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Abstract.
BACKGROUND: How to disclose an impairment during the hiring process is an important question for disabled people,
yet the associated employer perspective remains overlooked in the literature.
OBJECTIVE: The article investigates whether, when and how employers prefer jobseekers to disclose their impairment
during the recruitment process. Stigma and impression management is used as a theoretical lens to interpret employer
responses.
METHODS: The article uses interview data from 38 Norwegian employers paired with behavioral data from a recruitment
situation. Prior to the interviews, the employers were subjected to a field experiment wherein pairs of fictitious applications
were submitted for real job listings. In these, one of the applicants disclosed either a mobility impairment or a mental health
condition.
RESULTS: The findings show that disability disclosure is a balancing act between appearing candid and demonstrating
competence and that employers favor identity management strategies that present disability in a positive and unobtrusive
manner and downplay the impairment. The employers favored disclosure but expected wheelchair users to disclose their
impairment earlier than people with mental health conditions. Furthermore, employers with a relational view on disability
were found to be more open to hiring disabled people.
CONCLUSIONS: The article illustrates how disclosure expectations can represent a significant disability penalty, thus
hampering employment advancement for disabled people.
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1. Introduction

Managing a disabled identity in the recruitment
process often revolves around the matter of dis-
closure; but this can be problematic because the
disabled person risks being defined by what they
cannot do in a situation where the employer’s
assessment is based on the applicant’s perceived
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capabilities (Jammaers et al., 2016). Therefore, the
identity management strategies identified by Goff-
man (1959, 1963), including passing and covering,
can be adopted by disabled jobseekers to present
themselves in line with the employers’ expected
professional identities and conceptions of an ideal
productive worker (Reid, 2015). Several studies
investigate disabled people’s perspectives on dis-
closure (e.g. Allen & Carlson, 2003; Jans et al.,
2012; Kaushansky et al., 2017; Lindsay et al., 2018;
Lyons et al., 2018; Moloney et al., 2019; Reed et al.,
2017; Santuzzi et al., 2019; Vickers, 2017), showing
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how it is related to certain advantages, such as suit-
able accommodation, and clear disadvantages, such
as stigmatization and discrimination. Thus, nego-
tiating a stigmatized identity is dependent on the
response of the other powerful actor in the picture: the
employer. While some research has been conducted
on employer attitudes and behaviors toward dis-
abled people (e.g. Bredgaard & Salado-Rasmussen,
2020; Burke et al., 2013; Ju et al., 2013), little is
known about the employer perspective on whether,
when, and how disabled people should disclose their
impairment (Lindsay et al., 2019b). Disclosure issues
are complicated by the heterogeneity of disability
(Dwertmann, 2016), and different people with vary-
ing types of impairments have been shown to favor
different disclosure strategies (Jans et al., 2012).
Research shows that employers rate candidates with
physical impairments higher than those with mental
health conditions (Dalgin & Bellini, 2008). However,
how the differences in stigma and concealability are
reflected in employers’ expectations regarding dis-
closure remains underexplored. Furthermore, there
is a need for theoretically informed work that exam-
ines when and how to disclose a disability (Lindsay
et al., 2018).

This article addresses these gaps by drawing on a
unique qualitative data set that pairs behavioral data
with interview accounts. The point of departure is two
field experiments in which employers received two
fictitious applications for a real job listing. The appli-
cations were designed to be similar on all accounts
save one – one of the applicants disclosed an impair-
ment. The applicants were presented as either being a
wheelchair user or having a gap in their résumé due to
mental health problems. Thus, as the interviews were
conducted and analyzed, the researcher already had
information about the employers’ behavioral reaction
toward open disclosure during the first stage of the
hiring process.

The aim of this article is to investigate employer
accounts regarding what kinds of identity manage-
ment strategies disabled people should employ to
present the professional identities expected during the
hiring process. The article focuses on the employer’s
role in constructing acceptable presentations of dis-
ability in the recruitment process and explores the
differences in the disclosure expectations related to
mobility impairments and mental health conditions.
The aim is to gain insight into whether, when, and how
employers expect disabled people to disclose their
disability by drawing on perspectives from stigma
management and impression management (Goffman,

1959, 1963). As such, the article contributes to the
literature by providing a better understanding of how
disclosure decisions and their outcomes are impacted
by interpersonal and contextual aspects.

2. Previous research on disability disclosure
in hiring

Disability disclosure has been particularly dis-
cussed in relation to hidden impairments and
concealable stigmatized identities (Evans, 2019;
Follmer et al., 2020; Jones & King, 2013; Prince,
2017). It has been described as a predicament (Prince,
2017), the hidden disability dilemma (Allen & Carl-
son, 2003; Fitzgerald & Paterson, 1995), and the
disclosure conundrum (Goldberg et al., 2005). In a
hiring setting, many may choose not to disclose their
impairment if they can avoid it out of fear of being
stigmatized, discriminated against, and denied work
opportunities (Brohan et al., 2012; Irvine, 2011; Jans
et al., 2012; Lindsay et al., 2019a). The reasons for
choosing to disclose a disability include the inten-
tion to gain accommodation, to be open and honest,
and to explain the behaviors that can arise because of
an impairment (Brohan et al., 2012; Lindsay et al.,
2019a).

Jans et al. (2012) lay out three main points in time
during the recruitment process when disclosure is
possible: (1) before the interview, (2) during the inter-
view, and (3) after getting the job offer. The authors
also highlight the factors that the participants of
their study – disabled people who were successful in
acquiring and maintaining a job – said had influenced
their decision to disclose. They describe significant
differences in the views of participants with different
impairments regarding disclosure. Notably, profes-
sionals with visible impairments, such as being a
wheelchair user, preferred to disclose early, while
those with hidden and more stigmatized impairments,
such as mental illnesses, were more reluctant to dis-
close the same. A review by Lindsay et al. (2018)
also shows considerable variation within the literature
regarding the preferred timing of disclosure.

The literature on disability disclosure has almost
exclusively focused on the disabled person’s perspec-
tive, and the current knowledge about employers’
attitudes regarding disclosure strategies is, there-
fore, scarce. Certain studies do indicate, however,
that disability disclosure in the recruitment process
is associated with negative behavioral responses. A
small number of field experiments, which involved
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submitting fictional applications for real job listings,
establish the fact that disability disclosure during the
first stage of hiring leads to significantly lower rates
of interview invitations (Ameri et al., 2018; Baert,
2018; Bellemare et al., 2018; Bjørnshagen, 2021;
Bjørnshagen & Ugreninov, 2021; Hipes et al., 2016).
A literature review by Brohan et al. (2012) regard-
ing the disclosure of mental health conditions points
to vignette and survey studies that indicate that dis-
closing a mental health condition leads to more of a
disadvantage than disclosing a physical impairment.
Lindsay et al. (2019b) provide a recent qualitative
contribution and find that the interviewed employers
wanted disabled applicants to disclose their disabil-
ity and that they considered open disclosure a way
of building an open and trusting relationship and
a prerequisite for providing necessary accommoda-
tion. Gignac et al. (2020), who interviewed employer
representatives with experience in supporting dis-
abled employees with episodic impairments, describe
a complex array of issues regarding workplace dis-
closure. While this study did not investigate the hiring
process specifically, a relevant finding is the impact
of organizational culture supporting either the belief
that disability is dependent on social and environment
factors or culture that supports a notion of disability as
an individual phenomenon, in line with an individu-
alist medical model. The findings indicate a positive
effect of the employer conceptualizing disability in
line with a relational model that acknowledges the
interaction between impairment and context (Shake-
speare, 2014).

