrepresented in academia as a whole, but these 

disparities are even more pronounced in STEM and can have a giant impact on scientific 

advancement as a whole (Liu et al., 2019; Ong et al., 2011). Even the disciplines within the 

STEM field have low numbers of women and other minorities. According to the National 

Science Foundation (2019), despite an increase in the number of women receiving computer 

science degrees during the past two decades, Computer Sciences has one of the lowest shares of 

women degree recipients. From 1997 to 2016, the number of women at the bachelor level 

decreased from 27.2% to 18.7% while at the master’s and doctoral level numbers have increased 

from 15.9% to 20.1% and 28.4% to 30.8% respectively (National Science Foundation, 2019). 

When looking at the Hispanic/Latinx population, however, the number of bachelor’s degrees in 

Computer Sciences has increased and is the second most popular degree after psychology 

(National Science Foundation, 2019).  
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Countless studies have shown that, while declining, gender and racial discrimination still 

exists (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Quillian et al., 2017). These disparities exist across different 

disciplines, the numbers are even more pronounced when looking at leadership positions in a 

male-dominated department in academia (Rosser, 2013; Valian, 1998). The purpose of the 

current project is to look at how race affects perceptions and hireability of applicants for a 

leadership position for a male-dominated field in higher education: a department chair in a 

computer science major – a previously unexplored area.  

 In the context of gender, I hypothesized that the female candidates would be perceived 

and rated as less hireable, more likeable, be assigned a lower salary, and perceived as less 

competent, and warmer than their male counterparts. In the context of race, I hypothesized the 

Hispanic/Latinx candidates would be perceived as less hireable, less likeable, be assigned a 

lower salary, perceived as less competent, and less warm than the White candidates. When an 

intersectional approach is taken, due to the hindrance of their double minority status, I 

hypothesized the Hispanic/Latina woman would be perceived as less hireable, be assigned the 

lowest salary, and less competent than all other candidates. It was also hypothesized that the 

Hispanic/Latina woman would be rated as more likeable and warmer than the male candidates, 

but lower than the White female candidates. 

Methods 

Participants 

 A sample size of 108 of participants were used and analyzed. One hundred fifty-eight 

responses were collected, but 47 responses were eliminated for not completing the survey and 

three were cut for partial responses. Partial responses is defined as not completing or not seeing 

half of the measurements or scales. Participants had a mean age of 31.57 (SD = 16.43) and 
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median age of 22 years. Participants reported identifying as female (n = 84, 77.8%), male (n = 

16, 14.8%), non-binary/third gender (n = 6, 5.6%), other (n = 1, .9%), and prefer not to say (n = 

1, .9%). Overall, 92 participants reported identifying as White (85.19%), 8 identified as Black 

(7.41%), 4 identified as Asian (3.70%), and 4 participants chose more than one option (3.70%). 

Participants were recruited by a mass email sent to Ball State students, Introduction to 

Psychology students via SONA, word-of-mouth, and on social media. Social media platforms 

include Reddit and the researcher’s personal Facebook, Twitter, and Snapchat (See Appendix A). 

Materials 

Vignettes 

 The sample job posting was modeled after Columbus State University’s job description 

for an academic department chair position. Position summary and descriptions about the 

position’s significant duties were shortened for brevity and comprehension. An emphasis on 

agentic leadership qualities and research component was added (See Appendix B).  

 The chosen names for the candidates were based on a similar study by Eaton et al. 

(2020). They used the most common first and last names for each ethnic group according to the 

2010 U.S. Census data. In the White condition, Bradley was the most common male first name, 

Claire was the most common female first name, and Miller was the most common last name. In 

the Latinx/Hispanic condition, José was the most common male first name, Maria was the most 

common female first name, and Rodriguez was the most common last name (See Appendix C).  

 Published research and conference presentation examples were based on actual CVs of 

Computer Science professors at Ball State University. The examples listed are either taken 

directly from professor’s CV or combine components of different faculty’s CVs to create a new 
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citation. The section about taught classes, including course name and code, are copied directly 

from Ball State University’s course catalog for the 2020-2021 school year. 

Hireability and Likeability 

 Perceived hireability and likeability questions come directly from Moss-Racusin et al. 

(2012). There were three questions to measure perceived hireability and three questions to 

measure perceived likeability. All questions were rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all 

likely, 7 = very likely). Perceived hireability measured how likely the candidate is to get an 

interview (“How likely would you be to invite the applicant to interview for the position?”) and 

the likelihood of being hired (“How likely would you be to hire the candidate for the position?” 

and “How likely do you think it is that the candidate was actually hired for the position he/she 

applied for?”). Perceived likeability measured the extent the participant liked the candidate 

(“How much did you like the candidate” and “Would you characterize the candidate as someone 

you would like to get to know better?”) and how well they would get along with others (“Would 

the applicant fit in with other faculty members?”) (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012). Cronbach’s alpha 

for the hireability scale was .93 and .87 for the likeability scale (Moss-Racusin et al., 2012). For 

the current study, Cronbach’s alpha for the hireability scale was .87 and .83 for the likeability 

scale. Scores were averaged for hireability and likeability separately, with a higher score 

meaning the candidates was perceived as more hireable and likeable (See Appendix D).  

