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ABSTRACT 
 

EXAMINING THE CRITERION VALIDITY OF INTERVIEW ANXIETY AND 
IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 

 
Leann Schneider    Advisor: 
University of Guelph, 2015    Dr. Deborah Powell 
 
 
The purpose of this thesis was to investigate the influence of interview anxiety and impression 

management (IM) on the criterion validity of the interview. Both factors have been framed as 

sources of error that hinder the criterion validity of the interview, yet may in fact be valid 

indicators of how one performs in the job because they are influenced by job-relevant 

dispositions. Interview anxiety and IM were proposed to capture general propensities; for 

interview anxiety, an inability to manage stressful interpersonal situations, and for IM, to 

skilfully manage interpersonal interactions. As such, interview anxiety was proposed to be 

negatively related, and IM was proposed to be positively related, to future job performance. 

Further, their influence on interview performance was proposed to positively contribute to the 

criterion validity of the interview.  

 

Two studies of applicants for the position of university Residence Assistant (RA) investigated 

this possibility. Candidates reported on their interview anxiety and use of IM during the 

interview. Proxy job performance, confidence ratings in their ability to perform on the job, and 

multi-source job performance ratings were also collected. Results supported the hypothesis that 

interview anxiety was a negative predictor of criterion performance in some cases, but that 

interview anxiety may also be a null- or positive-predictor of performance in other cases. It was 

proposed that this difference may be due to the influence of training and learning over time. 

Contrary to expectation, both honest and deceptive IM were found to be negative predictors of 



 
 

job performance when rated by peers and students whom the RAs supervised. Results were 

mixed with supervisor-ratings of performance, but differences in exposure to the RAs’ 

performance may explain this discrepancy. Finally, there was no evidence to suggest that 

interview anxiety or IM contributed to the criterion validity of the interview. Implications for 

research and practice are discussed. 
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Examining the Criterion-Validity of Interview Anxiety and Impression Management 

There are a myriad of factors that influence how a job candidate performs during the 

employment interview. One theory of interview performance (Huffcutt, Van Iddekinge, & Roth, 

2011) includes a number of situational factors, such as interviewee state influences and 

interviewer-interviewee dynamics, which can either diminish or enhance interviewee 

performance. One example of an interviewee state influence factor is interview anxiety. 

Interview anxiety has been defined as feelings of nervousness or apprehension about the 

interview (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Consistent with theory, researchers have found that 

interview anxiety negatively predicts interview performance (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). In 

contrast, Huffcutt et al. (2011) theorized that social effectiveness, an aspect of the interviewer-

interviewee dynamic, may enhance interview performance. The component of social 

effectiveness that is relevant to the current investigation is impression management (IM), defined 

as an individual’s attempt to influence the image he/she projects during the interview (Barrick, 

Shaffer, & DeGrassi, 2009; Levashina & Campion, 2006). Also consistent with theory, Barrick 

et al. (2009) found that IM positively influences a candidate’s success of procuring a job offer. 

The focus of this dissertation is to build on past theory and research by examining the 

implications of these findings, specifically as they relate to the criterion validity of the interview.  

Although interview anxiety and IM have historically been examined in separate 

literatures, a common thread in the research on both factors is that they are often framed as 

sources of error that hinder the criterion validity of the interview (e.g., Barrick et al., 2009; 

McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). However, recent research suggests that because interview anxiety 

and IM are influenced by job-relevant dispositions, they may actually be indicators of how one 

performs on the job (Kleinmann & Klehe, 2011; McCarthy, Van Iddekinge, Lievens, Kung, 



2 
 

Sinar, & Campion, 2013). Further, if both processes affect interview performance and job 

performance, then they can actually positively contribute to the relation between interview 

performance and job performance (i.e., the criterion validity of the interview). The implication 

would be that instead of interview anxiety and IM being considered sources of error that must be 

minimized, they may provide useful information to the interviewer and organization about an 

applicant’s future job performance. To date, a direct test of these propositions in a high-stakes 

interview situation has not been conducted. The current research aims to fill this gap in our 

understanding of interview anxiety and IM. To begin this investigation, I will provide more 

detail on how interview anxiety and IM may influence the criterion validity of the interview, and 

review both literatures in turn.  

Interview Anxiety, Impression Management, and the Predictive Validity of the Interview 

 Researchers have largely been interested in studying interview anxiety and IM because of 

the assertion that they may contribute error to interviewer judgments (e.g., McCarthy & Goffin, 

2004; Barrick et al., 2009; Posthuma, Morgeson, & Campion, 2002). In the literature on 

candidate reactions to selection , it has been argued that reactions such as test anxiety “may 

introduce extraneous variance into test scores and, in turn, reduce the extent to which the scores 

reflect candidates’ true level of ability and/or the extent to which the scores predict future 

performance” (McCarthy et al., 2013, p. 2). This exact premise has been extended to interview 

anxiety and IM, illustrating how they may affect interview performance scores (McCarthy & 

Goffin, 2004; Barrick et al., 2009).  

Specific to interview anxiety, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) noted that interview anxiety 

may mask how competent a candidate is for the job. This could be particularly problematic for 

highly anxious candidates, as they may not be able to achieve high interview performance ratings 
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even if they are just as qualified as a candidate who is less anxious during the interview. 

Although this “error hypothesis” has received some support, an alternate conceptualization is 

that interview anxiety is influenced by stable dispositions that relate to one’s future performance. 

This argument is consistent with theories that assert that state anxiety is determined by a 

combination of trait anxiety and stress caused by the situation (e.g., Eysenck, Derakshan, Santos, 

& Calvo, 2007). Thus, a general tendency to be anxious during stressful situations (i.e., trait 

anxiety), particularly when the situation is social in nature, should be detrimental to performance 

during the interview. In addition, these tendencies should be detrimental to performance during 

situations on the job that require the ability to manage stress, especially in interpersonal jobs. 

Further, interview anxiety may contribute variance to interview performance scores that is 

predictive of job performance. Essentially, the interview, as a stressful interpersonal situation, 

may provide a preview of how the individual would manage stressful interpersonal situations at 

work.  

With regards to IM, researchers such as Barrick and colleagues (2009) have argued that 

“what you see in the interview may not be what you get on the job” (p. 1394). Individuals may 

be able to impart a favorable impression during the interview, with this not always being 

representative of how they will perform once hired. However, similar to interview anxiety, IM 

may be influenced by stable dispositions that relate to how one will perform on the job. IM may 

also positively contribute to the predictive validity of the interview. This assertion is supported 

by theory that suggests that IM may contribute systematic variance to interview performance 

scores that reflects a person’s general ability to successfully manage interpersonal interactions 

(e.g., Marcus, 2009). This may be particularly true for IM that is genuine in nature (Levashina, 

Hartwell, Morgeson, & Campion, 2014). In other words, if a candidate is able to successfully 
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manage their impressions during the interview, they also possess a general ability to successfully 

manage their impressions during interpersonal interactions at work. This would be important 

especially in positions that require frequent interpersonal interaction. In sum, both interview 

anxiety and IM should contribute to the predictive validity of the interview because they capture 

behavioural patterns that demonstrate how one will perform on the job. 

Because of the separation in how interview anxiety and IM have historically been 

examined in the literature, a detailed rationale for the investigation will be presented separately 

for each construct. Afterwards, two studies will be presented that examined the hypotheses with 

candidates applying to be university Residence Assistants (RAs). 

Interview Anxiety 

 Anxiety in general has been defined as “an aversive emotional and motivational state 

occurring in threatening circumstances” (Eysenck et al., 2007, p. 336). This construct has been 

examined at the trait level (i.e., a person’s general level of anxiety) and at the state level (i.e., 

their current level of anxiety). Early researchers who were interested in the occurrence of anxiety 

during the interview measured anxiety at the trait level and/or assumed that interview anxiety 

was a unidimensional construct (e.g., Keenan, 1978; Cook, Vance, & Spector, 2000; Ayres & 

Crosby, 1995).  

However, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) refined the concept of interview anxiety to be a 

situation-specific trait that was multidimensional in nature. Specifically, interview anxiety was 

defined as “feelings of nervousness or apprehension that are relatively stable within job 

applicants across employment interview situations” (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004, p. 616). This 

conceptualization recognizes that the employment interview is a specific situation during which 

people differ in their levels of experienced anxiety. Another similar situation-specific trait is test-
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taking anxiety (Arvey, Strickland, Drauden, & Martin, 1990). In addition, McCarthy and Goffin 

(2004) identified five dimensions of interview anxiety: Communication Anxiety, Appearance 

Anxiety, Social Anxiety, Performance Anxiety, and Behavioural Anxiety.  

Each dimension of interview anxiety focuses on feelings of nervousness or apprehension 

around an aspect of the interview. Communication anxiety focuses on feelings of nervousness 

surrounding verbal communication, nonverbal communication, and listening skills. Appearance 

anxiety centres on physical appearance. Social anxiety focuses on social behaviours (e.g., correct 

handshake, rapport building), stemming from a desire to be liked. Performance anxiety is a fear 

of failure, or a concern over the outcome of the interview. Finally, behavioural anxiety involves 

the autonomic reactions one’s body has to the interview situation (e.g., fast heartbeat, sweaty 

palms). McCarthy and Goffin (2004) provided evidence for this multidimensional structure by 

finding significant relations between the dimensions and theoretically related constructs. In the 

current investigation, overall interview anxiety will be examined as well as theoretically-relevant 

dimensions of interview anxiety.  

When examining anxiety during selection contexts in general, a synthesis of multiple 

studies found that selection test anxiety was negatively related to selection test performance 

(Hausknecht, Day, & Thomas, 2004). The literature on the outcomes of anxiety specific to the 

employment interview is less extensive. However, it appears that interview anxiety tends to lead 

to negative outcomes. For example, Cook et al. (2000) found a negative relation between general 

anxiety and the number of second interviews candidates received (r = -.21), and Ayres and 

Crosby (1995) found that interviewees high in communication apprehension were hired less 

frequently and seen as less trustworthy and attractive. Using the refined definition of interview 

anxiety measured via McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) Measure of Anxiety in Selection Interviews 
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(MASI), both McCarthy and Goffin as well as Feiler and Powell (2013) found that interview 

anxiety was negatively related to interview performance (r’s = -.19 and -.32, respectively). 

Communication anxiety in particular stood out as an important factor, with significant negative 

relations between this dimension and interview performance being found in both studies (r = -.28 

in McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; r = -.44 in Feiler & Powell, 2013). This is not surprising given that 

the purpose of the interview is for the candidate to communicate their strengths and suitability 

for the job.  

