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The ATS: Three Groups, One System

What this guide is.

Applicant tracking software (ATS) sits between the people who apply for jobs and
the people who hire. Job seekers describe it as a filter that removes them from
consideration before any person reads anything. Recruiters describe it as a
database that holds records, makes a large pile of applications searchable, and
applies whatever rules their employer switched on.

Both descriptions come from the interaction each side has with the same software.
A third group does not describe it at all. The employers who bought the system,
configured it once, and moved on. They are not in the public argument, and most
of what follows traces back to them.

This guide tries to define what each group experiences and what the evidence
supports. Transparency is critical, and is maintained through this guide, calling out
facts and myths as necessary.

Every fact here traces to a source listed at the end of the guide. Anything that could
not be traced was cut, and the last page shows what was cut and the reason.

How to use this guide

It is a bit of a longer read, but you can read it from front to back. You can also short cut to the part
that matters to you, broken down by your role in the hiring process. This guide is broken down into
Parts that are easier to read for specific roles. The Parts are listed below for reference: - Part One:
What an ATS is - Part Two: How it works in practice - Part Three: What Jobseekers see - Part Four:
What Recruiters see - Part Five: The views, side by side - Part Six: Who else is in the room - Part Seven:
How many jobs come out of the pile - Part Eight: Can you sneak past it - Part Nine: The numbers that
are not true - Part Ten: What the law says, as of August, 2026 - So is it the Boogeyman (Conclusion)?
It's easier to follow parts based on your role. If you are:

Jobseeker

Part One covers what ATS is and how it processes your file. Part Three covers which
suspicions the evidence supports, and there are several.

Recruiter or Talent Acquisition

Skip Part One, you likely already know it. Part Three describes what the silence feels like
from the applicant's side. Part Nine covers two numbers the recruiting side repeats that
don't hold up.

Running or buying an ATS

Part Four and Part Five. The evidence on over-filtering came from executives describing
their own systems.
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Short on time

Read this in pieces. Want the short version? Look at the diagram on page 5, then jump
to "So is it the boogeyman (Conclusion)?" near the end. Everything in between
describes how an ATS works.

One note on the word "you™:

Most people reading this are job seekers, so "you" means the person applying.
Sections that speak to recruiters or employers say so at the top.

What this guide covers, and what it does not.

Most evidence here comes from large and mid-sized US employers, and it leans
toward technology companies. The law described is US law.

If you are applying to a small business, a hospital, a school, a trade, a staffing

agency, the government, or an employer outside the US, then parts of this may not
be applicable to you. Those gaps are flagged.

Legal disclaimer.

This guide attempts to explain laws and court case outcomes related to this topic.
Every attempt has been made to ensure accuracy, including documenting all
sources. However, information changes quickly, and you should consult your own
attorney for any legal employment advice. Joynr is not a law firm. Nothing here is
legal, financial, or medical advice.

Joynr's own financial interest, stated up front.

Joynr is a community workforce platform. Joynr advertises and sells memberships
based on the value of networking and peer connection. Part Eight encourages you
to spend time on referrals, and that advice could financially help Joynr while
helping you at the same time.

In full transparency, we name the financial interest behind every source in this
guide, including Joynr.

THE SHORT ANSWER

An applicant tracking system (ATS) is a database. Employers use it to collect applications, search

them, sort them, and record what happened to each one.

It is worth noting that recording the result of each application is not optional for most US employers.
Federal law requires a company to store rejected applications. The law starts at 15 employees for

race and sex discrimination, and at 20 employees for age. If someone files a complaint, the
government can demand those files.

These records exist for regulators, not for applicants. An applicant cannot request their own file
under these laws. Small employers are exempt, along with some other classes and industries, and

countries outside the US operate under different law.
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One reason an ATS exists is to hold that digital paperwork, and to retain those records so employers
meet federal law.

The software mostly does filing and sorting. However, in certain situations, it can end the application
workflow. We will discuss all of this at length within this guide.

Back to the list of Parts

THE THREE GROUPS INVOLVED

Job seekers, recruiters, and the employers who configure the system.

The disagreement about ATS usually gets described as job seekers vs. recruiters. There are at least
three groups involved:

Job seekers

Hundreds of applications sent. Near total silence back. Rejections arriving at odd hours,
with no reason given and nobody to ask.

Recruiters who know the systems

More applications arriving than any team could read. A system they work in daily but
did not configure. Rejection timing set somewhere above them.

Employers who bought it and moved on

Bought the system, configured it once, and moved on. Very few buyers were ever
trained to read what those settings do, and most never go back to look.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART ONE: WHAT AN ATS IS

What the ATS is, and what it does to your file.

Pressing submit on a company careers page usually writes a row into a database the employer rents
from an ATS vendor. Workday, Greenhouse, iCIMS, SAP SuccessFactors and Oracle operate some of
the more recognizable ones. The vendor builds that software. The employer decides what it does.
That difference carries through every section that follows.

Two things leave the submit button, and they travel different routes.

Your answers to the form
The dropdowns and the yes or no questions. Work authorization. A required license or
certification. Willingness to relocate. Years of experience. Salary expectation.

The ATS reads those answers the moment they are submitted. This is a place that
automatic rejection may happen.

Your resume, and anything else you attach

A resume is written for a human reader, and so are a cover letter, a portfolio, a work
sample, or a personal card. An ATS parses, or converts, each attachment into database
fields. Some systems parse only the resume and store the rest as attached files.

In the vendor documentation reviewed for this guide, nothing in this workflow rejects
anyone. A bad conversion could change how easily a recruiter finds you later. No vendor
publishes how often that happens, so the size of the risk is unknown.

Do the two routes ever meet?

Yes. There is one record. Your form answers can set a status flag on it that says
rejected. Your resume still gets parsed into that same record. The flag does not stop
the parsing.

In every system that publishes its knockout rules, those rules see only the answers
to structured questions, never the text of a resume. A resume cannot rescue a
knockout answer, and a knockout answer does not overrule a resume.

An automatic rejection archives the record rather than deleting it. Lever states that
its recruiter search covers "your entire Lever database including both the active
pipeline as well as the archive." Greenhouse states that a rejected candidate can be
converted back to an active prospect at any time. For federal contractors, the
record has to be kept anyway.

One note: no vendor publishes whether a resume is parsed before, after, or
alongside the knockout rules. Assume it is parsed either way. Nothing in any
vendor documentation reviewed here describes a rejection that stops parsing.
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What happens after you hit Submit

YOU HIT SUBMIT

Two things are sent. They are not two decisions.

Your answers to the form

Work authorization, location, licences,
years of experience, salary expectation

Knockout rules

Written by the employer. Off until the
employer switches them on. They read
these answers, and nothing else.

Sets the status

Rejected, or still in.
Nobody is notified. Nobody looks.

Your resume file

.docx, .pdf, .rtf or .txt.
No vendor documents a preferred format.

The parser

Turns your document into database fields.
Breaks on encrypted, image-only or
corrupted files. It rejects nobody.

Fills in the fields

Name, titles, dates, skills, education.
A bad parse makes you hard to find.

ONE APPLICATION RECORD

Not two. The answers set its status. The documents fill its fields.
Neither one can overrule the other, because the rules never read the resume.

No vendor publishes whether the parse runs before, after or alongside the rules. Assume both happen.

Status: rejected
The record is archived, not deleted.
Your resume is still parsed and still
searchable. Covered employers have to
keep it for one to two years by law.

Status: still in

The record moves on to be sorted,
ranked and read by a person.

|
a recruiter can still surface you from

the archive for another role

Search, filter, ranking
and match scores

Puts candidates in an order. It rejects nobody.

Y

A person reads and decides
The recruiter, then the hiring manager.
Every decision about you as a candidate
happens here, made by a human being.

. Sets the status. No person involved. . Sorts and ranks. Ends nothing. . A person decides.

The employer configures every rule on this page. The software arrives with them switched off.

How your application moves through a typical applicant tracking system. One record, two routes into it. Joynr
original diagram, August 2026.
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What is parsing, and how does it break

A parser reads the document and works out which words form a name, a job title, a date, or a skill. It
gets most of that right most of the time. When it fails, the usual cost is one field rather than the
whole file.

Four things stop a file from converting at all. Textkernel, a parsing engine used inside commercial
ATS products, lists them in its own technical documentation. Other parsers publish their own lists, so
treat this one as a reliable guide rather than a complete one.

Four documented reasons a file fails to convert
« The file is password protected or encrypted

« The file is an image with no text layer, such as a scan or a screenshot, and the
employer has not enabled text recognition

« The file is corrupted internally, which can happen to PDFs that look correct on
screen

« The parser does not support that file type, or finds no text to extract

What's missing

Tables. Columns. Graphics. Unusual fonts. A second page. These are examples that
often appear in advice on "beating" the ATS. The parsing documentation doesn't
mention any of it.