Salary Conferral 

 Salary conferral question came directly from Moss-Racusin et al. (2012). One question 

was rated on an 8-point Likert scale (1 = $50,000, 8 = $225,000). Salaries have been changed to 

more accurately reflect current salaries for a department chairperson according to Glassdoor as 

of December 5, 2020 (Glassdoor, 2020). Current average base pay was $144,705 per year and 
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the scale was built around that (4 = $125,000, 5 = $150,000). No Cronbach’s alpha was listed 

because there was only one question for this scale. Scores were averaged with a higher score 

representing a higher recommended salary (See Appendix D).  

Competence and Warmth 

 Competence and warmth were measured using the Competence and Warmth Scale 

developed by Fiske et al. (2002). Nine items (5 competence items and 4 warmth items) were 

rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = extremely). Each item measured a different 

component of either competence or warmth, but the items were rephrased so it is in the form of a 

question (e.g. “competence” is rephrased to “How competent is the candidate?” and “tolerant” is 

rephrased to “How tolerant is the candidate?”). For the competence scale, alpha reliability was 

.90 in the student sample and .85 in the non-student sample. For the warmth scale, alpha 

reliability was .82 for the student sample and .82 for the non-student sample (Fiske et al., 2002). 

For the current study, Cronbach’s alpha for the competence scale was .86 and .92 for the warmth 

scale. Scores will be averaged with higher scores representing greater competence and warmth 

for the candidate (See Appendix E). 

Procedure 

  Participants were asked to take a Qualtrics survey and were instructed to read and 

complete an informed consent (See Appendix F). It was made clear that participants may stop at 

any time. Most participants received no compensation, but SONA participants received half of a 

research credit for class. After agreeing to the informed consent, participants were instructed that 

they were helping to decide whether or not to hire a person for a position based on the sample 

brief resumé and were then prompted with questions about the candidate. A sample job listing 

including significant duties and responsibilities of the position was provided. Participants were 
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then asked a comprehension question to ensure they read the job description. Participants were 

randomly assigned to one of four conditions: White female candidate, White male candidate, 

Latinx/Hispanic female candidate, or Latinx/Hispanic male candidate. Participants read through 

the vignette and asked questions about the fictitious candidate.  

 Immediately following the presentation of the brief resumé, participants were prompted 

to answer comprehension questions to ensure they read the vignette (See Appendix G). If 

participants answered incorrectly 3 times, they were skipped to the end of the survey. None of 

the participants were skipped to the end. If participants answered the comprehension question 

correctly, they were then asked about the candidate’s perceived hireability, likeability, 

competence, and warmth. Participants were asked to assign the candidate a salary from a list of 

several options. At the end of the survey, participants were asked demographic questions about 

themselves (See Appendix G).  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 A 2-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine significant group 

differences for all dependent variables (hireability, likeability, salary conferral, competence, and 

warmth) in terms of gender race/ethnicity, and a combination of both. Descriptive statistics for 

all variables are shown on Table 1. 

Hireability 

 In terms of hireability, it was hypothesized that the female candidates would be hired less 

frequently than the male candidates, the Hispanic/Latinx candidates would be hired less 

frequently than the White candidates, and the Hispanic/Latina candidate would be hired less 

frequently overall. There was a significant gender difference in hireability, F(1, 104) = 4.93, p = 
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.03. On average, female candidates were rated significantly more hireable (M = 5.45) than their 

male counterparts (M = 4.99). Hireability ratings were not significantly different in terms of race 

(F(1, 104) = 1.69, p = .20) and there was no interaction between gender and race (F(1, 104) = 

.31, p = .58). None of the proposed hypotheses were supported.  

Likeability 

 It was hypothesized that the female candidates would be rated higher on the likeability 

scale than the male candidates, the White candidates would be rated higher than their 

Hispanic/Latinx counterparts, and the Hispanic/Latina woman would be rated as more likeable 

than the male candidates but less likeable than the White female candidates. Significant group 

differences were found both in terms of gender (F(1, 104) = 7.72, p = .01) and race (F(1, 104) = 

7.99, p = .01). The hypothesis that female candidates would be rated as more likeable than their 

male counterparts was supported. On average, the female candidates (M = 5.58) were rated as 

more likeable than the male candidates (M = 4.99). The hypothesis that the White candidates 

would be rated as more likeable than the Hispanic/Latinx candidates was not supported. The 

Hispanic/Latinx candidates (M = 5.61) were rated as more likeable than the White candidates (M 

= 5.03). There was not a significant interaction between gender and race in likeability ratings 

(F(1, 104) = 1.37, p = .25). Thus, the hypothesis that the Hispanic/Latina woman would be rated 

as more likeable than the male candidates but less likeable than the White female candidates was 

not supported.  

