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ABSTRACT
A history of cannabis prohibition and tobacco/drug‐control campaigns has created negative stereotypes around cigarette and

cannabis users. Cyber‐vetting, where organizations scan prospective employees’ online footprints, has also risen. This research

integrates stereotyping and personnel selection literatures to examine whether cyber‐vetted knowledge of job applicants’ private
smoking behaviors influences assessor evaluations regardless of interview performance. It also examines the implications of

when cyber‐vetting takes place. Three experiments with student and professional samples paired social media cyber‐vetting
with realistic video‐based interview simulations in North American jurisdictions where recreational cannabis is legal. In Study

1, 224 Canadian business students, role‐playing as hiring managers, gave lower ratings to cigarette and cannabis smokers. A

high‐quality interview, while helpful, did not overcome the lowered evaluations. In Study 2 (with 318 Canadian business

students), we used the Stereotype Content Model to show the indirect impact of smoking status on expected counterproductive

workplace behaviors and final evaluations via diminished competence and warmth perceptions. In Study 3, 185 HR profes-

sionals in California also rated smokers unfavorably. While overall evaluations were higher when cyber‐vetting occurred pre‐
versus post‐interview for cannabis smokers, no significant differences were found for cigarette smokers. Overall, we highlight

implications for smokers’ employability as cyber‐vetting and legal access to cannabis both gain traction.

1 | Introduction

Immutable attributes like applicant age or ethnicity can trigger
adverse judgments in hiring (e.g., Derous et al. 2016; Finkelstein
and Burke 1998), as can more controllable ones like visible tattoos
(e.g., French et al. 2019), piercings (e.g., McElroy et al. 2014), or
cigarette smoking (e.g., Roulin and Bhatnagar 2021). Negative
judgments are capable of traveling far. Those against cigarette
smokers, for instance, manifest in the form of lower quality
healthcare, and lowered access to housing and other professional
and personal opportunities (e.g., Stuber et al. 2009). Past research,
specifically within hiring, uncovered negative reactions to cigarette
smokers via both vignette studies and video‐based job interview

simulations (Roulin and Bhatnagar 2018, 2021). The research
revealed adverse judgments of counterproductive work behaviors
(CWBs) and first impressions associated with the smokers; the
initial impressions also persisted and hurt final interview evalua-
tions. The overall effects were robust even after accounting for in-
terviewers’ own smoking behaviors and attitudes. The negative
implications of these findings are immense for the 1.18 billion
adults worldwide who are regular cigarette smokers (Dai
et al. 2022). This earlier work, however, is preliminary and limited
in several ways.

First, Roulin and Bhatnagar (2018, 2021) restricted their explora-
tions to (e‐)cigarettes. While important, other widely used
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substances deserve attention too. Around 219 million adults used
cannabis in 2021, making it the world's most consumed illicit drug
(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 2023). Twenty‐seven
percent of Canadians over the age of 16 (Health Canada 2022), 16%
of people in the U.S. aged 18+ (McCarthy 2022), and 8% of adults in
the E.U. aged 18–64 (European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and
Drug Addiction 2023) reported past‐year cannabis use. There is also
easier legal access to cannabis in many parts of the world. Canada,
for instance, instituted full legalization in 2018 (Health Can-
ada 2022), Germany became the largest European country to
legalize recreational use in 2024 (Manthey et al. 2024), and the U.S.
grants cannabis legitimacy through assorted state‐specific statutes
despite its federal status as a Schedule 1 drug (Schaeffer 2024). Yet,
the implications of cannabis use in hiring are unclear. On the one
hand, widespread legal access and use may have facilitated general
acceptance (Van Green 2022). Moreover, nonwork behaviors
unrelated to job performance should not affect hiring decisions.
Bernerth and Walker (2020) found that individuals who used can-
nabis shortly before and during work were associated with negative

workplace outcomes; this, however, was not the case for those who
used cannabis after work — a time when cannabis is used most
often (e.g., Health Canada 2022). On the other hand, reviews link
cannabis with cognitive and mental health harms and socialization
issues, and caution against use by adolescents, young adults, or
those at risk for mental health issues (Solmi et al. 2023; Scheier and
Griffin 2021). Perceptually, historical prohibition and longstanding
media depictions have linked cannabis users with negative stereo-
types like slothfulness, amotivation, and criminality (Hirst 2017;
Reid 2020). A preliminary study by Tews et al. (2023) found inferior
hiring outcomes for applicants with social media content about
recreational (but not medical) cannabis use. The study, however,
used simple vignettes with limited external validity; each vignette
briefly mentioned a Zoom interview and presented a single social
media post. More nuanced simulations of interviews and social
media content, as well as explorations of mediating mechanisms,
are needed.

Second, earlier research on cigarette smokers (Roulin and
Bhatnagar 2018, 2021) used heavy‐handed depictions of smok-
ing status (e.g., openly smoking outside before the interview,
and/or placing a cigarette pack on the desk during the inter-
view). Such openness is unlikely in actuality, given the tend-
ency to hide what we are stigmatized for (Newheiser and
Barreto 2014). “Cyber‐vetting,” where hiring professionals seek
details about job applicants’ online activities, is now routine
(e.g., Berkelaar 2017; Roulin and Bangerter 2013) and offers a
more realistic avenue for identifying smoking habits. This
technique is used for unearthing information about applicants'
lifestyles and values that may be at odds with those of the
organization (Hartwell and Campion 2020; Roth
et al. 2019, 2020). Indeed, content such as posts, comments, and
follows on social media platforms like Facebook can be quite
telling about who people truly are. Such information can be
used to uncover “red flags” or “faux pas” (Hartwell and
Campion 2020) and provide insights not readily available from
formal interviews. Importantly, some employers report having
rejected job applicants based on their social media activities
(Smith 2017). Cyber‐vetting is hence ripe for investigation as a
means for smoking status discovery and associated evaluations.

Third, cyber‐vetting often accompanies interviews. Yet, selec-
tion research examines cyber‐vetting and interviews separately.
Decisions when judgments arising from the former (e.g., neg-
ative reactions to cigarette or cannabis smoking) run counter to
those from the latter (e.g., positive reactions to a strong inter-
view) remain unexamined. Furthermore, there is no clear
guidance on when cyber‐vetting should ideally take place
within the selection process (e.g., Berkelaar 2017; Roth
et al. 2016). In practice, cyber‐vetting at the start can help
screen or know more about candidates before the interview;
cyber‐vetting at the end can help verify information and head
off problems (akin to a cheap and quick alternative or supple-
ment to a formal background check). However, pre‐interview
cyber‐vetting of stigmatizing cues may trigger negative initial
impressions; these can anchor final evaluations despite adjust-
ments based on new information from the interview (e.g.,
Derous et al. 2016). Conversely, post‐interview cyber‐vetting
may influence final assessments without adjustment or atten-
uation. Earlier work uncovered lower evaluations of cigarette
smokers when smoking status was discovered pre‐interview

Summary

• What is currently known?
∘ Past research shows that employers view applicants
with obvious cues of cigarette smoking less favorably
in job interviews, but it is not fully known why.

∘ It's unclear whether the rising number of legal can-
nabis smokers are similarly impacted.

∘ People often post about their smoking habits online,
and many employers now supplement interviews with
personal information “cyber‐vetted” from social
media.

∘ Existing research on cyber‐vetting and interviews is
compartmentalized, and how information obtained
via both methods is integrated is not well understood.

• What does this paper add?
∘ It uses a hiring simulation that pairs a video‐based
interview with cyber‐vetting that uncovers naturalistic
cigarette or cannabis smoking cues.

∘ It thus contrasts the employability of cigarette and
cannabis smokers versus non‐smokers.

∘ It explores new mediating mechanisms (perceived
warmth/competence) and outcomes
(counterproductive workplace behavior likelihood).

∘ It examines whether cyber‐vetting timing (pre‐ vs.
post‐interview) impacts assessments.

• The implications for practitioners
∘ While a strong interview helps, it cannot overcome
lowered evaluations due to cyber‐vetting.

∘ Cyber‐vetting timing matters: Pre‐interview cyber‐
vetting aids overall objectivity by reducing negative
effects for cannabis (but not cigarette) smokers; this
may, however, also filter worthy candidates out before
the interview.

∘ Employers should take care while inspecting poten-
tially sensitive personal social media.