2.1. Identity management strategies: Stigma and
impression management

Stigma management and impression management
provide a useful theoretical lens for identifying pat-
terns of the social expectations related to identity
management. Originating from the works of Erv-
ing Goffman (1959, 1963), they set out strategies for
micro-interactions that can help the actor be viewed
favorably in the highly evaluative context of recruit-
ment.

Stigma management has been applied extensively
to describe the perspective of the stigmatized per-
son; but as Goffman (1963, p. 163) says, ‘Stigma
involves not so much a set of concrete individuals who
can be separated into two piles, the stigmatized and
the normal, as a pervasive two-role social process.’
Goffman (1963) introduced ‘passing’ and ‘cover-
ing’ as strategies for managing a stigmatized identity.

Passing means attempting to conceal an impairment
so that others do not detect it, while covering refers
to the disabled person striving to make the situation
more comfortable for others by restricting displays
of ‘failings’ and minimizing obtrusiveness. These are
strategies that disabled people can employ; however,
they can also reflect the expectations from the receiv-
ing end – from those seeking to avoid uncomfortable
social interactions.

The stigma management literature distinguishes
between two important impairment dimensions: con-
cealability and controllability (Jacoby et al., 2005).
Passing depends on being able to conceal and control
one’s impairment, and people with hidden impair-
ments can, therefore, pass by not disclosing. Hence,
interaction experiences are quite different for peo-
ple with stigmatized and concealable social identities
as compared to those whose impairments are visi-
ble (Clair et al., 2005). In the recruitment process,
however, people with visible impairments also have
the option of not disclosing their disability during
the application stage, thus not making the infor-
mation available to the employer when they make
their first selection of candidates. When the disabil-
ity becomes known, either because of its visibility
or because of disclosure, covering can be employed
as a strategy to negate a potential negative impres-
sion. While DeJordy (2008) claims that covering
cannot help an individual escape discrimination and
is merely a way of avoiding discomfort, Fernando
et al. (2019, p. 770) emphasize that, for someone
with an unfairly discreditable identity, covering ‘can
stop them from being fully and finally discredited.’
The authors emphasize that this can be useful in
combination with what they call accenting: high-
lighting a more socially acceptable identity. In this
way, stigma can be combated by drawing on other
non-stigmatized identities (Toyoki & Brown, 2014).
These studies illuminate how stigmatized individu-
als employ stigma management strategies; but there
is obvious potential for further investigation into how
stigma-reducing strategies are reflected by the expec-
tations that others hold regarding what constitutes
appropriate self-presentation. These expectations are
especially significant when held by powerful actors,
such as employers. In the recruitment process, the
power balance is heavily skewed in favor of the
employer, and, therefore, stigma and stereotypes may
impact their hiring decisions, leading to status loss
and rejection (Link and Phelan, 2001).

In addition to stigma management, this article
also draws on the theoretical contributions on self-
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presentation found in the literature on impression
management. Goffman’s (1959) writings on impres-
sion management provide the analogy of social
interaction as a stage performance. Impression man-
agement is a phenomenon that has inspired a myriad
of research, which describes various impression man-
agement strategies and tactics that can be employed to
present oneself in a favorable manner (see for instance
Bolino et al., 2008). As a job applicant, the goal is to
present oneself as a professional who the employer
would want to hire. The applicant assumes the role of
an inferior who tactfully attempts ‘to put the superior
at ease by simulating the kind of world the superior
is thought to take for granted’ (Goffman, 1959, p.
30). As the recruitment process is a setting where the
jobseeker is put under great scrutiny and with sig-
nificant consequences, the employer will expect the
applicant to be meticulous regarding how they present
themselves and exercise what Goffman (1959) calls
‘dramaturgical circumspection’ – being prudent and
adapting their performance to the circumstances.

Using impression management tactics is a way
of combating the discrepancy disability status can
stereotypically represent in the presentation of a
potentially productive worker (Sung et al., 2017). To
address such discrepancies, the person can develop a
plan that ‘represents a carefully constructed sequence
of behavior, developed prior to interacting with a
given target (i.e., it is proactive), that is designed
to enhance, protect, or adjust the actor’s identity
goals’ (Bozeman & Kacmar, 1997, p. 20). Although
the research on impression management tactics is
scattered, the tactics mentioned in the literature are
often related to either being assertive or defensive
(Bolino et al., 2008). Especially relevant for recruit-
ment settings in general are assertive tactics, which
encompass self-enhancement, self-promotion, and
exemplification tactics and can be employed to con-
vey oneself as someone who brings about positive
outcomes and is competent and dedicated. Defensive
tactics, such as providing justifications and excuses,
may also prove to be relevant when managing nega-
tive impressions (Bolino et al., 2008).

Stigma management and impression management
prescribe strategies that can be employed in social
interactions to convey a favorable image and create
a smoother interaction. They highlight how making
social interactions flow is a cooperative effort and that
the disclosure of a disability may represent a disrup-
tion that ‘throws a wrench into the works’ and causes
discomfort, calling for efforts to relieve the social
strain (Susman, 1994, p. 17).

3. Method

3.1. Cases and data

The study was conducted in Norway, and all the
included employers were located in the capital region
of Oslo. Norway has a large employment gap for dis-
abled people despite a high general employment rate.
Only 41% of the disabled population is employed, as
compared to 73% of the general population (Statis-
tics Norway, 2020). Hiring discrimination based on
disability is illegal (according to the Work Environ-
ment Act and the Equality and Anti-Discrimination
Act) unless it imposes a ‘disproportionate burden’
on the employer (Equality and Anti-Discrimination
Act, Section 20). Asking about impairments directly
in job interviews is also illegal unless the questions
are relevant for evaluating the ability of the applicant
to perform the required job tasks.