That absence does not prove a complex layout is harmless. We haven't found published
evidence either way. Companies selling resume formatting services push the claim
hardest, and it gets repeated in good faith elsewhere. Treat "an ATS will reject your
tables" as unproven rather than as fact.

Test your own file in two minutes.

Bullhorn owns the Sovren parsing engine. Bullhorn's support documentation states
that poor PDF results almost always trace to a file corrupted internally while appearing
correct on screen. This is Bullhorn's own check.

Open your PDF. Save it as plain text. Read what comes out.

If the text is scrambled, out of order, or missing, that is roughly what a parser sees.
Export a fresh copy from your word processor and test it again.

A bad parse does not trigger a rejection in any system reviewed here. It files you with wrong or
empty fields. A recruiter then searches the database for the skills you have and does not find you.
The cost is invisibility, not rejection.

File formats.

Greenhouse accepts .doc, .docx, .pdf, .rtf and .txt, and states no preference and no
quality difference between them. iCIMS treats Word and PDF as interchangeable.

No vendor documentation reviewed here names a preferred format. If a job posting
asks for one, send that. Otherwise, Joynr would recommend either a Word file or a PDF.
Advice like "always use .docx" and "never use a PDF" is not found in any vendor
documentation.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART TWO: HOW IT WORKS IN PRACTICE

Where automatic rejection is real, and where it is not.

Two different mechanisms get confused with each other, and most arguments about ATS come
down to that confusion.

Knockout questions. These can reject automatically.

An employer writes a question, selects the answer that disqualifies a candidate, and
switches the rule on. From that point, giving that answer results in rejection on arrival.

Greenhouse calls these Application Rules. Ashby calls them auto-reject rules. Recruitee
files them under knockout questions. In all three, someone at the employer has to build
the rule and turn it on. The rule is inactive until they do. Not every vendor was
examined.

Match scores. In the documentation reviewed, these sort rather than
reject.

The ATS reads your database fields and puts candidates in an order. A recruiter holding
four hundred applications sees some of them first.

Greenhouse states in its own product documentation that its matching feature is
"assistive Al, not automated-decision-making," that it "does not automatically advance
or reject candidates," and that "recruiters and hiring managers remain responsible for
all hiring decisions." Weigh that against the vendor's interest. A company describing its
product as assistive also has a legal reason to describe it that way.

/A Employers may not see auto-rejections.

Greenhouse documents what happens when an auto-reject rule fires. Anyone
subscribed to new application alerts "will not be notified of auto-rejected
applicants."

In this case no human reviewed the application, and no human at the company
was told it arrived.

This is a corner case: a person wrote the question, a person selected the
disqualifying answer, and a person set the rejection to send automatically. A
decision was made in advance by a human, and the ATS carried it out.

What those rules usually check

The rules that fire look mostly like eligibility gates rather than judgments of quality. Legal work
authorization. A required license. Ability to reach the workplace.

Enhancv interviewed twenty-five recruiters in late 2025. All of them said their organizations used
eligibility filters of this kind. Only a few described auto-rejection based on years of experience or a
match score.

Twenty-five people is a small qualitative study, and it was funded by a company selling resume tools.
No percentages should be drawn from a sample that size. The eligibility finding is the more credible
half, because it works against the interests of the company that paid for the research. That study is
also the only evidence of its kind located for this guide, which matters on its own.

Automatic rejection has been prosecuted

The US Equal Employment Opportunity Commission settled a case against iTutorGroup in 2023. The
company had programmed its tutor application software to automatically reject women aged 55
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and over and men aged 60 and over. More than two hundred qualified applicants were affected.
iTutorGroup paid $365,000 and accepted five years of federal monitoring.

/A Read this case carefully before citing it.

What it was: a hard-coded date-of-birth rule inside an application form. No resume-
screening algorithm was involved. The software did not decide anything on its own.
What it establishes: automatic rejection is real, it can violate the law, and the
employer configured it.

What it does not establish: that ATS software screens applicants out by itself. The
case settled by consent decree, so no court ruled on liability.

Why every application gets a recorded outcome

Federal rules require covered employers to retain personnel and employment records for one year,
including rejected applications. Age discrimination rules impose the same requirement on job
applications and refusals to hire. Once a discrimination charge is filed, the employer must preserve
everything relevant until the matter closes.

California went further. Rules effective October 2025 require employers to retain automated decision
system data for at least four years, covering the inputs, the outputs, and the resulting decisions.

What that means for the argument.

Neither rule requires software. Paper would satisfy both.

An employer receiving forty thousand applications a year, legally required to retain and
produce every one, buys a database. Once the database exists, someone adds filters.
Record keeping is a genuine reason these systems exist, and none of that reasoning is
visible from the applicant's side of the screen.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART THREE: WHAT JOB SEEKERS SEE

Four experiences people offer as proof, and what each one shows.

Each of these is a real account, described in these terms by applicants. Each is a reasonable reading
of what is visible from the applicant's side.

The rejection that landed at two in the morning

The reasoning: no recruiter sat at a desk at 2am, so no recruiter made this decision. In that case, a
machine did.

The recruiting answer is one word. Delay. Ashby lets an employer "configure the number of business
days to delay the rejection email to candidates," and the queued message stays visible where
someone can still edit or cancel it. Greenhouse offers a delay on single and bulk rejections. Recruitee
disqualifies a candidate at submission, then schedules the email separately.

Working recruiters describe the same practice from inside. One senior talent acquisition specialist
wrote publicly that across ten different systems, every one had been set to delay rejection emails by
somewhere between 12 hours and 3 days, and that the delay was set by corporate rather than by the
recruiter. A talent acquisition player-coach calls the practice Delayed Send, and says companies
schedule queued messages after hours to reduce bandwidth costs.

/\ Weigh those two claims separately.

The delay itself is documented. Three vendors describe the feature in their own
help pages, and multiple practitioners describe using it.

The bandwidth explanation is not documented. No vendor statement of it was
located. Practitioners say it, and they work inside these systems, so treat it as
informed field knowledge rather than a published fact.

Both groups agree on one point. The employer sets the delay, not the recruiter who
reads the resume.

What that timestamp is worth.

Nothing, in either direction.

Employers time the decision and the email separately, deliberately, in business days. A
2am timestamp records when a queue released a message. It does not record when
anyone decided, or whether anyone did.

That is not evidence that software made the decision. It is also not meaningless,
because the applicant was given no way to find out.

"I'm the bot."

A senior talent acquisition specialist wrote this under a post arguing that Al had taken
over hiring. The point is that a person is present, and that person issues the rejection.
"Just because you received templated email doesn't mean it wasn't triggered by a
human. I'm reviewing your resume. I'm rejecting you. I'm the bot."

That version is harder to argue with than the automation story. A person read the
application and declined it, and the system gave the applicant no way to tell. Rejection
by an invisible person is not an improvement on rejection by software.
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The rejection that landed in four minutes

This one is closer to accurate. A rejection within a few minutes usually means the application did not
get reviewed, because a knockout rule fired at submission. Greenhouse confirms that nobody at the
company is notified when that happens. The record still exists in the system. Nobody is prompted to
look at it.

The inference that follows is where it breaks down. "A bot decided" and "no human was involved" are
different claims. Someone wrote the question, selected the disqualifying answer, switched the rule
on, and set the email to send. A decision was made in advance and applied to every applicant who
gave that answer. Being judged in advance is different from being read and declined, and different
again from a machine forming an opinion.

It is worth rereading the form, if you can still see it. A single required answer, such as work
authorization, a license, or a location, is the most likely explanation. That answer is also one of the
few things in this guide you can change on the next application. A closed job or a duplicate record
can produce a rejection just as fast.

The silence

Silence is common enough that most job seekers will meet it repeatedly, and it is the outcome that
carries the least information. A rejection can be filed and set aside. An application that is never
answered stays open, and it stays open in the applicant's head as well. People describe it as the
worst of the three outcomes, because there is nothing to close and nobody to ask. That is not a
failure of nerve. An unanswered application cannot be resolved from the outside.

The scale of it has been measured.

Greenhouse gave Axios figures from its own platform in September 2024, covering roughly 6,500
companies. In one quarter, 4% of those companies contacted every rejected applicant. 13% did not
respond to more than half of theirs.

/A Where that number came from.

Platform behavior is stronger evidence than a survey, so this figure is stronger than
most in this field.

Greenhouse also released it to a news outlet on the same day it launched an
employer badge rewarding companies that send rejection emails. Greenhouse has
not published how it defined "contacted all rejected applicants."

Best figure available on this question and published to sell something. Both are
true.

The job board iHire surveyed 1,024 people in October 2025. 53% had been ghosted by an employer,
most often after applying. Respondents came from iHire's own pool of active job seekers, who
encounter ghosting more often than the workforce at large. Read the figure as a floor for that group
rather than a national rate.
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If this is the part that is wearing you down, start here.