Consistent with the literature reviewed above, I expect a negative relation between 

interview anxiety and interview performance to be found in the current investigation. I also 

hypothesize negative relations between communication anxiety and interview performance, and 

social anxiety and interview performance. Both facets of interview performance have been found 

to be significant negative predictors of interview performance (e.g., Feiler & Powell, 2013). As 

will be discussed further below, these facets of interview anxiety are particularly pertinent to this 

investigation as they capture aspects of interview anxiety that may correspond most directly with 

job performance in the current context. 

H1: Interview anxiety will be significantly negatively correlated with interview performance. 

H2: Communication anxiety and social anxiety (i.e., facets of interview anxiety) will be 

significantly negatively correlated with interview performance. 

The “Error Hypothesis” and Interview Anxiety 

As described above, the negative effect of interview anxiety on interview performance is 

potentially problematic. Interview anxiety may introduce systematic variance into interview 

performance scores that is not related to job performance, thereby reducing the predictive 

validity of the interview (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). A parallel argument has been supported by 
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research on cognitive ability tests for selection. For example, Reeve, Heggestad, and Lievens 

(2009) demonstrated that test anxiety decreased the criterion-related validity of cognitive ability 

tests in a Monte-Carlo simulation. Bonaccio, Reeve, and Winford (2012) also found that a 

cognitive ability test was less predictive of undergraduate final exam performance when worry 

about the cognitive ability test was high. In another study employing an undergraduate sample, 

Schmit and Ryan (1992) found that test-taking motivation and dispositions, which included 

comparative anxiety, moderated the predictive validity of an ability test. Ability test scores were 

less predictive of GPA when test-taking motivation and disposition was low (i.e., when anxiety 

was high).  

Although findings in the cognitive ability literature are compelling, research in this area 

has faced constraints. Test anxiety specific to the selection procedure has not always been 

measured (e.g., Schmit & Ryan), and most findings use student samples (e.g., Bonaccio et al., 

2012). In addition, recent evidence suggests that selection anxiety may not reduce the predictive 

validity of selection procedures. McCarthy et al. (2013) provide the most comprehensive study to 

date examining this issue. The researchers found that test anxiety specific to a medical school 

admissions test did not moderate the relation between admissions test scores and end-of-year 

student GPA. In other words, admissions test scores were predictive of end-of-year GPA 

regardless of how anxious the candidates were while taking the admissions test. In a separate 

study with a working sample of employees, test anxiety specific to taking a work sample test, 

situational judgment test, and personality test had no effect on the ability of these tests to predict 

concurrent job performance.  

An additional point to note is that these studies measured test-taking anxiety, which is 

different from the anxiety that presents itself during the interview. The anxiety around 
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communication and interpersonal behaviour that characterizes interview anxiety may be more 

job-related than is anxiety specific to completing a written test. This is because it is more likely 

that workers will encounter a stressful interpersonal situation at work (e.g., giving a high-stakes 

presentation) than a stressful situation that involves completing a written task. Thus, it is 

questionable whether interview anxiety would have a negative effect on the criterion-related 

validity of the interview.  

Theoretical work surrounding selection anxiety also provides a weak basis to support the 

“error hypothesis”. Researchers have used a cognitive load framework to explain why selection 

anxiety leads to negative outcomes for candidates (e.g., McCarthy et al., 2013; McCarthy, 

Hrabliuk, & Jelley, 2009). Eysenck et al.’s (2007) Attentional Control Theory notes that when 

individuals are anxious, their ability to focus on goal-directed behaviour is impaired by a focus 

on worrisome thoughts. Applied to the employment interview, interview anxiety reduces the 

ability of candidates to devote attention and cognitive resources to generating the best possible 

responses to interview questions. Instead, many of the limited cognitive resources that an 

individual has are preoccupied with concerns over evaluation and failure, and self-defeating 

thoughts.  

One may argue that the impairment that anxious individuals face during the interview is 

situation-specific. This would mean that they are unable to focus their attention and cognitive 

resources during the interview, but that this provides no indication of their ability to handle stress 

during interpersonal situations at work. However, Attentional Control Theory notes that state 

anxiety is not only influenced by situational stress, but heavily influenced by trait anxiety as well 

(Eysenck et al., 2007). Supporting this assertion, Feiler (2014) found that interview anxiety was 

highly correlated with social anxiety (r = .54-.66) in a study that involved individuals completing 
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mock employment interviews. As such, the overarching influence of dispositions like social 

anxiety may mean that an inability to manage stress during the interview is indicative of an 

inability to manage stress during interpersonal situations on the job. This may be particularly true 

for communication anxiety and social anxiety, which are the aspects of interview anxiety that 

directly capture stress around the social and interpersonal nature of the interview. The 

implication would be that interview anxiety, rather than being a source of error, reflects shared 

variance in job performance particularly for interpersonally stressful jobs.  

The Influence of Dispositions on Interview Anxiety 

There is evidence to support the argument that interview anxiety is indicative of a general 

behavioural tendency. Researchers have noted that selection anxiety, and interview anxiety in 

particular, is a situation specific trait that is more dispositional in nature than other test reactions 

such as test-taking motivation (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; McCarthy et al., 2013). As noted 

above, there is evidence that interview anxiety is positively related to social anxiety (Feiler, 

2014). Dispositions such as emotionality and general anxiety have been found to be positively 

related (r’s = .23 and .40, respectively), and extraversion has been found to be negatively related 

(r = -.52), to interview anxiety (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004; Schneider, Feiler, & Powell, 2012). 

In the current investigation, the influence of dispositions on interview anxiety will be 

investigated with conceptually-relevant personality traits from the Big Five: neuroticism and 

extraversion. Consistent with past findings, interview anxiety should be positively related to 

neuroticism. Neuroticism is similar to emotionality in that individuals who are high on this trait 

are generally anxious, nervous, and tense (John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008). Interview anxiety is 

also expected to be negatively related to extraversion. Extraverted individuals, given their social, 
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positive nature should feel comfortable as opposed to highly anxious during the social situation 

of the interview.  

H3: Interview anxiety will be significantly positively related to neuroticism. 

H4: Interview anxiety will be significantly negatively related to extraversion.  

Interview Anxiety and Job Performance 

Because of the influence of stable dispositions on interview anxiety, anxiousness during 

the interview may capture a behavioural pattern that corresponds to how anxious an individual 

would be during stressful situations on the job. This should be the case particularly in jobs with 

frequent interpersonal interactions. Situations like the interview may capture the level of anxiety 

that individuals experience when having to perform tasks like meeting new people, building 

relationships, and influencing others. Thus, interview anxiety should be negatively related to job 

performance, particularly in jobs with frequent interaction with others where handling 

interpersonal stress is a core competency. This negative relation should also be most apparent 

with job performance domains that require the ability to handle stress, such as conflict resolution. 

It should be noted that interview anxiety is assumed to be negatively related to a person’s 

objective level of job performance. Capturing objective performance is often difficult, which 

means that ratings from supervisors or peers are often used to capture perceptions of objective 

performance.  

McCarthy et al. (2013) conducted the only study to date that has investigated the relation 

between selection test anxiety and performance on the job. They found that selection test anxiety 

for a work sample test, situational judgment test, and personality test was unrelated to task- and 

interpersonal-based concurrent performance for customer service representatives (r’s = -.03 - -

.06). Selection test anxiety for all three assessments was significantly negatively related, 
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although weakly (r’s = -.09 to -.12), to both types of concurrent performance for product 

technicians. Therefore, the limited empirical evidence to date has not shown a strong relation 

between selection test anxiety and job performance. However, McCarthy et al.’s study did not 

examine interview anxiety.  

It is possible that interview anxiety in particular, as opposed to anxiety with other 

selection procedures, is more predictive of job performance. This is because an individual’s 

anxiety with non-interactive procedures may not capture a type of anxiety that is prevalent on the 

job – stress from interpersonal situations. Anxiety from interviews, due to their interactive 

nature, is more likely to capture interpersonal stress. It is also important to investigate this 

question with high-stakes interviews in relation to future, as opposed to concurrent, job 

performance. This is because future performance is the criterion of interest for interviewers when 

they are assessing candidates for a position. In addition, the employees in McCarthy et al.’s study 

may have not have held positions that were particularly stressful. Performance on specific work 

domains that are related to managing stress also wasn’t captured. Therefore, despite the lack of 

evidence, it is still possible that interview anxiety is related to job performance for positions that 

involve handling stressful interpersonal situations.  

There are some positions that involve managing stressful situations but are low in 

interpersonal interaction, such as being a stock trader. Other jobs, such as a retail sales associate, 

are high in interpersonal interaction but are not necessarily highly stressful. A third category of 

jobs are both highly interpersonal and stressful, such as nursing or being a social worker. The 

current investigation focused on university residence assistants (RAs). These are individuals who 

also hold jobs that involve managing stressful interpersonal situations. RAs oversee students who 

live in residence and engage in job duties such as advising and counselling students on social, 
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emotional, and academic issues, planning and facilitating educational and social programming, 

and ensuring the safety of students by enforcing community standards (Burkard, Cole, Ott, & 

Stoflet, 2005; see Table 1). Burkard et al. (2005) outlined the competencies that entry-level 

student affairs professionals require to be successful in their position (see Table 2). The ability to 

manage multiple tasks (i.e., multitasking), conflict resolution/mediation, 

assertiveness/confrontation, and crisis intervention are competencies that would require the 

ability manage stress, often of an interpersonal nature. For example, an RA may be faced with 

helping a student who is struggling with an eating disorder as part of their job duties. Being 

overly stressed in this situation would likely hinder their performance on this task.  

Because the job performance domain in the current investigation includes duties that are 

inherently stressful, I expected there to be a negative relation between individuals’ anxiety 

during the interview and their performance on the job. I expected this to be the case particularly 

for job performance domains that focus on handling stressful interpersonal situations. If someone 

is anxious during the interview, this would indicate that they are likely to be anxious and 

therefore perform poorly when faced with stressful work tasks of an interpersonal nature.  

H5: Interview anxiety will be significantly negatively related to overall job performance and 

performance on job domains that require the ability to manage interpersonal stress. 

The negative relation between interview anxiety and job performance should also be most 

apparent for the aspects of interview anxiety that capture stress around the interpersonal nature of 

the interview: communication anxiety and social anxiety. Like overall interview anxiety, 

communication anxiety and social anxiety during the interview are influenced by dispositions. 