∘ Employers should consider structured usage guide-
lines and training to benefit from greater applicant
knowledge while also safeguarding objectivity.
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(Roulin and Bhatnagar 2018, 2021), along with reminders
during the interview (Roulin and Bhatnagar 2021). Under-
standing whether smoking status discovery pre‐ versus post‐
interview alters selection outcomes has implications for the
sequencing of assessment methods.

Overall, we contribute to the employment interview, cyber‐
vetting, and stereotyping literatures by examining: (1) whether
hiring professionals evaluate applicants that smoke cigarettes or
recreational cannabis more negatively than those that do not;
(2) how information gained via interviews and cyber‐vetting
jointly impact evaluations; (3) whether judgments of applicant
warmth, competence, or CWB engagement act as mediators;
and (4) whether cyber‐vetting pre‐ versus post‐interview evokes
differing assessments. We explore all this via three comple-
mentary experiments.

1.1 | Cyber‐Vetting as a Complement to
Interviews in the Broader Selection Process

While organizations mainly use interviews to evaluate job appli-
cants (Sackett et al. 2022), other methods can also be used. Cyber‐
vetting (i.e., scrutinizing social media and other online activities),
for instance, has emerged as a complement or replacement for more
established techniques (Berkelaar and Buzzanell 2014). There is a
mismatch, however, in how cyber‐vetting is studied (in isolation)
and the way it is typically applied (alongside other more conven-
tional selection methods). Selection research that integrates inter-
views, cyber‐vetting, or more is thus better suited to practice. In the
present research, we position information uncovered via cyber‐
vetting as an unstructured supplement to that obtained from a
formal interview. Although there is limited evidence for its validity
(e.g., Mönke et al. 2024), managers tend to believe that cyber‐vetting
yields more information than a resume and provides deeper insights
into personal character (Zhang et al. 2020). These insights can help
in “getting to know” applicants before an interview (Berkelaar 2017,
1129), or spotting “red flags” quickly and economically (e.g.,
Hartwell and Campion 2020; Tews et al. 2020). On the flip side,
cyber‐vetting may tap into sensitive information that triggers neg-
ative judgments (e.g., Pu et al. 2022; Wade et al. 2020).

1.2 | Cyber‐Vetting Cigarette and Cannabis
Smokers

There are two perspectives related to potential hesitations in hiring
cigarette or recreational cannabis smokers. On the one hand, hiring
managers may be justifiably concerned about the risks or costs
associated with these behaviors. Shrestha et al. (2022), for instance,
estimated substantial morbidity‐related productivity losses arising
from cigarette smokers’ absenteeism, presenteeism (i.e., lowered
productivity at work), and inability to work. Meta‐analyses have
also linked cigarette smoking with higher absenteeism risks (Weng
et al. 2013), as well as lower earnings for younger people and
fewer years of employment for older ones (Viinikainen et al. 2025).
In the context of cannabis, researchers such as Solmi et al. (2023)
and Scheier and Griffin (2021) have found associations between its
use and challenges such as cognitive impairment, mental health
issues, and socialization problems. On the other hand, hiring pro-
fessionals may engage in unwarranted smoker stigmatization.

Goffman (1963) depicted a stigma as a characteristic that triggers
unrelated negative associations (i.e., stereotypes). This degrades
social identity and makes people vulnerable to prejudice (Link and
Phelan 2001). Applicants may thus try to hide what they are stig-
matized for, as in the case of racial minorities that strategically
“whiten” their resumes (Kang et al. 2016). Personal social media
platforms like Facebook subvert this by creating a false sense of
privacy. People, in fact, regularly create or share social media posts
or comment on content related to cigarettes (Van Hoof et al. 2014;
Yoo et al. 2016) and cannabis (Willoughby et al. 2020). For instance,
39% of Facebook profiles that Van Hoof et al. (2014) analyzed had
references to tobacco. Similarly, Willoughby et al. (2020) reported
that 31% of young Americans shared content about cannabis, with
Facebook being their primary platform. Displays of stigmatized
behaviors on social media (e.g., profanity, alcohol/drug use, sexual
behavior, violence, and self‐absorption; Hartwell and
Campion 2020; Tews et al. 2020; Zhang et al. 2020) are associated
with more negative selection outcomes. Revelations of mental
health issues (Pu et al. 2022) and political views (Wade et al. 2020)
are as well. Similar hesitations may arise from cigarette or cannabis
use. For example, while Viinikainen et al. (2025) emphasize the
serious health issues linked with cigarette smoking, they also cau-
tion about the potential role of smoking stigma. Smokers are indeed
stigmatized both generally (e.g., Seiter et al. 2010; Stuber et al. 2009)
and in interviews (Roulin and Bhatnagar 2018, 2021). For cannabis,
a vignette‐based study showed negative hiring manager reactions to
the discovery of recreational use (Tews et al. 2023). More generally,
people associate cannabis use with criminal behaviors (Steiner
et al. 2019), lack of maturity (Reid 2020), cognitive impairment
(Hirst et al. 2017), and amotivation and apathy (Skumlien
et al. 2023). Overall, we expect cyber‐vetted cigarette or cannabis
content to be associated with lower final interviewer evaluations.

H1. An applicant identified as a (a) cigarette smoker or (b)
cannabis smoker receives lower evaluations than an applicant
who is not.

In addition to applicant characteristics, most theoretical models
of judgment in selection consider hiring manager (or inter-
viewer) characteristics as key moderating variables. For
instance, Huffcutt et al.'s (2011) model of interviewee per-
formance suggests that non‐job‐relevant factors influence eva-
luations when hiring managers possess limited information
processing capacity and rely on heuristics. Similarly, Derous,
Buijsrogge, et al.'s (2016) dual‐process model of interviewer bias
emphasizes the role of prejudicial attitudes toward stigmatized
applicants. Empirical work also shows that hiring managers are
more likely to judge applicants favorably when they share the
same healthy lifestyle (Yu et al. 2023). As such, it is important to
examine the influence of evaluator attitudes toward cigarette
smoking and recreational cannabis use, especially given the rise
in public acceptance of the latter. Fifty nine percent of U.S.
adults, for instance, support the legalization of cannabis for
medical and recreational use, and an additional 30% do so for
purely medical reasons (Van Green 2022). Most Canadians 16+
also consider the occasional nonmedical vaping, smoking, or
eating of cannabis as acceptable (Health Canada 2022).

We suggest that interviewers with strong negative views of cigarette
smoking or recreational cannabis use are particularly likely to assess
applicants who engage in these behaviors poorly. Past research has
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only found partial support for such effects and has focused solely on
cigarette smokers. Roulin and Bhatnagar (2018) found a significant
moderating effect of attitudes toward cigarette smoking amongst
experienced U.S.‐based evaluators, but less so for Canadian student
evaluators. And while Roulin and Bhatnagar (2021) did not find a
moderating effect of attitudes in the relationship between smoking
status and initial interview impressions, evaluators with more
negative attitudes were found to be more likely to focus on
smoking‐related cues (such as a visible cigarette pack). Such mod-
erating effects, however, have not been examined for cannabis
users. Overall, building on the theoretical foundations described
above (e.g., Derous et al. 2016), we predict that:

H2. The effects of applicant smoking status discovered during
cyber‐vetting on final evaluations are moderated by interviewers’
personal attitudes toward: (a) cigarettes, and (b) cannabis
smoking, such that the negative effects are stronger when
evaluators hold more negative attitudes.

1.3 | Stereotype Mechanisms and Perceptions
of CWBs

It is important to understand the mechanisms underlying evaluator
judgments of applicants who smoke cigarettes or cannabis to
develop appropriate interventions and ensure objectivity. Models of
decision‐making in selection often integrate the effects of stereo-
types and biases (e.g., Derous et al. 2016). The Stereotype Content
Model proposes that we judge others on the core dimensions of
warmth (i.e., communion) and competence (i.e., agency), and these
in turn shape our cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses
(Fiske 2018; Fiske et al. 2007). Prior selection research has drawn on
warmth and competence in examining job applicant evaluations
(e.g., Krings et al. 2011), and this framework is well‐suited for
studying judgments influenced by potentially stigmatizing infor-
mation contained within social media. Cigarette smokers are gen-
erally viewed as social outcasts and misfits (Kim and
Shanahan 2003), interpersonally less likable (Seiter et al. 2010), and
less professional in the workplace (Gilbert et al. 1998). A “stoner”
stereotype associates cannabis users with qualities such as
immaturity, irresponsibility, and incompetence (Reid 2020). These
perceptions are congruent with lowered attributions of warmth and
competence at work, leading us to the following prediction:

H3. An applicant identified as a cigarette/cannabis smoker is
perceived as lower on (a/b) warmth and (c/d) competence than
one who is not.