Salary Conferral 

 It was hypothesized that the female candidates would be assigned a lower salary than the 

male candidates, the Hispanic/Latinx candidates would be assigned a lower salary than the White 

candidates, and the Hispanic/Latina woman would be assigned the lowest salary. There were no 
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statistical group differences in terms of gender (F(1, 104) = .95 p = .33) nor race (F(1, 104) = 

.16, p = .69). No significant interaction between gender and race was found either (F(1, 104) = 

2.23, p = .14). All of the above hypotheses were refuted.  

Competence 

 It was hypothesized that the female candidates would be rated as less competent than the 

male candidates, the Hispanic/Latinx candidates would be rated as less competent than the White 

candidates, and the Hispanic/Latina woman would be rated as the least competent candidate. 

Significant group differences were both found in terms of gender (F(1, 104) = 4.96, p = .03) and 

race (F(1, 104) = 5.06, p = .03). The female candidates (M = 4.23) were rated as more competent 

than the male candidates (M = 3.92). On average, the Hispanic/Latinx candidates (M = 4.24) 

were rated as more competent than the White candidates (M = 3.93). There was no interaction 

between gender and race in competence ratings (F(1, 104) = .20, p = .66). None of the three 

hypotheses were supported. 

Warmth 

 It was hypothesized that the female candidates would be rated warmer than the male 

candidates, the White candidates would be rated as warmer than the Hispanic/Latinx candidates, 

and the Hispanic/Latina woman would be rated warmer than the male candidates but less warm 

than the White woman. Significant group differences were found both in terms of gender (F(1, 

104) = 8.01, p = .01) and race (F(1, 104) = 5.30, p = .02). Only one of the two hypotheses were 

supported. The female candidates (M = 3.80) were rated warmer than the male candidates (M = 

3.36), however, the Hispanic/Latinx candidates (M = 3.77) were rated as warmer than the White 

candidates (M = 3.43). The Hispanic/Latina woman was rated as the warmest candidate in 
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comparison to the other candidates (M = 3.89). There was no interaction between gender and 

race in likeability ratings (F(1, 104) = 1.09, p = .30). 

Discussion 

 Ample research exists that shows significant gender and racial differences in the hiring 

process and evaluations of job applicants in general, but especially in male-dominated fields 

within education (Bertogg et al., 2020; Quillian et al., 2017; Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). 

While gender and racial disparities exist across different disciplines and specialties, the numbers 

are greater when looking at leadership positions in a male-dominated department in academia 

(Rosser, 2013; Valian, 1998). Further, these disparities are even more pronounced when looking 

at the STEM field (Liu et al., 2019; Ong et al., 2011). Previous research about the STEM field 

tends to focus either gender or race as a single social identity and rarely takes an intersectional 

approach (Eaton et al., 2020). When an intersectional approach is taken, however, research 

focuses on the experiences of Black men and women. This research attempted to fill the gap by 

focusing on Hispanic/Latinx individuals placed in a leadership position in a male-dominated 

department in academia.  

 Based on the results of previous research, several hypotheses were created for each scale 

that analyzed gender, race, and both social identities combined. For the gender conditions, it was 

hypothesized that the female candidates would be perceived as less hireable, be assigned a lower 

salary, and perceived as less competent. It was also hypothesized that the candidates would be 

perceived as more likeable and warmer than their male counterparts. It was assumed that 

participants would ascribe the female candidates more communal rather than agentic traits based 

on social role theory and the lack of fit model (Bosak & Sczesny, 2011; Heilman, 1983). Since 

the female candidates do not match the stereotype of what someone in this position should look 
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like, it was hypothesized that the female candidates would be discriminated against. The 

hypotheses that the female candidates would be rated as more likeable and warmer were 

supported—consistent with role congruity theory as well as social role theory. All other 

hypotheses were refuted. Since a majority of the participants reported identifying as female, it is 

possible that there was a slight gender bias and participants would rate the female candidates 

higher. Further, consistent with Eagly et al. (1995) and Rosser (2013), it is possible that the 

candidate’s gender could have benefited them. The participants might have believed the female 

candidates would be a more effective leader than their male counterpart. Also, consistent with 

Eagly and Karau (2002), it is possible that participants would see the candidates as more 

competent than their male counterparts because they believed they had more to overcome, and 

thus must be more competent.  

