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ABSTRACT
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Advisors: Dr. Deborah Powell
Dr. Peter Hausdorf

The job interview is an evaluative situation that evokes considerable self-regulation
for many job candidates, wherein they monitor their responses and behaviour closely. For
example, interviewees focus on creating a favourable self-presentation or actively
suppressing their feelings of interview anxiety, which are both critical to succeeding in the
job interview and require significant cognitive resources.
My dissertation focused on two independent research questions that explored the
role of self-regulation in the job interview from the perspective of the job candidate. The
first question was to examine whether portraying a favourable self-presentation in the job
interview is cognitively taxing. In Study 1, laboratory participants were assigned to an
incongruent or congruent self-presentation condition and were asked to complete the
Ravens Progressive Matrices following the interview. Consistent with past research, I
hypothesized that participants in the incongruent condition (e.g., unfamiliar selfpresentation) would require more cognitive resources than those in the congruent condition
(e.g., familiar self-presentation), and as a result would perform worse and persist less on a
second task that is cognitively demanding. I also investigated whether interview anxiety
and trait self-control would moderate the relation between condition and persistence (or
performance) on the Ravens Matrices. The hypotheses in Study 1 were largely unsupported

and highlight the importance of investigating causal mechanisms that underlie selfregulation and self-control.
My second research question focused on whether those who experience interview
anxiety direct their attention internally and consequently, engage in excessive levels of selfregulation. In Study 2, a community-based sample of participants who struggle with their
interview anxiety participated in two interviews. All participants completed the same first
interview and were assigned to one of four conditions (positive imagery, field, placebo,
control condition) prior to their second interview. I examined changes in interview anxiety,
self-focused attention and negative self-thought, interviewing self-efficacy and interview
performance from interview 1 to interview 2. The results of Study 2 suggested that
interview anxiety, self-focused attention, and interviewing self-efficacy improved
significantly over time for those in the experimental and placebo conditions, but not in the
control condition. Theoretical and practical implications as well as recommendations for
future research are discussed.
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A SELF-REGULATION PERSPECTIVE OF APPLICANT BEHAVIOUR IN THE
EMPLOYMENT INTERVIEW
Preface
The job interview is an evaluative situation that causes many candidates to focus on how
they are perceived by interviewers and as a result, evokes considerable self-regulation for many
candidates. Self-regulation involves monitoring one’s own responses to bring behaviour into
agreement with a standard, such as a personal goal (Carver & Scheier, 1981). During the
interview, it can be argued that interviewees engage in several forms of self-regulation
simultaneously. At any given time, interviewees may be regulating or controlling their thoughts,
emotions, and behaviours (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000). For example, interviewees may be
monitoring their behaviour or responses to project a favourable self-presentation (Marcus, 2009)
and/or may be suppressing their feelings of interview anxiety (Sieverding, 2009). Although selfregulation can be adaptive, the perseverant monitoring of one’s behaviour can be cognitively
taxing and can have deleterious effects on task focus and performance (Pontari & Schlenker,
2000). Organizational researchers have proposed that self-regulation is inextricably related to
employee training and motivation (Kanfer & Ackerman, & Heggestad, 1996), job performance
(Grandey, 2000), and test-taking performance (McCarthy, Van Iddekinge, Lievens, Kung, Sinar
& Campion, 2013); however, less attention has been paid towards understanding how selfregulation influences interviewee behaviour in the job interview (Morgeson & Ryan, 2009).
Past research has suggested that self-regulation can be advantageous in interpersonal
contexts. It can be used to alter or change a person’s thoughts, emotions, moods, motivated
behaviours, or task performance (Carver & Scheier, 2011). In social situations, self-regulation
can involve picturing oneself in the role of others and anticipating others’ reactions to guide
1

behaviour (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). Similarly in the job interview, interviewees imagine
themselves in the role of an interviewer and try to think about how the interviewer perceives
them. For example, a job applicant might engage in behaviours to project the desired
characteristics that are associated with, or required by, a particular role (Levashina & Campion,
2006). Self-regulation also involves the monitoring of non-verbal and verbal behaviours and can
be highly beneficial for interviewees (DeGroot & Gooty, 2009). If interviewees are aware that
smiling and strong eye contact is related to hiring decisions, they can monitor these types of cues
while in the interview (Levine & Feldman, 2002). Despite all of these potential benefits of selfregulation in interpersonal situations, a growing body of research suggests that self-regulating
these types of behaviours and one’s self-presentation is cognitively taxing.
Prior work on self-regulation has emphasized the draining effect that self-regulation has
on executive functioning and goal-directed behaviour (e.g., Hagger, Wood, Stiff, &
Chatzisarantis, 2010; Muraven & Slessareva, 2003; Schmeichel, Vohs & Baumeister, 2003).
Specifically, self-regulation has been found to interfere with persistence on cognitive tasks and
maintenance of physical stamina (Vohs, Baumeister & Ciarocco, 2005), as well as the ability to
maintain self-control (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven & Tice, 1998), conceal emotion
(Muraven, Baumeister & Tice, 1999), process or recall detail (Paulhus, Graf & Van Selst, 1989),
and manage one’s impressions (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000). As a result, self-regulation has been
referred to as one of the “most biologically expensive forms of psychological activity”
(Baumeister & Alquist, 2009, p. 121).
To investigate the draining effect of self-regulation, researchers have used several
different types of manipulations to increase cognitive load (or self-regulation) such as asking
participants to remember 8 digits during a social exchange (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000),
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suppressing emotions during sad or happy video clips (Muraven et al., 1999), and presenting in
front of an audience that is (supposedly) either skeptical or accepting (Vohs et al., 2005). Based
on the wide variety of paradigms that have been studied, researchers have suggested that selfregulatory depletion impacts behavioural, affective, and cognitive processes and demonstrated
that self-regulation can be depleted using a vast array of manipulations.
At this time, it is unknown if these effects generalize to self-regulation in the job
interview context. The employment interview is an evaluative situation that involves a social
exchange between the interviewer and interviewee and may result in different effects than other
self-regulatory tasks where no social interaction is required. In addition, little research at this
time has investigated whether monitoring one’s behaviour and emotions in a job interview
context is cognitively taxing for interviewees. Self-regulation theories, and self-control research
specifically, were used to understand the interpersonal costs associated with managing one’s
behaviours and emotions in the job interview. Self-regulation is a broad term used to capture
both automatic (unconscious) and controlled (conscious) processes, whereas self-control refers
to controlled processes only that involve the overriding of one’s natural responses (Baumeister
& Alquist, 2009). Self-control research is particularly useful in order to gain insight into the
problems or self-regulatory failures that may stem from the high cognitive demands used when
consciously monitoring one’s own behaviours (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992).
My dissertation focuses on two different research questions that explore the role of selfregulation in the job interview. The first stems from the selection context as it occurs in
organizations today. The job interview is often just one component of the hiring process and
frequently interviewees are required to undergo back-to-back interviews or to complete another
type of written (e.g., paper-and-pencil test), skill, or judgment test prior to, or following, the
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interview. Increasingly, organizational applicants are being asked to complete several selection
assessments (e.g., interviews, tests, role-plays) in a single session or as part of comprehensive
assessment center batteries (Anderson & Goltsi, 2006; Spychalski, Quiñones, Gaugler &
Pohley, 1997).
The majority of job interview research to date examines the interview as an isolated
event (e.g., Ellis, West, Ryan & DeShon, 2002; Kacmar, Delery & Ferris, 1992; Stevens &
Kristof, 1995) and has paid insufficient attention to the role of context (Marcus, 2009;
Morgeson & Ryan, 2009). From an interviewee perspective, if a job candidate expends all of her
self-regulation resources during the interview, then her subsequent performance on a second
selection test might be impaired due to fewer remaining resources. Alternatively, completing a
challenging selection test (prior to) might hinder applicants’ subsequent performance in the job
interview. In other words, there may be a cost to managing one’s behaviour, feelings, or
emotions in the job interview.
Another cost associated with regulating one’s behaviour in the job interview, especially
those who monitor their behaviour excessively, is off-task processing that occurs in the form of
rumination or self-preoccupation. Thus, my second research question relates to the high levels
of self-regulation or self-preoccupation that many candidates experience in the job interview
(also referred to as “self-focused attention”; Eysenck, Derakshan, Santos & Calvo, 2007).
According to Kanfer and Ackerman (1996), stress-related cognitive processes lower a person’s
resources for a subsequent cognitively demanding task. This is especially the case when people
approach a challenging or difficult task with anxiety and worry (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1996).
McCarthy et al. (2013) proposed that self-regulation stemming from negative applicant reactions
(e.g., high anxiety) is detrimental to test-taking performance (i.e., cognitive ability tests) because
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people have fewer resources to allocate to the task at hand. When people are anxious, they often
worry about the consequences of performing poorly, rather than focusing on completing the task
(Eysenck et al., 2007). In essence, these people may be “over-regulating” and engaging in
excessive self-regulation. Similarly, in the job interview, those who are anxious may be
worrying excessively about their interview performance resulting in poor expenditure of their
cognitive resources. Therefore, interview anxiety may diminish one’s self-regulatory resources
in the job interview.
The broad goal of my dissertation was to explore the role of self-regulation in the job
interview. I sought to investigate whether monitoring one’s behaviour, feelings and emotions is
cognitively taxing for job interviewees. My first study focused on how self-regulation (and selfcontrol specifically) applies to self-presentation more generally, whereas my second study
examined how self-regulation applies to interview anxiety. The results of my first study were
largely non-significant and my ability to draw inferences was limited. However, my first study
is included in the dissertation for completeness and because my insights regarding the flaws of
the study were instrumental in designing study 2. As a result, the study 1 write-up is less
comprehensive than study 2, however, supplementary analyses, measures, and materials can be
found in the appendix. Next, I review theoretical assumptions of self-regulation theory,
background research on self-control, and discuss how this theory is relevant, and can be applied,
to the job interview.
SELF-REGULATION: ASSUMPTIONS
The Strength Model of Control and Depletion (Baumeister et al., 1998) is the most
widely recognized theoretical framework for understanding self-regulation. The central tenet
of the strength model (also called the ‘limited resource model’) is that self-regulation is
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effortful and draws from a limited resource. Each act of self-control draws from a limited
supply or common reservoir, leaving less available for subsequent acts of self-control
(Baumeister et al., 1998). As a result, people have difficulty handling more than one
cognitively effortful task at once (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000). The results of a series of studies
indicated that a temporary reduction in self-regulatory capacity occurs after repeated trials,
which has been called “ego depletion”, and thus provided evidence for the limited resource
model (Baumeister et al., 1998). When this resource becomes exhausted, individuals’
executive level functioning and goal-directed behaviour is impacted. As a result, they typically
have fewer resources to devote to a second task and become susceptible to self-control failures
(i.e., performance impairments; Bauer & Baumeister, 2011).
Accordingly, the classic self-regulation study involves at least two resource-consuming
tasks that require self-control and take place one right after the other (Baumeister & Alquist,
2009). First, participants perform some task or exercise that consumes self-regulatory resources
or self-control, which represents the key independent variable. Next, participants perform some
subsequent resource-consuming task and their performance on this dependent variable is
measured. If performance on the second resource-consuming task is impaired (as compared to
a control group that is not depleted), it can be inferred that self-control has been successfully
depleted (Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2012). There are many types of self-regulation that have been
investigated using this depletion paradigm including: thought regulation, emotion/mood
regulation, impulse control, motivation regulation, and performance regulation (Forgas,
Baumeister & Tice, 2009). Research has found that whether the first act required emotion
control, behaviour control, or thought control, all led to decreased self-regulation on a
subsequent (second) task (see Baumeister & Alquist, 2009, for a review). Therefore, evidence
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in support of self-regulation failure (“ego depletion”) comes from administering two
cognitively effortful tasks consecutively and observing a performance decrement on the second
task (Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2012).
A second tenet of the limited resource model is that people are motivated to reduce a
discrepancy they perceive between their current state/goal and a desired end goal. Selfregulation represents a process of moving toward a particular goal (i.e., reducing the
discrepancy) and reflects the functioning of a negative feedback loop (Carver & Scheier, 2011).
The negative feedback loop is often guided by one’s perceptions of goal attainment, but can
also be influenced by information received by an external source (i.e., interviewer). In the
context of a job interview, a person may attempt to portray the attributes he/she believes the
interviewer is looking for, rather than the characteristics he/she actually identifies with.
Therefore, a job candidate may be motivated to reduce this discrepancy between their true
characteristics and the job requirements, and bring their behaviour (or responses) in line with
their perception of the “ideal candidate”. However, this type of self-regulation typically
involves controlled (effortful) cognitive processing (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000).
A third important assumption of the limited resource model is that self-regulatory
behaviours exist along a continuum from automatic to controlled processing. Behaviour that
requires automatic processing occurs in the background (unconscious level) and often places
little or no burden on one’s cognitive resources (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000). In contrast,
behaviour that requires controlled processing occurs in the foreground (conscious level) and is
affected by cognitive load. As noted earlier, self-control requires controlled more effortful
processing to override one’s natural tendencies and impulses. Moreover, controlled processes
can be disabled or impaired if another effortful task is introduced (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000).
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According to recent research, self-presentation that occurs in unfamiliar and novel situations
where people are concerned about effectively conveying a desirable impression, such as a job
interview, typically draw on more mental resources (e.g., Baumeister, Hutton & Tice, 1989;
Tice, Butler, Muraven & Stillwell, 1995; Vohs et al., 2005). In novel situations, selfpresentation requires self-regulation because people consciously and more carefully organize
their thoughts and behaviour (Vohs et al., 2005).
Taken together, the limited resource model can make an important contribution to how
interviewee behaviour in the job interview is understood. The ability to portray a favourable
self-presentation, which is a key component of successful interviews (Swider et al., 2011),
requires the activation of both automatic and controlled processes. As such, interviewees
should be vulnerable to self-regulation failures (e.g., performance decrements) should they
reach a state of depletion. Accordingly, engaging in self-presentation should increase cognitive
load, as should the suppression of negative emotions, such as interview anxiety. It is therefore
surprising that personnel selection scholars have not drawn on self-regulation theory despite
calls for more research to integrate motivational theories and specifically, the limited resource
model (e.g., Morgeson & Ryan, 2009, Sieverding, 2009).
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MANUSCRIPT 1
IS ENGAGING IN SELF-PRESENTATION COGNITIVELY TAXING FOR JOB
CANDIDATES IN THE EMPLOYMENT INTERVIEW?
Introduction
Many interviewees engage in some form of self-presentation to increase their chance of
getting hired (Swider et al., 2011) and according to recent research, these people may suffer
self-regulatory impairments (e.g., task performance, persistence) in particular selection
contexts. Most organizational researchers examine the interview as an isolated event and do not
examine the (self-regulatory) effect that performing in an interview has on a subsequent
selection test (such as a cognitive ability test). It is currently unknown whether selfpresentation in the job interview requires cognitive effort and is susceptible to ego depletion
effects. For example, if an applicant’s cognitive resources are depleted during the interview,
this could jeopardize their performance and persistence on a subsequent task. Thus, the purpose
of my first study is to understand whether self-presentation, as engaged in by job candidates,
will result in self-regulatory impairments.
Self-presentation involves impression construction, which is an active process of
selecting the desired self-image and engaging in strategies or behaviours to convey the selected
self-image (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). In the job interview, candidates may tailor their selfpresentation depending on role expectations (e.g., desired characteristics associated with the
job). Specifically, applicants have behavioural prescriptions of the attributes and skills required
in the position for which they are applying. These behavioural prescriptions are largely based
on interviewees’ stereotypes, but also on their knowledge and background research on the
position and organization (Levashina & Campion, 2006). For example, Kirchner (1962) found
9

that applicants who were applying for the position of a retail sales position behaved differently
than those assigned to the industrial sales position condition; those in the retail (vs. industrial)
sales group were more likely to act according to a “salesperson” prototype (e.g., organized,
persistent). The author speculated that participants act more strongly according to the
salesperson prototype because people assume salespersons in retail to be “pushier” than those
in industry. Therefore, people will behave in the job interview to reduce the discrepancy
between the characteristics that would be relevant for the job and those characteristics they
possess in an effort to be perceived favourably by the interviewer or hiring organization
(Goffin & Boyd, 2009; Levashina & Campion, 2006).
Recent social psychological research has confirmed that self-presentation often draws on
self-regulation resources, especially when controlled processing is activated. In novel or
pressured situations, people may be more conscious or careful of how they choose to present
themselves (Pontari & Schlenker, 2000; Vohs et al., 2005). Specifically, research has found
that self-presentation is more cognitively taxing when people present a version of themselves
that is incongruent to their usual or typical form of self-presentation (Pontari & Schlenker,
2000; Vohs et al., 2005). Over a series of four studies, Vohs and colleagues (2005) found that
portraying an atypical (incongruent) self-presentation (e.g., gender incongruent roles, acting
‘likeable’ and a token member of a particular race) reduced participants’ persistence and
performance on subsequent tasks (e.g., mathematical task, hand-grip, emotional control task,
unsolvable cognitive task). In two other studies, researchers activated an incongruent selfpresentation by asking participants to present themselves positively, rather than modestly to
strangers (Baumeister et al., 1989; Tice et al., 1995); the results of both studies indicated that
those who presented themselves positively to strangers displayed poorer recall of the situation.
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Together, these studies indicate that effortful, atypical, and deliberative self-presentation has
been found to have a detrimental effect on various cognitive, physical, and behavioural
outcomes.
The aim of the present study is to investigate whether interviewees who present an
incongruent self-presentation in a job interview will perform worse on a second selection test,
specifically a cognitive ability test. For the purpose of the present study, an incongruent selfpresentation will be invoked through interviewee portrayal of incongruent gender roles (e.g.,
asking a male to portray ‘feminine’ characteristics and asking a female to portray ‘masculine’
characteristics). This type of manipulation was selected for several reasons. First, because the
depletion paradigm has not been applied to the organizational context, a manipulation was
selected that has been effectively implemented in past (social psychological) research.
Specifically, Vohs et al. (2005) had participants present a gender incongruent self-image
(females present themselves as agentic, and males as interpersonally-oriented) and depletion
was measured using persistence on a handgrip task. Those who were in the incongruent gender
role condition gave up sooner (e.g., persisted less). Second, evoking an incongruent selfpresentation through gender roles or attributes has practical value. Many jobs are associated
with gender stereotypes and attributes (e.g., feminine occupations, such as a nurse or secretary
and masculine occupations, such as a firefighter or engineer). If a person is applying for a
masculine or feminine position, they may feel they need to behave in a stereotypically
gendered manner. Therefore, this person may feel compelled to engage in self-presentation to
reduce the discrepancy between the attributes they possess and those they believe to be
required for the job.
Based on the aforementioned theory and research, the following hypotheses were put forth:
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Hypothesis 1: Participants assigned to the incongruent gender role condition will persist
less on a subsequent selection test than those in the congruent gender role condition.
Hypothesis 2: Participants assigned to the incongruent gender role condition will
perform worse on a subsequent selection test than those in the congruent gender role
condition.
A secondary aim of the present study was to investigate the moderating effect of
personality traits or characteristics that make people more (and less) susceptible to selfregulatory impairments than others. As discussed, negative affective processes (i.e., anxiety)
tend to draw on cognitive resources and may make people more susceptible to self-regulatory
impairments (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1996). Researchers have suggested that anxious people
tend to experience worrisome and negative thoughts that consume their limited mental
resources (Eysenck et al., 2007). In the case of the job interview, many job candidates
experience interview anxiety, which may place a burden on their cognitive resources.
Therefore, in the present study, the incongruent condition should have a stronger depletion
effect (as measured by persistence and performance on a subsequent selection test) for
participants higher (vs. lower) in interview anxiety. A second individual difference variable
that may make people less susceptible to self-regulatory impairments is trait self-control.
Researchers define trait self-control as one’s capacity for self-regulation and the ability to adapt
to the demands of the situation (Tangney, Baumeister & Boone, 2004). Trait self-control
reflects the ability to override or change one’s natural responses and refrain from acting on
undesirable behavioural tendencies. As a result, people with high trait self-control are more
resistant to ego depletion (Tangney et al., 2004). To my knowledge, this trait has not been
examined in the context of a job interview. Trait self-control may be particularly relevant to
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the present study, as interviewees who have a larger capacity for self-regulation may be less
susceptible to ego depletion (or cognitive fatigue). For example, interviewees with greater trait
self-control should be able to persist longer on effortful tasks (e.g., a job interview or another
type of assessment test). Therefore, I examine in the present study whether trait self-control
makes people less susceptible to self-regulatory impairments.
Hypothesis 3: There will be an interaction between condition and anxiety such that
participants higher (vs. lower) in interview anxiety will perform worse and persist less
in the incongruent condition.
Hypothesis 4: There will be an interaction between condition and trait self-control such
that participants higher (vs. lower) in trait self-control will perform better and persist
longer in the incongruent condition.
In order to investigate the study hypotheses, participants were randomly assigned to one
of two conditions (incongruent or congruent) and were given the corresponding job posting.
Participants underwent a mock job interview and received a challenging selection test
immediately following the interview (the Ravens Progressive Matrices). Performance and
persistence on the Ravens Matrices was recorded and compared between the incongruent and
congruent condition.
METHOD
Sample
In total, eighty-seven participants (83% females) were recruited from a human resources
class who were required to complete a mock job interview for course credit. However,
individuals had the option of participating in the present study, which resulted in a response
rate of 91% (87 of a total of 96 students in the class). The participants ranged in age from 1913

29 years of age (M = 21.27) and the ethnicity of the sample was as follows: 80% Caucasian,
7% South Asian, 5% Black, 5% other, 2% Latin American, and 1% Chinese, and 1%
unspecified. Participants reported medium-high levels of interview anxiety (M = 3.10) based on
four items that were developed (on a 5-point scale). An a priori power analysis indicated that a
sample size of 84 would be required to have 95% power for detecting a large effect size of .40.
The interviewers were six industrial-organizational psychology students (all female) who
are also employed as organizational consultants for a university-run consulting firm.
Interviewers ranged in age from 23-28 years old and received previous structured interview
training through their consulting work, but received additional training as part of their
involvement in the study. Interviewers were unaware of the specific study hypotheses, research
questions and conditions.
Materials
Job Posting. Participants were given one of two different job postings — a masculine or
feminine job posting for a store manager position of a grocery store called “Quality Foods Inc.”
The masculine job posting was task-oriented and emphasized the ability to challenge the status
quo, make decisions quickly, and stated that candidates should possess strong leadership and
analytical skills (see Appendix A). The feminine job posting was relationship-oriented and
emphasized the ability to handle confidential and sensitive information and develop people,
and stated that candidates should possess strong interpersonal and relationship-building skills
(see Appendix B). Both job postings provided a general description about the job and
company, location, required skills and competencies, as well as key accountabilities and
qualifications. The job postings were used to create incongruent and congruent conditions
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based on sex; for example, females assigned to the feminine job posting were in a congruent
condition and those assigned to the masculine job posting were in the incongruent condition.

Interview Performance. Absolute (interviewer) ratings of interview performance were
collected. Interviewers were asked to provide ratings following each question (and calculating
an overall rating by adding scores on each question). Each interview question was rated using
a 10-point scale that included both content (e.g., interviewee provided a detailed response) and
delivery criteria (e.g., displayed strong eye contact).

Interview Anxiety. Interview anxiety was measured with four items that were
developed for the present study (e.g., “I felt anxious during the interview, “I experienced a high
degree of apprehension in the interview”). All items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

Trait Self-Control. The brief subscale of the Self-Control scale (Tangney et al., 2004)
contained 13 items that were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all to 5 = very much). Past
research has found that the items (e.g., I have a hard time breaking bad habits (R)”) yield high
internal consistency and strong test-retest reliability (Tangney et al., 2004). The scale has also
demonstrated predictive validity, correlating positively with task performance and negatively
with impulse control.