Long stretches of silence wear people down, and the numbers above are one of the
reasons this guide exists. If it has moved past frustrating, these are free, and none of
them are run by Joynr.

In the US, call or text 988 for the Suicide and Crisis Lifeline, any hour of any day. For
substance use or mental health support, SAMHSA's helpline is 1-800-662-4357. For
rent, food, utilities and local help of any kind, call or visit 211.

If money is the pressure, check your state unemployment office, because many
people who qualify never file. If you think a rejection was discriminatory, filing a
charge with the EEOC is free and does not require a lawyer. Part Ten covers the
deadline.

Joynr's community is another option, and Joynr has a commercial interest in saying
so. The numbers above do not.

The rejection template

No research was located on rejection email phrasing and its effect on candidates. Searches return
template libraries published by recruiting software vendors, none of them built on a study.

The wider experience has been studied. IBM surveyed 7,096 recent applicants across 45 countries.
Among people who were turned down, those who reported a good experience were substantially
more likely to apply again, recommmend the employer, and buy from them. Weigh the age of it. The
study dates from 2016, was run by a company that sold recruiting software, and measured what
people said they would do rather than what they did.

Back to the list of Parts

joynr.co | You don't have to figure this out alone. 12



PART FOUR: WHAT RECRUITERS SEE

The employer case, built as strongly as the evidence allows.

Talent Acquisition and Recruiters say the ATS is not the reason most applications end. Their case
starts with what the software does for them, which rarely gets stated in public.

It makes a large pile searchable

A recruiter can find a candidate months later, for a role that candidate never applied to.
Without the database that person is a file in an inbox nobody can query.

It applies the same rule to every application that meets it

The rule runs the same way at 9am and at 4pm, on the first application and the seven
hundredth. Where the rule is a good one, that consistency works in the applicant's
favor.

It tracks who is at which stage

A candidate is less likely to be lost when a recruiter leaves or a folder gets forgotten.
Less likely is not never. Applications do sit open indefinitely, and nothing forces anyone
to close them out.

It holds the record the law requires

Covered employers must retain rejected applications. That record is also the evidence
base if a discrimination charge is ever filed.

It is what makes the arithmetic possible

Greenhouse measured 746 applications landing on each recruiter in 2025, against 146
in 2022. Those recruiters made 4.9 hires a month, up from 2.2. No manual process
absorbs that.

Volume is the story

Greenhouse analyzed more than 640 million applications across over 6,000 companies between
2022 and 2025. Four figures, all pointing in the same direction.

Applications per job opening more than doubled
116 in 2022.

189 in 2023.

223in 2024.

244 in 2025.

Recruiting teams were cut by more than half

10.43 recruiters per company in 2022.
4.62 in 2025.

Applications landing on each recruiter rose 412%
GCreenhouse measured that directly:

146 per recruiter in 2022.

746 in 2025.

Openings per company moved as well, so the 412 figure is not the product of the two
rows above.
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Those recruiters more than doubled their output anyway
Monthly hires per recruiter went from 2.2 to 4.9 hires per month.
Time to fill still stretched from 43.6 days to 59.7 days.

/A Weigh those four numbers.

Greenhouse observed this on its own platform, which is stronger than a survey. The
dataset covers Greenhouse customers, who lean toward technology and mid-
market companies in North America. Greenhouse also sells the filtering and Al
products that an application flood creates demand for.

2022 was a hiring boom, so part of that recruiter drop is a return to normal rather
than a collapse. And "applications" counts submissions, not people.

There are no 2026 figures yet. Read the room and it is hard to see this easing.

Ashby published its own benchmarks from 54 million applications across 93,000 jobs. Median time
to archive a candidate nobody interviewed: 6 days. Ashby leans further toward US technology
companies, and it sells the same category of product as Greenhouse. The two are independent of
each other, and neither is independent of the conclusion. Their raw counts per job do not align
either. Read them as two nearby symptoms rather than one confirmed figure.

What employers say about their own filters

Harvard Business School and Accenture published a 2021 white paper called Hidden Workers:
Untapped Talent. They surveyed 2,275 executives. More than 90% said they use their recruiting
system to filter or rank candidates before a person looks. Between 88% and 94%, depending on the
role, agreed that qualified people get screened out for missing the exact wording in a job
description. Only 8% had written a fresh job description rather than reusing an old one.

/A What that study does and does not show.

It carries real weight. Employers reported this about themselves, and it is the
strongest available evidence that over-filtering happens.

Now weigh it. No system was audited, no resume was tested, no rejection was
counted. Executives reported what they believe their own filters do. They answered
in January and February 2020, before the pandemic, before remote hiring at scale,
and before every current Al screening tool. Accenture co-wrote it while selling
talent technology consulting, which is a business interest in the finding that hiring
systems need fixing.

Read as employer self-report from early 2020, it points somewhere specific. The
pattern looks more like neglect and misconfiguration under load than like a system
built to reject people.

Why can't | get feedback?

Feedback or a reason for rejection is the thing applicants most often ask for, and the thing
employers most consistently decline to give. The explanation offered is legal risk. The risk is real, and
narrower than it usually gets described.

The US Supreme Court set out the framework in McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green in 1973. Once an
applicant establishes an initial case of discrimination, the employer must state a legitimate reason
for the rejection. The applicant then gets an opportunity to show that stated reason was a cover
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story, which the courts call pretext. Whatever an employer says at the moment of rejection is the
reason it may be held to years later.

Courts have treated vague reasons as evidence of pretext. In one Second Circuit case, a supervisor's
statement that an applicant "did not fit in" was enough to raise a genuine dispute about whether
the stated reason was the real one. Softly worded reasons carry the most exposure.

/A What this guide is not saying.

Giving feedback is not unlawful. No source examined here says employers are
barred from explaining a rejection.

What is established is the mechanism. A stated reason becomes the reason of
record, and a vague or shifting one can become evidence. Employers and their
lawyers behave accordingly, and that fear drives the silence whether or not the risk
is as large as they judge it to be.

None of this is legal advice. Joynr is not a law firm.

The postings that were never going to be filled from the pile

Some postings are not live openings. In October 2024, Hunter Ng released a working paper that
used a Glassdoor dataset and estimated that as many as 21% of job ads are ghost jobs. Each quarter,
Greenhouse classified 18% to 22% of postings on its own platform the same way, arriving near the
same place by a different route. Neither has published enough detail to settle it. Ng infers ghost
status rather than confirming employer intent, and Greenhouse has not released its criteria.

Recruiters told Fast Company on the record in October 2025 why it happens: Building a pipeline for
a job not yet approved. Posting after a hiring freeze so the company looks healthy. Showing
leadership a need without budget behind it. Insurance against sommeone who might resign. And in
government, a legal requirement to post publicly so anyone can apply, even when the field is
settled.

/A\ The gap in the employer case, stated plainly.

Recruiters say most rejections come down to an internal candidate, a canceled job,
a pay mismatch, work authorization, or seniority, rather than any filter.

They may well be right. No public dataset measures it. Every source located that
offered a breakdown of real rejection reasons was marketing content with no
method disclosed.

The strongest claim on the employer side has the least evidence behind it.
However, if anyone would have the best visibility of that in practice, it would be
recruiters. That is worth stating plainly in a guide that asks the other side to accept
it.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART FIVE: THE VIEWS, SIDE BY SIDE

Two accurate descriptions of the same system.

Neither description is dishonest. Each is accurate about the part that group can see.

What job seekers describe What recruiters describe

A gate standing between a qualified person and a A filing cabinet with a search box, and a legal
hiring manager. The gate sorts on rules the obligation. The cabinet takes in more applications
applicant cannot see, gives no reason, and offers than any team could read, holds the records

no appeal. The evidence behind it: hundreds of regulators require, and moves candidates through
applications, near-total silence, rejections at odd stages. The evidence behind it: they use it daily,
hours, and no explanation available anywhere. they know its abilities, and the employer

configured every filter in it.

Both descriptions are accurate about the part each group can see. The applicant cannot see the
configuration screen. The recruiter cannot see four hundred unanswered applications sent by one
candidate. Neither account is dishonest.

Neither description mentions the third group. This Part sets the two public views against each other.
Part Six is where the third group is dealt with.

Employers hold the most blame and do not know it

Members of this group do not appear in the discussion to explain themselves, because
they are not part of it. They bought the software, turned on the rules, and went back to
work.

The evidence still shows what they do, though.

Between 88% and 94% of executives agreed their filters screen out qualified people.
Only 8% had written a fresh job description rather than reusing an old one.

New York City law requires covered employers to run an annual bias audit and publish
a summary of the results. In one study of 391 New York City employers, 4.6% had
published that summary.

None of that describes a machine going wrong. It describes settings nobody went back
to check.