A key function of applicant cyber‐vetting is to spot issues that could
cause problems for the organization or the job. CWBs (Robinson
and Bennett 1995) encompass problematic conduct that is poten-
tially detrimental to organizational processes or objectives. They
range from relatively minor transgressions (e.g., deliberately slowing
down) to more egregious ones (e.g., stealing, abusing coworkers).
CWBs also bear conceptual similarity to many of the negative ste-
reotypes associated with cigarette and cannabis users. Supervisors,
for example, rate cigarette smokers as weaker on dependability and
interpersonal relationships (Gilbert et al. 1998). People often attri-
bute the inability to quit smoking to a lack of self‐control (Muraven
and Baumeister 2000), which is also a characteristic associated with
CWBs (Spector 2011). Similarly, cannabis users are often associated

with amotivation, apathy, and criminality (Skumlien et al. 2023;
Steiner et al. 2019). In fact, Roulin and Bhatnagar (2018) showed
that interviewers link cigarette smokers with CWBs, and Bernerth
and Walker (2020) linked cannabis use before or during work with
heightened CWBs. Taken together, we predict that hiring managers
evaluate cigarette or cannabis smokers poorly, partly because they
view the smokers as lower on competence and warmth, and due to
concerns about CWBs.

H4. An applicant identified as a cigarette/cannabis smoker is
perceived as (a/b) more likely to engage in counterproductive
workplace behaviors.

H5. Interviewers’ perceptions of applicant warmth/competence
act as mediators in the relationship between applicant smoking
status and (a/b) final evaluations, and (c/d) applicant likelihood
to engage in counterproductive workplace behaviors.

As in the case of final evaluations (see H2), and building on
theoretical models that emphasize the effects of interviewers’
personal characteristics (e.g., Derous et al. 2016; Huffcutt
et al. 2011), we expect that evaluators who possess more neg-
ative attitudes toward cigarette smoking or cannabis use will be
especially prone to viewing the smokers as being lower on
warmth and competence. We thus predict:

H6. The effects of applicant smoking status on perceptions of
applicant warmth/competence are moderated by interviewers’
personal attitudes toward (a/b) cigarette and (c/d) cannabis
smoking, such that the negative effects are stronger when
evaluators hold more negative attitudes.

1.4 | The Role of Cyber‐Vetting Timing

As briefly noted earlier, cyber‐vetting at different stages of the
selection process can serve different functions. Cyber‐vetting
early on (e.g., alongside application and resume screening, but
before interviewing) can help determine whether applicants
possess core qualifications for the job. Alternatively, cyber‐
vetting later (e.g., upon interview completion) can serve as a
fast and inexpensive supplement or replacement for a for-
malized background check. Although selection research has
(directly or indirectly) investigated the two approaches, there
is no work that empirically compares the implications for
hiring outcomes. Chang and Madera (2012) examined hiring
managers’ practices and found that 56% reported cyber‐vetting
use during the pre‐interview screening phase and 12% after
hiring, thereby demonstrating its implementation at varying
points of the selection process. Similarly, Berkelaar (2017)
reported that hiring managers thought of cyber‐vetting as
useful for “getting to know” applicants before an interview or
as background checks after the interview. For the former,
Roulin and Bangerter (2013) considered cyber‐vetting as a
relevant preliminary assessment of applicants’ knowledge,
skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) for screen-
ing purposes. Much of empirical research in the area also
relates to the psychometric properties of KSAO assessments
(e.g., Roulin and Levashina 2019; Van Iddekinge et al. 2016;
Zhang et al. 2020). In contrast, Hartwell and Campion (2020)
described cyber‐vetting as useful for finding “red flags,” and
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“not unlike background checks, credit checks, or drug screens,
all of which tend to occur later in the hiring process” (p. 12).

Does it matter whether stigmatizing information is acquired before
or after interviewing? To our knowledge, this question has not been
examined. On the one hand, recently acquired information can
have an outsized impact due to its salience at the time of assess-
ment. In fact, potentially stigmatizing features (like smoking cues)
can facilitate hiring bias when made salient due to recency (Derous
et al. 2016; Finkelstein and Burke 1998). On the other hand, theo-
retical models of interviewer judgment emphasize the importance
of pre‐interview information in final evaluations (e.g., Derous
et al. 2016; Huffcutt et al. 2011). Although evaluators can update
initial impressions based on knowledge from the interview (e.g.,
based on applicant performance), pre‐interview judgments may
create stable first impressions that anchor final evaluations. Due to
the two competing rationales, we set up the following Research
Question.

RQ1: Does the effect of applicant smoking status on final

evaluations depend on when cyber‐vetting takes place

within the selection process?

2 | Overview of Studies

We conducted three experimental studies simulating a selection
process that consisted of an interview supplemented with social
media cyber‐vetting that identified the job applicant as a ciga-
rette smoker, cannabis smoker, or control candidate. In Studies
1 and 2, Canadian business student samples enacted the role of
interviewers, whereas Study 3 relied on hiring professionals
from California (with cannabis being legal in both these geo-
graphic locations). Study 1, where participants evaluated the
suitability of a job applicant who: (a) was identified as a ciga-
rette or cannabis smoker versus not during post‐interview
cyber‐vetting, and (b) demonstrated high versus average job
qualifications based on the quality of their interview responses,
tested H1 and H2. Studies 2 and 3 focused solely on applicants
who performed well and provided high‐quality interview
responses. Study 2, which sought evidence of the stereotypes
and mechanisms at play in applicant assessments, also tested
H3–H6. Lastly, Study 3, where selection simulations varied
based on whether cyber‐vetting took place before versus after
the interview, explored RQ1.

3 | Study 1

3.1 | Methods

3.1.1 | Participants

We initially recruited 236 Canadian undergraduate business
students to complete the study in a lab (in small groups).
Twelve of them were excluded due to incomplete data or
technical issues. The final sample consisted of 224 responses.
The mean age was 20.14 (SD = 2.57). The sample composition
was 54% female and 46% male, 45% White, 33% Asian, 10%
Black, 11% mixed or other races, and 60% employed (with 26%
in managerial roles). Moreover, 9.6% of participants identified
as cigarette smokers and 21.5% as cannabis users.

3.1.2 | Procedure

We developed a personnel selection simulation resembling the one
used by Roulin and Bhatnagar (2021) for assessing first impressions,
post‐interview evaluations, and final post‐cyber‐vetting evaluations
of a job applicant. Participants played the role of an assistant human
resource (HR) manager at a local bank charged with hiring for a
social media manager position. As part of the simulation, partici-
pants read a job description, viewed a series of short interview
videos in response to several question choices, reviewed cyber‐
vetted social media information, and provided applicant assess-
ments (see the simulation flow in Figure 1). Such asynchronous
video interview (AVI) simulations are often used within personnel
selection research (e.g., Arseneault and Roulin 2024). The simula-
tion began by asking participants to review the job description for
the position they were being hired for. Participants then watched a
brief video clip shot in first‐person depicting the point‐of‐view of the
interviewer (i.e., the participant) greeting the applicant (played by a
White, male professional actor in his 30s) who knocks, enters an
office, shakes hands, and takes a seat. Participants reported their
initial impressions (i.e., their pre‐interview evaluations) after view-
ing the video clip. An interview, which consisted of four rounds of
questioning, then commenced. Each round began with the partic-
ipant (i.e., the interviewer) selecting either an easy or a hard
question. This decision, not associated with specific hypotheses per
se, was included to increase the realism of the interview and
immerse participants in their roles as interviewers. The selection
activated an approximately 2‐min‐long video clip of the applicant's
response that was portrayed as being of either high or average
quality consistently across all four questions. The response also
slightly differed depending on whether the participant chose an
easy versus a difficult question, although they relied on the same
core scripts and demonstrated the same competencies (see our
Online Supplement for all questions and scripted responses). This
material was taken from Roulin and Bhatnagar (2021), who pilot‐
tested question difficulty and response quality. After watching all
four interview responses, participants evaluated the applicant. In
the last stage, participants scrutinized screenshots of the applicant's
social media presence (i.e., his Facebook posts) presented as part of
cyber‐vetting. It was used for manipulating the applicant's smoking
status, and was followed by final evaluations. Finally, demographic
and attitudinal data were collected.1 We collected attitudes toward
cigarette smoking and cannabis use after all outcome variables so
that we would not prime participants by making the issue of
smoking artificially salient.