For example, communication anxiety has been found to positively relate to anxiety with dyadic 

communication, and social anxiety has been found to negatively relate to social confidence 
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(McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Thus, it is likely that communication anxiety and social anxiety 

during the interview, like overall interview anxiety, captures a behavioural pattern of ability to 

manage stressful interpersonal situations. Being socially anxious and having anxiety impede 

communication ability are particularly likely to hamper performance during interpersonally 

stressful work situations. For example, it would be difficult for an RA to adequately enforce a 

rule if the RA is not interpersonally confident or communicating clearly. Therefore, high levels 

of these aspects of interview anxiety should be especially indicative of poor future job 

performance.  

H6: Communication anxiety and social anxiety will be negatively related to overall job 

performance and job performance on domains that require the ability to manage stress.  

Interview Anxiety and the Criterion-Related Validity of the Interview 

For interview anxiety to contribute to the criterion-related validity of the interview, not 

only must it be a negative predictor of job performance, but the variance that it shares with job 

performance must also be captured by interview performance ratings. In other words, interview 

anxiety should be partially responsible for the relation between interview performance and job 

performance (see Figure 1). The rationale is that if a candidate has high interview anxiety and is 

not able to manage it, then it will negatively affect their performance during the interview just as 

their tendency to be anxious during stressful interpersonal situations would negatively affect 

their performance on the job. This could be due to self-defeating thoughts and concerns with 

evaluation and failure overriding the person’s cognitive resources in both situations (Eysenk et 

al., 2007). McCarthy et al.’s (2013) study of product technicians supports this idea. As noted 

above, the researchers found that test anxiety was negatively related to job performance. They 

also found that test anxiety exhibited an indirect relation with job performance through scores on 
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three selection assessments (i.e., a work sample, SJT, and personality test). Therefore, in their 

study, selection test scores captured variation in selection test anxiety that was indicative of how 

one performed on the job.  

  There are a number of ways in which the hypothesis that interview anxiety is partially 

responsible for the relation between interview performance and job performance could be 

examined. As described above, McCarthy et al. (2013) tested for both the direct effect of test 

anxiety on job performance, and an indirect (i.e., mediated) effect of test anxiety on job 

performance through selection test performance. A problem with this approach is that mediation 

analyses imply a causal relationship among the variables - for example, that interview anxiety 

causes interview performance, which then causes job performance. As interview performance 

may be a predictor of, but does not cause job performance, this type of conceptualization does 

not make sense for the current investigation.  

A second possible approach was used by Kleinmann and Klehe (2013) to examine how 

IM accounted for the relation between interview performance and job performance. A 

hierarchical regression is performed, whereby in the first step job performance is regressed on 

interview performance, and in the second step interview anxiety (or in Kleinmann and Klehe’s 

case, IM) is added to the regression equation. If the effect of interview performance on job 

performance becomes non-significant in the second step, this implies that interview anxiety was 

responsible for the significant relation between interview performance and job performance. An 

issue with this approach is that interview performance must be significantly related to job 

performance in the first step, otherwise there is no significant relation between these variables 

for interview anxiety to account for. However, it is possible that interview performance may not 

be a significant predictor of job performance, yet interview anxiety could still contribute to this 
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relationship. For example, the correlation between interview performance and job performance 

could be zero (i.e., non-significant), but without the influence of interview anxiety on interview 

performance, this relation would actually be negative. Therefore, although these two approaches 

have their merits, they seem inappropriate for the current hypothesis.  

The method of analysis that I will employ is recommended by MacKinnon, Krull, and 

Lockwood (2000) for situations whereby a variable (e.g., interview anxiety) explains the 

relationship between an independent and dependent variable (e.g., interview performance and job 

performance). In McKinnon et al.’s (2000) framework, the influence of interview anxiety on the 

interview performance-job performance relation would be estimated by the formula: τ – τ’. In 

this formula, τ is the magnitude (i.e., β-weight) of the relation between interview performance 

and job performance, and τ’ is the magnitude of the relation between interview performance and 

job performance when controlling for interview anxiety (i.e., adjusted β-weight). If τ (the 

unadjusted interview performance-job performance relation) is larger than τ’ (the adjusted 

relation between interview performance and job performance when controlling for interview 

anxiety) and the difference between the two paths is significant, this would provide evidence for 

what is expected in the current investigation: that interview anxiety contributes to the criterion 

validity of the interview. Therefore, similar to Kleinmann and Klehe (2013), a hierarchical 

regression will be performed to calculate the value of τ and τ’. However, in this case the 

magnitude of the change in the interview performance-job performance relation will be tested for 

its significance.  

H7: The relation between interview performance and job performance (τ) minus the relation 

between interview performance and job performance when controlling for interview anxiety (τ’) 

will be significantly greater than zero (i.e., τ - τ’ > 0). 
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Next, I move on from the discussion of interview anxiety, to the explanation and 

hypotheses relevant to IM.  

Impression Management 

 Similar to interview anxiety, IM has been a long-standing topic of interest for interview 

researchers. However, the construct of IM has been more carefully refined over time. As a 

starting point, IM is generally defined as an “attempt to control images that are projected 

in…social interactions” (Schlenker, 1980, p. 6). Specific to the employment interview, IM is an 

applicant’s attempt to present themselves positively (Barrick et al., 2009). Ellis, West, Ryan, and 

DeShon (2002) created a taxonomy of IM behaviours, which describes the tactics that candidates 

use towards this goal. This taxonomy divides IM into two broad categories: assertive and 

defensive. With assertive tactics, candidates actively promote a favourable impression of 

themselves during the interview. This category can be further divided into self-promotion, which 

involves describing one’s job-desirable qualities and experiences, and ingratiation, where 

applicants promote interpersonal liking and attraction using strategies like complimenting or 

displaying their fit with the interviewer or organization. In contrast, applicants who use defensive 

IM attempt to protect or repair their image using excuses, justifications, or apologies.  

 More recently, refinements to the IM taxonomy were made to recognize that IM can be 

honest or deceptive in nature. Levashina and Campion (2007) defined honest IM as providing 

genuine information about oneself in order to highlight positive qualities, credentials, or 

experiences relevant for the job. The tactics self-promotion, ingratiation, and defensive IM are 

instances of honest IM when they are used in a genuine manner by applicants. Deceptive IM is 

when candidates consciously distort responses to questions with the goal of performing well in 

the interview and imparting a positive image (Levashina & Campion, 2007). The taxonomy of 
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deceptive IM tactics has a similar structure to honest IM, as they are also divided into assertive 

and defensive categories. Within the assertive category, instances of deceptive self-promotion 

are labeled slight image creation and extensive image creation. Slight image creation is when 

one attempts to make a positive impression by embellishing, tailoring, or enhancing one’s 

answers to fit the image of an ideal candidate. Extensive image creation is an attempt to create 

the image of a good candidate by outright inventing, building, or borrowing stories from others. 

Also within the assertive category, deceptive ingratiation involves using insincere praise or 

conforming one’s opinions to fit those of the interviewer or organization. Finally, the defensive 

category includes image protection, where a candidate protects or repairs their image by omitting 

or masking unfavorable information, and distancing oneself from negative events that actually 

happened. In sum, honest IM can be divided into self-promotion, ingratiation, and defensive IM, 

whereas deceptive IM includes slight image creation, extensive image creation, deceptive 

ingratiation, and image protection. This structure of IM will be employed for the current 

investigation. 

 The use of IM during the interview is generally associated with positive outcomes for the 

candidate, including increased interview performance, interviewer perceptions of person-job fit, 

and hiring recommendations (e.g., Barrick et al., 2009; Higgins & Judge, 2004; Ellis et al., 

2002). Early studies of IM in the interview found that self-promotion and ingratiation tactic use 

was positively associated with interview performance (e.g., Barrick et al., 2009; ρ = .32 and .26, 

respectively). The use of defensive IM has been found to be positively associated with interview 

performance in some cases (e.g., Peeters & Lievens, 2006), but not in others (e.g., Ellis et al., 

2002). These earlier studies did not distinguish between self-promotion, ingratiation, and 
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defensive IM that was honest or deceptive in nature. Therefore, it is somewhat unclear whether 

the positive effect of IM was from the use of honest IM, deceptive IM, or a mix of both. 

In recent studies that have distinguished between honest and deceptive IM, a positive 

relation between honest self-promotion and interview performance has been found (e.g., r = .20 

in Swider, Barrick, Harris, & Stoverink, 2011; r = .37 in Study 3 of Roulin, Bangerter, & 

Levashina, 2015). Results with deceptive IM have been mixed, with researchers finding no 

relation with interview performance (e.g., r’s = -.03 to -.11 in Study 1 of Roulin et al., 2015), a 

negative relation with interview performance (e.g., r = -.19 for extensive image creation in 

Swider et al., 2011), and a positive relation with interview performance (e.g., r’s = .24 and .25 

for extensive image creation in Study 2 of Roulin et al., 2015, and Study 5 of Levashina & 

Campion, 2007, respectively). The results of these studies point to a general positive effect of 

honest IM on interview performance, with unclear effects of deceptive IM that may depend on 

the interview context or characteristics of the interviewee, such as social skill (Schneider, 2011). 

Consistent with past research, I expect that honest IM will be found to positively relate to 

interview performance in the current investigation. Because findings with deceptive IM have 

been mixed, the relation between deceptive IM and interview performance will be investigated in 

an exploratory manner. 

H8: Honest IM (i.e., self-promotion, ingratiation, and defensive IM) will be significantly 

positively related to interview performance.  

Research Question #1: Is deceptive IM related to interview performance? 

The “Error Hypothesis” and IM 

To date, the piece of evidence that most supports the argument that IM is a source of 

error in the interview is Barrick et al.’s (2009) finding that IM during the interview is more 
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strongly related to interview performance ratings than it is to job performance ratings. In their 

meta-analysis, they found corrected correlations of ρ = .55 between IM and interview ratings, 

and ρ = .15 between IM and job performance ratings. The implication is that IM during the 

interview may not be representative of skills or abilities that lead to high job performance. 

Researchers have noted that deceptive IM may be particularly concerning for the validity of the 

interview because unlike honest IM, the candidate is not giving information to the interviewer 

that they genuinely believe represents their abilities (Levashina & Campion, 2006). Interviewers 

also tend to be inaccurate in detecting deceptive IM (Roulin et al., 2015). Therefore, this 

fraudulent information gives the interviewer an inaccurate picture of the candidate, and if 

someone is hired based on this image, it may be unrepresentative of their actions on the job even 

more so than honest IM (Levashina & Campion, 2006).  

