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ABSTRACT 

INTERVIEWEE AND INTERVIEWER RATINGS OF JOB INTERVIEW ANXIETY: 

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE DISCREPANCY USING THE BRUNSWIK LENS MODEL 

Amanda Rose Feiler Advisor: 

University of Guelph, 2010 Dr. Deborah Powell 

The present study sought to confirm past research suggesting that there is a weak 

correlation between interviewer- and interviewee-rated interview anxiety as well as to ascertain 

the behaviours interviewers are detecting that lead them to infer that a particular candidate is 

anxious. A coding tool was developed to assess anxious behaviours of undergraduate students' 

(27 males, 57 females) videotaped mock job interviews. The results indicated (contrary to past 

research evidence) that interviewers are able to detect interview anxiety with reasonable 

accuracy. Specifically, interviewer-rated overall anxiety correlated with interviewee-rated 

communication, social, and performance anxiety. Consistent with prediction, interview anxiety 

(as rated by both the interviewer and the interviewee) was negatively related to interview 

performance. Overall, the behavioural cues exhibited little agreement between the interviewer 

and interviewee, but suggested that the absence of warmth and enthusiasm are indicative of 

anxiety. Several exploratory analyses were conducted. The implications of this research are 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

When entering a job interview, many individuals will experience slight apprehension and 

nervous jitters. Others, however, experience extraordinary apprehension in the employment 

interview, which significantly impairs their ability to effectively perform, behave and respond 

(McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). That is, many candidates experience what is referred to as 

interview anxiety. Numerous studies have indicated that job candidates who display a high level 

of interview anxiety receive lower interview performance ratings, and are subsequently less 

likely to be hired for the job (Ayres & Crosby, 1995; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; Ayres, 

Leeretaweep, Chen & Edwards, 1998). Moreover, researchers have suggested that applicants' 

anxiety levels have implications that extend far beyond the job candidate and may hinder the 

accuracy of the selection process for the hiring organization (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; Schmit 

& Ryan, 1992). 

What increases the urgency in understanding the role of interview anxiety is that recent 

research findings have suggested that how anxiety is perceived by interviewers and reported by 

interviewees are vastly different (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). McCarthy and Goffin (2004) found 

that interview anxiety as rated by the interviewer and apprehension as rated by the interviewee 

yielded a negligible correlation. This finding may imply that either interview anxiety 

experienced by job candidates is not transparent to interviewers, or alternatively, that some 

mannerisms or body language that non-anxious candidates are engaging in is misinterpreted as 

apprehension. It is this anxiety paradox that fuelled the aim of the present study, which is to 

ascertain what behaviours anxious interviewees engage in that might cause an interviewer to 
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infer that they are anxious. Specifically, why are some interviewees perceived as more anxious 

by interviewers than others? At this time, there is very little research that has explored which 

anxiety-related behaviours are easily detectable and which may be less visible to interviewers 

(e.g., Ayres, Keereetaweep, Chen & Edwards, 1998). More importantly, there is limited research 

ascertaining which verbal and non-verbal behaviours are valid indicators of interview anxiety. 

Certainly, this kind of information could assist interviewees in determining which 'nervous tics' 

they might want to consciously avoid and those they should be less concerned about in the job 

interview. 

As a result of the lack of agreement between interviewee and interviewer-rated anxiety, 

there has been a suggestion that interview anxiety may contribute measurement error to the 

selection process. Recently, researchers have proposed that interviewers' perceptions of 

interview anxiety may introduce irrelevant variance, and in so doing, attenuate the predictive 

validity of the employment interview (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). That is, if interviewers 

incorrectly infer that a candidate is anxious, they are likely to give that individual a lower score 

on interview performance, potentially resulting in an inaccurate assessment of the best candidate 

for the job (McCarthy & Goffm, 2004; Cooks, Spector, & Vance, 2000). Moreover, applicants 

who are anxious may perform less well in the job interview, which may cause organizations to 

overlook highly-qualified and skilled candidates who tend to experience or exhibit a higher 

degree of nervousness during the job interview. It is important to note that there is scant 

evidence to suggest that anxious candidates would perform any less well on the job. Though not 

in the employment interview domain, organizational research in a related domain on test-taking 

anxiety has suggested that the predictive validity of a personality-based selection instrument was 
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lower for those with higher levels of anxiety (Schmit & Ryan, 1992). Consequently, for 

organizations, there is much at stake for understanding the role of both interviewee- and 

interviewer-rated interview anxiety in the selection process. 

The following section first begins with a conceptualization of anxiety and then outlines 

the emergence, dimensionality, and measurement of interview anxiety. The second section 

describes the aberrant discrepancy found in interviewee- versus interviewer- ratings of interview 

anxiety, and how one particular dimension, communication anxiety, may play a more salient role 

in interviewer perception of anxiety. The third section will introduce the behavioural coding 

measure developed for the present investigation as well as a theoretical model used to make 

sense of verbal and non-verbal cues related to interview anxiety. Finally, the last section 

describes a secondary research objective, which pertains to the relation between interview 

anxiety and interview performance. 

Conceptualizing anxiety and emergence of interview anxiety 

Anxiety has been conceptualized in inconsistent and contradictory ways as a "stress 

emotion", stimulus, response, motive, drive, and a trait (Endler & Parker, 1990). Two prominent 

theories of general anxiety, one developed by Spielberger and the other by Endler, have been 

used to develop scales for measuring anxiety across several contexts. While both theories 

distinguish between trait and state anxiety, Spielberger (1985) contends that both constructs are 

unidimensional, whereas Endler (1990) argues they are multidimensional. In other words, Endler 

(1990) contends that state anxiety is a function of the interaction between a specific dimension of 

trait anxiety (e.g., social evaluation, physical danger, ambiguity) and a congruent threatening 

situation. Both Spielberger (1985) and Endler's (1990) conceptualizations remain prominent in 
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the vast anxiety literature as they both adopt an interactional perspective and propose that anxiety 

is a situation-specific, "contextualized" trait (Endler, 1997). According to these perspectives, 

then, the employment interview can be classified as an anxiety-provoking situation wherein 

dimensions of trait anxiety specific to this situation can be assessed. 

Situation-specific forms of anxiety (e.g., public speaking anxiety, sport anxiety, public-

speaking anxiety, fear of negative evaluation) have been examined in educational, social, and 

clinical psychology, and have played an instrumental role in the operationalization of interview 

anxiety (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; Young, Behnke & Mann, 2004). Research in these domains 

has suggested that there is significant value in tailoring measures of anxiety to fit the particular 

context rather than obtaining a global measure of anxiety. Importantly, research has suggested 

that situation-specific measures of anxiety are associated with lower levels of error variance and 

higher levels of predictive and construct validity than are general anxiety measures (Schmit, 

Ryan, Stierwalt, & Powell, 1995). 

Test-taking anxiety was the first known application of anxiety theories to the personnel 

selection context (e.g. Schmit & Ryan, 1992), and helped to inform the development of the 

interview anxiety construct. (McCarthy & Goffin, 2005). A two-factor model of test-taking 

anxiety is now widely-accepted, which consists of behavioural anxiety (e.g., tension, 

physiological symptoms) and performance anxiety (e.g., fear of failure, unproductive thought 

patterns; McCarthy & Goffin, 2005). Similar to research on interview anxiety, McCarthy and 

Goffin (2005) demonstrated that test-taking anxiety significantly impairs subsequent test 

performance regardless of whether the focus of the test is quantitative, verbal, or general 

knowledge. Furthermore, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) have suggested that the two test-taking 
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anxiety dimensions, performance and behavioural anxiety, are also characteristic of anxiety 

experienced during the job interview. However, because employment interviews involve a 

process of social exchange, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) proposed that three other interactional 

dimensions should be included in the conceptualization of interview anxiety. 

McCarthy and Goffin (2004) proposed that in addition to performance and behavioural 

anxiety, interview anxiety comprises three interactional dimensions — appearance, social, and 

communication anxiety. Appearance anxiety reflects feelings of apprehension surrounding one's 

physical appearance, such as the interviewees' perceptions about their attractiveness. The 

second dimension, social anxiety, pertains to the interviewees' nervousness regarding their social 

etiquette as well as their ability to effectively interact with the interviewer. Individuals with a 

high level of social anxiety may be concerned about appearing socially awkward or providing a 

favourable first impression. Communication anxiety reflects applicants' apprehension about 

their verbal and non-verbal communication skills as well as their listening skills in the 

employment interview. The two overlapping dimensions with test-taking anxiety, performance 

and behavioural anxiety, refer to concerns pertaining to fear of failure and autonomic responses 

and arousal evoked by the situation (e.g., shaky knees and sweaty palms), respectively 

(McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; see Table 1 for definitions and sample items of interview anxiety 

dimensions). 

5 



Table 1 

Definitions and sample items of interview anxiety dimensions (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004) 

Dimension Definition Sample Item 

Communication Anxiety Apprehension regarding one's 
verbal and non-verbal 
communication skills as well as 
listening skills 

I became so anxious in the 
interview that I was unable to 
express my thoughts clearly 

Social Anxiety Feelings of nervousness about 
one's social behaviour (e.g., proper 
social etiquette), having to interact 
with an interviewer, and forming a 
positive impression 

I became very uptight about 
having to socially interact with 
my interviewer 

Performance Anxiety Concern over receiving a 
favourable evaluation (e.g., good 
interview performance rating) and 
the outcome of the interview (e.g., 
receiving a job offer) 

During the interview, I worried 
about what would happen if I 
received a low interview 
performance rating 

Appearance Anxiety Feelings of apprehension regarding 
one's physical appearance and 
physical attractiveness 

During the interview, I worried 
about whether I had dressed 
appropriately 

Behavioral Anxiety Autonomic (physiological) arousal 
resulting from apprehension (e.g., 
sweaty palms, heart rate) 

My heartbeat was faster than 
usual during the interview 
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A measure to gauge applicants' level of self-reported interview anxiety across the five 

dimensions has been developed called the Measure of Anxiety in Selection Interviews (MASI; 

McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). McCarthy and Goffin (2004) conducted two independent studies 

using the MASI and demonstrated that the self-report measure yields robust concurrent, 

discriminant, criterion-related, and incremental validity (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). More 

specifically, McCarthy and Goffin found that the MASI demonstrated discriminant validity with 

self-deception scales, concurrent validity with general anxiety scales, and criterion-related 

validity with interviewer-rated interview performance (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). The MASI 

also adds incremental validity over and above general anxiety scales in the prediction of 

interview performance (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Additionally, the five component structure 

of interview anxiety has been verified by performing confirmatory factor analyses on alternate 

models of interview anxiety using the MASI (see Study 1; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). The five 

factor structure was reproduced using a diverse sample of job applicants applying for managerial 

roles and professional occupations who were exposed to various types of job interviews, such as 

structured, semi-structured, behavioural, and situational interviews (see Phase 2; McCarthy & 

Goffin, 2004). Therefore, there is moderate evidence that the MASI is a psychometrically sound 

self-report tool and appears to provide support for the dimensionality of interview anxiety. 

What is particularly interesting for the purpose of the current investigation is that the 

MASI has not yielded strong convergent validity with interviewer ratings of interviewee anxiety. 

According to McCarthy and Goffin (2004), the interview anxiety dimensions (as captured by the 

MASI) should correlate with observed anxiety scores; however, the results of their study 

suggested that only one of the interview anxiety dimensions, communication anxiety, correlated 
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with interviewers' ratings of candidate anxiety. Thus, the MASI requires more extensive and 

ongoing validation to determine whether it is the design of the observed anxiety instrument (e.g., 

a single item scale) or inherent difficulties in assessing candidate apprehension that is causing 

weak correlations between the interview anxiety dimensions and observed anxiety. 

Discrepancy in Ratings of Anxiety 

An important objective of the present study is to explore the link between interview 

anxiety as rated by the interviewer and interviewee. As noted earlier, there appears to be a wide 

disconnect with respect to the level and manifestation of anxiety that interviewees report and that 

interviewers perceive (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Close examination of McCarthy and Goffin's 

(2004) results indicate that the correlation between interviewers' observed anxiety and the 

composite of interviewees' ratings of apprehension was low (r = .09). Importantly, with the 

exception of communication anxiety, four of the five interview anxiety dimensions were 

uncorrelated with observed anxiety (all r 's < .03; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004).1 A recent study 

conducted by Sieverding (2009) provided additional evidence that job candidates, in particular 

females, who suppressed their non-verbal behaviour rated themselves as more anxious than did 

their non-suppressor counterparts; however, suppressors were actually rated as less anxious 

overall by external raters (Sieverding, 2009). Thus, it can be inferred based on these two studies 

that how interview anxiety is perceived and experienced are two different things. 

Research findings in the broader state anxiety and organizational literatures provide 

mixed evidence regarding the lack of agreement in interviewee-interviewer ratings of interview 

anxiety. A recent meta-analysis conducted by Harrigan, Wilson and Rosenthal (2004) indicated 

1 It should be noted here that while interviewees provide ratings on all five dimensions of interview anxiety, 
interviewers typically provide a singular, global rating of interview apprehension and therefore do not rate 
candidates on the specific MASI dimensions (e.g., McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). 
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that the overall effect size for observer accuracy in detecting state anxiety (e.g., correlation 

between self report and observed anxiety rating) yielded a coefficient of .39 across 46 state 

anxiety studies (e.g., social, test, dating, speech). Furthermore, the results of the meta-analysis 

indicated that the communication channel matters. Specifically, Harrigan et al (2004) 

demonstrated that state anxiety can be more easily detected using auditory information compared 

with video-only stimuli (e.g., silent video). Importantly, these results converge with previous 

research (e.g., Cook, 1969; Harrigan, Larson & Pflum, 1994) indicating that state anxiety is most 

easily identified by the number of speech disfluencies (e.g., speaking errors, verbal fillers) and 

prolonged silences exhibited by the target (Harrigan et al., 2004). Therefore, evidence from state 

anxiety research indicates that observers can reliably infer state anxiety and can differentiate 

anxious from non-anxious individuals (Harrigan et al., 2004). 

In contrast to the broader state anxiety literature, organizational researchers have been 

less optimistic about the ability to accurately detect internally-oriented traits (e.g., anxiety) or 

constructs in the employment interview (Barrick et al., 2000). Similar to the literature on 

interview anxiety, researchers have reported little congruence between interviewers' perceptions 

and interviewees' reports of emotional instability (r = .17; Barrick et al., 2000). Researchers 

have posited that this discrepancy exists because many traits related to emotional instability are 

internal, whereas traits that are more externally-oriented, such as extraversion, are more 

observable and easily identifiable (Barrick et al., 2000; Hayes & Dunning, 1997). Moreover, it is 

conceivable that interviewers are less adept at detecting anxiety and other internally-oriented 

traits in the context of an interview because the interviewer must assess the behaviour of the 

candidate as well as the content of the interviewee's responses to numerous questions. 
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Specifically, in addition to interpreting the behavior of the candidate, the interviewer has the task 

of judging the quality and suitability of the candidate. Thus, the interviewer may arguably have a 

more complex task than do individuals who are asked to merely objectively assess the anxious 

behaviour of a target, resulting in a distorted perception of interview anxiety. 

Based on the extant organizational literature, it is expected in the present study that 

interviewers' ratings of observed anxiety and interviewees' self-ratings of anxiety (as rated by 

the MASI composite) will yield a weak correlation. Therefore, an important objective of the 

present study is to explore McCarthy and Goffin's (2004) findings indicating that a weak 

correlation exists for all interview anxiety dimensions (with the exception of communication 

anxiety) with interviewers' global assessment of interview anxiety. 

