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Abstract 

Organizations that are historically male-dominated have struggled to attract and retain an 

equitable representation of women (Debs et al., 2021; Germain et al., 2012; Hall et al., 2018) 

Using the two systems processing model from Cognitive Psychology, this study assessed 

whether gender pronouns can function as environmental cues (“nudges”) to disrupt the patterns 

of mental models on biases and stereotypes. It was proposed that participants can be “nudged” to 

decrease the impact of gender stereotype biases in the interview process in male-dominated 

professions (e.g., Information Technology) such that pronouns used in the interview questions 

will interact with the interviewee’s gender. Results from 1056 participants (Male = 498, Female 

= 558) revealed that proposed interaction was not supported, indicating that female pronouns did 

not improve female participants’ selection performance, interviewee engagement and other 

outcomes, but main effects by gender and by pronoun condition were found to be significant. 

Across conditions, women scored higher on Situational Judgment Test, used more words in 

Situational Interviews, while men took a longer time to respond, reported a higher sense of 

belonging, a higher intent to pursue employment and higher perceived organizational support. 

Across genders, the “you” condition had a higher score on word count (WTS = 12.57, p < .05) 

and intent to pursue employment (WTS = 7.1, p < .05). This is indicative that using second 

person “you” in scenarios may help participants assume the perspective of the agent, thus 

transcending the problems that may come with third-person pronouns.   

Keywords: Nudge, mental models, personnel selection, pronouns, diversity  
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

The year of 2021 is being referred to as the “Great Resignation”, partially resulting in a 

record-breaking number of job openings and employers are struggling to find talent. Taking the 

information technology (IT) industry as an example, a recent survey conducted by MThree 

(2021) suggested that one reason for the existing gap is organizations’ inability to demonstrate 

diversity and equity in ways that minority groups such as women felt welcome and valued. In 

recent years, organizations have been attempting to adopt strategies to increase diversity, but 

many of these strategies fail to incorporate evidence-based techniques (Devine et al., 2017) or 

create long-lasting effects (Chang et al., 2019), and may even have unintended negative 

consequences (Dover et al., 2019). It takes effort from every stage of the employee cycle to 

achieve the goal of building a diverse workforce and culture. One of the first steps is to ensure 

that diverse candidates are attracted to organizations. For example, many professions such as IT 

that are historically gender-imbalanced (e.g., male-dominated) have struggled to attract and 

retain qualified women (Debs et al., 2021; Hall et al., 2018), and they have been longing to 

achieve the goal of gaining a more balanced gender representation (González-González, 2018; 

van den Brink et al., 2010).  

As potential solutions, scholars have recommended devoting more resources and working 

on processes and structures to combat biases like gender stereotypes (Devine et al., 2017; 

Rheingans et al., 2018), one of which is to look for the systemic reasons that prevent 

organizations from achieving its diversity goals, such as systemic biases that humans have 

cognitively when making decisions (Kuncel & Dahlke, 2020). Theory and research suggest that 

organizations tend to hire individuals that are similar to established members, which decreases 
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adaptability and can be dangerous to organizations if they become too homogeneous, as 

Schneider and colleagues (1987, 1995) suggests in the Attraction-Selection-Attrition (ASA) 

model. Are there ways organizations may be able to use behavioral techniques to promote 

diversity instead of homogeneity? For example, are there signals in the environment to cue 

candidates to consider certain aspects of the organization when they make decisions on offer 

acceptance or perceptions on how likely they will be supported? In other words, are there aspects 

of the hiring and selection process that can be programmed to “make it easier” (Thaler & 

Sunstein, 2008) to increase the underrepresentation of candidates who are attracted to and 

selected by an organization? 

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore these rather “effortless” processes that can 

help achieve better organizational outcomes, specifically how they can diversify their 

workforces. It is proposed that the language used in selection interviews will impact candidates’ 

performance in the interviews and attraction to the organization.  

More than transferring literal information, language as the tool of social interaction, 

activates associated cognitive representation in one’s mind. Words and text convey messages of 

thoughts and emotions that include the construction of social categorizations, such as stereotypes 

of gender (Chung & Pennebaker, 2007; Sczesny et al., 2015). By adopting gender pronouns in 

the interview process that are aligned with the desired diversity, it is proposed that using female 

pronouns (e.g., “she” and “her” pronouns) in situational interview questions and situational 

judgment test questions will nudge female candidates in a male-dominated profession to perform 

better and be more attracted to the organization than using than male (e.g., “he”) or neutral 

pronouns (e.g., “you”). Specifically, female candidates are hypothesized to be more likely to 

perform better on the interview questions, be more engaged and motivated to do well on these 



9 

questions, have a higher expected sense of belonging, have a higher intent to pursue employment 

in the organization, and have a higher perceived organizational support.  

Literature Review 

To begin, the two systems of cognitive processing are reviewed, providing the theoretical 

foundation for this current study. I will introduce and discuss the focal concept, “nudge” in 

relation to the two systems. Next, I will describe a proposed application of the utilization of 

“nudge” in personnel selection by changing gender pronouns in the interview questions, 

followed by a discussion on what outcomes are expected.  

Two Systems 

Human beings function under two models of thinking which psychologists often refer to 

as the two systems: System 1 and System 2 (Kahneman, 2012; Stanovich & West, 2000). System 

1 is the automatic and quick responding system that operates with minimal effort. It offers innate 

skills and generates impressions, intuitions, and feelings. It also includes learned associations 

from past experience that are stored in memory. This type of knowledge and solutions can be 

easily assessed without intention. System 2, on the other hand, is the slow thinking process that 

involves conscious reasoning. System 2 allocates attention and effort to complicated activities 

like thinking and reflection, as well as making deliberate choices when given options. System 1 

routinely provides suggestions to guide behaviors, which System 2 tends to adopt, with minimal 

modification. However, when System 1 fails to offer these suggestions that can turn into 

behaviors and responses (such as the request to solve a complex math problem), System 2 then 

takes control to endorse and solve the problems. One of the ways it does so is to continuously 

monitor one’s behaviors and detect a potential error that is about to be made. For example, when 

System 1 elicits the shortcut to stereotypes, which are generalized beliefs towards individuals in 
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certain social groups that are usually activated by situations (Marx & Ko, 2019), System 2 can 

step in to restore control (Kahneman, 2012). 

Mental Shortcut from System 1  

System 1 functions as a default to provide suggestions for behaviors and these 

suggestions are often accurate guidance (Kahneman, 2012). Take mental models as an example. 

These are dynamic systems that are enduring and accessible with limited conceptual 

representations of the external environment (Doyle & Ford, 1998). One type of memory system, 

semantic memory, constructs these mental models from both concrete and abstract information, 

regardless of whether or not one has been involved personally. It forms the cognitive 

representations of the environmental stimuli and how they can be used (Chi, 1991). It can be 

inferred then that mental models are information added together and constructed in the mind, but 

not always correct.  

One of these mental models is the gender representation of a profession (Garnham et al., 

2012). For example, it has been found that in multiple languages, people are more likely to think 

of a male for a profession such as an engineer, and a female for a kindergarten teacher (Sczesny 

et al., 2015). In the English language, gender stereotypes tend to influence the representation of a 

certain profession or occupation (Garnham et al., 2012). For example, research suggests that 

people are more likely to think of a male when they hear the word “surgeon” and neglect the 

possibility of a female doing the same job (Barlow, 2014). Prior studies showed that it took 

participants longer to respond cognitively when they were asked to process information that 

contradicts the stereotypical gender of role names (Carreiras et al., 1996). People’s perspectives 

of certain groups are homogenized so that anyone from this group is expected to possess or not 

possess a certain quality (e.g., within-category stereotyping, Marx & Ko, 2019).  The 
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perspectives are accessed via System 1 without deliberation, but the stereotypes, especially when 

inaccurate, can be harmful. In addition to undermining the performance of the target group when 

compared to their counterparts (i.e., women may be viewed as low performers in doing male-

typed tasks: Chatman & O’Reilly, 2004; Steele, 1997), stereotype threats can also perpetuate the 

cycle of more male candidates getting into these fields where the workforce are already 

predominantly male and discourage women from entering by sending the message that they are 

unwelcomed (Germain et al., 2012). This is also true to male candidates entering female-

dominated fields such as nursing and education. The current study will focus on women entering 

male-dominated fields as an example.  

Redesign the Cues for System 2  

Fortunately, environmental cues can disrupt a stereotype. For instance, if individuals 

experience some counter-stereotypic examples, their stereotype could be weakened (Marx & Ko, 

2019). This is because the external immediate environment can trigger one’s internal 

psychological activities to process information differently. Research on situational cues found 

that when women were shown a video of a math, science, and engineering conference with an 

unbalanced gender representation, they reported a lower sense of belonging and less interest in 

participation than those who watched the gender-balanced video (Murphy et al., 2007). The 

situational cues presented, such as being the minority group in the environment, signaled threats 

that prompted people to feel isolated or ostracized. This process, termed as “automaticity”, 

suggests that by carefully building an immediate environment, mental processes can be triggered 

without much conscious guidance (Bargh & Williams, 2006). While conscious processes often 

need to actively search for past experience to anticipate future events, unconscious processes can 

rely on default modes, thus freeing the mind from devoting too much attention effortfully. In 
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other words, by setting up cues in the environment, desired behaviors can be elicited 

automatically (Gollwitzer, 1999). This means using System 2 functions to create certain 

environmental cues, may enable people to reduce biases that System 1 produces and suggest the 

right direction without relying on conscious processing.  

Having a better understanding of the cognitive processes can enable people to make use 

of systemic biases (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). “Nudge” is one potential intervention to change 

biases. With limited capacity of attention that can only be allocated to some activities 

(Kahneman, 2012), using some “nudge” techniques, one may be able to design the cues in the 

environment to endorse non-stereotypical thoughts and behaviors in organizations to potentially 

promote a more inclusive workforce in the long run.  

Nudge 

Emerged from research on decision making and behavioral economics, nudge is a 

concept that has recently received an increasing amount of attention (Barton & Grüne-Yanoff, 

2015; Hansen, 2016; Heukelom & Sent, 2017; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Nudges are the 

rearrangement of choice options in the environment that prompts people to change their 

behaviors in predictable ways and they influence decisions while still providing the freedom of 

choice without mandating or forbidding other options (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Nudge 

interventions help take advantage of the unconscious interaction between people and their 

environment (Marchiori et al., 2016) and have been valuable approaches to implement strategies 

to improve desired outcomes (Benartzi et al., 2017). They have been used in various domains. 

For example, governments have used default options, a classic nudge application, to increase the 

number of voluntary organ donors to save lives (Johnson & Goldstein, 2003); companies have 

implemented an opt-out, as opposed to an opt-in technique to encourage employees’ retirement-
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saving behaviors (Madrian & Shea, 2001); and shops have learned that they can nudge customers 

to sensible choices by placing more healthy food at the cash register desk (Kroese et al., 2016; 

Van Gestel et al., 2018).  

Nudges are deployed by “choice architects”, which refers to agents who can organize the 

context where others make decisions (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Furthermore, one can be a 

choice architect without realizing it. By intentionally deploying nudges, choice architects have 

the ability to change behaviors. This includes reinforcing stereotypes in communication, if not 

used carefully. Conversely, it is proposed that nudges can be used to signal that non-majority 

groups are welcome. This application can be adopted and used through personnel selection for 

organizations.  