3.1.3 | Design

Participants were randomly assigned to one of six conditions in a 2
(applicant qualifications: strong or average) x 3 (smoking status:
cigarette smoker, cannabis smoker, or control) between‐subjects
experimental design. The same actor played the applicant across all
experimental conditions but varied his video‐recorded responses
based on the specific interview questions chosen and provided high
versus average quality answers that manipulated applicant qualifi-
cations. All responses followed the pilot‐tested scripts as in Roulin
and Bhatnagar (2021). Subsequent cyber‐vetted screenshots of the
applicant's fictitious Facebook profile and posts were used to
manipulate smoking status. These included the same general con-
tent, varied by the actor's photographs that were either neutral or
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showed him smoking a cigarette or cannabis joint, and posts and
shared content that were either neutral or pro‐cigarette or cannabis
smoking in nature (see illustrative examples in Figure 2). At the end
of the study, participants were presented with five manipulation
check statements about the applicant's social media posts or pic-
tures and were asked to report on what they saw. Overall, 95% of
participants in the cigarette smoker condition correctly checked the
“smoking a cigarette” statement, and 89% of those in the cannabis
smoker condition correctly checked the “smoking a cannabis joint”
statement, with differences being significant between experimental
conditions (see detailed results in Table S5).

3.1.4 | Measures

3.1.4.1 | Initial Impressions. We measured initial pre‐
interview evaluations using four items (α = 0.83; Roulin
and Bhatnagar 2021). A sample item is “based on a first
impression, it was a good idea to invite this candidate for an
interview” (see the Online Supplement for all the items
used). Responses were provided on a 1–5 (strongly disagree
to strongly agree) Likert scale.

3.1.4.2 | Post‐Interview Evaluations. Post‐interview eva-
luations were measured via four similar Likert scale items (α=0.94,
e.g., “based on the interview, I would offer the job to this
candidate”).

3.1.4.3 | Final Evaluations. Post cyber‐vetting evalua-
tions were also measured via four similar Likert scale items
(α= 0.93, e.g., “based on all the information I gathered, I would
offer the job to this candidate”).

3.1.4.4 | Question Difficulty. We captured the number of
hard (e.g., “tell me about a work project for which you did not
respect the deadline that was set”) versus easy (e.g., “tell me
about a project that you managed from start to finish”) inter-
view questions participants chose (from 0 to 4).

3.1.4.5 | Attitudes Toward Cigarette Smoking and Can-
nabis Use. At the end of the study, wemeasured attitudes toward
cigarette smoking (four bipolar scale items, α=0.96, e.g.,
“unfavorable‐favorable”) and recreational cannabis use (four similar
bipolar scale items, α=0.99). These items were similar to those
used by Roulin and Bhatnagar (2021) to capture smoking/vaping
attitudes.2

3.2 | Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are included in Table 1 of the
online supplement. We first examined evaluations of cigarette or
cannabis smokers (H1) and the effect of applicant qualifications via
a 3 × 2 ANOVA. There was a significant main effect of applicant
smoking status, F (2, 217)= 19.74, p<0.001, and a significant main
effect of applicant qualifications, F (1, 217)= 34.19, p<0.001, but no
interaction, F (2, 217)= 0.31, p=0.73 (see Figure 3). Pairwise
comparisons confirmed that cigarette (M=2.99, SD=0.99) and
cannabis smokers (M=2.80, SD=1.17) received lower final eva-
luations than the control (M=3.75, SD=0.93), with large effect
sizes for the cigarette smoker versus control (d=0.79, p<0.001)
and cannabis smoker versus control (d=0.90, p<0.001) conditions.
Highly qualified applicants (i.e., those providing strong answers)
were evaluated more positively (M=3.56, SD=1.07) than moder-
ately qualified ones (M=2.81, SD=1.02, d=0.72, p<0.001). These
findings provide initial support for H1.

FIGURE 1 | Interview and cyber‐vetting simulation for Study 1.
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We used path analyses to test H1 and H2 more comprehensively.
Information about model fit and results is presented in Figure 4.
Both initial pre‐interview evaluations (ß = 0.30, p<0.001) and
applicant qualifications (ß = 0.52, p<0.001) were positively asso-
ciated with post‐interview evaluations. Post‐interview evaluations
(ß = 0.59, p<0.001), as well as being a cigarette (ß=−0.29,
p=0.002) or cannabis smoker (ß=−0.50, p<0.001), were associ-
ated with final (i.e., post‐cyber‐vetting) evaluations, further sup-
porting H1. However, contrary to H2, we found no significant
interaction between participants’ attitudes toward cigarette
(ß=−0.03, p=0.77) or cannabis (ß = 0.18, p=0.09) smoking and
applicant smoking status, nor any main effects of such attitudes.
Interestingly, the path analyses showed that pre‐interview

evaluations were negatively associated with the number of hard
questions asked by participants during the interview (ß=−0.18,
p<0.01), and the number of hard questions was also negatively
associated with post‐interview ratings (ß=−0.14, p<0.01). This is
consistent with the important role that first impressions have within
interviews.

3.3 | Discussion

In Study 1, we demonstrated the empirical robustness of key an-
choring and adjustment mechanisms theorized within past models
of judgment in interviews (e.g., Derous et al. 2016). Initial

FIGURE 2 | Examples of Facebook content for the cigarette smoker (left), cannabis smoker (center), and control (right) conditions for Studies

1–3.

FIGURE 3 | Final evaluation by condition for Study 1. Error bars represent 95% CI.
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impressions formed upon meeting the applicant anchored subse-
quent post‐interview evaluations, along with adjustments based
upon interview quality. Although the effect of post‐interview as-
sessments endured even after the completion of social media cyber‐
vetting, final evaluations dropped as predicted upon the discovery of
cigarette and cannabis smoking status. In other words, even
objective evidence in the form of strong interview skills and job
qualifications was unable to overcome interviewers’ negative per-
ceptions of the smoker. In the absence of additional sources of
influence (e.g., references, managerial intervention), this outcome
can undoubtedly impact final rulings on applicant files and asso-
ciated job offers. Moreover, interviewers’ own favorable or
unfavorable attitudes toward smoking did not influence final eva-
luations in this study. Much has been made of limiting subjectivity
in the selection process (e.g., Bilimoria and Piderit 1994; Finkelstein
et al. 2007; Roulin and Bhatnagar 2021). Now that we empirically
demonstrated negative evaluations of cigarette or cannabis smokers
introduced through cyber‐vetting, we turned next to the reasons
underlying such judgments to help inform mitigation strategies. To
do so, we used the Stereotype Content Model, which asserts that we
think of and judge others in terms of their warmth (i.e., whether
they are trustworthy and likable) and competence (i.e., whether
they are capable and self‐assured; Fiske 2018; Fiske et al. 2007).

4 | Study 2

4.1 | Methods

4.1.1 | Participants

We recruited 385 Canadian undergraduate business students
(different from those in Study 1) to complete the study online.
Given the unsupervised format and tendency of students to be

inattentive, we included two attention check items (e.g., a
“please select somewhat agree” item). As students accessed the
study remotely on their personal devices, we also included a
question to check whether the video‐based experimental stimuli
were viewed and heard correctly. The final sample included 318
participants who passed the attention checks and were able to
adequately access the video clips. The mean age was 20.55
(SD = 3.00), with 41.6% being female and 57.8% male, 36.9%
White, 44.3% Asian, 8.3% Black, 10.5% other races or mixed‐
race, and 59.1% employed (20.1% in a managerial role). In
addition, 9.1% of participants were cigarette smokers and 18.6%
were cannabis users.