Communication Anxiety Communicates Apprehension 

Researchers have provided evidence that there is something distinct about 

communication anxiety over and above the four other dimensions — social, behavioural, 

performance, and appearance anxiety. For example, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) indicated that 

(self-rated) communication anxiety was the only dimension that correlated significantly with the 

interviewer's overall observed rating of interview anxiety (r = .23). This is a considerable 

difference from the correlations of the other four dimensions, which were near zero (McCarthy 

& Goffin, 2004). Not only is communication anxiety detected by interviewers, but, as noted 

earlier, it also exhibits the strongest correlation of the MASI dimensions to ratings of interview 

performance completed by both the interviewer and the job candidate (McCarthy & Goffin, 

2004). Together, these findings suggest that communication anxiety exhibited by interviewees 
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may be more important than the other four dimensions in terms of the level of interview anxiety 

it communicates to interviewers. 

Research conducted on communication apprehension has suggested that anxious 

individuals in the job interview exhibit different non-verbal and verbal behaviours than do non-

anxious individuals. Using a sample of students applying for a hypothetical job position, Ayres et 

al. (1998) found that anxious interviewees demonstrated significantly less eye contact and talk 

time, more verbal disfluencies (e.g., verbal fillers, speaking errors, prolongations), as well as 

fewer affirmation signals (e.g., nodding in agreement) and questions asked. Anxious and non-

anxious interviewees, however, did not differ in the extent to which they engaged in fidgeting, 

gestures, mouth movements, or body orientation (Ayres et al., 1998). Importantly, those with 

high levels of communication apprehension were judged to be less effective communicators and 

were less likely to be "offered" a job (Ayres et al., 1998). The deleterious effect of 

communication apprehension is corroborated by recent research findings indicating that verbal 

fillers, hesitations, and speaking errors decrease a job candidate's probability of being hired for 

the job (Russell, Perkins & Grinnell, 2008). 

Qualitative research findings have also suggested that communication anxiety not only 

manifests itself behaviourally for interviewees, but that it also contains a strong cognitive 

component. Research has suggested that anxious (vs. non-anxious) interviewees are more 

concerned with the content of their responses in job interviews and how those responses are 

delivered (Ayres et al., 1993; Ayers et al., 1998; Young et al., 2004). Specifically, Ayres et al. 

(1998) indicated that job candidates who experience high levels of communication apprehension 

are more fearful of saying the wrong thing, feel pressure to discuss their qualifications in a 
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limited amount of time, are less likely to anticipate questions and practice responses, and 

subsequently talk less and establish less eye contact in the interview. Thus, there is evidence that 

job applicants with a high level of communication apprehension feel more inhibited in the 

employment interview, which influences their ability to develop appropriate responses and 

convey enthusiasm, two important determinants of interview performance (Cox & Schlueter, 

1998, as cited in Ayres et al., 1998). 

Taken together, there appears to be something about communication anxiety that is more 

visible and salient to interviewers during a job interview. However, it is only speculation at this 

point whether communication anxiety is measured differently (e.g., items tap more observable 

cues) or whether the construct itself is merely more apparent to interviewers than the four other 

MASI dimensions. For example, it is conceivable that communication anxiety is more salient to 

interviewers because they are required to pay attention to the content of interviewees' responses 

and would therefore be more likely to notice any utterances and disfluencies in speech. However, 

it might also be the case that the communication anxiety items are more action-oriented and 

observable than the other MASI dimensions (e.g., increase in heart rate associated with 

behavioural anxiety). Therefore, it may be a combination of the uniqueness of the construct as 

well as the measurement of communication anxiety that causes it to yield the strongest 

correlation of the five MASI dimensions with both interview performance and observed anxiety. 

Accordingly, the following hypothesis was made: 

Hypothesis 1: Communication anxiety (as rated by the interviewee) will be the only 

interview anxiety dimension that will be positively and significantly related to the 

interviewer's global rating of observed anxiety. 
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The Development of a Behavioral Coding Measure 

An important goal of this study is to address the interviewee-interviewer discrepancy 

reported in the recent interview anxiety literature. Specifically, the primary objective is to 

determine the specific behaviours that anxious candidates engage in, which lead an interviewer 

to infer that they are anxious. Behavioural cues convey information and messages about an 

individual's emotions, and can be either intentional or unintentional (Harrigan et al., 2004). This 

information is transmitted through various communication channels including verbal, vocal, and 

non-verbal (or visual; Harrigan et al., 2004). Additionally, a second related objective is to 

ascertain the cues elicited by non-anxious candidates that might be misinterpreted as interview 

anxiety, and the cues anxious candidates engage in that are not detected by interviewers. 

The relation between anxiety-related cues and ratings of anxiety is best conceptualized 

with Brunswik's (1956) lens model (see Figure 1 for a modified version of the lens model for the 

purpose of the current investigation). The center of the model contains visible, physical 

attributes or cues that may be indicators of interview anxiety, such as eye contact, fidgeting, 

furrowing of the eyebrows. It is important to note that cues must be visible on some level to 

mediate the relation between self and observer ratings of interview anxiety (Borkenau & Liebler, 

1992). The left-half of the lens model refers to the self (or interviewees') reports of interview 

anxiety, whereas the right-half of the model portrays the observers' rating of anxiety based on 

inferences from physical attributes or cues. According to the lens model, for there to be 

agreement between an interviewee and an interviewer's rating of interview anxiety, two 

conditions must be satisfied: 1) the cue must correlate with an observer's ratings of the attribute, 

and 2) the same cue must also correlate with the target's ratings of that attribute. An invalid cue 



would only correlate with the interviewer's ratings of a particular attribute. However, for a cue 

to be valid, it is only required to correlate with the interviewee's self-rating of that attribute. 

Accordingly, a cue that is misinterpreted as anxiety by the interviewer is an invalid cue, whereas 

a behaviour that is elicited by an individual who is anxious, regardless of whether it is detected 

by the interviewer or not, would be classified as a valid cue. Therefore, it is conceivable that 

there may be valid indicators of anxiety (e.g., behaviours exhibited by anxious candidates) that 

are underutilized by interviewers in judging a candidate's level of apprehension either because it 

is not interpreted as anxiety or is simply because it is not easily detected by the interviewer. 
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Figure 1. An adapted version ofBrunswik's (1956) lens model for interview anxiety (adapted from 
Borkenau & Liebler, 1992) 
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It is important to understand where the discrepancies lie between self and other reports 

of interview anxiety because interviewers make inferences about candidate suitability based on 

their interpretation of behavioural and non-behavioural cues (DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). 

Walther's (1992) social information processing theory can be used as a theoretical framework to 

explain how interviewers make attributions based on their interpretation of both verbal and non-

verbal information (e.g., such as anxious behaviour). Social information processing theory states 

that individuals form impressions of others based on the available verbal and non-verbal 

information (Walther, 1992) and even make attributions about personality based on thin slices of 

behaviour (Borkeanau & Liebler, 1992; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). According to this perspective, 

then, interviewers have a wide variety of information available to them in the job interview that 

they are required to process and interpret, and based on this interaction, they are required to 

evaluate candidates' interview performance, and ultimately, fit for the job. In this way, 

interviewers may make judgments about a candidate's fit for the job based on their interpretation 

of anxious behaviour. 

Substantial research attention in organizational psychology has recently been devoted to 

understanding how verbal and non-verbal cues elicited by job applicants in the employment 

interview affect hiring outcomes (DeGroot & Motowildo, 1999; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). For 

example, researchers (e.g., Forbes & Jackson, 1980; Rasmussen, 1984) have provided empirical 

evidence that non-verbal behavior such as smiling, eye contact, hand gesturing, and head 

shaking/nodding is associated with a greater likelihood of being offered the job. Little research 

has, however, sought to understand which non-verbal and verbal behaviours exhibited by 

candidates with high levels of interview anxiety are associated with less favourable ratings of 
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interview performance. Although researchers have identified behaviours associated with 

communication apprehension (e.g., Burgoon & Kopper, 1984; Young et al., 2004), there is only 

one known attempt to unify the behavioural patterns and cues. Ayres et al. (1998) developed a 

behavioural coding tool of verbal and non-verbal cues to measure communication apprehension. 

The behavioural coding tool comprised eight non-verbal cues (e.g., eye contact, fidgeting, body 

orientation, mouth mannerisms) and three verbal cues (e.g., talk time, interrogatives). Ayres et al. 

(1998) had raters (N = 10) assess mock interviews of students who scored one standard deviation 

above or below the mean on a communication apprehension scale. The obtained reliability of the 

28 interviews selected for the purpose of the study (with two raters assigned to each interview) 

yielded average agreements ranging from .72 to .99 (Ayres et al., 1998). Additionally, the coding 

tool provided preliminary evidence of convergent and criterion-related validity as individuals 

with high (vs. low) scores of communication apprehension were judged to be less effective 

communicators and were also less likely to be hired for the job (Ayres et al., 1998). 

Despite some of the strengths of the tool created by Ayres et al. (1998), a new 

behavioural coding tool was developed for the purpose of the present investigation for several 

reasons. First, Ayres et al. (1998) failed to specify which criteria they used for their literature 

review in identifying verbal and non-verbal cues of communication apprehension. Through 

retrieving their references, it appears as though the authors included studies ranging from 

shyness in interpersonal relationships to stage fright, as well as communication effectiveness and 

apprehension more generally. Secondly and perhaps most importantly, the aim of the present 

study was to develop a comprehensive behavioural coding tool to be representative of all five 

dimensions of interview anxiety, and in so doing, includes recent advancements in interview 
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apprehension research (e.g., Gregersen, 2005; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). The development of a 

new behavioural coding tool will be discussed in the method section. Using this coding tool, the 

objective of the study will be to determine, using the Brunswik (1956) lens model as a theoretical 

framework, which behaviours are valid cues of interview anxiety. 

Interview Anxiety and Interview Performance 

A third objective of the present study is to replicate previous research findings, which 

includes the relation between self-rated interview anxiety and interviewer-rated interview 

performance. Preliminary research findings have suggested that the relation between 

interviewee-rated interview anxiety and interviewer-rated interview performance yields a 

moderate, negative relation ranging from -.22 (Cooks, Vance, & Spector, 2000) to an average of 

-.34 across a series of five studies (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Moreover, McCarthy and Goffin 

(2004) indicated that anxiety and performance as rated by the interviewee correlate negatively (r 

= -.41). Thus, there has been increasing research evidence suggesting that interview anxiety 

results in lower interview performance, which ultimately, affects hiring decisions. Indeed, 

research has demonstrated that anxious candidates are less likely to receive a second interview (r 

= -.21; Cook et al., 2000). Additionally, in a study conducted by Ayres et al. (1998), candidates 

who displayed high levels of interview anxiety (M= 3.10, SD = .71) were less likely to receive a 

job offer than those with low levels of interview anxiety (M= 4.20, SD = .66), t (26) = 4.76 

(interviewer ratings of the likelihood of offering the interviewee the job were based on a 5-point 

scale). Therefore, there is empirical evidence to suggest that interview anxiety hinders the job 

prospects for applicants, most likely because interviewers deem candidates who appear anxious 
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in the interview as less suitable for the job or because anxious applicants actually perform less 

well in the job interview. 

Several qualitative studies and focus groups have also substantiated the negative 

interview anxiety-interview performance link (Ayres & Crosby, 1995; Ayres et al., 1998). 

Interestingly, qualitative research studies have suggested that anxious (vs. non-anxious) 

candidates report different cognitions before and during the job interview as well as dissimilar 

preparation activities prior to the interview (Ayres et al., 1998). That is, individuals who score 

high on interview apprehension tend to rehearse less with friends; spend less time preparing 

verbally but take more notes; are more concerned about what others think of them; avoid 

thinking about the impending job interview; and are more likely to negatively evaluate their 

interview upon completion (Ayres et al., 1998). In contrast, individuals who score low on 

interview apprehension tend to entertain more constructive thoughts prior to the interview (e.g., 

engaging in anxiety coping techniques); are less fearful of being judged by the interviewer 

during the interview; and make less negative attributions following the interview (Ayres et al., 

1998). Thus, there is both qualitative and quantitative evidence that interview anxiety impairs a 

candidate's ability to perform in the job interview, and subsequently, reduces the interview 

performance score he or she receives. Because one of the main objectives of the present study is 

to replicate the findings put forth by earlier research, the following hypotheses were made: 

Hypothesis 2a: Interviewee-rated interview anxiety, as measured by MASI composite, 

will be significantly and negatively related to interviewer-rated interview performance. 

Hypothesis 2b: Interviewee-rated interview anxiety, as measured by MASI composite, 

will be significantly and negatively related to interviewee-rated interview performance. 
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MASI Dimensions and Interview Performance 

McCarthy and Goffin (2004) indicated that the correlation between the interview anxiety 

dimensions and interview performance depends on whether the performance rating is completed 

by the candidate or the interviewer. For interviewer-rated interview performance, McCarthy and 

Goffin provided evidence that only two dimensions, appearance and communication anxiety, 

were significantly and negatively correlated to the interviewers' rating of performance. Of the 

two dimensions, communication anxiety exhibited the strongest correlation to interviewer-rated 

interview performance (r = -.28; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Therefore, it is predicted that, both 

communication and appearance anxiety will be negatively related to interviewer-rated interview 

performance, but that communication anxiety will produce the strongest correlation. 

Accordingly, the following prediction was made: 

Hypothesis 3: Of the five interview anxiety dimensions, communication and appearance 

anxiety will be negatively and significantly related to interviewer-rated interview 

performance. 

For interviewee-rated interview performance, McCarthy and Goffin found that all MASI 

dimensions were negatively and significantly correlated to self-ratings of interview performance 

completed by the job candidate (all r 's > -.15; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Similarly, of the five 

interview anxiety dimensions, communication anxiety exhibited the strongest correlation to 

interviewee-rated interview performance (r = -.49). Thus, in the current study, it is predicted that 

all five interview anxiety dimensions will correlate with interviewee-rated interview 

performance, but that communication anxiety will be most strongly related. 

Accordingly, the following prediction was made: 
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Hypothesis 4a: All interview anxiety dimensions will be negatively and significantly 

related to interviewee-rated interview performance. 

Hypothesis 4b: Of the five dimensions, communication anxiety will have the strongest 

negative correlation with interviewee-rated interview performance. 

Aims of the Current Study 

The goals of the present study are to a) determine whether interviewers can accurately 

detect interview anxiety, b) develop a behavioural coding measure and ascertain the behavioural 

cues exhibited by interviewees that lead an interviewer to infer that they are anxious, and c) 

examine the relation(s) between interview anxiety (as well as the dimensions) and interview 

performance,. As discussed, there is very little known in the literature about what behaviours 

interviewers are detecting in anxious applicants. Therefore, this study will attempt to replicate 

the findings of recent studies relating to interview anxiety as well as provide a first step in 

identifying both valid and invalid behavioural patterns and cues of candidates who appear 

anxious in the employment interview. Additionally, this study presents a new behavioural coding 

tool that integrates other interview anxiety dimensions, in addition to communication anxiety, 

based on a comprehensive review of the psychology literature. The final behavioural coding tool 

was used by three raters to assess undergraduate students' videotaped mock job interviews and to 

provide insight into the consistencies and inconsistencies between interviewee- and interviewer-

ratings of anxiety. Finally, due to the infancy of interview anxiety research, several exploratory 

analyses will be described that were undertaken to advance our understanding of candidate 

apprehension. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Participants 

Interviewees. Undergraduate cooperative education ("co-op") students (N = 85) were 

recruited from the Co-op and Career Services Centre at a mid-sized university in Southwestern 

Ontario. As part of their course credit, co-op students ("interviewees") were required to 

complete a mock job interview for a position within one of fifteen organizations where they were 

interested in submitting their application. The interviewees (27 males, 58 females) ranged in age 

from 18-22 and were in the second semester of their first year of university. Nearly all 

interviewees reported that 'high-school' was the highest level of education they had attained; 

some interviewees (10%) had attended college prior to attending university. The majority of 

interviewees had taken part in 1-5 interviews prior to the mock interview (77%), with 12% 

having 6-10, 3% having 11-20, and 7% having had none at all. The sample comprised 80% 

Caucasians, 12% Asian-Pacific Islanders, 4% African-American, 1% Hispanic, 1% Native 

American, and 2% unspecified. Interviewees represented a variety of university majors including 

biology, chemistry, marketing, psychology, and business. 