All the interviewees were recruited from a pool
of participants who had been subjected to either
of two field experiments in which fictitious appli-
cations were submitted for real job vacancies
(see Bjørnshagen, 2021; Bjørnshagen & Ugreninov,
2021). In the two experiments, 600 and 699 pairs
of job applications were submitted as a response to
real job ads. Every pair had similar résumés and
cover letters, the same educational background, and
the same number of years of relevant work experi-
ence. The only significant difference was that one
of them disclosed a disability. This was disclosed in
the cover letter, wherein the applicant explained that
either they were a wheelchair user, or they had been
out of work for a year due to mental health problems
but had since resumed working fulltime. In the mental
health experiment, the control applicant had also had
a year off from work, but this was attributed to travel-
ling abroad. The wheelchair user applicant was more
specific when explaining the nature of their impair-
ment by saying that they had a congenital back injury,
while the mental health applicant was less specific.
In this way, the design leaves ‘mental health prob-
lems’ as a floating signifier (Laclau, 1994), allowing
the employers to fill in the gap with their own ideas
regarding what this could mean.

Only employers who had invited one or both can-
didates for an interview were contacted for this study.
The sampling was purposefully carried out to achieve
a balance between employers who invited both or
only one candidate. In total, 38 employers agreed to
take part in this study: 18 from the wheelchair exper-
iment and 20 from the mental health experiment. Out
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of the entire data set, 18 employers had invited both
candidates for an interview, three only invited the
disabled candidate, and 17 invited only invited the
non-disabled candidate.

The employers who were interviewed were from
different industries, including non-profit, IT, retail,
insurance, sales, kindergartens, and contracting. In
the wheelchair sample, the positions that were
applied for were accountant, IT developer, salesper-
son, receptionist, and customer service personnel. In
the mental health sample, there was a wider range of
positions, including electrician, kindergarten teacher,
truck driver, carpenter, salesperson, accountant, and
developer. All the enterprises included were in the
private or non-profit sector, since the application por-
tals for the public sector required the registration of
applicant profiles and were thus unsuitable for the
field experiment. IT businesses (12 enterprises) and
kindergartens (nine enterprises) are overrepresented
in the sample, as these types of positions had a high
interview invitation rate in the field experiment due
to high demand for qualified professionals. Small,
medium, and large companies were all included in
the study.

As the field experiments had to be conducted with-
out obtaining informed consent, a thorough review of
the ethical considerations was conducted in advance.
The research project was reviewed by the Norwe-
gian National Committee for Research Ethics in the
Social Sciences and the Humanities and the Norwe-
gian Centre for Research Data. The most important
justification for the design is that it allows for direct
discrimination in real recruitment settings to be iden-
tified in a way that would otherwise be impossible
(Pager, 2007). If an interview invitation was received,
the employer was swiftly informed that the candidate
was no longer a jobseeker to minimize their costs. The
employers were contacted by email, through which
they were informed about the nature of and the ratio-
nale behind the field experiment and were invited to
take part in voluntary follow-up interviews.

The interviews were conducted either in person
or by phone between June 2019 and October 2020.
They were semi-structured, following an interview
guide that focused on the recruitment process, the
field experiment outcome, impressions of disabled
workers, work inclusion policies, and disclosure. The
interviewees were presented with the résumés and
cover letters from the field experiment and asked
to reflect on their recruitment decision and thoughts
regarding the disabled applicant. All interviews
were digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim.

The interviews were conducted in Norwegian, and
selected quotes were translated by the author of this
article. In addition, the translation quality of the
quotes was assessed by a professional language edit-
ing service.

3.2. Analysis

The analysis strategy was a theory-driven the-
matic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Theoretically,
stigma management and impression management
guided the analysis. This enabled the researcher to
be especially attuned to the aspects that were related
to covering and passing in addition to impression
management expectations. The analysis was more
latent than semantic, seeking to identify underly-
ing assumptions and ideologies that influence the
semantic content (Braun & Clarke, 2006). After the
interviews were completed, they were thoroughly
read and reread throughout the analysis process.
Smaller segments and meanings captured in the mate-
rial were coded and eventually put together into
broader themes, uniting smaller data units into a ‘pat-
tern of shared meaning’ (Braun et al., 2019p. 48). This
coding process resulted in three overarching themes,
which are presented in the findings section: (1) timing
as a balancing act, (2) the imperative of construct-
ing a positive disability story, and (3) the impact of
disability perspective.

4. Findings

4.1. Timing as a balancing act

The disclosure process takes the form of a balanc-
ing act in the interview material. Employers voiced
their expectations regarding requiring a balance to
be struck between different interests and intended
impressions mainly in terms of appearing candid
and demonstrating competence. However, the expec-
tations regarding this balancing act differed in the
interviewees’ responses when the conversation con-
cerned a wheelchair user compared to a candidate
with a history of a mental health condition. When
comparing the reflections regarding these two types
of applicants, it becomes apparent that the employ-
ers expect mobility-impaired applicants to disclose
their disability at an earlier stage. They did not con-
sider being a wheelchair user to be a private matter
in the same way that they perceived a mental health
condition. The visibility of the impairment seemed to
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make the employers feel more entitled to be informed.
As one interviewee put it: ‘It will, in any case, be
very visible when you show up for an interview in a
wheelchair. So, it’s something you sort of have to dis-
close because you can see it’ (Interviewee 31 – called
in only the non-disabled candidate). A large majority
of the employers in the sample who received an appli-
cation from the mobility-impaired jobseeker favored
early disclosure, i.e. before the interview. Only two
employers explicitly stated that they would have pre-
ferred not to know before the interview because
they would not want this information to impact their
decision.

Many of those who favored early disclosure wanted
the applicant to do so in their application, while some
felt it would be sufficient to receive this information
after they had sent an interview invitation but before
the interview. However, some felt that disclosing such
information after an interview invitation would seem
overly tactical and stated that such a strategy would
make them feel deceived, as exemplified in the words
of this manager:

Because then it’s obvious that you have tried to
trick the recipient. I really appreciated that she
did [disclose]. Well, that you did. But she did
it in a nice way . . . Because . . . Well, it would
have been a bit awkward if, like when [my col-
league] went downstairs to get you, and there
you are in a wheelchair! That would have been
quite a surprise. If it would be positive or neg-
ative, I don’t know. Probably negative, because
the consequences are so great. And then I would
have a negative impression from the start. So, I
think it’s a good thing to disclose the information.
(Interviewee 9 – called in both candidates)

The comment about feeling tricked indicates that
not disclosing would be conceived as trying to pass
as being non-disabled and that such a passing attempt
would be dishonest. It underscores the ableist norm
that the given premise is that jobseekers are not mobil-
ity impaired, and deviations from this norm must be
declared.