Expressivity/Instrumentality. The Personality Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence
& Helmreich, 1978) was used to measure both expressivity and instrumentality. The scale
presents participants with 16 pairs of items on either end of the continuum (e.g., not at all
aggressive on one end and very aggressive on the other) and they are asked to circle the
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number along the continuum that best describes them. The expressivity scale is composed of
items that are judged to be more characteristic of women, whereas the instrumentality scale is
composed of traits judged to be more characteristic of men (Spence, 1993).
Ravens Progressive Matrices. The Ravens Advanced Progressive Matrices (APM) is a
tool (containing 36 items) designed to measure an individual’s ability to perceive and think
clearly, make meaning out of confusion, and formulate new concepts when faced with novel
information. The Ravens Matrices has been commonly used for hiring and selection practices
within organizations as a cognitive ability test and takes applicants on average 40 minutes to
complete (Raven, 2000). The objective of the matrices is to find the missing element (or
‘missing piece of the puzzle’) that completes the pattern. As the test progresses, the matrices
become increasingly difficult. The Ravens Matrices was used to measure self-regulatory
depletion because solving the puzzles requires considerable concentration and is cognitivelytaxing (Raven, 2000).
Procedure
The job posting was sent to interviewees 3 days prior to their mock interview. They
were also sent a link to the online questionnaire, which included questions about trait selfcontrol. Prior to the interview, participants were also informed that the top three interview
performances would be administered $50 gift cards in order to provide an additional incentive
to perform.
Interviewees arrived on the day of their mock interview and were greeted by the
researcher (or one of two research assistants). The interviewee was led to the room where their
mock interview was about to take place. They were given five minutes to review the job
posting that they were sent electronically and were asked to “think about [their] past job
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experiences in relation to the skills, attributes and characteristics described on the job posting
[they] were sent”. The interview then commenced and continued for approximately 20
minutes. Two interview question sets were created for the masculine and feminine job postings.
Both were similar with respect to the order and type of questions asked. Each question set
began with two general questions that required participants to refer to the job posting they were
administered (“What attributes or qualities do you have that will help you perform the role of a
manager as described in the job posting?” and “What do you see as the challenges this job
would present you with?”). The third and fourth questions in both sets were (structured)
behavioural questions assessing “teamwork” and “honesty and integrity” that could be
answered from a masculine or feminine-oriented perspective. The remaining four (situational)
questions assessed different competencies depending on the job-posting participants were
given. For example, competencies targeted for the feminine job posting were sensitivity,
understanding, and understanding others’ emotions, whereas those targeted for the masculine
job posting included problem solving, decision-making, and competitiveness. All four
questions were designed with the intention to be similar with respect to difficulty (see
Appendix C & D for interview questions and rating scales).
Following the interview, participants (interviewees) were asked to complete the Ravens
Progressive Matrices in order to measure self-regulatory depletion. Specifically, two dependent
variables were collected: task persistence and performance. Participants were given a
maximum time of 40 minutes, but were instructed that they could leave if they wanted to finish
before their time was up. The researcher timed persistence and a clock was put in front of
participants to remind them of time.
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The participants were then administered the post-assessment questionnaire (see Appendix
E for all questions), which asked several questions such as whether they took the mock
interview seriously, read the job posting carefully, altered/tailored their responses to what the
interviewer/job posting was asking for and also included questions regarding their interview
anxiety and trait self-control. Interview anxiety was measured with four items developed for
the purpose of the study (e.g., “I felt anxious during the job interview”). Trait self-control was
measured using the short version of the Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004), which
contains 13 items. The post-assessment questionnaire took participants approximately 5
minutes and was completed while the researcher made a copy of their mock interview on a CD.
All interviewees received a $15 gift card, their CD with their mock interview, and a debriefing
form.
RESULTS
Manipulation check and Preliminary Analyses
Exploratory data analysis was carried out on all study variables, which included
conducting boxplots and creating histograms. Two participants indicated they did not take the
mock interviews seriously and were omitted from all further analyses. The means, standard
deviations, intercorrelations and the reliability of all study variables can be found in Table 1.
Numerous manipulation checks were conducted, but only those of the greatest
importance are discussed here (see Appendix F for results of all manipulation checks). One
important check involved determining whether the two interview question sets were equivalent
in terms of difficulty. The t-test results indicated that the interview question sets across both
conditions were similar in terms of difficulty (t(83) = -.57, p = .57). I also assessed whether
interviewees portrayed the image according to their assigned condition. Interviewers were
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asked to rate interviewees along the following traits: supportive, compassionate, assertive,
dominant (amongst other more neutral traits such as appeared honest, attentive and optimistic).
Consistent with instructions, participants given the relationship-oriented posting were
perceived as significantly more supportive (t(83) = 2.90, p = .01) and compassionate (t(83) =
4.40, p = .00) than those given the task-oriented posting (see Table 2 for means and standard
deviations of manipulation check variables). However, those given the task-oriented job
posting were not perceived as significantly more assertive (t(83) = -1.84, p = .07) or more
dominant than participants given the relationship-oriented job posting (t(83) = -.86, p = .40).
Additionally, interviewees were asked whether they attempted to manage their
impression according to the job posting they were given. On average, interviewees indicated
that they portrayed an image of themselves in the interview that was congruent to the job
posting they received (M = 3.93, SD = .61, based on a 5-point scale). Finally, interviewees
were asked four questions regarding whether they portrayed an image of themselves that they
would present to i) friends, ii) acquaintances, iii) a current employer and, iv) a future employer.
All four items were averaged because they highly correlated with one another and produced a
high internal consistency. The results of the t-tests indicated that participants in the incongruent
condition (M = 3.02, SD = .80) and congruent condition (M = 3.36, SD = .84) portrayed an
image of themselves that is typical to their usual form of self-presentation (t(83) = -1.93, p =
.057); however, as indicated by the means, participants in the incongruent condition reported
portraying a more novel and less familiar self-presentation.
Main Study Analyses
I predicted that those who were placed in the incongruent self-presentation condition
would persist less (Hypothesis 1) and perform worse (Hypothesis 2) than those in the
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congruent condition. Contrary to prediction, the t-test results indicated that assignment to
condition did not affect persistence on the Ravens Matrices. Interestingly, interviewees in the
incongruent condition (M = 33.87, SD = 6.60) persisted slightly longer on the Ravens Matrices
than participants in the congruent condition (M = 32.59, SD = 8.12), although this difference
was not statistically significant (t(83) = .80, p = .42, d =.17). In addition, a surprising finding
was that those in the incongruent self-presentation condition did not suffer performance
impairments in comparison to those in the congruent self-presentation condition (see Table 3
for results). In fact, those in the incongruent condition (M = 22.27, SD = 5.87) performed
significantly better on the Ravens Matrices than did those in the congruent condition (M =
19.66, SD = 6.15), t(83) = 2.01, p = .05, d = .43)1.
Hypothesis 3 stated that the incongruent condition would have a stronger negative effect
on self-regulation (as measured by persistence and performance on the Ravens Matrices) for
participants higher (vs. lower) in interview anxiety. The results of the hierarchical regression
analysis indicated that the interaction term was non-significant for persistence (β = .22) and
performance (β = .20; see Table 4). However, the results indicated there was a main effect of
interview anxiety on persistence (β = .28), but the main effect of condition on persistence was
non-significant (β = -.10). In fact, the correlation table indicates that interview anxiety
correlated positively with persistence (r = .28, p = .01), and that anxiety was weakly correlated
with performance (r = .13, p = .23).
Hypothesis 4 stated that the incongruent condition would have a stronger positive effect
on self-regulation (as measured by persistence and performance on the Ravens Matrices) for
participants higher (vs. lower) in trait self-control. The results indicated that there was no
1

Due to the gender imbalance of participants, t-tests were also conducted (between conditions for
persistence and performance on the Ravens) with females only and the same results were obtained and
therefore are not reported in the text.
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interaction between trait self-control and condition on persistence (β = -.16) or performance (β
= .01; see Table 5). One main effect of condition on performance on the Ravens Matrices was
found as discussed above under Hypothesis 1. Therefore, the results of hypotheses 1-4 were not
supported.
DISCUSSION
The results indicated that asking participants to portray an incongruent self-presentation
did not produce self-regulatory impairments, as measured by their ability to complete a
subsequent selection test. Contrary to prediction, participants asked to portray an incongruent
self-presentation performed significantly better than those in the congruent self-presentation
condition. However, there was no difference amongst the two conditions in terms of their
persistence on the Ravens Progressive Matrices. In addition, participants in the congruent
condition portrayed themselves in a more familiar/typical way (although not statistically
different) than those in the incongruent condition, suggesting that participants in the congruent
condition did not experience a higher cognitive load. As a result, it is unclear why those in the
incongruent condition actually performed better than those in the congruent condition.
The results indicated that interview anxiety and trait self-control did not moderate the
relationship between condition and performance or persistence on the Ravens Matrices. Those
with lower (vs. higher) levels of trait-self control did not perform worse or persist less on the
Ravens Matrices in the incongruent condition, suggesting that trait self-control was unrelated
to resource depletion. Furthermore, participants with higher (vs. lower) levels of interview
anxiety were not more susceptible to self-regulatory impairments in the incongruent condition.
Of interest, there was a main effect of interview anxiety on persistence, indicating that those
who were anxious in the job interview persisted longer on the cognitive ability test, but were
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no more likely to produce a higher score on the Ravens Matrices. These findings are consistent
with past research indicating that undergraduate students with high self-reported levels of testtaking anxiety tend to take longer while completing university exams (e.g., Sarason, 1978;
Matthews, Hillyard & Campbell, 1999). Anxious people experience more off-task processing
and rumination, such as worrying about the outcome of the exam, which causes them to take
longer to process questions and generate answers (Eysenck et al., 2007). In the case of the
present study, anxious participants may have ruminated about their performance in the
interview while completing the Ravens Matrices, or may have worried about their ability to
complete the assessment itself. It is also a possibility that the measure of persistence with the
Ravens Matrices may have, in fact, acted as a measure of rumination. Thus, future research
would benefit from asking anxious interviewees about their ruminative thoughts they have
during the selection process in order to shed light on the degree to which off-task processing
occurs.
One important unanswered question in the present study is whether participants were
actually depleted in either condition. For example, were participants in both conditions selfregulating? Why did participants in the incongruent condition perform significantly better, but
did not persist any longer, than those in the congruent condition? Past research conducted by
Vohs et al. (2005) found that asking participants to portray an incongruent self-presentation
(through emphasizing qualities or attributes that are stereotypically opposite to one’s gender)
produced self-regulatory impairments as measured by persistence on a hand-grip task.
However, Vohs and colleagues (2005) measured only one dependent variable (persistence on
the hand-grip), which was used to infer that differences between those in the incongruent and
congruent condition were caused by cognitive fatigue (or ego depletion). As is often the case
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with many self-regulation studies (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1998; Muraven & Slessareva, 2003;
Muraven et al., 1999; Vohs et al., 2005), there was no direct measure of self-regulatory
mechanisms or functioning and consequently, evidence for cognitive depletion can only be
inferred. In recent years, scholars have argued that it is vital for future research to probe deeper
in order to understand the precise cognitive, affective and motivational mechanics of selfregulation and depletion (Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2012). Certainly, this shift in focus would
provide scholars with the critical information that they need to design, replicate, and build on
the extant research. For example, in the present study, including a direct measure of selfregulation would provide information regarding the extent to which participants were depleted
following the interview. Moreover, including a control group (who did not perform an
interview) would provide meaningful information regarding the extent to which both
conditions required self-regulation. For example, it is possible that the interview itself was
difficult and that both conditions experienced similar cognitive load. Therefore, future research
would benefit from including a direct measure of self-regulation and a control group to provide
greater insight regarding participants’ level of depletion.
There are several other questions left unanswered in the present study that might serve as
important considerations for future research. First, it is unclear whether the study sample
influenced the observed experimental effect. Specifically, participants were obtained from an
undergraduate psychology class. Although there were more female than male participants, it is
possible that the males have an interest in interpersonal relationships and nurturing/developing
others. An assumption was made with this design that males acting ‘feminine’ and females
portraying a ‘masculine’ image would be cognitively taxing. If this assumption is in fact false,
this may explain why self-regulation failure did not occur. Rather than evoking incongruent
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self-presentations through gender roles or attributes, it might be advantageous for future
research to focus on other methods of fostering effortful self-presentational styles. For
example, researchers have fostered an incongruent self-presentation through asking participants
to present themselves positively to friends and modestly to strangers (Tice et al., 1995), as both
are argued to be cognitively taxing. Other researchers have invoked an incongruent selfpresentation through instructing introverts to present themselves as extraverted (and vice versa;
Pontari & Schlenker, 2000). A strength with this particular sample is that participants tried to
describe their abilities/skills in a way that was congruent with the job posting (M = 3.93, SD =
.61) and took the mock interview seriously (M = 3.78, SD = .96; both rated on 5-point scales).
What remains unknown is whether each job posting did evoke a strong enough incongruent
self-presentation in the present study and whether participants found their assigned selfpresentational style to be cognitively-demanding.
A second consideration for future research pertains to using the Ravens Matrices as a task
to measure depletion. The limited resource model has been investigated in research by
administering two (unrelated) tasks that require self-control; if there is a performance decrease
on the second task, it is argued that self-regulation was at the core of this impairment (Inzlicht
& Schmeichel, 2012). Prior research has used a myriad of dependent variables (e.g., Stroop
Colour task, memory recall, handgrip, persistence on puzzles) to measure depletion (Hagger et
al., 2010), but researchers have not used the Ravens Matrices as a task to measure selfregulation failure. Researchers have used anagram problem-solving puzzles that require
abstract reasoning (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1998), similar to the Ravens Matrices, and have
measured persistence and performance. However, unlike other self-regulatory tasks where
persistence has been measured, the Ravens Matrices contain several easy questions at the
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beginning and becomes progressively harder. In this way, the design of this test may have
replenished participants’ self-regulatory resources because easier puzzles would not require as
much persistence. In addition, a clock was put in front of participants while completing the
Ravens to remind them of how much time had passed (and how much time was remaining), but
this may have (unintentionally) influenced participants’ natural persistence. For example,
participants may have stayed and persisted longer because it was expected that they could take
as long as 40 minutes to complete the Ravens and had a clock to time themselves. Future
research is needed to determine whether subtle factors (e.g., such as a clock) may influence ego
depletion effects.
Future research might consider pilot testing the present study design using a different
dependent variable(s), specifically, those that have been commonly used in past self-regulation
research. It should be noted though that the Ravens Matrices was selected in the present study
because it is regarded as a challenging assessment that is frequently used for employee
selection purposes (Hausdorf, LeBlanc, & Chawla, 2003). Nevertheless, it might be
advantageous for future research to measure self-regulatory depletion by employing commonly
used dependent measures (e.g., handgrip) before examining those that are more frequently used
in a selection context.
CONCLUSION AND TRANSITION TO STUDY 2
Taken together, my findings from Study 1 indicated that evoking an incongruent selfpresentation through gender roles did not result in self-regulatory impairments (as measured by
persistence and performance on the Ravens Matrices). In fact, participants who were asked to
portray an incongruent self-presentation performed better, but persisted no longer, than those in
the congruent condition. It is unclear why those in the incongruent condition performed better
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based on previous research. What is clear from the present study is that more research is
needed to clarify the conditions under which incongruent self-presentations are evoked and
how depletion effects can best be measured. Arguably, the most important next step is for
researchers to develop a greater understanding of the mechanisms and cognitive processes that
underlie self-regulation. Without an understanding and articulation of these processes, it is
difficult to replicate and advance existing research. As two researchers simply put it, the lack of
research that incorporates measures of process “needs to change” (Inzlicht & Schmeichel,
2012, p. 10). Based on the ambiguity of my findings and review of the literature, I did not feel
confident that continuing with this depletion paradigm for study 2 would make a meaningful
contribution to the literature as there were several questions left unanswered. Therefore, I
made the decision to shift my focus for my second study.
Despite my concerns with the depletion paradigm, I was still interested in examining
some aspect of self-regulation. An interesting finding from Study 1 was that participants with
higher levels of interview anxiety persisted longer on the Ravens Matrices. One explanation
for this finding is that participants with interview anxiety may have experienced more off-task
processing and rumination. For example, participants with interview anxiety may have
experienced difficulty focusing on the task at hand because they were ruminating about their
performance in the interview. Little is currently known in the interview anxiety literature about
what causes anxious interviewees to perform worse in the job interview (Feiler & Powell,
manuscript under review) and researchers have not explored whether off-task processing
occurs. For example, one important factor related to self-regulation that has not been examined
in the literature on interview anxiety is the self-preoccupation (or self-focused attention) that
people experience when they are anxious. In the social anxiety literature, researchers have
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consistently found that anxious people often are consumed by overly negative judgments (and
thoughts) about themselves with regard to how they are perceived or are performing in a
particular situation (Spurr & Stopa, 2002) and as a result, can find it difficult to maintain and
engage in conversation (Taylor & Alden, 2010). Therefore, in my second study, I introduce the
notion that self-focused attention is a core feature of interview anxiety and examine techniques
that have been found to reduce such disruptive thought processes.
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of study variables
1. Self-rated anxiety
2. Trait self-control
3. Expressivity
4. Instrumentality
5. Interview Performance
(Absolute)
6. Interview Performance
(RPM)
7. Persistence (Ravens)
8. Performance (Ravens)

M
3.11
3.70
4.04
3.61
52.04

SD
.71
.59
.55
.51
9.71

1
(.69)
-.05
.01
-.29**
-.20

2

3

4

5

(.85)
.28**
.31**
.12

(.78)
.05
-.03

(.66)
.20

(—)

58.67

20.32

-.25*

.11

-.16

.23

.81** (—)

33.25
21.01

7.35
6.11

-.28*
.13

.01
-.09

-.07
.02
-.28** -.10

.05
.10

6

.02
.09

7

(—)
.51**

Note: N = 85. *p < .05. **p < .01. Cronbachs Alpha are in brackets. (—) connotes single item and therefore not applicable.
RPM = relative percentile method rating.
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Table 2
Means and Standard deviations of manipulation check variables
Feminine job posting

Masculine job posting

M (SD)

M (SD)

Supportive

4.10 (1.14)

3.45 (.90)

Compassionate

4.05 (.97)

3.18 (.84)

Dominant

1.76 (.97)

1.93 (.93)

Assertive

2.66 (1.18)

3.11 (1.10)

Note: N = 85. SD = standard deviation. Ratings of supportive, compassionate, dominant and
assertive were provided by each interviewer.
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Table 3
Persistence and Ravens score Across the Two Conditions
Ravens Score

Persistence

M (SD)

M (SD)

Incongruent condition

22.27 (5.87)

33.87 (6.60)

Congruent condition

19.66 (6.15)

32.59 (8.12)

t-value

2.01, p = .05

.80, p = .42

Note. N = 85. SD = standard deviation; t-value = comparing the means between the incongruent
and congruent condition for each outcome variable (Ravens score and persistence).
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Table 4
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses predicting persistence and performance on the
Ravens Progressive Matrices from interview anxiety and condition
Predictor

Dependent Variable
Persistence

Performance

R2

β

R2

β

.30

-.10
.28**

.07

-.22*
.14

.30

.22

.07

.20

Step 1
Condition
Interview Anxiety
Step 2
Condition x Interview
Anxiety
Note. N = 85. *p < .05. **p <.01.
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Table 5
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses predicting persistence and performance on the
Ravens Progressive Matrices from trait self-control and condition
Predictor

Dependent Variable
Persistence

Performance

R2

β

R2

β

.09

-.09
.00

.24

-.22*
-.11

.10

-.16

.24

.01

Step 1
Condition
Trait Self-Control
Step 2
Condition x Trait SelfControl
Note. N = 85. *p < .05. **p <.01.
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MANUSCRIPT 2
TOWARDS AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE ROLE OF SELF-FOCUSED
ATTENTION IN THE MAINTENANCE OF INTERVIEW ANXIETY

Introduction
Job interview anxiety refers to nerves experienced before or during the job interview and
is regarded as an unpleasant and distressing experience that can leave many candidates feeling
frustrated, upset and even depressed (Hollandsworth, Glazeski, & Dressel, 1978; Sieverding,
2009). As a result of anxiety, many job candidates dread the job interview and others might even
avoid it altogether (Heimberg, 1989). Fortunately, many candidates are motivated to minimize
or overcome their feelings of anxiety. In fact, a Google search of the term “job interview
anxiety” returned over 75,000 hits, with many articles, support groups and websites cluttered
with tips and strategies to help people overcome their interview jitters.2 It is therefore surprising
that few studies have sought to empirically investigate strategies that might be effective in
lowering interview anxiety. This scarcity exists despite calls for more research to examine the
effectiveness of techniques to reduce interview anxiety (Huffcutt, Van Iddekinge & Roth, 2011;
Macan, 2009). Given the tremendous reliance on employment interviews in the selection
process, there is a great need for research to examine ways to help candidates with their
interview anxiety.
In recent years, there has been growing research attention devoted to understanding the
negative effects of interview anxiety for both interviewees and hiring organizations. From an
applicant perspective, there is already an abundance of research confirming the deleterious effect
that interview anxiety has on interview performance (Cook, Vance & Spector, 2000; Feiler &
2

A Google Scholar search for this paper on January 31st, 2014, yielded 75,100 unique hits.
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Powell, 2013a; Sieverding, 2009). Specifically, interview anxiety, which is regarded as a form
of social-evaluative anxiety, manifests itself in various ways that negatively impact interviewees’
ability to behave, respond, and perform in the interview (Feiler & Powell, 2013a). The extant
research has suggested that actual performance (i.e., interviewee responses and answers) and the
impressions that anxious interviewees convey to interviewers (i.e., interviewers’ perception) may
be driving the lower interview performance ratings (Ayres, Keereetaweep, Chen and Edwards,
1998; Feiler & Powell, 2013a). Early research on communication anxiety indicated that anxious
interviewees provided less detailed answers and that their “talk time” was lower (Ayres et al.,
1998). Moreover, Feiler and Powell (2013b) found that anxious interviewees display more
prolonged silences, which suggests they may experience greater difficulty generating effective
answers or recalling past work behaviours. In addition, anxious interviewees may,
unintentionally, create negative first impressions that result in lower interview performance.
Recent research found, with an undergraduate student sample undergoing semi-structured mock
interviews, that anxious candidates were perceived as less assertive and interpersonally warm
(Feiler & Powell, 2013b). Therefore, it is not surprising that interviewees have a vested interest
in discovering ways to control or cope with their interview anxiety.
From an organizational perspective, interview anxiety may result in unfavourable
consequences for organizations. It has been suggested that negative applicant reactions, such as
interview anxiety, cause the interviewee to perceive the hiring organization as less attractive
(McCarthy, Hrabulik & Jelley, 2009; Sieverding, 2009). Hausknecht, Day and Thomas (2004)
found evidence, based on their meta-analysis, that candidates who negatively react to selection
tests are less likely to accept job offers and to refer the company to others (Hausknecht et al.,
2004). In addition, anxious interviewees are less likely to get hired, and as a result,
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organizations may be rejecting qualified and suitable candidates. Therefore, there is also
potentially a great deal at stake for understanding ways to minimize interview anxiety for the
benefit of hiring organizations.
Although interview-training programs have not been specifically designed for those who
are anxious, research has suggested there has been success with interview training more
generally (Huffcutt et al., 2011). For example, training that focused on interview practice
combined with interview coaching and video feedback resulted in lower communication anxiety
and increased interview performance (Williams, 2008). In another study, participants who were
assigned an interview coach who modeled effective interview behaviours, role-played, as well as
educated interviewees about the job interview received higher ratings of interview performance
(as rated by study interviewers; Tross & Maurer, 2008). However, interview training did not
improve interview performance when researchers asked an actual employer (Speas, 1979) or
organizational recruiters to judge the interviews (Williams, 2008). Therefore, there is mixed
evidence regarding the efficacy of interview training interventions. Moreover, the effect of
interview training on other interviewee outcomes besides interview performance (e.g., anxiety) is
also deserving of research attention and is unclear at this time.
Currently, little is known about how interview anxiety can be reduced or overcome.
Virtually no empirical studies exist that have examined whether interview training can lower
feelings of interview anxiety. However, a few studies have investigated whether certain types of
training can lower communication anxiety. The use of positive mental imagery (which has also
been referred to as ‘performance visualization’) has been found to relate to fewer negative selfthoughts, lower stress and communication anxiety, and an increased likelihood that participants
would receive the job (Ayres, Wongprasert, Silva, Story, Hsu & Darshan, 2001; Knudstrup,
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Segrest & Hurley, 2003). However, Knudstrup et al. (2003) found that imagery was not related
to receiving an invitation for a second interview. Other studies have suggested that social skills
training is beneficial for anxious interviewees, but this proposition has only been supported with
case study findings (e.g., Hollandsworth et al., 1978). While these findings are encouraging,
past research has focused on communication anxiety (only one of the five interview anxiety
dimensions) and therefore it is unclear whether these results will translate to those who
experience interview anxiety more broadly. Therefore, the time is now ripe to broaden the scope
of interview training to help job candidates with their interview anxiety.
In order to design training to help applicants with interview anxiety, it is important to
understand how anxiety may be influencing interviewee behaviour. An important factor that may
be contributing to candidate anxiety levels is perseverant negative self-thoughts or a tendency to
focus attention inwardly (a.k.a., self-focused attention). Self-focused attention refers to a
tendency to attend to internal physiological sensations, cognitions, emotions or beliefs, which are
often excessively negative for anxious people (Schultz & Heimberg, 2008). Existing research on
relevant forms of social-evaluative anxiety (e.g., test-taking, public speaking) has underscored
the role of self-focused attention and negative self-thoughts in maintaining anxiety levels (e.g.,
Daly, Vangelisti & Lawrence, 1989; Schultz & Heimberg, 2008). When people experience
anxiety while performing a stressful task, they often experience off-task processing (McCarthy et
al., 2013) due to the negative self-thoughts (Eysenck, Derakshan, Santos & Calvo, 2007). As a
result, people become very self-focused and may fail to focus their attention on the task at hand.
In the case of anxious interviewees, perhaps they are perceived as less interpersonally warm or
assertive by interviewers because they are focusing on their negative self-thoughts (e.g., “I am
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awful at interviews”) rather than attending adequately to the interview. The role of negative selfthought and self-focused attention in interview anxiety has yet to be explored.
The perseverant worry (and negative self-thought) that occurs has been well documented
in people who experience social anxiety (e.g., Clark & Wells, 1995; Spurr & Stopa, 2002;
Woody & Rodriguez, 2000). Specifically, those with social anxiety take an observer perspective
in which they imagine themselves negatively through the eye of an observer (i.e., interviewer)
and visualize the deficits this person must see (Schultz & Heimberg, 2008). Because people with
social anxiety are focused on the flaws this person might see, they tend to focus their attention on
themselves and how they are being perceived (e.g., “He can see how nervous I am”). Similarly,
a tendency to focus attention internally and take an observer perspective may occur for those
who are anxious in job interviews. In fact, interview anxiety shares many commonalities with
social anxiety (which will be discussed later). Despite the parallels, researchers have not used
the social anxiety literature to explore ways to help job candidates who struggle with their
interview anxiety. Although social anxiety and interview anxiety are two conceptually distinct
forms of anxiety, incorporating empirically grounded research in social anxiety research could
advance the interview anxiety literature in important ways. Several strategies have been found to
be effective for those with social anxiety and these techniques may have a similarly positive
effect for those with interview anxiety.
The purpose of this study is two-fold: (1) to examine the role of self-focus and negative
self-thought in interview anxiety and (2) to assess the impact of social anxiety reduction
strategies on interview anxiety that specifically focus on negative self-thought and self-focused
attention. This paper is divided into five sections. First, I explore the relation between anxiety
and negative self-thought and the impact that these have on self-regulation. Second, I discuss the
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similarities between social anxiety and interview anxiety, emphasizing the role of self-focused
attention. Third, I review strategies that have been effective for those with social anxiety and
discuss how these might apply to help job candidates with interview anxiety. Fourth, I provide a
summary of the study design and research context. Finally, I present a between-within subjects
design to empirically test my hypotheses and discuss the results and practical/theoretical
implications of this research.
Anxiety, Self-Regulation and Negative Self-Thought
The debilitating effects of anxiety have been widely theorized and documented in the
broader psychology literature. Several researchers have proposed that anxiety impedes a
person’s ability to sustain focus and self-regulatory functions, which subsequently impacts task
performance (Eysenck et al., 2007; Matthews & Funke, 2006; Matthews, Hillyard & Campbell,
1999). Anxiety has been found to interrupt self-regulatory functions such as working memory
capacity, information processing, memory retrieval, performance monitoring, and strategy
selection (Eysenck et al., 2007). In fact, maladaptive cognitive processes (e.g., excessive
worrying, rumination) have been identified as a central factor that causes poor performance for
those with social-evaluative forms of anxiety, such as test-taking anxiety, shyness, publicspeaking, and job interview anxiety (Heimberg, Keller & Peca-Baker, 1986; McCarthy et al.,
2013). As a result, several theorists have proposed that a key distinction between anxious and
non-anxious people is the perseverant worrisome thoughts that are activated in stressful
situations for those with high anxiety (Matthews et al., 2002). Anxiety causes people to become
self-focused (or self-preoccupied) and concerned about a perceived deficit and their inability to
cope with the stressor (Eysenck et al., 2007). Consequently, higher levels of anxiety while
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performing a task leads to excessive negative self-thought (and rumination) and interfere with
one’s ability to focus on the task at hand.
These findings are largely consistent with self-regulation (or cognitive load) theory.
According to self-regulation theorists (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1981), people have finite amounts
of cognitive resources and when cognitive overload occurs, they experience task interference and
performance impairments. When people experience negative and self-focused worrisome
thoughts (i.e., self-focused attention), this places an additional burden on their self-regulatory
functions (Eysenck et al., 2007). According to Carver and Scheier (1981), self-focused attention
invariably provokes self-evaluation, and this evaluation is an integral part of the self-regulatory
cycle wherein people compare their current state to an ideal state (e.g., goal or standard). If a
person perceives a discrepancy between these two states and does not feel confident about
his/her ability to meet the goal, then negative affect and cognitions typically ensue (Woody &
Rodriguez, 2000). As a result, these negative cognitions overload individuals’ self-regulatory
capacity and tend to interfere with their ability to perform and focus on the task at hand.
The interview is arguably a highly demanding and cognitively taxing situation where job
candidates are required to manage their own behaviour and impressions as well as their
responses to interviewers’ questions. For those with interview anxiety, the regulatory demands
of the interview can be especially taxing. In the interview anxiety literature, there is little
dialogue about the cognitive demands (and negative self-thoughts) that the interview may place
on the job candidate. For anxious interviewees, the interview is a stressful situation and one that
evokes worry (Heimberg et al., 1986), which may interfere with their ability to remain focused
and present in the interview. Therefore, more research is needed to examine the relation between
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self-regulatory processes (such as negative self-thought or self-focused attention) and interview
anxiety.
Negative Self-Thought: Drawing from the Social Anxiety Literature
The social anxiety literature was incorporated extensively to understand the role of selfregulation and to develop strategies to reduce interview anxiety. The role of self-regulation in
social anxiety research has been well articulated and provides a theoretical foundation for the
application of self-regulation to interview anxiety in the present study. Although conceptually
distinct, interview anxiety shares common ground and overlaps with many characteristics and
symptoms of social anxiety. Social anxiety refers to fears about being exposed to possible
scrutiny by others and a belief that people will act in ways that are humiliating, embarrassing, or
inappropriate (Clark & Wells, 1995). Similar to interview anxiety, a core feature of social
anxiety is a strong desire to convey a positive impression of one’s self to others and a perceived
deficit in one’s ability to do so (Leary, 1983). Second, social anxiety comprises one of the five
interview anxiety dimensions. On a conceptual level, it has been acknowledged that social
anxiety is fundamentally related to the operationalization of interview anxiety.
Given the strong reliance on the social anxiety literature in designing the present study, it
is important to establish the relation between social anxiety and interview anxiety. Establishing
the relation between these forms of anxiety may encourage future research in interview anxiety
to draw upon the extant social anxiety literature. Thus, the relation between interview anxiety
and three variables are investigated: social anxiety, public self-consciousness, and fear of
negative evaluation. Based on the research described above, I expect that social anxiety and
interview anxiety will be positively related. Public self-consciousness, which refers to
awareness people have of their impression and physical appearance presented to others, has been
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found to be a strong dispositional predictor of social anxiety (Spurr & Stopa, 2002). In validating
the Measure for Anxiety in Selection Interviews (MASI), McCarthy and Goffin (2004) found
that interview anxiety correlated positively with public self-consciousness (r = .27) and social
confidence (r = .35). The third variable, fear of negative evaluation, refers to a person’s
concerns about being evaluated unfavorably by others (Leary, 1983). People who are fearful of
being negatively judged by others avoid evaluative situations and are concerned about making a
good impression of others. Fear of negative evaluation is used as a primary indicator of social
anxiety in several treatment studies (Woody & Rodriguez, 2000), although it is not limited to
those with social anxiety. I therefore expect that interview anxiety will positively correlate with
both public self-consciousness and fear of negative evaluation.
Hypothesis 1: Interview anxiety will positively relate to social anxiety.
Hypothesis 2: Interview anxiety will positively relate to public self-consciousness.
Hypothesis 3: Interview anxiety will positively relate to fear of negative evaluation.