Interviewees were invited to participate in the study through an e-mail sent from their 

course professor as well as through a letter from the researchers posted on their course website. 

Interviewees were not required to email the researchers indicating their interest in participating, 

but were simply asked to show up five to ten minutes early to their interview in order to allow 

enough time to read the letter of information and sign the informed consent form. Of the 200 

students registered in the course, 135 agreed to participate; three individuals withdrew 
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immediately following the interview, and five other individuals refrained from participating due 

to time constraints. In addition, several interviewees were not able to participate due to technical 

difficulties with the web camera for one cubicle during the first week of data collection. No more 

than five individuals chose not to participate due to personal reasons concerned with being 

videotaped. Therefore, the final response rate is 68%, but this is likely an underestimation due to 

the various unexpected technical difficulties that arose. For the purpose of this study, a subset of 

85 interviewees was randomly selected to serve as participants in this study because a 

G*POWER analysis indicated that 85 participants would be required to detect an effect size of 

'y 

.30 (two-tailed) with a power of .80. It should be noted that a final sample size of 84 was used 

due to an error with naming one of the interviews. 

Interviewers. Interviewees are assigned a peer helper ("interviewer") with Co-op and 

Career Services on the day of their mock interview. Interviewers are senior undergraduate 

students (in third or fourth year) who have achieved at least an A- average and are employed as 

work-study students.3 Eighteen interviewers (15 females, 3 males) agreed to participate and 

attended a mandatory 1-hour training session. Interviewers ranged in age from 20 to 25 and had 

conducted, on average, 15 interviews prior to participation in the study. Mock interviews are 

scheduled online at least two weeks prior to the interview date and are conducted in cubicles 

within the Co-op and Career Services Centre. All mock interviews are recorded using a web-cam 

and are played back on the computer for the interviewees, following the interview. The purpose 

2 It should be noted here that the obtained sample size (N= 135) was much larger than expected. Due to the high 
expense and time required for rating interviews in this study, it was decided that the remainder of the interviews will 
be analyzed at a later time. 

3 Work study students are employed part-time by the university to assist students with financial need to pay for their 
education. 
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of recording the mock interviews is to assist interviewers in providing co-op students with 

concrete and constructive feedback regarding their interview performance. 

Interviewers were sent a letter of information via email that provided an overview about 

the study, and their role as an interviewer in the study (see Appendix A). Those who were 

interested in participating were asked to email the researcher and were informed that their 

participation would require them to attend a mandatory 1-hour training seminar. In the training 

seminar, peer helpers were informed that they would have a dual role as both an interviewer and 

participant if they chose to participate in the study. Therefore, ethics documents were reviewed 

as well as the protocol for mock interviews (e.g., how to record interviews, how to handle a 

situation where a student wishes to withdraw). Four training seminars were offered to 

accommodate the schedules of all interviewers. The training seminar was approximately 45 

minutes in length, with 15 minutes allotted for questions. After the researcher had received 

informed consent from interviewers, they were each assigned a unique interviewer ID# (e.g., 

010), a string of participant ID#s (e.g., 01 OA, 01 OB, etc), and a demographic questionnaire (see 

Appendix B for informed consent and Appendix C for demographic questionnaire). Upon 

receiving the demographic questionnaire, the interviewers were ready to begin conducting the 

mock interviews. 

Procedure 

Mock interviews for the first-year interviewees were all scheduled within a three week 

period. Interviewees arrived at the Co-op and Career Services Centre and were greeted by one of 

six research assistants (or the researcher). The research assistant informed the interviewees 

about their opportunity to participate in the study, what their role would require, any potential 
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risks, as well as compensation. Interviewees who were interested in participating then read over 

the letter of information and signed the informed consent (see Appendix D and E). Interviewees 

were then greeted by their assigned interviewer and entered the cubicle to begin their mock 

interview. The interviewer asked each interviewee if he/she was participating in the study and 

simply pulled out a study package and assigned a participant ID number if the individual 

confirmed he/she was participating. The interviewer positioned the video camera to obtain a full 

range of body motion (waist and above). The interview then commenced and the interviewers 

asked the interviewees questions that pertained to one of the fifteen positions they were 

interested in applying to. The interviews lasted anywhere from 5 minutes to over 18 minutes. 

Immediately following the interview, the interviewer completed numerical ratings of interview 

anxiety and performance and was provided space for optional comments regarding each rating. A 

subset of interviewees (N = 49) were asked to complete a self-rating of interview performance 

immediately following the interview, which will be discussed in more detail later. Following the 

interview, interviewers played back the interviewees' responses to each question and provided 

detailed feedback. 

Upon completion of the interview, the interviewees were asked to take their study 

package to the research assistant who would be waiting in the area where they were initially 

greeted. The research assistant removed the envelope with the questionnaires that the interviewee 

was required to complete, which consisted of a short demographic questionnaire, the MASI 

(McCarthy & Goffin, 2004), interview performance questions as well as a personality measure. 

Following completion of the questionnaires, interviewees brought their envelope with the 

completed questionnaires back to the researcher who then administered a $10 gift certificate and 
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a debriefing form, and thanked them for their time and participation (see Appendix F for 

interviewee debriefing form). The mock interview in its entirety took approximately an hour to 

complete, including 15 minutes spent by the interviewee completing post-interview 

questionnaires. Interviewers were provided with a sheet to keep record of their interviews. For 

each interview they conducted, the interviewers received a $5 gift card as well as a ballot for a 

$50 prize. The interviewers received a debriefing form at the closing of the study (see Appendix 

G for interviewer debriefing form). 

Behavioural coding. The videos of the interviews were used to objectively code 

interviewees' non-verbal and verbal anxiety behaviours. Videos were named by the interviewer 

according to the interviewee's participant ID number (e.g., 012A). All interviews were 

transferred to an external drive and were taken to the lab to be rated and viewed by three 

independent raters. Three senior undergraduate psychology students (2 females, 1 male) served 

as the raters and completed more than six hours of training. The first meeting required the raters 

to review all of the items together on the newly-developed behavioural coding inventory and rate 

a practice video together, followed by comparing ratings and discussing the answers. Any large 

discrepancies were discussed and behavioural items were subsequently clarified, revised, or 

omitted. The raters then viewed the next three pilot interviews independently, and again, the 

researcher and raters reviewed the ratings together and made adjustments when required. The 

raters then viewed three more practice interviews independently and compared answers among 

the three of them, and were then ready to code the co-op student mock interviews. 

All three raters watched all 85 mock interviews independently. Raters took on average 

25 to 30 minutes to code each mock interview. Prior to viewing any interviews, including 
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practice interviews, raters were required to view a freeze-frame shot of interviewees; if the rater 

knew any interviewee in any capacity, they were not permitted to code that interview. One rater 

reported to be an acquaintance of one of the interviewees, and therefore an average of the two 

other raters was used to form scale scores for each of the cues. Although the raters viewed the 

interviews usually no more than two times, they were instructed that they may view interviews as 

many times as required in order to arrive at an objective and accurate rating. Raters were asked 

to notify the researcher if they experienced any difficulties associated with classifying 

behaviours (e.g., complex behaviours), which were then resolved and shared with the other two 

raters to maintain consistency. 

Measures 

Interviewee-rated interview anxiety (self-report). The 30-item MASI (McCarthy & 

Goffin, 2004) was completed by interviewees following the mock interview to assess the five 

dimensions of interview anxiety (see Appendix H). Participants are asked to rate the extent to 

which items are true of them on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 

agree) for each of the five dimensions, and an average of all dimensions is used to form a 

composite. Items on the MASI were slightly modified to fit the mock interview context and to be 

specific to that particular interview, rather than interviews in general as worded in the original 

version. For example, "During a job interview, I worry about what will happen if I don't get the 

job" was changed to "During the interview, I worried about what would happen if I received a 

low interview performance rating". Example items on the final modified version of the MASI 

include: "I became so anxious in the interview that I was unable to express my thoughts clearly" 

(Communication Anxiety), "During the interview, I worried about whether I had dressed 



appropriately" {Appearance Anxiety), "I became very uptight about having to socially interact 

with my interviewer" (Social Anxiety), "During the interview, I worried about what would 

happen if I received a low interview performance rating" (Performance Anxiety), and, "My 

heartbeat was faster than usual during the interview" (Behavioural Anxiety). 

McCarthy and Goffin (2004) reported adequate internal consistency of the five MASI 

scale ranging from .72 to .83 in Study 1 to .69 to .83 in Study 2. The items have been validated 

on two samples, including students applying for a hypothetical managerial position and real job 

applicants applying for a diverse set of managerial and professional positions (see Study 1 & 

Study 2; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). As noted earlier, this scale has demonstrated strong 

discriminant, concurrent, and criterion-related validity, but lacks convergent validity with 

observer ratings of anxiety (McCarthy & Goffm, 2004). 

Interviewee-rated interview performance (self-report). Interviewees were asked to 

provide a self-rating of their interview performance at the end of the mock interview (see 

Appendix J). McCarthy and Goffin (2004) used a single-item measure of self-rated interview 

performance that was included in this study, "How would you describe your level of 

performance in the mock job interview you just had?" Interviewees rated their performance on a 

5-point Likert-type scale (1 = very poor to 5 = excellent). In order to determine whether the 

interviewees' performance in the mock interview is typical of their performance in a real job 

interview, they are asked: "To what extent was your performance in the mock job interview you 

just completed typical of your performance in a real job interview?" (1 = Not typical at all to 5 = 

Very typical). Three additional questions were asked: 1) a global, single-item measure of the 

interviewees' anxiety ("I experienced a high degree of apprehension and nervousness in the 
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mock interview"), 2) an item asking interviewees to report on their level of seriousness in taking 

the mock interview ("I took the mock job interview as seriously as I would normally take a real 

job interview"), and 3) a closing question ("The mock interview was an excellent opportunity for 

me to strengthen my interviewing skills").4 

Interviewer-rated interview performance (other report). Interviewers' rating of the 

interviewees' performance in the mock interview was modified from McCarthy and Goffin's 

(2004) scale (see Appendix I). Using the Relative Percentile Method (RPM; Goffin, Gellatly, 

Paunonen, Jackson, & Meyer, 1996), interviewers were instructed to "think of the interview 

performance of different students in the mock interview" and with this in mind, they were asked 

to rate on a scale from 0 to 100 the student's interview performance. Interviewers were instructed 

that a score of 50 represented average interview performance and that numbers on the scale are 

to be interpreted as percentiles. Additionally, interviewers were provided a space for optional 

comments to accompany their numerical rating. In contrast to performance appraisals completed 

using traditional "absolute" rating approaches, the RPM requires the rater (the "interviewer") to 

make a judgment of how well that candidate ("interviewee") performed in comparison to other 

competing candidates in the employment interview process (Goffin, Jelley, Powell, & Johnston, 

2009). 

The RPM was selected over an "absolute" rating standard as previous research has 

demonstrated that the RPM, which requires raters to make a social comparison and judge 

candidates relative to others, yields incremental validity in predicting performance over the more 

4 The results indicated that interviewees were relatively variable with respect to their agreement on this item; while 
4% believed it to be not at all typical, 63% thought their performance in the mock interview was slightly-somewhat 
typical and 34% reported their performance to be typical-very typical of their performance in a real job interview. 
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traditional absolute method (Goffin et al., 2009). The rating of interview performance was 

completed by the interviewers immediately following the interview. Interviewers were asked to 

complete four additional questions regarding candidate suitability based on a scale developed by 

Stevens and Kristoff (1995). Interviewers were asked to "do your best to set aside previous 

interactions with this individual and place yourself in the shoes of the hiring organization" and 

to assess the interviewees on the following items: 1) How qualified is this applicant for the job? 

2) In your opinion, how attractive would this applicant be to a hiring organization? 3) How well 

did this applicant do in the interview? and, 4) If you were the hiring organization, how likely 

would you be to offer him or her the job? 

Observed interview anxiety (other report). Interviewers were also asked to rate 

interviewees' level of interview apprehension based on an adapted version of McCarthy and 

Goffin's (2004) scale (see Appendix I). Again, interviewers were instructed to "think of the 

interview anxiety of different students in the mock interview" and with this in mind, they were 

asked to rate on a scale from 0 to 100 the student's interview anxiety. Interviewers were 

instructed that a score of 50 represented average interview anxiety and that numbers on the scale 

are to be interpreted as percentiles. Interviewers were provided a space for optional comments to 

accompany their numerical rating. 

Demographic questionnaires. Two short demographic questionnaires were designed to 

collect demographic information about the interviewer and the interviewee. The demographic 

questionnaire for the interviewers consisted of seven questions regarding their age, gender, and 

other information (e.g., how many mock interviews they have conducted and have completed 

themselves). An open-ended question was also included on the interviewer's demographic 
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questionnaire asking them to, "describe in [their] opinion the thing that co-op students struggle 

most with during the mock interview". The second demographic questionnaire for the 

interviewee consisted of nine questions regarding their age, gender, education level attained, 

ethnicity, number of interviews completed, preparation activities for job interviews, and the 

title/industry of the occupation their mock interview was based on (see Appendix K). 

Semi-structured Interview Questions. Fifteen sets of approximately six semi-structured 

interview questions were developed based on the collaboration of Co-operative Education and 

Career Services (CECS) and the fifteen organizations that were interested in hiring co-op 

students (see Appendix L for sample questions for a specific job posting). Each set of questions 

were developed with the Assistant Coordinator of CECS and the participating organization and 

were consistent with respect to the types of questions asked. All interviews began with general 

questions about the candidates (e.g., "tell me a little bit about yourself') and then asked more 

specific questions regarding the unique positions as the interviews progressed (e.g., "Please tell 

me about a time you were confronted by an angry customer, what did you do to resolve the 

situation?"). The interviews contained both unstructured (e.g., please describe three words that 

describe you) as well semi-structured behavioural questions (e.g., Give an example of a time 

when you made an error at work. What was the outcome? What steps did you take to rectify the 

situation, and how would you go about the process next time if it were to be repeated?"). 

Behavioural Coding tool. 

Development. A senior undergraduate psychology student undertook the task of 

developing a behavioural coding tool for the present study. The development of this tool 

involved several phases: 1) conducting a comprehensive literature review of anxiety-related 
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behavioural cues, 2) developing an initial scale based on these cues, 3) conducting a focus group 

and pilot study using the initial behavioural coding tool, and 4) making revisions to the 

behavioural coding tool based on pilot test and focus group results. First, a comprehensive search 

of anxiety behavioural cues was conducted across several domains of psychology including, 

educational, social, cognitive, personality, clinical, and industrial-organizational psychology. 

More specifically, studies were sought that described behavioural cues related to general anxiety, 

specific types of anxiety (e.g., social anxiety, foreign language anxiety, public speaking anxiety, 

sport anxiety, test-taking anxiety), and specific contexts where anxiety is assessed (e.g., clinical 

assessments, public speaking, psychiatric evaluations). Furthermore, the literature review 

contained studies where anxiety was assessed using subjective methods, such as ratings 

completed by strangers, teachers, physicians, clinicians, peers, as well as studies that employed 

more objective physiological instruments (e.g., heart rate; e.g., Sheffer, Penn, & Cassisi, 2001). 