A recurring word throughout the interviews in the
wheelchair sample was ‘surprise.’ Wheelchair users
are expected to consider that their unannounced pres-
ence is unexpected and surprising. To counteract
such surprise, they are expected to cover by disclos-
ing, which enables the employer to prepare for the
encounter. One manager said the following:

I would immediately think, ‘Oh, can we even get
in here?’ Because I don’t know what the turning
radius would be, and I would think more about
that and be a bit like, ‘Oh, hi! . . . ’. A little sur-
prised. I would be. Because I would not have
expected it when nothing was stated. ( . . . ) It’s
about making it a good experience for both par-
ties, really. Prepared. (Interviewee 5 – called in
both candidates)

Disclosure is thus a way of counteracting surprise
and embarrassment, giving the employer time to pre-
pare. In a similar vein, accessibility is frequently
mentioned as a reason for early disclosure, where
the disabled person is expected to take responsibility
for ensuring that they do not show up to inacces-
sible work premises. One employer who did not
invite the mobility-impaired applicant for an inter-
view (Interviewee 13) stated that a short flight of stairs
in their company building, which was inaccessible
for wheelchair users, was the main reason for doing
so. The interviewee, an HR manager in the company,
felt it was important to disclose being a wheelchair
user for this reason: ‘A wheelchair I feel that you
must disclose. If not, you won’t get through the door
anywhere.’ Her account demonstrated the view that
accessibility is a privilege one is sometimes granted
if you ask but not something that you can reason-
ably expect. Informing the employer can thus be seen
as a covering strategy, where the disabled person is
expected to spare the employer the embarrassment
caused by them showing up for an interview in an
inaccessible building, making the impairment obtru-
sive. The disabled person bears the responsibility for
this, instead of the employer, by ensuring that the
building is accessible.

A recurring paradox in the interviews is that many
of the employers who claimed that being a wheelchair
user is irrelevant for the job still wanted the appli-
cant to disclose this information. When the researcher
asked why, many had difficulties with providing
an answer, especially those who had an accessible
workplace. This paradox is even more striking when
compared to the accounts related to applicants with
a mental health condition. In these interviews, the
employers were much quicker to suggest issues that
could affect the applicant’s work capacity. However,
the employers in the mental health experiment sam-
ple were much more hesitant to answer clearly in
favor of early disclosure. Attempting to pass during
the first hiring stage was viewed as a more dishon-
est action for wheelchair users than for people with
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mental health conditions. This indicates that the feel-
ing of deservingness of disclosure is determined by
not only the potential impact on the individual’s work
capacity but also the ideas and norms accompanying
their specific impairment.

In the mental health experiment sample, the inter-
viewees stated that they did not expect the early
disclosure that is preferred in the wheelchair sample,
but they all preferred to know before making their
hiring decision. A few of the interviewees said that
they reacted very positively to early disclosure in the
experiment and maintained that this gave an impres-
sion of openness, honesty, and courage. One of the
managers described this as follows:

Yes, I think it was a very good thing that he shared
it because it’s very courageous to be honest about
it. ( . . . ) I felt it showed some kind of humility in
being so candid. (Interviewee 21 – called in both
candidates)

Others reacted negatively, fearing that this early
disclosure was a sign that the person overshares pri-
vate details and does not understand boundaries, as
in the case of this manager:

I remember that I thought that this was a bit
too much. I kind of thought, ‘Oh, is this one
of those people who doesn’t understand bound-
aries?’ Like, whoa, who is always unloading . . . I
don’t know if I’m able to explain myself . . . But
I remember thinking that, ‘Oh, I’m a bit skep-
tical,’ I thought, because they said it at such an
early stage. (Interviewee 31 – called in only the
non-disabled candidate)

This highlights another balancing act for applicants
with mental health conditions – between sharing too
much and sharing too little. It is apparent that the
same disclosure text can be interpreted very differ-
ently when it comes to mental health conditions. An
understanding expressed throughout the interviews
was that sharing mental health conditions touches on
something that is much more private than physical
impairments. While disclosure was preferred, many
expressed an understanding that it could be hard to do
so. The impression of mental health as a private mat-
ter seems to explain why the associated disclosure is
not expected as clearly as for wheelchair users and
why passing is not judged as harshly. Passing, or, at
least, covering, can then be used as tools to protect
the employer against the uneasiness that an open pre-
sentation of mental health issues could produce. This
means that jobseekers with mental health conditions

need to be careful regarding what they reveal. One
of the employers highlighted ‘the difference between
being personal and private’ (Interviewee 36 – called
in only the disabled candidate), indicating an imper-
ative to be meticulous in the presentation of mental
health conditions. The employers, therefore, face a
dilemma: They want honesty, but, at the same time,
they do not want the interviewee to overshare uncom-
fortable and private information, as they feel that this
demonstrates a lack of social competence.

There was overwhelming consensus among the
interviewed employers that the best time to bring up a
mental health condition was during the job interview.
Some employers admitted to spending little time on
each application and said that a presentation of a men-
tal health condition is too complex to be addressed
properly in this context. Thus, the interview situation
is a crucial arena for presenting a favorable narra-
tive. The employer accounts regarding how this can
be done is elaborated in the following theme.

4.2. The imperative of constructing a positive
disability story

A recurring theme in the employer accounts is the
imperative to present a positive disability story – i.e.,
a story that highlights positive personal character-
istics and downplays any negative impact of being
disabled. The employers highlighted the interview
stage as an important avenue to present this story. Per-
sonal encounters were said to provide a particularly
suitable setting for applicants to present themselves
as a whole person, which is illustrated by the follow-
ing employer response regarding presenting mental
health conditions:

I think it’s about being... Well, then you’re very
honest. Then you’re not afraid to share things and
potentially talk about them later. And then, you
can explain them a bit, I think. Since, in an appli-
cation, that is something you read, some only
briefly, others more thoroughly, and then you start
to wonder. But if you’re in an interview, perhaps
you can explain it in such a simple way that it
sometimes doesn’t sound so intimidating after all.
(Interviewee 29 – called in both candidates)

This quote highlights how the employer wants the
person to show more of themselves in the interview
and how it is important to provide an organized,
simple, and non-intimidating presentation. Overall,
the accounts provided in the interviews point to an
imperative of a positive narrative and of presenting a
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thought-out image – an imperative that becomes more
significant the more the employer sees the disabil-
ity as an inherently negative factor. The interviewees
make it clear that they expect the disabled applicant
to make somewhat of an effort to present a positive
image, as illustrated by the response of one manager:

That’s something I definitely consider important
– that you kind of dress yourself up a little. It’s
like when you’re going to a party, you dress up a
little at least. (Interviewee 12 – called in only the
non-disabled candidate)

This sales manager highlighted the need to ‘sell
yourself’ during the interview. His account points
to covering as a preferred strategy, minimizing the
importance of the impairment. He called in only the
non-disabled person and not the wheelchair user but
said that he might have called in both if the dis-
abled candidate had stated that ‘he is as mobile as
anyone else’ and that the impairment had no impact
on his ability to drive from customer to customer.
He also suggested turning it into a strength, say-
ing how it would be an advantage by making him
more memorable in meetings. Presenting yourself in
a favorable light is not something that is unique to dis-
abled jobseekers – being a general expectation for all
jobseekers – but the interview material suggests that
the imperative is stronger for disabled applicants. One
manager, who did not call in the disabled applicant,
said the following:

Interviewee: But clearly, it is then even more
important to present your positive attributes.