Personnel Selection 

Organizations tend to attract “like” people over time, those sharing similar values and 

talents. As mentioned previously, this is not always optimal (Schneider, 1987). With respect to 

organizational adaptability, research suggests that when an organization only contains people 

that are similar, they are less capable to cope with potential changes in the environment and may 

experience decreased effectiveness because people and processes and structures left inside the 

organization are only viable to the old environment (Schneider, 1995). Instead, organizations 

should look for the “right types” (Argyris, 1958); that is, those that share some commonality of 

the expected attributes, as well as inclinations that can help make the change that is needed to 

adapt to changes in the external environment (Hanges et al., 2006; Schneider, 1987). 

Take gender as an example. Gender disparity exists in workplaces like the Science, 

Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) field (Hall et al., 2018; Hill et al., 2010; 

Strenta et al., 1994) and disparities have persisted (Stout et al., 2011). Many organizations that 
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are historically gender-imbalanced have the desire to gain a balanced gender representation 

(González-González et al., 2018; van den Brink et al., 2010) so that more diverse perspectives 

can be heard (Fine et al., 2020). For male-dominated fields, gender-balanced goals can help 

ensure there are less structural and procedural obstacles to women’s success (Meyerson & Kolb, 

2000). Organizations in STEM struggle to attract and retain qualified women (Debs et al., 2021; 

Hall et al., 2018), and personnel selection can be one of the starting to attract female candidates 

(van den Brink et al., 2010).  

A lot of research on selection procedure reaction is on perceived organizational justice 

and scholars have suggested that more attention should be paid to other outcomes such as the 

social information that was communicated through the selection process (Cortina & Luchman, 

2012). When organizations differentiate themselves by emphasizing diversity during the hiring 

process, they may be better able to attract groups of minorities (Thomas & Wise, 1999). Thus, in 

addition to assessing talents, selection procedures are recognized to serve the function of 

communication about an organization's culture, values, and mission to job applications (Schmitt 

& Chan, 1999). Candidates also decide which employer to pursue (Rynes & Miller, 1983). Two 

common selection methods used today are the situational interview and the situational judgment 

test (Cortina & Luchman, 2012). The situational interview (Latham et al., 1980) presents a series 

of hypothetical scenarios and candidates indicate how they would respond to the scenarios. The 

scenarios are built from job analysis to identify the knowledge, skills, and abilities required to do 

the job (Latham et al., 1980). The interview questions reflect what candidates may actually 

encounter in the real job.  

Similar to situational interviews, situational judgment tests also aim to assess how 

applicants would behave in situations that are representative of the job and important to 



15 

performance, but with multiple options to each situation for candidates to choose from 

(McDaniel et al., 2001). Both situational interviews and situational judgment tests yield high 

validity (Christian et al., 2010; Latham et al., 1980; McDaniel et al., 1994).  

How Men and Women Feel About Diversity  

Overall findings on how different genders feel about gender composition at work yields 

some inconsistency. Men in the majority group are less aware of the gender imbalance situations 

in organizations (Flood et al., 2020). When male employees are surveyed on gender matters, the 

majority agreed or strongly agreed that diverse leadership (when significant numbers of women 

are included) generates better organizational performance, but one third are not aware of the 

difficulties women face and do not think gender-diversity measures are fair (McKinsey, 2013). 

In organizations that have been predominantly male, changes to increase female representation 

may make male employees feel disadvantaged (Williams & Bauer, 1994). Studies on perception 

towards gender composition showed that men reported a greater likelihood to transfer out of their 

work group as the proportion of women increased, and their positive affect was highest when 

being in a male-dominated group (Chatman & O’Reilly, 2004). Men also tend to be more 

sensitive to being in the minority group, less satisfied, and less committed (Chatman & O’Reilly, 

2004; Tsui et al., 1992). However, on the other hand, research on gender-balanced work groups 

indicates that although men reported lowest job satisfaction working in mixed gender groups, 

they had highest job satisfaction when the environment is all men, or female-dominated settings 

(Wharton & Baron, 1987). 

For women, although they tend to choose women as friends and men as for their 

instrumental needs (Ibarra, 1992), women who work in gender balanced groups are more likely 

to leave than those in female-dominant groups, more likely to “internalized and accept 
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organizational norms and values” (normative commitment, Caldwell et al., 1990), and perceive 

higher cooperation when their coworkers are all women (Chatman & O’Reilly, 2004). When it 

comes to an organization's effort to promote diversity, female employees held more positive 

attitudes about an organizational effort to promote diversity (Kossek & Zonia, 1993).  

The Current study – Nudge in Personnel Selection 

Although evidence suggested that personnel selection is a tool of communication 

between the candidates and the organization (Schmitt & Chan, 1999), and research suggests that 

women sometimes feel less included in male-dominated organizations after they entered (e.g., 

Cheryan et al., 2009; Hall et al., 2018), limited research has studied how different genders 

experience the selection process differently and how their experiences are related to their 

perceptions of the organization. This study aims to address the gap in this area and explore the 

cost-efficient implementation (i.e., nudge) as a way to signal to female candidates that they are 

desired in the organization. In particular, it will assess the extent to which the interview can 

encourage non-majority candidates (women in a male-dominated occupation) to “see” 

themselves in the interview questions and potentially perform better. 

Research indicates that the presentation of choices matters in terms of decision making 

(Thaler & Sunstein, 2008), and nudges can steer how people perceive options presented (through 

language) cognitively and create mental shortcuts or draw on established heuristics in the 

decisions they make. The gender of the pronouns used in interview scenarios may communicate 

the gender of the people expected to inhabit a role. Although the information around the actual 

content (i.e., critical incidents and workplace problems) remains the same, the pronouns can 

unconsciously direct the readers’ attention and trigger stereotypes (Takahashi, 2019).  
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Language is the media of communication, and the way one chooses to use certain words 

reflects attention, thoughts, and feelings (Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). In general, content 

words convey what the actual meaning of the communication is (e.g., nouns, regular verbs), 

while style words, also called function words, reflect how the communication goes (e.g., “it”, 

“a”, “and”, Chung & Pennebaker, 2007; Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). Regardless of their 

small percent in all the words that exist in the English language (Baayen et al., 1995), style 

words make up 55% of all the words we use daily (Rochon et al., 2000). Because style words 

like pronouns are associated with how the messages are communicated from the writer or 

speaker, they are more related to people’s social and psychological world, as well as reflecting 

the underlying cognitive activity (Chung & Pennebaker, 2007). They can help identify the focus, 

which then indicates intentions or priorities (Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). In the hiring 

context, when job postings and interviews used gender masculine pronouns, female applicants 

perceived a lack of fit for the positions they applied to (Bem & Bem, 1973). In mock interviews, 

women experienced negative feelings such as a lower sense of belonging and group-based 

ostracism when gender-exclusive language (“he”) was used compared to when gender-inclusive 

language (“he” or “she”) was used (Stout & Dasgupta, 2011). 

Thaler and Sunstein (2008) argued in Nudge that there is no “neutral” design of how the 

choices are being presented to decision makers, which means even small and seemingly 

insignificant or trivial designs can have the power to gently steer people’s behavior in a 

significant way as those designs would instruct people’s attention in a specific direction. In other 

words, as long as decisions are influenced by the pronouns used, a default option is set through 

choice architecture. Therefore, it is proposed that candidates are “nudged” to see themselves in 



18 

the job positions when language cues indicate that they fit the role, especially for those such as 

IT jobs where female candidates are not the dominant schema (Cheryan et al., 2009).  

For example, studies have shown that exposure to female experts in the STEM field 

promoted positive attitudes in women, including enhanced self-efficacy and motivation to pursue 

their careers and stay in STEM (Marx et al., 2005; Marx & Roman, 2002; Stout et al., 2011) 

because it conveys the message that the role model can be emulated and they can succeed in 

STEM (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997; Marx et al., 2005). Although research remains to be done on 

whether or not having female role models helps with the initial recruitment for getting more 

women into the field (e.g., college classes, majors), multiple studies suggest that having female 

role models is indeed helpful for women who are already in STEM fields (Cheryan et al., 2011b; 

Marx & Roman, 2002; Stout et al., 2011) which is the target population of interest in this study.  

Gender Pronouns as Nudges  

Prior literature provided evidence that gender-related behavior is variable and context 

dependent (Deaux & Major, 1987). Environmental cues can elicit identity-related psychological 

concerns such that people search for cues as to whether they will be included, especially in times 

of transitioning to a new environment (Emerson et al., 2014; Murdock-Perriera et al., 2019; 

Murphy & Taylor, 2012). Women in gender-unbalanced domains specially relied on these cues 

such as the numerical representation of female gender to “assess the degree of identity threat” in 

the environment (Murphy et al., 2007, p.884). In a similar vein, studies found that when women 

are the majority of the group, their math performance is the highest, and the performance 

decreases as the proportion of the relative number of males in the group goes up (Inzlicht et al., 

2000); and when female engineering students were randomly assigned to groups with different 

gender composition, those with higher women representation had higher participation and more 
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positive experience (e.g., less threat and challenges, Dasgupta et al., 2015). On the other hand, 

studies found men were unaffected by the environmental cues (i.e., gender composition, Hall et 

al., 2018; Inzlicht et al., 2000; Murphy et al., 2007). 

From the perspective of signaling theory, to reduce information asymmetry, one party 

undertakes certain actions to send visible signals to the other in terms of its underlying quality 

(Connelly et al., 2011). For instance, companies use heterogeneous leadership to signal their 

embrace and dedication to diversity and creating social values (Miller & Triana, 2009). Signals 

can also come in the form of intent (Stiglitz, 2000), such that using gender pronouns does not 

necessarily signal the composition of the workforce demographics, but the intent of the 

organization to build a gender-balanced workforce being received can be important. 

Job candidates can formulate their perceptions toward the organization using these signals when 

other information is incomplete such as unobservable values (Suazo et al., 2009). The pronoun-

nudges in this study function as signals sent from the organization. 

Hypotheses  

Based on the above review, it is proposed that for a historically male-dominated 

profession such as information technology (IT), the pronouns used (he, she, or neutral [you]) in 

situational interview questions or situational judgment questions will impact the performance of 

the non-dominant group (females), such that using female pronouns for the person described in 

the scenarios (e.g., “she”) will promote stronger performance among female candidates, male 

and neutral pronouns should have similar negative effects because they trigger existing male-

dominated profession schemas. It is likely that men will seek to maintain the status quo to 

minimize the possible effort for change (Godenzi, 1999), and therefore, will not respond 
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favorably or unfavorably towards the scenarios that use female pronouns, resulting in similar 

responses across all conditions. 

Nudge Outcomes  

In the following section, the interview performance dimensions that will be affected are 

discussed. Specifically, it is proposed that the use of female pronouns in the situational 

interviews and situational judgement tests will increase selection performance (the score in 

situational judgment test), interviewee engagement (response time, word count, applicant 

motivation), expected sense of belonging in the organization, intent to pursue employment in the 

organization, and perceived organizational support.  

Selection Performance  

Situational Judgment Test (SJT) Scored Answers. Situational Judgment Tests (SJT) 

have been found to yield predictive validity across job-relevant circumstances (McDaniel et al., 

2007; Webster et al., 2020; Weekley et al., 2006), as well as providing incremental validity 

above and beyond job-related KSAOs (Lievens et al., 2008). They can be developed using 

critical incidents collected in a job analysis or be based on theory (Mumford et al.2008), and 

serve as a measurement to both procedural knowledge (Motowidlo & Beier, 2010) and other 

types of knowledge such as team performance (Mumford et al.2008). 