This group accounts for most of the harm described in this guide. The software absorbs
the blame. Recruiters absorb the blame for decisions made above them.

Where each side is right, and where each side goes further than the evidence

Both groups describe something real. Both also carry a claim the evidence does not support. Each is
set out below, with the evidence where there is some and the gap where there is not.

What job seekers get right

Automatic rejection is real, and nobody is notified

Vendor documentation describes auto-reject rules that fire without notifying anyone
monitoring the role.

Employers build filters that screen out qualified candidates
Employers reported this about their own systems in a 2020 survey of 2,275 executives.
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Almost every company leaves some applicants unanswered

Across roughly 6,500 companies on one platform, only 4% contacted every rejected
applicant, and 13% left more than half unanswered.

Ranking decides what a recruiter sees first
A low rank is close to invisible, even where nothing rejected the application.

Where job seekers go further than the evidence

"An ATS reads your resume and rejects it on a keyword score."

The vendor documentation reviewed here describes ranking, not rejecting. Those
are different operations.

"A 2am rejection proves a machine decided."

Most systems queue messages and release them on a delay the employer
configured. A person often triggered it hours earlier.

"Your resume file itself triggers a rejection."

A reasonable inference from silence, and not what the documentation describes. A
bad parse files you wrong. It does not reject you.

"75% of resumes are auto-rejected."
No study supports this figure. It circulates widely and traces back to nothing.

What recruiters get right

The volume is not survivable by hand

Applications per opening roughly doubled between 2022 and 2025 while recruiting
teams were cut by more than half.

Match scores rank rather than reject
True of every product examined for this guide.

The records exist because the law requires them

Federal rules require covered employers to retain rejected applications for at least one
year.

Most filters that fire are eligibility gates
Work authorization, licensure, location. Not judgments about the quality of a candidate.

Rejections happen for reasons unrelated to the ATS

An internal candidate, a canceled role, a pay mismatch, work authorization, seniority.
The software records those outcomes rather than causing them.
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Where recruiters go further than the evidence

"An ATS never rejects anyone."

The vendors' documentation contradicts this. Auto-reject rules exist and they can
fire.

"You imagined being screened out."

Employers described their own over-filtering in the 2020 survey. The experience is
not imagined.

"Most rejections have causes other than the software."

Likely true, and unmeasured. No public dataset separates the causes. Call it a
reasonable belief rather than an established fact. The difference matters when it is
offered to someone as an answer.

The software itself, apart from the argument

Set aside the question of blame. The tool has documented strengths and documented failures, and
both lists draw on the sources at the back of this guide. What follows is what it does to the person

applying.

It creates a record that exists whether or not you can see it

Applications to covered employers are retained. If a discrimination charge is filed and
an investigation follows, that record is part of what gets examined. You cannot request
it yourself under those rules. That describes how the records work. It is not a right you
can exercise.

It treats you the same way it treats the next applicant

Where the rules are good ones, that consistency is worth something. The rule does not
get stricter at 4pm, and it does not soften for sommeone whose name a hiring manager
recognizes.

It keeps you in a database after the role closes

A candidate can surface months later for a role they never applied to. Sourcing
accounted for about 16% of hires in one large dataset, so this is real, and it is a minority
route rather than the main one.

It shows you no rules and gives you nobody to ask

The applicant cannot see what they were measured against, and no one is
responsible for explaining it.

It makes over-filtering cheap and invisible

A loosely written job description quietly excludes people nobody ever sees, and
nothing surfaces the cost.

It applies a bad rule as reliably as a good one
Consistency has no opinion about whether the rule is sound.
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It lets a filter run unchecked
An employer can switch on an auto-rejection and never review what it caught. One
setting did this to more than two hundred people in the iTutorGroup case.

It records an outcome with no reason attached
The file says rejected. It does not say why, and no rule requires anyone to explain.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART SIX: WHO ELSE IS IN THE ROOM

The pipeline has more parties in it than the argument does.

Job seekers and recruiters are two parties in a longer chain. Several of the parties below can end an
application, and most of them are never named to the applicant.

The job board, before the employer sees anything

Indeed, LinkedIn, and ZipRecruiter each run their own matching and ranking layer, and
each sells placement. How visible a posting is to a candidate, and how visible that
candidate is to it, both get shaped before any employer is involved.

Bolt-on Al screening vendors

Products such as Eightfold and HireVue sit alongside the ATS rather than inside it.
Eightfold's own marketing describes matching on career path and inferred signals
drawn from sources beyond the resume, and surfacing the most relevant people rather
than requiring anyone to review them all. Applicants are not usually told which of these
is running.

The hiring manager

A different person from the recruiter, under different pressure. They decline candidates
the recruiter already passed forward. No public data measures rejection at that desk,
and no source here has the figure.

Staffing agencies and outsourced recruiting

Some roles are owned end to end by a third party. The company whose logo sits on the
posting may not be the company reading the application.

Assessment and background check vendors

Skills tests and personality assessments act as gates in the middle. Background
screening acts as a gate at the end. Federal consumer protection regulators have taken
action against major screening providers over accuracy in their reports.

The resume optimization industry

Companies selling ATS scores and keyword tools need the software to sound more
powerful and more automatic than the vendor documentation describes. Much of what
circulates about ATS was written to sell a fix for it.

/A\ The vendor may now be inside the room rather than outside it.

In Mobley v. Workday, a federal court in California allowed discrimination claims
against a software vendor to proceed. The theory is that a third party can be liable
where an employer delegates a traditional hiring function to it.

Read that precisely. The court ruled the case can proceed. It made no finding that
anything unlawful occurred. Nothing is proven and Workday denies the allegations.

Even so, "the vendor supplies a neutral tool" is no longer a settled answer.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART SEVEN: HOW MANY JOBS COME OUT OF THE PILE

This section is barely about ATS.

One question sits underneath the whole argument. Is applying worth doing? If the pile is a decoy
and referrals fill the roles, the software hardly matters. The place to look is where hires come from.

Ashby analyzed roughly 250,000 hires made between January 2021 and June 2025. In the second
quarter of 2025, inbound applications produced 52% of all hires, a four-year high. Across the whole
period inbound ran between 43% and 52%. Referrals held near 18%. Sourcing, where a recruiter finds
the candidate, accounted for about 16%. Those three together account for roughly 86% of hires, with
agency, events and other channels making up the rest.

Roughly half of hires come from people who applied.

That figure describes where hires come from. It says nothing about the odds on any
one application, and it does not promise that half of anyone's applications will land.

What it establishes is that the pile is not a decoy. A smaller claim than the doom
version, and a real one.

Weigh the caveats. One vendor's data. Its customers lean toward US technology
companies with fewer than about 1,500 employees, so it describes that world rather
than the whole job market, and no equivalent figure has been published for the rest of
it. Recruiters type in where a hire came from, and that field is notoriously messy.
Someone referred who also applied online could land in either bucket. Treat 52 percent
as the shape of the answer rather than the exact figure.

The 80% claim

"80% of jobs never get advertised, so work the hidden job market." The trail leads back to a 1966
survey in Rochester, New York. Local employers there had agreed not to advertise in newspapers,
which skewed the result. A career consultant then attached the figure to a number he was already
promoting.

It has been recycled for sixty years. Set against 250,000 hires showing inbound at 43% to 52%, it does
not describe hiring at those companies today. No equivalent figure exists for the wider market,
which is a reason to distrust the 80 percent claim rather than a reason to believe it.

Internal hiring competes for those roles, and it has been shrinking. The Josh Bersin Company and
AMS examined roughly 600,000 hire-related data points and put internal hires at 24% in 2023, down
from a pandemic peak of 40%, against a long-run average near 30% to 32%. Read the direction as of
2023 rather than the exact figure, because it reached us through a press release instead of the full
study. Nothing published since confirms the direction held. As far as it goes, it favors candidates
applying from outside.

Where the odds vary most.

Applicant volume per opening swings hard between occupations. iCIMS reported
roughly 17 applicants per opening across the market at the end of 2025, against about
65 in computer and mathematical roles and about 15 for healthcare practitioners. Close
to a fourfold spread. That spread is one of the few things anyone has measured that
affects the odds. What resume changes do has not been measured, in either direction.
Widening the roles, titles, and employers you consider usually moves the odds further
than polishing does.

Where a field is fixed by a license, a visa, a location, or someone being cared for, that
lever is not available, and the arithmetic is not a personal failure. The levers that remain
are the form answers, the file itself, and people who already know the candidate.
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PART EIGHT: CAN YOU SNEAK PAST IT?

People try four things. Here is what the evidence says about each.

Each entry below covers what happens, and what it costs.
Hidden text and keyword stuffing

The method: keywords, or a whole job description, written in white font or in type small enough to
escape notice. The reasoning is that the parser reads everything and the reader sees nothing.