Interviewer: Yes, so it is more important than
otherwise?

Interviewee: Yes, I think so. It’s too bad that it has
to be that way, but that’s . . . that’s the way it is.
(Interviewee 15 – called in only the non-disabled
candidate)

The favored attributes frequently mentioned indi-
cates that the employers prefer that the disabled
candidates make use of assertive impression manage-
ment tactics. They want the candidate to demonstrate
ambition and dedication to work, interest in the job
in question, and to be forward-leaning and positive.
They also highlighted the opportunity to draw on
other types of identities, especially a professional
identity, that could overpower their concerns about
the individual’s disability. In this way, they empha-
sized accenting as an effective strategy for making

a good impression (Fernando et al., 2019; Toyoki &
Brown, 2014).

When it comes to presenting the disability itself,
some of the interviewees indicate a partiality toward
mental health stories that could be related to exter-
nal rather than internal causes. Referring to external
causes can be a form of defensive impression
management tactic, providing a socially acceptable
justification for having mental health problems. Inter-
viewee 23 referred to two such stories based on
her experience that, to her, exemplified acceptable
narratives. The first was of an employee who had
experienced financial difficulties that caused mental
health problems, and the other was about a jobseeker
who informed the manager about a difficult spell that
she had been through due to a friend committing sui-
cide. Referring to such external causes would make
her reassured, and she said the following:

If you can, in an interview, give a good explana-
tion for why things have been the way they are,
I would – considering that it was a kindergarten
teacher and that we are short on people with those
qualifications – I would probably be okay with
that, with a good explanation. ( . . . ) (Interviewee
23 – called in both candidates)

A related concept is that of overcoming, which is
a positive disability story that is often highlighted
by the employers in that they would like the person
to explain how they overcame their difficulties and
are now stable and conscious about how they would
solve potential problems that could arise in the future.
A manager who did not call in the candidate with a
history of mental health problems, due to concerns
about their inability to do the job and be mentally
present, said the following:

It’s sort of the full picture, how he presents him-
self in the interview, and a bit about the process
around the illness maybe. And maybe treatments
and . . . How he expresses himself about it. ( . . . )
I think if you’re honest about this being some-
thing you went through and can feel it is a thing
of the past. And that he knows what triggers the
problems and can be conscious about that going
forward. (Interviewee 32 – called in only the non-
disabled candidate)

A notion related to overcoming is ‘supercrip’ rep-
resentations (Grue, 2015), and they were present in
the employers’ considerations regarding wheelchair
users. Four of the 18 interviewees in the wheelchair
sample mentioned Birgit Skarstein – a famous
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Norwegian Paralympian who is a wheelchair user – as
a role model. They highlighted how ‘not focusing on
barriers but on opportunities’ is something that they
would welcome in disabled candidates – not being
someone to feel sorry for but, rather, someone who
accomplishes seemingly impossible tasks. An inter-
esting case from the data set is an interview with the
manager of a small company who decided not to call
in the disabled candidate due to him being skeptical
of the candidate’s ability to partake in work trips and
leisure activities. When asked how he would prefer
the candidate to disclose their disability, he initially
demonstrated ambivalence but eventually presented a
supercrip story of how a wheelchair user could make
a favorable impression (after mentioning Skarstein as
a ‘role model for what you can achieve’):

If they had just come to the interview without
us knowing in advance, and the wheelchair just
rolled in, you know, then, what we saw as being
a bit of a problem concerning getting up here
wouldn’t be much of a problem. So, in that case,
it would be smart not to write anything about it.
( . . . ) Then it’s just like, ‘Oh, how did you get up
the stairs?’ And then, they could just talk about,
like, how easy it is to get around in a wheelchair
in Oslo. And ‘Oh, I can get up and down esca-
lators and go around pretty much everywhere.’
(Interviewee 10 – called in only the non-disabled
candidate)

4.3. The impact of disability perspective

A methodological advantage of this study is that
the interview data was paired with behavioral data,
thus making it possible to investigate the differ-
ences in the accounts of employers who called in the
disabled candidate and those who did not. The anal-
ysis uncovered one especially important difference
related to the employers’ tacit conceptions of disabil-
ity. The inclusive employers generally demonstrated
a disability perspective that was more relational in
nature than that of the exclusionary employers. A
relational perspective was associated with inclusive
hiring behavior, especially when it was matched with
an acknowledgement of the employer’s responsi-
bility for ensuring a fit between the employee and
the work environment. Those who held a relational
view said that disclosure was the necessary first step
to getting to know one another and establishing a
dialogue regarding how the employer could con-
tribute to the individual succeeding in the workplace.

The contrasted perspective, in line with the med-
ical model, was expressed by the employers who
conveyed impressions of disability as an individual
phenomenon. They were more interested in whether
the applicant could say that they had recovered or
how they could present solutions to their perceived
shortcomings. By viewing disability as less fixed,
the employers with a relational perspective saw dis-
closure as an invitation for them to take part in the
creation of a suitable work environment. The manager
in the following quotation recognized how being able
to be open and talk about disability and health was
important because of this relational aspect:

You are so, like, dependent on each other on a
daily basis that you have to know one another a
little in order to know how the other person thinks,
how they do things, or how they want things to be
and how they expect me to do my job and so on.
So, I think it’s important to spend some time on
that. (Interviewee 30 – called in both candidates)

The importance of dialogue was especially empha-
sized by the employers that considered applicants
with mental health conditions, who said that dis-
closure was a demonstration of an open attitude
that made it possible to talk about mental health.
They expressed that they found closed-off employees
problematic because it could hinder this coopera-
tive effort. The fact that a relational view was more
salient among employers who considered candidates
with mental health conditions could be related to the
notion of mental health conditions being something
more volatile and more connected to social rela-
tions than physical mobility impairments. However,
there were instances of employers who acknowl-
edged their role in making the workplace accessible,
demonstrating instances of a relational perspective on
mobility impairments. One example is of Interviewee
1, who called in both candidates and immediately
made inquiries into the possibility of installing a
new ramp and door opener for a heavy door. The
relational understanding that wheelchair users are
dependent on accessibility was general knowledge
among the employers. Nevertheless, Interviewee 1
demonstrated a relational understanding whereby she
recognized her own contextual impact and responsi-
bility. For managers with a relational view, disclosure
then becomes a prerequisite in order to effectively
play their part in accommodating the candidate’s
needs.