There are some difficulties with the position that IM is a source of error during the 

interview. Starting with a theoretical perspective, Marcus’ (2009) Theory of Self-Presentation in 

Personnel Selection Settings outlines how an applicant’s motivation for self-presentation and 

their self-presentation skills influences their behaviour during selection procedures. Relevant to 

the current investigation, Marcus describes how having behavioural skills (i.e., the ability to self-

present) positively influences one’s performance during interactive selection procedures like the 

interview. Behaviourally skilled individuals are able to successfully use influence tactics, such as 

the IM tactics self-promotion and ingratiation. Further, he argues that IM contributes a 

systematic component to interview scores. This systematic component should contribute to the 

criterion validity of the interview if it represents a generalized ability to maintain effective 

interpersonal interactions, particularly if the job has extensive interpersonal components that 
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require the ability to present oneself effectively. For example, the ability to manage one’s 

impressions is important in jobs such as a salesperson.  

In relation to Barrick et al.’s (2009) finding, the stark differences in correlations between 

IM and interview performance and IM and job performance may be due to a lack of proximity in 

measurement. IM happens during the interview so it is intuitive that it would be more closely 

related to interview performance ratings than to job performance ratings. In addition, at the time 

of Barrick et al.’s (2009) meta-analysis there was not enough work on deceptive IM to examine 

any potential differences in how honest and deceptive IM relate to job performance. It is possible 

that the studies they sampled mainly captured deceptive IM during the interview. This type of IM 

may be less likely to predict future job performance.  

In fact, researchers have developed well-reasoned arguments to suggest that the criterion 

validity of IM may depend on the type of IM that is examined – honest or deceptive (Levashina 

et al., 2014). Honest IM in particular is more likely to capture a general ability to effectively 

manage interpersonal interactions. This is because as expected during the interview, candidates 

are genuinely imparting their skills, abilities, and experiences. Doing so effectively would mean 

that interviewers are privy to a genuine look at how the candidate will perform if they are to be 

hired. However, candidates using deceptive IM are describing qualities and experiences that are 

not genuine representations of their actual behaviour. In some cases, deceptive IM may only 

represent slight exaggerations of the truth (e.g., slight image creation; Levashina & Campion, 

2007). The ability to engage in minor forms of deception may actually be useful in jobs that 

require persuading or negotiating, such as a salesperson (Roulin, Krings, & Benggeli, in press). 

Yet, researchers also note that deceptive IM may represent a bias that is unlikely to provide a 

realistic indication of future performance (Levashina et al., 2014). This may be particularly true 
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for forms of IM that require elaborate deception, like extensive image creation (Levashina et al., 

2014; Roulin et al., in press). Therefore, although deceptive IM will be examined in the current 

investigation in an exploratory manner, honest IM in particular is suggested as a potential 

positive predictor of job performance. 

In sum, although Barrick et al.’s (2009) finding is compelling, there are limitations in 

their study that preclude making conclusions about IM being a source of error. Marcus’ (2009) 

theoretical account also casts doubt on the validity of the “error hypothesis”. Moving forward, I 

will review further evidence to suggest that IM is a systematic component of interview scores 

that may be predictive of job performance.  

The Influence of Dispositions on IM 

Evidence that IM is influenced by dispositions and is consistent across situations supports 

the idea that IM is a systematic component of interview scores. Evidence for the situational 

consistency of IM was reported in Kleinmann and Klehe’s (2011) study of 129 graduating 

students completing mock employment interviews. The authors found that the display of IM 

behaviours (i.e., self-promotion, ingratiation, and defensive IM) converged across interview 

types, more so than the constructs that the interviews were actually meant to assess.  

The influence of dispositions on IM has been supported by significant associations 

between IM and personality traits. Specific to honest self-promotion, researchers found that 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, and extraversion were positively related to the use of this tactic 

(Peeters & Lievens, 2006; Bourdage & Lee, 2013). Bourdage and Lee (2013) also found that 

emotionality, which is conceptually similar to neuroticism in that it captures a tendency to be 

anxious and fearful, was negatively related to the use of self-promotion. The use of honest 

ingratiation has been positively related to extraversion and self-monitoring (Bourdage & Lee, 
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2013; Peeters & Lievens, 2006). Van Iddekinge, McFarland, and Raymark (2007) also found that 

the use of defensive IM was negatively related to vulnerability (i.e., the ability to cope with 

stress) when candidates had motivation to manage how they presented themselves. Specific to 

deceptive IM, Levashina and Campion (2007) found that a number of dispositions, including 

self-monitoring and Machiavellianism, were related to the use of deceptive IM tactics. In 

Bourdage and Lee’s (2013) study, individuals low in conscientiousness were more likely to use 

deceptive self-promotion. Finally, Bourdage and Lee (2013) also found that the use of both 

honest and deceptive IM tactics was negatively related to self and other-reports of honesty-

humility. These findings lend credence to the assertion that IM in interviews is influenced by 

stable dispositions.  

In the current research, there will be further investigation of the influence of dispositions 

on IM by examining the relation between IM and traits from the Big Five. Consistent with the 

findings from Peeters and Lievens (2006) and Bourdage and Lee (2013), I expect honest self-

promotion to be positively related to agreeableness, conscientiousness, and extraversion, and 

negatively related to neuroticism. I also expect that honest ingratiation will be positively related 

to extraversion in line with Bourdage and Lee (2013). Following from Van Iddekinge et al.’s 

(2007) findings, the use of defensive IM should be positively related to neuroticism. This is 

because neuroticism is a trait that is conceptually similar to vulnerability, such that individuals 

who are high on neuroticism should be low on vulnerability (i.e., the ability to cope with stress) 

due to their anxious and nervous nature. Finally, the Big Five does not capture “darker” 

dispositions such as Machiavellianism and a lack of honesty-humility, which have been found to 

be the main predictors of deception during the interview (Levashina & Campion, 2007; 

Bourdage & Lee, 2013). Therefore, the only prediction made in terms of deceptive IM is that 



23 
 

deceptive self-promotion behaviours (i.e., slight image creation and extensive image creation) 

will be negatively related to conscientiousness, consistent with Bourdage and Lee (2013).  

H9: Honest self-promotion will be significantly positively related to agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and extraversion, and negatively related to neuroticism. 

H10: Honest ingratiation will be significantly positively related to extraversion.  

H11: Honest defensive IM will be significantly positively related to neuroticism. 

H12: Deceptive self-promotion (i.e., slight image creation and extensive image creation) will be 

significantly negatively related to conscientiousness. 

IM and Job Performance 

Although IM may be a stable component of interview scores that is influenced by 

dispositions, it can only be a source of criterion-related validity if IM is related to performance 

on the job. As Marcus (2009) outlined, IM during the interview may predict job performance, 

especially for positions that require persuading or influencing others. Kleinmann and Klehe 

(2011) extended this idea, arguing that IM during the interview is representative of a skill that 

employees draw upon in a number of contexts. Engaging in interpersonal interaction with others 

is a frequent task, and one that is particularly important in social jobs. The ability to make a 

positive impression on colleagues, clients, and one’s boss during interpersonal interactions, often 

via tactics such as self-promotion or ingratiation, is imperative in nearly every position. 

Supporting this assertion, Kleinmann and Klehe found that IM during a simulated job interview 

predicted later performance. Self-promotion, but not ingratiation, was positively related to 

performance in both maximum and typical performance situations, as measured with work 

sample proxy criteria. Therefore, there is evidence that at least one type of IM, self-promotion, 

may be predictive of how one performs on the job. 
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Despite evidence of the influence of stable dispositions on deceptive IM, unlike honest 

IM, it is less likely to be an indicator of on the job performance. As previously described, 

deceptive IM may be a source of bias that does not allow an interviewer to receive a clear picture 

of how a candidate will actually perform on the job (Levashina et al., 2014). Ingold, Kleinmann, 

Konig, and Melchers (2014) found evidence to support this assertion. They examined deceptive 

IM with individuals who participated in realistic simulated job interviews. Participants’ job 

performance was collected from supervisors who oversaw their work at a current part- or full-

time job. The researchers found that observer ratings and self-ratings of deceptive IM were 

positively related to interview performance (r = .35 and .20, respectively). This was the case 

despite a non-significant relation between job performance and observer ratings (r = .01) of 

deceptive IM. The relation between job performance and self-rated deceptive IM was also non-

significant (r = .15). However, it should be noted that Ingold et al. were restricted by a smaller 

sample size (N = 92), limiting their power to find significant effects. Regardless, these findings 

are consistent with deceptive IM being a source of bias during the interview.  

The current research extends these past investigations by assessing IM with participants 

who engaged in high-stakes interviews, and measuring job performance in the position that the 

interviews were designed to select for. Performance was also assessed in specific work domains 

that require the ability to effectively manage interpersonal interactions. Additionally, participants 

reported on their use of all types of both honest and deceptive IM. Honest IM in particular is 

expected to be an indicator of job performance because individuals in the current investigation 

are likely to benefit from being interpersonally effective in their work. As Marcus (2009) noted, 

IM is more likely to be related to job performance in jobs that require that the person be 

interpersonally skilled. The duties of a university RA require extensive interpersonal interaction 
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in many domains (see Table 1). Interpersonal relations, oral communication, collaboration, 

teamwork/building, counseling/active listening, presentation skills, and advising (see Table 2) 

are the competencies outlined by Burkard et al. (2005) that most obviously have a social 

component. For example, a common task for an RA is collaborating with other RAs to deliver a 

social program for students. An RA who builds camaraderie with other RAs using effective 

interpersonal interaction, involving strategies like ingratiation, would likely be able to work well 

on a team to deliver a successful program.  

In sum, because interpersonal interaction is a substantial component of the job 

performance domain in the current investigation, I hypothesized that there would be positive 

relation between honest IM during the interview and performance on the job. This is likely to be 

true particularly for job performance domains that involve managing interpersonal interactions. 

If someone engages in tactics to manage their impressions during the interview, this may indicate 

that they engage in IM on a regular basis on the job and will therefore perform well at 

interpersonal tasks. In contrast, I do not hypothesize that there will be a positive relation between 

deceptive IM and job performance. This is because deceptive IM does not provide a genuine 

representation of a person’s general interpersonal effectiveness. However, I will examine this 

relation in an exploratory manner.  

H13: Honest IM will be significantly positively related to overall job performance and 

performance on job performance domains that involve the ability to effectively manage 

interpersonal interactions. 

Research Question #2: Is deceptive IM related to job performance? 