It is proposed that the situational cues (i.e., situational interview questions with female 

pronouns) will nudge female candidates to perceive the organization as more gender-inclusive 

and female candidates will perform better on the questions (by scoring higher) because compared 

to men, women are more concerned and affected about gender-exclusive language (Rubin & 

Greene, 1991), and when the tasks to perform did not signal a strong gender exclusiveness, 

women tend to perform better (Kricheli-Katz & Regev, 2021).  
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Hypothesis 1. There will be a significant interaction between the pronouns used and 

candidate gender such that female candidates in the female pronoun condition will score 

significantly higher when compared to the male pronoun (he) or neutral pronoun (you) condition, 

while male candidates perform similarly across all three conditions.  

Interviewee Engagement  

Response Length of Time. The length of time candidates take to respond to interview 

questions is an indirect measure of how thorough their answers are and their engagement with 

the question. Studies have used an individual's response time as an indicator of their motivation 

or engagement to learn and when the responses are quicker, it is likely that participants are less 

engaged (Beck, 2004; Ozcelik et al., 2013). It is hypothesized that when female candidates 

perceive the organization as more gender-inclusive for them, they will tend to be more motivated 

to be selected into the organization, which will be reflected in the length of time that candidates 

spend answering the question. Precisely, it is proposed that female candidates will spend more 

time answering the situational interview questions when female pronouns are used. Men, on the 

other hand, are less likely to notice the stereotypes when seeing themselves in the IT profession 

that they should be unaffected by the pronouns used. 

Hypothesis 2.a. There will be a significant interaction between the pronouns used and 

candidate gender such that female candidates in the female pronoun condition will spend 

significantly more time answering the situational interview questions when compared to the male 

pronoun (he) or neutral pronoun (you) condition, while male candidates will spend a similar 

amount of time across all three conditions.  

Situational Interview (SI) Word Count. The change in perception may also be reflected 

by word count. Word count relates to how engaged people are in a conversation (Tausczik & 
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Pennebaker, 2010). Studies on teamwork communication showed that when members of groups 

work together, those that received high ratings tended to use more words (Leshed et al., 2007). 

When female candidates perceive the organization as more gender-inclusive, they are more 

motivated and willing when interacting with fellow employees (e.g., in scenarios as captured in 

this study). That is, in situational interview questions, female candidates should answer with 

more thorough answers (i.e., using more words) if they are nudged to think of a female as the 

protagonist in the scenario than when they are presented with scenarios that have male (he) or 

neutral (you) pronouns.  

Hypothesis 2.b.  There will be a significant interaction between the pronouns used and 

candidate gender such that female candidates in the female pronoun condition will provide 

answers with significantly more words when compared to the male pronoun (he) or neutral 

pronoun (you) condition, while male candidates will perform similarly across all three 

conditions.   

Applicant Motivation. Although response time and word count are tangible and can be 

easily retained, they are indirect measurements of how motivated and engaged participants may 

be. Applicant motivation is a subjective measure of the motivation and engagement to perform 

well on the selection test of job candidates because it reflects the willingness to exert effort and 

hard work (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976) and also affect applicant performance on selection tests 

(Arvey et al., 1990). It is hypothesized when female applicants read the scenarios that use 

female-pronouns, they will be more motivated and will report higher applicant motivation.  

Hypothesis 2.c.  There will be a significant interaction between the pronouns used and 

candidate gender such that female candidates in the female pronoun condition will report 
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significantly higher applicant motivation when compared to the male pronoun (he) or neutral 

pronoun (you) condition, while male candidates will report similarly across all three conditions.   

Expected Sense of Belonging 

Sense of belonging is an important psychological concept that can be understood as “the 

experience of personal involvement in a system or environment so that persons feel themselves 

to be an integral part of that system or environment” (Hagerty et al., 1992, p. 173). Maslow 

(1943) considered it as one of psychological needs for human beings as we all have the desire to 

build relationships and connect with others. Individuals’ perceptions of human relationship and 

sense of belonging can be a vital determinant of their mental health and mental breakdown 

(Dasberg, 1976), as well as their cognitive processes (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). In 

organizations, a sense of belonging is associated with retention and individual success (O’Meara 

et al., 2017; Walton & Cohen, 2007); compliance (Baumeister et al., 2002) and job satisfaction 

(Winter-Collins & McDaniel, 2000). Studies on the gender gap suggest that when environment 

(e.g., “ambient identity cues”) broadcast only the masculine culture, women tend to feel a lower 

sense of belonging because these “ambient identity cues” could signal exclusion and cause 

deterrence (Cheryan et al., 2009). Therefore, expected sense of belonging will be considered as 

one of the outcome variables.  

Hypothesis 3. There will be a significant interaction between the pronouns used and 

candidate gender such that female candidates in the female pronoun condition are more likely to 

experience a higher expected sense of belonging in the organization when compared to the male 

pronoun (he) or neutral pronoun (you) condition, while male candidates will feel similarly across 

all three conditions.   
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Intent to Pursue Employment in the Company   

Although many studies have used attractiveness of organizations as the surrogate 

measure of organizational pursuit (e.g., Highhouse et al., 1999; Macan et al., 1994), scholars 

have reexamined the dimensionality of attractiveness of organization and its prediction to 

organizational pursuit behavior (Highhouse et al., 2003). Researchers have not only found 

support for Fishbein and Ajzen’s theory (1975) that intention predicts behavior (in this case, 

organizational pursuit) better than attitude, but also that the commonly used construct 

attractiveness to organization is indeed distinct from intentions toward the company because the 

intention to pursue the job in an organization, as opposed to being passively attracted to the 

organization, implies more proactive action (Highhouse et al., 2003). Candidates can be attracted 

to many organizations, but probably do not intend to pursue all of them. In a job interview, 

intentions to pursue an organization is operationalized as one’s decision of whether or not to 

accept a job offer from the organization, whether they will work hard for the organization and 

how likely they are going to recommend this organization (Hausknecht et al., 2004). Highhouse 

and colleagues (2007) argued that the signals candidates attach to organizations can play an 

important role when it comes to intent to pursue the organization. A previous study on interns at 

an engineering company indicated that when determining intent to accept a job offer if given 

one, the organization and company environments were the most critical factors, with results 

stronger for female interns than male interns (Huynh & Chen, 2020). Therefore, in this study, I 

will be using intention to pursue the organization as another outcome variable. Specifically, 

females presented with female pronouns in the situational questions are hypothesized to feel 

more “fit” and therefore, have a higher intent to pursue employment in the organization than 
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female candidates in other conditions and male candidates are hypothesized to not experience 

any changes in their intent.  

Hypothesis 4. There will be a significant interaction between the pronouns used and 

candidate gender such that female candidates in the female pronoun condition are more likely to 

have a higher intent to pursue employment in the organization when compared to the male 

pronoun (he) or neutral pronoun (you) condition, while male candidates will feel similarly across 

all three conditions.   

Perceived Organizational Support  

Social Exchange Theory suggested that when individuals receive favorable treatment, 

they reciprocate the favor (Cropanzano & Michell, 2005; Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1958). When 

employees are treated well, they tend to be obliged to exert more effort and loyalty to their 

employer (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Gouldner, 1960; Eisenberger, 

1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). This supportive treatment is often referred as Perceived 

Organizational Support (POS), the extent to which employees believe that they are being valued 

and cared about by their organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986). When employees perceive the 

support from their organization, they care about the organization’s welfare and produce more 

positive outcomes such as performance (Nye & Witt, 1993) and lower absenteeism (Eisenberger, 

1986). POS is related to affective organizational commitment (Rhoades et al., 2001) and job 

satisfaction (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Therefore, POS makes it a desirable outcome 

measure for this study. Characteristics of selection can affect a candidate's perception of 

organizational fairness (Hausknecht et al., 2004, Macan et al., 1994). It is expected that when 

being presented with the gender pronouns, female candidates who see the female pronouns are 
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expected to think that they will be treated fairly, even in a male-dominant organization, thus 

developing feelings of POS.  

Hypothesis 5. There will be a significant interaction between the pronouns used and 

candidate gender such that female candidates in the female pronoun condition are more likely to 

experience a higher perceived organizational support in the organization when compared to the 

male pronoun (he) or neutral pronoun (you) condition, while male candidates will feel similarly 

across all three conditions.   

Figure 1 

Overall Integrated Research Model 

 

CHAPTER II 

Method  

Participants 

Participants were recruited through the online subject pool platform Prolific, where they 

register to complete surveys. Prolific allows researchers to set criteria and follow recruitment 

https://www.prolific.co/
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practices to protect participants’ rights, as well as providing a diverse pool of participants (Palan 

& Schitter, 2018). In terms of data quality, according to a recent study (Brown et al., 2020) on 

crowdsourcing expertise using situational judgment tests, it is recommended that studies 

continue to use crowdsourcing methods as subject matter experts in a field, which concurs with 

prior work that suggested crowdsourcing platforms tend to yield comparable data quality to other 

methods (e.g., Behrend et al., 2011). In this study, only participants who (a) live in the United 

States, (b) are 18 years or older, (c) have submitted 15 or more surveys and (d), have obtained an 

approval rate of 98% were allowed to take the survey. The average reward per hour for 

participants in this study was shown to be about $14 on Prolific.   

Power Analysis  

Power analysis was conducted using statistical package pwr in R (Champely et al., 2020). 

This package was developed based on the power analysis functions discussed by Cohen (1988). 

Specifically, the function for General Linear Model (GLM) pwr.f2.test is used to calculate 

power for the current study in factorial two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), which is a type 

of GLM. Meta-analysis on moderated multiple regression with categorical variables found that 

researchers usually hypothesize for a small moderating effect size (f2), .02, yet the median 

observed effect size (f2) is only .002 (Aguinis et al., 2005). Therefore, a smaller and more 

realistic effect size (Aguinis et al., 2005) was adopted. Using an effect size = .011, from 

(0.02+0.002)/2, with a planned alpha level = .1, approximately 1100 participants were recruited 

in order to potentially obtain a statistical power of .8 or above.   

Figure 2 

Procedure for the Current Study  
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Note. Participants went through the procedure in this figure.  

Participants were directed to a survey link on Qualtrics to take the survey. They started 

with demographic questions (see Appendix A), and then were randomly assigned to one of the 

three experimental conditions: the Female-Pronoun group (where situations were worded with a 

female as the protagonist – e.g., she), the Male-Pronoun group (he), and the Gender-Neutral 

group (you). Participants were asked to complete the situational judgment tests and situational 

interviews in a random order, after which they reported their motivation to do well in these 

questions, their perceived expected sense of belonging toward the organization, intent to pursue 

employment in the organization, as well as their perceived organizational support. Among these 

questions, an attention check item was placed along with the items on expected sense of 

belonging, for the purpose of ensuring data quality (Meade & Craig, 2012).  

To minimize the heterogeneity about how participants respond to the manipulation, 

which could create error in the measurement, potentially causing a Type II error, a manipulation 

check was used to ensure the internal state of the participants are correctly induced by the 

intervention (Aronson et al., 1990). In the present study, this means participants in the different 

conditions would have to realize the use of the different pronouns, which would trigger different 

attitudes and intentions. Thus, in the end, participants went through a manipulation check, asking 
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them to identify the gender of the main character in the scenarios they read, which was aimed to 

assess the awareness of the pronoun condition. 