Some of the employers with a more relational view
seemed to consider even the act of disclosure in a
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relational light. They saw the applicant’s disclosure
decision as not only being dependent on the candidate
but also on the manager’s ability to create an environ-
ment where subjects such as impairment, health, and
accommodation could be discussed in an open man-
ner. One manager said that finding out that a candidate
was disabled after the hiring point would be negative:

Then I would think, darn, we had a bad interview,
since this didn’t come to light. Not because there
is anything wrong with having some issues, but
because I would think I’d done a bad job if I hadn’t
been able to get to know this person to that degree
before she was hired. (Interview 24 – called in
both candidates)

In this quote, the interviewee demonstrates an
understanding of how the disclosure process and the
relationship between disability and the work outcome
are a product of not only the person but also the
applicant–employer relationship. Thus, the respon-
sibility is shared rather than placed solely on the
disabled jobseeker.

Hence, the employers’ disability perspective
serves as a mediating aspect of the consequences
of disclosure. For a disabled applicant, disclosing a
disability to an employer with a relational perspec-
tive could entail positive consequences in the form
of accommodation, while disclosing to an employer
with a medical perspective could result in rejection
and discrimination or a strong expectation to present
a positive front that involves downplaying the impact
of the disability.

5. Discussion

The findings in this article illuminate the employer
perspective on identity management strategies that
can be used by disabled jobseekers and how employ-
ers see disclosure as a balancing act between
appearing candid and displaying competence. The
employers demonstrate a stronger sense of requir-
ing disclosure when it comes to visible impairments,
expecting earlier disclosure in such cases than in
those involving mental health conditions. While vis-
ible impairments are regarded as something that is
more public, mental health is considered more pri-
vate and inappropriate to share with someone you do
not know. Therefore, the conundrum is also reflected
on the other side of the employer–employee relation-
ship in how the employer wants the information to be
disclosed, but that revealing too much demonstrates

a lack of social skills, which negatively impacts the
candidate’s display of competence. The differences
uncovered illustrate the value of basing research in
concrete impairments rather than hypothetical sce-
narios related to the general concept of disability,
which is complicated by its prominent heterogeneity
(Dwertmann, 2016).

By using impression management and stigma man-
agement as abductive analytical tools, this article
sheds light on how employers want disabled people
to disclose impairments by presenting candid, posi-
tive, and dedicated worker identities, where disability
plays a minimal role in their lives. By investigating
employer accounts, we gain insight into what kind
of world they take for granted, which disabled appli-
cants must simulate to put them at ease (Goffman,
1959). As Goffman (1983: p. 3) argues, social interac-
tion is a ‘sustained, intimate coordination of action,’
meaning that we strive to help each other achieve
a smooth interaction and avoid embarrassment. The
findings show that the matter of disclosure does not
simply concern whether to disclose or when to dis-
close but also how this should be done. Disability
represents a disruption that can generate surprise and
uneasiness, and employers expect disabled jobseek-
ers to assume the responsibility of smoothing this
over by using covering and impression management
strategies. Employers emphasize the use of assertive
strategies accompanied by accenting other identities,
and covering appears to be necessary to minimize the
impact of their impairment. For mental health con-
ditions, defensive strategies that involve providing
external causes are also mentioned.

These findings echo research that indicates the
advantages of presenting disability in a favorable
light. The adoption of such a strategic approach
has been identified in previous literature from the
disabled person’s perspective (Boucher, 2015; Jans
et al., 2012; Kaushansky et al., 2017; Lindsay et al.,
2019a; Vickers, 2017), highlighting strategies that
are about ‘marketing your brand,’ being straightfor-
ward and positive, and downplaying the impact of
the disability by underscoring that it does not affect
your ability to do the job. This article shows how
strategies are formed in a context where employers’
expectations favor these types of strategies. Hence,
the disclosure process is in this way ingrained with
expectations of presenting a positive narrative, where
narrow employer preferences may make it difficult to
enter the scene with a more authentic presentation of
disability. Boucher (2015) underscores the problem-
atic nature of the imperative to present a positive front
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where even those who reach higher echelons in the
organization are unable to act authentically in their
disabled identity. The consequence of the imperative
to downplay the disability is that it contributes to mak-
ing disabled people virtually invisible and reinforces
an impression of inferiority. The findings reported
in this article support this point by describing how
employers call for presentations of a positive image
and the use of strategies that minimize obtrusiveness,
creating a narrow selection of acceptable disability
presentations. Furthermore, this imperative can lead
to a lack of accommodation in addition to taking an
emotional toll that impacts employees’ work ability
(Vickers, 2017).

Interestingly, many of the employers who hold a
positive outlook toward inclusion demonstrate what
resembles a relational view on disability (Shake-
speare, 2014), especially when it comes to mental
health conditions. With a relational starting point,
they are more open to negotiating the terms of
employment with the applicants who they encounter
and acknowledge the employers’ environmental con-
tribution to creating limitations and opportunities.
This finding could mean that employers who demon-
strate this view are more comfortable with addressing
disruptive information during social interactions with
their (potential) employees. How employers under-
stand and frame disability can be influenced by
organizational culture (Gignac et al., 2020) and their
approach to the leadership role. Research shows
that a strong relationship between a leader and an
employee, which is built on mutual respect and trust,
contributes to the employee’s willingness to disclose
health information (Westerman et al., 2017). Further,
the findings presented in this article support this sen-
timent in that inclusive leaders see the outcomes of
hiring as a result of the mutual relationship that they
help create.

A challenge that remains for disabled applicants
is that the negotiation of terms of employment and
accommodations is expected to take place during
the job interview – an arena where their compe-
tition may not have any perceived limitations to
negotiate. Thus, the negotiation, the impression man-
agement strategies, and the covering actions that are
expected can possibly reduce the typical focus on
more directly job-related topics. Disclosure issues
can thus represent a significant disability penalty,
hampering employment advancement for disabled
people.

These findings have implications for both re-
search and practice. This article sheds light on the

contextual impact of employers on the identity
work of minorities in organizations and contributes
to the literature on employer perspectives regard-
ing disability disclosure. Employers meet potential
employees with certain expectations of what suitable
self-presentation entails, and these are particularly
powerful in a recruitment setting, as failing to live
up to them could impact employment outcomes
significantly. These expectations can contribute to
making disabled identities disappear, thus demon-
strating how identity work is constrained by cultural
representations, stigma, and prejudice and how self-
representation is a product of not only personal
characteristics but also contextual factors. This arti-
cle’s key contribution to the disclosure literature
is to highlight these contextual and interpersonal
factors that could serve to limit disabled people’s
self-presentation and job opportunities.