4.1.2 | Procedure and Design

The selection simulation and materials were similar to those
in Study 1, with four key differences: (1) the simulation used
a customer relationship manager position instead of the
social media manager position in Study 1 to forestall ques-
tions regarding the judgment of a social media professional
that casually references smoking on their own social
media,3 (2) only strong applicant responses were used (i.e.,
there was no applicant qualification manipulation), (3)
perceived warmth and competence were assessed post‐cyber
vetting to better understand the mechanisms leading to
negative evaluations, and (4) likelihood of engaging in
CWBs was assessed post‐cyber‐vetting as an additional
outcome. Participants were randomly assigned to one of
three conditions (smoking status: cigarette vs. cannabis vs.
control) using a between‐subjects design. We used the same
manipulation check procedure as in Study 1 and found that
most participants correctly identified the applicant behavior
(i.e., 93% for cigarette smoking, 88% for cannabis use).

FIGURE 4 | Path model for Study 1. N= 224 Canadian business students. Unstandardized b values and standard errors are above the stan-

dardized beta values. Full lines show significant paths, dotted lines show nonsignificant paths. Model fit: Χ2 = 14.86, p= 0.46; RMSEA 90% CI = 0.00–
0.06; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00, SRMR = 0.03. *p< 0.05; **p< 0.01.
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We used a social media manager job in a bank for Study 1.
Hiring managers may consider social media posts about
smoking habits or cannabis use as a “faux pas” (e.g.,
Hartwell and Campion 2020). We were therefore concerned
that participants’ expectations that social media managers
should be aware of the risks of posting sensitive information
had amplified the negative effects found within Study 1.
Thus, in Study 2, we switched to a customer relationship
manager role.

4.1.3 | Measures

4.1.3.1 | Evaluations. We measured initial pre‐interview
(α= 0.85), post‐interview (α= 0.90), and final post‐cyber‐vetting
evaluations (α= 0.91) with the same four‐item measures as in
Study 1.

4.1.3.2 | Warmth/Competence. We captured perceived
warmth (four items, α= 0.85, e.g., “how good‐natured do you
believe this applicant is?”) and competence (five items, α= 0.85,
e.g., “how intelligent do you believe this applicant is?”) after
cyber‐vetting with measures adapted from Krings et al. (2011).
Responses were made on 1–5 Likert scales (1 = not at all, 5 = a
great deal).

4.1.3.3 | Likelihood of CWBs. At the end of the simula-
tion, we also assessed perceived likelihood of engaging in CWBs
via 13 items (α= 0.94, e.g., “to what extent do you think that he
would be likely to… come in late to work without permission”)
adapted from Roulin and Bhatnagar (2018). Responses were
made on a five‐point Likert scale (1 = very unlikely, 5 = very
likely; see the online supplement for all items used).

4.2 | Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in
Table 2 of the online supplement. A MANOVA was first
conducted to examine differences in the post‐cyber‐vetting
measures (i.e., perceived warmth and competence, per-
ceived likelihood of CWBs, and final evaluations) across the
three smoking conditions (related to H1, H3, and H4). The
overall MANOVA results were significant, F (8, 622) = 4.60,
p < 0.001. Results of subsequent ANOVAs showed signifi-
cant differences on all four outcome variables (all ps < 0.01,
see Figure 5). As compared to the control (M = 3.50, SD =
0.68), the cigarette smoker (M = 2.95, SD = 0.77, d = 0.76,
p < 0.001) and cannabis smoker (M = 3.05, SD = 0.89,
d = 0.57, p < 0.001) were perceived as being less warm. As
compared to the control (M = 3.61, SD = 0.65), the cigarette
smoker (M = 3.32, SD = 0.72, d = 0.42, p = 0.005) and can-
nabis smoker (M = 3.26, SD = 0.85, d = 0.46, p = 0.001) were
also perceived as less competent. As compared to the control
(M = 2.39, SD = 0.87), the cigarette smoker (M = 2.82, SD =
0.74, d = 0.54, p < 0.001) and cannabis smoker (M = 2.81,
SD = 0.80, d = 0.50, p < 0.001) were perceived as more likely
to engage in CWBs. Finally, as compared to the control
(M = 3.79, SD = 0.94), the cigarette smoker (M = 3.45, SD =
0.89, d = 0.37, p = 0.009) and cannabis smoker (M = 3.41,
SD = 0.94, d = 0.40, p = 0.002) received lower final evalua-
tions. These results provide more support for H1 and initial
support for H3 and H4.

As in Study 1, we tested all other relationships and hypotheses
more directly using path analyses (see Figure 6). Initial pre‐
interview evaluations (ß = 0.31, p<0.001) were positively associ-
ated with post‐interview evaluations, which were positively related
to final (i.e., post‐cyber‐vetting) evaluations (ß = 0.30, p<0.001).

FIGURE 5 | Perceived warmth (top left), competence (top right), likelihood of CWBs (bottom left), and Final evaluation (bottom right) by

condition for Study 2. Error bars represent 95% CI.
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Moreover, post‐interview evaluations (ß = 0.36, p<0.001; ß = 0.44,
p<0.001), and being a cigarette (ß=−0.50, p=0.002; ß=
−0.34, p<0.001) or cannabis smoker (ß=−0.61, p<0.001;
ß=−0.42, p<0.001), were associated with perceptions of warmth
and competence, respectively. Altogether, these findings provide
further support for H3.

Further, both perceived warmth (ß = 0.28, p< 0.001) and
competence (ß = 0.38, p< 0.001) were positively associated with
final evaluations. Similarly, both perceived warmth (ß=−0.36,
p< 0.001) and competence (ß=−0.28, p< 0.001) were nega-
tively associated with the perceived likelihood of engagement in
CWBs. Moreover, analyses of indirect effects (not shown in
Figure 6) highlighted that being a cigarette and cannabis
smoker were both indirectly related to final evaluations
(ß=−0.54, p< 0.001, ß=−0.65, p< 0.001) and CWB likelihood
(ß = 0.48, p< 0.001, ß = 0.58, p< 0.001), thus supporting H5.

Finally, consistent with H6, we found significant interactions
between applicant smoking status and participants’ attitudes
toward cigarette or cannabis smoking on perceptions of both
warmth (ß = 0.24, p= 0.007; ß = 0.45, p< 0.001) and compe-
tence (ß = 0.20, p= 0.033; ß = 0.25, p= 0.022). The positive
interaction terms confirm that the negative impact of smoking
status is particularly strong when evaluators have negative at-
titudes toward smoking cigarettes or cannabis but weakened
when such attitudes are more positive.4

Interestingly, pre‐interview evaluations were negatively related
to the number of hard questions asked in the interview
(ß=−0.14, p= 0.009). Yet, contrary to Study 1, the number of
hard questions was unrelated to post‐interview ratings
(ß = 0.00, p= 0.98). Perceived engagement in CWBs and final
evaluations were also positively related (covariance = 0.68,
p< 0.001).

4.3 | Discussion

Results of Study 2, which focused on applicants’ strong
interview performance, replicated the anchoring effects of
initial impressions found in Study 1. They also replicated
adjustments to final evaluations, demonstrated the effect of
smoking status on complementary outcomes, and uncovered
mediating mechanisms. Job applicants revealed as cigarette
or cannabis smokers during post‐interview cyber‐vetting not
only received lower final evaluations than in Study 1 but
were also viewed as less warm and competent and more
likely to engage in counterproductive behaviors at work,
such as being late, taking longer breaks, or stealing. Final
evaluations and CWB likelihood assessments were partially
driven by lowered perceptions of warmth and competence
for cigarette and cannabis smokers. And these perceptions
of warmth and competence were lower still for those in-
terviewers with more negative attitudes toward cigarette
smoking or recreational cannabis use. In contrast to Study 1
where interviewers’ negative cigarette and cannabis related
attitudes did not impact final evaluations, this study found
that negative interviewer attitudes did so for perceptions of
warmth and competence, which then went on to influence
final evaluations and perceived CWB likelihood. Differences
in moderation effects between Studies 1 and 2 can be ex-
plained by the outcomes examined (i.e., warmth and com-
petence vs. final evaluations). Stereotypes of smokers or
cannabis users (such as being unhealthy and impulsive or
amotivated “stoners,” respectively) are conceptually related
to judgments of the two core dimensions of human nature
and could be activated especially for evaluators who hold
negative views of such habits. It is worth reiterating that the
negative smoker assessments triggered by cyber‐vetting
emerged despite applicants’ strong performance in the
interview.