IM and the Criterion-Related Validity of the Interview 
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Honest IM, in addition to being an indicator of on-the-job performance, may also 

contribute to the criterion-related validity of the interview. For this to happen the variation that 

IM shares with job performance must be captured by interview performance ratings. Marcus 

(2009) argued that IM may contribute systematic variance to interview performance scores that 

is an indicator of future performance for jobs that require extensive social interaction. In other 

words, if a candidates’ use of IM is successful in that it has a positive effect on their interview 

performance, they should also be able to effectively manage their impressions during 

interpersonal interactions at work. From a criterion validity perspective, IM should be partially 

responsible for the relation between interview performance and job performance (see Figure 1). 

Findings from Kleinmann and Klehe’s (2010) study support this idea. The authors found that 

self-promotion was not only significantly related to typical and maximum performance, but was 

able to explain some of the shared variance between interview performance and the performance 

criteria. IM during the interview influenced interviewers’ ratings of interview performance, but 

rather than being a source of error, acted as an indicator of how they would perform on 

subsequent job performance proxy criteria. I expected the findings of this investigation to be 

consistent with both theory, and Kleinmann and Klehe’s (2010) finding. The same approach that 

was described for interview anxiety will be used to examine this question with IM.  

H14: The relation between interview performance and job performance (τ) minus the relation 

between interview performance and job performance when controlling for IM (τ’) will be 

significantly greater than zero (i.e., τ - τ’ > 0).  

Summary 

 The aim of the current two studies was to examine whether interview anxiety and IM, as 

opposed to being sources of error, actually contribute to the criterion-validity of the interview. 
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Both studies will accomplish this using different samples in four stages: 1) Replicating past 

research that has found a negative relation between interview anxiety and interview performance, 

and a positive relation between honest IM and interview performance, 2) Examining the relation 

between interview anxiety/IM and personality traits to determine their influence on interview 

anxiety and IM, 3) Examining the relation between interview anxiety/IM and job performance to 

determine whether they are indicators of future performance, and 4) Testing whether interview 

anxiety/IM partially accounts for the relation between interview performance and job 

performance, indicating that interview anxiety/IM contributes to the criterion-validity of the 

interview. This examination was conducted in two studies of candidates applying for positions as 

RAs.  

Study 1  

Methodology 

Participants. Participants were recruited from a pool of candidates who applied to be 

Residence Assistants (RAs) at a mid-sized Canadian university. Out of 166 candidates, 140 

(84%) agreed to participate in the study. A total of 57.1% of the participants were female, and 

their mean age was 20.1 years (SD = 1.6). They had participated in an average of 8.1 

employment interviews (SD = 5.3), and had extensive part-time (M = 22.9 months, SD = 26.8) 

and full-time (M = 8.4 months, SD = 8.1) work experience. Fifty-one of these individuals were 

later hired as RAs. An a priori power analysis indicated that a sample size of 150 would be 

required to have 80% power for detecting an effect size of .20. Unfortunately I was constrained 

by the number of individuals in the organization’s applicant pool and was not able to recruit the 

recommended number of participants. Therefore, this study provides a preliminary examination 

of some of the presented hypotheses and research questions.  
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Interviewers. The interviewers were 11 Residence Managers (7 female, 4 male) who had 

full-time roles supervising RAs. Their mean age was 24.0 years (SD = 1.5). They had conducted 

an average of 156 employment interviews (SD = 138) in their careers and also had extensive 

part-time (M = 6.4 years, SD = 2.0) and full-time (M = 2.0 years, SD = 1.2) work experience.  

Procedure. As part of the RA selection process, candidates participated in a “carousel”. 

The carousel was a 2-hour session in which candidates rotated between stations that assessed 

their skills on a number of competencies necessary for success as an RA. Groups of up to 8 

candidates rotated through the stations at a time. One of the stations in the carousel was an 

individual interview conducted by two Residence Managers. The interview was semi-structured 

and consisted of approximately 15 unstructured and behavioural questions. The unstructured 

questions asked about the candidates’ background, motivation for the role, strengths, and 

weaknesses. There were also behavioural description questions that were meant to assess specific 

competencies (e.g., conflict resolution skills). Finally, there were a number of concluding 

questions that the interviewers could ask to wrap up the interview. Interviewers could follow up 

each question with standardized probes. Participants were recruited to participate in the study 

upon completing the carousel (see Appendix A, B, and C for the recruitment script, consent 

form, and debriefing form, respectively). They completed self-report measures of interview 

anxiety, IM, and personality, and released their job and interview performance ratings to the 

researchers. 

Interview performance. Both interviewers made separate ratings of candidates’ 

interview performance from 1-4 (1 = fails to meet expectations to 4 = exceeds expectations) on 

16 sub-competencies (e.g., passion, problem solving) that were assigned to a relevant question. 

Some competencies were assessed by more than one question, and some questions assessed more 
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than one competency. This resulted in a total interview score out of 64 for both interviewers. 

Because the interviewers’ scores were highly related (r = .77), they were summed, creating a 

combined interview performance score out of 128 that was used in all analyses.  

Interview anxiety measure. The first measure that participants completed was the 30-

item Measure of Anxiety in Selection Interviews (MASI; see Appendix E; McCarthy & Goffin, 

2004). Answers were recorded on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 

The reliability of the MASI was high (α = .91), as was the reliability of the MASI subscales (see 

Table 3).  

Impression management measure. Next, the participants completed a 32-item measure 

asking about their use of IM (see Appendix F). The first twelve items captured the use of the 

different types of honest IM (i.e., self-promotion, ingratiation, and defensive IM). These items 

were drawn from previous studies (Stevens & Kristof, 1995; Tsai, Chen, & Chiu, 2005; 

Schneider, 2011). Because at the time of the study there was not a validated measure of honest 

IM, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the factor structure of the 

scale. The model was specified such that the items for self-promotion, ingratiation, and defensive 

IM loaded on to their respective construct. Some items did not load highly onto their specified 

construct (i.e., a loading of <.40), so they were removed from the analyses. Thus, the items were 

reduced to 5 for self-promotion, 3 for ingratiation, and 3 for defensive IM. The fit for the final 

measure was deemed acceptable for most of the fit indices, chi-square (N = 140, df = 41) = 

58.41, p=.038, RMSEA = .055 (90% CI .014|.085), SRMR = .057, CFI = .957, TLI = .943 

(Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). In addition, the internal consistency reliability for self-

promotion and ingratiation was acceptable (see Table 4). The reliability for defensive IM was 

low (α = .59), so results for defensive IM should be interpreted with caution.   
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Deceptive IM was measured with items from the Interview Faking Behaviour scale (IFB; 

Levashina & Campion, 2007) that captured the four types of deceptive IM: slight image creation, 

extensive image creation, image protection, and deceptive ingratiation. Due to the time 

constraints of the selection context, the original 64 items were reduced to 19 items. These items 

were chosen because they demonstrated high factor loadings in Levashina and Campion’s (2007) 

paper and were applicable to the interview that was used (e.g., the item “When asked directly, I 

did not mention my true reason for quitting my previous job” was not included because 

candidates were not asked this question). Again, a CFA was conducted and the model was 

specified such that the items for the four types of deceptive IM loaded on to their respective 

construct. Some items were dropped because they loaded <.40 onto their construct, reducing the 

19 items to 4 for slight image creation, 6 for extensive image creation, 3 for image protection, 

and 3 for deceptive ingratiation. The model did not fit the data well, chi-square (N = 140, df = 

98) = 207.72, p=.00, RMSEA = .089 (90% CI .072|.106), SRMR = .078, CFI = .898, TLI = .876 

(Hooper et al., 2008). However, the IFB scale was still used to measure deceptive IM because it 

has been validated and used in previous research. Internal consistency reliability was also high 

for the four subscales (see Table 4). Items for honest and deceptive IM were measured on a 5-

point scale (1 = to no extent to 5 = to a very great extent).  

Personality measure. Participants also completed the Big Five Inventory (BFI; See 

Appendix G; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 2001). Questions were answered on a 5-point scale (1 = 

disagree strongly to 5 = agree strongly). The internal consistency of the BFI for all five 

personality traits was high (see Table 3).  

Proxy job performance. Similar to Kleinmann and Klehe’s (2011) study, candidates’ 

performance on another selection task was used as a proxy measure of job performance. This 
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was done for three reasons. First, this meant that the substantive hypotheses concerning the 

relation between interview anxiety and job performance as well as IM and job performance could 

be tested with the entire sample. Second, this allowed for examination of how the study results 

may change over time (i.e., at the time of the interview, versus once the candidate is hired). 

Third, the proxy performance ratings provided an objective measure of task performance, 

compared to the subjective ratings of job performance that were collected once the RAs started 

their position.  

The relevant selection procedure resembled an assessment centre task in that it involved 

the candidates participating in three interactive scenarios as a group. The first task was to select a 

team of RAs from a number of hypothetical RA candidates. The second task was to fill a 

calendar with hypothetical activities that they could organize for their students. The final task 

was to participate in a discussion about issues that were relevant to the RA position. One 

Residence Manager acted as an assessor for each half of the group (i.e., each Residence Manager 

assessed up to 4 candidates). They gave each candidate a score from 1-4 on each of 9 

competencies relevant to performance as an RA (e.g., interpersonal skills, teamwork), resulting 

in an overall score out of 36.  

Job Performance. Performance reviews were completed after the RAs were in their 

position for two months, which was approximately 7.5 months after the employment interview. 

The performance reviews focused on job performance ratings and comments made by each RA’s 

supervisor and peers. I was able to obtain supervisor-rated job performance ratings for 41 

participants, and peer-rated job performance ratings for 47 participants.  

Supervisors assessed performance by rating the RAs from 1-4 (1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = 

development need, 3 = meets expectations, 4 = above expectations) on 36 behaviours (i.e., items) 
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that were grouped into performance categories. For example, the item “Has developed a positive 

rapport with students” was a behaviour under the category ‘Connection with Residents’. There 

were not enough participants in the sample to allow for a factor analysis of the job performance 

scale. However, some items were removed from analyses due to low variability or poor 

convergence with other items that were in their performance category. The final 29-item scale 

had the following performance categories: Connection with Residents (4 items), Communication 

with Residents (2 items), Programming (3 items), Policy Enforcement (4 items), Communication 

with Supervisor (3 items), Teamwork (3 items), Crisis Management (3 items), Self-Management 

(4 items), and Role Model Behaviour (3 items). A composite of all 29 items demonstrated 

acceptable reliability (α = .86; see Table 5).  