Measures 

Nudge Condition 

Before the conditions were presented, participants were told to imagine they are applying 

to an IT job as a recent graduate, in particular, a job as a software engineer working for an 

information technology company. Background information of the company was introduced, and 

job description was presented (see Appendix B) 

The focal interest of this current study was to assess how participants, when presented 

with different gender pronouns in interview questions, will likely perform, their interviewee 

engagement, expected sense of belonging in the organization, intent to pursue employment in the 

organization and perceived organizational support. These gender pronouns are presented in three 

conditions embedded in situational questions: Female Pronouns (i.e., she/her), Male Pronouns 

(i.e., he/him) and Gender-Neutral pronouns (i.e., you), which is the most commonly worded 

pronoun in these situational questions. For each SI and SJT, the gender of the protagonist (the 

central character in the scenario) was introduced at the beginning of the scenario as male, female 

or “you”. Thus, participants were asked to frame the scenario from the perspective of a female, 

male or neutral perspective. The following questions illustrate the female-pronoun “She/Her” 

condition. The scenarios for the other conditions: “He/Him/His” and “You/Your”, as the gender-

neutral condition (also the control condition) are provided in Appendix C. 

These situational questions were adopted from previously used and validated SJTs, which 

were used to develop measures to assess multiple domains of skills, such as job candidate’s 

authentic leadership (Campos & Rueda, 2020), ability to adapt to the environment (Grim, 2010), 
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intention to be inclusive when facing potential biases in the workplace (Chang et al., 2019), and 

integrity (Becker, 2005; Teng et al., 2020). The scoring for the answers to these questions are 

presented in the parentheses (not included for the participants).  

Scenarios for SI: 

1)     Ms. Smith is the manager of a software development company. Two team leaders, who 

report directly to her, got into a conflict. It started to negatively impact the teams’ performance 

on their tasks, because these two leaders are responsible for sectors of which results are 

immediately linked to one another. She, the manager, talked about the case in a meeting with her 

superior and her peers. They found a possibility to transfer one of the team leaders to another 

sector, in which there was an available position, but this team leader would have to face many 

changes. If you were Ms. Smith, what would you do? (Campos & Rueda, 2020)  

2)  Ms. Johnson is on the same team with Dan, who’s also her friend. She often hangs out 

with Dan on the weekends or after work. Dan is not a good team member. He often comes into 

work late, leaves early, and fails to do good work. As Dan’s friend, Ms. Johnson ignores his 

faults at work and lets her supervisor worry about it. But now she has been promoted and will be 

in charge of the team. On her first day in charge, she sees Dan come to work late. What should 

she do? (Grim, 2010) 

Scenarios for SJT: 

1)  Ms. Young has started working with a new client. The client has asked for her input to help 

assign client team members to the project. There are 8 qualified candidates, and the client has 

offered to provide her with whatever she needs to formulate her input. If you were her, what 

would you be most likely and least likely to request? (Chang et al., 2019) 
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a. Anonymized work history and a sense of strengths and growth areas for each candidate 

(Least likely-1; Most likely+1) 

b. Resumes and a brief written statement of each candidate’s interest in the project (Least 

likely-0; Most likely-0) 

c. A 15-minute individual interview with each of the candidates (Least likely-0; Most 

likely-0) 

d. Their judgment on who would be easiest to work with since all 8 are qualified (Least 

likely+1; Most likely-1) 

2)     Imagine you are Ms. Brown being asked by her manager to write a proposal for a project. 

After getting the details, she spent a considerable amount of time researching and writing after 

hours. She gave the report to her manager on Monday, but it came back with edits everywhere, 

and it was clear that her manager changed the direction of the proposal without telling her. To 

make matters worse, the manager expects the new proposal in two days. If you were Ms. Brown, 

what would you most likely do? What would you least likely do?  (Teng et al., 2020) 

a. Immediately get to work on the new direction, expecting to work late (Most likely +1; 

Least likely: -1) 

b. Pray for guidance in how to proceed (Least likely +1; Most likely-1) 

c. Enlist the aid of one of your peers to help with part of the proposal (Least likely-0; 

Most likely-0)  

d. Tell yourself that you are really good at this and that you will be able to do a good job 

(Least likely-0; Most likely-0) 

3)  Imagine you are Ms. Green, an engineer that has been asked to work with a group of 

three other engineers to design a new product. Each engineer has created their own design, and 
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they are meeting together to discuss what to do. Ms. Green has seen the other designs and 

believes hers is the best. The other engineers seem to agree, but two of them want to change the 

design. She thinks the changes reduce the quality of the product. If you were her, of the 

following, which would you be most likely to do? Which would you be least likely to do?  

(Becker, 2005) 

a. Work with the others to produce a design that everyone is fairly satisfied with. (Most 

likely +1; Least likely -1) 

b. Let the others make the changes as they see fit, as long as they don’t drastically alter 

the basic plan. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 

c. Bring in your boss to help resolve the disagreement. (Most likely -1; Least likely +1) 

d. Explain why you think the original design is better and refuse to change your mind 

unless better ideas are offered. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 

Gender 

The understanding of gender has evolved during recent years (Morgenroth & Ryan, 

2020). More evidence has supported that gender isn’t a non-overlapping binary, but a complex 

socially constructed spectrum that involves one’s physical and emotional characteristics along a 

continuum (Baltes-Löhr, 2018). However, the English language is still largely expressed as a 

binary using male vs. female pronouns, and this distinction is deeply embedded in the culture, 

the gender conditions were bimodal in the current study. However, in the demographics, 

participants were given the option to self-identify as “female”, “male”, or “prefer to self-

describe”.  
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Introduction of Outcomes  

For situational judgment tests, participants were assessed on their answers (i.e., choosing 

one of the provided options as the best solution they would want to approach in the given 

scenario as the selection performance). For both types of questions, the time it took participants 

to finish a question was also recorded, as a measure of interviewee engagement, along with word 

count for situational interview questions and self-reported applicant motivation. Their perceived 

expected sense of belonging, intent to pursue employment with the organization and perceived 

organizational support were also captured. All measures are presented in Appendix D. 

Selection Performance  

SJT Scored Answers. Participants were measured on their multiple-choice scores in 

Situational Judgment Test based on the scoring keys developed in the corresponding validation 

research (Becker, 2005; Campos & Rueda, 2020; Chang et al., 2019; Grim, 2010; Teng et al., 

2020). For example, in scenario 3, if participants choose “Work with others to produce a design 

that everyone is fairly satisfied with” to be their most likely approach, they gain +1 point; and if 

other participants choose this as the approach that they are least likely to take, they lose one 

point. Thus, across the three SJT questions, participant total scores could range from -6 to 6.  

Interviewee Engagement  

Response Length of Time. Response time was measured as the total time it took for 

each participant to complete the situational interview and situational judgment tests. The survey 

was set up in a way that all 5 interview questions and only these questions were on one page, and 

then the embedded feature in Qualtrics was used to capture the total time spent on that page to 

assess the total time participants spent on the interview questions.  
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Word Count. For situational interview questions, the word count of the answer was 

assessed as an indicator of how much effort participants are putting into answering the question 

and their engagement in the communication (Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). This was calculated 

using R.  

Applicant Motivation.  The Test Attitude Survey (TAS) was initially developed by 

Arvey and colleagues (1990) to assess job candidates’ motivation on effort and hard work 

exertion, which later was further combined with alternative motivational concepts to assess other 

relevant dispositions of the test takers. The final version of TAS includes multiple dimensions 

(Motivation, Lack of Concentration, Belief in Tests, etc.), and for the purpose of the current 

study, items from the Motivation dimension were adopted. More specifically, these items were 

chosen and asked to participants: (a) I tried to do the very best I could on these questions, (b) 

While answering these questions, I concentrated and tried to do well, (c) I was extremely 

motivated to do well on these questions. The overall Cronbach’s α for these three items equals to 

.73. Participants rated these items a five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). Together with Response Time and Word Count, these three measurements are used to 

reflect the underlying construct interviewee engagement.  

Expected Sense of Belonging  

Four questions measuring sense of belonging from a previous organizational study 

(Murphy & Dweck, 2010) were used for all participants. The word “organization” was used to 

replace the word “club” (used in the original research). Participants were asked to indicate the 

extent to which they would anticipate feeling the following emotions in the organization: (a) I 

anticipate feeling that I belong as a member of this organization, (b) I anticipate feeling 

comfortable during organization meetings and activities, (c) I anticipate feeling accepted during 
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organization meetings and activities, and (d) I might stick out like a score thumb during company 

meetings and activities (reverse). Internal reliability, Cronbach’s α = 0.76. These items were 

rated on a five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

Intent to Pursue Employment with the Organization  

Based on previous research (Highhouse et al., 2003), five items were used to assess 

candidates’ intention to pursue the organization. The items reflect a “forward-looking approach” 

and explicitly focus on the behavioral intentions of the organization. Four items were chosen to 

assess this construct: (a) I would accept a job offer from this company, (b) I would make this 

company one of my first choices as an employer, (c) I would exert a great deal of effort to work 

for this company, and (d) I would recommend this company to a friend looking for a job. To fit 

this study better, one question (Q3) from the original scale was dropped and four questions total 

were retained to measure intent to pursue employment. The internal consistency (Cronbach’s α) 

of this scale is equal to .86.Participants rated their agreement items on a Likert scale from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

Perceived Organizational Support 

Eisenberger and colleagues developed the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support 

(SPOS, 1986). Eight items that load heavily on the main factor have been used as a reduced 

version to measure perceived organizational support in various studies (Baranick et al., 2010; 

Casper & Buffardi, 2004; Eisenberger et al., 1997; Eisenberger et al., 2002; Hutchison, 1997). 

Four items from the scale that were most applicable for a post-interview were selected and 

slightly modified to reflect perceptions of future support: (a) Help will be available from the 

organization when I have a problem, (b) The organization will show very little concern for me 

(reverse), (c) The organization will care about my opinions, and (d) The organization will be 
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willing to help me when I need a special favor. Participants were asked to indicate the degree of 

their agreement or disagreement with each statement on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree, 5= strongly agree). In this study, alpha based on these four items was found to be .74. 

Attention Check  

Data quality from online subject pools can sometimes be a concern that results from 

inattentive responses (Buchanan, 2000), which can produce within-group variability that leads to 

attenuated correlations, biasing the result (Meade & Craig, 2012). Therefore, to ensure the 

quality of data collection, within the questions that measure participants’ intent to pursue 

employment in the organization, one attention checking question was added: “Please respond 

with 5 ‘strongly agree’ for this item”. Those whose answers did not align with the instructed 

option were eliminated from the sample prior to data analysis.  

Manipulation Check 

At the end of the survey, a self-report question was asked to assess whether participants 

noticed the gender pronouns used in the scenarios: “The gender of the main character in the 

scenarios you were asked to respond to earlier was (choose one): (1) female (Ms., she, her), (2) 

male (Mr., he, his, him), (3) neutral (you), (4) mixed, or (5) I don’t recall. This provided a 

measure of the extent to which participants were aware of and consciously processed the 

condition they were in. Nudge research suggests that the cuing effect occurs with conscious or 

unconscious processing and so this measure was added to assess the extent to which people 

recognized the condition they were in.   
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CHAPTER III 

Result 

Data Preparation  

After screening, only 2% of the participants failed the attention checking question (N = 

27), therefore, they were eliminated from the analysis with much concern of biasing the result. 