Most models of social anxiety emphasize the central role of self-focused attention in the
maintenance of social anxiety. As noted, self-focused attention often involves negative beliefs,
internal mental processes, thoughts, and feelings (Clark, 2001). Specifically, self-focused
attention may result in speculation about being negatively evaluated by others, and self-scanning
for behaviour or cues that could possibly be construed as a “faux pas” (Woody, 1996). One of
the most widely accepted cognitive models of social anxiety proposed by Clark and Wells (1995)
suggests that self-focused attention, predominantly negative, leads to higher anxiety levels,
impairs performance, and interferes with a person’s ability to accurately process the situation and
others’ responses. Although self-focused attention assists in monitoring a person’s attainment
and progress towards certain standards or goals (Spurr & Stopa, 2003), “over-regulation” (i.e.,
engaging in excessive self-regulation) is typically detrimental for socially anxious people.
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A second important feature of the model proposed by Clark and Wells (1995) is that
people with social anxiety use their own thoughts, feelings, and body sensations to construct an
impression of how they believe they appear to others (as a “social object”; Schultz & Heimberg,
2008). For example, they use physiological and behavioural symptoms (e.g., heart rate,
stuttering) as evidence that they are losing control, making a fool of themselves and are in a
“dangerous” situation (Clark & Wells, 1995). Therefore, many people find their thoughts to be
unpleasant, distressing and upsetting (called “negative reaction thoughts”; Feldman et al., 2010).
Moreover, socially anxious people believe their anxiety is more transparent to others than is
actually the case and tend to overestimate how negatively others evaluate their performance and
the consequences of poor social performance (Brown & Stopa, 2007). As a result, they form an
image from “an observer perspective” and they often cannot recall details or other people in the
situation because they are so engrossed in their own self-thoughts (Hope, Heimberg & Klein,
1990; Wells & Papageorgiou, 1998). Consequently, reducing self-focused attention and
fostering other-focused attention has been a central focus of several treatments and interventions.
Similar to social anxiety, interview anxiety appears to involve a multitude of self-focused
concerns and apprehensions. According to McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) framework, interview
anxiety consists of five dimensions: communication (worrying about verbal and non-verbal
skills), appearance (feelings of apprehension surrounding one’s physical appearance), social
(perceived inability to effectively interact with the interviewer), performance (fear of failure),
and behavioural anxiety (physiological and autonomic arousal). McCarthy and Goffin (2004)
developed a self-report scale (the MASI) for interviewees based on the five dimensions and
demonstrated that the scale yields robust concurrent, discriminant, criterion-related, and
incremental validity.
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Although the five interview anxiety dimensions are normally used to form a composite,
the measurement of each dimension highlights the varied stressors that anxious candidates face
in the job interview. In fact several of the items on the MASI deal with self-focused cognitions
in the interview (“I am overwhelmed of thoughts of doing poorly…”, “I worry about whether job
interviewers will like me as a person”, “I am so troubled by thoughts…”). Knudstrup et al.
(2003) suggested that interview anxiety can cause “mental blocks” and that such blockages
might hinder candidates’ ability to adequately respond to interview questions. Selection
researchers have even suggested that high levels of anxiety might be detrimental to the retrieval
of information and increase the likelihood of reporting false memories (Huffcutt et al., 2011).
Interview anxiety might be interfering with interviewees’ capability to recall information and to
subsequently structure their responses. It is therefore surprising then that little attention has been
paid to understanding the role of self-regulation and self-focused cognitions in interview anxiety.
A few studies have found that job candidates with communication anxiety experience
more negative self-statements (an index of self-focused attention). Negative self-statements
refer to thoughts that anxious people typically entertain in a social setting, such as a job
interview (e.g., how poorly they expect to do, how negatively the interviewer will perceive them;
Ayres et al., 2001). For example, Ayres, Ayres and Sharp (1993) found that those high in
communication anxiety entertained more negative self-statements in imagined interviews. Keller,
Heimberg and Peca (1984) found that anxious job candidates exhibited more negative selfstatements about their upcoming interviews, but these ratings were based on vocational
counselors discussions with these people (rather than self-ratings). The vocational counselors
reported that anxious interviewees experience excessively negative self-statements about their
ability to answer questions and to convey a favourable impression to the interviewer. It should
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be noted that studies have not examined negative self-statements (also referred to as selfthoughts) experienced during the interview, only in anticipation of the interview. However,
Ayres et al. (1998) conducted focus groups with participants high and low in communication
anxiety and asked these people a number of questions about their anxiety during a mock job
interview. The researchers found that those high in communication anxiety tended to worry
about being nervous and negatively judged by the interviewer, whereas those low in
communication anxiety were more focused on trying to anticipate questions and tailoring their
response to form a positive impression to the interviewer. Therefore, there is evidence that
anxious interviewees are self-focused and make negative self-statements prior to the interview.
The current study aims to make an important contribution to the interview anxiety
literature by examining negative self-focused thoughts and cognitions during the interview. To
my knowledge, there has been no formal test of the relation between self-focused attention and
negative self-thought with interview anxiety. As a result, several hypotheses were put forth to
investigate the relation amongst these variables based on the existing literature. Interview anxiety
as described in the hypotheses below will reflect two different points of data collection: preinterview and post interview 1.
Hypothesis 4: Interview anxiety will positively relate to self-focused attention.
Hypothesis 5: Interview anxiety will be more strongly related to self- than other-focused
attention.
Hypothesis 6: Interview anxiety will positively relate to negative self-statements.
Hypothesis 7: Interview anxiety will negatively relate to positive self-statements.
Hypothesis 8: Interview anxiety will positively relate to negative reaction to thoughts.
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Empirically Tested Interventions in the Social Anxiety Literature
Dozens of studies in the social anxiety literature have examined strategies that have been
found to help people reduce their cognitive and behavioural symptoms of anxiety. In addition,
several studies have provided evidence that social anxiety and negative self-statements can be
lowered in single-session treatment designs (e.g., Feldman, Greeson & Senville, 2010;
Vassilopoulos, 2005). Many of these treatment studies take a psycho-educational approach that
involves informing participants about why their current thought process is maladaptive and
providing them with a strategy to alter their mindset or beliefs. I review here two strategies,
positive imagery and field perspective taking, which have been found to reduce social anxiety
within a single-session design.
Positive Imagery
Self-images have been proposed to be a central component in many cognitive models of
social anxiety (Spurr & Stopa, 2002). Specifically, socially anxious people tend to focus
attention internally and experience mental images of themselves in social situations that are
excessively negative (Clark & Wells, 1995). These images evoke physiological and behavioural
responses in people that subsequently increase their anxiety (Heimberg, Brozovich, & Rapee,
2010). For example, Hackmann, Surawy and Clark (1998) found that the frequency of negative
self-images were greater during fearful situations for socially anxious people than for nonanxious controls. It has been suggested that these disruptive images can be successfully modified
through an imagery intervention (Schultz & Heimberg, 2008). Specifically, focusing on creating
positive self-images can block access to threatening and anxiety-provoking interpretations of
ambiguous social information (Stopa, Brown & Hirsch, 2012). Therefore, fostering positive selfimages may deter negative self-images and function to lower social anxiety.
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Researchers have sought to directly modify individuals’ self-images by evoking positive
imagery. These studies typically ask participants to form a positive image of themselves in a
social situation where they feel successful, confident, and at ease (e.g., Heimberg et al., 2010;
Stopa et al., 2012; Wells & Papageorgiou, 1998). Participants are asked to conjure up this image
and hold this image in mind. They are then asked to keep this image of themselves in their mind
while performing an anxiety-provoking social evaluative task (e.g., engaging in a conversation).
In a recent study, Vassilopoulos (2005) found that, compared to the negative imagery condition,
those in the positive imagery condition reported less bodily (physiological) sensations, lower
social anxiety, and gave themselves higher self-ratings of performance during a speech task.
Participants in the positive imagery condition also believed that their anxiety was less visible
than did those in the negative imagery condition. In another study conducted by Hulme, Hirsch
and Stopa (2012), participants with low and high levels of social anxiety reported higher levels
of explicit and implicit self-esteem after forming a positive self-image. Consequently, the
application of strategies aimed to transform negative self-images has been suggested to have
positive effects on distress, anxiety, and behaviour (Spurr & Stopa, 2002). Therefore, positive
self-imagery will serve as one of the interventions in the present study.
Field Perspective-Taking
Socially anxious people have a tendency to view themselves as a “social object” and as a
result, the perspective from which they visualize social situations has become an integral part of
treatments. In fact, Clark and Wells (1995) suggest that the heightened self-focus that occurs in
anxiety provoking situations is triggered by seeing oneself from an observer perspective (i.e.,
through the eyes of the audience or another person) rather than a field perspective (i.e., through
one's own eyes). As an example, in a job interview situation, an anxious candidate may imagine
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himself through the eyes of an interviewer (observer perspective) and see himself perspiring and
stuttering. According to research, people who are more prone to taking an observer perspective
are more likely to identify a discrepancy between their current state and the goal; if this occurs
and the discrepancy seems irremediable, then people tend to experience heightened levels of
anxiety (Woody & Rodriguez, 2000). Across several studies, results have consistently pointed to
the endorsement of an observer perspective as a unique feature of social anxiety. It has been
suggested that focusing attention externally (using a field perspective) interrupts the constant
self-focus and reduces safety behaviours (e.g., an act a person engages in to prevent a feared
outcome; Moscovitch, 2009), which then improves social performance (Wells & Papageorgiou,
1998).
As a form of treatment, socially anxious people have been instructed to shift their
attention from themselves to external events (i.e., field perspective) and to focus on seeing the
situation through one’s own eyes. For example, people who focus on seeing the situation
through their own eyes (rather than through the interviewer’s eyes) will be able to focus their
attention externally and will be less apt to focus on how they think they look to the interviewer.
In a small sample of socially anxious participants, Wells and Papageorgiou (1998) found that the
adoption of a field perspective (i.e., seeing the situation through their own eyes, rather than an
observer’s) reduced their anxiety in the situation and produced a shift from an observer to field
perspective. In addition, Spurr and Stopa (2003) found that taking a field perspective resulted in
less frequent negative cognitions and safety behaviours than those who took an observer
perspective for both socially anxious and non-anxious controls. However, the researchers found
that socially anxious people rated themselves lower on performance regardless of which
perspective they adopted. Therefore, there is evidence that taking a field perspective can be
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manipulated, and does reduce anxiety, but may not impact self-perceptions of social
performance.
The present study was designed to investigate strategies that would be effective in helping
candidates cope with their interview anxiety during the job interview. Specifically, the primary
aim of this study was to investigate whether interview anxiety and variables related to negative
self-thought and self-focused attention would exhibit significant reductions in a single-session
(treatment) study design. In the present study, participants were randomly assigned to one of four
conditions: positive imagery (experimental), field (experimental), observer (placebo) or a control
condition. The observer condition was intended to function as a placebo because participants
received instructions to focus their attention internally, which should not reduce interview anxiety
according to the social anxiety literature (e.g., Hope et al., 1990). The control condition did not
receive any treatment (instructions) and enabled the comparison of receiving an intervention to
not receiving one. Those in the experimental and placebo conditions received instructions
(referred to as the “instructional conditions”) that were designed to manipulate their anxiety and
thought process. Participants in the positive imagery condition were instructed to hold a positive
self-image of a prior social situation where they had felt successful and at ease. In the field
condition, participants were asked to focus attention externally (e.g., “focus on the questions the
interviewer is asking you”), whereas those in the observer condition were instructed to focus their
attention internally (e.g., “be aware of yourself and how you appear”). According to past
research, those in the positive imagery and field conditions should experience significantly lower
levels of anxiety because they will be focused on creating positive self-images and fostering an
other-focused attention. In contrast, those in the observer condition should not show reductions
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in anxiety (or negative self-statements) because they are encouraged to focus their attention
internally, which should maintain self-focused attention.
In the present study, participants underwent two mock interviews and several outcomes
were measured following the interviews across the four conditions: interview anxiety, negative
self-thought, self-focused attention, negative reaction to thoughts, interviewing self-efficacy, and
interview performance (interviewer- and self-rated). Past social anxiety research has indicated
that asking participants to form a positive self-image and to focus attention externally (“field
perspective”) resulted in reductions to anxiety, self-focused attention, and negative self-thought
(e.g., Spurr & Stopa, 2003; Stopa et al., 2012; Vassiolopoulos, 2005; Wells & Papageorgiou,
1998). Although previous research in the social anxiety literature has not investigated whether
positive imagery and field strategies improve interviewing self-efficacy, research in the
organizational literature has reported that interview training resulted in improvements to general
efficacy (Eden & Aviram, 1993) and interviewing self-efficacy specifically (Tross & Maurer,
2008). In addition, interviewing self-efficacy can be used as an index of self-regulation, as
people who believe they are not capable typically perceive a discrepancy between their current
state and a desired state or goal (Woody & Rodriguez, 2000). I did not make specific hypotheses
about whether interview performance would improve for those in the experimental conditions
because research findings have been mixed (e.g., Williams, 2008; Zeidner, 1998). Nonetheless, I
will explore whether interview performance improvements (both self- and interviewer-rated) are
found across the four conditions from interview 1 to interview 2.
Hypothesis 9: Participants in the experimental conditions (positive imagery and field) will
exhibit significantly lower interview anxiety following an intervention.
Hypothesis 10: Participants in the experimental conditions (positive imagery and field)
will exhibit significantly lower negative self-statements following an intervention.
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Hypothesis 11: Participants in the experimental conditions (positive imagery and field)
will exhibit significantly lower negative reaction to thoughts following an intervention.
Hypothesis 12: Participants in the experimental conditions (positive imagery and field)
will exhibit significantly lower self-focused attention following an intervention.
Hypothesis 13: Participants in the experimental conditions (positive imagery and field)
will exhibit significantly higher interviewing self-efficacy following an intervention.

Research Context and Summary
One important goal of this research was to examine the relation between interview
anxiety and social anxiety because this area of research was heavily used to develop strategies to
help job candidates with their interview nerves. Given the integral role of self-focused attention
in the social anxiety literature, a related goal was to examine the relation between interview
anxiety and cognitive constructs related to focusing attention internally. This was accomplished
by inspecting correlations of participants’ pre-interview and post-interview 1 scores with
relevant variables (as participants at this point had not been assigned to a condition). The
primary goal of this research was to evaluate the effectiveness of the four conditions across
several outcome variables (e.g., interview anxiety, interviewing self-efficacy). This was
achieved by assessing the effect sizes of the four conditions (separately) for each dependent
variable.
In order to empirically examine these research questions, participants responded to a
study advertisement that positioned the study as an opportunity to receive developmental
feedback and help with their interview anxiety. Those who expressed interest were sent an online
questionnaire and were informed that they would complete two mock job interviews
(consecutively). Structured interview questions were asked in both interviews and
questionnaires were completed by the interviewees and interviewers post interview 1 and 2.
56

However, prior to the second interview, participants were assigned to one of four conditions
(positive imagery, field, observer and control); in the first three of these conditions, participants
learned a strategy to help with their anxiety.
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METHOD
Participants
An a priori power analysis indicated that a sample size of 104 participants (for a four
treatment condition, repeated measures, between-subjects design) would be required to have
95% power for detecting a medium-sized effect of .33. A total of 110 participants participated in
the study at one of two interview locations (Guelph and Toronto). Five participants were
removed from the subsequent analyses because they either did not take the interviews seriously
(e.g., those who rated 2 or lower on the 5-point scale) or were suspicious of being placed in the
placebo control condition (e.g., indicated in the debriefing that they felt that focusing attention
internally would not help). Only those participants who took the mock interview seriously were
included in study analyses. The remaining 105 participants (68% females) reported a mean age
of 34, median age of 31, and ranged from 20-60 years of age. On average, participants reported
having undergone 3 interviews in the last year. The ethnicity of the sample was as follows:
White (56%), Chinese (8%), South Asian (14%), Black (5%), Latin American (8%), South East
Asian (2%), Arab (1%), West Asian (2%) and Other (5%). Forty percent of the sample reported
that they were enrolled as a student at a university or college. Although most participants
reported that they were unemployed (47%), several participants also indicated that they were
employed full-time (13%), part-time (19%), on a temporary basis (12%), and some participants
did not specify (8%). Participants also reported the highest educational degree that they had
completed to that point: high-school (26%), post-secondary (22%), undergraduate degree (32%),
masters (14%), PhD/medical/law degree (3%) and other (3%).
In order to recruit participants, a marketing flyer was created (see Appendix H) and
posted around various college and university campuses (e.g., co-op centers, libraries), social
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media pages (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIN) as well as public and corporate employment
seeking offices (e.g., Second Chance, Felix Global Corp.) in Toronto and Guelph. In addition,
the flyers were distributed to course professors and career consultants to share with their students
and clients. The flyer was geared towards those who experience interview anxiety (e.g., “Do
your nerves affect how you perform in a job interview?”). The study was positioned as an
opportunity to help job candidates with their interview anxiety and to improve on their
interviewing skills. Therefore, it was assumed that people who expressed interest in
participating tend to experience medium to high levels of interview anxiety. The MASI
composite, an index of the five interview anxiety dimensions yielded a mean of 3.23 (SD = .66),
which is higher than the mean of 2.46 (SD = .59) reported by McCarthy and Goffin (2004). In
addition, the majority of the participants reported that they took the mock job interview as
seriously as they would take a real job interview (85%).
Interviewers
Six graduate students (all female) in Industrial-Organizational psychology were recruited
as interviewers for the purpose of the study. The interviewers are also employed as
organizational consultants for a university-based consulting firm and had received previous
structured interviewer training. They received additional training as part of their involvement in
the study, which included the study protocol, how to use the rating scales and record videos. For
example, the six interviewers watched videotaped mock interviews from past studies (e.g., Feiler
& Powell, 2013a) and discrepancies in ratings were discussed. Female interviewers were
selected in an effort to limit variance that might result from gender effects and because the
majority of HR professionals (72%) are female (Klie, 2008). The interviewers ranged in age
from 23-28 years old. Interviewers were unaware of the specific study hypotheses, research
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questions and conditions, but were aware that the interviewees were people who self-identified
as having interview anxiety.
Materials/Measures
Interview Question Sets. Both interviews consisted of four questions (3 behavioural, 1
situational role-play) that took approximately 10 minutes each. Prior to the study, all eight
questions were rated by 10 expert raters (graduate students in Industrial-Organizational
Psychology); participants rated the extent to which each interview question was challenging and
were invited to provide input on question clarity. Questions were then balanced amongst the two
interviews in terms of difficulty. Because interviewees were “applying” for a multitude of job
positions, the questions were based on a set of eight competencies that are arguably important for
the majority of jobs: integrity, interpersonal skills, conflict resolution, stress management,
analytical ability, communication, motivation, and problem-solving (for a full list of the
questions asked, see Table 6 for all interview questions and difficulty ratings provided by expert
raters)
Interviewer ratings of interview performance. Both absolute and relative ratings of
interview performance scores were obtained. Absolute ratings of interview performance were
obtained by asking the interviewers to rate each question separately in terms of content and
delivery. Each question was rated out of 20 (10 points for content and 10 for delivery) for a total
maximum score of 80 for each interview. For interview 1 and 2, content and delivery yielded
high correlations of .72 and .65, respectively. Therefore, content and delivery were added
together for each question and all scores were added at the end of both interviews. Cronbach’s
Alpha of the questions (after content and delivery were combined) for interview 1 was .91 and
for interview 2 was .86. As noted, the interviewer also provided a relative rating of
60