This process yielded 12 articles that identified non-verbal and verbal cues related to anxiety that 

served as the basis for the rating scale. 

After the preliminary scale was developed, it was pilot-tested by having a group of six 

undergraduate students code several 5 minute video clips. Following the pilot test process, the 

participants engaged in a focus group discussion with the independent study student to provide 

comments on the clarity of the rating form. The results of the initial pilot yielded an inter-rater 

agreement of .67, based on the average inter-rater correlation, and corrected for six judges using 

the Spearman-Brown formula. 

Following the initial and informal pilot test undertaken, a second larger pilot study was 

conducted to gauge the reliability of the coding tool using 10 mock interviews. Twenty-eight 
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undergraduate students from the first-year psychology participant pool were recruited to code the 

videos. These participants were divided into six groups with 4-6 members in each. Each group 

viewed and coded two interviews. Although raters watched videos in a group setting, coding of 

behavioural cues was completed independently. The results of the initial pilot yielded an inter-

rater agreement of .87 (using average inter-rater correlations and then adjusting for the number 

of judges using the Spearman-Brown formula) averaged across all ten interviews. Taken 

together, there is preliminary evidence to suggest that independent raters can provide reliable 

ratings using the behavioural coding scale. 

Final measure. The final behavioural coding scale consisted of 59 items (see 

Appendix M). Raters were asked to rate on a 4-point frequency scale the extent to which each 

interviewee demonstrated the behavioural cues listed (1 = not at all to 4 = frequently). Raters 

were instructed to base their assessment of the presence of each cue on either the proportion of 

the time the interviewee displayed the behaviour or the number of times the interviewee 

displayed the cue. For example, it makes more sense to assess the percentage of the time 

interviewees smiled rather than to count the number of times the interviewee smiled. In contrast, 

it makes more sense to rate the number of times that interviewees stroked or groomed their hair, 

rather than the percentage of the time that they engaged in this behaviour. Each behavioural 

coding scale contained a 'notes' column that provided the raters with guidelines for classifying 

and assessing each of the cues. For example, raters were informed that a score of 'frequently' 

would require the interviewee to display the cue on all questions or at least 80-100% of the time, 

whereas a score of 'somewhat' would require the interviewee to display the behaviour more than 

twice or approximately 50-80% of the time. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The results are organized into three sub-sections: preliminary analyses, study hypotheses, 

and exploratory analyses. The first sub-section contains results of preliminary analyses 

including the reliability of the MASI (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004) and the behavioural coding 

measure developed for the purpose of the study. Results pertaining to the main study hypotheses 

are discussed in the second sub-section. The final sub-section contains analyses that explore the 

factor structure of the behavioural coding tool, curvilinear relations, the interaction between 

gender and anxiety, and communication anxiety as a mediator of two important relations. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Interviewee rating of interview performance. The study design initially had 

interviewees complete self-ratings of interview performance following their verbal feedback 

provided by their interviewer. It was recognized during the first week of data collection that 

feedback received by interviewees (from interviewers) may influence their subsequent self-rating 

of their interview performance in the post-interview questionnaires. Therefore, a subset of 

interviewees (n = 49) were asked to complete their self-rating of interview performance 

immediately following the mock interview prior to receiving any feedback and again in the post-

interview questionnaire. In order to determine whether self-rated interview performance in the 

post-interview questionnaires is interchangeable with interviewees' self-rating prior to receiving 

feedback, a paired-samples t-test was performed by assessing the change in scores of the subset 

of individuals (n = 49) who completed both sets of self-ratings. Although the results indicated 

that this subset of individuals rated themselves less favourably after receiving feedback (M= 
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3.31, SD = .71) than prior to the feedback (M= 3.59, SD = 1.95), the shift in scores was not 

statistically significant, F (1, 48) = 1.06,p = .30. Therefore, there was reasonable justification to 

use interviewees' ratings of interview performance from the post-interview questionnaire for the 

remainder of the analyses. 

Reliability of the MASI. The Cronbach Alphas of the five MASI dimensions and 

composite ranged from .69 to .88, yielding internal consistencies that appear to be congruent 

with McCarthy and Goffin's (2004) findings (see Table 2). Each item was assessed by 

examining corrected item-total correlations within its own subscale, and the "Cronbach's if item 

deleted" statistic. Three items were omitted from the computation of MASI dimension scale 

scores. Specifically, the social anxiety item, "I worried about whether the interviewer would like 

me as a person" was deemed not relevant to the mock interview context as the student would not 

have to work with, or be supervised by the interviewer, in a potential work context following the 

interview. The two additional items that were omitted were: "During the interview I found it hard 

to understand what the interviewer was asking me" and "It was hard for me to avoid fidgeting 

during the interview". These three items were judged to be appropriate for omission because the 

item appeared to be measuring something different from the other items on the subscale and/or 

was not relevant to the mock interview context. The MASI composite of the remaining 27 items 

was computed by averaging participants' scores along the five subscales. The means and 

standard deviations of the MASI composite and dimensions in the present study were nearly 

identical to those obtained by McCarthy and Goffin (2004)'s findings (see Table 2). 
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Table 1 

Comparison of the MASI reliabilities, means, and standard deviations in the present study and 
McCarthy and Goffin (2004) 

Interview Anxiety McCarthy & Goffin (2004) MA Thesis 
Dimension (Study 2) 

M SD Alpha M SD Alpha 

Communication Anxiety 2.52 .73 .79 2.79 .76 .81 

Behavioural Anxiety 2.47 .69 .73 2.57 .66 .64 

Social Anxiety 2.42 .71 .79 2.33 .72 .76 

Appearance Anxiety 2.24 .61 .69 2.13 .55 .69 

Performance Anxiety 2.64 .79 .83 2.91 .88 .88 

MASI Composite 2.46 .59 .92 2.54 .57 .85 

Note. N = 84 for MA thesis; N = 270 for McCarthy and Goffin (2004). 

36 



Reliability of the Behavioural Coding Measure. The reliabilities of the coders' ratings 

of the behavioural cues were computed through calculating means of intraclass correlation 

coefficients on each of the 59 cues. The intraclass correlation coefficient was used because it 

measures consistency rather than absolute agreement (McGraw & Wong, 1996). For the present 

study, each coder's score in relation to other coders was considered to be more important than 

the absolute value. Whereas absolute agreement coefficients take into account the total variance 

for raters, consistency coefficients exclude column variance and are typically used when relative 

standing is of greater importance (McGraw & Wong, 1996). A two-way random model was 

selected because both the interviewee and rater samples were random and could be replaced by 

others from the same populations without altering the research question (McGraw & Wong, 

1996). Behavioural cues with reliabilities below .50 were deemed inadequate and were therefore 

omitted from further analysis5. This resulted in the omission of 11 cues. The resulting reliabilities 

of the three judges ranged from .50 to .94 with a mean of .77 (see Table 3 for reliabilities of each 

of the cues). 

5 An ICC of .50 was used as a cut-off because researchers (e.g., Baesler & Burgoon, 1987) have suggested that the 
reliability of cues vary considerably depending on several factors such as the number of raters, objectiveness of the 
rating system, whether the cue is macro or micro, as well as the actual cue itself. For example, Baesler and Burgoon 
(1987) conducted a narrative review and indicated that while lean tends to be a difficult cue for raters to reliably 
evaluate (yielding an interrater agreement in the .40 range), the pleasantness of an individual's facial expression 
tends to be more reliably assessed by raters (.80 range). Because there was no cut-and-dried rule, it was decided that 
a minimum value of.50 would be appropriate, as ICCs below this value would mean that more than 50% of the 
variance can be attributable to error. 
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Table 1 

Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) for all 59 Anxiety Behavioural Cues 

Cue Single 
Measure 

Average 
Measure 

Cue Single 
Measure 

Average 
Measure 

Stare/Fixated Gaze Zero Variance Zero Variance Closed body position .75 .90 

Raise Eyebrows .62 .83 Touch stomach .43 .60 

Has Furrowed Brows .69 .87 Stroke body .64 .84 

Excessively Blinks .53 .77 Scratch chin .67 .86 

Horizontal Gaze .21 .44 Scratch forehead .79 .92 

Maintains eye contact 
with interviewer 

.45 .71 Blocks part of body 
with arms 

.26 .52 

Gaze Downward .41 .68 Scratch ear .56 .79 

Gaze Upward .64 .84 Stroke or groom hair .83 .94 

Looks Away quickly .17 .37 Rub hands together .61 .82 

Nose Wrinkling .67 .86 Generally fidget .56 .79 

Left-Right Head 
Movements 

.41 .68 Twisting/fiddling 
finger movements 

.75 .90 

Has a dry mouth .23 .47 Fiddle with objects in 
front of them 

.84 .94 

Twist mouth .58 .80 Uses hand gestures .54 .78 

Lick lips .79 .92 Clamps hands 
together 

.72 .89 

Bite Lips .52 .77 Hands shake Zero 
Variance 

Zero 
Variance 

Smile .51 .75 Tap hands .33 .59 

Touch Mouth .30 .47 Perspire Zero Variance Zero Varianc 

Forward-Backward Head 
Movements 

.51 .76 Change seating 
position 

.57 .80 

Nodding in Agreement .36 .63 Torso movement .45 .71 

Use Hand to Cover any 
part of face 

.22 .46 Leans forward in 
chair 

.28 .53 

Touch face .32 .58 Adjusts clothing .37 .63 
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Cue Single Average Cue Single Average 
Measure Measure Measure Measure 

Unpleasant facial 
expression 

.37 .64 Pleasant facial 
expression 

.52 .77 

Shrugs .66 .85 Twitch/has body 
tremours 

.22 .46 

Compensate for speaking 
gaps with gestures 

.19 .41 Speaks quickly .37 .63 

Nervous laughter .66 .86 Excessively talkative .33 .59 

Speaking errors .52 .77 Prolonged silences .52 .76 

Makes negative 
statements 

.25 .50 Talks in a monotone 
voice 

.48 .74 

Displays warmth toward 
interviewer 

.44 .70 Is animated .36 .63 

Uses verbal fillers .31 .57 Asks questions .54 .78 

Displays enthusiasm .41 .68 

N = 84. Intra-class correlations (ICCs) were calculated for each cue based on the ratings provided by three judges. 
ICCS are based on a two-way random model and were calculated using a consistency definition. 
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Study hypotheses 

Observed Anxiety. The means, standard deviations, and correlations for items pertaining 

to interviewer and interviewee rated anxiety and performance can be found in Table 4. 

Correlational analyses were performed to test the main study hypotheses. First, I tested whether 

McCarthy and Goffin's (2004) finding that interviewer- and interviewee-rated interview anxiety 

(as measured by the MASI composite) exhibited a weak correlation. Contrary to their findings, 

the results indicated that observed anxiety and interviewee-rated anxiety exhibited a significant 

and positive correlation, r(84) = .31,/? = .01 (95% confidence interval [CI] = .10, .54). 

Hypothesis 1 stated that of the five interview anxiety (MASI) dimensions only 

communication anxiety would exhibit a positive and significant correlation with observed 

interview anxiety. The results provided support for Hypothesis 1, indicating that communication 

anxiety was positively and significantly correlated to anxiety as rated by the interviewer, r(84) = 

.41,/? = .00 (95% CI = .22, .66). Moreover, two additional interview anxiety dimensions 

unexpectedly yielded significant and positive correlations to anxiety as rated by the interviewer, 

social anxiety, r(84) = .28, p = .01 (95% CI = .07, .51) and performance anxiety, r(84) = .30, p = 

.01 (95% CI = .09, .53). 

Interview Performance. Hypothesis 2a and 2b stated that interview anxiety (as 

measured by the MASI composite) would negatively correlate with both interviewee- and 

interviewer-rated interview performance. The results indicated that (interviewee-rated) interview 

anxiety correlated negatively with both interview performance as rated by the interviewee, r(84) 

= -.33,p = .00, and interviewer, r(84) = -.23, p = .04. 
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Hypothesis 3 stated that of the five interview anxiety dimensions, communication and 

appearance anxiety would be negatively and significantly related to interviewer-rated interview 

performance. The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 3. Communication anxiety was 

significantly and negatively related to interviewer-rated interview performance, r(84) = -.38,/? = 

.00. However, the results also suggested that appearance anxiety exhibited a non-significant 

correlation, r(84) = -.09, p = .44. Contrary to prediction, interviewer-rated interview performance 

was negatively correlated with social anxiety, r(84) = -.22,p = .05. 
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It was predicted for Hypothesis 4a that all (self-rated) interview anxiety (MASI) 

dimensions would exhibit negative correlations with interviewee-rated interview performance. 

Hypothesis 4b stated that communication anxiety would produce the strongest, negative 

correlation of the five MASI dimensions with interviewee-rated interview performance. The 

results indicated that the following three interview anxiety dimensions yielded significant and 

negative correlations with self-rated interview performance: communication anxiety, r(84) = -

.36,/? = .00, social anxiety, r(84) = -.31,/? = .00, and performance anxiety, r(84) = -.23,/? = .04. 

Hotelling's T-square test was performed to test whether the correlations between communication 

anxiety and interviewee-rated interview performance were stronger than for each of the four 

remaining dimensions. The results indicated that no significant differences emerged (all ^'s < -

1.77). Therefore, there was partial support for Hypothesis 4a and Hypothesis 4b. 

Self-other agreement of interview anxiety. As noted above, behavioural cues were 

subjected to a reliability analysis and only items that produced an inter-rater agreement above .50 

(as indicated by the intra-class correlation coefficient) were retained. The 48 remaining items 

were then correlated with observed anxiety, self-rated anxiety (the MASI composite) as well as 

the five dimensions of interview anxiety. The results indicated that four of the behavioural items 

were significantly correlated with interview anxiety as rated by the interviewer, whereas seven of 

the cues were related to anxiety as rated by the interviewee (MASI composite). Recall earlier 

that, in order for there to be agreement, a cue must correlate with both self and observed anxiety. 

The results indicated that three cues demonstrated strong consensus among the interviewees' and 

interviewers' reports of interview anxiety - tapping hands, displays enthusiasm, and displays 
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warmth to the interviewer (see Table 5 for correlations of anxiety behavioural cues with 

interviewer- and interviewee- rating of anxiety). 