 In terms of race, it was hypothesized the Hispanic/Latinx candidates would be rated as 

less hireable, less likeable, be assigned a lower salary, less competent and less warm than the 

White candidates. Despite the decline of racial discrimination, evidence for discrimination still 

exists (Quillian et al., 2017). Previous research has shown that racial minorities are perceived as 

less hireable, likeable, assigned a lower salary, less competent, and less warm than their White 

counterparts (Eaton et al., 2020; Jimeno-Ingrum et al., 2009; Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). 

All of the hypotheses relating to race/ethnicity were refuted. Since a majority of participants 

reported identifying as White, it is possible that this component of their identity could affect how 

they react to other people. Further, while participants were randomly assigned to conditions, 

more data was collected about the White candidates (N = 58) than the Hispanic/Latinx candidates 

(N = 50). It is possible that this could have skewed the results.  
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 As mentioned before, it is important to take an intersectional approach to begin to 

understand how several identities interact to create a more nuanced and unique experience. It 

was hypothesized that due to their double minority status, the Hispanic/Latina woman would be 

perceived as less hireable, be assigned the lowest salary, and less competent than all other 

candidates. It was also hypothesized that the Hispanic/Latina woman would be rated as more 

likeable and warmer than the male candidates, but lower than the White female candidates. 

Previous research has shown that women tend to have a lower salary than their male 

counterparts, but women of color are more likely to have a lower pay (Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 

2010). Similar to the results from Eaton et al. (2020), there were no significant interactions 

between race and gender on perceived competence, however the male candidates were perceived 

as more competent. The current study may have yielded different results from Eaton et al. (2020) 

because their sample consisted of biology and physics professors rating post-doctoral 

candidates—which does not necessarily speak to the candidate’s leadership skills. All of the 

above hypotheses were refuted. Further, no significant interactions were found in the analyses. 

Since the primary source of recruitment was through social media and word-of-mouth, there is a 

large variability in the types of participants recruited. Most of the participants, however, were 

college-aged and this could affect how minorities and belonging to a minority status is viewed.  

 The current study revealed statistically significant results that directly opposed all of the 

initial hypotheses except for two. One explanation for this discrepancy is due to the fact a 

convenience sample was utilized. Since the primary source of recruitment was through social 

media, it is possible that the kind of participants that participated differ from those that did not 

take the survey. Participant bias could come into effect and affect how the candidates were 
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perceived – particularly if the participants were reminded of their own group belongingness 

(such as the candidate’s age). 

Limitations and Future Research 

 Much like prior research, the current study has several limitations that could have 

affected the results. First, the sample size used was too small. The study’s sample size used was a 

little over half of the desired 200 participants, so it is possible that significant results were not 

achieved. The lack of participants could be explained given that the current study was conducted 

during the COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic could have had many implications on data 

collection. For example, Ball State’s Psychological Science SONA research pool was utilized to 

recruit participants in addition to social media. It is possible that student motivation has 

decreased and are less willing to participate in research. Future research should attempt to correct 

this limitation by using a larger sample size.  

 Another limitation is a possible sample bias in terms of gender and age. Participants 

primarily reported identifying as female (77.8%) with an average age of 31 years old. While a 

majority of participants were college-aged students, the range in ages was so large that the 

average age was 31. Also, the study aimed to analyze how potential candidates would be 

perceived by hiring manager, however, it is unlikely that the convenience sample has been 

placed in a similar situation before. The participant’s lack of knowledge on the subject could 

have made the situation too ambiguous. The sample does not accurately reflect the population 

and cannot be generalized to real-world scenarios. Future research should aim to conduct similar 

research using hiring managers or faculty involved in a similar academic field. It would also be 

interesting to include more facets of the candidate’s identities or create more conditions to create 
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a more nuanced experience. For example, more racial identity groups could be added so that 

there is more variability in the data.  

Conclusion 

 While many of the results were unexpected, analyses indicated a significant group 

differences when looking at both and gender separately suggesting that social identities did affect 

the outcomes. As mentioned by Symington (2004), combining multiple identities together does 

not necessarily create an additive experience (as cited in Sanchez-Hucles & Davis, 2010). There 

is room for variability within these categories and no two experiences are the same. One can 

make the argument the way the conditions were set up in the present study implies that people 

who identify as Hispanic or Latinx have similar experiences and causes the participants to rely 

on stereotypes they associate with the desired groups. This, in combination with the unexpected 

results, indicates a need for more research in the future about this issue. Hopefully these results 

suggest gender and racial differences and their effects are lessening, however, more research 

should be conducted in this area to determine the full extent different facets of an individual’s 

identity affect perceived characteristics.   
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Appendix A 

Recruitment Statement: 

Hello, 

I am a Psychology & Telecommunication undergraduate student at Ball State University 

completing my honors research thesis. You are invited to participate in a research study that aims 

to understand the connection between a candidate’s resumé and the inferred characteristics about 

the candidate.   