interviewees’ interview performance using the Relative Percentile Method (RPM; Goffin,
Gellatly, Paunonen, Jackson, & Meyer, 1996). Interviewers were asked to “think of the interview
performance of different interviewees in the mock interview” and with this in mind, they were
asked to rate on a scale from 0 to 100 the participant’s interview performance. Interviewers were
informed that a score of 50 represented average interview performance. 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 relative to other interviewees he/she has observed in past interviews
(Goffin, Jelley, Powell, & Johnston, 2009).
Self-ratings of interview performance. Interviewees were asked to provide a self-rating
of interview performance (using a single item measure) at the end of each interview, “How
would you describe your level of performance in the mock job interview you just had?”
Interviewees were asked to rate their performance on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = very poor
to 5 = excellent). In order to determine whether interviewees’ performance in each interview is
typical of their performance in a real job interview, they were also 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).
Interview Anxiety. The 30-item MASI (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004) was completed by
interviewees at three different time periods: pre-interview (in the online questionnaire), post
interview 1 and post interview 2. The MASI measures the five dimensions of interview anxiety.
Participants were 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 were used to form a composite. Example items on the MASI include:
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“I become so anxious in the interview that I am unable to express my thoughts clearly”
(Communication Anxiety), “During the interview, I worry about whether I have dressed
appropriately” (Appearance Anxiety), “I become very uptight about having to socially interact
with a job interviewer” (Social Anxiety), “I worry that my job interview performance will be
lower than that of other applicants” (Performance Anxiety), and, “My heartbeat is faster than
usual during job interviews” (Behavioural Anxiety). For the post-interview administrations of
the MASI, all of the 30 items were identical except that items were modified to reflect the past
tense (e.g., During the interview, I worried about whether I dressed appropriately). McCarthy
and Goffin (2004) reported adequate internal consistency and that the MASI demonstrated strong
discriminant, concurrent, and criterion-related validity (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). The
following Cronbach’s Alphas were obtained for each of the five dimensions across the three
administrations: Appearance Anxiety (α = .80-.83), Communication Anxiety (α = .80-.82),
Social Anxiety (α = .79-.80), Performance Anxiety (α = .84-.90), Behavioral Anxiety (α = .78.82), and MASI composite (α = .84-.87).
Fear of Negative Evaluation. A Brief version of the Fear of Negative Evaluation (BFNE; Leary, 1983) scale was used that contained 11 items (e.g., “I often worry that I will say or
do the wrong things”, “I am afraid that people will find fault with me”). Items are rated on a 5point scale (1 = not at all characteristic to 5 = extremely characteristic of me). The B-FNE has
been found to highly correlate with the original scale (containing 30 items) developed by Watson
and Friend (1969) and has demonstrated strong internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and
validity (Leary, 1983). In the present study, the Cronbach’s Alpha of the scale yielded a value of
.91. The B-FNE was administered in the pre-interview (online) questionnaire.
Public Self-Consciousness. The public subscale of the Self-Consciousness Scale (SCS;
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Feningstein, Scheier & Buss, 1975) was administered in the online questionnaire, which
contained 7 items (e.g., “I usually worry about making a good impression”). In validating the
MASI, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) found that interview anxiety (as measured by a composite
of the five dimensions) correlated at .27 with the public subscale of the SCS. In the current
study, the public subscale displayed good internal consistency (α = .79).
Social Anxiety. Social anxiety was measured using the Social Phobia Inventory (SPIN;
Connor, Davidson, Churchill, Sherwood, Foa & Weisler, 2000), which is a 17-item scale that
assesses three dimensions: fear (e.g., fear of people in authority), avoidance (e.g., avoids
speeches), and physiological (e.g., distressed by palpitations) discomfort in a variety of social
situations. The items are rated on a 4 point Likert-type scale (0 = not at all to 4 = extremely) and
the three dimensions can be combined to form a Social Anxiety (SA) composite. Past research
has found that the SPIN has excellent internal consistency as well as good test-retest reliability
and convergent validity (Connor et al., 2000; Orr & Moscovitch, 2010). The reliabilities of each
of the three dimensions and composite in the present study are as follows: fear (α = .85),
avoidance (α = .83), physiological (α = .75), and the SA composite (α = .85).
Job Interview Self-Statement Schedule. Modified versions of the Negative (NSS) and
Positive Self-Statement (PSS) subscales of the Job Interview Self-Statement Schedule (JISSS;
Heimberg et al., 1986) were used to assess thoughts used by interviewees in the interview. The
NSS sub-scale consisted of 25 items (e.g., “This is stressful”, “I’m not expressing myself
clearly”) and the PSS sub-scale included 10 items (e.g., “I’m expressing myself well”). All
items are rated using a frequency scale (1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 3 = moderately, 4 = a lot, and
5 = constantly) and were rated following each interview. The entire scale has also demonstrated
concurrent and convergent validity (Heimberg et al., 1986). In the current study, the Cronbach’s
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Alpha of the subscales across both interviews ranged from .94 to .95 for NSS and produced a
value of .86 for PSS (for both interviews). A Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was
performed on the NSS items in order to reduce the number and redundancy of items based on
commonalities. A varimax rotation was selected because it maximizes the sum of the variances
and as a result, provides simple structure of the data. The eigenvalues and scree plot were
examined and provided evidence for a three-factor structure representing the types of thoughts
experienced by anxious participants in the job interview: FI (Answer Uncertainty), FII (Anxiety
Transparency), and FIII (Concern about Interviewer Judgments; see Table 7 for factor loadings).
The results of the factor analysis provide tremendous insight into what concerns or thoughts
anxious interviewees are having in the interview and will be discussed further in the discussion
section.
Negative Reaction to Thoughts. Three additional items were included to measure
participants’ negative reaction to their thoughts (Feldman et al., 2010). Following both
interviews, participants were asked, “To what degree were you upset by the thoughts you
experienced during the interview?” on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all to 5 = very). The following
two questions were identical to this question, but the words “stressed” and “distracted” were
substituted for “upset”. The results indicated that the three items combined yielded adequate
internal consistencies following interview 1 (α = .78) and interview 2 (α = .83).
Focus of Attention Questionnaire. The Focus of Attention Questionnaire (FAQ;
Woody, 1996) was modified to measure the extent to which participants were self- and otherfocused during the interviews. Ten items (5 other-focused and 5 self-focused) were rated on a 5point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The two subscales are treated
separately rather than forming an average. The self-focus scale contains items related to
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internally directed attention to anxiety, cognition and memory (e.g., “I was focusing on my level
of anxiety”, “I was focusing on past social failures”). The other-focus scale measures the degree
to which people attend to things in the social setting other than themselves (e.g., “I was focusing
on what I thought of the interviewer”, “I was focusing on what the interviewer was saying or
doing”). Mixed evidence has been found for the internal consistency of either scale (e.g.,
Mellings & Alden, 2000; Woody & Rodriguez, 2000). Consistent with past research, I found
that the Cronbach’s Alpha was satisfactory for the other-focused (α = .66-.67) and self-focused
scales (α = .68-.71) across the two interviews.
Interviewing self-efficacy. Interviewing self-efficacy was measured in the pre-interview
and post-interview 2 questionnaires using a revised version of a scale developed by Tay, Ang
and Dyne (2006). Five items (e.g., “I feel confident that I can market my skills and abilities
during the job interview”) measured interviewing self-efficacy using a 5-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The internal consistency of the scale on the preinterview questionnaire was .77 and yielded a value of .87 on the post-interview 2 questionnaire.
Interviewing self-efficacy at time 1 and time 2 correlated at .51.
Treatment effectiveness and clarity. Three questions were asked regarding treatment
effectiveness and clarity: 1) To what extent did you feel that the videotaped instructions were
clear enough for you to understand what you were being asked to do?, 2) To what extent did you
follow the videotaped instructions?, and 3) I found the instructions/treatment I received to be
useful. All participants agreed that the instructions they received were clear and 95% agreed that
they did their best to follow the instructions. Seventy-four percent indicated that they found the
instructions to be useful.
Interview Motivation (pre-screening measure). Eleven items from the Dundee State
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Stress Questionnaire (DSSQ; Matthews et al., 1999), which assesses test-taking motivation, were
modified to fit the job interview context. Participants rated these items (e.g., “I am concerned
about doing as well as I can in the interview”) prior to completing the interviews and were rated
on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The internal consistency of
these items yielded a value of .80. The scale was included to omit participants from data
analyses who were not motivated to do well in the interview and included as a potential control
variable. In addition, past research has demonstrated that task motivation (as measured by this
scale) has been linked to self-focus, concentration, and distress/worry (Matthews et al., 2002).
Procedure
Each participant was scheduled for the mock interviews over email and was sent a link
for the online questionnaire. The online questionnaire took participants approximately 10-15
minutes to complete and included the MASI, B-FNE, public subscale of the SCS, and the SPIN
as well as several demographic questions (see Figure 1 for a flowchart of the study procedure).
On the day of the scheduled interview, participants were greeted in a waiting area and
were then led to the room where the interviews took place. Prior to the first interview,
participants were administered an informed consent, letter of information, and a brief
questionnaire that took participants less than five minutes to complete. This short questionnaire
contained questions related to their interview motivation. Following the questionnaire, the
interviewer entered the room, introduced herself, and shook hands with the interviewee. In order
to standardize the interview process, interviewers were asked to limit discussions and rapportbuilding prior to the interview. For example, interviewers were only permitted to ask how the
participant was doing or if they had any problem finding the study location. Participants then
completed the first interview (which was videotaped). Following the interview, the interviewer
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left the room, sat in the waiting area and completed their post interview performance and anxiety
ratings until they were called in for the second interview (see Appendix O & P). The researcher
then entered the room and provided the interviewee with a set of questionnaires that took them
less than 10 minutes to complete. These questionnaires asked about their interview anxiety,
interview performance, negative self-thoughts, focus of their attention, and negative reaction to
thoughts (see Appendix M). The researcher then assigned participants to one of four conditions
(imagery, field, observer and control) using random assignment with replacement: 104 packages
were created at the outset of the study and a package was randomly drawn for each participant
that contained their assigned condition. The researcher then provided the interviewee with the
corresponding instructions (with the exception of the control; see Table 8). The three
instructional conditions (imagery, field, and observer) received instructions of similar format and
length (see Appendix K). The researcher asked the participant to read the instructions, watch a
video that included an audio version of the same instructions, and asked participants to read the
instructions a second time. In order to process the instructions more deeply, participants were
also asked to provide a written summary of the instructions on the reverse side of the page. The
researcher informed the participant that she would return in 8 minutes and would ask them a few
questions about the instructions they read.
In the Control condition, interviewees did not receive instructions and were told that their
interviewer was running late and would return shortly. For the three conditions that received
instructions, the researcher returned and asked the interviewee to paraphrase the instructions they
were given. On a few occasions (e.g., less than five times), the participants asked clarity about
certain aspects of the instructions, but the vast majority felt the instructions were straightforward.
The researcher then asked the participant for a verbal summary about what they read and then
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asked the participant, “Based on the instructions [you] read, what are you going to do for the
next interview?” The researcher then left the room and the interviewer entered and the second
interview commenced (with the same interviewer), which again was videotaped. Following the
second interview, the participant and interviewer then received the same questionnaire package
as the first interview (with the exception of a few questions; see Appendix N).
Participants were debriefed at the end of the study by the researcher and given a
debriefing form. Additional debriefing was provided to those in the observer (placebo) and
control conditions. Those in the Observer condition were told that the instructions should not
have decreased their interview anxiety levels, whereas those in the Control condition were told
that they were randomly assigned to their condition to receive no instructions and were offered a
copy of the instructions received by the two experimental conditions (imagery and field).
Following the debriefing, the researcher provided detailed interview performance feedback to
each participant based on the interviewers’ notes they made after each interview. This often
involved a discussion about what “interview anxiety felt like” to the interviewee and why it was
debilitating. The debriefing and feedback typically lasted 30-45 minutes for each participant.
Each participant was reimbursed for parking costs. The total time to participate was
approximately 1 hour and 15 minutes (depending on the amount of feedback).
RESULTS
The results are reported in four sections: 1) relation between social anxiety and negative
self-thought with interview anxiety, 2) preliminary analyses and interviewer effects, and 3) effect
of the four different conditions (imagery, field, observer, and control) on several DVs: interview
anxiety, negative self-thought, self-focused and other-focused attention, negative reaction to
thoughts, interviewing self-efficacy, and interview performance, and 4) supplementary analyses.
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I expected that all conditions would improve over time (e.g., reduction of interview anxiety), but
that a significant change would be observed for those in the experimental conditions only.
Social Anxiety and Negative Self-Thought: Validity
An important objective was to examine the relation between interview anxiety and social
anxiety because the strategies developed for the present study were grounded in the social
anxiety literature. I predicted that interview anxiety would positively and significantly correlate
with a composite and dimensions of social anxiety (Hypothesis 1), public self-consciousness
(Hypothesis 2), and fear of negative evaluation (Hypothesis 3). Consistent with predictions, the
results indicated that pre-interview and post-interview 1 ratings of interview anxiety significantly
and positively correlated with all three dimensions of social anxiety as measured by the SPIN,
fear (r = .49-.60), physiological (r = .46-.57), and avoidance (r = .47-.54) as well as a
composition of all three dimensions (r = .54-.66). As expected, interview anxiety as measured in
the pre-interview and post interview 1 questionnaires positively and significantly correlated with
public self-consciousness (r = .44-.58) and fear of negative evaluation (r = .44-.58). Therefore,
Hypothesis 1, 2 and 3 were supported and taken together, suggest that interview anxiety shares
many characteristics of social anxiety (e.g., public self-consciousness; see Table 9 for
correlations of all study variables in the online and post interview 1 questionnaires).
A second objective of the present study was to examine whether the negative selfpreoccupation that occurs for people with social anxiety also applies to those with interview
anxiety. I predicted that interview anxiety would correlate positively with self-focused attention
(Hypothesis 4) and that this correlation would be significantly greater than the correlation
between other-focused attention and interview anxiety (Hypothesis 5). I also predicted that
interview anxiety would correlate positively with negative self-statements (Hypothesis 6),
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negatively with positive self-statements (Hypothesis 7), and positively with negative reaction to
thoughts (Hypothesis 8). Consistent with predictions, ratings of interview anxiety positively
correlated with self-focused attention (r = .66) and were significantly higher than the correlation
between other-focused attention and interview anxiety (r = .18), t(100) = 5.34, p < .05 (Steiger,
1980). Interview anxiety (pre-interview and post interview 1) also positively correlated with the
frequency of negative self-statements (r = .64 to .83) and participants’ reaction to their thoughts;
anxious interviewees reported feeling more stressed, upset and distracted by their thoughts
during the interview (r = .52-.61). Consistent with research in social anxiety, all three ratings of
interview anxiety did not significantly correlate with other-focused attention (r = .12-.18) and
negatively correlated with positive self-thoughts (r = -.37 to -.39). Thus, Hypotheses 4-8 were
supported. These results suggest that those who are anxious in the job interview experience more
negative self-thoughts and tend to focus on themselves.
Preliminary Analyses and Interviewer Effects
Randomization of participants to the four conditions led to four groups that were
comparable: the four conditions did not differ on pre-anxiety [F(3, 103) = .28, p = .84], or
anxiety rated after time 1 [F(3, 103) = .10, p = .96], interview experience [F(3, 100) = 1.35, p =
.26], age[F(3, 99) = .23, p = .87], or interview motivation [F(3, 103) = .55, p = .65]. In addition,
no group differences were found with regard to how challenging interviewees found the
questions [F(3, 103) = .60, p = .62], or interviewee perceptions of how much the interviewer
nodded [F(3, 103) = 1.25, p = .30] or smiled [F(3, 103) = .08, p = .97].
I also examined whether there were differences across the three conditions that received
instructions (imagery, field, and observer) with regard to how clear they found the instructions
and their adherence to them. The results indicated that there were no group differences amongst
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the three conditions in terms of participant perception of the clarity of the instructions [F(2,77) =
1.31, p = .28] or in their attempt to follow the instructions [F(2, 77) = 1.08, p = .35].
Effect of the Four Conditions on Dependent Variables
A preliminary examination of the data ruled out the presence of extreme scores. Means
and standard deviations for dependent measures (e.g., interview anxiety, negative self-thought,
self-efficacy, interview performance) are listed in Table 10. Correlations between study
variables collected post interview 2, within each condition, are found in Table 11 and 12.
Analyses of dependent measures (at post interview 1 and post interview 2) were conducted using
split-plot analysis of variance (ANOVA), with time as the within-subjects factor and condition as
the between-subjects factor. All assumptions of the split-plot ANOVA were met for each
dependent variable (Equality of Covariance Matrices and Homogeneity of Variance). Main
effects for Time were expected for several of the dependent variables, in particular interview
anxiety and negative self-thoughts, with decreases observed across the two interviews.
Interaction effects were expected for dependent variables related to interview anxiety and selfthought (e.g., negative self-thought, self-focused attention, negative reaction to thoughts);
specifically, significant decreases were expected in the imagery and field conditions
(Experimental), but not in the observer (Placebo) or control conditions. Consistent with the
results of other social anxiety studies that have utilized a brief single-session treatment design
(e.g., Taylor & Alden, 2010; Woody & Rodriguez, 2000), I did not predict that the four
conditions would result in changes to interview performance.
Anxiety
Hypothesis 9 stated that those in the experimental conditions would exhibit significantly
lower interview anxiety following the second interview. Two dependent measures of interview
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anxiety were examined: overall global rating of interview anxiety and anxiety measured using
the MASI composite. Analysis of the overall rating of anxiety revealed a main effect of time
(F(1,90) = 58.90, p =. 00, ηp2 = .40), suggesting that as a function of time, interviewees felt less
anxious. The results also showed an interaction effect of condition and time (F(3,90) = 3.90, p =
.01, ηp2 = .12). As can be seen in Figure 2, it would appear that there was a significant decrease
in anxiety over time in all but the control condition. Indeed, paired t-tests within each of the
conditions confirmed the pattern of findings: imagery (F(1,90) = 28.41, p =.00, ηp2 =.24), field
(F(1,90) = 33.38, p = .00, ηp2 =.27) and observer conditions (F(1,90) = 7.05, p = .01, ηp2 =.07);
however, in the control condition, the reduction in anxiety was non-significant (F(1,90) = 2.72, p
= .10, ηp2 =.03).
Another measure of anxiety was obtained that assessed the five dimensions of interview
anxiety (called the “MASI composite”). The MASI composite ratings obtained post interview 1
and 2 were submitted to the split-plot ANOVA. Similar to the overall anxiety rating described
above, there was a main effect of time, (F(1,100) = 89.68, p = .00, ηp2 = .47), with significant
reductions in interview anxiety reported following the second interview. Surprisingly, there was
no interaction effect of condition and time with the MASI composite (F(3,100) = 2.11, p = .10,
ηp2 = .06; see Figure 3). Therefore, partial support was found for Hypothesis 9 as the observer
condition also experienced significantly lower anxiety levels (in the case of the overall global
ratings of anxiety), but the control condition did not. Moreover, the interaction effect between
time and condition was only found with the overall anxiety rating and not with the MASI
composite.
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Negative Self-Thoughts
I predicted that those in the experimental conditions would exhibit significantly lower
negative reaction to thoughts (Hypothesis 10) and negative self-statements (Hypothesis 11)
following the second interview. As described earlier, an index was created that assessed the
extent to which participants were stressed, distracted and upset by the thoughts they were
experiencing during the interviews (called “Negative Reaction to Thoughts”). As expected,
there was a main effect of negative self-thoughts across the two interviews, with negative
reaction to thoughts decreasing as a function of time (F(1,99) = 35.46, p = .00, ηp2 = .26). In
addition, the results indicated that there was an interaction effect between time and condition
(F(3,99) = 6.34, p = .01, ηp2 = .16). As depicted graphically in Figure 4, there was a significant
decrease in negative reaction to thoughts over time in all but the control condition. Indeed, paired
t-tests within each of the conditions confirmed the pattern of findings: imagery (F(1,99) = 8.62, p
= .00, ηp2 =.08), field (F(1,90) = 36.86, p = .00, ηp2 =.27) and observer conditions (F(1,90) =
9.72, p = .00, ηp2 =.09); however, in the control condition, the reduction in anxiety was nonsignificant (F(1,90) = 0.22, p = .88, ηp2 =.00). Therefore, partial support was found for
Hypothesis 10 as the experimental conditions (in addition to the observer condition) experienced
significantly less negative reaction to thoughts, whereas the control did not.
Interestingly, another index of negative self-thoughts exhibited a slightly different pattern
of findings. A measure of negative self-statements was administered post interview 1 and 2,
which asked specific thoughts experienced by anxious interviewees (e.g., “I sound stupid”).
Again, there was a main effect of time (F(1,99) = 54.58, p < .001, ηp2 = .36). The interaction
effect of time and condition was non-significant, although the interaction was approaching
significance (F(3,99) = 2.08, p = .11, ηp2 = .06). Similar to the pattern of results above, the
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control condition demonstrated the smallest decrement in negative self-statements across the two
interviews (see Figure 5). Thus, although the interaction was approaching significance, there was
no effect of condition on negative self-statements and Hypothesis 11 was not supported.
Self-focused Attention
Hypothesis 12 stated that those in the experimental conditions would exhibit significantly
lower levels of self-focused attention following the second interview. Self-focused attention was
measured in the post interview 1 and 2 questionnaires. The results indicated that there was a
main effect of time for self-focused attention (F(1,100) = 32.73.42, p = .00, ηp2 = .25), indicating
that participants became less self-focused across time. In addition, the results indicated there was
an interaction effect of time and condition (F(3, 100) = 5.69, p = .00, ηp2 = .15). Figure 6
illustrates that decreases in self-focused attention were exhibited in all three instructional
conditions only, with the sharpest decrease observed in the field condition. Pairwise comparisons
were conducted and indicated that the decrease in self-focused attention was significant for all
three instructional conditions: imagery (F(1,100) = 6.48, p = .01, ηp2 = .06), field (F(1,100) =
38.00, p = .00, ηp2 = .28), and observer (F(1,100) = 6.25, p = .01, ηp2 = .06). As illustrated in
Figure 6, the control condition did not produce a significant change in self-focused attention
(F(1,100) = .11, p = .74, ηp2 = .00). Therefore, partial support was found for Hypothesis 12, as
those in all three conditions that received instructions experienced lower levels of self-focused
attention.
Interviewing Self-Efficacy
Hypothesis 13 stated that those in the experimental conditions would exhibit significantly
higher interviewing self-efficacy following the second interview. Interviewing self-efficacy was
administered in the pre-interview and post-interview 2 questionnaires. The results of the split
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plot ANOVA indicated that there was a significant main effect of time (F(1,95) = 6.42, p = .01,
ηp2 = .06), indicating that self-efficacy improved over time. In addition, the results indicated
there was an interaction effect of time and condition (F(3, 95) = 4.04, p = .01, ηp2 = .11). As can
be seen in Figure 7, it would appear that there was a significant increase in interviewing selfefficacy over time for those in the conditions that received instructions, but a decrease in
interviewing self-efficacy for those in the control condition. Subsequent pairwise comparisons
confirm that there were significant increases in the imagery (F(1,95) = 6.86, p = .01, ηp2 =.07)
and observer (F(1,95) = 6.00, p = .02, ηp2 =.06) conditions, and the increase in interviewing selfefficacy in the field condition was approaching significance (F(1,95) = 3.57, p = .06, ηp2 =.04).
The decrease in interviewing self-efficacy in the control condition was non-significant, but also
approaching significance (F(1,95) = 2.96, p = .09, ηp2 =.03). Therefore, the results largely
supported Hypothesis 13.
Interview performance – Exploratory Analyses
Two dependent measures of interview performance were obtained post interview 1 and 2:
a relative percentile rating (RPM) and an absolute rating. For the RPM overall rating of
interview performance, the results indicated there was neither a main effect of time (F(1,100) =
0.01, p = .93, ηp2 = .00) nor a significant interaction effect of time and condition (F(3,100) =
0.57, p = .64, ηp2 = .02; see Figure 8). Similarly, the absolute rating of interview performance,
which involved summing the participants’ scores across the all of the questions for each
interview, showed a non-significant main effect of time (F(1,100) = 0.08, p = .78, ηp2 = .00); in
addition, there was no evidence of an interaction effect of time and condition found (F(3,100) =
0.14, p = .93, ηp2 = .00; see Figure 9). Finally, I examined whether there was an interaction
effect of time and condition on self-ratings of interview performance. In contrast to interviewer
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ratings, there was a main effect of time (F(1,97) = 15.84, p = .001, ηp2 = .14), suggesting that
self-ratings of interview performance increased from post interview 1 to post interview 2.
However, there was no evidence of an interaction effect of time and condition (F(3,97) = 0.13, p
= .95, ηp2 = .00; see Figure 10). Taken together, these results indicate that self-ratings of
interview performance did increase over time across the four conditions, whereas interviewer
ratings of interview performance did not exhibit an increase. However, for both self- and
interviewer-ratings of interview performance, there was no effect of condition on subsequent
interview performance.
Supplementary Analyses
I did not make an a priori hypothesis, but I examined whether negative self-thought
variables (negative self-statements, self-focused attention, negative reaction to thoughts)
mediated the link between interview anxiety and interview performance (following the first
interview). Anxiety more broadly (Watkins, 2008), and social anxiety specifically (Schultz &
Heimberg, 2008), can lead to the experience of negative self-thoughts and self-focused attention.
Several hierarchical linear regression analyses were performed to test negative self-thought
variables as mediators, specifically only those that correlated with both self-ratings of anxiety (as
measured by the MASI) and interviewer-ratings of interview performance (both the RPM and
absolute rating scales). In the present study, all three negative self-thought variables positively
correlated with interview anxiety and all correlated negatively with interview performance
ratings (using the RPM scale); however, only one of the variables (negative self-statements)
significantly correlated with the absolute rating of interview performance. Therefore, four tests
of mediation were conducted in total following the steps outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986).
However, only negative self-statements (β = -10.49, p = .01) was found to fully mediate the
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relation between interview anxiety and the RPM rating of interview performance, which was
confirmed using the Sobel Test (Beta weight coefficients for all four multiple regression analyses
can be found in Table 13). Taken together, the results indicated that negative self-thought
variables and interview anxiety contribute independently to interview performance.
DISCUSSION
This study represents one of the first empirical studies to examine strategies that might be
effective in lowering job interview anxiety. Drawing from theory and past research in the social
anxiety literature, I proposed that negative self-thought is debilitating for those with interview
anxiety and examined strategies that have been found to lower such cognitions. First, I tested
whether interview anxiety is significantly (and positively) related to self-focused attention (e.g.,
negative self-statements, negative reaction to thoughts) and social anxiety. Second, I examined
whether interview anxiety and other outcomes (e.g., self-focused attention, interviewing selfefficacy) would exhibit improvements following an intervention. I did not expect that interview
performance would necessarily improve over the course of the two interviews, but I explored this
possibility. All interviewees participated in the same first mock interview and were then
randomly assigned to one of four conditions prior to their second interview: positive imagery
(experimental), field (experimental), observer (placebo), or a control condition. Overall, the
results of the study suggested that interview anxiety is related to social anxiety and variables
related to negative self-thought and can be reduced through interventions developed in the social
anxiety literature (e.g., positive imagery, field perspective-taking). Surprisingly, those in the
observer condition also demonstrated improvements from post interview 1 to 2, but the control
condition generally showed little to no improvements. The study findings, implications,
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limitations and recommendations for future research are described in detail in the sections that
follow.
The Effect of Condition on Anxiety, Negative Self-Thought and Interview Performance
Social anxiety research has provided evidence that guiding people to form a positive
image of themselves (imagery condition) and to focus attention externally (field condition)
results in lower anxiety (Hirsch, Clark, Williams & Morrison, 2005; Mellings & Alden, 2000;
Stopa et al., 2012), whereas asking people to focus attention internally maintains and potentially
results in heightened anxiety (Spurr & Stopa, 2003). Consistent with past research, the results of
the present study indicated that assignment to one of the experimental conditions (imagery, field)
generally lowered interviewees’ interview anxiety, but contrary to prediction, those in the
observer condition also demonstrated a significant decrease. Specifically, significant reductions
in the overall global rating of interview anxiety were found for those in the imagery, field and
observer conditions, but not for those in the control group. However, interview anxiety as
measured by the MASI composite did not exhibit a significant decrease over the two interviews
between conditions. One possible explanation is that the MASI composite did not capture
changes in anxiety because of the operationalization of anxiety as an average of the five
dimensions. If a person has only high levels of performance and communication anxiety (two of
the five dimensions), they may not exhibit a significant change when those are averaged with the
other three dimensions. This is consistent with research findings that have suggested that the
experience of anxiety is highly variable across people (Schultz & Heimberg, 2008). Therefore,
although decreases in interview anxiety as measured by the MASI were approaching
significance, the measurement (or scale) frequently used with this measure may be less sensitive
to detecting changes than with the overall rating. Nonetheless, the results provide evidence that
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asking participants to read instructions, in an attempt to change their mindset or affective state,
can decrease interview anxiety.
Over the course of the two interviews, the findings suggested that negative self-thought
decreased substantially. Moreover, the results indicated that self-focused attention and negative
reaction to thoughts exhibited a significant decrease for those in the three instructional conditions
(imagery, field, and observer), but not for those in the control condition. Although negative selfstatements did not exhibit a significant decrease from post interview 1 to 2, it should be noted
that the interaction was approaching significance (p = .056). As displayed in Figure 5, the field
condition produced the sharpest decrease of the three instructional conditions across all
dependent variables related to negative self-thought. These findings are consistent with a vast
amount of research indicating that adopting a field-taking perspective and positive imagery are
effective in reducing self-focused and negative cognitions that occur during social situations,
such as an interview (Schultz & Heimberg, 2008; Vassilopoulos, 2005). However, an unexpected
finding was that adopting an observer perspective significantly reduced negative self-thoughts.
This may be due to training effects (a.k.a., improvements observed due to receiving training
rather than related to training content; Huffcutt et al., 2001) or unintended positive effects of the
manipulation (Woody & Rodriguez, 2000) and will be discussed later in the discussion. Overall,
the results demonstrated that the field condition was the most effective in reducing negative selfthought, whereas positive imagery and the observer condition appeared to be parallel and
produced lower effect sizes.
Interviewing self-efficacy has received recent attention as a mediating and outcome
variable in the interview literature and is proposed to be a direct consequence of interview
anxiety (Huffcutt et al., 2001). Moreover, researchers have found that interviewing self-efficacy
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(Tross & Maurer, 2008) and general self-efficacy (Eden & Aviram, 1993) increased following
interview training. The results of the present study indicated that interviewing self-efficacy
exhibited a significant increase from the pre-interview to post-interview 2 for those in the
imagery and observer conditions and was approaching significance in the field condition. What
was particularly fascinating was that the control condition exhibited a decrease, albeit nonsignificant, (p = .09), in interviewing self-efficacy. Few studies have examined the link between
interviewing self-efficacy and interview anxiety, but one study conducted by Tross and Maurer
(2008) found the two constructs to be negatively correlated (r = -.46). In the present study, I
found that these two constructs were negatively and significantly correlated in the pre-interview
and post-interview 2 questionnaires. A somewhat surprising result was that interviewing selfefficacy did not correlate with the two measures of interview performance following the first
interview (r’s = .07-.11), but it did positively and significantly correlate with both measures
interview performance following the second interview when participants in all conditions were
included in the analysis (r’s = .23-.26). Therefore, this study converges with past research
indicating that interview anxiety and interviewing self-efficacy are inextricably linked, but the
role that self-efficacy plays in the relation between interview anxiety and interview performance
remains unclear.
Despite evidence that giving interviewees strategies appeared to help lower their anxiety
and negative self-thought, the conditions had no effect on interview performance. The results of
the present study indicated that there was a very slight (non-significant) decrease in interview
performance across the two interviews. Although several studies have provided evidence that
interview training can lead to higher ratings of interview performance (Latham, Saari, Pursell &
Campion, 1980; Maurer, Solamon, Andrews & Troxtel, 2001; Speas, 1979), no study to my