RAs were also assessed by an average of 4 peers who worked with them in the same 

residence area. The same 1-4 rating scale that was used for supervisor ratings was used by peers 

to assess 23 behaviours (i.e., items). An example item is, “I have seen this Don [RA] take 

leadership in quad programming”, under the category ‘Team Programming’. An RA’s score for 

each item was calculated by averaging their peer’s ratings. Again, there were not enough 

participants to allow for a factor analysis of the job performance scale. In lieu of a factor 

analysis, items were examined for low variability or poor convergence with other items that were 

in their performance category. No items were removed from the scale based on this analysis. The 

final scale had the following performance categories: Team Programming (2 items), On Duty 

Behaviour (6 items), Team Meetings (4 items), Relationship Building (5 items), and Overall 

Team Behaviour (6 items). A composite of all 23 items demonstrated high reliability (α = .97; 

see Table 6). 

Results 
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 Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for the main study variables are presented in 

Tables 3-6. The distributions of scores for some types of IM and some of the job performance 

outcomes were skewed. As a result, all reported analyses are using Maximum Likelihood Robust 

(MLR) estimation within Mplus version 5 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2013). MLR estimation 

takes in to account the non-normality of the data when estimating standard errors (Field & Smith, 

1994).  

A concern was the nested nature of the data. Resident Assistants worked in teams, which 

meant that they were supervised by the same manager and lived in the same area of residence. 

Intraclass correlations (ICC’s) were computed to examine the extent to which variance in the job 

performance ratings were attributable to team membership. Examination of the ICC’s for 

supervisor-rated performance (ICC’s ranged from .20-.65) and peer-rated performance (ICC’s 

ranged from .42-.48) revealed that a substantial amount of variation in job performance ratings 

was due to team membership. Therefore, team was included as a cluster variable, using the 

analysis option Type = Twolevel Basic in Mplus, in correlational analyses that tested the 

hypotheses with follow-up job performance data. This option was chosen so that standard errors 

and confidence intervals would be estimated with the dependency on team membership taken 

into account (Asparouhov, 2005).  

Finally, there were some additional concerns for the analyses that employed follow-up 

job performance data. Mean levels of interview anxiety did not differ between the selected (M = 

2.68) and rejected (M = 2.72) applicants. I also compared mean levels of IM use for the selected 

and rejected applicants, and found no significant differences. Thus, there was no evidence for a 

selection bias based on interview anxiety or IM. Range restriction was also a concern. Direct 

range restriction for the correlations between interview performance and job performance was a 
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possibility because interview performance was one of the criteria used to select between 

applicants (Cascio & Aguinis, 2005). In addition, indirect range restriction was a possibility 

because interview anxiety and IM were correlated (albeit weakly) to interview performance. This 

meant that the correlations between interview anxiety and job performance, and IM and job 

performance, could be artificially underestimated. Therefore, these correlations were corrected 

for direct and indirect range restriction using the formulae recommended by Cascio and Aguinis 

(2005). Both the corrected and uncorrected correlations are cited in the results below.  

Interview Anxiety. Hypothesis 1 predicted that interview anxiety would be significantly 

negatively related to interview performance. Unexpectedly, this hypothesis was not supported 

(see Table 3). Communication anxiety was also not significantly related to interview 

performance, counter to Hypothesis 2. However, social anxiety was significantly negatively 

related to interview performance as expected (r = -.18, p<.05).  

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were with regards to the relation between interview anxiety and 

personality traits. As expected, interview anxiety was significantly positively associated with 

neuroticism (r = .46, p<.01) and significantly negatively associated with extraversion (r = -.24, 

p<.01; see Table 3). 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that interview anxiety would be significantly negatively related to 

job performance. Hypothesis 6 focused on how communication anxiety and social anxiety in 

particular were expected to be negatively related to performance. These hypotheses was tested 

with a number of performance criteria. First, performance on a selection procedure that 

resembled an assessment centre task was used as a proxy performance measure. Interview 

anxiety was not significantly related to performance on this task, nor was communication anxiety 

or social anxiety (see Table 3).  
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The second set of performance criteria were supervisor and peer ratings of job 

performance. The uncorrected correlations between interview anxiety and both supervisor and 

peer ratings of job performance are presented in Table 7, and the corrected correlations are 

presented in Table 8. Interestingly, overall peer-rated performance was not significantly related 

to supervisor-rated performance (r = -.08, p>.10), suggesting that these ratings were capturing 

different aspects of job performance.  

When focusing on supervisor ratings, the relation between interview anxiety and the 

composite of all items that represented overall supervisor-rated job performance (r = -.27, p<.05; 

see Table 8) was significant in the expected direction. Social anxiety, but not communication 

anxiety, was also significantly negatively related to overall job performance (r = -.32, p<.05). In 

addition, I investigated the relation between interview anxiety and performance categories that 

were conceptually related to competencies that required the ability to handle interpersonal stress 

(i.e., Policy Enforcement, Crisis Management, and Self-Management). Some of these 

performance categories involved managing stress that was not necessarily interpersonal in 

nature, but were included in the event that they were also related to interview anxiety. Interview 

anxiety was significantly negatively related to supervisors’ ratings of self-management (r = -.43, 

p<.01), which encompassed being able to time manage, balance being a don and student, and 

manage the stress that accompanies the role. Self-management was also significantly negatively 

related to social anxiety, as predicted (r = -.40, p<.01). Yet, self-management was not 

significantly related to communication anxiety. Policy enforcement (i.e., enforcing rules in a 

timely, fair, and firm manner) and crisis management (i.e., knowing the correct procedures, 

notifying the appropriate parties, and remaining calm during crises) were not significantly related 
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to interview anxiety. Social anxiety was, however, significantly negatively related to supervisor-

rated policy enforcement (r = -.29, p<.05). 

Turning to peer ratings, interview anxiety was not significantly related to overall peer-

rated performance (see Table 8). The only performance category that was conceptually related to 

the ability to handle interpersonal stress was On Duty Behaviour. This category, and Overall 

Team Behaviour (i.e., generally how effective the individual performed in a team setting), were 

examined for their relation with interview anxiety. Neither of the performance categories were 

significantly related to interview anxiety. Communication anxiety and social anxiety were also 

not significantly related to peer-rated overall performance or performance in the specific 

categories. 

Hypothesis 7 predicted that the relation between interview performance and job 

performance (τ) minus the relation between interview performance and job performance when 

controlling for interview anxiety (τ’) would be significantly greater than zero (i.e., that τ - τ’ > 

0). In other words, I hypothesized that interview anxiety would partially account for the relation 

between interview performance and job performance. First, a hierarchical regression was 

conducted for all possible combinations of overall interview anxiety, communication anxiety, 

and social anxiety, with each job performance indicator. In Step 1, job performance was 

regressed on interview performance to provide an estimate of τ. In Step 2, interview anxiety was 

added to the equation to provide an estimate of τ’, the adjusted β-weight for interview 

performance when interview anxiety was controlled for. Next, τ’ was subtracted from τ to 

provide an estimate of the influence of interview anxiety on the interview performance-job 

performance relation. A confidence interval for the estimate was calculated as suggested by 

MacKinnon et al. (2000). None of the possible combinations of interview anxiety or job 
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performance type resulted in a significant estimate of the effect of interview anxiety on the 

interview performance-job performance relation.  

 To summarize, interview anxiety and communication anxiety were not significantly 

related to interview performance, although social anxiety was negatively related to interview 

performance. Interview anxiety was significantly positively related to neuroticism, and 

significantly negatively related to extraversion. This is consistent with the assertion that 

interview anxiety is influenced by dispositions. Interview anxiety was not significantly related to 

proxy performance or peer-rated job performance, but was negatively related to supervisor-rated 

overall job performance and self-management. Social anxiety was also significantly negatively 

related to supervisor-rated overall job performance and self-management, as well as policy 

enforcement. Finally, there was no evidence to suggest that interview anxiety contributed to the 

ability of the interview to predict job performance.  

Impression Management. Hypothesis 8 posited that honest IM would be positively 

related to interview performance. This hypothesis was partially supported as self-promotion and 

defensive IM, but not ingratiation, were significantly positively related to interview performance 

(r’s = .16 and .17, p<.05, respectively; see Table 4). Research Question #1 asked whether 

deceptive IM would be related to interview performance. The only type of deceptive IM that was 

significantly related to interview performance was deceptive ingratiation, and the relation was 

positive (r = .15, p<.05).  

Hypotheses 9-12 concerned the relation between IM and personality traits. Hypothesis 9 

predicted that honest self-promotion would be positively related to agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and extraversion, and negatively related to neuroticism. This hypothesis was 

partially supported. Honest self-promotion was not significantly related to agreeableness or 
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neuroticism (see Table 4). However, honest self-promotion was significantly positively related to 

conscientiousness (r = .24, p < .01), and extraversion (r = .17, p < .05). Hypotheses 10 and 11 

were not supported, as honest ingratiation was not significantly related to extraversion, and 

honest defensive IM was not significantly related to neuroticism. Finally, Hypothesis 12, that 

deceptive self-promotion (i.e., slight image creation and extensive image creation) would be 

negatively related to conscientiousness, was partially supported. The correlation between slight 

image creation and conscientiousness only approached significance (r = -.13, p < .10), but 

extensive image creation and conscientiousness were significantly negatively related (r = -.19, p 

< .05). 

 Hypothesis 13 predicted that honest IM would be significantly positively related to job 

performance. In addition, a research question was posed: Is deceptive IM related to job 

performance? The first performance criterion that this hypothesis and research question was 

examined with was the assessment centre selection procedure. This selection procedure acted as 

a proxy job performance measure. All three types of honest IM were found to not be 

significantly related to proxy performance (see Table 4). Interestingly, one of the types of 

deceptive IM, image protection, was significantly negatively related to proxy performance (r = -

.16, p < .05). 

The second set of performance criteria were supervisor and peer ratings of job 

performance. Uncorrected correlations between IM and supervisor- and peer-rated performance 

are presented in Table 9, with the corrected correlations being presented in Table 10. With 

supervisor ratings of job performance, extensive image creation was the only type of IM that was 

related to overall job performance, although this relation approached significance (r = -.25, 

p<.10; see Table 10). A number of performance categories for supervisor-rated performance that 
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were conceptually related to the ability to communicate effectively were also examined. These 

were Connection with Residents, Communication with Residents, Programming, 

Communication with Supervisor, Teamwork, and Role Model Behaviour. Specific to honest IM, 

self-promotion and ingratiation were not significantly related to any specific domain of 

supervisor-rated job performance, which is inconsistent with Hypothesis 10. The relation 

between defensive IM and supervisor-rated connection with residents as well as communication 

with supervisor (i.e., maintaining regular communication) approached significance in the 

expected direction (r’s = .24 and .21 respectively, p<.10).  