Participants must be 18 years of age or older in order to participate and all responses will 

be kept anonymous (no identifiable information will be asked). This survey is completely 

voluntary and will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Any participation would be 

greatly appreciated.  

If you would like to participate in this survey, please follow the link below:  

[insert link] 

[1694398-1] 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration! Should you have any questions or concerns, please 

email me at enkaihara@bsu.edu. 
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Appendix B 

You are part of a committee tasked with hiring the new department chair for the computer 

science department at your public university. You will be prompted with a brief resumé that 

belongs to one of the job candidates and you will be asked questions about the candidate and 

resumé.  

Job Listing: As the chief administrative and academic officer of the department, the Chair has 

the authority and responsibility for the delivery of academic programs in accordance with 

departmental, college, and university strategic plans; hiring and evaluation of departmental 

personnel, to include faculty and staff; and budgeting and resource management. As a member of 

the College administration, the Chair coordinates departmental activity with the activities of 

other units in the College and the University and, in collaboration with other members of the 

administration, assists in the development and implementation of College initiatives. 

Significant duties and responsibilities include department leadership through 

communication with faculty, students, and staff; oversee and assess the curriculum 

development and academic programs offered by the department, and various department 

operations. Research is required.  

Candidates should have documented performance in the areas of teaching, scholarship, 

and service in the computer science field.  

Comprehension Question: 

What type of job is it? 

a. English professor at a university 

b. Computer science chair 

c. Nurse at a hospital 
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Appendix C 
Bradley (Claire) Miller or José (Maria) Rodriguez 

InitialLastName@cmail.com (ex. BMiller@cmail.com or Jrodriguez@cmail.com)  
Professional 
Position 

Assistant Professor                                       (2009-2016) 
Western Michigan University 

Present Associate Professor                          (2017-Present) 
Western Michigan University 

Education Degree 
Ph.D 
M.S. 
B.Sc. 

Date 
2008 
2005 
2003 

College 
Indiana University 
Indiana University 
Purdue University 

Major 
Computer Science 
Computer Science 
Computer Science and Engineering 

Research Publications – 2/7 publications reported 
[Name]. Asking novice computer programmers about their experience 
with writing code. Journal of Computing Sciences in Colleges, 42(3):90-97, March 
2016.  
[Name]. A binary counting of rational numbers. Journal of Computing Sciences 
in Colleges, 27(2): 182-187, November 2016.  

Conference Presentations – 2/30 presentations reported 
Merging software specifications. The 14th International Conference on Software 
Engineering and Knowledge Engineering (SEKE), Pittsburg, PA, July 2017 
Building community in Computer Science (and all disciplines) by 
embracing diversity. Diversity Research Symposium, Indiana State University, 
Terre Haute, IN, October 2015 

Teaching Graduate Teaching Assistant                             
Advanced Programming (CS 222) 

Lecturer – 3/11 classes reported                        
Intro to Computer Science and Web Programming (CS 110) 

Taught 9 times between 2009-2014 
Intro to Computer Security (CS 203) 

Taught 8 times between 2012-2016 
Data Mining (CS 455) 

Taught 3 times between 2017-Present 
Thesis/Dissertation/Student Research Supervisor 

Advisor to 3 students between 2011-2019 
Service and 
Leadership 

Faculty Advisor:  
Computer Science for Middle Schoolers Plus (CS4MS+), August 2018 – Present 
Girls Who Code, August 2017 – May 2019 

Member:  
Indiana Computer Science Higher Education Advisory Board for K-12 Computer 
Science, April 2018 – Present    

Skills Data Analysis                 Software Development                 Attention to Detail  
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Appendix D 

Using the following scale, please indicate the likelihood of each question.  

Hireability:  

- How likely would you be to invite the applicant to interview for the position? 

o 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very much) 

- How likely would you be to hire the applicant for the position? 

o 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very much) 

- How likely do you think it is that the applicant was actually hired for the position they 

applied to? 

o 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very much) 

Likeability: 

- How much did you like the applicant? 

o 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very much) 

- Would you characterize the applicant as someone you want to get to know better? 

o 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very much) 

- Would the applicant fit in well with other faculty members? 

o 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very much) 

Salary Conferral 

- If you had to choose one of the following starting salaries for the applicant, what would it 

be? 

o 1 ($50,000), 2 ($75,000), 3 (100,000), 4 ($125,000), 5 ($150,000), 6 ($175,000), 7 

($200,000), 8 ($225,000)  
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Appendix E 

Using the following scale, answer the questions rating the candidate from “not at all” to 

“extremely.” 