80

knowledge has demonstrated that interview training leads to increased performance for those
with interview anxiety. Nonetheless, future research is therefore needed to understand how
training can result in both lowering interview anxiety and improving interview performance.
The interventions in this study were directed at reducing interview anxiety rather than
how to be a better interviewee. To focus on becoming a better interviewee, a training component
should target question familiarity, response preparation, and practice, especially in the case of
structured (behavioral) interviews. Structured interviews are particularly difficult because they
require drawing on long-term memory and memory recall (in the case of behavioral interviews),
and articulating hypothetical actions (in the case of situational interviews). In fact, training
programs (e.g., Latham & Budworth, 2006; Tross & Maurer, 2008) that have focused on
interview knowledge (e.g., types of interviews, overview of interview format/process, exposure
to structured sample questions), interview preparation (e.g., providing participants with
opportunity to recall relevant experiences) and skill building (e.g., practice answering questions,
behavioural feedback) have been found to increase interview performance ratings. In essence, it
may not be enough to help job candidates lower their anxiety because their worries may be
realistic (in the case of a candidate who is underprepared) and they may require help to
effectively prepare themselves accordingly. It might be helpful to first provide anxious
interviewees with structure in organizing their responses (to help with the content of their
answers) and then teach them how to alter their cognitions and mindset while performing (e.g.,
through positive imagery). Furthermore, it is possible that providing interviewees with ways to
structure their responses will reduce interview anxiety and the need to implement conditions
used in the present study. However, there are likely interviewees who are well prepared and are
still overly self-focused whom would benefit from learning both types of strategies.
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The Role of Negative Self-Thought in Interview Anxiety
The results of the present study provide evidence that interview anxiety shares many
common features associated with social anxiety. Interview anxiety (as rated prior to the
interview and post interview 1 using the MASI) exhibited positive and significant correlations
with a social anxiety composite and its dimensions (avoidance, physiological, and fear; r’s = .54.60). Moreover, interview anxiety was found to significantly correlate with fear of negative
evaluation and public self-consciousness. These correlations provide evidence for convergent
validity of interview anxiety (as measured by the MASI) and suggest that those who are anxious
in the job interview tend to experience many fears and cognitions that characterize social
anxiety. In addition, the magnitude of these correlations suggests that social anxiety and
interview anxiety are related, but are conceptually distinct constructs. Nonetheless, there is
support for drawing on such research to help those with interview anxiety.
From a theoretical perspective, a novel contribution of this study was examining the role
of negative self-thought and self-focused attention in interview anxiety. To my knowledge, this
is the first study that has proposed that negative self-thought and perseverant ‘worry’ is
occurring in anxious interviewees and may be interfering with their ability to respond and
perform in the job interview. Indeed, dozens of research studies in the social anxiety literature
provide evidence that such self-focused attention is a key contributor to the maintenance of
social anxiety (Clark & Wells, 1995; Schultz & Heimberg, 2008; Woody, 1996). Moreover,
research findings have suggested that such negative self-thought can interfere with informationprocessing, attention, memory recall, and task performance (Matthews & Funke, 2006; Wells &
Matthews, 1996; Zeidner, 1998), all of which are integral to performing in structured interviews.
In the present study, the results indicated that pre-interview and post-interview 1 ratings of
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interview anxiety (MASI composite) positively correlated with negative self-thought, negative
reaction to thoughts, and self-focused attention, whereas anxiety negatively correlated with
positive self-thoughts and was uncorrelated with other-focused attention. Therefore, similar to
social anxiety, negative self-thoughts may represent a core feature of interview anxiety.
Additional evidence that anxious interviewees found their negative self-thoughts or selffocused attention to be distressing and debilitating was found through their responses to the
qualitative questions included on their survey questionnaires. Following both interviews,
interviewees were asked to describe what their anxiety or nerves felt like during the interview.
Nearly a quarter of the interviewees made reference to their concentration and interview
performance being impacted by their negative self-thoughts (see Table 14 for interviewee
responses). For example, participants described their interview anxiety in the following ways:
“racing thoughts”, “too much going through my head”, “thoughts wandered to my
incompetence”, “…a lot of negative thoughts came to my mind”, “was too conscious of my
thoughts”, etc. What was clear from interviewees’ responses to this question as well as in the
debriefing at the end of the study was that interview anxiety contains a cognitive component,
which often reflected their self-perceived inadequacies about performing. In fact, a factor
analysis was performed on the negative self-statement scale (containing 19 items) and indicated
that interviewees’ thoughts during the interview reflected one of three themes: answer insecurity
(e.g., “I sound like I don’t know what I am talking about”), anxiety transparency (e.g., “I’m
nervous and the interviewer knows it”), and interviewer judgments (e.g., “The interviewer
doesn’t like people like me”). Taken together, the results suggest that negative self-thoughts are
problematic for anxious interviewees and discovering ways to reduce these may have important
implications for such candidates.
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Despite the association between negative self-thought and interview anxiety, such selffocused cognitions do not appear to affect interview performance. I did not make an a priori
hypothesis, but I examined whether negative self-thoughts (negative self-statements, self-focused
attention, negative reaction to thoughts) mediated the link between interview anxiety and
interview performance. The results indicated that only negative self-statements fully mediated
the relation between interview anxiety (as measured by the MASI) and the RPM rating of
interview performance. In addition, because both the antecedent and mediating variables were
collected at the same point in time, this finding cannot be taken evidence of true mediation.
Therefore, it cannot be concluded with confidence that negative self-thought serves as a mediator
in the interview anxiety and interview performance relation; the results suggest that negative
self-thoughts and interview anxiety contribute independently to interview performance. Thus, it
would be fruitful for future research to examine the precise relation between negative selfthought, interview anxiety and interview performance as well as other mechanisms that might be
driving this relation.
Theoretical and Practical Implications
Although researchers have suggested that, “interview anxiety may be a relatively difficult
attribute to change” (Huffcutt et al., 2011, p. 357), there have been few attempts to lower
interviewees’ nerves. Evidence was found in the present study that interview anxiety and
negative self-thought can be reduced, and interviewing self-efficacy can be increased, through
employing strategies that are grounded in the social anxiety literature. Therefore, this study
contributes to the literature by providing evidence that negative self-thought and anxiety can be
altered within a single-session intervention design. Specifically, instructing interviewees to
generate a positive self-image (imagery condition) or to focus their attention externally (field
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condition) resulted in significant reductions. Contrary to prediction, the results also indicated
that asking interviewees to focus their attention internally in the placebo group actually showed a
significant reduction in interview anxiety, negative self-thought, and a significant increase in
interviewing self-efficacy. However, for interview anxiety, the effect sizes for the observer
condition was lower than that of the experimental conditions, whereas for negative self-thought
and self-focused attention, the effect sizes for the positive imagery and observer condition were
roughly equal.
It is unclear why the placebo group (a.k.a., those in the observer condition) produced
positive changes over the course of the two interviews, but I explore here a couple of possible
explanations. One possibility is that “simply going through training, regardless of what [is]
learned” may have led to a significant decrease in interview anxiety (Huffcutt et al., 2011, p.
358). Essentially, a self-prophecy effect may have occurred wherein participants felt less anxiety
because they were instructed that they should feel less nervous as a result of their assignment to a
condition that received instructions (Madon, Jussim & Eccles, 1997). Another possibility that
remains to be explored is that the observer instructions may have, in fact, effectively reduced
candidate interview anxiety, especially those with lower anxiety levels. Specifically, research
has suggested that people without social phobia may actually benefit from increasing their selffocused attention. Woody and Rodriguez (2000) proposed that self-focused attention helps
socially confident people to regulate their behaviour (to better achieve personal standards for
performance) and may lead them to recruit positive images of themselves. This might be the
case in the present study because participants did vary greatly in regards to their self-reported
interview anxiety, and therefore these people may have benefitted from focusing their attention
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internally. Nonetheless, future research is needed to isolate the effects of the different strategies
and to examine various moderating factors that impact their effectiveness.
As noted, an important theoretical contribution of the present study was introducing
negative self-thought as a relevant construct to the domain of interview anxiety. Given that some
of the items on the MASI reflect self-preoccupied negative thoughts related to the five
dimensions of interview anxiety (e.g., “I worry about whether job interviewers will like me as a
person”, “During a job interview, I am so troubled by thoughts of failing that my performance is
reduced”), it is surprising that little attention has been focused on such maladaptive cognitions.
The results suggested that negative self-thought and interview anxiety are correlated, but the
precise nature of the relation between the two is unknown. For example, is negative self-thought
an antecedent or consequence of interview anxiety, or both? There is some evidence that
negative self-thought is responsible for fuelling and sustaining the vicious cycle between anxiety
and self-focused cognitions (Schultz & Heimberg, 2008; Watkins, 2008). It has been suggested
that these negative self-thoughts result in a discrepancy between a desired state and one’s actual
state (Watkins, 2008). As a result, people become focused on fear of failure and a personal
deficit, which perpetuates feelings of anxiety. Therefore, ongoing research should continue to
investigate causes of this discrepancy and how such discrepancies can be minimized.
From a practical perspective, a key takeaway is that interview anxiety can be reduced
using strategies that have found to be effective for those with social anxiety. Specifically, the
strategy that was found to be most effective was asking interviewees to focus their attention and
their awareness outside of themselves (field condition). For example, interview-training
programs could inform interviewees, especially those who are anxious, about the positive effect
that focusing their attention externally (e.g., on the interviewer and the questions they are being
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asked) may have on their anxiety. In addition, it might be advantageous for training programs to
pair such strategies used in the present study with training aimed at helping interviewee’s
structure their answers. Because interview anxiety is related to social anxiety, a more stable
characteristic, it is important that strategies that seek to alter interviewees’ cognitions are also
included in training programs. If people with interview anxiety are more likely to experience
anxiety about being evaluated in a social situation, they may experience such nerves even if they
learn how to structure their responses. Consequently, it might be advantageous for future job
interview training programs to integrate strategies similar to the present study in an effort to
reduce job interview anxiety.
Another interesting finding that would be useful for interviewees is that they tend to
overestimate their anxiety prior to interviews. To my knowledge, this is the first study that has
administered the MASI prior to and following the interview. It was particularly fascinating that
participants tended to rate their anticipated anxiety higher than the anxiety they reported during
the interview. This finding is congruent with research on affective forecasting, which suggests
that people have a tendency to overestimate their emotional reactions to stressful situations
(Wilson & Gilbert, 2005). It would be empowering for interviewees to have knowledge of this
negative bias as it may lead to fewer self-destructive cognitions before the interview.
A second finding that has practical implications for interviewees is that age negatively
correlated with interview anxiety as rated by the MASI composite pre-interview (r = -.23, p <
.05) and post interview 1 (r = -.27, p < .001), but it did not correlate with ratings of interview
performance as measured by absolute ratings (r = .08, ns) or relative ratings of interview
performance (r = .06, ns). In addition, these results suggest that older interviewees may benefit
less from strategies that focus on how to cope with feelings of interview anxiety (as used in the
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present study) and more from strategies that focus on how to respond to interview questions.
Therefore, an increase in age might be associated with lower interview anxiety levels, but will
not result in higher interview performance ratings. Few studies have examined interview anxiety
in such a diverse sample of participants with respect to age and it is encouraged that future
studies continue to examine other demographic factors (e.g., ethnicity).
Future Directions and Limitations
Both a strength and limitation of the present study was that a repeated measures design
was employed. Specifically, interview anxiety decreased as a function of time and also due to
familiarity with the interviewer. It was predicted that a certain level of the decrease observed in
interview anxiety would be attributable to practice effects. However, the control group was
included for this reason and the results demonstrated that larger effects were observed in the
conditions that received instructions. Another threat to validity associated with some repeated
measures designs is regression to the mean. However, participants in the present study were
randomly assigned to conditions following the first interview (including a control group), which
should rule out the presence of this threat. However, a notable strength with the repeated
measures design is that I was able to examine the association between interview anxiety and
negative self-thought (as well as social anxiety) prior to interviewees’ assignment to any
condition. It was particularly imperative for the present study to investigate the relation between
negative self-thought and interview anxiety, as this link has not been previously examined.
Moreover, employing a repeated measures design also permitted the investigation of withinsubjects changes, specifically changes in outcome variables (e.g., interview anxiety) from post
interview 1 to post interview. Few research studies have collected baseline data and examined
the effect of training interventions. Taken together, while there are limitations associated with
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repeated measures designs, there were several advantages to employing this design in the present
study.
A second important limitation of the present study is that mock interviews were used and
therefore interviews were not based on a specific job posting. A job posting was intentionally not
created because doing so enabled participants to focus on a position that was relevant to their
career aspirations. Specifically, interviewees were instructed to imagine as though they were
entering an interview for a job where they would be interested in applying to in actuality. In
order simulate a real job interview, questions were asked based on competencies (e.g.,
communication, conflict resolution, stress management) that are arguably important, to some
degree, for the majority of jobs. In addition, mock interviews are often criticized for their
generalizability to a ‘real’ interview setting. It should be noted that interviewees pre-interview
anxiety scores were higher (M = 3.23) than those reported by McCarthy and Goffin (2004) who
administered the MASI to ‘real’ candidates prior to an interview (M = 2.54). Finally, the
majority of interviewees reported that they took the mock interview as seriously as they would
take a real job interview and reported a mean level of interview motivation of 4.21 (based on a 5point scale). Therefore, there is evidence that interviewees were sufficiently motivated, but it
nonetheless encouraged that future research examine the effectiveness of these strategies for
those undergoing a real job interview to ensure the findings are representative.
Another consideration (and recommendation for ongoing research) is that those in the
instructional conditions may have benefitted from additional practice to learn their assigned
strategy. Several studies (e.g., Spurr & Stopa, 2003; Vassilopoulous, 2005) have used a brief
single-session design to reduce social anxiety, but similar to the present study, reductions in
anxiety do not always translate into better outcomes (e.g., social performance; Woody &
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Rodriguez, 2000). It might be the case that a deeper processing of the instructions may have led
to higher interview performance ratings. Although interviewees may have developed an
understanding of these strategies during the study, changing one’s mindset or pattern of thinking
may require more practice (Taylor & Alden, 2010). For example, future research could send
participants the instructions ahead of time and ask them to practice a fixed set of questions with
either a friend or family member. Another alternative is that interviewees practice one interview
question with the researcher prior to participating in the second interview. Either way, future
research should investigate whether fostering a deeper level of processing may lead to stronger
effects and improvements in interview performance.
Future research should also consider integrating task-focused forms of coping into
interview training programs for those with interview anxiety. It has been suggested that the use
of task-focused coping may effectively “interrupt the cycle of perseverant worry” experienced by
those with high anxiety and subsequently reduce worry-related thoughts (Matthews et al., 1999,
p. 122). In the interview feedback and debriefing provided to interviewees at the end of the
study, it became clear through these discussions that several interviewees are not aware of how
to structure their responses, which may be a source of their anxiety. Indeed, several past studies
where job interview training programs have focused on the content and structure of interviewees’
responses have been found to lead to higher interview performance ratings (Latham et al., 1980;
Tross & Maurer, 2008; Speas, 1979). In the present study, the strategies that interviewees were
taught focused on how to control or reduce one’s feeling of anxiety, which can be considered a
type of emotion-oriented coping strategy. It might be most helpful for anxious interviewees to
attend job interview training programs that target both coping strategies so that candidates can
receive help with learning how to prepare and structure their answers (task-oriented) as well as
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ways to reduce feelings of anxiety and the negative self-thought that occurs (emotion-oriented).
Therefore, future investigations might examine the incremental variance and effect of job
interviewing training programs that integrate both types of coping strategies.
Although the strategies interviewees learned did not improve their interview
performance, there is still value in teaching these strategies to reduce job interview anxiety from
an applicant reactions standpoint. It is important that interviewees focus on reducing their nerves
because those who suppressed their emotions (including interview anxiety) reported higher
levels of depression in a post-interview questionnaire (Sieverding, 2009). Similarly, research has
found that those who report social anxiety and negative self-thought during a social interaction
reported higher levels of post-event rumination and depression 24 hours later (Makkar &
Grisham, 2011) and at a at a one-week follow-up (Kocovski, MacKenzie, & Rector, 2011).
These findings have particular implications for those who struggle with their interview anxiety
because they may feel particularly defeated and experience more negative affect, which may
affect their subsequent job search behaviour (e.g., applying for jobs, arranging information
meetings). In other words, anxious interviewees may become threat-avoidant (e.g., avoid
interviews) and their job search motivation might be lower following an anxiety-provoking
interview. The tendency to become threat-avoidant following a stressful social encounter is a
finding that is well supported in the social anxiety literature (Watkins, 2008). Consequently, it
would be worthwhile to investigate the effects that interview anxiety also has on post-interview
job search behaviour.
Finally, it is important to educate organizations about the effects of interview anxiety.
Although the relation between job performance and interview anxiety is still unknown, it might
be beneficial for organizations to try to alleviate some of the nervous jitters that interviewees
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tend to experience. Hausknecht, Day and Thomas (2004) found that negative applicant reactions
influence job candidates’ perceptions of the hiring organization and their desire to work for the
company (as well as their likelihood to promote the company to others). Thus, making job
interviewees feel somewhat at ease might be advantageous. For example, Carless and Imber
(2007) found that interviewer warmth and humor was negatively related to job interview anxiety.
In addition, another study conducted by McCarthy and Saks (2008) found that rapport-building
was associated with lower levels of job interview anxiety. Providing interviewees with the
resources and strategies to cope with their anxiety is important, but so might be educating
organizations about ways to develop an interview that is less intimidating without compromising
standardization or the predictive validity of the interview.
Conclusion
Interview anxiety is an unpleasant and stressful experience shared by many job
candidates and is one that interviewees are motivated to reduce or eliminate. However, there
have been few attempts to empirically investigate ways that would be effective in lowering
feelings of job interview anxiety. This study advances the interview anxiety literature in several
ways that have important implications for researchers, practitioners, and interviewees. The link
between negative self-thought and interview anxiety had not previously been made, and these
findings suggest that such cognitions are maladaptive and distracting for anxious interviewees. I
sought to reduce these negative self-thoughts and interview anxiety through drawing on
strategies grounded and empirically tested in the social anxiety literature. The results indicated
that providing interviewees with instructions to generate a positive self-image and focus their
attention externally is beneficial. Surprisingly, the results also suggested that it is helpful for
interviewees to focus attention on themselves, but future research is needed to clarify this
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finding. Although interview performance did not increase, the strategies that interviewees
learned appeared to reduce interview anxiety, negative self-thought, and self-focused attention,
and increase interviewing self-efficacy. Additional research is needed to examine the effect that
interview anxiety has on applicant reactions and subsequent job search behaviours. It is hoped
that this research will serve as a catalyst for future research to examine strategies to help job
candidates cope with their interview anxiety.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION – WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT SELF-REGULATION?
The purpose of my dissertation was to examine the role of self-regulation in
guiding interviewee behaviour in the employment interview. My dissertation journey
began with investigating whether there are costs associated with self-presentation that is
less familiar and incongruent to interviewees’ usual self-presentational style. Based on
the ambiguity associated with my findings, I decided to shift my focus and research
question for Study 2. Although I did not use a traditional self-regulation paradigm for my
second study, I focused on examining strategies that have been found to lower the selffocused attention (and excessive self-regulation) experienced by people with social
anxiety.
An important takeaway is that self-regulation theory is relevant to the job interview
context and has meaningful applications. Although the results of Study 1 are unclear
with respect to the depletion of resources due to self-regulation in the interview,
exploring the implications of interviewee self-regulation is still important. Past research
suggests that many interviewees make a deliberate attempt to portray a specific selfpresentation to increase their chances of receiving a job offer (Swider et al., 2011).
Moreover, the findings from Study 2 suggested that anxious interviewees tend to focus
their attention internally (self-focused attention) and are consciously monitoring their
behaviour and thoughts. What is highlighted from my dissertation research is that
understanding the effects and role of self-regulation is complex, but has meaningful
implications as indicated by Study 2. Therefore, I encourage future research to continue
to investigate the ways in which self-regulation shapes and influences interviewee
behaviour.
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A second key takeaway from my dissertation is that self-regulation research needs
to focus on developing a mechanistic account of self-regulation. Recently, there has been
a call for researchers to directly measure the mechanisms that underlie self-regulation
(Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2012). Developing an understanding of what self-regulation is
and how it operates is a critical next step for researchers in this field. For example, selffocused attention is often regarded as a self-regulatory mechanism in the social anxiety
and broader anxiety literature (e.g., Eysenck et al., 2007; Matthews et al., 1999; Pontari
& Schlenker, 2000; Spurr & Stopa, 2002). Similarly, the self-regulation literature can
benefit from identifying and articulating the mechanisms that guide self-regulation.
Finally, perhaps the most significant implication from my dissertation is that
strategies developed in the social anxiety literature can be used to lower interviewees’
negative self-thought and interview anxiety, and increase their interviewing self-efficacy.
Moreover, this was the first study, to my knowledge, to examine the role of self-focused
attention in the maintenance of interview anxiety. As the job interview appears to be a
mainstay in the selection process, interviewees continue to search for ways to cope with
their interview anxiety. I hope that this research will serve to benefit interviewees and
stimulate further research into strategies that can lower interview anxiety.
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Table 6
Interview Questions, Competencies, and Difficulty Ratings (1-5) provided by Expert Raters (N=11)
Competency

Question

Question Difficulty
Rating (M)
Interview 1

Analytical
Ability

Tell me about a time when you had to analyze
information and make a decision or recommendation.
Please describe the situation and how you made the
decision (or recommendation) in detail.