The reasoning breaks at the first step. Parsers extract text and discard formatting, so in most
systems hidden text arrives as ordinary visible text in the candidate record. The software meant to
be fooled becomes the thing that shows the recruiter what was done. No vendor documents this,
and where the text lands varies by configuration. The method depends on nobody seeing it, and
there is no way to know whether that holds for the system you just applied to.

Prompt injection
The newer version hides an instruction aimed at an Al screening tool, along the lines of telling it to
rate this candidate highly. Researchers from UNC-Chapel Hill, Duke, Arizona State and UC Berkeley

examined 196,682 real resumes drawn from live hiring systems. They posted the paper as a preprint
in May 2026, and a 2026 security conference accepted it. No larger measurement of this exists.

The findings:

About 1% of real resumes carried hidden injected text

Not most people, and not zero. The techniques found in the wild: text colored to match
the background, one-point type or smaller, text placed outside the visible page, and
PDF layer tricks.

More than 90% of it was not an instruction to an Al

The hidden content was mostly invented skills and experience aimed at keyword
matching. The common version of this is not a clever trick against a robot. It is a false
claim, placed where it is designed not to be read.

Detection already works reasonably well

The detectors reached 92.7% precision, meaning a flag is usually correct. The paper's
own authors built and tested those detectors, and how much hidden text slips past is
unknown. The other edge matters too. A detector that is right most of the time is
wrong some of the time, and a false flag lands on someone who did nothing.

It stops working as it spreads

A second 2026 paper ran a controlled simulation rather than live hiring systems.
Injection improved ranking only while few candidates did it and the field was otherwise
similar, and the effect collapsed once the practice became common. An effect that
disappears as it spreads is not a foundation for a job search.
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/A A gap worth knowing about.

Greenhouse published a survey in November 2025 reporting that 41% of job seekers
admitted using prompt injection. The measured rate across 196,682 real resumes
was about 1%.

Those two numbers should not be compared directly, and the difference between
them is the point. The 41% counts people who say they have tried it at least once.
The 1% counts documents. Trying it on two applications out of forty produces a yes
on the survey while barely moving the document rate.

Even allowing for that, the gap is wide. The survey did not disclose its fieldwork
dates or research firm, and Greenhouse sells detection tooling. A claim that
everyone is doing this usually rests on a survey answer rather than a resume.

P> What it costs when someone finds it.

Most job applications require you to certify that everything submitted is true. That
signature is easy to give quickly, and it still counts.

An employer that later discovers a false statement can withdraw an offer, and can
terminate an employee months in. In a lawsuit against that employer, after-
acquired evidence of the false statement can limit what a court will award. The
Supreme Court allows that.

Recruiters quoted in trade coverage say they drop candidates who embed hidden
text. In one documented case, a screening pipeline placed the injected text into a
field nobody expected, and all three candidates who tried it were rejected.

No court has ruled on hidden Al text. How a judge would treat it is unknown.

If something like this is already sitting on a live application of yours, get advice
before you act. Many employment lawyers give a free first consultation, and legal
aid organizations and law school clinics take employment questions at no cost. This
is general information, not legal advice.

Resume scoring tools

Products that scan a resume against a job description and return a match percentage are not
reading any employer's system. They run their own model and produce their own number. Some
then set a target score they define themselves.

No independent, non-commercial validation showing that any such score predicts an interview was
located. The articles comparing these tools are almost all written by competing vendors. That does
not make the products useless as a proofreading prompt. The score simply does not measure what
any particular employer's system will do.

Applying to the same job repeatedly

Greenhouse merges duplicate applications automatically on email, phone and LinkedIn identity,
and shows a Duplicate tag when a new applicant matches someone already in the system. Ten
applications produce one candidate record with the extra attempts on the activity feed. No credible
evidence shows whether repeat applications help or hurt. What is documented is that a recruiter
can see them.
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What the evidence supports doing instead

« Answer the form questions carefully. You can be rejected based on your answers.
Later gates exist, such as assessments and background checks, and those are not
part of the ATS.

« Confirm the file converts. Save the PDF as plain text and read what comes out.

« Use the words the posting uses, where they are true. Recruiters search the
database by keyword, and in most systems a person does that searching.

« Widen the roles and employers you apply to, where you can. Applicants per
opening swing roughly fourfold across occupations. That is measured. What
resume changes do is not.

« Spend the time that would have gone on formatting tricks on people instead.
Referrals held near 18% of hires across 2021 to 2025, steady while the pile grew
around them. This is the one recommendation here that could also earn Joynr
revenue. Referral networks reward people who already have networks, which is a
real fairness problem and not a reason the advice is wrong.

/A\ Applying to government or public sector roles?

Most of what this guide describes no longer applies. Public sector systems score a
self-assessment questionnaire, apply veterans' preference and structured rating,
and expect a longer resume than private employers do. Read this guide as
describing private sector hiring.

/A\ Applying in a trade, through a union hall, or into an apprenticeship?

Most of this guide does not describe how that hiring works. Dispatch lists, seniority
rules and apprenticeship intake run on their own rules, and an ATS often plays no
part at all. Healthcare credentialing and school district portals also work differently
from what is described here.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART NINE: THE NUMBERS THAT ARE NOT TRUE

Six figures people quote constantly, and what sits behind each one.

A debate run on invented numbers cannot be settled. Check any figure below before quoting it,
including the ones that support your position. Four of these circulate mostly among job seekers and
two circulate mostly among recruiters.

"75% of resumes get rejected by an ATS before a human sees them."

No study exists. No method, no sample, no data. The earliest traceable version is a
2013 article by Dr. John Sullivan on ERE, whose key sentence reads that 75 of 100
resumes would be screened out "by either the ATS or a recruiter."

Four words fell off in transmission, and a statistic about screening in general
became a statistic about robots. The trail then runs through a 2014 Forbes piece
written by the founder of a resume-writing service, and a 2018 article citing no
source at all.

"98% of Fortune 500 companies use an ATS."

Jobscan, a company selling ATS-optimization software, checked career pages and
detected a system on 487 of 500. That division gives 97.4%, and it appears quoted
as 98%, 98.4% and 99% depending on the source. Nobody confirmed the other
thirteen had no system.

It also measures the wrong thing. Detecting software on a careers page shows the
company takes applications electronically. It says nothing about rejection. The
Harvard and Accenture report then footnotes this vendor figure, and a marketing
number acquires academic credibility that way. Watch for that move generally. A
weak number laundered through a strong institution reads as a strong number.

"Recruiters spend six seconds on a resume."

From a 2012 eye-tracking study ThelLadders ran in-house, on thirty recruiters. Not
peer reviewed, not replicated, raw data never published. The 2018 update to 7.4
seconds came out as a press release that gave no sample size.

The study also measured a human skim rather than anything an ATS does, and it is
constantly quoted as an ATS statistic.

"80% of jobs never get advertised."

Traced to a 1966 survey in Rochester, New York, where local employers had agreed
not to advertise in newspapers. Sixty years later it is still used to argue that applying
is pointless.

And two that circulate on the employer side

"97% of recruiters say their ATS does not auto-reject."

This appears in the recruiter-side rebuttal. The trail leads to an unweighted, self-
selected poll posted on LinkedIn. A poll of whoever scrolled past is not a survey. It
has no sample frame and cannot be checked.

Greenhouse, Ashby and Recruitee each document an auto-reject feature in their
own help pages, which contradicts the claim directly.
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"Most rejections have nothing to do with the software."

Likely true, and unmeasured. Every source located that offered a breakdown of real
rejection reasons was marketing content with no method disclosed, and several
claimed to have analyzed hundreds of thousands of applications without saying
where those came from.

The accurate version: recruiters believe this from daily experience, and no public
dataset supports or refutes it. Asking job seekers to accept it on trust, while telling
them their own statistics are unsourced, asks for something the evidence does not
give.

And one that working recruiters dispute

A\ "Over 90% of rejections are done automatically by the Al in the ATS."

This one circulates constantly, usually stated with confidence and without a source.
No study supports it. No dataset was located that would settle it in either direction.
Working recruiters dispute it directly, and one put it plainly: automatic Al rejection
at that scale "simply doesn't happen."

The pattern is worth recognizing, because it recurs. A confident source, a round
number, no citation, and a claim that confirms what the audience already fears is
typically loaded with flags that sommeone made it up.

One more deserves naming, because it is the most misquotable figure in this field. Workday
disclosed in litigation that roughly 1.1 billion applications were rejected through its software during
the relevant period. Read that as a raw count of rejections across every customer. It is not a count of
rejections made by Al. The plaintiffs and Workday disagree about what drove them, and nothing has
been proven. The figure is often written up as Workday's Al rejecting a billion people. The filing does
not say that.

Back to the list of Parts
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PART TEN: WHAT THE LAW SAYS, AS OF AUGUST 2026

Facts and status only. Not legal advice, and Joynr is not a law firm.

/A This section will go stale faster than the rest of this guide.