FIGURE 6 | Path model for Study 2. N= 311 students. Values are standardized beta values based on maximum likelihood estimations. Full lines

show significant paths, dotted lines show nonsignificant paths. Note that direct paths between attitudes and warmth/competence are omitted for

clarity but were included in the model. Model fit: Χ2 = 54.02, p= 0.01; RMSEA 90% CI = 0.02–0.07; CFI = 0.98; TLI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.04.

*p< 0.05; **p< 0.01.
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HR managers can decide to cyber‐vet applicants at varying
points (e.g., Berkelaar 2017), and the implications of when this
occurs in the overall selection process are unknown. In the next
study, we shifted our focus from Canadian business student
samples to a more ecologically valid sample of HR professionals
in the U.S. We also examined the consequences of cyber‐vetting
before versus after the interview (RQ1).

5 | Study 3

5.1 | Methods

5.1.1 | Participants

We used the CloudResearch participant panel to recruit 185
U.S. HR professionals currently residing in California, a state
chosen given its legalized recreational cannabis status (similar
to Canada). The mean age was 36.19 (SD= 11.56). Participants
were 53.3% female and 46.7% male, 52% White, 19% Hispanic/
Latino, 14% Asian, 13% Black, 2% other races or mixed‐race, and
95% employed (72% in a managerial role). Participants had
conducted an average of 69.60 (SD = 207.04) job interviews in
their careers. In addition, 30.4% of participants were cigarette
smokers and 35% were cannabis users.

5.1.2 | Procedure and Design

Our selection simulation and materials were based on those
used in the previous studies. As in Study 2, we focused our
investigations on highly qualified applicants for a customer
relationship manager position who provided strong interview
responses. We extended our investigations to not only seasoned
practitioners, but also to cyber‐vetting that takes place either
before or after the interview. Participants were therefore

randomly assigned to one of six conditions in a 2 (cyber‐vetting
timing: pre‐ vs. post‐interview) x 3 (smoking status: cigarette vs.
cannabis vs. control) between‐subjects experimental design. We
again used the same manipulation check procedure as in
Studies 1 and 2 and found that most participants correctly
identified the applicant behavior that was portrayed (i.e., 87%
for cigarette smoking, 78% for cannabis use).

5.1.3 | Measures

The measures were similar to those used in Studies 1 and 2:
namely, pre‐interview evaluations upon first encountering the
applicant (four items, α= 0.88), post‐interview evaluations (four
items, α= 0.91), and post‐cyber‐vetting evaluations (four items,
α= 0.93), attitudes toward cigarette smoking (four items,
α= 0.97) and recreational cannabis use (four items, α= 0.98),
and the number of hard questions chosen/asked by participants
(from 0 to 4). As the post‐cyber‐vetting evaluations were pro-
vided either upfront (in the pre‐interview cyber‐vetting condi-
tion) or at the end (in the post‐interview cyber‐vetting
condition), the final evaluations represented either post‐
interview evaluations or post‐cyber‐vetting evaluations,
respectively.

5.2 | Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 3
of the online supplement. A multi‐factor ANOVA was con-
ducted on the final evaluation (which were either the post‐
interview or the post‐cyber‐vetting ratings, depending on
whether the experimental condition included pre‐ or post‐
interview cyber‐vetting, respectively) to further test H1 and
explore RQ1. Results showed a significant main effect of
applicant smoking status, F (2, 177) = 8.89, p< 0.001, but no

FIGURE 7 | Final evaluation by condition for Study 3. Error bars represent 95% CI.
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main effect of cyber‐vetting timing, F (1, 177) = 2.56, p= 0.11.
However, there was a small but significant smoking status x
timing interaction, F (2, 177) = 3.51, p= 0.03 (see Figure 7).
Pairwise comparisons confirmed that the cigarette smoker
(M= 3.42, SD = 1.16) and cannabis smoker (M= 3.45, SD =
1.24) received significantly lower final evaluations than the
control candidate (M= 4.12, SD = 0.66), with medium‐to‐large
effect sizes for the cigarette smoker versus control (d= 0.74,
p< 0.001) and cannabis smoker versus control (d= 0.68,
p< 0.001) conditions, providing further support for H1. In

addition, while lower final evaluations for the cigarette smoker
were observed both when cyber‐vetting was conducted pre‐
(95% CI = 3.02–3.77) and post‐interview (95% CI = 3.08–3.84),
lower evaluations of the cannabis user were mostly prevalent
when cyber‐vetting was conducted post‐interview (95%
CI = 2.68–3.40), and less so when it took place pre‐interview
(95% CI = 3.49–4.21).

Path analyses (see Figure 8) were conducted separately
for the two timing‐related conditions. When social media

FIGURE 8 | Path models for the pre‐interview (top) and post‐interview (bottom) cyber‐vetting conditions for Study 3. N= 93 and 90 Californian

professionals; Unstandardized b values and standard errors are above the standardized beta values. Full lines show significant paths, dotted lines

show nonsignificant paths. Model fit: Χ2 = 15.12/22.49, p= 0.30/0.21; RMSEA 90% CI = 0.00–0.12/0.00–0.11; CFI = 0.98/0.98; TLI = 0.96/0.96,

SRMR = 0.06/0.04. *p< 0.05; **p< 0.01.

12 of 18 International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 2025

 14682389, 2025, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ijsa.70027 by N

ational H
ealth A

nd M
edical R

esearch C
ouncil, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [19/11/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



information was provided pre‐interview, post‐cyber‐vetting
evaluations were significantly impacted by being a cigarette
smoker (ß = −0.64, p = 0.03) or cannabis smoker (ß = −0.77,
p < 0.01), supporting H1. In addition, attitudes toward cig-
arette smoking (ß = 0.37, p = 0.01) and recreational canna-
bis use (ß = 0.63, p < 0.001) moderated the relationships
between cigarette and cannabis smoking status and eva-
luations, supporting H2. Furthermore, post‐cyber‐vetting
evaluations were associated with pre‐interview ones
(ß = 0.84, p < 0.001), and pre‐interview ratings were asso-
ciated with post‐interview ones (ß = 0.35, p = 0.02). There
was no significant relationship with the number of hard
questions (ß = −0.05, p = 0.77).

When social media information was provided post‐interview (as
in Studies 1 and 2), pre‐interview evaluations were associated
with post‐interview evaluations (ß = 0.56, p< 0.001). Post‐
cyber‐vetting evaluations were also significantly impacted by
being a cigarette (ß=−0.31, p= 0.03) or cannabis smoker
(ß=−0.55, p< 0.01), as well as by post‐interview evaluations
(ß = 0.60, p< 0.01), supporting relationships within our simu-
lation and H1. Attitudes toward cigarette smoking did not play
a moderating role (as in Study 1), contrary to H2a. However,
attitudes toward cannabis use did moderate the relationship
between the cannabis use manipulation and evaluations
(ß = 0.35, p= 0.03), suggesting that cannabis users are eval-
uated especially negatively by HR professionals who hold more
negative attitudes toward recreational cannabis, supporting
H2b. Finally, post‐interview evaluations were not associated
with the number of hard questions asked (ß=−0.01, p= 0.89).

5.3 | Discussion

Overall, the key results found in Studies 1 and 2 were confirmed in
Study 3, which relied on HR professionals (vs. business students in
the previous studies): cigarette and cannabis smokers received
lower final evaluations as compared to control candidates. When
cyber‐vetting took place in relation to the interview added further
nuance. For cigarette smokers, negative effects were observed when
information about smoking habits emerged both before and after
the interview. For cannabis smokers, however, lowered evaluations
while apparent at both stages were much more noticeable when
discovery occurred after the interview, perhaps due to the salience
of stigmatizing information proximal to final evaluation formation.
In contrast, the negative effects of cannabis discovery before the
interview were much smaller, due to possible compensation by the
applicant's strong interview performance.

In this ecologically valid sample, the HR professionals’ attitudes
toward cigarette and cannabis use mattered in varying ways, with
some effects similar to those in Studies 1 and 2 and others not.
When cyber‐vetting was conducted post‐interview, interviewer at-
titudes did not affect final cigarette smoker evaluations. This is
compatible with Study 1 results. In a departure from these, cannabis
smokers received lower evaluations from interviewers who pos-
sessed less favorable attitudes toward recreational cannabis use.
Interestingly, for pre‐interview cyber‐vetting, both cigarette and
cannabis smokers received lower evaluations from HR professionals
who reported less favorable attitudes toward the substances used
respectively. There may be two interpretations of these findings.