Exploratory Analyses 

After the initial study analyses unfolded, several exploratory questions emerged as a 

result of further consultation with the literature. The following section will briefly describe the 

literature, rationale, and analyses pertaining to each exploratory research question. First, an 

exploratory factor analysis will be described that was performed on the 49 cues listed on the 

behavioural coding tool. Second, gender will be examined as a moderator of the interview 

anxiety-interview performance link. Third, a power polynomial approach will be described that 

was conducted to explore if interview anxiety and interview performance exhibit a curvilinear 

relation. Finally, communication anxiety will be tested as a mediator of two MASI dimensions 

that involve a fear of negative evaluation, social and performance anxiety, and interview 

performance. 
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Table 1 

Correlations of Anxiety Behavioural Cues with Interviewer-rated and Interviewee-rated Anxiety 
(MASI composite) 

Cue r with 
interviewe 

r-rated 
anxiety 

r with 
self-rated 

anxiety 

Raise Eyebrows -.08 .00 

Has Furrowed Brows -.07 .09 

Excessively Blinks -.02 .05 

Gaze Upward .01 -.08 

Gaze Downward .16 .01 

Eye contact -.20 -.17 

Nose Wrinkling -.08 -.13 

Twist mouth .09 -.06 

Lick lips .10 -.01 

Bite Lips .20 -.21 

Smile -.05 .10 

Left-Right Head Movements .10 -.04 

Forward-Backward Head Movements -.20 -.17 

Nodding in agreement -.18 -.17 

Touch face .07 -.04 

Unpleasant facial expression .04 .09 

Pleasant facial expression -.16 -.22* 

Blocks body with arms -.14 .06 

Has closed body position .10 .17 

Touch stomach -.07 -.04 

Torso movement .27* -.03 

Stroke body -.06 .11 

Scratch chin .16 .00 

Scratch ear -.20 -.05 
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Cue r with 
interviewe 

r-rated 
anxiety 

r with 
self-rated 

anxiety 

Scratch forehead -.15 -.04 

Stroke or groom hair .05 -.08 

Rub hands together -.05 .14 

Generally fidget .10 .03 

Twisting finger movements .02 .20 

Fiddle with objects .19 -.08 

Uses hand gestures -.19 -.17 

Clamps hands together .00 .08 

Tap hands -.26* -.24* 

Change seating position .04 -.09 

Leans forward in chair .11 .19 

Adjusts clothing .01 .06 

Shrugs -.13 -.20 

Nervous laughter .06 .08 

Speaking errors .06 .17 

Speaks quickly -.20 -.09 

Excessively talkative -.02 -.01 

Prolonged silences .11 .35** 

Monotone voice .11 .26* 

Makes negative statements .08 .14 

Displays warmth -.29* -.26* 

Uses verbal fillers .02 .07 

Displays enthusiasm -.32** -.38** 

Is animated -.09 -.23* 

Asks questions .13 -.02 

N = 84, CA = communication anxiety, SA = social anxiety, PA = performance anxiety, BA = behavioural anxiety, and AA = 
appearance anxiety *p < .05, **p < .001. 
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Factor Structure of the Behavioural Coding Tool. As indicated by the self-other 

agreement correlations on Table 5, very few cues were valid indicators of interview anxiety, and 

even fewer were correlated with interviewers' ratings of observed anxiety. In order to 

investigate whether composites of several cues together may yield more meaningful information 

about interview anxiety, an exploratory factor analysis was performed. Specifically, an 

exploratory principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted to determine whether there is a 

factor structure underlying the verbal and non-verbal cues on the behavioural coding measure. 

First, all 49 items were entered into the factor analysis using a non-forced entry approach. The 

break in the scree plot, the extracted eigenvalues as well as the percentage of variance accounted 

for indicated that a 6-factor solution best fit the data. As a second check, a parallel analysis was 

performed, which involves reproducing a dataset using a random number generator based on the 

same sample size and variables in the original dataset (Hayton, Allen & Scarpello, 2004). The 

purpose of a parallel analysis is to rule out overestimation of factors extracted that may appear to 

be meaningful due to sampling error (Hayton et al., 2004). According to Hayton et al. (2004), 

parallel analysis is both one of the most accurate, yet most underutilized, methods for 

determining the correct number of factors to retain. The results of the parallel analysis based on 

1000 sample sets of 84 participants suggested that a six-factor structure may be most appropriate. 

A PCA was then performed using a fixed forced-entry approach using 4, 5 and 6 factors, 

and the loadings of items under each factor structure were assessed. Gardiner and Tremblay 

(2005) recommend using a minimum of .30 as a general cutoff for an item to be retained, which 

resulted in the omission of seven items (see Table 6 for factor loadings). The forced entry 

approach using 5 and 6 factors was performed, but they were not selected as the most appropriate 
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factor structures as several of the items were within .05 of each other and did not yield 

meaningful factors structures. Therefore, a four-factor structure was selected as the solution that 

best represented interview anxiety, as it met all criteria and yielded an interpretable factor 

structure. Factor 1 (12 items) represents warm behaviours exhibited by the interviewee, which 

included items such as displaying warmth, enthusiasm, pleasant facial expression, smiling, 

talkative, hand gestures, left to right head movements, and appearing animated. Factor 2(14 

items) represents general fidgeting that appear to include more neutral behaviours such as gaze 

upward, twist mouth, stroke body, scratch forehead, generally fidgets, and adjusts clothing. 

Factor 3(13 items) represents cold behaviours such as verbal fillers, negative statements, bite 

lips, lick lips, and the absence of any nervous laughter and smiling. Finally, Factor 4(10 items) 

represents stage fright behaviours as this factor involved the absence of several behaviours, such 

as eye contact, nodding in agreement, head movement, as well as the presence of other freeze-

up-type behaviours such as prolonged silences. In sum, a four-factor structure (warm, neutral, 

cold, and stage fright) best represents the non-verbal and verbal cues that represent interview 

anxiety. 

In order to examine the extent to which composites, or factors, would produce greater 

agreement, a correlation matrix was computed that included the four factors as well as 

interviewee- and interviewer-rated anxiety. Because a varimax rotation was used to derive a 

simple structure, all factors exhibited zero-order correlations with one another. The correlation 

matrix indicated that two factors were related to self, but not interviewer-rated interview anxiety, 

Factor 1, warm, r(84) = -.24, p = .03, and Factor 4, stage fright, r(84) = .27, p = .01. The 

remaining two factors were not correlated with either self or interviewer-rated interview anxiety. 



Together, these findings suggest that more cues, particularly those related to warmth and 

freezing up, may be indicative of interview anxiety if aggregated with several other related cues. 
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Table 1 

Factor Loadings from Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation of 49 Cues 

Item Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV 

Warmth Neutral Cold Stage Fright 

Raise Eyebrows .36 -.20 .09 -.28 

Has Furrowed Brows .41 -.14 .25 -.04 

Displays warmth 
toward interviewer 

.83 -.01 -.03 -.24 

Displays enthusiasm .83 .09 -.04 -.32 

Pleasant facial 
expression 

.77 .15 -.25 -.03 

Excessively talkative .47 -.17 .16 .25 

Uses hand gestures .49 -.05 .34 -.08 

Smile .54 .24 -.39 .27 

Monotone voice -.58 .20 .07 .28 

Is animated .67 .08 -.11 -.07 

Asks questions .10 .39 -.02 .36 

Nose Wrinkling -.03 -.33 .11 .11 

Stroke or groom hair .00 .52 -.02 -.39 

Gaze Upward .04 .38 -.17 -.12 

Twist mouth -.07 .49 .14 -.39 

Touch face .09 .39 .33 .27 

Tap hands .24 .37 .26 .19 

Has closed body 
position 

-.22 .54 -.18 -.03 

Torso movement .19 .35 .05 .15 

Adjusts clothing -.16 .41 .02 -.09 

Scratch forehead -.01 .54 .04 -.01 
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Item Factor I 

Warmth 

Factor II 

Neutral 

Factor III 

Cold 

Factor IV 

Stage Fright 

Stroke body -.19 .61 -.02 .16 

Generally fidget -.14 .37 -.05 .19 

Change seating 
position 

.08 .46 .10 .08 

Rub hands together -.04 .19 -.47 -.47 

Twisting finger 
movements 

-.04 .04 -.59 .19 

Fiddle with objects 
in front of them 

-.06 -.04 .54 .10 

Lick lips .12 .20 .41 .05 

Bite Lips -.13 .06 .44 -.13 

Clamps hands .02 -.06 -.59 -.15 

Makes negative 
statements 

-.05 .10 .38 .12 

Uses verbal fillers .02 .24 .38 .27 

Nervous laughter .41 .32 -.42 .32 

Speaking errors .16 -.10 .37 .19 

Leans forward in 
chair 

-.08 .02 -.17 .40 

Scratch ear .04 .21 .27 .32 

Scratch chin .10 .17 .35 .46 

Prolonged silences -.13 -.04 -.21 .47 

Eye contact .32 -.14 -.03 -.43 

Left-Right Head 
Movements 

.33 .09 .08 -.34 

Forward-Backward 
Head Movements 

.10 .00 -.02 -.68 

Note. Items in italics were retained. Based on a fixed 4-factor solution. N= 84. 
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Gender x Interview Anxiety Interaction. Previous research has indicated that gender 

tends to interact with both general anxiety (e.g., Egloff & Schmukle, 2004), and situation-

specific forms of anxiety (e.g., test-taking anxiety), such that females experience greater levels of 

anxiety than do males, but actually perform better as a result of engaging in constructive coping 

strategies (McCarthy & Goffin, 2005). Therefore, I tested whether gender and interview anxiety 

(as measured by the MASI composite) interact to predict interviewer-rated interview 

performance. As recommended by Aiken and West (1991), the continuous independent variable, 

interview anxiety, was first centered prior to creating the interaction term for the regression 

equation. The results of the hierarchical regression analysis indicated that gender did not appear 

to moderate the interview anxiety and interview performance relation, F(2, 84) = 1.29,p = .20. 

Additionally, the results indicated that there was neither a main effect for gender, F(2, 84) = 

1.50,/? = .15, or interview anxiety, F(2, 84) = -1.93,/? = .06, when both independent variables 

were entered together in a regression equation. 

Curvilinear Relationship. Exploratory analyses were undertaken to test for the presence 

of a curvilinear relationship between interview anxiety and interview performance. Specifically, 

previous research on situation-specific forms of anxiety (e.g., statistics anxiety) has indicated 

that moderate levels of anxiety is optimal, whereas experiencing too little or too much anxiety 

hinders interview performance (e.g., Wilson & Roland, 2002). In order to test for an inverted U 

relationship, a power polynomial approach was performed through conducting a hierarchical 

regression analysis (Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken (2003). 

Regression equations were performed by including interview anxiety as a predictor 

variable and interview performance as a criterion variable in Step 1. In the second step, the 
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squared term of interview anxiety was entered. As recommended by Cohen et al. (2003), the 

predictor variable, interview anxiety, was group mean centered before calculating the quadratic 

term in order to remove nonessential collinearity and to facilitate ease of interpretation (Aiken & 

West, 1991; Cohen et al., 2003). 

The relation between a predictor and criterion variable can be described as curvilinear 

when the quadratic term entered in the second step produces a significant increment in explained 

variance (AR2; Cohen et al., 2003). The results indicated that a curvilinear relation did not emerge 

when assessing the relation between interview anxiety as rated by either the interviewee, AR2 = 

.01,p = .53, or the interviewer, AR2 = .02, p - .17, with interviewer-rated interview performance. 

Additionally, scatterplots were also created to provide a visual inspection and did not suggest 

that the relation between interview anxiety and performance approximated an inverted U shape. 

Taken together, the results did not indicate that a curvilinear relation exists between interview 

anxiety, as rated by either the interviewee or interviewer, and interview performance. 

Communication anxiety as a mediator. Four multiple regression analyses were 

conducted to determine whether communication anxiety mediates the relation between a) social 

anxiety and interview performance, and b) performance anxiety and interview performance. 

Previous research has found that individuals who are fearful of being negatively evaluated by 

others (e.g., an important component of both social and performance anxiety) experience 

heightened physiological arousal and more apprehension regarding their performance (Booth-

Butterfield & Booth-Butterfield, 1993). Importantly, there is empirical evidence that 

individuals' self-regulation appears to be impacted when experiencing high levels of anxiety, 

hindering their subsequent performance (Kocovski & Endler, 2000; Nordstrom, Hall, & Bartels, 
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1998). This disruption to self-regulation in anxiety-provoking situations has been linked to 

communication impairments (Kocovski & Endler, 2000). Therefore, I tested whether the fear of 

being negatively evaluated during the job interview, such as worrying about having to interact 

with an interviewer (social anxiety) or how one's performance is being evaluated (performance 

anxiety), would interfere with a candidate's ability to generate responses and effectively 

communicate with the interviewer (communication anxiety). Because research evidence 

suggests that communication apprehension is more observable to the interviewer (e.g., Ayres et 

al., 1998, McCarthy & Goffin, 2004), communication anxiety was tested as a mediator of the 

relation between each of the two MASI dimensions (social and performance anxiety) and 

interview performance (as rated by either the interviewer or interviewee). Although appearance 

anxiety also involves a fear of negative evaluation, it is arguably less salient to interviewees 

during the interview as it is less controllable once the interview has commenced. 

The above research provided a compelling rationale to explore whether communication 

anxiety served as a mediator of two relations: 1) the social anxiety-interview performance link, 

and 2) the performance anxiety-interview performance link (see Figure 2 for a diagram of both 

relations). According to Baron and Kenny (1986), three conditions must be met for mediating 

effects: a) the independent variable should significantly correlate with the dependent variable, b) 

the independent variable should significantly correlate with the mediating variable, c) the 

relation between the mediator and the dependent variable should be significant, and d) the 

relation between the independent variable and the dependent variable drops when the mediator is 

added into the equation. Correlations reveal that the first three conditions were met in the 

present study (refer to Table 4). 
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Indirect Relation 

Indirect Relation 

Figure 2. Communication anxiety as a mediator of social and performance anxiety with 
interview performance (as rated by both the interviewer and interviewee). 
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As a first step, interview performance was regressed on the predictor variable, 

performance anxiety. In the second step, the criterion variable, interview performance, was 

regressed on the predictor variable as well as the mediating variable, communication anxiety. 

For evidence of full mediation, the beta coefficients for performance anxiety should become non-

significant when communication anxiety is entered in the second step. Both self-rated and 

interviewer-rated interview performance were entered as criterion variables (separately), yielding 

two regression equations for performance anxiety. The results of the hierarchical regression 

analyses indicated that the beta coefficients for performance anxiety only became non-significant 

for interviewee, but not interviewer-rated, interview performance when communication anxiety 

was entered in Step 2. Beta weight coefficients and R2 values are reported in Table 7 for 

performance anxiety. Communication anxiety mediated the relation between performance 

anxiety and interviewee-rated interview performance; however, communication did not serve as 

a mediator for interview performance as rated by the interviewer. A second test of full mediation 

was conducted using the Sobel Test, which is a test of the change in the beta coefficients from 

step one to step two (Preacher & Hayes, 2004).6 The results indicated that the beta coefficients 

for the significant mediating link yielded a significant change from step one to step two as 

indicated by the Sobel Test. 

The above steps were repeated for examining communication anxiety as a mediator of the 

relation between social anxiety and interview performance (both self-rated and interviewer-rated 

interview performance). Beta weight coefficients and R2 values are reported in Table 8 for social 

anxiety. For social anxiety, the results indicated that the beta coefficient for this variable 

6 The Sobel Test was conducted using an online link (http://people.ku.edu/~preacher/sobel/sobel.htm). 

http://people.ku.edu/~preacher/sobel/sobel.htm


became non-significant for both interviewee- and interviewer-rated interview performance when 

communication anxiety was entered in Step 2. For social anxiety, communication anxiety 

mediated the link with both interviewer-rated and interviewee-rated interview performance. A 

second test of full mediation was conducted using the Sobel Test for both regression equations 

and indicated that the beta yielded a significant change from step one to step two. 

In summary, the results revealed that there was a significant reduction in the relation 

between both predictor variables, social and performance anxiety, and interviewee-rated 

interview performance after controlling for communication anxiety. However, communication 

anxiety only mediated the relation between social anxiety and interviewer-rated interview 

performance. That is, communication anxiety did not appear to mediate the relation between 

performance anxiety and interviewer-rated interview performance. 

As a final check recommended by Mathieu and Taylor (2006), I tested for reverse 

causality between the mediator and each independent variable. Thus, a second regression model 

was evaluated where the order of entry was reversed for communication anxiety and the two 

other dimensions of interview anxiety. The results indicated there was no significant decrease in 

the relation between communication anxiety and interview performance, while controlling for 

performance and social anxiety. Together, the results of the two regression models provided 

moderate support that communication anxiety appears to mediate the relation between the two 

interview anxiety dimensions (social and performance anxiety) and interview performance. 