Competence 

- How competent is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

- How confident is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

- How independent is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

- How competitive is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

- How intelligent is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

Warmth 

- How tolerant is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

- How warm is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

- How good natured is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 

- How sincere is the candidate? 

o (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “extremely”) 
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Appendix F 

Informed Consent 

Study Title 
Evaluations of Computer Science Department Chair Applicants 
[1694398-1] 
 
Study Purpose and Rationale 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate how people perceive a candidate applying to the head of 
a department at a university. The findings will help us better understand how people evaluate 
applicants applying for a leadership position.   
 
Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 
To be eligible to participate in this study, you must be over the age of 18. 
 
Participation Procedures and Duration 
For this project you will be shown a fictitious job description and the resumé of a candidate for 
that position. Then, you will be asked questions about it. The survey will take approximately 15-
20 minutes to complete. 
 
Data Confidentiality or Anonymity 
All data will be maintained as anonymous and no identifying information such as names will 
appear in any publication or presentation of the data.  
 
Storage of Data 
The data will be entered into a software program and stored on the researcher’s password-
protected computer for three years and then deleted. Only members of the research team will 
have access to the data.  
 
Risks or Discomfort 
There are no perceived risks for participating in this study 
 
Who to Contact Should You Experience Any Negative Effects from Participating in this Study 
Should you experience any feelings of anxiety, there are counseling services available to you 
through the Ball State University’s Counseling Center in Muncie, 765-285-1736. If you are not a 
Ball State student, contact your primary care physician.  
 
Benefits 
There are no perceived benefits for participating in this study. 
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Compensation 
There is no compensation for participating in this study.  
 
Voluntary Participation 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw your 
permission at any time for any reason without penalty or prejudice from the investigator. Please 
feel free to ask any questions of the investigator before signing this forma and at any time during 
the study.   
 
IRB Contact Information 
For questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact the Director, Office of 
Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47303, (765) 285-5070 or 
orihelp@bsu.edu.  
 
 
To begin this study, please indicate that you agree to participate after reading this information by 
clicking the “Yes” button. Once you have accepted the terms of the study, you can begin the 
survey. If you do not want to participate, click the “No” button and you can exit this site. If you 
decline the informed consent, you will not need to take the survey.  
 
Thanks for your help and participation! 
 
Researcher Contact Information  
Principal Investigator:  
 
Erin N. Kaihara 
Psychological Science 
Ball State University 
Muncie, IN 47303 
Telephone: (847) 521-9803 
Email: enkaihara@bsu.edu 
 
Faculty Supervisor:  
Dr. Katie M. Lawson 
Psychological Science 
Ball State University 
Muncie, IN 47303 
Telephone: (765) 285-1706 
Email: kmlawson4@bsu.edu 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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*For SONA use 
 
Study Title 
Evaluations of Computer Science Faculty Applicants 
1694398-1 
 
Study Purpose and Rationale 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate how people perceive a candidate applying to the head of 
a department at a university. The findings will help us better understand how people evaluate 
applicants applying for a leadership position.   
 
Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 
To be eligible to participate in this study, you must be over the age of 18. 
 
Participation Procedures and Duration 
For this project you will be shown a fictitious job description and the resumé of a candidate for 
that position. Then, you will be asked questions about it. The survey will take approximately 15-
20 minutes to complete 
 
Data Confidentiality or Anonymity 
All data will be maintained as anonymous and no identifying information such as names will 
appear in any publication or presentation of the data.  
 
Storage of Data 
The data will be entered into a software program and stored on the researcher’s password-
protected computer for three years and then deleted. Only members of the research team will 
have access to the data.  
 
Risks or Discomfort 
There are no perceived risks for participating in this study 
 
Who to Contact Should You Experience Any Negative Effects from Participating in this Study 
Should you experience any feelings of anxiety, there are counseling services available to you 
through the Ball State University’s Counseling Center in Muncie, 765-285-1736. If you are not a 
Ball State student, contact your primary care physician.  
 
Benefits 
There are no perceived benefits for participating in this study. 
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Compensation 
You will receive ½ credit upon completion of this survey. 
 
Voluntary Participation 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw your 
permission at any time for any reason without penalty or prejudice from the investigator. Please 
feel free to ask any questions of the investigator before signing this forma and at any time during 
the study.   
 
IRB Contact Information 
For questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact the Director, Office of 
Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47303, (765) 285-5070 or 
orihelp@bsu.edu.  
 
 
To begin this study, please indicate that you agree to participate after reading this information by 
clicking the “Yes” button. Once you have accepted the terms of the study, you can begin the 
survey. If you do not want to participate, click the “No” button and you can exit this site. If you 
decline the informed consent, you will not need to take the survey.  
 