First, cannabis stigmatization may be less ingrained compared to
cigarette stigmatization (at least amongst hiring professionals in
California), thus allowing for adjustments to initial applicant
impressions. Only raters with very negative attitudes toward can-
nabis penalized smokers who already demonstrated strong qualifi-
cations within their interviews. Relatedly, the more experienced
hiring professionals in Study 3 were more likely to use cannabis
themselves (35% vs. 20.5%) and reported more positive attitudes
toward cannabis use (M=3.83 vs. 3.44) than business students in
Study 1 (see Table S6 for more details). Second, when cyber‐vetting
occurs upfront, negative attitudes and evaluations may percolate
alongside interview performance to temper subsequent evaluations.
This may be amplified given that participants in Study 3 were more
likely to smoke themselves (30.4% vs. 9.6%) and held less negative
attitudes toward smoking (M=2.94 vs. 2.05) than those in Study 1.

6 | General Discussion

Globally, an estimated 1.18 billion individuals 15 years or older
regularly smoked tobacco in 2020 (Dai et al. 2022), and 219 million
individuals used cannabis in 2021 (United Nations Office on Drugs
and Crime 2023). Within these sizeable populations, cigarettes
remain the main form of tobacco use (World Health Organiza-
tion 2022), and cannabis smoking is popular (Health Canada 2019).
The treatment received by these two groups of smokers in the
important context of selection is worse as compared to non‐
smokers. The present research builds and expands on recent work
that uncovered negative evaluations of cigarette smokers in job
interviews (Roulin and Bhatnagar 2018, 2021) by using a realistic
video‐based selection simulation that incorporates both interviews
and cyber‐vetting. It also identifies underlying mechanisms
(competence and warmth) and boundary conditions (attitudes to-
ward cigarette smoking/recreational cannabis use). Additionally, it
is amongst the first to extend into the cannabis arena and find
similar detrimental hiring outcomes (overview of hypotheses and
results in online Table S4).

6.1 | Theoretical Contributions

This research contributes to the personnel selection and stig-
matization literatures in several ways. First, cyber‐vetting lit-
erature has cautioned about the discovery of sensitive personal
information when assessing job suitability (Hartwell and
Campion 2020; Tews et al. 2020). At the same time, research on
stereotypes about cigarette and cannabis smokers (Roulin and
Bhatnagar 2018, 2021; Tews et al. 2023) has been limited to
studies using simple scenarios or mock interviews. Our research
integrates these previously siloed literatures and expands on
preliminary findings using realistic simulations of the selection
process. Our findings also shed some light on the treatment of
not just cigarette but also cannabis smokers in hiring: we find
that job applicants whose social media contains cigarette or
cannabis content receive lower evaluations despite how well
they interview. Although these findings can be interpreted as
evidence of the stigmatization faced by smokers, they may also
reflect justifiable concerns about the risks or costs (such as
lowered productivity or heightened absenteeism) associated
with hiring smokers (e.g., Shrestha et al. 2022; Weng
et al. 2013).
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Second, in Study 2, we use the Stereotype Content Model
(Fiske 2018; Fiske et al. 2007) to test perceptions of warmth and
competence as key mechanisms underpinning judgments of
smokers. We also explore perceptions of the likelihood of en-
gaging in CWBs as an additional outcome. Our results confirm
that reduced cigarette and cannabis smoker evaluations and
heightened counterproductive behavior expectations (such as
being late, taking longer breaks, and stealing) are partially
driven by lowered warmth and competence perceptions.

Third, we demonstrate that the sequence of cyber‐vetting in
relation to the interview matters. Cyber‐vetting can take place
before the interview (alongside application and resume
screening) or afterwards (as an aid to background or reference
checks; Berkelaar 2017; Hartwell and Campion 2020). In
Study 3, we find that for cigarette smokers, negative judg-
ments arise independently of the order in which cyber‐vetting
takes place. Theoretically, this suggests that assessments of
smokers can be affected both by pre‐interview anchoring
mechanisms (Derous et al. 2016) and post‐interview salience
effects (Finkelstein and Burke 1998). For cannabis smokers,
however, negative evaluations are particularly apparent when
social media content is scrutinized after the interview, sug-
gesting that salience matters most (or more updating takes
place during the interview). Overall, these results could sug-
gest a deep‐seated stigmatization of cigarette smokers,
whereas that for cannabis smokers appears to be more mal-
leable and possibly compensated for by a strong subsequent
interview. Alternatively, the results might suggest that hiring
managers are more consistently concerned about the risk of
lower work performance associated with cigarette smokers
rather than recreational cannabis smokers. The latter per-
spective is possibly aligned with the more consistent negative
work outcomes for tobacco (e.g., Weng et al. 2013) versus
cannabis consumption (Bernerth and Walker 2020).

Finally, we show that, in line with theoretical propositions (e.g.,
Derous et al. 2016), hiring managers’ own negative predisposi-
tions toward smoking cigarettes/using recreational cannabis
can exacerbate their negative assessments. For cyber‐vetting
post‐interview, these negative attitudes do not directly impact
final assessments (in Study 1); they however play a larger role in
judgments of the applicants’ warmth and competence (in Study
2). This suggests that evaluators’ attitudes matter more when
assessing the applicant as a person, rather than their perform-
ance in a formal assessment. In Study 3, where there is more
variance in evaluators’ attitudes, the moderating effects are
mostly prevalent for cannabis‐related attitudes, with only hiring
professionals with very low attitudes penalizing cannabis
smokers. Moderation effects are also visibly stronger for pre‐
interview cyber‐vetting, thereby confirming predictions by dual‐
process theories (e.g., Derous et al. 2016) that evaluators’ atti-
tudes can reinforce anchoring effects arising from early detec-
tion of stigmatizing information.

6.2 | Practical Implications

Negative evaluations of smokers arising from social media
cyber‐vetting may impact the large numbers of people
who smoke tobacco or cannabis. It can be argued that

disadvantaging job applicants for smoking on their own time
oversteps work‐life boundaries, discounts difficulties associ-
ated with overcoming addictions, and lacks empathy for the
possibility of difficult life circumstances that underpin these
behaviors. Low socioeconomic status, for example, is linked
with cigarette smoking even amongst adolescents (Hanson and
Chen 2007). That said, we need to also acknowledge that
cigarette smokers may be associated with negative workplace
outcomes such as higher absenteeism or lower performance
(e.g., Shrestha et al. 2022; Weng et al. 2013); this however is
not the case for after‐work recreational cannabis use (Bernerth
and Walker 2020).

People often share cigarette and cannabis related behaviors and
content on their personal social media (Van Hoof et al. 2014;
Willoughby et al. 2020; Yoo et al. 2016) and would benefit from
coaching on stigma awareness and social media impression
management tactics. These include defensive tactics (e.g., re-
moving smoking‐related content and enabling privacy settings)
and honest assertive ones (e.g., including content on positive
personal and professional accomplishments, Myers et al. 2021).
Self‐ and other‐focused impression management tactics have
been shown to help enhance perceptions of competence and fit
in job interviews (Amaral et al. 2019; Bourdage et al. 2018), and
they could be used by smokers to counter reduced competence
and warmth perceptions. On a note of caution, stigma aware-
ness should be implemented with care so as not to trigger
acceptance, self‐stigmatization, and a subsequent loss in self‐
esteem and self‐efficacy (Corrigan and Watson 2002). Pu et al.
(2022), that found hiring bias arising from U.S. veterans’ social
media PTSD disclosures, recommended non‐disclosure on
platforms such as Facebook, and we offer similar advice for
cigarette and cannabis smokers.

Despite concerns about health, productivity, and healthcare
costs, employers ultimately bear ethical responsibility for
the practices that occur under their watch (Patel and
Schmidt 2017). Initiatives cautioning hiring professionals about
potential stigmatization of smokers and training for improved
decision making may help in this regard (Fischhoff 1982).
Periodical reminders or prompts may also ensure that
interventions remain effective at work/after the training
(Kahneman 2011; Sellier et al. 2019). We therefore recommend
ongoing internal communications and clearly reiterated policies
that employ non‐stigmatizing terminology (e.g., the scientific
term “cannabis” rather than informal stigma‐laden words like
“marijuana,” “pot,” “ganja,” or “weed”; Steiner et al. 2019) as
extensions of the organizational sensitivity toolkit.