57 



Table 1 

Communication anxiety as a mediator of the performance anxiety-interview performance link 
multiple regression results 

Order 1: Performance (S) Performance (O) 

Step 1 
Performance anxiety -.23* -.17 
R2 .05 .03 

Performance anxiety .08 .25 
Communication anxiety -4] ** -.56** 
R2 .13 .17 
Adjusted R2 .11 .15 
AR2 .08 .14 

Order 2: Performance (S) Performance (O) 

Step 1 
Communication anxiety -.36** 
R2 .13 .14 

Communication anxiety -.41* -.56** 
Performance anxiety .08 .25 
R2 .13 .17 
Adjusted R2 .11 .15 
AR2 .00 .03 

Note. N = 84. S = self-rated interview performance (interviewee), I = interviewer-rated interview 
performance. All beta coefficients are standardized values. 
* p < .05. **p < .01. ***p<.001. 
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Table 1 

Communication anxiety as a mediator of the social anxiety-interview performance link multiple 
regression results 

Order 1: Performance (S) Performance (O) 

Step 1 
Social anxiety -.31** -.22* 
R2 .10 .05 

Step 2 
Social anxiety -.15 .04 
Communication anxiety -.26* -.41 ** 
R2 .14 .14 
Adjusted R2 .12 .12 
AR2 .04 .10 

Order 2: Performance (S) Performance (O) 

Step 1 
Communication anxiety - 38*** 
R2 .34 .14 

Step 2 
Communication anxiety 32*** -.41** 
Social anxiety 43*** .04 
R2 .46 .14 
Adjusted R2 .45 .12 
A/?2 .12 .00 

Note. N = 84. S = self-rated interview performance (interviewee), I = interviewer-rated interview 
performance. All beta coefficients are standardized values. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Main Findings 

The results of the present study suggest that interviewers are able to detect interview 

anxiety with reasonable accuracy. Specifically, the results demonstrate that three interview 

anxiety dimensions — social, performance, and communication anxiety — may be transparent to 

the interviewer. Therefore, the results suggest that interviewers can perceive more than just 

communication anxiety; they can also detect apprehension associated with interacting (social 

anxiety) and receiving an unfavorable performance rating (performance anxiety). A second 

finding of the present study corroborates previous research (e.g., McCarthy & Goffin, 2004) 

indicating that interview anxiety negatively affects an interviewee's performance in the 

employment interview. That is, interview anxiety (as measured by the MASI composite) 

negatively correlated with interview performance as rated by both the interviewer (r = -.23) and 

interviewee (r = -.33). Moreover, the results of the exploratory analyses, which tested for a 

curvilinear relation between anxiety and performance, suggested that lower levels of interview 

anxiety are optimal and that moderate levels are less advantageous than the broader anxiety-

performance literature suggests (e.g., Wilson & Roland, 2002). Thus, there is evidence that 

interview anxiety is somewhat observable to interviewers, and that this information, whether 

consciously or not, negatively influences their subsequent ratings of interview performance. 
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The results indicated that the behavioural cues overall exhibited little agreement between 

the interviewer and interviewee (see Figure 3 for cues that were significantly related to 

interviewer and/or interviewee ratings of interview anxiety). The study findings indicated that 

three cues - tapping hands, displays enthusiasm, and warmth - were related to interview anxiety 

as rated by both the interviewer and interviewee. Specifically, anxious interviewees may engage 

in some overt behaviours (e.g., tapping hands) and fail to engage in other behaviours (e.g., low 

level of enthusiasm and warmth) that are detected by interviewers. This study finding converges 

with earlier research on communication apprehension and emerging research on interview 

apprehension, which suggests that individuals who are anxious (vs. non-anxious) in the 

employment interview are less expressive, more rigid, restrict their verbal output, and display 

overall less involved behaviour (Ayres et al., 1998; Burgoon, Pfau, Birk, & Manusov, 1987; 

Sieverding et al., 2009). 
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Figure 3. An application of the Brunswik lens model that depicts the cues that significantly related to interviewer 
and/or interviewee ratings of interview anxiety 
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However, what was particularly fascinating is that several behaviours that were related to the 

MASI composite (e.g., anxiety as rated by the interviewee) were not related to the interviewers' 

ratings of apprehension. That is, several behaviours that anxious interviewees exhibited - such as 

prolonged silences, speaking in a monotone voice, producing an unpleasant facial expression — 

were not associated with interviewers' ratings of interviewee anxiety. Therefore, the results 

suggest that there exists a disparity between several cues and behaviours that anxious 

interviewees exhibit and the extent to which each of those cues influence interviewers' 

perceptions of anxiety. Nonetheless, there is agreement that warmth and enthusiasm, two 

important predictors of interview performance (Cox and Schlueter (1989), as cited in Ayres et 

al., 1998; Levine & Feldman, 2002), are absent in anxious interviewees and this is detected as 

apprehension by interviewers. The results also indicated that tapping hands was negatively and 

significantly related to both interviewer- and interviewee-ratings of interview anxiety. 

Therefore, based on my research findings, anxious (as well as non-anxious) interviewees should 

be conscious of their warmth and enthusiasm they convey to interviewers as well as the extent to 

which they tap their hands. 

An important contribution of the present study is that the results provided evidence that 

communication anxiety may be more transparent and salient to the interviewer than are the other 

forms of interview anxiety. Consistent with prediction, the results indicated that communication 

anxiety (self-reported) was most strongly correlated, of the five MASI dimensions, to observed 

(interviewer-rated) interview anxiety. This finding may imply that interviewees who experience 

difficulty with, and apprehension about, communicating in the job interview are noticeably more 

anxious than individuals with either behavioural, social, appearance or performance anxiety. 



Importantly, communication anxiety was also most strongly correlated to interviewee- and 

interviewer-rated interview performance of the five MASI dimensions. Though Hotelling's T-

square test could not corroborate that the relation between communication anxiety and interview 

performance was significantly different than the four other dimensions, this is likely to be a 

result of the power afforded by the sample size in this study. Moreover, communication anxiety 

was most strongly and positively related to candidates who reported experiencing a "high degree 

of apprehension" on a single-item measure designed to assess anxiety overall. Therefore, the 

findings support the notion that high levels of interview apprehension are accompanied by 

difficulties associated with communication anxiety. Importantly, these findings have further 

implications, as individuals with communication anxiety, over any other MASI dimension, were 

ranked (by interviewers) as least qualified and attractive as job candidates as well as were rated 

as least likely to be "offered" the job. 

The study findings also suggest that communication anxiety may explain why individuals 

with high (vs. low) levels of performance and social anxiety receive significantly lower interview 

performance ratings. Hierarchical regression analyses provided evidence that communication 

anxiety may mediate the relation between each of the two interview anxiety dimensions (social 

and performance anxiety) and interview performance. Specifically, communication anxiety 

served as a mediator for the relation between social anxiety and interview performance (as rated 

by either the interviewer or interviewee). The results provided partial support that 

communication anxiety served as a mediator in the performance anxiety-interview performance 

relation; while communication mediated the link for interviewee-rated interview performance, it 

did not drive the relation when performance as rated by the interviewer was entered as a 

64 



criterion. Taken together, the findings of the present study provide moderate support for 

previous research based on Anxiety-Uncertainty Management (AUM) theory, which suggests 

that anxiety seems to have a detrimental effect on an individual's ability to communicate, 

especially in situations where individuals feel pressure to meet certain expectations (Gudykunst 

& Nishida, 2001). Moreover, congruent with research conducted by Kocovski and Endler 

(2000), the findings indicated that fear of negative evaluation leads to increased apprehension 

and an inability to effectively communicate. Ultimately, in the present study, and in other 

interview anxiety studies (e.g., McCarthy & Goffin, 2004), the inability to effectively 

communicate significantly impedes interview performance and lowers job prospects. 

Implications for Research and Practice 

The study results provide preliminary evidence that social and performance anxiety may 

hinder interviewees' communication effectiveness, which inevitably impairs their interview 

performance. Despite this contribution to the interview anxiety literature, it still remains unclear 

why those who are fearful of receiving an unfavourable rating (both in terms of performance and 

socially) experience communication difficulties as a result. Previous research (e.g., Kocovski & 

Endler, 2000; Nordstrom, Hall & Bartels, 1998), however, provides a compelling reason to 

suggest that self-regulation may be at the heart of this impairment. Nordstrom et al. (1998) 

introduced the notion that the employment interview is a high-stress situation that places 

significant cognitive and attentional demands on job candidates, which may impair their ability 

to manage their impression. 

The proposition that the job interview places a significant cognitive load on the 

interviewee is supported by research findings indicating that stress in the job interview (e.g., fear 
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of negative evaluation) causes anxiety, which interferes with one's ability to effectively 

communicate (Kocovski & Endler, 2000). Because dealing with social and performance anxiety 

appear to be cognitively-demanding processes, it was proposed that these two interview anxiety 

dimensions require significant self-regulation, which results in communication impairments7. 

Though the present study provides preliminary evidence, future research is required to ascertain 

whether performance and social anxiety cause interviewees to experience added stress regarding 

their communication ability, or whether communication impairment is simply a physical 

manifestation of these forms of anxiety. In other words, more research is needed to determine 

whether communication anxiety is primarily a behavioural or cognitive process, or both. 

The current findings have important implications for interviewees, regardless of whether 

they experience apprehension or not in the job interview. The results suggest that each 

behaviour or cue in isolation may not signal anxiety to an interviewer, but how these cues 

interact to influence the warmth and level of enthusiasm interviewees display may be more 

important. For example, it is well-established in the job interview literature that individuals who 

display more eye contact, smile more, nod in agreement, and use appropriate hand gestures are 

rated more favourably among interviewers (Forbes & Jackson, 1980; Rasmussen, 1984). The 

results suggest that the absence of these cues (e.g., eye contact, smiling) in isolation may not 

signal anxiety; however, as demonstrated by the exploratory factor analysis, these findings do 

not preclude the fact that lower frequencies of these cues together may cause the interviewee to 

be perceived as less warm and enthusiastic. The results of the exploratory factor analysis 

7 According to Karoly (1993), self-regulation are..."those processes, internal and/or transactional, that enable an 
individual to guide his/her goal-directed activities over time and across changing circumstances" (p. 25). Regulation 
requires monitoring thought, affect, behaviours or attention through controlled or automatic processing (Karoly, 
1993). Research has demonstrated that significant monitoring of one's behaviours or thoughts requires considerable 
effort, which depletes one's cognitive resources and subsequently, impedes performance (Kunda, 1990), 
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provided evidence that a composite of cues, particularly those related to warmth or stage fright 

(e.g., freezing-up) in the interview, may yield more meaningful information about the verbal and 

non-verbal cues that anxious interviewees engage in. Therefore, the current findings provide 

preliminary evidence that interviewees should worry less about their "nervous tics", and should 

focus more on how their nerves affect their ability to be perceived as warm and enthusiastic in 

the job interview. 

In terms of practice, the current results may highlight behaviours that should be targeted 

in the development of interview anxiety interventions, or employment interview training 

programs. For example, the results may be useful to inform current coaching and interview 

training programs that seek to assist interviewees in improving their use of impression 

management tactics (referred to as peripheral-oriented programs) as well as their ability to 

convey content and their qualifications accurately in the job interview (referred to as focus and 

conveyance-oriented programs; Maurer, Solamon & Lippstreu, 2008). 

More specifically, focus and conveyance-oriented programs help the interviewees to 

reduce irrelevant variance that may hinder their interview performance (e.g., problems associated 

with confidence, anxiety, unfamiliarity with format and setting), whereas peripheral-oriented 

programs assist the interviewee with becoming cognizant of interview-appropriate behaviours 

that are less central to core job requirements (e.g., dressing in a certain manner, the hand shake, 

non-verbal behaviours; Maurer et al., 2008). The results of the present study would be 

advantageous to inform both types of training programs. Specifically, these findings illuminate 

the interrelatedness of anxiety and the ability to speak to one's qualifications, as well as reinforce 

the importance of developing non-verbal and verbal skills that communicate enthusiasm and 
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warmth during the job interview (e.g., smiling, pleasant facial expression, animated). In order to 

truly understand the source of interview anxiety and how it can be reduced, it is important that 

future research investigate cognitive and behavioural techniques that might, for example, induce 

relaxation or reduce anxiety prior to, and during, the job interview. 

Future Research and Limitations 

As with any investigation, there are a number of limitations that should be acknowledged. 

First, only one interview performance rating was obtained for each interviewee. Although 

interviewers rated interviewees using a RPM scale, which tends to yield more reliable and valid 

ratings than conventional rating approaches (Goffin et al., 1996; Goffin et al., 2009), it is 

conceivable that interviewers used different benchmarks for what they considered to be "average 

interview performance" (a score of 50 on the RPM scale). Furthermore, interviewers varied in 

their mock interview experience, with interviewers having conducted anywhere from zero to 

over 20 interviews prior to their participation in the study. Therefore, it is conceivable that 

interviewers with less interviewing experience would not have had an informed representation of 

what average performance constitutes, or how each candidate performed relative to others. 

However, it should be noted that all but one interviewer viewed and rated each mock interview 

they conducted for the present study a second time. It came to the researchers' attention that 

some interviewers were not using the scale as intended (e.g., that 50 indicates average 

performance and not poor interview performance). Interviewers were informed to change their 

ratings of anxiety or performance only if they had used the scale incorrectly or had an inaccurate 

perception of what constituted average interview performance or anxiety at the time of the 

interview. Nonetheless, future research on interview anxiety and performance might benefit 



from having several interviewers rate each interview in order to increase the reliability and 

validity of the rating, especially if interviewers have limited interviewing experience. 

A second important limitation of the present study is that the mock interviews were 

conducted with undergraduate students, and therefore were not conducted with real job 

applicants applying for real job interviews. For example, it is possible that interviewees may 

have regarded the mock interview more as a learning experience rather than as a job interview 

where the stakes are arguably higher. Although interviewees were required to complete the mock 

interview as part of their course credit, the results indicated that 96% of interviewees reported 

that their performance in the mock interview was at least slightly typical of their performance in 

a real job interview. Moreover, interviewees completed their mock interviews based on a real 

position available through the Co-op and Career Services Centre. According to the course 

instructor, most co-op students choose a position they are interested in applying to for their mock 

interview and many do pursue that position at the end of the semester. Therefore, there is 

evidence to suggest that co-op students do take the interview seriously and would experience 

interview apprehension that is comparable to a real job interview. In fact, as noted earlier, both 

the means and variances of interview anxiety (as measured by the MASI composite and 

dimensions) in the present study are nearly identical to those reported in McCarthy and Goffin's 

(2004) study 2 findings, which involved actual interviews. Nonetheless, a small percentage of 

interviewees reported never having had a job interview (7%) and therefore some caution should 

be used when interpreting these results. Lastly, interviewers may have evaluated the interviewees 

somewhat differently than would an actual recruiter or potential supervisor who must determine 

whether the candidate is suitable and truly qualified for the job. Therefore, for numerous 



reasons, it would be beneficial for future research to obtain a real and somewhat experienced 

sample of job applicants to ensure that findings in the present study are both representative and 

generalizable. 

Another important limitation of the present study is that several cues yielded low inter-

rater agreement and were quite variable. As noted earlier, cues that yielded ICCs below .50 were 

dropped from further analysis, which resulted in the omission of 11 cues. This may be because 

the present study did not provide raters with specific instructions on how to score each cue. 