3.18

Stress
Management

Describe a time where you were faced with problems or
stresses that tested your coping skills.

2.73

Conflict
Resolution

Imagine the two of us are co-workers and we have been
having problems getting along. You feel that I am
unnecessarily competitive and I feel that you are
misinterpreting my actions and behaviours. What would
you say to me? I will not respond but pretend that I’m
your co-worker and you’re having this discussion with
me. Please speak in first person.

2.64

Integrity

Tell me about a time when you made a mistake at work
that had an impact on others’ work. What did you do
about it? What would you have done differently?

2.30

Interview 2
Interpersonal
Skills

It is often necessary to adjust our method or style of
communicating to meet the needs of the individual or
group we are addressing. Give me an example of a time
when you
used a different approach or
interpersonal style to more effectively communicate with
a peer or subordinate.

Communication

Tell me about a time when the ability to communicate
effectively was critical to the success of a task or
project.

Motivation

Imagine that I am your co-worker and we are working
on a project together. You can tell that I am not
enthusiastic and I tell you that I think the project is
unimportant and a waste of time. What would you say to
motivate me or change my attitude? I will not respond
but pretend that I’m your co-worker and you’re having
this discussion with me.”

2.55

ProblemSolving

Describe a time when you failed to solve a problem.

2.36
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3.18

3.0

Table 7
Factor Loadings from Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation of the Negative SelfStatement Scale (19 items)
Negative Self-Statement Item

Factor I
Answer
Insecurity

I am being humiliated.

.49

.39

Factor III
Interviewer
Judgments
.19

I can’t think of a thing to say.

.79

.21

.14

I sound stupid.

.83

.23

.18

I’m not expressing myself clearly.

.79

.15

.17

I am not coming across as knowing
enough.

.80

.27

.25

I sound like I don’t know what I’m
talking about.

.74

.29

.27

I am saying all the wrong things.

.73

.34

.38

This interview is not going well.

.67

.37

.13

I am freezing up under the pressure.

.59

.56

.26

I won’t be able to answer an important
question.

.60

.31

.53

I need to get my anxiety under control.

.24

.72

.41

I’m nervous and the interviewer knows
it.

.33

.77

.29

My voice is shaky.

.17

.65

.04

I wish I had more interview experience.

.14

.55

.12

The interviewer can see how nervous I
am.

.29

.80

.20

This is stressful.

.38

.27

The interviewer doesn’t like “people
like me”.

.12

.74
.24

The interviewer has already made up
his/her mind about me.

.39

.25

.65

I don’t know what this person wants
from me.

.04

.12

.82

I won’t be able to say what I want
before the interview ends.

.27

.24

.70

I forgot the questions I was going to
ask.
Note. N = 100-104.

.33

.08

.70
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Factor II
Anxiety
Transparency

.58

Table 8
Written Instructions for each of the Four Conditions
Condition
Positive Imagery
(“Imagery”)

Instructions

Field Perspective
Taking (“Field”)

When you enter an anxiety-provoking situation, such as a job interview, you tend to focus
your attention on yourself. For example, your anxiety symptoms become the center of your
attention, and because they feel bad, you think you must look bad to the interviewer. In fact,
research has found that focusing on yourself actually prevents you from getting a realistic
sense of how you are doing in the interview and detracts from your ability to provide effective
answers in the interview. So, rather than focusing on how you are doing in the interview or
how you are feeling, try focusing instead on the questions the interviewer is asking you.
Throughout the job interview today I want you to try as hard as possible to focus your
attention outside of yourself.

When you enter an anxiety-provoking situation, such as a job interview, you tend to bring to
mind negative images of yourself. In fact, research has found that constructing a negative
self-impression of yourself actually prevents you from getting a realistic sense of how you are
doing in the interview and detracts from your ability to provide effective answers. So, rather
than focusing on this negative self-image, try focusing instead on creating a positive selfimage.
Please answer the following questions aloud or in your head: Who were you
with? What were you having a discussion about? What were you feeling? What
was positive about the situation?
To do this, I would like you to think about a time when you felt relaxed and confident in a
social situation (e.g., conversation, discussion). It may help you if you recall a recent positive
or successful situation and imagine yourself being in that situation. Once you’ve got it in
mind, close your eyes and continue to focus on that image, getting as clear an image as you
can. Hold this image in your mind and think about it for 15-30 seconds. Throughout the job
interview I want you to try as hard as possible to keep this image in mind. If other images of
yourself happen to enter your mind, try to re-focus your attention on the positive image you
just brought to mind. It is really important that you keep this positive image you have just
formed as a predominant one of yourself while in the interview.

For example, you might observe the interviewer’s expressions and actions, listen closely to
what s/he is saying or asking, and try to "get lost" in the interaction by responding to events in
your environment as they arise. Close your eyes for 15-30 seconds and imagine yourself doing
this while in the job interview. If you find yourself focusing on yourself, try to consciously
shift this attention to your interviewer and your surroundings. Try to be present during the job
interview and to focus on doing your best with each question that is asked. It is really
important that you keep this perspective while in the interview.

Observer
Perspective
Taking
(“Observer”)

When you enter an anxiety-provoking situation, such as a job interview, you tend to focus
your attention on yourself. Don’t let this worry you. In fact, research has found that focusing
on yourself may actually enhance your ability to provide effective answers in the interview.
So, as you are speaking during the job interview today, really try to keep your attention
focused on yourself as much as possible. Throughout the job interview today, I want to you to
try as hard as possible to focus attention on yourself, imagining you are observing yourself
from the outside, and picturing what you see.
For example, imagine what you look like and how you might be coming across to the
interviewer. Try to monitor your own behaviour and reactions and be aware of yourself and
how you appear. Close your eyes for 15-30 seconds and imagine yourself doing this while in
the job interview. If you find yourself focusing on the interviewer or your surroundings, try to
consciously shift this attention to yourself and focus on how you are coming across in the
interview and how you appear to the interviewer. It is really important that you keep this
perspective while in the interview.

Control

N/A. Those in this condition did not receive instructions and were informed that the
interviewer was running late and would return shortly.
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Table 9
Correlations between Study Variables collected in the Online Questionnaire and Following the First Interview
M

SD

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

1. MASI (pre)

3.22

.66

(.87)

2. MASI (post)

2.73

.68

.71

(.84)

3. Public SCS

3.69

.64

.58

.44

(.79)

4. FNE

3.65

.70

.58

.44

.54

(.91)

5. Avoidance

2.48

.73

.54

.47

.43

.41

(.83)

6. Physiological

1.97

.74

.57

.46

.36

.40

.51

(.75)

7. Fear (SPIN)

2.36

.79

.60

.49

.56

.52

.86

.55

(.85)

8. SPIN overall

2.27

.66

.66

.54

.52

.51

.91

.78

.93

(.85)

9. NSS

2.67

.90

.64

.83

.38

.41

.43

.32

.44

.46

(.95)

10. PSS

2.33

.71

-.37

-.39

-.15

-.26

-.19

-.03

-.18

-.16

-.43

(.86)

11. Thought
Composite

2.87

1.02

.52

.61

.28

.34

.23

.25

.24

.27

.66

-.41

(.78)

12. SFA

2.15

.75

.59

.66

.39

.43

.42

.38

.43

.47

.69

-.25

.50

(.71)

13. OFA

1.52

.56

.12

.18

.07

.15

.06

-.04

.13

.06

.21

.04

.18

.33

(.66)

14. RPM IP

56.65

21.33

-.30

-.33

-.07

-.06

-.33

-.16

-.22

-.27

-.42

.13

-.21

-.20

-.15

(n/a)

15. Absolute
Rating IP

54.08

11.34

-.26

-.30

-.06

.04

-.29

-.07

-.22

-.22

-.33

.10

-.14

-.15

-.16

.88

(n/a)

16. Self-rating
IP

56.0

18.24

-.50

-.63

-.18

-.41

-.31

-.16

-.26

-.28

-.64

.62

-.46

-.40

-.08

.35

.27
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7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Note. N= 101 to 104. r’s > .18 are significant at .05 level. r’s > .25 are significant at .01 level.
MASI = composite of the five interview anxiety dimensions. SCS = self-consciousness scale. FNE = Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Brief). SPIN
= social phobia inventory. NSS = negative self-statements scale. PSS = positive self-statements scale. OFA = other-focused attention. SFA = selffocused attention. MASI (pre) = interview anxiety responses collected in the pre-interview online questionnaire. MASI (post) = interview anxiety
responses collected after post interview 1. RPM IP = Relative Percentile Method rating of interview performance. Absolute Rating IP = absolute
rating of interview performance. Self-rating IP = self-rating of interview performance.
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Table 10
Dependent Variables in Post Interview 1 and 2 Ratings (scale of measure in brackets).
Imagery
M
SD
59.92 22.49
43.76
21.6

Field
M
58.48
40.22

SD
23.81
24.66

Observer (Placebo)
M
SD
50.22
22.89
41.83
23.65

Control
M
SD
55.65 25.78
50.43 22.76

Interview Anxiety--RPM (0-100)

Post 1
Post 2

Interview Anxiety--MASI Composite (0-5)

Pre
Post 1
Post 2

3.28
2.72
2.17

0.52
0.66
0.63

3.29
2.73
2.15

0.73
0.69
0.66

3.17
2.68
2.35

0.69
0.69
0.68

3.17
2.79
2.46

0.74
0.73
0.74

Negative Self-Statements--JISSS (0-5)

Post 1
Post 2

2.64
2.19

0.8
0.70

2.77
2.04

1.0
0.78

2.58
2.19

0.8
0.71

2.67
2.36

1.0
0.87

Positive Self-Statements--JISSS (0-5)

Post 1
Post 2

2.29
2.63

0.58
0.63

2.22
2.47

0.76
0.79

2.51
2.57

0.77
0.73

2.3
2.5

0.75
0.73

Negative Reaction to Thoughts (0-5)

Post 1
Post 2

2.87
2.36

0.98
1.04

3.04
1.92

1.06
0.88

2.78
2.22

0.95
0.92

2.85
2.74

1.06
1.12

Self-focused Attention--FAQ (0-5)

Post 1
Post 2

2.15
1.85

0.70
0.52

2.25
1.50

0.78
0.52

2.04
1.74

0.77
0.55

2.13
2.09

0.78
0.78

Interviewing Self-Efficacy-- (0-5)

Pre
Post 2

2.83
3.20

0.56
0.74

2.91
3.20

0.87
0.93

2.78
3.14

0.69
0.65

2.97
2.70

0.76
0.93

Interview Performance--RPM (0-100)

Post 1
Post 2

55.1
54.43

24.54
21.83

58.31
58.46

17.93
17.66

61.89
60.27

18.52
20.55

51
53.54

23.18
20.22

Interview Performance--Absolute (0-5)

Post 1
Post 2

52.18
52.39

14.64
13.08

55.27
55.27

9.28
11.12

56.54
55.46

10.67
9.83

52.35
52.33

9.57
7.52
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Table 11
Correlations between Study Variables Collected Post Interview 2 for Imagery and Field Conditions
1.
1. Overall Anxiety Rating

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

.80

.74

.70

-.30

.72

.52

-.60

-.35

-.51

-.42

.78

.73

-.44

.88

.48

-.70

-.22

-.42

-.52

.84

-.12

.79

.53

-.63

-.41

-.61

-.54

-.10

.74

.30

-.68

-.45

-.64

-.56

-.40

-.14

.54

.26

.17

.53

.50

-.73

-.34

-.47

-.59

-.28

-.12

-.28

-.16

.39

.46

.88

.90

.39

2. MASI Composite

.83

3. Thought Composite

.77

.65

4. NSS

.71

.73

.64

5. PSS

-.55

-.60

-.45

-.41

6. Self-focused

.63

.60

.70

.72

-.18

7. Other-focused

.11

.14

-.04

.35

.04

.40

8. ISE

-.77

-.63

-.65

-.59

-.52

-.40

-.12

9. Absolute IP

-.17

-.09

.19

-.02

-.14

.23

.01

-.07

10. RPM IP

-.22

-.16

.18

-.05

-.07

.17

.03

-.05

.93

11. Self-rating IP

-.38

-.41

-.29

-.48

.58

-.19

.06

.61

-.16

.42
-.02

Note. r ‘s greater than .40 are significant at .05 level. r’s greater than .50 are significant at .001 level. N = 25 in the imagery
condition. N = 25 in the field condition. Correlations along the bottom left of the matrix represent correlations in the imagery
condition. Correlations along the top right of the matrix represent correlations in the field condition. NSS = negative selfstatements. PSS = positive self-statements. ISE = interviewing self-efficacy. IP = interview performance. RPM = relative
percentile method. Absolute and RPM IP were interviewer-rated.
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Table 12
Correlations between Study Variables Collected Post Interview 2 for Observer and Control Conditions
1.
1. Overall Anxiety Rating

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

.63

.51

.67

-.29

.63

-.04

-.45

-.38

-.31

-.36

.64

.81

-.40

.65

-.07

-.60

-.35

-.45

-.55

.77

-.43

.51

.26

-.52

-.31

-.42

-.55

-.47

.72

.25

-.77

-.56

-.56

-.66

.02

.11

.73

.19

.14

.83

.32

-.46

-.36

-.40

-.21

.00

-.17

-.15

-.10

.52

.47

.75

.79

.36

2. MASI Composite

.72

3. Thought Composite

.62

.56

4. NSS

.73

.74

.68

5. PSS

-.47

-.37

-.15

-.26

6. Self-focused

.55

.61

.67

.61

.06

7. Other-focused

.31

.39

.49

.33

.08

.51

8. ISE

-.59

-.40

-.37

-.59

.70

-.21

-.04

9. Absolute IP

-.37

-.18

-.32

-.27

.00

-.22

-.26

.20

10. RPM IP

-.29

-.06

-.35

-.34

-.14

-.18

-.27

.10

.81

11. Self-rating IP

-.53

-.62

-.35

-.61

.53

-.24

.08

.65

.27

.29
.13

Note. r ‘s greater than .40 are significant at .05 level. r’s greater than .50 are significant at .001 level. N = 26 in the observer
condition. N = 24 in the control condition. Correlations along the bottom left of the matrix represent correlations in the
observer condition. Correlations along the top right of the matrix represent correlations in the control condition. NSS =
negative self-statements. PSS = positive self-statements. ISE = interviewing self-efficacy. IP = interview performance. RPM
= relative percentile method. Absolute and RPM IP were interviewer-rated.
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Table 13
Direct and Indirect Effects of Interview Anxiety and Negative Self-Thought variables on
Interview Performance (Relative and Absolute Ratings)
DV:
Interview Performance
RPM Rating of Interview Performance
IV = interview anxiety, mediator = negative self-statements
Direct Effect (c path)
IV to mediator (a path)
Mediator to DV (b path)
Mediation effect (c1 path)
Indirect effect (ab path)
IV = interview anxiety, mediator = self-focused attention
Direct Effect (c path)
IV to mediator (a path)
Mediator to DV (b path)
Mediation effect (c1 path)
Indirect effect (ab path)
IV = interview anxiety, mediator = negative reaction to
thoughts
Direct Effect (c path)
IV to mediator (a path)
Mediator to DV (b path)
Mediation effect (c1 path)
Indirect effect (ab path)
Absolute Rating of Interview Performance

β

SEβ

-.10.52**
1.09**
-9.91**
-.10.49**
.92

2.95
.07
2.15
3.83
5.06

-10.33**
.73**
-5.55**
1.16
-11.17**

2.92
.08
2.76
3.55
3.90

-10.33**
.91**
-4.43*
-.34
-10.02**

2.92
.12
2.02
2.48
3.70

Β

SEβ

IV = interview anxiety, mediator = negative self-statements
Direct Effect (c path)
-4.91**
1.57
IV to mediator (a path)
1.09**
.07
Mediator to DV (b path)
-4.18**
1.12
1
Mediation effect (c path)
-3.40
2.12
Indirect effect (ab path)
-1.24
2.80
Note. N = 100 to 104. DV = dependent variable; IV = independent variable. RPM =
relative percentile method. * p < .05. ** p < .01
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Table 14
Sample Participant Comments in Response to Qualitative Question about Interview Anxiety
(Post Interview 1)
“Please Describe what Your Nerves or Anxiety Felt like in the Job Interview.”
Participant
A

Comments

B

“I felt like I sounded stupid, that I wasn’t answering the questions correctly
and that I didn’t give enough detail.”

C

“I didn’t organize my thoughts so the answers were scattered and not
concise. By knowing this, I get more anxious during the interview.
Sometimes I let go of these thoughts and perform better. Sometimes, it just
gets worse.”

D

“I was too conscious of my thoughts and what I was about to say. I felt
heart palpitations, sweaty palms and dry mouth.”

E

“Too much going through my head. Could not stay on track.”

F

“My mind went completely blank. I had trouble focusing and
concentrating.”

G

“Overly alert and trying to anticipate the next question before the
interviewer spoke and construct an answer. Racing thoughts.”

H

“… I was very anxious that I was answering questions correctly or giving
the interviewer information that would damage my ability to get my job.”

I

“I make motions with my hands when I am describing scenarios. I freeze
up and become unsure what to say. I worry about giving a bad example
and would prefer sometimes not to give an example at all.”

J

“Dry mouth, trouble speaking, felt drowsy, and had a hard time
remembering or thinking about things.”

K

“Detached – felt like I wasn’t in the room…”

L

“I was worried about touching my nose because it does not look very
good…so I could not focus as well as I could have because I was worried
about my body language.”

M

“This is grueling. I’m drawing a blank. Mental block. Rambling. I wanted
it to be over early on.”

N

“I was nervous and very frustrated when I couldn’t think of anything to
say. Also, when I described situations, I felt doubt in my performance as I
believed I was all over the place in my explanations.”

O

“…mentally found myself searching for words and struggling to complete

“…the expected adrenalin that goes with being interviewed…sweaty,
blushing, etc. The concentration of formulating articulate answers, positive
body language, the self-talk of remaining positive, thinking clearly, not
being distracted…”
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a sentence or thought.”
P

“I was anxious that I was saying the wrong things and responding poorly to
the given questions. I was unsure if I was answering correctly which
continued to heighten my anxiety.”

Q

“Stressful, shaky palms, can't fully pay attention to the questions being
asked, panicky, tough to think of words to use to describe what I want to
say, hard to concentrate and remember certain situations.”

R

“I was too nervous and forgot things to say. My heartbeat was fast and I
was sweating and a lot of negative thoughts come out to my mind.”

S

“I felt trapped in a box shaky, thoughts wandered to my incompetence at
answering questions and anxiety in general.”

T

“My thoughts were racing.”

U

“…I find that my nerves can be controlled when I put extra effort but then
I get sidetracked by wondering thoughts irrelevant to the interview.”

V

“I was nervous and very frustrated when I couldn't think of anything to say.
Also, when I described situations, I felt doubt in my performance, as I was
all over the place in my explanations.”

W

“I felt very nervous the interviewer would see me as intellectually below
normal.”

X

“I felt that I knew what I wanted to say but it wasn't coming out. I feel
most nervous at interviews where I haven't met the interviewers before.”

Y

“Terrible, numbing, interfering with thoughts, perhaps should have been
better prepared.”

Z

“Like I could not collect my thoughts enough to answer clearly or provide
an appropriate example, which stressed me out.”
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Recruited and Scheduled Interview

Online Pre-Interview Questionnaire
(FNE, SPIN, P-SCS, MASI, ISE, demographic)

Interview 1 takes place
(everyone receives same four questions)

Interview 1 Post Ratings
(MASI, JISSS, FAQ, Interview Performance, NTT)

Notes.
NTT = Negative
Reactions to Thoughts
ISE = Interviewing
Self-Efﬁcacy
Interview
Performance = Self
and Interviewer Rated

RANDOM ASSIGNMENT (N = 104)

Imagery
(n = 28)

Field
(n = 26)

Receive
Instructions

Receive
Instructions

Observer
(n = 26)

Control
(n = 24)

Receive
Instructions

No
Instructions

Interview 2 takes place
(everyone receives same four questions)

Interview 2 Post Ratings
(MASI, JISSS, FAQ, Interview Performance, ISE, NTT)

Fig 1. Flowchart of the study procedure.
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Overall RPM Rating of Interview Anxiety
RPM Interview Anxiety Rating (0-100)

65

60

55
Imagery
Field
Observer
Control

50

45

40

35
Post Interview 1

Post Interview 2

Figure 2. This plot describes the interaction between time (post interview 1 and 2) on
interview anxiety (overall rating). It shows that the decrease in interview anxiety was
sharper in the imagery and field condition than in the control conditions.
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Figure 3. This plot describes the interaction between time (post interview 1 and 2) on
interview anxiety (using the MASI composite). It shows that the decrease in interview
anxiety was sharper in the imagery and field condition than in the control conditions.
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Negative Reaction to Thoughts
Negative Reaction to Thoughts (NTT; 0-5 scale)

3.5
3.3
3.1
2.9
2.7

Imagery
Field

2.5

Observer

2.3

Control

2.1
1.9

1.7
1.5
Post-Interview 1

Post-Interview 2

Figure 4. This plot describes the interaction between time (post interview 1 and 2) on
negative reaction to thoughts (NTT). It shows that the decrease in negative reaction to
thoughts was significant in all conditions except the control group.
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Figure 5. This plot describes the interaction between time (post interview 1 and 2) on
negative self-statements. It shows that the decrease in negative self-thoughts significantly
decreased in all conditions, although the interaction was approaching significance.
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Figure 6. This plot describes the interaction between time (post interview 1 and 2) on selffocused attention. It shows that the decrease in self-focused attention significantly
decreased in all three instructional conditions, with little change in the control condition
and the sharpest decrease observed in the field condition.
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Figure 7. This plot describes the interaction between time (post interview 1 and 2) on
interviewing self-efficacy. It shows that the increase in interviewing self-efficacy
increased in all instructional conditions, with a decrease (approaching significance) in the
control group.
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Figure 8. This plot illustrates the relation between time (post interview 1 and 2) and
condition on the overall RPM rating of interview performance (interviewer-rated). There
was neither a main effect of time or an interaction effect of condition and time.
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Figure 9. This plot illustrates the relation between time (post interview 1 and 2) and
condition on absolute ratings of interview performance (interviewer-rated). There was
neither a main effect of time or an interaction effect of condition and time.
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Figure 10. This plot illustrates the relation between time (post interview 1 and 2) and
condition on self-rated interview performance. It shows that there was a main effect of
time, with self-ratings of interview performance increasing from interview 1 to 2 across all
conditions. There was no interaction effect of condition and time.
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APPENDIX A – MASCULINE JOB POSTING

Quality
Foods
Inc.

THE POSITION PROFILE
Assistant Store Manager, QUALITY FOODS INC.

Quality Foods Inc. is a national grocery chain that employs over 10,000 employees across
100 locations. We offer a wealth of career opportunities as well as competitive salaries
and reward program to employees. We are currently seeking an Assistant Store Manager
(full-time employment position) who will be responsible for managing approximately 25
employees at the downtown Toronto location. In particular, we are seeking someone
who is assertive and task-oriented, and is comfortable with leading others. This job
position includes tasks that deal with employee relations, scheduling, store operations
and procedures, recruitment and training, and maximizing sales and customer service.
Location: Toronto, Ontario
Required Competencies and Skills








High energy, aggressive, and assertive
Thrives on being in a leadership position
Comfortable challenging status quo and takes unpopular stands if necessary
Results driven
Analytical and investigative skills
Problem solving and decision making skills
Highly developed negotiating skills

Key Accountabilities
 Clearly and comfortably delegates both routine and important tasks and decisions
 Able to make quick decisions and can make decisions without complete information
and under tight deadlines and pressure
 Enforces company policies and procedures for proper compliance
 Leads, motivate other employees and gives direction
 Actively manages store by conducting performance assessments, providing
feedback, and setting challenging goals to improve employee performance
Qualifications




High-school diploma; post-secondary education an asset
Management experience preferred
Superior leadership skills
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APPENDIX B – FEMININE JOB POSTING

Quality
Foods
Inc.

THE POSITION PROFILE
Assistant Store Manager, QUALITY FOODS INC.