While such strategies address the fallout from cyber‐vetting,
difficult conversations may be needed around the structure,
ethicality, and legality of cyber‐vetting itself, especially for
personal platforms like Facebook that have a greater focus on
informal content compared to professional ones like LinkedIn
that emphasize formal job‐related information (Roulin and
Levashina 2019). Perhaps cyber‐vetting on personal platforms
should be avoided altogether, given the risk of adverse impacts
or job‐irrelevant influences as demonstrated within our set of
studies. At a minimum, the need for a standardized and
structured process, such as one based on the framework rec-
ommended by Hartwell et al. (2022), is indicated. A few
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components might be particularly relevant for minimizing the
inflow and impact of stigmatizing information: e.g., assessor
training, separation between assessors and decision‐makers,
and job‐relatedness of assessments. Moreover, obtaining in-
formed consent may protect against claims of unfairness and
questions about the ethicality and legal defensibility of social
media cyber‐vetting.

With respect to structured sequencing of the selection process, we
suggest that hiring managers review cyber‐vetted information
before, rather than after, more formalized assessment methods such
as interviews. This would give applicants an opportunity to dis-
confirm stigmatized expectations, especially where the stigma is not
as embedded (as seems to be the case for cannabis). Cyber‐vetting
right at the end may undermine even a good interview due to the
salience of stigmatizing information at the time of decision‐making.
However, such an approach would only be effective if all applicants
went through both assessments (i.e., interview and cyber‐vetting).
When organizations rely on a multiple‐hurdle process, some ap-
plicants might be eliminated in the cyber‐vetting stage without
being given the chance to demonstrate their qualifications in the
interview. In such cases, given the risks associated with eliminating
applicants because of job‐irrelevant information found online, it
might be safer for cyber‐vetting to take place later.

Regulatory entities may also consider greater safeguards for ciga-
rette and cannabis smokers. For instance, although 29 states and the
District of Columbia prohibit the use of off‐duty legal behaviors as a
basis for employment decisions, cigarette smoking is not a federally
protected ground for discrimination in the U.S. or Canada. Federal
legalization in Canada gives adults the right to use cannabis, but not
to be impaired at work. In the U.S., cannabis is legal in 38 states; of
these, 23 offer some form of protection from employment dis-
crimination for medical users, and only 7 do so for recreational
users (National Conference of State Legislatures 2023).

6.3 | Limitations and Future Research Directions

While our findings are insightful, we interpret their external validity
with care given our choice of methodology and some of the
(student‐based) samples used. Controlled experiments have ad-
vantages as they allow for tests of causality while removing con-
founds and irrelevant noise otherwise present in the field. At the
same time, they can dilute the realism found in field settings.
Behavioral scientists like Morales et al. (2017) have emphasized the
importance of moving along the experimental to realism and
intention to actual behavior spectrums. We addressed these issues
by carefully mimicking video interviews and building on simula-
tions developed by Roulin and Bhatnagar (2021). We also integrated
an element of choice (i.e., to ask easier or more difficult interview
questions to the applicant) to increase participants’ immersion,
attentiveness, and motivation to take the task seriously. Such an
immersive approach is relatively novel, and while it was not the
focus of the present study, it could be further explored in future
research. We also supplemented our student samples with one
consisting of real HR professionals. Regardless, we recommend field
studies that supplement the studies here.

Our cyber‐vetting experimental manipulations consisted of a
fictitious Facebook profile that contained posts, photographs,

and profile information congruent with our three conditions
(i.e., cigarette/cannabis/control). While these were hypothetical
stimuli, the materials developed closely simulated a real Face-
book profile (rather than the single vignette style post used by
Tews et al. 2023). Further, participants viewed this content
within their native virtual environment via the online experi-
ment administration system. Future studies could ask partici-
pants to browse actual Facebook content (or content on other
social media platforms like Instagram or TikTok).

We focused on recreational cannabis smoking in the present
studies. Future studies could examine additional forms of
ingesting cannabis. It may be that ingesting edibles is less
frowned upon than smoking or even vaping cannabis. This
would be consistent with recent reports from Canada that
smoking cannabis is on the decline (despite retaining its status
as the most common method of consumption), with edible and
vaping products becoming more prevalent (and especially so
amongst youth; Government of Canada 2022).

Future research might also explore interventions to minimize sub-
jectivity in smoker assessments. According to the Stereotype Con-
tent Model (Fiske 2018; Fiske et al. 2007), people viewed as low in
warmth and competence trigger disgust and contempt; these, in
turn, lead to negative outcomes. Interventions that lower such
negative emotions could be tested. For example, perspective‐taking
activities (that put hiring managers in the shoes of the smokers) and
sensitivity training videos (modeled after those used in hospitals and
healthcare settings) may generate empathy and minimize negative
emotions. Alternatively, context effects could be explored. Accord-
ing to Berger and Zickar (2016), cyber‐vetted behaviors can be
categorized as professional, prosocial, antisocial, or job‐irrelevant.
Stigmatizing posts (e.g., about smoking) sandwiched between pro‐
social or professional ones (e.g., those featuring community volun-
teerism, project work, good character traits, and good values) may
portray applicants as warm, competent, and admirable individuals,
and help buffer against negative outcomes. There may also be
varying appetites for smoking by job type. More creative industries
than banking, such as the arts, may be more accepting of cigarette
and cannabis use. However, information about the banking
industry was not predominant in our job descriptions. And Roulin
and Bhatnagar (2018) did not find variations by jobs that did versus
did not require customer contact.

Finally, researchers could examine whether impression man-
agement tactics where job seekers sanitize their social media are
truly effective. Evidence for the “jay‐dar” phenomenon, for
instance, suggests that people can accurately identify cannabis
users and draw inferences about their memory and learning
abilities simply based on their appearance (Hirst 2017). If mere
appearance is sufficient for classifying someone as a cannabis
user, this calls into question the effectiveness of masking can-
nabis use for avoiding detection and associated perceptions.

7 | Conclusion

We departed from the piecemeal treatment of interviews and cyber‐
vetting in past selection research and extended existing models of
interviewer judgments by incorporating the effects of both via a
video‐based simulation. We contextualized our examinations within
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the widespread phenomena of cigarette and cannabis consumption
and demonstrated negative evaluations of smokers triggered by
post‐interview cyber‐vetting regardless of interview performance
quality. Perceptions of applicant warmth and competence, espe-
cially for assessors with less favorable attitudes toward cigarettes or
cannabis use, partially drove the effects on final applicant evalua-
tions and expectations of CWBs. When cyber‐vetting occurred
mattered too. For cigarette smokers, damaged evaluations stayed
independent of whether cyber‐vetting occurred before or after a
strong interview, possibly due to the entrenched nature of cigarette
stigmatization. For cannabis smokers, however, negative evalua-
tions were especially apparent when cyber‐vetting took place post‐
interview, perhaps due to the salience of stigmatizing information at
the time of judgment formation. For pre‐interview cyber‐vetting,
progressions in cannabis legalization and social acceptance may
have rendered stigmatization open to adjustment based on a sub-
sequent strong interview performance.
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Endnotes
1Our online supplement includes the job descriptions, the four diffi-
cult versus easy question choices, the scripts for the strong and
average quality responses, screenshots of the social media content,
and all measures/items (for all studies).

2Following the suggestion of a reviewer, we replicated our analyses
using participants’ habits (i.e., the number of cigarettes they smoked
or the number of times they used cannabis per week) instead of their
attitudes. Attitudes and habits were significantly correlated, although
the prevalence of habits was somewhat low (see Table S6). Results for
those alternative path models can be found in Figures S1.1, S1.2,
and S1.3a/b. Findings were virtually identical to those presented in
the manuscript for Study 1, largely similar for Study 3 (3/4 modera-
tion effects were identical), but less consistent for Study 2 (only 1/4
moderation effects were identical).

3See online supplement for the job description used in Studies 2 and 3.

4For instance, a follow‐up analysis using the Johnson‐Neyman tech-
nique for the effect of cannabis smoking on perceived warmth illus-
trated that the effect was negative and significant for attitudes toward
cannabis smoking at values lower than 2.95, nonsignificant for values
between 2.95 and 5.07, and positive and significant for values above
5.07. Note also that the mean for such attitudes was 3.03 (SD = 1.84)
in this study.
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