On the other hand, 273 participants (26%) failed the manipulation checking question. While 

knowing the percentage is helpful in understanding whether the intervention was implemented as 

expected, eliminating all that failed the question could potentially introduce biases in the result 

(Aronow et al., 2019), leading to a Type I error. In addition, as will be discussed later, this 

assumes that nudges must be consciously registered. Thus, the 273 participants were kept for 

analysis, and post-hoc analyses were conducted to assess the effects of recalling the pronouns 

used versus not recalling them. The rest of the data were then checked to make sure there were 

no duplicates and appropriate items were reverse-coded. The highest percent of missingness at 

the individual level was 10%, far less than the proposed 24% threshold (Olinsky et al., 2003), 

indicating no deletion was needed and all participant’s data could be used for preliminary and 

follow-up analyses. The existing missingness was Missing Completely at Random (MCAR: 

Little, 1988) determined by the R package VIM (Visualization and Imputation of Missing 

Values). Available items are later used to conduct analysis (i.e., “AIA”, Parent, 2013).  

Among the outcome variables including selection performance (SJT score), interviewee 

engagement (time to respond, word count, applicant motivation), expected sense of belonging, 

intent to pursue employment with the organization, and perceived organizational support, the 

ratio variables—time to respond and word count—generated wide ranges with strong skewness. 

This resulted in extreme outliers. The method proposed by Leys and colleagues (2013), Median 
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Absolute Deviation (MAD) was computed to avoid the sensitivity outliers brought to sample 

means. The outliers which were three times the MAD were winsorized (i.e., replacing extreme 

observations with less extreme values: Dixon, 1960) and the low or high boundaries were 

substituted for extreme scores. Table 1 shows the demographic information of the participants, a 

total of 1078. Table 2 – 4 includes the breakdown demographics for each condition. A 

correlation matrix of the relationships between variables is provided in Table 5. 

Table 1  

Participant Demographics  

Gender Mean SD Range Count % 

 Male    498 46.2% 

 Female    558 51.8% 

 Other    19 1.8% 

 NA    3 0.3% 

Age 31.76 9.58 18-73   

Education      

 Less than high school    14 1.3% 

 High school graduate or equivalent    252 23.4% 

 Associate degree    97 9.0% 

 College degree    402 37.3% 

 Advanced degree (graduate or professional)   313 29.0% 

 NA   0 0.0% 

Race      

 White or Caucasian    804 74.6% 

 Black or African American    184 17.1% 

 Native American or American Indian    6 0.6% 

 Asian or Asian American    36 3.3% 

 Pacific Islander    1 0.1% 

 Biracial or multiracial    33 3.1% 

 Other    11 1.0% 

 NA    3 0.3% 

Note. (N = 1078) 

 

Table 2  

Demographics for “She” Condition  

Gender Mean SD Range Count % 
 Male    172 48.0% 
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 Female    181 50.6% 
 Other    5 1.4% 
 NA    0 0.0% 

Age 31.52 9.6 18-71   

Education      

 Less than high school    1 0.3% 
 High school graduate or equivalent    85 23.7% 
 Associate degree    38 10.6% 
 College degree    132 36.9% 
 Advanced degree (graduate or professional)   102 28.5% 
 NA    0 0.0% 

Race      

 White or Caucasian    268 74.9% 
 Black or African American    64 17.9% 
 Native American or American Indian    2 0.6% 
 Asian or Asian American    11 3.1% 
 Pacific Islander    1 0.3% 
 Biracial or multiracial    8 2.2% 
 Other    3 0.8% 
 NA    1 0.3% 

Note. (N = 358)  

 

Table 3  

Demographics for “He” Condition  

Gender Mean SD Range Count % 
 Male    157 43.85% 
 Female    190 53.07% 
 Other    8 2.23% 
 NA    3 0.84% 

Age 32.11 9.67 18-70   

Education      

 Less than high school    7 1.96% 
 High school graduate or equivalent    88 24.58% 
 Associate degree    32 8.94% 
 College degree    138 38.55% 

 Advanced degree (graduate or professional)   93 25.98% 

 NA    0 0.00% 

Race      

 White or Caucasian    263 73.46% 
 Black or African American    62 17.32% 
 Native American or American Indian    2 0.56% 
 Asian or Asian American    13 3.63% 
 Pacific Islander    0 0.00% 
 Biracial or multiracial    11 3.07% 
 Other    6 1.68% 
 NA    1 0.28% 
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Note. (N = 358)  

 

Table 4  

Demographics for “You” Condition  

Gender Mean SD Range Count % 
 Male    169 46.7% 
 Female    187 51.7% 
 Other    6 1.7% 
 NA    0 0.0% 

Age 31.66 9.49 18-73   

Education      

 Less than high school    6 1.7% 

 High school graduate 

or equivalent 
   79 21.8% 

 Associate degree    27 7.5% 
 College degree    132 36.5% 

 Advanced degree (graduate or 

professional) 
  118 32.6% 

 NA    0 0.0% 

Race      

 White or Caucasian    273 75.4% 

 Black or African 

American 
   58 16.0% 

 Native American or 

American Indian 
   2 0.6% 

 Asian or Asian 

American 
   12 3.3% 

 Pacific Islander    0 0.0% 
 Biracial or multiracial    14 3.9% 
 Other    2 0.6% 
 NA    1 0.3% 

Note. (N = 362)  

 

Table 5.  

Correlation Matrix Between Variables  

Outcomes 
1. Selection 

Performance 
2. Interviewee Engagement 

3. Expected 

Sense of 

Belonging 

4. Intent to 

Pursue 

Employment 

5. Perceived 

Organizational 

Support 
Measured By a. SJT Score 

a. Time to 

Respond 
b. Word Count 

c. Applicant 

Motivation 

Mean (SD) 2.47 (1.92) 405.6 (182.78) 58.70 (30.95) 4.73 (0.47) 3.76 (0.75) 3.93 (0.8) 3.64 (0.73) 
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Median 3 364.88 55 5 3.75 4 3.75 

Range [-4, 6] [38.39, 730.87] [0, 121] [1, 5] [1, 5] [1, 5] [1, 5] 

1.a -- -0.05 0.15** 0.07* 0 -0.06 -0.03 

2.a  -- 0.36** 0.01 0.13** 0.19** 0.14** 

2.b   -- 0.08** 0 -0.03 -0.02 

2.c    0.73 0.18** 0.20** 0.18** 

3     0.76 0.59** 0.60**  

4      0.86 0.65** 

5       0.74 

 

Out of the 1,078 participants, 19 people identified themselves as “other” in the gender 

selection and within these 19 people, several categories were presented. These subgroups have 

much smaller sample size compared to the other male/female gender groups and likely include a 

wide variety of gender identities (e.g., highly heterogeneous within group); therefore, their data 

was set aside, along with the other 3 participants whose gender information was missing for 

potential follow-up analysis and are not included in the primary hypothesis testing.  Therefore, a 

total of 1056 people were retained for the analysis.  

Assumptions 

The following assumptions for a regular analysis of variance were considered: 1) The 

predictor variables are categorical and outcome variables are continuous; 2) Samples are 

independent from each other; 3) The population variance of the scores on the outcome variables 

for each group is equal; and 4) The sampling distribution of the outcome variables are normally 

distributed (Field et al., 2012). The first two assumptions were met by the design of this study. 

Homogeneity of variance assumption was met except for the variable intent to pursue 

employment checked by Levene’s Test. Normality, on the other hand, was violated for all 

dependent variables as indicated by the significant results in the Shapiro-Wilk tests. 



42 

Analysis  

The Interaction of Gender and Condition 

To test the hypotheses, analyses for general factorial design (e.g., Factorial Independent 

ANOVA) were conducted. Specifically, R package “GFD” (a package for General Factorial 

Design) was used and the non-parametric Wald-Type Statistics (WTS), were reported to combat 

the violation of assumptions (Friedrich et al., 2017). Results revealed non-significant interaction 

at the alpha level = .1 between the pronoun nudge conditions (with three levels), and participant 

gender (with two levels) for hypothesis 1 – Selection Performance (WTS = 1.26, df = 2, p = 

0.53), hypotheses 2a-2c – Interview Engagement, including time to respond (WTS = 2.29, df = 2, 

p = 0.32), word count (WTS = 1.02, df = 2, p = 0.6), applicant motivation (WTS = 0.16, df = 2, p 

= 0.86), hypothesis 3- Expected Sense of Belonging (WTS = 0.29, df = 2, p = 0.86), hypothesis 4- 

Intent to Pursue Employment with the Organization (WTS = 0.93, df = 2, p = 0.63), and 

hypothesis 5 - Perceived Organizational Support (WTS = 1.66, df = 2, p = 0.44). Thus, the 

hypotheses that the relationship between participant gender and the outcome variables would be 

affected by the gender pronoun nudges were not supported. Table 6 provides a detailed summary 

for WTS scores and their corresponding p -values. Scores are provided in Table 7. Distributions 

of the scores, along with means and the 90% confidence intervals are presented in Figures 3 to 9. 

 

Table 6  

General Factorial Design (Wald-Type Statistics) Result 

Situational Judgment Test Scores 

 Test statistic df p - value eta2 (generalized) 

Condition 0.62 2 0.73 0.06% 

Gender 56.36 1 < .0001*** 5.00% 

Condition by Gender 

Interaction 1.26 2 0.53 0.12% 

Time to Respond 
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 Test statistic df p - value eta2 (generalized) 

Condition 0.06 2 0.97 0.01% 

Gender 27.21 1 < .0001*** 3.00% 

Condition by Gender 

Interaction 2.29 2 0.32 0.22% 

Word Count 

 Test statistic df p - value eta2 (generalized) 

Condition 12.57 2 0.002 ** 1.00% 

Gender 20.51 1 < .0001*** 2.00% 

Condition by Gender 

Interaction 1.02 2 0.6 0.10% 

Motivation 

 Test statistic df p - value eta2 (generalized) 

Condition 0.47 2 0.79 0.04% 

Gender 0.62 1 0.43 0.06% 

Condition by Gender 

Interaction 0.16 2 0.92 0.01% 

Sense of Belonging 

 Test statistic df p - value eta2 (generalized) 

Condition 3.82 2 0.15 0.42% 

Gender 47.44 1 < .0001*** 4.00% 

Condition by Gender 

Interaction 0.29 2 0.86 0.03% 

Intent to Pursue Employment in the Organization 

 Test statistic df p - value eta2 (generalized) 

Condition 7.1 2 0.03* 0.72% 

Gender 51.62 1 < .0001*** 5.00% 

Condition by Gender 

Interaction 0.93 2 0.63 0.08% 

Perceived Organizational Support 

 Test statistic df p - value eta2 (generalized) 

Condition 4.46 2 0.107 0.51% 

Gender 20.18 1 < .0001*** 2.00% 

Condition by Gender 

Interaction 1.66 2 0.44 0.15% 

Note. (N = 1056) * p < .1, ** p < .01, ***p < .001.   

Gender was coded as 1 = male; 2 = female; Condition was coded as 1 = “she”, 2 = “he”, 3 = “you”.  

Effect sizes (eta2) were calculated via ANOVA. 