Raters were instructed to make a judgment for each cue regarding whether it would make more 

sense to rate the cue based on either the number of times or the proportion of the time 

interviewees displayed the behaviour. Although the raters and interviewers reviewed many 

examples together, it is possible that raters differed in how they ultimately arrived at their 

ratings. Several studies examining non-verbal and verbal behaviours include specific 

instructions about how to calculate scores for each cue. For example, talk time has been 

measured by, "the total number of seconds an interviewee talked, as determined by using a 

stopwatch, and dividing that number by the total length of the interview" (Ayres et al., 1998, p. 

13). Therefore, the integration of more explicit instructions for each cue may yield higher 

reliability in future investigations. Finally, for less visible cues (e.g., heart rate), future research 

should consider including physiological indices in behavioural and non-behavioural ratings of 

interview anxiety. Specifically, because communication apprehension appears to be observable 

or salient to the interviewer, it would be worthwhile for future studies to include auditory cues 

that are increasingly being measured in the context of employment interviews (e.g., pitch and 

amplitude variability, speech rate; DeGroot & Motowidlo, 1999; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). 



Given the impact of communication apprehension on interviewers' ratings of observed 

anxiety and interview performance, it is surprising that verbal cues such as speaking errors, 

verbal fillers, speaking quickly, and nervous laughter were neither exhibited by anxious 

interviewees nor misinterpreted as anxiety by interviewers. However, two verbal cues, prolonged 

silences and speaking in a monotone voice, were exhibited by anxious interviewees, but were not 

detected by the interviewer. Although it is counter-intuitive, perhaps a significant part of 

communication anxiety is represented by non-verbal cues. This proposition is supported by the 

findings of the present study which indicated that both warmth and enthusiasm, two cues that 

arguably have a non-verbal component, were negatively related to communication anxiety. The 

importance of non-verbal cues in influencing interviewers' judgments of performance in the job 

interview is supported by previous research (e.g., Goldberg & Cohen, 2004) indicating that non-

verbal cues are a stronger predictor of overall interview assessment than are verbal cues. 

Moreover, perhaps through integrating more auditory and physiological indices (as described 

above), a greater number of verbal cues may be related to communication apprehension and 

interview anxiety more generally than was obtained in the present study. 

Another potential limitation of this study is that the anxiety-related behaviours and cues 

were perhaps too micro and isolated to capture how these relate to interviewee-rated and 

observed anxiety. The current findings indicated that very few cues were valid indicators of 

interview anxiety. Previous research (e.g., Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993) has suggested that 

broader molar ("macro") cues (e.g., accepting, likable, attentive) yield greater judgmental 

accuracy and more useful information than do molecular ("micro") cues such as those measured 

in the present study (e.g., gaze down, lean forward, scratch chin). However, micro level cues 
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were measured in the present study as they are more precise and objective than macro level cues, 

which yield fuzzier and vaguer information about what is driving these perceptions (Ambady & 

Rosenthal, 1993). Future research should attempt to obtain both types of information as well as 

consider combining cues to form a composite of molecular cues. As discussed earlier, and 

supported by the exploratory factor analysis, eye contact in isolation may be insufficient as an 

indicator or anxiety, but that it may be identified as an important indicator when accompanied by 

other cues. Several organizational researchers have developed composites of visual and vocal 

cues to examine how each relates to interviewers' judgments of interview performance and 

personality attributions (DeGroot & Motowidlo, 1999; DeGroot & Gooty, 2009), and even job 

performance (Burnett & Motowidlo, 1998). Through aggregating or weighting cues in a 

composite, researchers may be able to ascertain how behaviours exhibited by anxious 

interviewees are related to interview performance indices as well as other personality attributions 

that may influence interviewers' perceptions of person-job fit (DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). 

Future research should not only ascertain how anxious behaviour is perceived by 

interviewers, but it is also important to determine how interviewee anxiety and interviewer 

perceptions of anxiety may change depending on the interview structure. Given the variability of 

interviews that organizations employ, future research should investigate whether the impact of 

interview anxiety on interview performance scores changes as a function of the type of 

interview. One of the most well-established findings in the organizational literature is that 

structured interviews, whether situational or behavioural, reduce measurement error (Conway, 

Jako, & Goodman, 1995) and therefore increase predictive validity (Campion, Palmer, & 

Campion, 1997; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt & Maurer, 1994; Motowidlo et al., 1992; Wiesner 
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& Cronshaw, 1988). The mock job interview in the present study contained semi-structured 

questions due to the constraints placed upon the study design (e.g., lack of flexibility in changing 

Co-op and Career Services existing mock interview structure and process). The questions 

contained both open-ended, general questions as well as more specific and structured questions 

that required interviewees to describe a situation and how it was handled. Unlike in many 

structured interviews, the interviewers in the present study were not required to rate the 

interviewees' response following every question to arrive at an aggregated score. Rather, they 

provided an overall rating of performance using the RPM, a well-established tool for assessing 

job candidates (Goffin et al., 2009). 

It would be worthwhile for future research to examine if the amount of variance in 

interview performance accounted for by interview anxiety differs depending on the type of 

interview. Specifically, because structured interviews and rating approaches yield more reliable 

and valid ratings, future research should investigate whether they are less influenced by anxious 

behaviours and responses. Indeed, extant research findings have demonstrated that structured 

interviews are less impacted by impression management strategies, or self-presentation tactics, 

than are unstructured interviews (Barrick, Shaffer & DeGrassi, 2009). Though little research has 

examined the influence of interview anxiety on interviewers' performance ratings, unpublished 

research conducted by McCarthy and Saks (2008) provided evidence that structured (vs. 

unstructured) interviews do not impact the level of apprehension experienced by job candidates. 

Therefore, levels of interview anxiety may not differ in a structured interview, but the possibility 

that apprehension differentially affects ratings of interview performance in structured interviews 

has yet to be examined. 
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Finally, the present study cannot ascertain whether interview anxiety impedes on or 

enhances the predictive validity of the job interview. As pointed out by McCarthy and Goffin 

(2004), it is paramount that future research examine whether interview anxiety adds incremental 

variance or introduces irrelevant variance into the prediction of job performance. For example, if 

interview anxiety is unrelated to job performance, the next step may be to help interviewers set 

aside their biases associated with interview anxiety and engage in more rapport building with 

interviewees, which is associated with lower candidate apprehension levels (McCarthy & Saks, 

2008). However, if interview anxiety does predict success on the job, future research might 

assist interviewers in accurately detecting anxiety experienced by applicants in the employment 

interview. Therefore, the implications my research findings have for interviewers is largely 

contingent upon how interview anxiety relates to job performance. Regardless, the current 

findings illuminate both verbal and non-verbal behaviours that interviewers and interviewees 

should be cognizant of in the job interview. Importantly, for interviewees, these findings 

indicate that communication anxiety appears to play an important role in communicating 

interview apprehension to interviewers and in determining the interview performance, and 

ultimately fate, of a job applicant in the employment interview. 

Summary 

In summary, my research findings suggest that interview anxiety is associated with lower 

interview performance ratings, and is reasonably transparent to interviewers. It appears that 

there is something special about communication anxiety in how it relates to interviewees' 

experience and interviewers' perceptions of interview apprehension. Further, the exploratory 

analyses suggested that communication anxiety may be instrumental in mediating the relation 
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between two other MASI dimensions — social and performance anxiety — and interview 

performance. The Brunswik (1956) Lens Model was used to examine the agreement among 

interviewees and interviewers with respect to candidate behaviours that convey apprehension and 

suggested that warmth and enthusiasm particularly may be compromised when interviewees are 

anxious. Importantly, this study put forth a behavioural measure to assess cues that may be 

indicative of interview anxiety and are particularly observable to interviewers. It is hoped that 

this research will serve as an important stepping stone to advance our understanding about how 

interview anxiety can assist both interviewers and interviewees in the selection process. 
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Appendix A Letter of Information - Interviewers 

Letter of Information - Interviewers 
OlAKt®® lJ Vt®, 
lM9BKOViN>;:i ; . 

Title of Project: Impression Management in Job Interviews 

Investigators'. Amanda Feiler; Dept. of Psychology; afeiler@uoguelph.ca; 
Dr. Deborah Powell, Dept. of Psychology, dpowell@uoguelph.ca 519-824-4120 

ext. 52167 

Purpose of the Research 
• The purpose of this research is to study how interviewers make judgments about 

candidates in job interviews. 

Procedure 
• Participation as an interviewer in this study requires you to conduct the mock interview 

with interviewees assigned to you through Co-op and Career Services. This study would 
require approximately five additional minutes of your time for each interview. 

• In this study you will be asked to: 
• Name study envelopes and interview footage to corresponding participant ID# 
• Rate the interviewees' performance and apprehension ("interview anxiety") in the 

mock interview using two short rating forms (6 questions total) 
• As a normal part of the mock interview process, you will be asked to record the 

interview. The interviewees' videotaped interview may be viewed by 3 trained 
undergraduate students, and your voice will be recorded as part of the video footage. 

• In order to ensure consistency and ethical practices are adhered to, you will be asked to 
attend a 30-45 minute seminar that covers, in detail, the study procedure and what will be 
asked of you as a participant in this research project. 

• As noted above, you will be asked to complete three questionnaires, including: 

(i) An interview anxiety rating form (< 1 minute/mock interview) 

Sample item: 

On a scale from 0-100 (a score of 50 represents average anxiety), please indicate the applicant's level of 
anxiety in the mock job interview. 

(0 = very low anxiety; 100= very high 
anxiety) 

(ii) An interview performance rating form (< 1 minute/mock interview) 

Sample item: 
On a scale from 0-100 (a score of 50 represents average performance), please indicate the applicant's 
performance in the mock job interview. 
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(0 = very poor performance; 100= exceptional 
performance) 

(iii) A demographic questionnaire (5 minutes - one-time only) 

Sample item 

Approximately, how many mock interviews have you conducted? 

• In total, this study should take approximately 5 minutes to complete (over and above the 
usual time required for the mock interview itself) 

Confidentiality 
The responses and information you provide will be kept confidential and used for research 
purposes only. Your name will not be associated in any way with the information you provide; 
both your data and your interviewees' responses will be recorded by participant number only. 
This form, which you will be asked to sign if you consent to participate, will be kept separately 
from any other information you provide. At any point during the data collection process, you 
may choose to withdraw from the study by asking the researcher. 

Compensation 
• As a thank you for participating in this research, we would like to provide you with $5 in 

University of Guelph hospitality services gift cards for each interview you conduct that is 
part of this study. You will be provided with the gift card at the end of the project. For 
example, if you conduct 5 interviews with interviewees who are part of this study, you 
will receive one gift card for $25. 

Risks and Discomforts 
• There are no expected risks or discomforts associated with participation in this study. 

Participation in this study is voluntary 
• Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw 

from the study and have your video footage destroyed at any time. You may also decline 
to answer any question(s). 

Feedback 
• You will receive a written debriefing form at the end of the study, and you will have a 

chance to ask questions about the study. Please send all questions pertaining to the study 
and your participation to the researcher (Amanda Feiler - afeiler@uoguelph.ca). 

All information collected during this study will be kept in a locked filing cabinet in a locked 
office, and will be destroyed in 7 years. This research has been reviewed and received clearance 
from the University of Guelph Research Ethics Board. If you have any questions or concerns 
about the study, you may contact S. Auld, University of Guelph Research Ethics Officer, (519) 
824-4120 ext. 56606, sauld@uoguelph.ca 
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Appendix B Informed Consent - Interviewer 

Impression Management in Job Interviews 

Consent Statement 

I have read the Letter of Information for this study. I have been given the opportunity to discuss 
the study and my questions have been answered to my satisfaction. By signing this consent form, 
I hereby consent to take part in this study. 

Interviewer: 
Print Name: Signature Date 

Researcher: 
Print Name: Signature Date 
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Appendix C Demographic Questionnaire - Interviewers 

Impression Management in Job Interviews Study 

: OtAN'tif-sa:; JUfwsi iMfKWIKe 

Demographic Information 

1) Gender: male female 
2) Age: 
3) What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

• Less than high school 
• High School 
• Some College 
• College Degree 
• Undergraduate University Degree 
• Master's Degree 

4) Please indicate your ethnicity below: 
• Caucasian 
• African American 
• Hispanic 
• Native American 
• Asian/Pacific Islander 
• Other race: 

5) Approximately, how many mock job interviews have you conducted: 
In the last year? 
In the last five years? 

6) Approximately, how many previous employment interviews have you had over your 
lifespan? (Please circle) 

None 1-5 6-10 10-20 20+ 

7) In your opinion, what is the thing individuals struggle most with during the mock 
interview? (e.g., failing to answer questions, relaxing, lack of preparation) 
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Appendix D Letter of Information - Interviewees 

Letter of Information - Interviewees 

CijjtiwisN© l#v>»i 
iMi-WNTVirvfi 1.1 f-r, • 

Title of Project: Impression Management in Job Interviews 

Investigators: 
Amanda Feiler; Department of Psychology; afeiler@,uoguelph.ca; 519-824-4120 
Dr. Deborah Powell, Department of Psychology; dpowell@uoguelph.ca; 519-824-4120 ext 
52167 

Purpose of the Research 
• The purpose of this research is to study how interviewers make judgments about 

candidates in job interviews. 

Procedure 
• Participation as an interviewee in this study requires you to conduct the mock interview 

with your assigned interviewer as a regular (or added) part of your program, but requires 
approximately ten to fifteen additional minutes of your time. 

• In this study you will be asked to rate your level of comfort in employment interviews 
and to rate your overall interview performance. In addition, you will be asked to complete 
a short general questionnaire regarding demographic information (e.g., gender), your 
interpersonal style, as well as your interview experience. 

• As a normal part of the mock interview, your responses will be recorded and saved. Your 
interview footage may be viewed by 3 trained undergraduate students. 

• Your interviewer has completed training on the ethical practices and protocol involved in 
this study and will not disclose any information you share as part of their contractual 
obligation to Co-op and Career Services and the researchers in this study. 

• As noted above, you will be asked to complete four questionnaires, including: 

(iv) An interview anxiety rating form (30 questions; 4-5 minutes) 

Sample item: 
I worry that my job interview performance will be lower than that of other applicants. 

(1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly 
agree) 

(v) An interview performance rating form (3 questions; 1-2 minutes) 

Sample item: 
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How would you describe your level of performance in the job interview you just had? 
(1 = very poor ; 5= excellent) 

(vi) A demographic questionnaire (1-2 minutes) 
Sample item 

Approximately, how many previous employment interviews have you had over your lifespan? 

(vii) An interpersonal style questionnaire (60 questions; 4-5 minutes) 
(1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) 

Sample item 

I rarely express my opinion in group meetings 

• In total, this study should take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete (over and 
above the usual time required for the mock interview itself). 

Confidentiality 
The responses and information you provide will be kept confidential and used for research 
purposes only. Your name will not be associated in any way with the information you provide; 
your data and responses will be recorded by participant number only. This form, which you will 
be asked to sign if you consent to participate, will be kept separately from any other information 
you provide. At any point during the data collection process, you may choose to withdraw from 
the study by asking the researcher. 

There is a risk that you as an interviewee may be identifiable to either the researcher and/or 
raters in this study. In order to preserve confidentiality, there are precautionary steps that 
will be taken. The researcher and raters are required to pass a "freeze-framing test", which 
essentially requires them to view still-shots of all participants. If they know any individual(s) 
in any capacity, they are not permitted to view that videotape(s). Three undergraduate 
students who serve as the raters must attend a mandatory training session that will cover the 
confidentiality procedures involved with this study. In the event that both the researchers 
and the raters are familiar with any interviewee, their footage and responses will be 
discarded. 

Compensation 
• You will receive a $10 gift card for your participation. If you choose to withdraw after 

the interview has started, you will still receive the gift card. In addition, you will receive 
a copy of the aggregated research results at the closing of the study that may be useful for 
preparation purposes in future job or mock interviews. 