Quality Foods Inc. is a national grocery chain that employs over 10,000 employees across
100 locations. We offer a wealth of career opportunities as well as competitive salaries
and reward program to employees. Quality Foods Inc. is currently seeking an Assistant
Store Manager (full-time employment position) who will be responsible for supporting
approximately 25 employees at the downtown Toronto location. In particular, we are
seeking someone who is patient and nurturing, and is comfortable with developing
others. This job position includes tasks that deal with employee relations, scheduling,
store operations and procedures, recruitment and training, and maximizing sales and
customer service.
Location: Toronto, Ontario
Required Competencies and Skills
 Coaching and mentoring skills and a passion for developing people
 Relationship building skills
 Interpersonal communication skills (both written and verbal), emphasis on rapportbuilding
 Team-building skills
 Interpersonal skills
 Ability to handle confidential and sensitive information
 Aptitude to quickly read customers’ needs and respond appropriately
Key Accountabilities






Holds frequent development discussions and is a “people builder”
Demonstrates care and concern about the well-being of employees and customers
Committed to helping and training other employees and fosters an atmosphere of
individual growth and development
Establishes and maintains effective relationships with customers and gains their
trust and respect
Actively manages store by conducting performance assessments, providing
feedback, and setting challenging goals to improve employee performance

Qualifications




Post-secondary education preferred
Management experience preferred
Superior interpersonal skills
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APPENDIX C – MASCULINE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS & RATING SCALE

Question 1: Non-Specified
What attributes or qualities do you have that will help you perform the role of a
manager as described in the job posting?
Rating
/10

 Exceptional answer

8-10

 Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided effective examples in response to the question
 Provided a detailed account
 Appeared highly engaged
 Appeared warm
 Maintained strong eye contact
 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
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 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response; Provided little account

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers

Question 2: Non-Specified
What do you see as the “challenges” this job (as described in the job posting)
would present you with?
Rating
/10

 Exceptional answer

8-10

 Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided effective examples in response to the question
 Provided a detailed account
 Appeared highly engaged
 Appeared warm
 Maintained strong eye contact
 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

5-7
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 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response; Provided little account

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 3: Teamwork
As a manager in this job, you have to be a team player and be able to work well with others. Tell
me about a time when you had to work with a group of people over a period of time in order to
complete an important project or task. What was the project and what was your role?
Probes
 What happened next?
 What did you say/do?
 What were the tasks?
 What was the situation?
 How did they respond?
Rating
/10







Knows team members’ strengths & weaknesses



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact



Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers

8-10

Resolves and respects differences between team members
Sets deadlines
Shares knowledge and information with others
Exceptional answer

 Average answer

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
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 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/Provided little account

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 4: Honesty/Integrity
Tell me about a time when you made a mistake at work that had an impact on
others’ work. What did you do about it? What would you have done differently?
Probes
 Take me back to…
 What was the outcome?
 Who else was involved?
 Did you have any concerns?
 How did they respond?
Rating
/10







Did they appear honest about the situation?
Acknowledged how they would avoid making this mistake in the future
Discussed how he/she learned from their mistake
Notified a supervisor (or co-worker) of the mistake
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact



Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers

 Average answer

8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
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 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/ provided little account

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 5: Problem-Solving
Many times as a manager in this store, you have to be able to think on your feet. Imagine
you are managing the store tonight and you have 3 employees who call in sick and you have
no one working who is trained to work at the cash register. Describe in detail all of the
steps you would take to solve this problem. What types of skills do you have that would be
useful in this situation?
Probes
 Can you elaborate more on that?
 Can you please provide more detail?
Rating
/10






Identifies different options and courses of action
Weighs the advantages and disadvantages of different courses of action
Acknowledges how to avoid problem for re-occurring
Appears to be able to remain calm and think quickly in stressful situations



Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact



Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers

 Average answer

8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
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 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/provided little account

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 6: Decision-making
Many situations as a manager will require fast thinking and speed in making decisions.
Imagine as an assistant manager that you have to make a split-second decision to
address a customer issue. Explain how you would go about making such a decision. What
types of steps would you take?
Probes
 Can you elaborate more on that? or Can you please provide more detail?
 Is there anything else?
Rating
/10






Carefully explains steps to making a decision (i.e., considers how the decision will
impact others)
Weighs the advantages and disadvantages of different decisions
Runs the decision by others or obtains the necessary information to make the
best decision
Considers the short term and long term consequences of decision
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact



Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers




 Average answer

8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
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 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/provided little account

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 7: Competitive
As a manager, you are required to make sure your store is meeting certain sales targets and is
outperforming other near by grocery stores. What types of steps would you take to ensure your
grocery store is remaining competitive and is meeting its goals?
Probes
 Can you elaborate more on that?
 Can you provide more detail?
 Is there anything else?
Rating







Constantly monitoring and sets new goals
Identifies areas of improvement or inefficiencies
Exhibits strong customer service mentality
Innovative and adaptive to organizational changes
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact



Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers

 Average answer

/10
8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
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 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Provided little account
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 8: Leadership Ability
Often as a manager you have to have a discussion with an employee when they are performing
below a particular standard. Now imagine, you’re the manager and I am an employee who
reports to you who has received a poor annual performance appraisal. What would you say to
me? [“I will not respond, but pretend that I am the employee right now and you’re having a
discussion with me”…]
After they give their response: Now, what if I was visibly upset & said I didn’t agree with you
Probes





Can you elaborate more on that?
Please provide more detail
Is there anything else?
Rating







Delivers employee feedback constructively
Listens to employees’ perspective or explanation
Puts processes in place to improve on employee behaviours
Regularly monitor and assesses employee performance
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact



Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers










/10
8-10

5-7

Average answer
Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
Provided relevant examples in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Appeared somewhat engaged
Appeared pleasant
Maintained some eye contact
Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
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2-4

Poor answer

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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APPENDIX D – FEMININE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS & RATING SCALE

Question 1: Non-specified
What attributes or qualities do you have that will help you perform the role of a
manager as described in the job posting?

Rating

/10

 Exceptional answer

8-10

 Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided effective examples in response to the question
 Provided a detailed account
 Appeared highly engaged
 Appeared warm
 Maintained strong eye contact
 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
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 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Provided little account
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 2: Non-specified
What do you see as the “challenges” this job (as described in the job posting)
would present you with?

Rating

/10

 Exceptional answer

8-10

 Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided effective examples in response to the question
 Provided a detailed account
 Appeared highly engaged
 Appeared warm
 Maintained strong eye contact
 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
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 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response

0-1

 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Provided little account
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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Question 3: Teamwork
As a manager in this job, you have to be a team player and be able to work well with others.
Tell me about a time when you had to work with a group of people over a period of time in
order to complete an important project or task. What was the project and what was your role?
Probes







What happened next?
What did you say/do?
What were the tasks?
What was the situation?
How did they respond?
Rating
/10







Knows team members’ strengths & weaknesses

8-10

Resolves and respects differences between team members
Sets deadlines
Shares knowledge and information with others
Exceptional answer

 Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided effective examples in response to the question
 Provided a detailed account
 Appeared highly engaged and warm
 Maintained strong eye contact
 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer
 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
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5-7

 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/Provided little account
 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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0-1

Question 4: Honesty and Integrity
Tell me about a time when you made a mistake at work that had an impact on others’ work.
What did you do about it? What was the outcome and what would you have done differently?
Probes
 Take me back to…
 How did you feel about that?
 Who else was involved?
 Did you have any concerns?
 How did they respond?
Rating
/10







Did they appear honest about the situation?
Acknowledged how they would avoid making this mistake in the future
Discussed how he/she learned from their mistake
Notified a supervisor (or co-worker) of the mistake
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact

 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4
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 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/provided little account
 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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0-1

Question 5: Sensitivity
Many times as a manager in this store, employees will have personal or sensitive
issues that they will want to discuss with you. Imagine that I am an employee who is
coming to you to talk about some family matters I am having that are affecting my
work. Describe in detail how you would approach the situation. What types of skills
do you have that would be useful in this situation?
Probes
 Can you provide more detail?
 Is there anything else?
Rating
/10







Exhibits understanding and compassion
Speaks with the individual in private
Provides supervisor and organizational support
Does not ask details that are private; let’s the employee share with them at
their discretion
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact

 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

151

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/provided little account
 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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0-1

Question 6: Understanding
As an assistant manager, many employees will come to you with different needs and issues.
Imagine that one of your new employees is undergoing the training program for new hires and
comes to you and says he or she will have to miss part of the training due to their child’s doctor
appointment. What would you do to ensure this employee’s needs are met?
Probes
 Can you provide more detail?
 Is there anything else?
Rating
/10







Ask if someone else can take the child to the doctor
Considers re-scheduling the training if possible
Provides employee with necessary information following training
Asks employee if they have questions after having received information
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact

 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
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 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account
 Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response
 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided no example in response to the question
 Provided little account
 Appeared unengaged and cold
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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0-1

Question 7: Understanding others’ emotions
Understanding customers’ emotions is an important aspect of being a manager in
this store. Imagine I am a customer who is becoming visibly upset because I had
to wait in line for a long time. How would you handle this situation? What types
of skills do you have that would help you in this situation?
Probes
 Can you provide more detail?
 Is there anything else?
Rating
/10







Ask what happened from the customers’ perspective
Explain to customer what may have caused the issue
Attempts to correct the issue
Ask if customer’s needs have been satisfied (or ask for feedback if
necessary)
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact

 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer
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2-4

 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account; Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/provided little account
 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided little account; spoke extremely quickly; many verbal fillers
 Appeared unengaged and cold; Maintained little or no eye contact
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0-1

Question 8: Interpersonal Competence
Often as a manager you have to address negative reactions that employees are having toward
one employee in particular. Now, imagine that you’re the manager and I am an employee who
you have received many complaints from other employees about. What would you say to me?
[“I will not respond, but pretend that I am the employee right now and you’re having a
discussion with me”…]
After they give their response: Now, what if I was visibly upset & told you I didn’t agree with you
Probes
 Can you please provide more detail?
 Please elaborate more on your answer
 Is there anything else?
Rating







Let employee know that have received some complaints; Is non-confrontational
Ask if there is there is any reason for the behaviour
Find a solution if there is a reason for the negative behaviour or performance
Provide monitoring measures in place to reassess their behaviour/performance
Exceptional answer



Answers were highly related to the job posting (where applicable)



Provided effective examples in response to the question



Provided a detailed account



Appeared highly engaged and warm



Maintained strong eye contact

 Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
 Average answer

/10
8-10

5-7

 Answers were related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided relevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a somewhat detailed account
 Appeared somewhat engaged
 Appeared pleasant
 Maintained some eye contact
 Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
 Poor answer

2-4
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 Answers were slightly related to the job posting (where applicable)
 Provided irrelevant examples in response to the question
 Provided a vague account; Did not appear engaged
 Appeared aloof or disinterested
 Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
 No response/provided little account
 Answers were unrelated to the job posting (where applicable)
 Appeared unengaged and cold; Maintained little or no eye contact
 Spoke extremely quickly and frequently used verbal fillers
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0-1

APPENDIX E – POST-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Participant ID#:______
The following section contains a number of statements. Please indicate the extent to which the
attitude or behaviour is characteristic of you.
Keep in mind that there are no right or wrong answers. Circle only one response for each statement.
It is important to try to respond to every statement and read each statement carefully.
Strongly
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
agree nor
Agree
disagree
1. I read the job posting carefully.
1
2
3
4
5
2. My interviewer was friendly.
1
2
3
4
5
3. My interviewer was nodding during my
1
2
3
4
5
interview.
4. My interviewer smiled a lot.
1
2
3
4
5
5. My interviewer made me feel comfortable
1
2
3
4
5
and at ease.
6. My interviewer was intimidating.
1
2
3
4
5
7. I took the mock interview as seriously as I
1
2
3
4
5
would take a real job interview.
8. I experienced a high degree of
1
2
3
4
5
apprehension in the interview.
9. I found the interview questions
1
2
3
4
5
challenging.
10. I did not feel nervous at all during the job 1
2
3
4
5
interview.
11. I dreaded the interview in the days
1
2
3
4
5
leading up to it.
12. I felt anxious during the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
13. I portrayed an image of myself to the
1
2
3
4
5
interviewer that was typical of how I usually
present myself to friends.
Comments (optional):
14. I portrayed an image of myself to the
1
2
3
4
5
interviewer that was typical of how I usually
present myself to acquaintances.
Comments (optional):
15. I portrayed an image of myself to the
1
2
3
4
5
interviewer that was typical of how I usually
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present myself to my current (or past) employers.
Comments (optional):
16. I portrayed an image of myself to the
interviewer that was typical of how I would
present myself to my future employer(s).
Comments (optional):
17. During the interview, I tailored my
answers to emphasize what the interviewer
was looking for.
18. I distorted my answers to emphasize
what the interviewer was looking for.
19. During the interview, I tailored my
answers to emphasize the skills and
competencies as described in the job posting.
20. I distorted my answers to emphasize the
skills and competencies as described in the
job posting.
21. I described my abilities and skills in a way
that was congruent with the job posting I
read.
22. I found it difficult to highlight my
interpersonal skills in the interview.
23. I found it difficult to highlight my
leadership skills in the interview.
24. I found it difficult to highlight my
enforcing skills in the interview.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Additional Questions: Please answer the following questions based on the job posting you read prior to
the interview.
The job posting was for the job of a(n): ___________
The posting was for a job at what location: ____________
The job description I read emphasized (please check one):

relationship-oriented skills


task-oriented skills

Please indicate whether you’re willing to be contacted for a follow-up study:

Yes


No

If ‘Yes’, please provide email address: ______________________
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APPENDIX F – OPENING STATEMENT (READ BY INTERVIEWERS)

Opening Statement
Hi {address interviewee by name}, my name is {interviewer name} and I will be
conducting your interview today.
Before we begin, I would like to tell you a little bit about the interview. This will help you
understand the interview process. It will also help us to ensure that the same process is
used across all candidates.
As you know, today we are interviewing job candidates for a position as an assistant store
manager for Quality Foods Inc. We are really looking for someone with the right skills as
outlined on the job posting. Please note that the information you provide during the
course of the interview will be confidential.
The interview I will be conducting will consist of 8 questions and will ask both
unstructured as well as structured interview questions. You may be more familiar with
unstructured questions in your past interviews. These usually contain more open-ended
questions that are generally less specific. However, I will also be asking you structured
interview questions about what you “did do” in past situations at work as well as what
you “would do” if you were in a specific situation or event at work.
It is important that you take your time in responding to the questions. I strongly
encourage you to take some time to think about your answers before responding. You
may even jot down a few notes if you would like. Also, please note that I will not be
providing verbal or non-verbal feedback (such as nodding or smiling) in the interview.
Therefore, please do not take such behaviour as a reflection of your interview
performance.
So, we are now ready to begin. Before we start, do you have any questions about the
interview? There will also be an opportunity for you to ask questions about the assistant
store manager position at the end of the interview. Let’s get started…
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APPENDIX G – MANIPULATION CHECKS
Participants were asked three questions about the job posting to assess whether
they read the job posting carefully and if it was clear whether the job posting was
interpersonally- vs. task-oriented. Participants were asked the location where the job
position was to take place and the job title of the position. All participants answered both
questions correctly. They were also asked to indicate whether the job description they
read emphasized relationship-oriented or task-oriented skills. Eighty-six percent of the
interviewees (73 of the 87) answered the question correctly according to their assigned
condition. All 14 participants were retained in analyses because they each answered at
least two out of the three questions correctly.
It was expected that participants who were given the task-oriented (masculine) job
posting (and set of questions) would find it more difficult to highlight their interpersonal
skills because questions were written to prime participants to talk about attributes in
accordance with their assigned condition. Similarly, it was predicted that participants
given the relationship-oriented (feminine) job posting would find it more difficult to
highlight their task-oriented skills. The results indicated that participants who were given
the relationship-oriented job posting (and questions) found it significantly more difficult
(M = 2.90, SD = 1.16) to highlight their interpersonal skills than those who were given the
task-oriented job posting/questions (M = 3.61, SD = .92), t(83) = -3.15, p < .01. Those
given the task-oriented job posting did not find it more difficult to highlight their
enforcing skills (M = 3.25, SD = .92) than those given the relationship-oriented job
posting, (M = 3.20, SD = 1.05), t(83) = -.26, p = .80. Because the task-oriented job
posting highlighted leadership ability and attributes, participants were also asked whether
they found it difficult to highlight their leadership skills. The results indicated that
interviewees in the relationship-oriented job posting did find it more difficult (M = 2.98,
SD = 1.17) to highlight these skills than those given the task-oriented posting (M = 2.93,
SD = 1.09), although this was not a statistically significant difference, t(83) = .18, p = .86.
Therefore, these results suggest that participants in the found it difficult to highlight the
skills of the opposing condition.
Finally, the results indicated that the interview question sets were not more
challenging for participants based on the job posting they were given. Interviewees who
were given the task-oriented job posting did find the interview questions slightly more
challenging (M = 3.30, SD = 1.21) than those given the relationship-oriented job posting
(M = 3.15, SD = 1.20), but this difference was not statistically significant, t(83) = -.57, p =
.57. Taken together, these results suggest that interviewees did not find the two interview
question sets differentially challenging, and that participants felt they could not highlight
the skills in the opposing condition.
To assess whether participants acted in accordance to the feminine or
interpersonally-oriented posting, interviewers were asked whether they appeared
supportive and compassionate and whether those in the masculine or task-oriented posting
behaved more assertive and dominant. The results indicated that those given the
relationship-oriented posting were perceived as more supportive, t(83) = 2.90, p < .01, and
compassionate, t(83) = 4.40, p < .01, than those given the task-oriented posting; However,
those given the task-oriented job posting were not perceived as significantly more
assertive, t(83) = -1.84, p = .07, or more dominant, t(83) = -.86, p = .40. It should be noted
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though that the cell means were in the expected direction. Additionally, interviewees were
asked whether they attempted to manage their impression according to the job posting they
were given. On average, interviewees indicated that they felt they portrayed an image of
themselves in the interview that was congruent to the job posting they received (M = 3.93,
SD = .61).

163

APPENDIX H – MARKETING FLYER USED TO RECRUIT PARTICIPANTS
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APPENDIX I – INTERVIEW SCRIPT, QUESTIONS AND RATING SCALES
USED BY INTERVIEWERS FOR INTERVIEW 1

Opening Statement

Hi {address interviewee by name}, my name is {interviewer name} and I will be conducting your
interview today.
Before we begin, I would like to tell you a little bit about the interview. This will help you
understand the interview process. It will also help us to ensure that the same process is used across
all candidates. Please note that the information you provide during the course of the interview will
be confidential.
The interview I will be conducting will consist of 4 structured questions. You may be less familiar
with structured questions in your past interviews. These interview questions are typically more
specific and require you to be detailed in your response. I will be asking you about what you “did
do” in past situations at work as well as what you “would do” if you were in a specific situation or
event at work.
It is important that you take your time in responding to the questions. I strongly encourage you to
take some time to think about your answers before responding. You may even jot down a few
notes if you would like. Also, please note that I will not be providing verbal or non-verbal
feedback (such as nodding or smiling) in the interview. Therefore, please do not take such
behaviour as a reflection of your interview performance.
So, we are now ready to begin. Before we start, do you have any questions about the interview?
There will also be an opportunity for you to ask any questions that you have at the end of the
interview. Let’s get started…
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Question 1: Analytical Ability
Tell me about a time when you had to analyze information and make a decision or
recommendation. Please describe the situation in detail.
Probes






Take me back to…
What was the outcome?
Who else was involved?
What was the situation?






What did you say/do?
What else can you remember about the situation?
How did you feel about the outcome?
Can you elaborate more on that?

Rating: Content
/10


















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Provided a vague account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response
Provided no example in response to the question
Provided little/no account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Rating: Delivery















Appeared highly engaged; Appeared warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate
Used few verbal fillers
Appeared somewhat engaged; Appeared somewhat warm
Maintained some eye contact
Spoke quickly & used many verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers
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/10
8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Question 2: Stress Management
Describe a time where you were faced with problems or stresses that tested your
coping skills.
Probes









Take me back to…
What was the outcome?
Who else was involved?
Can you elaborate more on that?



What was the situation?
What else can you remember about the
situation?
What did you do?

Rating: Content
/10
















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer; Provided a vague account
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response; Provided little/no account
Provided no example in response to the question
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Rating: Delivery
/10
















Appeared highly engaged; Appeared warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate and used few verbal fillers
Appeared somewhat engaged
Appeared somewhat warm
Maintained some eye contact
Used many verbal fillers; Spoke quickly
Did not appear engaged
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold
Maintained no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers
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8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Question 3: Conflict Resolution
Imagine the two of us are co-workers and we have been having problems getting along.
You feel that I am unnecessarily competitive and I feel that you are misinterpreting my
actions and behaviours. What would you say to me? I will not respond but pretend that I’m
your co-worker and you’re having this discussion with me. Please speak in first person.
Probes



Can you please provide more
detail?




Can you elaborate more on that?
What else would you say/do?

Rating: Content
/10

















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Provided a vague account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response; Provided little/no account
Provided no example in response to the question
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Rating: Delivery
/10















Appeared highly engaged; Appeared warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate & used few verbal fillers
Appeared somewhat engaged
Appeared somewhat warm
Maintained some eye contact
Spoke quickly and used many verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold; Maintained no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers
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8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Question 4: Integrity
Tell me about a time when you made a mistake at work that had an impact on others’
work. What did you do about it? What would you have done differently?
Probes









Take me back to…
What was the outcome?
Who else was involved?

What did you say/do?
Can you elaborate more on that?
What kind of reaction/feedback did you get?

Rating: Content
/10


















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Provided a vague account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response
Provided no example in response to the question
Provided little/no account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Rating: Delivery
/10















Appeared highly engaged; Appeared warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate & used few verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged; Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold
Maintained no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers
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8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

APPENDIX J – INTERVIEW SCRIPT, QUESTIONS AND RATING SCALES
USED BY INTERVIEWERS FOR INTERVIEW 2

Opening Statement – Interview 2

Hi {address interviewee by name}, we are about to begin your next interview. Are you ready?
The second interview you are about to experience is very similar to the first. However, I would
like to take a minute to provide the same information to you. Again, please note that the
information you provide during the course of the interview will be confidential.
As was the case with your first interview, the interview I will be conducting will consist of 4
structured questions. You may be less familiar with structured questions in your past interviews.
These interview questions are typically more specific and require you to be detailed in your
response. I will be asking you about what you “did do” in past situations at work as well as what
you “would do” if you were in a specific situation or event at work.
It is important that you take your time in responding to the questions. I strongly encourage you to
take some time to think about your answers before responding. You may even jot down a few
notes if you would like. Also, please note that I will not be providing verbal or non-verbal
feedback (such as nodding or smiling) in the interview. Therefore, please do not take such
behaviour as a reflection of your interview performance.
So, we are now ready to begin. Before we start, do you have any questions about the interview?
There will also be an opportunity for you to ask any questions that you have at the end of the
interview. Let’s get started…
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Question 1: Interpersonal Skills
It is often necessary to adjust our method or style of communicating to meet the needs
of the individual or group we are addressing. Give me an example of a time when you
used a different approach or interpersonal style to more effectively communicate with a peer or
subordinate.
Probes








Take me back to…
How did they respond?
Who else was involved?
Can you elaborate more on that?




What else do you remember about the
situation?
What did you say/do?
What kind of response/feedback did you get?

Rating: Content
/10


















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Provided a vague account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response
Provided no example in response to the question
Provided little/no account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear
Rating: Delivery

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

/10













Appeared highly engaged & warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate & used few verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged/ Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged; Maintained little or no eye contact
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold & maintained no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers

171

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Question 2: Communication
Tell me about a time when the ability to communicate effectively was critical to the
success of a task or project.
Probes










Take me back to…
What was the outcome?
Who else was involved?
Can you elaborate more on that?



What did you say/do?
What was the situation?
What else do you remember about the
situation?
How did you feel about the outcome?

Rating: Content
/10


















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Provided a vague account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response
Provided no example in response to the question
Provided little/no account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Rating: Delivery
/10














Appeared highly engaged & warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate & used few verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged/ Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold & maintained no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers
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8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Question 3: Motivation
Imagine that I am your co-worker and we are working on a project together. You can
tell that I am not enthusiastic and I tell you that I think the project is unimportant and a
waste of time. What would you say to motivate me or change my attitude? I will not
respond but pretend that I’m your co-worker and you’re having this discussion with me.
Please speak in first person.
Probes




Can you elaborate more on that?

Can you please provide more detail?
What else would you say/do?
Rating: Content

/10


















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Provided a vague account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response
Provided no example in response to the question
Provided little/no account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Rating: Delivery
/10














Appeared highly engaged & warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate & used few verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged/ Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold & maintained no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers
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8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Question 4: Problem Solving
Describe a time when you failed to solve a problem.
Probes










Take me back to…
What was the outcome?
Who else was involved?
Did you have any concerns?
Can you elaborate more on that?




What did you say/do?
What else can you remember about that
situation?
How did you feel about the outcome?
Can you give me an example?