 

 

Table 7  

Model Summary with Mean Score for Each Gender by Gender on Outcomes 
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 Condition Gender N Means Variances Lower 90% CI Upper 90% CI 

Situational Judgment Test Scores 

 She Female 181 3.01 3.00 2.80 3.22 

 He Female 184 2.90 2.48 2.71 3.09 

 You Female 184 2.74 3.17 2.53 2.96 

 You Male 161 2.03 3.99 1.77 2.29 

 She Male 166 1.99 4.15 1.73 2.25 

 He Male 149 1.95 4.70 1.65 2.24 

Time to Respond 

 She Male 172 444.30 33915.81 421.08 467.53 

 You Male 169 443.09 40464.39 417.50 468.69 

 He Male 157 423.30 35889.61 398.28 448.31 

 He Female 190 389.12 31052.07 367.98 410.25 

 She Female 181 374.71 23935.87 355.70 393.72 

 You Female 187 371.64 31326.08 350.25 393.04 

Word Count 

 You Female 187 68.14 1041.97 64.24 72.04 

 She Female 181 61.26 949.30 57.47 65.05 

 He Female 190 58.72 884.97 55.15 62.28 

 You Male 169 57.27 977.11 53.29 61.24 

 She Male 172 55.08 856.25 51.39 58.77 

 He Male 157 50.25 866.30 46.36 54.14 

Applicant Motivation 

 You Female 187 4.75 0.22 4.69 4.81 

 He Female 190 4.74 0.26 4.68 4.81 

 You Male 168 4.74 0.22 4.68 4.80 

 She Female 180 4.73 0.22 4.68 4.79 

 She Male 171 4.71 0.25 4.65 4.77 

 He Male 156 4.71 0.17 4.65 4.76 

Expected Sense of Belonging 

 You Male 167 3.98 0.35 3.90 4.05 

 She Male 171 3.95 0.42 3.87 4.04 

 He Male 155 3.88 0.40 3.80 3.97 

 She Female 181 3.68 0.69 3.58 3.79 

 You Female 186 3.65 0.62 3.55 3.75 

 He Female 189 3.56 0.63 3.47 3.66 

Intent to Pursue Employment in the Organization 

 You Male 169 4.21 0.35 4.13 4.28 

 She Male 168 4.09 0.45 4.00 4.17 

 He Male 155 4.05 0.59 3.94 4.15 

 You Female 186 3.83 0.66 3.73 3.93 

 She Female 181 3.81 0.77 3.70 3.92 
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 He Female 190 3.68 0.78 3.57 3.78 

Perceived Organizational Support 

 She Male 170 3.81 0.41 3.73 3.89 

 You Male 168 3.74 0.44 3.66 3.83 

 He Male 157 3.71 0.52 3.62 3.81 

 You Female 187 3.62 0.48 3.54 3.71 

 She Female 181 3.59 0.61 3.49 3.68 

 He Female 190 3.46 0.60 3.37 3.56 

Note. (N = 1056) This table was sorted by mean scores.  

 

Figure 3  

Result on Selection Performance Across Condition and Gender  

 

Figure 4  

Result on Interviewee Engagement – Time to Respond Across Condition and Gender  



46 

 

 

Figure 5  

Result on Interviewee Engagement – Word Count Across Condition and Gender  
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Figure 6  

Result on Interviewee Engagement – Applicant Motivation Across Condition and Gender  

 

 

Figure 7  

Result on Expected Sense of Belonging Across Condition and Gender  
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Figure 8  

Result on Intent to Pursue Employment in the Organization Across Condition and Gender  
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Figure 9  

Result on Perceived Organizational Support Across Condition and Gender  

 

Main Effects 

Interestingly, several main effects were shown to be significant, by both of the predictor 

variables: condition and gender. Specifically, the nudge condition affected participants’ word 

count (WTS = 12.57, p = .002, eta2 = 1%) with the Gender-Neutral pronouns “you” (M = 63) 

showing the highest word count followed by Female pronouns (M = 58), and Male pronouns (M 

= 55). Participants in the “you” condition used significantly more words than those in the “he” 

condition, as well as those in the “she” condition, although the difference between conditions 

“you” and “she” was not statistically significant. Similarly, participants in the “you” condition 

reported significantly higher score when it comes to intent to pursue employment, compared to 

those in the “he” condition, as well as those in the “she” condition, but the difference between 

conditions “you” and “she” was not statistically significant (see Table 8 for the mean score of 
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each condition). This result suggests that the Gender-Neutral pronoun “you” commonly used in 

current interview processes may elicit more thoroughness in answers and interviewees may be 

more engaged. Participants’ intent to pursue employment in the organization was also significant 

(WTS = 7.1, p = .03, eta2 = 0.72%), with the Gender-Neutral condition “you” (M = 4.0) showing 

the highest intent followed by Female condition (M = 3.9), and Male condition (M = 3.8). This 

finding similarly indicates that people, in general, are more psychologically engaged when asked 

to picture themselves in an interview example situation.   

Gender significantly predicted all the outcomes except for applicant motivation, one of 

the three measures for interview engagement (see Table 8 and Figures 3 – 8 for the mean score 

of each gender). Women scored significantly higher in SJT questions, consistent with extant 

evidence (Whetzel et al., 2008), potentially indicating that women tend to do well on contextual 

knowledge (Bess, 2001). Men spent longer time answering these questions but wrote less words 

than women, which could be resulting from women’s higher verbal ability (Herlitz et al., 1997; 

Park et al., 2008). Men scored higher on the psychological constructs (i.e., expected sense of 

belonging, intent to pursue employment in the organization and perceived organizational 

support) which could be an indicator that men continued to be more attracted to a male-

dominated profession (IT) despite the gender pronoun nudges. Thus, women performed better on 

SJT but did not feel like they belonged within the organization indicating that organizations 

could be losing qualified candidates because they are less attracted to the organization.   

Table 8 

Main Effects by Condition 
 

Word Count Intent to Pursue Employment 

 M M 

She (1) 58.25 3.94 

He (2) 54.88 3.84 

You (3) 62.98 4.01 
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Table 9  

Main Effects by Gender 

  

  
SJT 

Score 

Time to 

Respond 

Word 

Count 

Sense of 

Belonging 

Intent to 

Pursue 

Perceived Org 

Support 

Men 2 437.3 54.3 3.9 4.1 3.8 

Women 2.9 378.6 62.7 3.6 3.8 3.6 

 

 

Post-Hoc Analyses  

Two post-hoc analyses were conducted to further explore the data. First, I filtered out 

only the participants who identified their primary industry/area of study to be Information 

Technology and ran the same analyses (N = 124). Their demographics can be found in Appendix 

E. Result revealed a significant interaction between pronoun condition and gender on perceived 

organizational support. To be precise, female participants in the “he” condition reported 

statistically significantly lower perceived organizational support than those in the “you” 

condition, as well as male participants in all three conditions. This finding supports the 

hypothesis that women do not see themselves being supported when male pronoun nudges are 

explicitly used. This points to a future research direction to only include participants who are 

already in and will enter the IT field to see if it yields a similar pattern in results.  

Additionally, because successful nudges tend to be a product of mental shortcuts, 

decision making following nudges should be more unconscious, and “manipulation check” in 

this study should be understood as being able to recognize or recall the condition. Therefore, to 

evaluate if there is a relationship between gender and the status of being able to recall or not on 

the conditions, a chi-square analysis was conducted. A statistically significant relationship was 

found that X2 (df = 1, N = 1056) = 13.2, p <.01. Out of those who failed the “manipulation 

check” (N =273), 57% are men and 43% are women. ANOVA (Wald-Test Statistics) revealed 

that there was a statistically significant interaction between pronoun condition and gender on 



52 

candidates’ intent to pursue employment, but this time female participants in the “you” condition 

reported significantly lower intent to pursue employment compared to men in “you” condition, 

and men in the “she” condition. Main effects by gender yielded the same pattern as that of the 

whole sample.  

 

CHAPTER IV 

Discussion 

Summary  

The purpose of this study was to investigate if gender pronouns used in selection 

interviews can increase the fairness of interviews by nudging female job candidates to picture a 

central female in the situational interviews and situational judgment tests. The use of female 

pronouns was predicted to increase female participant attraction to the job and performance in 

the simulated interviews. Results did not support the hypotheses. An interaction was not 

observed between pronoun conditions and participants’ gender. While previous research 

provided evidence that the mere presence of females helps increase women’s performance 

(Inzlicht et al., 2000) and experience (Dasgupta et al., 2015; Murphy et al., 2007), one can 

speculate that there may be an inferential leap between actually seeing the female gender 

composition in the group than using pronouns to activate the mental model of having females in 

the organization. In other words, nudging with pronouns may be too subtle for female 

participants to change their thoughts and behaviors especially in a short period of time.  

In order to successfully nudge for desired behaviors, information and choice options 

usually tend to be presented in a carefully designed manner that one option (the desired one) 

should clearly be easier than the others. This study proposed that by seeing female pronouns, 

female candidates would develop the “automaticity” (Bargh & Williams, 2006) that deactivates 
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the stereotypical male-dominant software engineer stigma. With these environment cues to signal 

an image of a more gender balanced and inclusive organization, female candidates would easily 

develop more positive feelings (expected sense of belonging, intent to pursue employment, 

perceived organizational support). However, the result indicated that it wasn’t that easy! These 

cues were not salient enough to make the option of regarding the organization as more positive 

become the easy option. It might be the case that nudges are least effective at overcoming 

systemic preferences because these preferences are so salient and deeply rooted in our minds, but 

paradoxically, they are also places where greatest social impacts can be made. Therefore, 

alternative interventions should be considered to combat these biases. From the perspectives of 

the dual processing, the pre-existing System 1 processing of gender stereotypical mental images 

of certain professions (e.g., a software engineer in IT) may be too strong to be disrupted by 

subtle interventions such as seeing gender pronouns in interview questions. Using System 2 to 

deliberately redesign environmental cues in order to elicit automatic responses from System 1 

seems like it requires more than simply changing the gender pronouns in interviews. 

Although prior work revealed that women’s motivation and sense of belonging were 

dampened with the use of gender-exclusive pronoun (“he”) in mock interviews (Stout & 

Dasgupta, 2011), the current study did not involve active interviewers. Examining the extent to 

which the role of the gender of active interviewers plays in the interviews, future studies may 

have a female job incumbent conduct the interview and assess whether it improves female 

candidates’ performance and perceptions.  

On the other hand, results did show main effects by both the pronoun condition and 

participant gender. Specifically, main effects by the pronoun conditions were significant with the 

Gender-Neutral condition (e.g., “you”) yielding the highest scores for participants’ word count of 
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the situational interview questions, and their intent to pursue employment in the organization, 

This result suggests that the current practice of asking interview candidates to place themselves 

in the situation (“You are facing this circumstance...”) may be more likely to increase the length 

of their response and desire to subsequently pursue the organization. 

Main effects by gender were significant on expected sense of belonging, intent to pursue 

employment in the organization and perceived organizational support, with men reporting higher 

scores on these constructs compared to women. Even though no main effects were hypothesized, 

the result provided interesting further evidence that men may, in general, feel more attracted to 

IT organizations and women less attracted, congruent with their large representation currently 

exist in the technology workforce, and nudging them in interviews is not enough to overcome 

this previously established strong mental model. That is, the lack of more desired outcome 

associated with using female pronouns indicated that this pronoun use may not be strong enough 

to bring out the counter-stereotypical gender prototypes as expected in one’s mind and thus, 

calling for future research on other potential interventions to promote gender diversity.  

Implications  

Theoretical Implication 

As discussed earlier, there may have been an inferential leap between experiencing the 

real gender composition and the mental representation activated from the pronouns. This study 

can serve as a starting point for further investigation on what other types of nudges may work. 

For example, nudges may need to be more explicit and combined with visual cues to trigger 

desired behaviors. On the other hand, in this study, when the scenario questions used the pronoun 

“you”, participants across conditions tended to write more words in Situational Interview 

Questions, as a potential indication of being more psychologically immersed with the questions 
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and subsequently reported higher intent to pursue employment with the organization. This 

provides evidence supporting previous research on perspective-taking that individuals do not 

always mentally simulate the perspective of the agents in the scenarios and linguistic cues can 

result in different cognitive representation (Bergen & Chang, 2005). When self-referential 

pronouns (including first person pronoun “I” and second person pronoun “you”) are used, 

readers assumed the perspective of the agent while third-person pronoun (“he”) triggered 

external perspective (Brunyé et al., 2009; Sato & Bergen, 2010). Therefore, longer responses in 

the “you” condition, as reflected by word counts, could be indicative of participants assuming the 

role and exert greater effort when answering the questions. 