With respect to deceptive IM, the relation between extensive image creation and 

communication with supervisor (i.e., timely and frequent communication), as well as role model 

behaviour (i.e., being an appropriate representative of the university) approached significance in 

the negative direction (r’s = -.22, p<.10). Image protection was also negatively associated with 

role model behaviour, although the relation only approached significance (r’s = -.26, p<.10). 

Interestingly, image protection and deceptive ingratiation were positively related to connection 

with residents (i.e., rapport building and visibility in the community; r’s = .38 and .32, p<.05, 

respectively) and communication with residents (i.e., timely and frequent communication; r = 

.38, p<.05, and r = .22, p<.10, respectively).  

 The final performance criterion was peer ratings of job performance. Overall peer-rated 

performance was negatively related to a number of types of honest and deceptive IM: self-

promotion (r = -.33, p<.05; see Table 10), ingratiation (r = -.31, p<.05), defensive IM (r = -.24, 

p<.10), extensive image creation (r = -.27, p<.05), and deceptive ingratiation (r = -.25, p<.05). 

The performance categories that were conceptually related to the ability to communicate 

effectively were Team Programming, Team Meetings, Relationship Building, and Overall Team 
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Behaviour. Again, contrary to expectation, honest IM was negatively related to a number of 

peer-rated job performance domains. Self-promotion was negatively related to all domains (r’s 

ranged from -.27 - -.34). Honest ingratiation was significantly negatively related to team 

programming (i.e., contributing to and taking leadership for large-scale programs; r = -.55, 

p<.01), team meetings (i.e., contribution to and preparation for meetings; r = -.33, p<.05), and 

relationship building (i.e., being a supportive teammate; r = -.26, p<.05). Defensive IM was also 

negatively related to overall team behaviour (r = -.29, p<.05) and team meetings (r = -.22, 

p<.10). 

 Deceptive IM was also negatively related to a number of peer-rated job performance 

domains. Slight image creation was significantly negatively related to team programming (r = -

.33, p<.05; see Table 10). Extensive image creation was also negatively related to team 

programming (r = -.30, p<.05), team meetings (r = -.34, p<.01), and overall team behaviour (r = 

-.24, p<.10). Image protection was not significantly related to any peer-rated performance 

categories. Finally, deceptive ingratiation was negatively related to relationship building (r = -

.34, p<.01). The relationship between deceptive ingratiation and team programming (r = -.20, 

p<.10) as well as overall team behaviour (r = -.21, p<.10) also approached significance.  

 Hypothesis 14 made the prediction that the relation between interview performance and 

job performance (τ) minus the relation between interview performance and job performance 

when controlling for IM (τ’) would be significantly greater than zero (i.e., that τ - τ’ > 0). This 

hypothesis was not supported for any combination of type of honest IM or job performance 

criterion (see Appendix H for the steps used in the analyses). This finding suggests that honest 

IM does not partially account for the relation between interview performance and job 

performance.  
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 In sum, honest self-promotion and defensive IM, as well as deceptive ingratiation, were 

positively related to interview performance. There was also some evidence for the influence of 

dispositions on IM. Honest self-promotion was significantly related to conscientiousness and 

extraversion, and extensive image creation was significantly negatively related to 

conscientiousness. The relation between IM and job performance also depended on the manner 

in which job performance was measured. Image protection, a type of deceptive IM, was the only 

type of IM to demonstrate a significant (negative) relation with proxy performance. The relation 

between IM and supervisor-rated performance depended on the criterion. Overall job 

performance and role model behaviour were negatively related to deceptive IM (e.g., extensive 

image creation). In contrast, connection with residents and communication with residents were 

positively related to both honest and deceptive IM (e.g., defensive IM, deceptive ingratiation). 

Notably, there were an overwhelming number of negative relationships between both honest and 

deceptive IM and peer-rated job performance. Self-promotion, ingratiation, extensive image 

creation, and deceptive ingratiation emerged as types of IM that were consistently negatively 

related to a number of peer-rated performance criteria.  

 Next, a second study is described that examines the same hypotheses, but with some 

methodological improvements. 

Study 2 

 A number of improvements were made in Study 2 to further the conclusions that could be 

made from the data collected in Study 1. First, candidates completed the self-report measures 

(i.e., interview anxiety, IM, and personality) immediately after having had completed their 

interview, compared to Study 1 where in some cases they participated in other carousel stations 

between their interview and being recruited to participate. Second, the proxy performance 
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measures in Study 2 more closely resembled tasks that RAs would be expected to complete on 

the job. Third, participants completed self-ratings of confidence in their ability to perform in 

their role before and after they completed RA training for their position. Although confidence 

ratings are not a performance measure, these ratings provided insight into the RAs’ potential 

performance. Finally, in addition to supervisor-rated job performance, self-rated job performance 

and ratings of performance from students that the RAs supervised were collected. This resulted 

in a more well-rounded assessment of job performance.  

Methodology 

Participants. Participants were recruited from a pool of candidates applying to be RAs at 

another mid-sized Canadian university. Of the 109 candidates, 106 (97%) agreed to participate in 

the study. A total of 67.0% of the participants were female, and their mean age was 18.9 years 

(SD = 1.2). They had participated in an average of 3.7 employment interviews (SD = 2.6), with a 

mean of 19.3 months of part-time (SD = 23.1) and 5.6 months of full-time (SD = 17.6) work 

experience. Fifty-seven of the participants were hired as RAs. Again, due to restrictions on the 

number of individuals in the applicant pool, I was not able to recruit the number of participants 

recommended by a power analysis (i.e., 150). Therefore the study’s findings are to be viewed as 

a preliminary examination of the hypotheses and research questions. 

Interviewers. The interviewers were 12 Residence Managers (7 female, 5 male) who 

supervised RAs on either a full- or part-time basis. Their mean age was 27.5 years (SD = 9.5), 

and they had conducted an average of 66 employment interviews (SD = 66). The 6 full-time staff 

had an average of 3.7 years of full-time work experience (SD = 3.2), and the 6 part-time staff had 

an average of 2.6 years of part-time work experience (SD = 1.3).  
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Procedure. As with Study 1, candidates participated in a carousel session as part of the 

RA selection process. There were up to 12 candidates at a time rotating through the stations. The 

interview station consisted of a structured interview conducted by a Residence Manager, with 

assistance by an RA that was currently in the position. The interview consisted of 6 behaviour 

descriptive questions with standardized probes that were designed to assess a number of 

competencies relevant to the position (e.g., conflict resolution, problem solving). Immediately 

after completing their interview, participants were led into a room where they were recruited to 

participate in the study. 

Interview performance. The interviewer rated the candidates’ performance from 0-2 on 

each question using a detailed rating scale. In addition, the interviewer made an overall 

recommendation rating (0 = do not recommend, 1 = recommend with reservation, and 2 = 

strongly recommend). The ratings were averaged, resulting in a score out of 2.  

Interview anxiety measure. Participants completed the same measures of interview 

anxiety, IM, personality, and self-rated performance as in Study 1. The reliability of the MASI in 

this sample was high at .92, and the reliability of subscales was also acceptable (see Table 11).  

Impression management measure. The model fit for the honest IM measure with 5 

items for self-promotion, 3 items for ingratiation, and 3 items for defensive IM did not conform 

to acceptable cut-off values, chi-square (N = 104, df = 41) = 79.67, p=.0003, RMSEA = .095 

(90% CI .063|.126), SRMR = .076, CFI = .912, TLI = .83 (Hooper et al., 2008). However, the 

decision was made to use the honest IM measure for hypothesis testing because it performed 

well in the CFA for the Study 1 sample. The internal consistency reliability for self-promotion, 

ingratiation, and defensive IM was also acceptable (see Table 12). 
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Once again, the measurement model for the reduced-item deceptive IM scale did not 

demonstrate acceptable fit, chi-square (N = 105, df = 98) = 202.96, p=.000, RMSEA = .101 

(90% CI .081|.121), SRMR = .093, CFI = .853, TLI = .820 (Hooper et al., 2008). However, the 

scale was used for hypothesis testing for the same reasons as Study 1. In addition, internal 

consistency was acceptable for the four subscales (see Table 12).  

Personality measure. As with Study 1, the internal consistency reliability of the BFI for 

all five personality traits was acceptable (see Table 11).  

Proxy job performance. Performance ratings on two carousel exercises were collected 

as proxy job performance criteria for the same reasons as in Study 1. The first exercise was a 

group activity where candidates were tasked with designing a program that addressed a 

hypothetical issue that had presented itself in residence. Candidates presented their program idea 

as a group to the assessors. Assessors were RAs who were currently in the role. Each assessor 

rated two candidates, giving them a score from 0-2 using detailed rating scales on 4 

competencies that were central to the role of an RA (e.g., teamwork, facilitation skills). The 

ratings were averaged, which resulted in a score out of 2.  

The second exercise was a one-on-one role play with a Residence Manager, where the 

candidate was asked to play the role of an RA who was having an “RA chat” with a student that 

they oversaw. RA chats are informal semesterly check-ins with students that RAs are required to 

complete as part of their role. The Residence Manager was given guidelines for topics to broach 

during the role play to ensure some consistency between candidates. They gave the candidate a 

score from 0-3 using detailed rating scales on 2 competencies relevant to the task (i.e., listening 

and communication skills, comfort and confidence). The two ratings were averaged, resulting in 

a final score out of 3.  
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Training confidence ratings. Six months after their interview, the RAs who are hired 

undergo an extensive training process for two weeks. During this time they engage in a number 

of activities to develop their skills as an RA, such as role plays, interactive exercises, and 

lectures. Prior to and upon completion of the two-week training process, RAs completed a survey 

reporting on their confidence in performing a number of duties relevant to their role (e.g., “To 

what extent are you confident in your ability to listen effectively?”). This measure was collected 

to provide insight into the RAs’ potential performance at a different point in time – a number of 

months after their interview, but also a number of months before their performance reviews. The 

ratings also gave an indication of the RA’s mindset and perceptions of their ability to perform on 

the job.  