Rating: Content
/10


















Exceptional answer
Provided an effective example in response to the question
Provided a detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very clear
Average answer
Provided a relevant example in response to the question
Provided a somewhat detailed account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was somewhat clear
Poor answer
Provided an irrelevant example in response to the question
Provided a vague account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was unclear
No response
Provided no example in response to the question
Provided little/no account
Description of situation, and behaviours/actions was very unclear

8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

Rating: Delivery
/10














Appeared highly engaged & warm
Displayed strong eye contact
Spoke at a slow rate & used few verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged/ Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Did not appear engaged
Appeared aloof or disinterested
Maintained little or no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & frequently used verbal fillers
Appeared unengaged and cold & maintained no eye contact
Spoke extremely quickly/slowly & excessively used verbal fillers
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8-10

5-7

2-4

0-1

APPENDIX K – INSTRUCTIONS PROVIDED TO EACH CONDITION PRIOR
TO INTERVIEW 2
Instructions: Imagery

1) Please read the following written instructions first.
2) Then we would like you to watch a visual version of the exact same
instructions. Please press play on the tablet you were given from the
researcher.
3) Please read the written instructions one last time and really take time to
process the instructions.
4) You will be asked to provide a short verbal summary of the
instructions upon the researcher returning.
Written Instructions:
When you enter an anxiety-provoking situation, such as a job interview, you
tend to bring to mind negative images of yourself. In fact, research has found
that constructing a negative self-impression of yourself actually prevents you
from getting a realistic sense of how you are doing in the interview and
detracts from your ability to provide effective answers. So, rather than
focusing on this negative self-image, try focusing instead on creating a
positive self-image.
To do this, I would like you to think about a time when you felt relaxed and
confident in a social situation (e.g., conversation, discussion). It may help you
if you recall a recent positive or successful situation and imagine yourself
being in that situation.
Please answer the following questions aloud or in your head:
Who were you with? What were you having a discussion about?
What were you feeling? What was positive about the situation?
Once you’ve got it in mind, close your eyes and continue to focus on that
image, getting as clear an image as you can. Hold this image in your mind
and think about it for 15-30 seconds. Throughout the job interview I want you
to try as hard as possible to keep this image in mind. If other images of
yourself happen to enter your mind, try to re-focus your attention on the
positive image you just brought to mind. It is really important that you keep
this positive image you have just formed as a predominant one of yourself
while in the interview.
**please turn the page
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Please answer the following questions about the image you brought to mind:
1) Who were you with?
___________________________________________________________
2) What were you having a discussion about?
___________________________________________________________
3) What were you feeling?
___________________________________________________________
4) What was positive about the situation?
___________________________________________________________
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Instructions: Field Perspective

1) Please read the following written instructions first.
2) Then we would like you to watch a visual version of the exact same
instructions. Please press play on the tablet you were given from the
researcher.
3) Please read the written instructions one last time and really take time to
process the instructions.
4) You will be asked to provide a short verbal summary of the
instructions upon the researcher returning.
Written Instructions:
When you enter an anxiety-provoking situation, such as a job interview, you
tend to focus your attention on yourself. For example, your anxiety symptoms
become the center of your attention, and because they feel bad, you think you
must look bad to the interviewer. In fact, research has found that focusing on
yourself actually prevents you from getting a realistic sense of how you are
doing in the interview and detracts from your ability to provide effective
answers in the interview. So, rather than focusing on how you are doing in the
interview or how you are feeling, try focusing instead on the questions the
interviewer is asking you. Throughout the job interview today I want you to try
as hard as possible to focus your attention outside of yourself.
For example, you might observe the interviewer’s expressions and actions, listen
closely to what s/he is saying or asking, and try to "get lost" in the interaction by
responding to events in your environment as they arise. Close your eyes for 1530 seconds and imagine yourself doing this while in the job interview. If you
find yourself focusing on yourself, try to consciously shift this attention to your
interviewer and your surroundings. Try to be present during the job interview
and to focus on doing your best with each question that is asked. It is really
important that you keep this perspective while in the interview.
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Based on the instructions you just read, what are you going to do in the next
interview?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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Instructions: Observer Perspective

1) Please read the following written instructions first.
2) Then we would like you to watch a visual version of the exact same
instructions. Please press play on the tablet you were given from the
researcher.
3) Please read the written instructions one last time and really take time to
process the instructions.
4) You will be asked to provide a short verbal summary of the
instructions upon the researcher returning.
Written Instructions:
When you enter an anxiety-provoking situation, such as a job interview, you
tend to focus your attention on yourself. Don’t let this worry you. In fact,
research has found that focusing on yourself may actually enhance your
ability to provide effective answers in the interview. So, as you are speaking
during the job interview today, really try to keep your attention focused on
yourself as much as possible. Throughout the job interview today, I want to
you to try as hard as possible to focus attention on yourself, imagining you
are observing yourself from the outside, and picturing what you see.
For example, imagine what you look like and how you might be coming
across to the interviewer. Try to monitor your own behaviour and reactions
and be aware of yourself and how you appear. Close your eyes for 15-30
seconds and imagine yourself doing this while in the job interview. If you
find yourself focusing on the interviewer or your surroundings, try to
consciously shift this attention to yourself and focus on how you are coming
across in the interview and how you appear to the interviewer. It is really
important that you keep this perspective while in the interview.
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Based on the instructions you just read, what are you going to do in the next
interview?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

180

APPENDIX L – PRE-INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
Participant ID#:______
Please rate your agreement with the following 11 items regarding your performance in the
interviews today.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2

Neither
agree nor
disagree
3

1. I am concerned about doing well as I can
in the interview.

1

4

5

2. I want to perform better than most people
do.

1

2

3

4

5

3. I am eager to do well.

1

2

3

4

5

4. I would be disappointed if I failed to do
well on the interview.

1

2

3

4

5

5. I am committed to attaining my
performance goals.

1

2

3

4

5

6. Doing the interview is worthwhile.

1

2

3

4

5

7. I expect to find the interview boring.

1

2

3

4

5

8. I don’t care one way or another about my
performance in the interview.

1

2

3

4

5

9. I want to succeed in the interview.

1

2

3

4

5

10. The interview will bring about my
competitive drives.

1

2

3

4

5

11. I am motivated to do well in the
interview.

1

2

3

4

5

Have you had a structured job interview before?




Yes
No
Unsure

*Please note: structured interviews are generally more specific and formal than unstructured
interviews and contain questions asking about what you would do given a specific situation or what
you did do in a specific situation.
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Interview Preparation
Please answer the following questions regarding how you prepared for your interviews today.
To cope with the interviews today, I…
Strongly Slightly Neither Slightly Strongly
disagree disagree agree agree Agree
nor
disagre
e
1
2
3
4
5

read books on interviewing strategies.
talked to someone to find out more about job
interviews.

1

2

3

4

5

made light of the interview; refused to get too
serious about it.

1

2

3

4

5

made a plan of action and followed it.

1

2

3

4

5

asked a relative or friend I respected for advice.

1

2

3

4

5

went on as if nothing was happening.

1

2

3

4

5

knew what had to be done, so I doubled my
efforts to make things work.

1

2

3

4

5

talked to someone who could help me with the
interview.

1

2

3

4

5

didn’t let it get to me; refused to think about it
too much.
practiced mock interviews with family, friends,
or others.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

talked to someone about how I was feeling.

1

2

3

4

5

tried to forget the whole thing.

1

2

3

4

5

got professional help (e.g., career counselor).

1

2

3

4

5

APPENDIX M – POST-INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 1
Participant ID#:______
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The following section contains a number of statements. Please indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with each statement regarding the interview you just had.
Keep in mind that there are no right or wrong answers. Circle only one response for each
statement. It is important to try to respond to every statement and read each statement carefully.
Strongly
Disagree

1. My interviewer was friendly.
2. My interviewer was nodding during my
interview.
3. My interviewer smiled a lot.
4. My interviewer made me feel comfortable and
at ease.
5. My interviewer was intimidating.
6. I took the mock interview as seriously as I
would take a real job interview.
7. I experienced a high degree of apprehension in
the interview.
8. I found the interview questions challenging.
9. In the interview, I worried that the interviewer
would focus on what I consider to be my least
attractive physical features.
10. I found it very hard to be relaxed.
11. During the interview, I worried about
whether I dressed appropriately.
12. While taking the interview, I became
concerned that the interviewer would perceive
me as socially awkward.
13. I became very uptight about having to
socially interact with my interviewer.
14. During the interview, I worried that my
actions would not be considered socially
appropriate.
15. I worried about whether the interviewer liked
me as a person.
16. When meeting the interviewer, I worried that
my handshake would not be correct.
17. In the interview, I got very nervous about
whether my performance was good enough.
18. I was overwhelmed by thoughts of doing
poorly when I was in the mock interview.
19. I worried that my interview performance
would be lower than that of other individuals.
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Disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree
3

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

20. During the interview, I was so troubled by
thoughts of failing that my performance was
reduced.
21. During the job interview, I worried about
what would happen if I didn’t get the job.
22. During the mock interview, I worried about
what would happen if I received a low interview
performance rating.
23. During the interview, my hands shook.
24. My heartbeat was faster than usual during the
interview.
25. It was hard for me to avoid fidgeting during
the interview.
26. The interview made me perspire (e.g., sweaty
palms and underarms).
27. My mouth got very dry during the
interview.
28. I felt sick to my stomach in the interview.
29. I became so apprehensive in the interview
that I was unable to express my thoughts
clearly.
30. I got so anxious while taking the interview
that I had trouble answering questions that
I know.
31. During the interview, I couldn’t think of a
thing to say.
32. I felt that my verbal communication skills
were strong.
33. During the interview I found it hard to
understand what the interviewer was asking me.
34. I found it easy to communicate my personal
accomplishments during the interview.
35. I felt very uneasy about my appearance when
I was being interviewed.
36. Before the interview I felt so nervous that I
spent an excessive amount of time on my
appearance.
37. If I did not look my absolute best in the
interview, I would find it very hard to be relaxed.
38. I felt uneasy that my hair did not look perfect
when I walked into the interview.
39. I got afraid about what kind of personal
impression I was making on the interviewer.
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1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Your thoughts during the interview
Not at all A little

Moderately A lot

Constantly

Please rate the frequency with which you experienced the following thoughts during the mock interview
you just completed.
1
2
3
4
5
1. I am being humiliated.
1
2
3
4
5
2. I can’t think of a thing to say.
3. I sound stupid.
1
2
3
4
5
2
3
4
5
4. The more interviews that go on, the better 1
I get.
5. I’m not expressing myself clearly.
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5
6. I am not coming across as knowing
enough.
1
2
3
4
5
7. The interviewer has already made up
his/her mind about me.
2
3
4
5
8. I will be myself and that should be plenty. 1
1
2
3
4
5
9. My voice is shaky.
2
3
4
5
10. The interviewer doesn’t like “people like 1
me”.
1
2
3
4
5
11. I am doing a good job answering the
interviewer’s questions.
1
2
3
4
5
12. This interview is not going well.
1
2
3
4
5
13. I am freezing up under the pressure.
1
2
3
4
5
14. I make a good impression on people.
1
2
3
4
5
15. I’m nervous and the interviewer knows
it.
1
2
3
4
5
16. I don’t know what this person wants
from me.
1
2
3
4
5
17. I am expressing myself well.
2
3
4
5
18. I won’t be able to say what I want before 1
the interview ends.
2
3
4
5
19. I forgot the questions I was going to ask. 1
1
2
3
4
5
20. The interviewer is impressed with my
qualifications.
1
2
3
4
5
21. I wish I had more interview experience.
1
2
3
4
5
22. This is stressful.
1
2
3
4
5
23. The interviewer and I are on the same
wavelength.
1
2
3
4
5
24. The interviewer can see how nervous I
am.
1
2
3
4
5
25. I need to get my anxiety under control.
1
2
3
4
5
26. I am saying all the wrong things.
1
2
3
4
5
27. I am feeling and coming across as
confident.
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28. I sound like I don’t know what I’m
talking about.
29. I won’t be able to answer an important
question.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Concentration and Focus of your Attention
Not at all A little

Moderately A lot

Constantly

Please rate the frequency with which you experienced the following thoughts during the mock interview
you just completed.
1
2
3
4
5
1. My attention was directed towards things
other than the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
2. I was focusing on what impression I was
making on the interviewer.
1
2
3
4
5
3. My performance was impaired by
thoughts irrelevant to the interview.
2
3
4
5
4. I had too much to think about to be able to 1
concentrate on the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
5. I found it hard to maintain my
concentration throughout the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
6. My mind wandered a great deal.
1
2
3
4
5
7. My thoughts were difficult to control.
1
2
3
4
5
8. My performance was impaired by
thoughts I was having in the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
9. I was focusing on what I would say or do
next.
1
2
3
4
5
10. I was focusing on what the other person
was saying or doing.
1
2
3
4
5
11. I was focusing on my level of anxiety.
1
2
3
4
5
12. I was focusing on how the interviewer
might be feeling about himself/herself.
1
2
3
4
5
13. I was focusing on past social failures.
1
2
3
4
5
14. I was focusing on the interviewer’s
appearance or dress.
1
2
3
4
5
15. I was focusing on the features or
conditions of the physical surroundings.
1
2
3
4
5
16. I found physical sensations such as
muscular tension distracting.
1
2
3
4
5
17. I was focusing on what I thought of the
interviewer.
1
2
3
4
5
18. I was focusing on my internal bodily
reactions (e.g., heart rate).
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To what degree were you upset by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

To what degree were you pleased by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

To what degree were you stressed by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

To what degree were you distracted by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

Please describe what your nerves or anxiety felt like in the job interview:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________.
What did you feel were your strengths in the job interview?
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________.

Self-Rating of Interview Performance
Please rate your overall performance in the job interview on a scale from 0 to 100 (where 0 =
poor performance to 100 = exceptional performance).
_____________

Self-Rating of Interview Anxiety
Please rate your overall performance in the job interview on a scale from 0 to 100 (where 0 =
no anxiety to 100 = high anxiety). _____________
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APPENDIX N – POST-INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 2
Participant ID#:______
The following section contains a number of statements. Please indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with each statement regarding the interview you just had.
Keep in mind that there are no right or wrong answers. Circle only one response for each
statement. It is important to try to respond to every statement and read each statement carefully.

1. My interviewer was friendly.
2. My interviewer was nodding during my
interview.
3. My interviewer smiled a lot.
4. My interviewer made me feel comfortable
and at ease.
5. My interviewer was intimidating.
6. I took the mock interview as seriously as I
would take a real job interview.
7. I experienced a high degree of
apprehension in the interview.
8. I found the interview questions
challenging.
9. In the interview, I worried that the
interviewer would focus on what I consider
to be my least attractive physical features.
10. I found it very hard to be relaxed.
11. During the interview, I worried about
whether I dressed appropriately.
12. While taking the interview, I became
concerned that the interviewer would
perceive me as socially awkward.
13. I became very uptight about having to
socially interact with my interviewer.
14. During the interview, I worried that my
actions would not be considered socially
appropriate.
15. I worried about whether the interviewer
liked me as a person.
16. When meeting the interviewer, I worried
that my handshake would not be correct.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2
2

Neither
agree
nor
disagree
3
3

1
1

4
4

5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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17. In the interview, I got very nervous
about whether my performance was good
enough.
18. I was overwhelmed by thoughts of doing
poorly when I was in the mock interview.
19. I worried that my interview performance
would be lower than that of other
individuals.
20. During the interview, I was so troubled
by thoughts of failing that my performance
was
reduced.
21. During the job interview, I worried
about what would happen if I didn’t get the
job.
22. During the mock interview, I worried
about what would happen if I received a low
interview performance rating.
23. During the interview, my hands shook.
24. My heartbeat was faster than usual
during the interview.
25. It was hard for me to avoid fidgeting
during the interview.
26. The interview made me perspire (e.g.,
sweaty palms and underarms).
27. My mouth got very dry during the
interview.
28. I felt sick to my stomach in the
interview.
29. I became so apprehensive in the
interview that I was unable to express my
thoughts
clearly.
30. I got so anxious while taking the
interview that I had trouble answering
questions that
I know.
31. During the interview, I couldn’t think of
a thing to say.
32. I felt that my verbal communication
skills were strong.
33. During the interview I found it hard to
understand what the interviewer was asking
me.
34. I found it easy to communicate my
personal accomplishments during the
interview.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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35. I felt very uneasy about my appearance
when I was being interviewed.
36. Before the interview I felt so nervous
that I spent an excessive amount of time on
my appearance.
37. If I did not look my absolute best in the
interview, I would find it very hard to be
relaxed.
38. I felt uneasy that my hair did not look
perfect when I walked into the interview.
39. I got afraid about what kind of personal
impression I was making on the interviewer.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Your thoughts during the interview
Not at
A little
Moderately A lot
Constantly
all
Please rate the frequency with which you experienced the following thoughts during the mock
interview you just completed.
1
2
3
4
5
1. I am being humiliated.
1
2
3
4
5
2. I can’t think of a thing to say.
3. I sound stupid.
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5
4. The more interviews that go on, the
better I get.
5. I’m not expressing myself clearly.
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
5
6. I am not coming across as knowing
enough.
1
2
3
4
5
7. The interviewer has already made up
his/her mind about me.
1
2
3
4
5
8. I will be myself and that should be
plenty.
1
2
3
4
5
9. My voice is shaky.
1
2
3
4
5
10. The interviewer doesn’t like “people
like me”.
1
2
3
4
5
11. I am doing a good job answering the
interviewer’s questions.
1
2
3
4
5
12. This interview is not going well.
1
2
3
4
5
13. I am freezing up under the pressure.
1
2
3
4
5
14. I make a good impression on people.
1
2
3
4
5
15. I’m nervous and the interviewer
knows it.
1
2
3
4
5
16. I don’t know what this person wants
from me.
1
2
3
4
5
17. I am expressing myself well.
1
2
3
4
5
18. I won’t be able to say what I want
before the interview ends.
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19. I forgot the questions I was going to
ask.
20. The interviewer is impressed with my
qualifications.
21. I wish I had more interview
experience.
22. This is stressful.
23. The interviewer and I are on the same
wavelength.
24. The interviewer can see how nervous I
am.
25. I need to get my anxiety under control.
26. I am saying all the wrong things.
27. I am feeling and coming across as
confident.
28. I sound like I don’t know what I’m
talking about.
29. I won’t be able to answer an important
question.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Concentration and Focus of your Attention
Not at
A little
Moderately A lot
Constantly
all
Please rate the frequency with which you experienced the following thoughts during the mock
interview you just completed.
1
2
3
4
5
1. My attention was directed towards
things other than the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
2. I was focusing on what impression I
was making on the interviewer.
1
2
3
4
5
3. My performance was impaired by
thoughts irrelevant to the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
4. I had too much to think about to be
able to concentrate on the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
5. I found it hard to maintain my
concentration throughout the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
6. My mind wandered a great deal.
2
3
4
5
7. My thoughts were difficult to control. 1
1
2
3
4
5
8. My performance was impaired by
thoughts I was having in the interview.
2
3
4
5
9. I was focusing on what I would say or 1
do next.
1
2
3
4
5
10. I was focusing on what the other
person was saying or doing.
1
2
3
4
5
11. I was focusing on my level of
anxiety.
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12. I was focusing on how the
interviewer might be feeling about
himself/herself.
13. I was focusing on past social failures.
14. I was focusing on the interviewer’s
appearance or dress.
15. I was focusing on the features or
conditions of the physical surroundings.
16. I found physical sensations such as
muscular tension distracting.
17. I was focusing on what I thought of
the interviewer.
18. I was focusing on my internal bodily
reactions (e.g., heart rate).

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

To what degree were you upset by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

To what degree were you pleased by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

To what degree were you stressed by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

To what degree were you distracted by the thoughts you experienced during the interview?
Not at all
Very

A little

Neutral

Somewhat

Please describe what your nerves or anxiety felt like in the job interview:
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________
What did you feel were your strengths in the job interview?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________
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Self-Rating of Interview Performance
Please rate your overall performance in the job interview on a scale from 0 to 100 (where 0 = poor
performance to 100 = exceptional performance).
_____________

Self-Rating of Interview Anxiety
Please rate your overall performance in the job interview on a scale from 0 to 100 (where 0 = no
anxiety to 100 = high anxiety). _____________
Additional Questions for Interview 2
Please rate your agreement with the following items.

1. The videotaped instructions were clear
enough for you to understand what you were
being asked to do?
2. I did my best to follow the instructions I
received before my second interview.
3. I personally found the instructions/
treatment I received to be useful.
4. I felt confident that I marketed my skills
and abilities during the job interview.
5. I believed I made the best impression
during the job interview.
6. I had no problem getting my points across
in the job interview.
7. I felt capable to respond to the
interviewers’ questions.
8. I felt confident that I managed my nonverbal skills in the interview.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2

Neither
agree nor
disagree
3

1

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Which of the following statements is most consistent with the instructions you were given
before your second interview?
a. “Focus your attention on yourself and how you feel”
b. “Focus your attention on your surroundings”
c. “Focus on positive imagery and feelings”
d. I wasn’t asked to focus on anything.

193

APPENDIX O – INTERVIEWER RATING FORM 1
Participant ID#:______
Interviewer:_____________
Please write a number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree that the interviewee exhibited the characteristic.
1
Disagree
Strongly

2
Disagree

1.

3
Neither agree
nor disagree

4
Agree

5
Agree
strongly

11.
12. _____ Dominant

17.
18. _____ Professional

2. _____ Attentive

13. _____ Warm

19. _____ Assertive

3. _____ Confident

14. _____ Enthusiastic

20. _____ Anxious

4. _____ Honest

15. _____ Optimistic
16.

21. _____ Likeable

_____ Supportive

Additional Questions:

1. The interviewee experienced a
high degree of apprehension in the
interview.
2. The interviewee appeared less
anxious as the interview progressed.
3. The interviewee appeared more
anxious as the interview progressed.
4. The interviewee found the interview
questions challenging.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2

Neither
agree or
disagree
3

1

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Think of all of the past interview performances you have observed. On a scale from 1-100 (where
1 = poor and 100 = exceptional), how would you rate the interview performance of the interviewee
you just observed? A score of 50 indicates ‘average’ interview performance
___________
Comments:______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________
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APPENDIX P – INTERVIEWER RATING FORM 2
Participant ID#:______
Interviewer:___________
Please write a number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree that the interviewee exhibited the characteristic.
1
Disagree
Strongly

2
Disagree

5.

3
Neither agree
nor disagree

4
Agree

5
Agree
strongly

22.
23. _____ Dominant

28.
29. _____ Professional

6. _____ Attentive

24. _____ Warm

30. _____ Assertive

7. _____ Confident

25. _____ Enthusiastic

31. _____ Anxious

8. _____ Honest

26. _____ Optimistic
27.

32. _____ Likeable

_____ Supportive

Additional Questions:

1. The interviewee experienced a
high degree of apprehension in the
interview.
2. The interviewee appeared less
anxious as the interview progressed.
3. The interviewee appeared more
anxious as the interview progressed.
4. The interviewee found the interview
questions challenging.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2

Neither
agree or
disagree
3

1

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Think of all of the past interview performances you have observed. On a scale from 1-100 (where
1 = poor and 100 = exceptional), how would you rate the interview performance of the interviewee
you just observed? A score of 50 indicates ‘average’ interview performance
___________
Comments:______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________
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APPENDIX Q – LETTER OF INFORMATION
Interview Anxiety Research Program: Letter of Information
Investigators:
Amanda Feiler (PhD student); Department of Psychology; afeiler@uoguelph.ca; 519-824-4120
ext. 58931
Dr. Deborah Powell (advisor), Department of Psychology; dpowell@uoguelph.ca; 519-824-4120
ext. 52167
Purpose of the Research
The purpose of this research is to examine strategies that can be used to reduce job candidates’
anxiety in the employment interview.
Procedure
Participation in this study involves completing pre-interview questionnaires as well as
participating in two short mock interviews (approximately 10 minutes each) that will be conduced
on the University of Guelph campus. Participation in the research program will take
approximately 1 hour and 15 minutes in total.
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following things:
 Complete a pre-study questionnaire online regarding demographic information and your
anxiety (10-15 minutes)
 Complete two short mock interviews (approx. 10 minutes each)
 Read verbal and watch audio-visual instructions regarding a strategy to manage your anxiety
(5 minutes)
 Complete a post-interview questionnaire following each interview (approx. 10 minutes after
each interview)
As a normal part of the mock interview, your responses will be recorded and saved. Your
interview footage may be viewed by 3-4 trained undergraduate students and the researchers only.
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 the
researchers in this study.
There are four conditions in this study and there is an equal chance that you can be placed into any
one of these conditions. In three of these conditions, you will receive (audio-visual and written)
instructions and in one of the conditions, you will not receive instructions. However, if you wish to
receive the instructions and treatment received by those in the experimental condition(s), you have
the opportunity to at the end of the study.
Sample items on the Pre- and Post Questionnaires
(i) Pre-survey questionnaire (e.g., “I become so apprehensive in job interviews that I am
unable to express my thoughts clearly. ”)
(ii) Pre-interview questionnaire (e.g., “I am concerned about doing as well as I can.”)
(iii) Post-interview questionnaire (e.g., “My attention was directed towards things other than
the interview.”)
Confidentiality
The responses and information you provide will be kept confidential and used for research
purposes only. Although information and data you provide will be kept in a secure place, the
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responses you provide can potentially be linked back to you. Specifically, we need to be able to link
you to your responses in the event that you wish to participate in a follow-up study. Please note that
we will not be analyzing data on an individual level of analysis; we are more interested in looking at
trends across participants. Emails sent to schedule your lab session will also be deleted at the end
of the study (unless you indicate that you wish to be contacted for a follow-up study).
There is a risk that you as an interviewee may be identifiable to either the student
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). Undergraduate
students who may serve as the raters must attend a mandatory training session that will cover the
confidentiality procedures involved with this study.
You can help to ensure confidentiality by taking the following precautions to clear all private data
from the computer you are using to respond to the survey:
1. Clear the browsing history
2. Clear the cache
3. Clear the cookies
4. Clear the authenticated session
5. LOG OFF
Parking
Upon arriving at the location of the study, you will be administered a (free) parking pass so that no
costs will be incurred for your participation in the study.
Risks and Discomforts
There is a social risk that you as an interviewee may be identifiable; your responses can be
linked back to you. However, data will be placed in a secure location and will only be analyzed by
the student or faculty researcher. Please see in the “confidentiality” section above for further
details about how we intend on circumventing this problem.
There is a chance that you may be 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 the research
copy of your video footage destroyed if you wish at the end of the interview.
There is a risk that you may feel uncomfortable or anxious during the interview. Although we
expect that this level of anxiousness will be comparable to what you might experience in a real
employment interview setting, you are free to withdraw from the study at any time.
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 study materials and the research copy of your video footage destroyed at any
time. You may also decline to answer any question(s).
Feedback
You have the option to receive developmental feedback at the end of the study. As a result of
your participation, you may learn strategies to cope your interview anxiety. You may also provide
your email address to the researcher if you wish to receive a copy of the research results at the end
of the study.
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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APPENDIX R – CONSENT FORM
Interview Anxiety Research Program
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.

Participant:
Print Name:

Signature

_________________

______________________

Researcher:
Print Name:

Signature

_________________

______________________

Date
_________________

Date
_________________

Please indicate whether you’re willing to be contacted for a follow-up study:

Yes


No

If ‘Yes’, please provide email address: ______________________

198

APPENDIX S – DEBRIEFING FORM
Interview Anxiety Research Program
Thank you for your participation! Your ratings of your thoughts and anxiety during the
interviews will be used to examine whether interview anxiety can be reduced using a short
intervention. The purpose of the study was to investigate whether techniques grounded in the
social anxiety literature could be applied to lessen interview anxiety.
There were four different possible conditions in this study that participants experienced prior
to the second interview: a positive imagery, field perspective-taking, observer perspectivetaking or a control condition. Ultimately, we are interested in whether the positive imagery
and field perspective-taking conditions produced greater reductions in anxiety-related
symptoms than the observer perspective and control conditions. Research has shown that
positive imagery and focusing attention outside of yourself (the field perspective-taking)
enables you to be more present in the moment in the job interview (rather than focusing on
how nervous you feel).
If you were placed in the observer perspective-taking or control condition, you have the
opportunity to read the instructions that individuals would have received in the experimental
conditions. The observer perspective-taking condition was used as a placebo condition, which
means that adopting the instructions in this condition should not reduce your interview
anxiety. If you were placed in this condition, you were asked to focus on yourself in the job
interview; however, research has shown that it is more advantageous to focus your attention
outside of yourself (i.e., your surroundings).
Please do not hesitate to contact the researchers if you wish to withdraw from the study.
Amanda Feiler
afeiler@uoguelph.ca
519-824-4120 ext 58931

Dr. Deborah Powell
dpowell@uoguelph.ca
519-824-4120 ext 52167

If you have any questions or ethical concerns about the study, please 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
performance in the interview, in case you would like to learn more about our study. If you
would like to receive a copy of the research results, please notify the researcher.
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