Practical Implications 

The Situational Interview and Situational Judgment Test are examples of structured 

interviews, which are highly valid selection batteries. Based on the result of the current study, 

when organizations adopt these tools, it is recommended that they use gender neutral (“you”) 

pronouns in all of the questions asked since main effects by gender were observed on various 

outcomes. The use of similar pronouns can minimize the differences in people’s mental models 

that different pronouns may elicit. This would ensure the questions serve as a more reliable 

measure to assess the true individual differences on the outcomes of organizational interest.  This 

research suggests that, whenever possible, organizations should use “you” in scenario questions 

to psychologically place people in the situation as it could exert more engagement in the 

interviews and desire to join the organization, as well as overcoming the gender binary which is 

recognized as increasingly important (Dvorsky & Hughes, 2008; Hyde et al., 2018). Future 

theory should explore other mechanisms to increase the attraction to and support of non-majority 

populations to enter and thrive in organizations where they are under-represented, organizations 
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should keep exploring potential interventions to increase the representation of minorities, and 

more importantly, retain more talents. Stereotypes on gender are most likely learned from the 

environment, and therefore, can be unlearned (Marx & Ko, 2019). Organizations should continue 

to adopt strategies to increase diversity such as decreasing bias in selection systems (Kuncel & 

Dahlke, 2020; Self et al., 2015) and other talent management processes (Fine et al., 2020).  

Limitations 

The study used random assignment to minimize threats to internal validity and a large 

sample size with power to detect small interaction effects to decrease statistical conclusion 

validity threats (Shadish et al., 2002). However, other threats limit the study and suggest 

potential future research directions.  

Generalizability to Other Units and Settings 

The first limitation is a threat to external validity and is related to the ability to generalize 

the result to other units and settings. Since this was a simulated interview, participants were not 

likely to have been behaving in the same manner (e.g., as psychologically engaged or put forth 

the level of effort) they would have done in a real job interview. From the perspective of 

cognitive decision making, what participants did in these hypothetical scenarios may not match 

their actual behaviors in reality. In other words, the experience was psychologically immersive 

but not to the extent it would have been if people were actually applying for a job (e.g., hot-cold 

empathy gaps: Loewenstein, 2005), although those in condition “you” were likely to be more 

immersed and more engaged. And real job applicants would tend to react differently on 

outcomes of interest (e.g., they reported higher motivation to do well on the selection tests than 

job incumbents, Arvey et al., 1990). Furthermore, this experiment was conducted with 

participants on Prolific. Although previous studies have suggested that such participant pools 
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have several advantages and can be a great source for recruitment, the composition of these 

participants being sampled in the study (only 12% participants working in IT) is not fully 

representative of the actual target group of interest in the study (i.e., job candidates in Tech).  

Statistical Conclusion Validity Threats  

Most outcome variables in this study used a 5-point Likert scale. When the answers 

provided by participants fall into a small range (e.g., many answered 4 or 5), there is less 

variance, thus, less covariance between the rated scales and other variables (such as between the 

predictor and outcome), potentially leading to a Type II error in finding the interaction. 

Additionally, significant results found might be due to family-wise error and some would drop to 

non-significance if Bonferroni correction has been used. Therefore, results may be interpreted 

tentatively and would require future studies to replicate.     

Experimenter Expectancies 

The way applicant motivation, one the sub-measures on interviewee engagement, was 

measured may have yielded some construct validity issue. Specifically, participants may have 

interpreted the questions (e.g., I tried to do the very best I could on these questions.) to be asking 

about their motivation toward performing well in the study, as opposed to motivation toward 

getting the job on a real interview. Furthermore, as a tendency to demonstrate they are providing 

quality data to meet experimenter’s expectancies being conveyed through these questions 

(Shadish et al., 2012), participants may have provided more desirable responses (i.e., more 

homogeneous high scores) on the Likert Scales, not only causing range restriction in the results, 

but also dampened the construct validity.  
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Potential Confound 

Those who were randomly assigned to the “You” condition tended to write more words 

in situational interview questions and reported higher intent to pursue employment with the 

organization. In addition to the potential effect on the gender-neutral manipulation, it could also 

be due to the fact that these participants experience more subjective emotions, as opposed to a 

third-person perspective (e.g., he, she), when being engaged in these questions.  

Extraneous Variance in the Experimental Settings 

A design of random assignment of participants to the three conditions helped control for 

potential alternative predictors. However, the conditions under which participants completed the 

survey may have been under different situations. A wide variance of conditions in the 

experimental settings for each individual may have inflated errors, making detection of an effect 

difficult. However, this variance likely mirrors actual situations where SJTs and SIs are given at 

varying locations, varying times of day, and under varying conditions. Future studies could 

control for these factors if resources allow, such as making sure respondents’ attention is entirely 

on the survey (Shadish et al., 2012) or continue to look for effects that are powerful enough to 

transcend the varying conditions.  

Conclusions and Future Research 

Organizations, especially those with a predominantly masculine culture, are not all 

effective when it comes to attracting qualified women (Germain et al., 2012). How to increase 

the equitable representation of women in such professions (Hall et al., 2018) remains an 

important issue. It is my hope that this study will inspire future interventions that will increase 

representation in addition to drawing attention to the nudge literature and how it may be 

extended and deployed in the organization to promote diversity and increase the 
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underrepresentation of minority groups. This is not an easy task as nudge requires careful 

consideration to have a strong enough manipulation to elicit the desired behaviors, while at the 

same time, not overwhelming the recipients.   

For example, if resources allow, data can be collected before the intervention as a 

baseline, and then after the intervention to gauge the change in perceptions, especially of women 

who expressed interest in pursuing a career in IT according to their baseline data. Collecting and 

controlling for participants’ field of study and years of experience might also help strengthen the 

internal validity and make causal inference as doing so can reduce noise for the impacts of 

nudges to be more detectable (Shadish et al., 2012). Future research could also present different 

job options to candidates using different pronouns with other organizational information being 

identical, and then measure and compare candidates’ decision-making processes, which may 

extend the current study both theoretically and practically.  

Communicating a diversity policy to job seekers is only one component of diversity 

(Williams & Bauer, 1994). Even if female participants in this current study reacted more 

positively towards the organization, it would only have been the very first step toward the 

resolution of building a diverse workforce, which requires way more steps besides getting them 

into the organization. Women continue to face challenges and barriers that affect their retention 

in the field (Davies et al., 2002) after they enter an organization that is traditionally male-

dominated (Germain et al., 2012). Strategies in this manner should be explored, such as exposing 

women to female experts to help retain women in the field by preventing them from 

underperforming or experiencing stereotype threats (Drury et al., 2011). In addition, the study is 

only contextualized in IT field, future research can look into whether the same response patterns 

would be elicited in female-dominant fields such as education or nursing and that no moderation 
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exists between gender and pronoun condition but using second-person pronoun “you” as 

protagonists in interviews solicit the same effect across multiple organizational outcomes. 

Last, but not least, diversity has multiple dimensions. Gender balance and gender 

diversity is only one part. Research in the future should be broadened to investigate whether 

nudge can help support different racial groups as well. It is our job, as I-O psychologists and 

practitioners, to continue exploring and assessing accessible interventions to lead organizations 

to the onward of a diverse workforce.  
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Appendix A Demographic Survey 

Please enter your Prolific ID here__________ 

What is your age? ________ 

What is your educational level?  

● Less than high school 

● High school graduate or equivalent  

● Associate degree 

● College degree 

● Advanced degree (graduate or professional)  

To which gender identity do you most identify? 

● Male 

● Female 

● Prefer to self-describe _________ 

What is your race?  

● White or Caucasian 

● Black or African American 

● Native American or American Indian  

● Asian or Asian American 

● Pacific Islander 

● Biracial or multiracial 

● Other, please explain  _________ 

What is your ethnicity? 

● Non-Hispanic 

● Hispanic  

What is your sexual orientation?  

● Heterosexual or straight  

● Gay or lesbian 

● Bisexual or pansexual 

● Prefer to self-describe _________ 

What best describes your employment status over the last three months? (check all that apply) 

● Working full-time 

● Working part-time 

● Unemployed and looking for work 

● A homemaker or stay-at-home parent 

● Student 

● Retired 

● Other 

What is the primary industry of your organization or your area of study? 

● Aerospace 

● Banking/Finance/Accounting 

● Business Services/Consultant 

● Construction/Architecture/Engineering 

● Education 
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● Federal Government (including military) 

● Information Technology/Software 

● Insurance/Real Estate/Legal  

● Manufacturing/Process Industries 

● Marketing/Advertising/Entertainment 

● Medical/Dental/Healthcare  

● Online Retailer 

● Research/Development Lab 

● State/Local Government 

● Transportation/Utilities 

● Wholesale/Retail/Distribution 

● Not Working 

● Other/Not Listed __________ 
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Appendix B Hypothetical Job Description 

Imagine that you have just graduated from college with a degree in computer science and are 

applying for a job. You came across this job description below.  

 

Job Description: Software Engineer  

 

RainbowWire is looking for Software Engineers.  

 

The average tenure for people in this position is 4 years, and like many software engineer roles, 

75% of the people currently in the role are male. Current demographics include various 

ethnicity groups.  

 

The team will work closely with other functions in the company. As part of the engineering team, 

you will write production code and solve problems by collaborating with others. You will help 

extend our business and make an impact on everyone that uses our platform.  We want engineers 

to help us build services, APIs, and large-scale infrastructure. Our mission is to bring the 

community closer by connecting people together to share their stories with each other. As a 

leader in the industry, RainbowWire specializes in building the platform for the best 

communication that people can have.  

 

Your responsibilities include:  

● Consult with customers or other departments on project status, proposals, or technical 

issues, such as software system design or maintenance 

● Determine system performance standards 

● Develop or direct software system testing or validation procedures, programming, or 

documentation 

 

We prefer that you have experience with:  

● Analytical or scientific software  

● Data mining software 

● Database user interface and query software 

● Graphical user interface development software 

 

It’s important to us that you are someone with:  

● Integrity and authenticity 

● Outstanding leadership skills  

● A true team player with the ability to work collaboratively   

● Adaptability to handle ambiguous or undefined problems in the agile environment  

 

Accommodations 
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If you require assistance due to a disability applying for open positions, please submit a request 

via our Accommodations Request Form. 

 

 

RainbowWire is an Equal Employment Opportunity and Affirmative Action Employer. We 

understand that gender disparity exists in our field, but we are implementing strategies to 

support women.  

 

Now… 

 

You think this aligns with your interest and skill sets, so you applied for it, as well as a few other 

similar positions. Now you are in the final round of the interview for this company RainbowWire, 

please read their interview questions with the scenarios and then answer the following questions. 
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Appendix C SIs and SJTs With Corresponding Scores 

The “She/Her” version:  

 

Scenarios for SI:  

1) Ms. Smith is the manager of a software development company. Two team leaders, who 

report directly to her, got into a conflict. It started to negatively impact the teams’ 

performance on their tasks, because these two leaders are responsible for sectors of 

which results are immediately linked to one another. She, the manager, talked about the 

case in a meeting with her superior and her peers. They found a possibility to transfer 

one of the team leaders to another sector, in which there was an available position, but 

this team leader would have to face many changes. If you were Ms. Smith, what would 

you do? (Campos & Rueda, 2020)  

 

2) Ms. Johnson is on the same team with Dan, who’s also her friend. She often hangs out 

with Dan on the weekends or after work. Dan is not a good team member. He often 

comes into work late, leaves early, and fails to do good work. As Dan’s friend, Ms. 