For employers who seek to facilitate inclusive
recruitment procedures, a sensitive approach to dis-
closure is needed. First, drawing on the findings on
employers with a relational view, a suitable measure
could be to facilitate an organizational approach to
disability as a relational phenomenon. This can entail
fostering a culture of acceptance toward employ-
ees with different impairments (Gelb & Corrigan,
2008) and emphasizing the manager’s responsibility
of ensuring that the required accommodations work.
Although there is potential to build strong relation-
ships following disclosure, it should not be expected
nor demanded given the findings that demonstrate
how people who disclose their disability are subject
to discrimination. Non-disclosure may simply be an
act of resistance against undeniable discrimination
and oppression (Kanuha, 1999). Instead, employers
should give disabled people agency to present their
disabled identity and be afforded a wider range of
acceptable self-presentation. Employers play a key
role in disabled people’s success in the labor mar-
ket. As such, they need to be held accountable to a
larger degree for how their expectations and recruit-
ment strategies influence disabled people’s access to
work and accommodation.
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Bellemare, C., Goussé, M., Lacroix, G., & Marchand, S. (2018).
Physical Disability and Labor Market Discrimination: Evi-
dence from a Field Experiment CESifo Working Paper Series
No. 6986. https://ssrn.com/abstract=3194437

Bjørnshagen, V. (2021). The mark of mental health problems. A
field experiment on hiring discrimination before and during
COVID-19. Social Science & Medicine, 283. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114181

Bjørnshagen, V., & Ugreninov, E. (2021). Disability disadvan-
tage: Experimental evidence of hiring discrimination against
wheelchair users. European Sociological Review, Epub ahead
of print, DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcab1004. https://
doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcab004

Bolino, M. C., Kacmar, K. M., Turnley, W. H., & Gilstrap, J.
B. (2008). A multi-level review of impression management
motives and behaviors. Journal of Management, 34(6), 1080-
1109. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308324325

Boucher, C. (2015). The roles of power, passing, and surface acting
in the workplace relationships of female leaders with dis-
ability. Business & Society, 56(7), 1004-1032. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0007650315610610

Bozeman, D. P., & Kacmar, K. M. (1997). A cybernetic model
of impression management processes in organizations. Orga-
nizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 69(1),
9-30. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.2669 (Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes)

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychol-
ogy. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. https://
doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

Braun, V., Clarke, V., Hayfield, N., & Terry, G. (2019). Thematic
Analysis. In P. Liamputtong (Ed.), Handbook of Research
Methods in Health Social Sciences (pp. 843-860). Springer
Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-5251-4 103

Bredgaard, T., & Salado-Rasmussen, J. (2020). Attitudes and
behaviour of employers to recruiting persons with disabilities.
Alter - European Journal of Disability Research, 15(1), 61-70
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alter.2020.04.004

Brohan, E., Henderson, C., Wheat, K., Malcolm, E., Clement, S.,
Barley, E. A.,. . . Thornicroft, G. (2012). Systematic review
of beliefs, behaviours and influencing factors associated with
disclosure of a mental health problem in the workplace. BMC
psychiatry, 12, 11-11. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-
12-11

Burke, J., Bezyak, J., Fraser, R., Pete, J., Ditchman, N., & Chan, F.
(2013). Employers’ attitudes towards hiring and retaining peo-
ple with disabilities: A review of the literature. The Australian
Journal of Rehabilitation Counselling, 19(1), 21-38. https://
doi.org/10.1017/jrc.2013.2

Clair, J. A., Beatty, J. E., & Maclean, T. L. (2005). Out of sight
but not out of mind: Managing invisible social identities in
the workplace. The Academy of Management Review, 30(1),
78-95. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2005.15281431

Dalgin, R. S., & Bellini, J. (2008). Invisible disability disclo-
sure in an employment interview: Impact on employers’ hiring
decisions and views of employability. Rehabilitation Coun-
seling Bulletin, 52(1), 6-15. https://doi.org/10.1177/003435
5207311311

DeJordy, R. (2008). Just passing through: Stigma, passing, and
identity decoupling in the work place. Group & Organi-
zation Management, 33(5), 504-531. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1059601108324879

Dwertmann, D. J. G. (2016). Management research on disabilities:
Examining methodological challenges and possible solutions.
The International Journal of Human Resource Manage-
ment, 27(14), 1477-1509. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.
2015.1137614

Evans, H. D. (2019). ‘Trial by fire’: Forms of impairment disclo-
sure and implications for disability identity. Disability & Soci-
ety, 34(5), 726-746. https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2019.
1580187

https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793917717474
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71153-9_3
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3194437
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114181
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcab1004
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcab004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308324325
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650315610610
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.2669
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-5251-4_103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alter.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-12-11
https://doi.org/10.1017/jrc.2013.2
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2005.15281431
https://doi.org/10.1177/0034355207311311
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601108324879
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1137614
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2019.1580187


K.L. Østerud / Disability disclosure in hiring 301

Fernando, M., Reveley, J., & Learmonth, M. (2019). Identity work
by a non-white immigrant business scholar: Autoethnographic
vignettes of covering and accenting. Human Relations, 73(6),
765-788. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719831070

Fitzgerald, M. H., & Paterson, K. A. (1995). The hidden disability
dilemma for the preservation of self. Journal of Occupational
Science, 2(1), 13-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.1995.
9686392

Follmer, K. B., Sabat, I. E., & Siuta, R. L. (2020). Disclosure of
stigmatized identities at work: An interdisciplinary review and
agenda for future research [https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2402].
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 41(2), 169-184. https://
doi.org/10.1002/job.2402

Gelb, B. D., & Corrigan, P. W. (2008). How managers can
lower mental illness costs by reducing stigma. Business Hori-
zons, 51(4), 293-300. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2008.
02.001

Gignac, M. A. M., Bowring, J., Jetha, A., Beaton, D. E., Breslin, F.
C., Franche, R.-L.,. . . Saunders, R. (2020). Disclosure, privacy
and workplace accommodation of episodic disabilities: Orga-
nizational perspectives on disability communication-support
processes to sustain employment. Journal of Occupational
Rehabilitation. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10926-020-09901-2

Goffman, E. (1959). The presentation of self in everyday life. Pen-
guin.

Goffman, E. (1963). Stigma: Notes on the management of spoiled
identity. Penguin.

Goffman, E. (1983). The interaction order: American sociological
association, 1982 presidential address. American Sociological
Review, 48(1), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095141

Goldberg, S. G., Killeen, M., & O’Day, B. (2005). The disclosure
conundrum: How people with psychiatric disabilities navigate
employment. Psychology, public policy, and law, 11(3), 463-
500. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.11.3.463

Grue, J. (2015). The problem of the supercrip: Representation
and misrepresentation of disability. In T. Shakespeare (Ed.),
Disability research today: International perspectives (pp. 204-
218). Routledge.