Four items below are scheduled to change within months of publication, and one
major case is still being litigated. Check anything here against a current source
before relying on it. These statements were verified in August 2026.

Mobley v. Workday, Northern District of California

A discrimination case against the software vendor rather than an employer. In July 2024
the court allowed disparate impact claims to proceed under Title VII, the ADEA and the
ADA, on the theory that a vendor performing a delegated hiring function may be liable
as an agent. In May 2025 the court conditionally certified a nationwide age
discrimination collective covering applicants aged 40 and over who were rejected
through the platform after September 2020.

As of August 2026 the case is in discovery, class certification deadlines have been
extended, no trial date is set, and no court has found anyone liable. A conditional
collective is not a finding that anyone was harmed, and people are not automatically
included. Age discrimination collectives require each person to opt in, and courts set
deadlines for doing so. Workday denies the allegations and says it expects the claims to
be dismissed once the facts are in. Everything here is an allegation.

New York City Local Law 144, in force since January 2023

An employer using an automated employment decision tool for a New York City role
must commission an independent bias audit within the prior year, publish a summary
of the results, and give candidates at least ten business days' notice.

Compliance is low. A peer-reviewed study of 391 employers in late 2023 found 18 had
published an audit and 13 had published a notice, which is 4.6% and 3.3%. A New York
State Comptroller audit covering July 2023 to June 2025 found the enforcing agency
had received two complaints in that entire period, and identified more potential
violations in its own sample than the agency had.

lllinois

The Artificial Intelligence Video Interview Act has been in force since 2020. Before an Al-
analyzed video interview, an employer must give notice, explain what the Al evaluates,
and obtain written consent. A request to delete the video must be honored within 30
days.

Separately, an amendment to the lllinois Human Rights Act took effect on January 1,
2026. Using Al that discriminates on a protected basis is now a civil rights violation, as
are using zip codes as a proxy for protected classes and failing to notify employees that
Al is in use. The rules defining how that notice works were withdrawn in June 2026 and
have not returned, so the obligation exists while the mechanics do not.
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Colorado

Colorado is often described as having an Al hiring law. At present it does not. The 2024
Colorado Al Act was delayed twice, challenged in federal court, had its enforcement
halted, and was then repealed and replaced in May 2026 before it ever took operative
effect. The replacement applies from January 1, 2027. Between now and then, neither
law governs employment Al there. Federal anti-discrimination law and Colorado's own
civil rights statute apply regardless. That describes the status of one law, not anyone's
individual situation.

California, in force since October 2025

State rules bar automated decision systems that discriminate in recruiting, hiring and
promotion. They treat anti-bias testing as relevant evidence in an employer's defense,
extend liability to agents acting for an employer, and require automated decision
system data to be retained for at least four years.

Texas, in force since January 2026

Developing or deploying Al with intent to discriminate unlawfully is barred. The statute
says expressly that disparate impact alone does not establish intent. Only the Attorney
General enforces it, and a deployer gets 60 days to cure. Federal law still applies in
Texas regardless.

Federal enforcement moved. The statutes did not.

An executive order in April 2025 directed federal agencies to deprioritize enforcement
of disparate impact liability. The EEOC's Al guidance documents from 2022 and 2023
have been removed from its website, as have parallel documents from the Department
of Labor.

An executive order cannot repeal a statute. Disparate impact remains codified in
federal law and remains privately enforceable, which is why the Workday case could
proceed at all, whatever its eventual outcome. The Uniform Guidelines containing the
four-fifths rule are currently in force, and the EEOC has a rulemaking at the final stage
to rescind them.

European Union

The EU Al Act classes Al used for recruiting, filtering applications and evaluating
candidates as high risk. An amending regulation that took effect in July 2026 pushed
those obligations back, and they now apply from December 2, 2027. Timelines
published before mid-2026 are out of date.

/\ Deadlines are short if you believe a rejection was discriminatory.

This guide cannot say whether anyone has a claim. What it can say is that the
deadline is shorter than most people expect. The federal limit is generally 180 days
from the date of the decision, extended to 300 days in most states because a state
agency handles these as well. Missing it generally ends the option.

Filing a charge with the EEOC is free, and you do not need a lawyer to do it. Check
the current deadline on the EEOC's own site, because the limits vary. If you are
close to oneg, filing first and getting advice afterward preserves the option.

Back to the list of Parts
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SO IS IT THE BOOGEYMAN (CONCLUSION)?

The answer, based on the evidence in this guide.

No. What the evidence shows instead is harder to fix.

A machine rejecting everyone would be a solvable problem with a villain attached. The evidence
shows two groups under pressure, each doing what makes sense from where they stand, and each
making the other's problem worse. Understandable and defensible are not the same thing.
Someone chooses the silence.

The loop, in four steps.

Applications per opening roughly doubled between 2022 and 2025 while recruiting
teams were cut by more than half. Applications per recruiter rose more than fivefold.
Buried, employers lean harder on filters and stop replying to people they will not hire.
On one large platform, 96% of companies did not contact everyone they turned down.
Hearing nothing, applicants reasonably conclude the system is closed, so they apply to
more jobs, faster, with more tools.

That raises the volume again, and the cycle repeats. Each side's way of coping feeds the
other side's problem.

The ATS is the instrument panel rather than the engine. The loop becomes visible there, which is
why it collects blame from both directions.

The loop also has a third party in it who never shows up to argue. The third group bought the tool,
switched on the rules, and stopped checking. That is the version of the problem one recruiter stated
in a single line: nobody owns the decision on the other end. Not the ATS. Not the recruiter. The
decision itself has no owner.

None of that makes it harmless. Employers said in a 2020 survey that their own filters screen out
qualified candidates. Automatic rejection is real. It fires with nobody notified, switched on by a
person who may never review what it caught. A court has allowed the argument to proceed that a
software vendor can be legally responsible for hiring discrimination. These are real problems with
identifiable causes, and the causes sit with the third group.

What each group could give the others

For job seekers

The silence is real, it is the best-documented complaint in this guide, and nothing here
makes it acceptable. Being filtered out by a rule nobody showed you, with no way to
ask what it was, happens to real candidates.

What the evidence gives back is narrower and still worth having. A 2am timestamp is a
gueue releasing a message, not proof of a machine. A four-minute rejection usually
points to a required answer on the form, and that one is worth going back to find,
because it can be fixed. Roughly half of hires at the companies in this data still come
from people who applied.

And a whole industry has sold formatting fixes on the strength of a statistic with no
study behind it. Anyone who paid for one made a reasonable decision with the
information available. The number was everywhere and it looked like a fact.
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For recruiters and talent acquisition

The volume is real, the team cuts were not your decision, and Part Four is the fairest
statement of the recruiting case the evidence allows. Two things still need saying.

Saying an ATS never rejects anybody is not accurate, and the vendors' documentation
contradicts it. Saying most rejections have other causes is likely true and has never
been measured, so it lands as an assertion rather than an answer.

The silence is the thing. It is the best-evidenced complaint in this guide and the one
you may have control over. Every year it goes unaddressed is another year of people
concluding a machine did it.

Real legal considerations sit behind giving a reason, and this guide describes them.
While there is no legal consideration behind not giving jobseekers a reason, there may
be a social penalty for these organizations that is going unrealized.

For the employers who bought it and moved on

You are not in this argument, and that is the problem. The rules were configured once,
often under time pressure, by someone who was never trained to read what those
settings do, and nobody has been back to look at what they caught since.

Three things would move more than anything the other two groups can do. Read your
knockout questions out loud and ask whether each one should end an application.
Turn on a reason in your rejection emails. Put a date in the calendar to review the filters.

None of it requires new software. You already own the settings, and nobody else can
change them.

One more thing, for anyone who has been unemployed for a long time. When money is running out,
that is a different problem from the one this guide covers, but it is usually not a personal failure. It
happens to people in a market where hundreds of applications arrive for a single opening. The
support box below is the same one in Part Three. It lists where to start, and every number in it is free.
If it is weighing on you, talk to someone. Anyone without a someone is welcome to start with the
community.

If this is the part that is wearing you down, start here.

Long stretches of silence wear people down, and the numbers above are one of the
reasons this guide exists. If it has moved past frustrating, these are free, and none of
them are run by Joynr.

In the US, call or text 988 for the Suicide and Crisis Lifeline, any hour of any day. For
substance use or mental health support, SAMHSA's helpline is 1-800-662-4357. For
rent, food, utilities and local help of any kind, call or visit 211.

If money is the pressure, check your state unemployment office, because many
people who qualify never file. If you think a rejection was discriminatory, filing a
charge with the EEOC is free and does not require a lawyer. Part Ten covers the
deadline.

Joynr's community is another option, and Joynr has a commercial interest in saying
so. The numbers above do not.