Johnson ignores his faults at work and lets her supervisor worry about it. But now she 

has been promoted and will be in charge of the team. On her first day in charge, she 

sees Dan come to work late. What should she do? (Grim, 2010) 

 

 

Scenarios for SJT:  

1)  Ms. Young has started working with a new client. The client has asked for her input to help 

assign client team members to the project. There are 8 qualified candidates, and the client has 

offered to provide her with whatever she needs to formulate her input. If you were her, what 

would you be most likely and least likely to request? (Chang et al., 2019) 

e. Anonymized work history and a sense of strengths and growth areas for each candidate 

(Least likely-1; Most likely+1) 

f. Resumes and a brief written statement of each candidate’s interest in the project (Least 

likely-0; Most likely-0) 

g. A 15-minute individual interview with each of the candidates (Least likely-0; Most 

likely-0) 

h. Their judgment on who would be easiest to work with since all 8 are qualified (Least 

likely+1; Most likely-1) 

 

2)     Imagine you are Ms. Brown being asked by her manager to write a proposal for a project. 

After getting the details, she spent a considerable amount of time researching and writing after 

hours. She gave the report to her manager on Monday, but it came back with edits everywhere, 

and it was clear that her manager changed the direction of the proposal without telling her. To 

make matters worse, the manager expects the new proposal in two days. If you were Ms. Brown, 

what would you most likely do? What would you least likely do?  (Teng et al., 2020) 

e. Immediately get to work on the new direction, expecting to work late (Most likely +1; 

Least likely: -1) 

f. Pray for guidance in how to proceed (Least likely +1; Most likely-1) 
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g. Enlist the aid of one of your peers to help with part of the proposal (Least likely-0; 

Most likely-0)  

h. Tell yourself that you are really good at this and that you will be able to do a good job 

(Least likely-0; Most likely-0) 

 

3) Imagine you are Ms. Green, an engineer that has been asked to work with a group of 

three other engineers to design a new product. Each engineer has created their own 

design, and they are meeting together to discuss what to do. Ms. Green has seen the 

other designs and believes hers is the best. The other engineers seem to agree, but two 

of them want to change the design. She thinks the changes reduce the quality of the 

product. If you were her, of the following, which would you be most likely to do? 

Which would you be least likely to do?  (Becker, 2005) 

 

e. Work with the others to produce a design that everyone is fairly satisfied with. (Most 

likely +1; Least likely -1) 

f. Let the others make the changes as they see fit, as long as they don’t drastically alter 

the basic plan. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 

g. Bring in your boss to help resolve the disagreement. (Most likely -1; Least likely +1) 

h. Explain why you think the original design is better and refuse to change your mind 

unless better ideas are offered. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 

 

The “He/Him/His” version:  

 

Scenarios for SI:  

1. Mr. Smith is the manager of a software development company. Two team leaders, who 

report directly to him, got into a conflict. It started to negatively impact the teams’ 

performance on their tasks, because these two leaders are responsible for sectors of which 

results are immediately linked to one another. He, the manager, talked about the case in a 

meeting with his superior and his peers. They found a possibility to transfer one of the 

team leaders to another sector, in which there was an available position, but this team 

leader would have to face many changes. If you were Mr. Smith, what would you do? 

(Campos & Rueda, 2020) 

 

2. Mr. Johnson is on the same team with Dan, who’s also his friend. He often hangs out 

with Dan on the weekends or after work. Dan is not a good team member. He often 

comes into work late, leaves early, and fails to do good work. As Dan’s friend, Mr. 

Johnson ignores his faults at work and lets his supervisor worry about it. But now he has 

been promoted and will be in charge of the team. On his first day in charge, he sees Dan 

come to work late. What should he do? (Grim, 2010) 

 

Scenarios for SJT: 

 

1) Mr. Young has started working with a new client. The client has asked for his input to help 

assign client team members to the project. There are 8 qualified candidates, and the client has 
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offered to provide him with whatever he needs to formulate his input. If you were him, what 

would you be most likely and least likely to request?  

 

a. Anonymized work history and a sense of strengths and growth areas for each candidate 

(Least likely-1; Most likely+1) 

b. Resumes and a brief written statement of each candidate’s interest in the project (Least 

likely-0; Most likely-0) 

c. A 15-minute individual interview with each of the candidates (Least likely-0; Most 

likely-0) 

d. Their judgment on who would be easiest to work with since all 8 are qualified (Least 

likely+1; Most likely-1) 

 

2)     Imagine you are Mr. Brown being asked by his manager to write a proposal for a project. 

After getting the details, he spent a considerable amount of time researching and writing after 

hours. He gave the report to his manager on Monday, but it came back with edits everywhere, 

and it was clear that his manager changed the direction of the proposal without telling him. To 

make matters worse, the manager expects the new proposal in two days. If you were Mr. Brown, 

what would you most likely do? What would you least likely do?   

 

a. Immediately get to work on the new direction, expecting to work late (Most likely +1; 

Least likely: -1) 

b. Pray for guidance in how to proceed (Least likely +1; Most likely-1) 

c. Enlist the aid of one of your peers to help with part of the proposal (Least likely-0; 

Most likely-0)  

d. Tell yourself that you are really good at this and that you will be able to do a good job 

(Least likely-0; Most likely-0) 

 

3)  Imagine you are Mr. Green, an engineer has been asked to work with a group of three 

other engineers to design a new product. Each engineer has created their own design, and they 

are meeting together to discuss what to do. Mr. Green has seen the other designs and believes his 

is the best. The other engineers seem to agree, but two of them want to change the design. He 

thinks the changes reduce the quality of the product. If you were him, of the following, which 

would you be most likely to do? Which would you be least likely to do? 

 

a. Work with the others to produce a design that everyone is fairly satisfied with. (Most 

likely +1; Least likely -1) 

b. Let the others make the changes as they see fit, as long as they don’t drastically alter 

the basic plan. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 

c. Bring in your boss to help resolve the disagreement. (Most likely -1; Least likely +1) 

d. Explain why you think the original design is better and refuse to change your mind 

unless better ideas are offered. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 
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The “You” version  

Scenarios for SI:  

 

1. You are the manager of a software development company. Two team leaders, who report 

directly to you, got into a conflict. It started to negatively impact the teams’ performance 

on their tasks, because these two leaders are responsible for sectors of which results are 

immediately linked to one another. You, the manager, talked about the case in a meeting 

with your superior and your peers. They found a possibility to transfer one of the team 

leaders to another sector, in which there was an available position, but this team leader 

would have to face many changes. What would you do?  (Campos & Rueda, 2020) 

 

2. You are on the same team with Dan, who’s also your friend. You often hang out with 

Dan on the weekends or after work. Dan is not a good team member. He often comes into 

work late, leaves early, and fails to do good work. As Dan’s friend, you ignore his faults 

at work and let your supervisor worry about it. But now you have been promoted and will 

be in charge of the team. On your first day in charge, you see Dan come to work late. 

What should you do? (Grim, 2010) 

 

Scenarios for SJT: 

 

1) You have started working with a new client. The client has asked for your input to help assign 

client team members to the project. There are 8 qualified candidates, and the client has offered to 

provide you with whatever you need to formulate your input. What would you be most likely and 

least likely to request?  

 

a. Anonymized work history and a sense of strengths and growth areas for each candidate 

(Least likely-1; Most likely+1) 

b. Resumes and a brief written statement of each candidate’s interest in the project (Least 

likely-0; Most likely-0) 

c. A 15-minute individual interview with each of the candidates (Least likely-0; Most 

likely-0) 

d. Their judgment on who would be easiest to work with since all 8 are qualified (Least 

likely+1; Most likely-1) 

 

2)     Imagine you are an engineer being asked by your manager to write a proposal for a project. 

After getting the details, you spent a considerable amount of time researching and writing after 

hours. You gave the report to your manager on Monday, but it came back with edits everywhere, 

and it was clear that your manager changed the direction of the proposal without telling you. To 

make matters worse, the manager expects the new proposal in two days. What would you most 

likely do? What would you least likely do?   

 

a. Immediately get to work on the new direction, expecting to work late (Most likely +1; 

Least likely: -1) 

b. Pray for guidance in how to proceed (Least likely +1; Most likely-1) 
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c. Enlist the aid of one of your peers to help with part of the proposal (Least likely-0; 

Most likely-0)  

d. Tell yourself that you are really good at this and that you will be able to do a good job 

(Least likely-0; Most likely-0) 

 

3)  Imagine you are an engineer that has been asked to work with a group of three other 

engineers to design a new product. Each engineer has created their own design, and they are 

meeting together to discuss what to do. You have seen the other designs and believe yours is the 

best. The other engineers seem to agree, but two of them want to change the design. You think 

the changes reduce the quality of the product. Of the following, which would you be most likely 

to do? Which would you be least likely to do? 

 

a. Work with the others to produce a design that everyone is fairly satisfied with. (Most 

likely +1; Least likely -1) 

b. Let the others make the changes as they see fit, as long as they don’t drastically alter 

the basic plan. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 

c. Bring in your boss to help resolve the disagreement. (Most likely -1; Least likely +1) 

d. Explain why you think the original design is better and refuse to change your mind 

unless better ideas are offered. (Most likely -0; Least likely -0) 
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Appendix D Measures 

Psychological 

Construct 
# Questions 

Applicant 

Motivation 
3 

1) I tried to do the very best I could on these questions. 

2) While answering these questions, I concentrated and tried to 

do well. 

3) I was extremely motivated to do well on these questions. 

Expected  

Sense of Belonging 
4 

1) I anticipate feeling that I belonged as a member of the 

organization. 

2) I anticipate feeling comfortable during organization meetings 

and activities.  

3) I anticipate feeling accepted during organization meetings and 

activities. 

4) I anticipate that I might stick out like a sore thumb during 

company meetings and activities (reverse). 

Intent to Pursue 

Employment  

in the Company 

4 

1) I would accept a job offer from this company. 

2) I would make this company one of my first choices as an 

employer.  

3) I would exert a great deal of effort to work for this company.   

4) I would recommend this company to a friend looking for a 

job. 

Perceived 

Organizational 

Support 

4 

1) Help will be available from the organization when I have a 

problem  

2) The organization will show very little concern for me 

(reverse). 

3) The organization will care about my opinions.  

4) The organization will be willing to help me when I need a 

special favor. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



93 

Appendix E Demographics for IT Group 

Demographics for IT Group 

Gender Mean SD Range Count % 

 Male    91 73.4% 

 Female    33 26.6% 

Age 33.75 7.92 18-64   

Education      

 Less than high school    0 0.0% 

 High school graduate or equivalent    11 8.9% 

 Associate degree    9 7.3% 

 College degree    46 37.1% 

 Advanced degree (graduate or professional)   58 46.8% 

 NA    0 0.0% 

Race      

 White or Caucasian    97 78.2% 

 Black or African American    19 15.3% 

 Native American or American Indian    2 1.6% 

 Asian or Asian American    2 1.6% 

 Pacific Islander    0 0.0% 

 Biracial or multiracial    1 0.8% 

 Other    2 1.6% 

 NA    1 0.8% 

 


	Can Gender Pronouns in Interview Questions Work as Nudges?
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1639784257.pdf.XG1nw