Risks and Discomforts 
• There is a social risk that you as an interviewee may be identifiable; please see in the 

"confidentiality" section above how we intend on circumventing this problem. 
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There is a risk that you may uncomfortable about your interview performance; although 
we don't expect this will be the case, please note that you do have the right to have your 
video footage terminated if you wish at the end of the mock interview. 

Participation in this study is voluntary 
• Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw 

from the study and have the research copy of your video footage destroyed at any time. 
You may also decline to answer any question(s). 

Feedback 
• You will receive a written debriefing form at the end of the study, and you will have a 

chance to ask questions about the study. 

All information collected during this study will be kept in a locked filing cabinet in a locked 
office, and will be destroyed in 7 years. This research has been reviewed and received clearance 
by the University of Guelph Research Ethics Board. If you have any questions or concerns about 
the study, you may contact S. Auld, University of Guelph Research Ethics Officer, (519) 824-
4120 ext. 56606, sauld@uoguelph.ca 
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Impression Management in Job Interviews 

Appendix E Informed Consent - Interviewee 

Cwjwcsmg lavBS'. : ilMUMBCWJWKB'to' 

Consent Statement 

I have read the Letter of Information for this study. I have been given the opportunity to discuss 
the study and my questions have been answered to my satisfaction. By signing this consent form, 
I hereby consent to take part in this study. If you are interested in participating in a follow-up 
study and/or would like a copy of the research findings, please indicate below. 

Interviewee: 
Print Name: Signature Date 

• Yes, I would like a copy of the results 
Email: 

• Yes, I would like to be contacted for a follow-up study 
Tel: 

Researcher: 
Print Name: Signature Date 
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Appendix F Debriefing Form - Interviewee 
Impression Management in Joh Interviews 

Thank you for your participation! Your ratings of personality, apprehension, and interview 
performance you provided us will be compared to your interviewer's perceptions of these 
ratings. In addition, your responses in the mock interview will be used to determine which cues 
interviewers focus on and how they use those cues to make hiring decisions. The goals of this 
study are to determine which factors influence interviewer's perceptions of anxiety and 
performance in a job interview. 

Your responses from the following measures will be used to examine this research question: 

• "Interview anxiety" (a measure of apprehension and anxiety experienced by candidates in 
job interviews) 

• Interview performance (self-rating of performance in the mock interview) 
• Interpersonal Style (measure of various personality traits, such as extraversion) 

* All of these measures will be correlated with your interviewer's ratings of anxiety and 
interview performance. 

Thank you very much for your participation. Your information will contribute to some 
innovative employment interview research. Should you have any general questions about the 
study or would like to withdraw from the study, please do not hesitate to contact the researchers: 

Amanda Feiler afeiler@uoguelph.ca Dr. Deborah Powell dpowell@uoguelph.ca 
519-824-4120 519-824-4120 ext 52167 

If you have any questions or ethical concerns about the study, you may contact S. Auld, 
University of Guelph Research Ethics Officer, (519) 824-4120 ext. 56606, sauld@uoguelph.ca 

Below, I have provided some references to journal articles about interview anxiety and 
personality ratings in employment interview settings, in case you would like to learn more about 
our study. 

References 

Barrick, M. R., Patton, G. K., & Haugland, S. N. (2000). Accuracy of interviewer judgments of 

job applicant personality traits. Personnel Psychology, 53, 925-951. 

McCarthy, J., & Goffin, R. (2004). Measuring job interview anxiety: Beyond weak knees and 

sweaty palms. Personnel Psychology, 57, 607-637. 
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Appendix G Debriefing Form - Interviewers 
Impression Management in Job Interviews 

CiMAN£«J?«i ÎVStS 

Thank you for your participation! The ratings of apprehension and interview performance you 
provided will be compared to your interviewees' perceptions of these ratings. 

Your interviewees' responses in the mock interview will be used to determine which anxiety 
behavioural cues interviewers focus on and how they use those cues to make hiring decisions. 

The goal of this study is to determine how apprehension experienced by job candidates in the 
employment interview influences interviewer's perceptions of interview performance. 

Your responses from the following measures will be used for data analytic purposes: 

• "Interview anxiety" (a rating of apprehension and anxiety you perceived by your clients 
in the mock interviews) 

• Interview performance (rating of clients' performance in the mock interview) 

* All of these measures will be correlated with your interviewees' ratings of anxiety and 
interview performance as well as their responses on a personality inventory. 

Thank you very much for your participation. Your information will contribute to some 
innovative employment interview research. Should you have any general questions about the 
study, please do not hesitate to contact the researchers listed below: 

Amanda Feiler afeiler@,uoguelph.ca Dr. Deborah Powell dpowell@uoguelph.ca 
519-824-4120 519-824-4120 ext 52167 

If you have any questions or ethical concerns about the study, you may contact S. Auld, 
University of Guelph Research Ethics Officer, (519) 824-4120 ext. 56606, sauld@uoguelph.ca 

Below, I have provided some references to journal articles about interview anxiety, in case you 
would like to learn more about our study. 

References 

Barrick, M. R., Patton, G. K., & Haugland, S. N. (2000). Accuracy of interviewer judgments of 

job applicant personality traits. Personnel Psychology, 53, 925-951. 

McCarthy, J., & Goffin, R. (2004). Measuring job interview anxiety: Beyond weak knees and 

sweaty palms. Personnel Psychology, 57, 607-63. 
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Appendix H MASI Survey 

The following section asks several questions regarding your emotions, behaviour, and 
performance in the mock job interview you just completed. Please answer each question by 
circling the response that best describes your level of agreement with the statement. 

1. I became so apprehensive in the interview that I was unable to express my thoughts clearly. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

2. I got so anxious while taking the interview that I had trouble answering questions that I 
know. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

3. During the interview, I couldn't think of a thing to say. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

4. I feel that my verbal communication skills are strong. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

5. During the interview I found it hard to understand what the interviewer was asking me. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

6. I found it easy to communicate my personal accomplishments during the mock job 
interview. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

7. I felt very uneasy about my appearance when I was being interviewed. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

8. Before the interview I felt so nervous that I spent an excessive amount of time on my 
appearance. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

9. In the interview, I worried that the interview would focus on what I consider to be my least 
attractive physical features. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

10. If I did not look my absolute best in the interview, I would find it very hard to be relaxed. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

11.1 felt uneasy that my hair did not look perfect when I walked into the interview. 
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Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

12. During the interview, I worried about whether I had dressed appropriately. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

13. While taking the interview, I became concerned that the interviewer would perceive me as 
socially awkward. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

14.1 became very uptight about having to socially interact with my interviewer. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

15.1 got afraid about what kind of personal impression I was making on the interviewer. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

16. During the interview, I worried that my actions would not be considered socially 
appropriate. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

17.1 worried about whether the interviewer would like me as a person. Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

18. When meeting the interviewer, I worried that my handshake would not be correct. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

19. In the interview, I got very nervous about whether my performance was good enough. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

20.1 was overwhelmed by thoughts of doing poorly when I was in the interview. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

21. I worried that my interview performance would be lower than that of other applicants. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

22. During the mock interview, I worried about what would happen if I received a low 
interview performance rating. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

23. While taking the interview, I worried about whether I would be viewed as a good candidate 
for the job. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
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24. During the interview, my hands shook. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

25. My heartbeat was faster than usual during the interview. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

26. It was hard for me to avoid fidgeting during the interview. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

27. The interview made me perspire (e.g., sweaty palms and underarms). 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

28. My mouth got very dry during the interview. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

29. I felt sick to my stomach in the interview. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

30. During the interview, I felt so troubled by thoughts of failing that my performance was 
reduced. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
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Appendix I Rating of Interview Performance and Anxiety 

1. Think of the interview performance you have observed from different students 
(interviewees) in the mock interview. With this in mind, please indicate your overall 
performance rating of the entire mock interview you just observed on a scale from 0 - 100 (0 = 
very poor performance to 100 = superior interview performance). A score of 50 indicates 
average interview performance. 

Comments (optional): 

2. Think of the anxiety you have observed from different students (interviewees) in the mock 
interview. Please indicate the extent to which your interviewee experienced anxiety in the mock 
interview you just observed on a scale from 0 - 100 (0 = not anxious at all to 100 = extremely 
anxious). A score of 50 indicates average interview anxiety. 

Comments (optional): 

3. In addition, please respond to the following questions based on your interviewee's mock 
interview performance. Please do your best to set aside previous interactions with this individual 
and place yourself in the shoes of the hiring organization. 

I. How qualified is this applicant for the job? 
Not Qualified Qualified Very Qualified 
1 2 3 4 5 

II. In your opinion, how attractive would this applicant be to a hiring organization? 
Low Medium High 
1 2 3 4 5 

III. How well did this applicant do in the interview? 
Poor Moderate Exceptional 
1 2 3 4 5 

IV. If you were the hiring organization, how likely would you be to offer him or her the job? 
Low Medium High 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix J Self-Rated Interview Performance 

The following section pertains to your perceptions of your performance in the mock job 
interview you just completed. Please answer the following questions as honestly and accurately 
as you can. 

1. How would you rate your level of performance in the mock job interview you just had? 
(Please circle) 

Very Poor Poor Satisfactory Good Excellent 

2. To what extent was your performance in the mock job interview you just completed 

typical of your performance in a real job interview? (Please circle) 

Not Typical at all Somewhat Typical Very Typical 

1 2 3 4 5 

If your performance was not typical, please explain: 

3. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements (Please circle): 

I experienced a high degree of apprehension and nervousness in the mock interview. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

I took the mock job interview as seriously as I would normally take a real job interview. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

The mock interview was an excellent opportunity for me to strengthen my interviewing 
skills. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree or Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
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Appendix K Demographic Questionnaire - Interviewees 
Impression Management in Job Interviews Study 

: CtlA t̂ii'Nf̂  Ijvt s . '̂MKmNW Lws ! 

Demographic Information 
The following section asks questions pertaining to your demographic information and 
experience with job interviews. 

1) Sex : male female 
2) Age: 
3) What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

• Less than high school 
• High School 
• Some College 
• College Degree 
• Undergraduate University Degree 

4) Please indicate your ethnicity below: 
• Caucasian 
• African American 
• Hispanic 
• Native American 
• Asian/Pacific Islander 
• Other race: 

5) On average, what do you do to prepare for a job interview? (Check all that apply) 
• Learn about the company (e.g., website, brochures, through contacts) 
• Generate a list of anticipated interview questions 
• Practice interview questions with a friend or family member 
• Visit the organization before-hand (to avoid being late) 
• Read over resume 
• Have clothes ready the night before the interview 
• Generate questions to ask the interviewer and company 
• Do not prepare for job interviews 
• Other (please specify: 
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6) Approximately, how many job interviews have you had: 
In the last year? 
In the last five years? 

7) Approximately, how many previous employment interviews have you had over your 
lifespan? (Please circle) 

None 1-5 6-10 10-20 20+ 

8) Please indicate the title of the occupation and industry of the occupation your mock 
interview was based on. 

Title of occupation: 

Industry (please check below): 

a Banking • Hospitality a Retail 

• Call Center • Insurance • Telecommunications 

• Distribution • Information technology a Unknown 

• Engineering a Manufacturing • Various 

• Finance a Pharmaceuticals • Other: 

• Food manufacturing • Public Sector 

9) What is the name of the organization you are conducting your mock interview for? 
a Apotex 
• Canadian Tire Financial 
a Health Canada 
• McNeil 
• Stantec 
• National Research Council 
a Sudbury Neutrino 
• Barenco 
• Foreign Affairs 
a Mandel Scientific 
• Ministry of the Environment 
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United Way of Guelph 
Statistics Canada 
Triumf 
University of Guelph Child Care and Learning Centre 
Other: 
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Appendix L Sample Interview Questions 

Sample Interview Questions for a Specific Job Posting 

Employer: Apotex 
Position: Chemistry Co-op Student 
1. Why did you choose your program at the University of Guelph, and the co-op option in 

particular? 

2. Why are you interested in the position of Chemistry Co-op Student with Apotex? 

3. Please expand on your laboratory skills 

4. Everyone makes mistakes. Give an example of a time when you made an error at work? 
What was the outcome? What steps did you take to rectify the situation? How would you go 
about the process this time (if it were to be repeated) 

5. The successful student will spend a significant amount of time working independently. Tell 
me about a time when you had to work on or complete a project with minimal guidance or 
supervision 

6. The successful candidate will need to be flexible while working in a fast-paced laboratory 
environment, tell me about a time that you were not able to keep on schedule, how did you 
deal with the situation? 

7. Routine laboratory work is part of any lab job, but it can be tedious at times. Please tell me 
about a time when you were required to complete a task that involved a lot of repetition 

8. The successful candidate will be working on numerous research projects at any give time, 
how would you distribute your efforts between all of them? 

9. What else should we know about you? 

10. Those are all the questions I have for you today, do you have any questions for me? 

11. Do you have a list of references for me? 
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Appendix M Behavioural Cues Rating Form 

Participant ID# 
1} Facial Cues: 

How frequently does the participant engage in the following behaviours? 

Notes 

Frequently (all questions, 80 - 100%) 
Somewhat (>2, 50-80%) 
Rarely (1-2, 1- 40%) 

N
ot at A

ll 

R
arely 

Som
ew

hat 

Frequently 

Stare/fixated gaze at the 
interviewer 
Raise eyebrows 

Has Furrowed Brows 

Excessively Blinks 

Horizontal gaze 

Gaze upward 

Gaze Downward 

Maintains eye contact with 
interviewer 
Looks away quickly from 
interviewer 
Nose wrinkling 

Touch mouth 

Has a dry mouth (e.g., parched 
mouth, drinks lots of water) 
Twist mouth (e.g., lips closed, 
pushed forward) 
Lick lips 

Bite lips 

Smile 

Left-Right head movements 

Forward-Backward head 
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movements (e.g., nodding) 

Nodding in agreement 

Use hand to cover any part of 
face 
Touch face 

Unpleasant facial expression 
(e.g., eye rolling, frowns, scowl) 
Pleasant facial expression 

2) Upper Body Cues 
How frequently does the participant engage in the following behaviours? 

Notes N
ot at A

ll 

R
arely 

Som
ew

hat 

Frequently 

Blocks part of body with arms 

)) Has closed body position (e.g., 
folds arms) a Touch stomach 

Stroke body 

Scratch chin 

f l 
Scratch forehead 

Scratch ear 

Stroke or groom hair 

Rub hands together/rub one 
hand with the other 
Generally fidget 

5 Twisting/fiddling finger 
movements 
Fiddle with objects in front of 
them 
Uses hand gestures 
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Clamps hands together 

Hands shake 

Tap hands (on table or lap) 

Perspire 

Change seating position 

Torso movement 

Leans forward in chair (e.g., sits 
at front of chair) 
Adjusts clothing 

Shrugs 

Twitch/has body tremours 

3) Verbal Cues 
How frequently does the participant engage in the following behaviours? 

Notes N
ot at A

ll 

R
arely 

Som
ew

hat 

Frequently 

Df 
Compensate for speaking 
gaps with gestures Df Nervous Laughter Df 
Speaking errors (e.g., 
correction of pronunciation, 
false start) 

Df 

Speaks quickly 

Df 

Excessively talkative (e.g., 
going off on tangents, 
unnecessary details) 

Df 

Prolonged silences 

Df 

Talks in a monotone voice 

Df 

Makes negative statements 

Df 

Displays warmth toward 
interviewer (e.g., elaborated, 
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detailed answers) 

Uses fillers (e.g., like, uh, ah, 
um, well, so) 
Displays enthusiasm (e.g., 
cheerful voice) 
Is animated (e.g., full body 
gestures) 
Ask questions 
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