Joynr exists because a job search goes better with people in it. That is true for the people looking
and true for the people hiring. If this guide does one thing, let it be that fewer people assume the
worst of each other, because the evidence does not support the worst of anyone here.

find your people.

Back to the list of Parts
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NOT COVERED IN THIS GUIDE

Topics that came up in the research and deserve their own document.

Each of these is large enough that covering it in a paragraph would be worse than leaving it out.
They are listed here so readers know they exist. Joynr may make these in the future, and all of the
guides can be found in the Joynr Reference Library.

Possible future Joynr guides

» Background checks and the FCRA. What a pre-adverse action notice is, how the
dispute window works, and what to do when a report costs you an offer.

« Ghost jobs. Why companies post roles nobody intends to fill, and how to spot one
before spending an evening on it.

« Assessments and disability accommmodation. Personality and cognitive tests, and
the accommodation request process most candidates never hear about.

« Applicant rights under state and EU Al rules. Notice rights, what a bias audit
summary shows, and where a complaint goes.

« What happens to your data after you apply. How long it is kept, which companies
were never disclosed, and deletion rights.

« Working with recruiters and agencies. Double submission, ownership periods,
and exclusivity.

« Candidate-side Al tools, once there is evidence worth reporting on whether they
help or hurt.

« Internal mobility. Roughly a quarter of hires go this way and the tactics are
completely different.

« Referrals as a skill, including the fairness problem with treating "get a referral" as
neutral advice.

« Government and public sector hiring, where veterans' preference and structured
scoring make most general advice wrong.

« What to do about a rejection believed to be discriminatory. The EEOC charge
process and its deadlines.

Back to the list of Parts
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APPENDIX: KNOWN ATS AND HIRING PLATFORM VENDORS

A reference list for your own research, current as of August 2026.

What this list is, and what it is not.

Joynr does not rank, rate, endorse or criticize any product on this page. No opinions
and no recommendations. It is a list of names, for people to reference when
researching ATS. It is not all-encompassing.

Where this guide describes what a product does, that description comes from the
vendor's own published material.

Acquisitions and rebranding change this market constantly, and several entries
below changed hands in the last year. Anything on this page may be out of date by
the time it is read. Check before relying on it.

Widely used applicant tracking systems

« Workday Recruiting

» Oracle Recruiting Cloud, and the older Oracle Taleo, which remains in use
» SAP SuccessFactors

« SmartRecruiters, acquired by SAP, completed September 2025

« iCIMS

« Greenhouse

« Lever, Jobvite and JazzHR, all now owned by Employ Inc.

« Ashby

« Bullhorn, used mostly by staffing and recruitment agencies

« Workable

« Avature

« Cornerstone, owned by Clearlake Capital

» Dayforce, formerly Ceridian, taken private by Thoma Bravo in February 2026

« ClearCo, the recruiting product formerly called ClearCompany, unrelated to the
finance company of a similar name

« Recruitee, operating under the Tellent brand

« Gem, which started as a sourcing and CRM product and now offers an ATS as well
« BambooHR, ADP, UKG, Paycom and Paylocity, which include recruiting inside
broader HR platforms

« Breezy, Teamtailor, Zoho Recruit, Manatal, Rippling, HiringThing and
ApplicantPro

Related products that are not applicant tracking systems

« Eightfold Al calls itself a talent intelligence platform, not an ATS. It is a matching
and ranking layer sitting alongside one.

« Phenom calls itself a talent experience platform rather than a traditional ATS.

« HireVue, Paradox and similar products handle assessment, interviews or chat,
and bolt on to an ATS.

« Keep the difference in mind. The product ranking or screening you may not be
the product whose name sits on the application page.
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Two published estimates of which systems get used most disagree, and the disagreement is
informative. Apps Run The World, an analyst firm measuring revenue, put iCIMS first in the applicant
tracking market for 2024. An open dataset called State of ATS 2026 instead read the apply-link host
on large employers' careers pages, and found Workday on about 41% of the 337 employers it had
manually verified, with Greenhouse next. Revenue share and employer count are different questions
with different answers. Neither is wrong, and both cover large employers rather than the smaller
companies where most people work.

Back to the list of Parts
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SOURCES

Every figure here traces to something on this list. We name the weaknesses where we
use them.

How to read this list.

Vendor documentation is used where a vendor describes its own product. That is
the best available evidence for what the software does, and poor evidence for how
often anyone uses it. The tension is worth holding: a vendor calling its product
assistive rather than deciding also has a legal reason to say so.

Vendor research is used where nothing better exists, and it is labeled vendor
research every time. Several companies publishing statistics in this field also sell the
fix. That does not make their numbers false. It makes disclosure necessary.

Claims that could not be traced were cut rather than softened, which is why some
well-known statistics are missing here.

How applicant tracking systems work

Greenhouse Support, "Talent Matching", "Application Rules Overview", "Auto-reject", "Reject a
candidate", "Reject candidates or prospects in bulk", "Auto-merge", "Configure the Duplicate tag",
and "Supported formats for resumes, cover letters and other candidate uploads". Vendor
documentation. support.greenhouse.io

Ashby Docs, "Auto reject applications" and "Global application questions and global auto reject
rules". Vendor documentation. docs.ashbyhg.com

Recruitee, "Set up knockout questions to automatically disqualify candidates". Vendor
documentation. support.recruitee.com

Lever Help Center, "How do | set up auto-screening questions?", "How do | reject or archive an
opportunity?" and "Searching the database for candidates". Vendor documentation, and the only
vendor located that states plainly whether archived candidates stay searchable. help.lever.co

Textkernel, "Document Conversion Result Codes", Tx Platform developer documentation. The source
for the four documented parse failures. developer.textkernel.com

Bullhorn, "Parsing: Technical Specifications and Sovren FAQ". The source for the save-as-plain-text
check. kb.bullhorn.com

iCIMS blog, "What is CV and resume parsing?", for the interchangeable treatment of Word and PDF.
Vendor content. icims.com

Enhancyv, "Does the ATS Reject Your Resume? 25 Recruiters Explain What Really Happens',
September to October 2025. Twenty-five qualitative interviews commissioned by a company selling
resume tools. The source for the eligibility-gate finding. enhancv.com

Volume, hiring outcomes and where hires come from
Greenhouse, "The Hire Standard" benchmark report, March 2026. Over 640 million applications

across more than 6,000 companies, 2022 to 2025, North America. Vendor platform data.
greenhouse.com/recruiting-benchmarks

Ashby, Talent Trends Report, inbound and recruiting operations benchmarks. Roughly 250,000 hires
January 2021 to June 2025, and 54 million applications across 93,000 jobs. Vendor platform data,
customer base skewed to US technology companies. ashbyhg.com/talent-trends-report

The Josh Bersin Company with AMS, internal hiring research, September 2023, reported through a
press release. Roughly 600,000 hire-related data points. prnewswire.com
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iCIMS, December 2025 Workforce Report, for applicants per opening by occupation: roughly 17
across the market, about 65 in computer and mathematical roles, about 15 for healthcare
practitioners. Vendor platform data. icims.com

Learning Curves, "Hidden Origins of the Hidden Job Market", part 2. The trace of the 80 percent
claim to a 1966 Rochester survey. No author or date stated on the page. learningcurves.org

Ghosting, candidate experience and employer behavior

Axios, "Exclusive: How Greenhouse is taking on job ghosting", 24 September 2024. Greenhouse
platform data on roughly 6,500 companies, released alongside a Greenhouse product launch.
axios.com

iHire, "53% of Job Seekers Have Been Ghosted by a Potential Employer", October 2025. Survey of
1,024 of iHire's own users. ihire.com

IBM Smarter Workforce Institute, "The far-reaching impact of candidate experience". 7,096
applicants across 45 countries, 2016 data. IBM sold recruiting software at the time, and the original
hosting is no longer available.

Hunter Ng, "Why is it so hard to find a job now? Enter Ghost Jobs", arXiv preprint 2410.21771, October
2024. Not peer reviewed at the version cited. arxiv.org

Greenhouse, 2024 State of Job Hunting Report, December 2024. Survey of 2,500 workers across the
US, UK and Germany, blended with Greenhouse platform data. The source for the 18 to 22 percent
ghost job classification, whose criteria Greenhouse has not published. greenhouse.com

Fast Company, "Recruiters dish on ghost jobs", 22 October 2025. Named practitioners on the record.
fastcompany.com

Who else is in the pipeline

Eightfold Al, "Finding the ideal candidate", the vendor's own description of matching on career path
and inferred signals. Vendor marketing. eightfold.ai

Indeed, "Free vs Sponsored Jobs"; LinkedIn Engineering, "Learning hiring preferences: the Al behind
LinkedIn Jobs"; ZipRecruiter, "Candidate Calibration". Each platform describing its own ranking and
placement layer. Vendor material.

Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, action against two of the largest employment background
screening report providers over inaccuracies in their reports. consumerfinance.gov

Filtering and over-screening

Joseph B. Fuller, Manjari Raman, Eva Sage-Gavin and Kristen Hines, "Hidden Workers: Untapped
Talent", Harvard Business School Project on Managing the Future of Work with Accenture,
September 2021. 2,275 executives surveyed January to February 2020, 8,720 workers surveyed May to
June 2020. The over-filtering findings are employer self-report rather than measurement, the data
predates the pandemic, and Accenture co-authored it with commercial interests in the conclusion.
hbs.edu

The statistics we could not trace
Jan Tegze, "75% Of Resumes Are Never Read By A Human", tracing how the figure spread.
jantegze.medium.com

John Sullivan, "Why You Can't Get A Job: Recruiting Explained By The Numbers", ERE, May 2013. The
earliest traceable version, reading "screened out by either the ATS or a recruiter". ere.net

ThelLadders, "Eye Tracking Online Metacognition: Cognitive Complexity and Recruiter Decision
Making", 2012. Thirty recruiters, in-house research by a commercial job site, never peer reviewed or
replicated. The 7.4 second update came out as a Ladders press release in November 2018 that stated
no sample size.

Jobscan, "Applicant Tracking System Usage Report", the origin of the Fortune 500 figure. Vendor
marketing by a company selling ATS optimization. jobscan.co
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Forbes, Next Avenue, March 2014, and ClO.com, April 2018, the two articles that carried the 75
percent figure into wide circulation. The founder of a resume-writing service wrote the Forbes piece.

The Introverted Recruiter, for the 97 percent figure circulating on the recruiter side. Traced to an
unweighted, self-selected LinkedIn poll. Not survey data.

Gaming, prompt injection and detection
Zhang, Jia, Tan, Jiang, Gong, Chen and Song, "Measuring Real-World Prompt Injection Attacks in

LLM-based Resume Screening", arXiv 2605.28999, accepted to the USENIX Security Symposium
2026.196,682 real resumes. The largest measurement available. arxiv.org

Baxi, Xu, Jiang and Jasin, "Prompt Injection in Automated Resume Screening", arXiv 2606.27287,
June 2026. Controlled simulation rather than live systems. arxiv.org

Greenhouse, 2025 Al in Hiring Report, November 2025. 4,136 respondents. Fieldwork dates and
research firm not disclosed, and Greenhouse sells detection tooling. greenhouse.com

Built In, "Hidden Al prompts in resumes", October 2025; Entrepreneur, October 2025; and Fast
Company, "Job candidates are sneaking prompt injections into their applications", July 2026, for
recruiter accounts and the documented case where injection failed against a live screening pipeline.
McKennon v. Nashville Banner Publishing Co., 513 U.S. 352 (1995). After-acquired evidence of
wrongdoing does not bar a discrimination claim, but it can limit the remedies available where the
employer shows it would have acted on the information had it known.

Law and regulation

Mobley v. Workday, Inc., No. 23-cv-00770-RFL, Northern District of California. Motion to dismiss
opinion reported at 740 F. Supp. 3d 796 (N.D. Cal. 2024). Conditional collective certification 16 May
2025. Ongoing as of August 2026, with no finding of liability. Docket materials via clearinghouse.net
and govinfo.gov

McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 (1973), for the burden-shifting framework.
supreme.justia.com

Abrams v. Department of Public Safety, US Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, for the treatment
of "did not fit in" as capable of supporting an inference of pretext. Reported in Pullman and Comley,
"The Critical Impact of Pretext in Employment Discrimination Cases", January 2018. One circuit, not a
settled national rule. pullcom.com

EEOC, "iTutorGroup to Pay $365,000 to Settle EEOC Discriminatory Hiring Suit", 11 September 2023.
Settled by consent decree, with no judicial finding of liability. eeoc.gov

29 CFR1602.14 and 29 CFR 1627.3, applicant record retention. 41 CFR 60-1.12, the parallel OFCCP rule
for federal contractors, requiring one to two years depending on contractor size and covering
unsuccessful applicants explicitly. 29 CFR Part 1607, the Uniform Guidelines and the four-fifths rule,
currently in force and subject to a final-stage rescission rulemaking. ecfr.gov

New York City Local Law 144 of 2021, and NYC Administrative Code sections 20-870 to 20-874.
nyc.gov

Wright, Muenster, Vecchione, Qu, Cai and Matias, "Null Compliance: NYC Local Law 144 and the
challenges of algorithm accountability", FAccT 2024. Peer reviewed. 391 employers surveyed in late

2023. arxiv.org

New York State Comptroller, Report 2024-N-6, enforcement of Local Law 144, issued 2 December
2025. osc.ny.gov

lllinois Artificial Intelligence Video Interview Act, 820 ILCS 42. lllinois Public Act 103-0804 amending
775 ILCS 5/2-102, effective 1January 2026. Implementing rules withdrawn June 2026. ilga.gov

Colorado SB 24-205, SB 25B-004 and SB 26-189. The replacement framework applies from 1January
2027. leg.colorado.gov

California Civil Rights Council automated decision system regulations, 2 CCR 11008.1 and following,
effective 1 October 2025.
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Texas HB 149, Texas Business and Commerce Code chapters 551 to 552, effective 1January 2026.
capitol.texas.gov

Executive Order 14281, "Restoring Equality of Opportunity and Meritocracy", 90 FR 17537, 28 April
2025. An executive order cannot repeal a statute. federalregister.gov

Cooley and K&L Gates client alerts, January and February 2025, documenting the removal of the
EEOC and Department of Labor Al guidance documents from their websites. Those pages now
return errors, which we verified directly. We found no Federal Register notice formally rescinding
them, so treat them as removed from publication rather than repealed by rule.

Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, the EU Al Act, Annex Il point 4. Timeline amended by Regulation (EU)
2026/1744, in force 27 July 2026, moving high-risk recruitment obligations to 2 December 2027.
artificialintelligenceact.eu

Market share and vendor ownership

Apps Run The World, applicant tracking market segment analysis, 2024 revenue basis.
appsruntheworld.com. And State of ATS 2026, an open dataset reading apply-link hosts on large
employers' careers pages, of which 337 of 743 were manually verified as of June 2026. Published by a
resume tool company, and it covers large employers only.

Corporate transactions in the vendor appendix: SAP press release on completing the
SmartRecruiters acquisition, September 2025; Thoma Bravo press release on completing the
Dayforce acquisition, February 2026; Employ Inc. announcements covering Lever, Jobvite and
JazzHR; Cornerstone press release on the Clearlake acquisition.

What we cut, and why

The items below were searched for and not found. That is not the same as saying they do not exist.
Joynr would like to see any that surface.

Searched for, not found

« Any public dataset counting why candidates get rejected. The recruiter side's
strongest claim rests on nothing published.

« Any credible research on rejection email wording and its effect on candidates.

« Any independent, non-commercial validation that a resume match score predicts
an interview.

« Any data on what share of rejection emails arrive outside business hours. How
common the 2am email is therefore remains unknown.

« Any vendor documentation supporting the common explanation that the
overnight timing exists to save server load. The configured delay itself is
documented by three vendors. The server load explanation for it was left out
because it could not be sourced.

« Any evidence, in either direction, that tables or columns damage resume parsing.
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Found, examined, and cut

« The claim that 94 percent of candidates want feedback. Repeated widely,
traceable nowhere.

« Afigure attributing several million dollars in lost revenue to one company's
candidate experience. Self-reported, roughly a decade old, method never
published.

« Along-running candidate experience benchmark program, now owned by the
software vendor whose product the participants use to generate the benchmark
data.

o Aclaim that 36% of job ads are fake, drawn invalidly from a survey about how
many recruiters had ever posted one.

o A widely cited figure of 242 applications per job. It agrees with neither platform
dataset used here.

Back to the list of Parts
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CHANGE LOG

11

12

13

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

2.0

2.1

22

23

2.4

August 2026

29 August 2026

30 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Initial release.

First review round
applied.

Second review round
applied.

Outstanding edits from
both review rounds
applied.

Editing corrections held
that had been reverting
between drafts.

Third review round
applied.

Three-group table
reworked to describe
experience rather than
argument.

Application flow diagram
redrawn against vendor
documentation.

The sentence on where
the harm sits restored to
the closing.

Parts index linked to its
sections.

Cross-references linked
throughout, with a return
pointer in every section.

Retitled.

Opening and closing
extended to cover all
three groups.

Fourth review round
applied.

Application flow
explanation rewritten in
plainer language.
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25

26

2.7

29

3.0

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

31 August 2026

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Mike Hrubes

Final review applied.
Page breaks, bulleted
index, diagram sizing.

Change log condensed.

Diagram restored to full
size.

Cover date moved under
the attribution line. The
floating date box is gone
and the Joynr logo has
the foot of the page to
itself.

Cover padding trimmed
so a three-line title no
longer spills a blank page
after the cover.
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