Thanks for your help and participation! 
 
Researcher Contact Information  
Principal Investigator:  
 
Erin N. Kaihara 
Psychological Science 
Ball State University 
Muncie, IN 47303 
Telephone: (847) 521-9803 
Email: enkaihara@bsu.edu 
 
Faculty Supervisor:  
Dr. Katie M. Lawson 
Psychological Science 
Ball State University 
Muncie, IN 47303 
Telephone: (765) 285-1706 
Email: kmlawson4@bsu.edu 
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Appendix G 

Comprehension Questions: 

- Where is this person currently employed? 

o Western Michigan University 

o University of Notre Dame 

o A high school 

- What was the name of the candidate? 

o Bradley Miller 

o Claire Miller 

o José Rodriguez 

o Maria Rodriguez 

Demographic Information: 

- Year 

o Are you currently enrolled in college? 

§ Yes, No 

o [if answered yes to the previous question] What year are you? 

§ Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, Senior, Graduate Student 

o Major 

§ [text box or drop down with overall colleges/categories? (ex. 

Communication, business, etc.)] 

- Gender 

o Male, Female, Non-binary, Gender not listed [allow people to write in answer] 

- Race/Ethnicity – (pick all that apply) 
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o American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic 

or Latino, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White, Other 

- Age 

o [allow people to write in their answers] 

- Education – highest schooling attended 

o Some high school, Currently enrolled in high school, Completed high school, 

Some college/technical school, Currently enrolled in college/technical, Completed 

college/technical, Some graduate school, Currently enrolled in graduate school, 

Completed graduate school 
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Table 1 
 
Examining Hireability, Likeability, Salary, Warmth, and Competence as a Function of Gender by 
Race 

 
   

 
Men 

 
Women 

 

 
Total 

Hireability White 

Hispanic/Latinx 

              Total 

4.81 (1.34) 

5.00 (1.48) 

4.90 (1.39)a 

5.23 (1.39) 

5.69 (1.00) 

5.45 (1.18)b 

5.02 (1.33) 

5.37 (1.28) 

Likeability  White 

Hispanic/Latinx 

              Total 

4.64 (1.28) 

5.43 (1.04) 

4.99 (1.24)a 

5.43 (0.82) 

5.75 (.88) 

5.58 (.86)b 

5.03 (1.14)A 

5.61 (.96)B 

Salary Conferral White 2.93 (1.03) 3.59 (1.23) 3.26 (1.28) 

 Hispanic/Latinx 3.43 (1.47) 3.30 (1.54) 3.36 (1.50) 

                Total 3.15 (1.26) 3.45 (1.48)  

Competence White 

Hispanic/Latinx 

               Total 

3.76 (.85) 

4.11 (.62) 

3.92 (.77)a 

4.11 (.66) 

4.35 (.53) 

4.23 (.61)b 

3.93 (.77)A 

4.24 (.58)B 

Warmth White 3.15 (.72) 3.71 (.83) 3.42 (.82)A 

 Hispanic/Latinx 3.63 (.81) 3.89 (.62) 3.77 (.72)B 

                Total 3.36 (.79)a 3.80 (.73)b  

      
Note. Significant main effects for gender are represented by lowercase letters. Significant main 
effects for race/ethnicity are represented by uppercase letters. No significant interactions were 
found in the analyses.   
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Office of Research Integrity
Institutional Review Board (IRB)
2000 University Avenue
Muncie, IN 47306-0155
Phone: 765-285-5052
Email: orihelp@bsu.edu
  
  
DATE: January 25, 2021
  
TO: Erin Kaihara
  
FROM: Ball State University IRB
  
RE: IRB protocol # 1694398-1
TITLE: Evaluations of Computer Science Faculty Applicants
SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project
  
DECISION: APPROVED
PROJECT STATUS: EXEMPT
DECISION DATE: January 25, 2021
REVIEW TYPE: Exempt Review
  

The designated reviewer for the Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed your protocol and determined
the procedures you have proposed are appropriate for exemption under the federal regulations. As such,
there will be no further review of your protocol, and you are cleared to proceed with the procedures
outlined in your protocol. As an exempt study, there is no requirement for continuing review. Your protocol
will remain on file with the IRB as a matter of record. All research under this protocol must be conducted
in accordance with the approved submission and in accordance with the principles of the Belmont Report.