Hipes, C., Lucas, J., Phelan, J. C., & White, R. C. (2016). The
stigma of mental illness in the labor market. Social Sci-
ence Research, 56, 16-25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.
2015.12.001

Irvine, A. (2011). Something to declare? The disclosure of
common mental health problems at work. Disability & Soci-
ety, 26(2), 179-192. https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2011.
544058

Jacoby, A., Snape, D., & Baker, G. (2005). Epilepsy and social
identity: The stigma of a chronic neurological disorder. Lancet
neurology, 4(3), 171-178. https://doi.org/10.1016/s1474-
4422(05)70020-x

Jammaers, E., Zanoni, P., & Hardonk, S. (2016). Constructing
positive identities in ableist workplaces: Disabled employees’
discursive practices engaging with the discourse of lower pro-
ductivity. Human Relations, 69(6), 1365-1386. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0018726715612901

Jans, L., Kaye, H., & Jones, E. (2012). Getting hired: Successfully
employed people with disabilities offer advice on disclo-
sure, interviewing, and job search. Journal of Occupational
Rehabilitation, 22(2), 155-165. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10
926-011-9336-y

Jones, K. P., & King, E. B. (2013). Managing concealable stigmas
at work: A review and multilevel model. Journal of Man-

agement, 40(5), 1466-1494. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206
313515518

Ju, S., Roberts, E., & Zhang, D. (2013). Employer attitudes toward
workers with disabilities: A review of research in the past
decade. Journal of Vocational Rehabilitation, 38(2), 113-123.
https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-130625

Kanuha, V. K. (1999). The social process of passing to manage
stigma: Acts of internalized oppression or acts of resis-
tance? Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare, 26(4),
27-46.

Kaushansky, D., Cox, J., Dodson, C., McNeeley, M., Kumar,
S., & Iverson, E. (2017). Living a secret: Disclosure among
adolescents and young adults with chronic illnesses. Chronic
Illness, 13(1), 49-61. https://doi.org/10.1177/17423953166
55855

Laclau, E. (1994). The Making of Political Identities. Verso.
Lindsay, S., Cagliostro, E., & Carafa, G. (2018). A systematic

review of workplace disclosure and accommodation requests
among youth and young adults with disabilities. Disability and
rehabilitation, 40(25), 2971-2986. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09638288.2017.1363824

Lindsay, S., Cagliostro, E., Leck, J., Shen, W., & Stinson, J.
(2019a). Disability disclosure and workplace accommodations
among youth with disabilities. Disability and rehabilitation,
41(16), 1914-1924. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2018.
1451926

Lindsay, S., Cagliostro, E., Leck, J., Shen, W., & Stinson, J.
(2019b). Employers’ perspectives of including young people
with disabilities in the workforce, disability disclosure and pro-
viding accommodations. Journal of Vocational Rehabilitation,
50(2), 141-156. https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-180996

Lyons, B. J., Martinez, L. R., Ruggs, E. N., Hebl, M. R., Ryan,
A. M., O’Brien, K. R., & Roebuck, A. (2018). To say or not
to say: Different strategies of acknowledging a visible disabil-
ity. Journal of Management, 44(5), 1980-2007. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0149206316638160

Moloney, M. E., Brown, R. L., Ciciurkaite, G., & Foley, S. M.
(2019). “Going the extra mile”: Disclosure, accommodation,
and stigma management among working women with disabil-
ities. Deviant Behav, 40(8), 942-956. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01639625.2018.1445445

Pager, D. (2007). The use of field experiments for studies
of employment discrimination: Contributions, critiques, and
directions for the future. The ANNALS of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, 609(1), 104-133.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716206294796

Prince, M. J. (2017). Persons with invisible disabilities and work-
place accommodation: Findings from a scoping literature
review. Journal of Vocational Rehabilitation, 46(1), 75-86.
https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-160844

Reed, K. S., Meade, M., Jarnecke, M., Rumrill, P., & Krause, J.
S. (2017). Disclosing disability in the employment setting:
Perspectives from workers with multiple sclerosis. Journal
of Vocational Rehabilitation, 47, 175-184. https://doi.org/
10.3233/JVR-170893

Reid, E. (2015). Embracing, passing, revealing, and the ideal
worker image: How people navigate expected and experienced
professional identities. Organization science, 26(4), 997-1017.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0975

Santuzzi, A. M., Keating, R. T., Martinez, J. J., Finkelstein, L. M.,
Rupp, D. E., & Strah, N. (2019). Identity Management Strate-
gies for Workers with Concealable Disabilities: Antecedents

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719831070
https://doi.org/10.1080/14427591.1995.9686392
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2402
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2402
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2008.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10926-020-09901-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095141
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.11.3.463
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2011.544058
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1474-4422(05)70020-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715612901
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10926-011-9336-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313515518
https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-130625
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742395316655855
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2017.1363824
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2018.1451926
https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-180996
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316638160
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2018.1445445
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716206294796
https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-160844
https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-170893


302 K.L. Østerud / Disability disclosure in hiring

and Consequences. Journal of Social Issues, 75(3), 847-880.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12320

Shakespeare, T. (2014). Disability Rights and Wrongs Revisited
(2nd ed. ed.). Routledge.

Statistics Norway. (2020). Decrease in employment among persons
with disabilities [Nedgang i andelen sysselsatte med nedsatt
funksjonsevne]. https://www.ssb.no/arbeid-og-lonn/artikler-
og-publikasjoner/nedgang-i-andelen-sysselsatte-med-nedsat
t-funksjonsevne

Sung, C., Lin, C. C., Connor, A., & Chan, F. (2017). Disclose or
not? Effect of impression management tactics on hireability
of persons with epilepsy. Epilepsia, 58(1), 128-136. https://
doi.org/10.1111/epi.13619

Susman, J. (1994). Disability, stigma and deviance. Social Science
& Medicine, 38(1), 15-22. https://doi.org/10.1016/0277-
9536(94)90295-X

Toyoki, S., & Brown, A. D. (2014). Stigma, identity and power:
Managing stigmatized identities through discourse. Human
Relations, 67(6), 715-737. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872
6713503024

Vickers, M. H. (2017). Dark secrets and impression management:
Workplace masks of people with Multiple Sclerosis (MS).
Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 29(4), 175-195.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-017-9295-3

Westerman, C. Y. K., Currie-Mueller, J. L., Motto, J. S., & Curti,
L. C. (2017). How supervisor relationships and protection
rules affect employees’ attempts to manage health information
at work. Health Communication, 32(12), 1520-1528. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2016.1234538

https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12320
https://www.ssb.no/arbeid-og-lonn/artikler-og-publikasjoner/nedgang-i-andelen-sysselsatte-med-nedsatt-funksjonsevne
https://doi.org/10.1111/epi.13619
https://doi.org/10.1016/0277-9536(94)90295-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713503024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-017-9295-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2016.1234538