Exempt Categories:

 

 

Category 1: Research conducted in established or commonly accepted educational settings,
that specifically involves normal educations practices that are not likely to adversely impact
students' opportunity to learn required educational content or the assessment of educators
who provide instruction. This includes most research on regular and special education
instructional strategies, and research on the effectiveness of or the comparison among
instructional techniques, curricula, or classroom management methods.

x 

Category 2: Research that only includes interactions involving educational test (cognitive,
diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation
of public behavior (including visual or auditory recording) if at least one of the following
criteria is met: (i) The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner
that the identity of the human subjects cannot readily be ascertained, directly or through
identifiers linked to the subjects; (ii) Any disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside
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the research would not reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be
damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, educational advancement, or
reputation; or (iii) The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner
that the identity of the humans subjects can readily be ascertained, directly or through
identifiers linked to the subjects, and an IRB conducts a limited IRB review to make the
determination required by 46.111(a)(7).

 

Category 3: Research involving benign behavioral interventions in conjunction with the
collection of information from an adult subject through verbal or written responses (including
data entry) or audiovisual recording if the subject prospectively agrees to the intervention
and information collection and at least one of the following criteria is met: (A) The information
obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the identity of human subjects
cannot be readily ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects; (B) Any
disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research would not reasonably
place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial
standing, employability, educational advancement, or reputation; or (C) The information
obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the identity of the human
subjects can be readily ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to the subjects, and
an IRB conducts a limited IRB review to make the determination required by 46.111(a)(7).

 Category 4: Secondary research for which consent is not required.

 

Category 5: Research and demonstration projects that are conducted or supported by a
Federal department or agency, or otherwise subject to the approval of department or agency
heads, and that are designed to study, evaluate, improve, or otherwise examine public benefit
or service programs, including procedures for obtaining benefits or services under those
programs, possible changes in or alternatives to those programs or procedures, or possible
changes in methods or levels of payment for benefits or services under those programs.

 

Category 6: Taste and food quality evaluation and consumer acceptance studies, (i) if
wholesome foods without additives are consumed or (ii) if a food is consumed that contains a
food ingredient at or below the level found to be safe, by the Food and Drug Administration or
approved by the Environmental Protection Agency or the Food Safety and Inspection Service
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

 

Category 7: Storage or maintenance for secondary research for which broad consent
is required: Storage or maintenance of identifiable private information or identifiable
biospecimens for potential secondary research use if an IRB conducts a limited IRB review
and makes the determinations required by 46.111(a)(8).

 

Category 8: Secondary research for which broad consent is required: Research involving
the use of identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens for secondary research
use, if the following criteria are met: (1)Broad consent for the storage, maintenance, and
secondary research use of the identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens
was obtained in accordance with §46.116(a)(1) through (4), (a)(6), and (d); (2) Documentation
of informed consent or waiver of documentation of consent was obtained in accordance with
§46.117; and (3) An IRB conducts a limited IRB review and makes the determination required
by §46.111(a)(7) and makes the determination that the research to be conducted is within
the scope of the broad consent referenced in paragraph (d)(8)(i) of this section; and (iv) The
investigator does not include returning individual research results to participants as part of the
study plan. Note: This provision does not prevent an investigator from abiding by any legal
requirements to return individual research results.

 

Ball State Specific Exempt Categories

 

Category 9: Research involving publicly observable online behavior. Any online behavior
that requires a person's permission to access is considered private and does not fall under
this category. Information that cannot be accessed by the general population would also be
considered private.
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Category 10: Research involving BSU students who are under 18 but have legal authority
over their FERPA protected information. Only studies that fall into another exempt category
except for sampling from BSU students who are under 18 can be considered exempt in this
category.

 

Editorial Notes:

1. Approved.

While your project does not require continuing review, it is the responsibility of the P.I. (and, if applicable,
faculty supervisor) to inform the IRB if the procedures presented in this protocol are to be modified or if
problems related to human research participants arise in connection with this project. Any procedural
modifications must be evaluated by the IRB before being implemented, as some modifications
may change the review status of this project. Please contact Sena Lim at (765)285-5034 or
slim2@bsu.edu if you are unsure whether your proposed modification requires review or have any
questions. Proposed modifications should be addressed in writing and submitted electronically to the
IRBNet as a "Modification/Amendment" for review. Please reference your IRB protocol number 1694398-1
in any communication to the IRB regarding this project.

In the case of an adverse event and/or unanticipated problem, you will need to submit written
documentation of the event to IRBNet under this protocol number and you will need to directly notify the
Office of Research Integrity (http://www.bsu.edu/irb) within 5 business days.  If you have questions,
please contact Sena Lim at (765)285-5034 or slim2@bsu.edu.

Reminder: Even though your study is exempt from the relevant federal regulations of the Common Rule
(45 CFR 46, subpart A), Ball State has elected to hold you accountable to these regulations to encourage
best research practices. You and your research team are not exempt from ethical research practices and
should therefore employ all protections for your participants and their data which are appropriate to your
project.

http://www.bsu.edu/irb