There were two main performance areas that RAs indicated their confidence to perform 

in: managing a crisis situation (7 items), and managing interpersonal situations (7 items; see 

Table 13). There was also one item that asked them to indicate their confidence in their “Ability 

to meet general Residence Life Staff role expectations”. Confidence ratings were made on a 1-4 

scale (1 = not at all, 2 = somewhat, 3 = considerably, 4 = a great deal). Although these ratings 

are not performance measures, they provided preliminary insight into the RAs’ thought process 

and how confident they were in their ability to perform on the job before it even started. This 

also allowed for examination of how ability (or at least confidence in abilities) may change over 

time, and the potential impact this could have on study findings. I was able to collect pre-training 

confidence ratings for 41 participants, and post-training confidence ratings for 35 participants.  

Job Performance. RAs also completed performance reviews after they were in their 

position for 3-4 months, which was approximately 10-11 months after the employment 

interview. The performance review focused on self-rated and supervisor-rated job performance 
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ratings and comments, as well as ratings made by the student residents who the RA supervised. I 

was able to obtain self-ratings of job performance for 29 participants, supervisor-rated job 

performance for 46 participants, and student-rated job performance for 52 participants.  

RAs completed self-ratings of performance on six competencies: conflict resolution, 

assertiveness, crisis management, oral communication and interpersonal relations, teamwork, 

and active listening and advising, (see Table 14). These competencies were selected from the 

organization’s competency model. RAs also completed an overall job performance rating. Each 

competency and overall job performance was rated from 1-100 using the relative percentile 

method (Goffin, Jelley, Powell, & Johnston, 2009). RAs rated themselves in comparison to 

others RAs in the position, with a score of 50 indicating average performance on the domain in 

question.  

 Supervisors assessed RAs’ performance on 18 competencies (e.g., oral communication 

and interpersonal relations, self-management; see Table 15 for the competencies that were 

relevant to the current investigation) from 1-4 (1 = unacceptable, 2 = needs development, 3 = 

meets expectations, 4 = exceeds expectations) using a behaviourally anchored rating scale. A 

composite of all 18 items demonstrated high reliability (α = .80). 

An average of 17 students assessed the RAs’ performance via an anonymous online 

questionnaire. RAs were rated from 1-4 (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = 

strongly agree) on 21 items that were grouped into competencies. For example, the item “I 

recognize my RA as a leader in the community” was an item for the competency ‘Leadership’. 

There were not enough participants in the sample to allow for a factor analysis of the job 

performance scale. In lieu of a factor analysis, items were examined for low variability or poor 

convergence with other items that were in their performance category. No items were removed 
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from the scale based on this analysis. The final 21-item scale had the following competencies: 

conflict resolution (3 items), assertiveness (2 items), oral communication and interpersonal 

relations (2 items), active listening and advising (2 items), facilitation (4 items), leadership (6 

items), and inclusion (2 items). A composite of all 21 items demonstrated high reliability (α = 

.99; see Table 16 for the competencies relevant to the current investigation). 

Results 

 Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for the main study variables are presented in 

Tables 11-16. As with Study 1, the distributions of scores for some types of IM and some of the 

job performance outcomes were skewed. As a result, all reported analyses are using Maximum 

Likelihood Robust (MLR) estimation within Mplus version 5 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2013).  

In addition, a concern was the nested nature of the data, in that RAs worked in teams. 

Intraclass correlations (ICC’s) revealed that a substantial amount of variation in some of the job 

performance ratings was due to team membership (ICCsupervisor ratings = .09-.44, ICCself ratings = .05-

.50, ICCstudent ratings = .01-.07). Therefore, team was included as a cluster variable, using the 

analysis option Type = Twolevel Basic in Mplus, in correlational analyses that tested the 

hypotheses with follow-up job performance data. An additional potential dependency in the data 

was also examined. Unlike Study 1, each candidate was rated by only one interviewer, which 

meant that interviewer-specific bias in interview performance ratings could be a factor. However, 

the ICC for interview performance was low (ICC = .07; Kline, 2010), confirming that a 

negligible amount of variance in interview performance was attributable to interviewer effects. 

Therefore, clustering was not accounted for across interviewers.  

Finally, the possibility of a selection bias and range restriction for follow-up job 

performance data were examined as with Study 1. Mean levels of interview anxiety for selected 
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(M = 2.63) and rejected (M = 2.69) applicants were not significantly different. Selected and 

rejected individuals also did not significantly differ in mean levels of reported IM use with the 

exception of ingratiation (Mselected = 2.41, Mrejected = 1.88). Thus, individuals who used 

ingratiation were more likely to be hired, but there was no evidence of a selection bias for the 

other types of IM or for interview anxiety. Once again, direct and indirect range restriction was 

also a concern. Therefore, correlations that employed job performance data were corrected for 

direct and indirect range restriction using the formulae recommended by Cascio and Aguinis 

(2005). The corrected and uncorrected correlations are presented below.  

Interview Anxiety. In contrast to Study 1, Hypothesis 1 was supported as interview 

anxiety was significantly negatively related to interview performance (r = -.22, p<.05; see Table 

11). Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. Communication anxiety was significantly negatively 

related to interview performance (r = -.20, p<.05), but social anxiety was not found to be 

significantly related to interview performance.  

Counter to Hypothesis 3, interview anxiety was not significantly associated with 

neuroticism, but the relation was positive as expected (r = .16, p>.10; see Table 11). Supporting 

Hypothesis 4, interview anxiety was significantly negatively associated with extraversion (r = -

.33, p<.01). 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted that interview anxiety, as well as the facets communication 

anxiety and social anxiety, would be significantly negatively related to job performance. The 

first set of criteria that this was tested with was performance on the two carousel exercises, 

which acted as proxy performance criteria. Interview anxiety was not significantly related to 

performance on the group activity where candidates designed a hypothetical program for 

students (see Table 11). However, interview anxiety was significantly negatively related to 
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performance on the one-on-one role play (r = -.24, p<.05). With the specific facets, 

communication anxiety was significantly negatively related to performance in the group activity 

(r = -.20, p<.05) and social anxiety was significantly negatively related to performance on the 

one-on-one role play (r = -.22, p<.05).  

The second set of criteria was confidence ratings before and after training. Uncorrected 

correlations between training confidence ratings and job performance are presented in Table 17, 

and the corrected correlations are presented in Table 18. Interview anxiety and social anxiety 

were significantly negatively related to pre-training ratings of general confidence to meet role 

expectations (r’s = -.38 and -.31, p<.05, respectively; see Table 18). Confidence in the ability to 

manage a crisis was also examined, as it is conceptually related to the ability to manage stressful 

situations. However, interview anxiety and the facets communication anxiety and social anxiety 

were not significantly related to confidence in the ability to manage a crisis. Finally, interview 

anxiety, communication anxiety, and social anxiety were not significantly related to post-training 

confidence ratings for meeting role expectations and managing a crisis.   

The third set of criteria was self-, supervisor- and student-rated job performance ratings 

from the RAs’ performance review. The uncorrected correlations between these outcomes and 

interview anxiety are presented in Table 19, and the corrected correlations are presented in Table 

20. It should be noted that self- and supervisor-rated performance was only weakly correlated (r 

= .14, p>.10), meaning that both ratings may have captured different aspects of the RAs’ 

performance. Self-ratings were also negatively related to student-rated job performance 

(although not significantly; r = -.19, p>.10), again suggesting that both ratings were capturing a 

different aspect of performance. However, student ratings did positively converge with overall 

supervisor-rated performance (r = .29, p<.10). 
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Starting with self-ratings, communication anxiety, but not overall interview anxiety or 

social anxiety, was positively associated with overall job performance (r = .45, p<.05, see Table 

20). This finding was the opposite of what was expected. Self-ratings of performance on specific 

competencies (i.e., conflict resolution, assertiveness, and crisis management) were not 

significantly related to interview anxiety, communication anxiety, or social anxiety. 

Next, the relation between interview anxiety and supervisor-rated job performance was 

examined. Interview anxiety was not significantly related to overall supervisor-rated job 

performance (see Table 20). This was also the case for communication anxiety and social 

anxiety. Supervisor ratings for a number of specific competencies related to the ability to manage 

stress (i.e., conflict resolution, assertiveness, adaptability, self-management, and crisis 

management) were also examined for their relation with interview anxiety. The only competency 

that was significantly related to interview anxiety was crisis management, but unexpectedly, the 

relation was positive (r = .47, p<.01). Relevant to Hypothesis 4, the relation between social 

anxiety and supervisor-rated crisis management was r = .41 (p<.01) and between communication 

anxiety and supervisor-rated crisis management was r = .28 (p<.10). In contrast to these findings, 

communication anxiety was negatively related to supervisor-rated adaptability (r = -.27, p<.10).  

The final performance criterion was student-ratings of RAs’ job performance. Interview 

anxiety, and communication and social anxiety specifically, were not significantly related to 

overall student-rated job performance (see Table 20). Finally, there were no significant relations 

between interview anxiety and student-rated job performance in specific competencies related to 

the ability to manage interpersonal stress (i.e., conflict resolution and assertiveness). This was 

also true for communication anxiety and social anxiety.  
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Hypothesis 7 made the prediction that the relation between interview performance and 

job performance (τ) minus the relation between interview performance and job performance 

when controlling for interview anxiety (τ’) would be significantly greater than zero (i.e., τ - τ’ > 

0). This hypothesis was not supported for any job performance criterion with overall interview 

anxiety or the facets communication anxiety and social anxiety.  

To summarize, interview anxiety and communication anxiety, but not social anxiety, 

were negatively related to interview performance. Consistent with Study 1, interview anxiety 

was negatively associated with extraversion and positively associated with neuroticism (although 

the correlation between interview anxiety and neuroticism did not reach significance). Interview 

anxiety was also negatively associated with some performance indicators that were proximal to 

the interview, but in some cases positively associated with follow-up job performance. In 

particular, interview anxiety and social anxiety were negatively related to performance on the 

one-on-one role play (i.e., a proxy performance criterion). Interview anxiety and social anxiety 

were also negatively associated with pre-training confidence ratings in the ability to fulfill role 

expectations. In contrast, interview anxiety and communication anxiety were positively 

associated with self-rated overall job performance and supervisor-rated crisis management.  

Impression Management. Hypothesis 8 proposed that honest IM would be positively 

related to interview performance. This hypothesis was not supported, as none of the types of 

honest IM were significantly related to interview performance (see Table 12). Exploratory 

analyses conducted for Research Question #1, asking if deceptive IM was related to interview 

performance, revealed that none of the types of deceptive IM were significantly related to 

interview performance.  
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Hypotheses 9-12 focused on the relation between IM and personality traits. Hypothesis 9 

posited that honest self-promotion would be positively related to agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and extraversion, and negatively related to neuroticism. This hypothesis was 

not supported. Honest self-promotion was not significantly related to extraversion or 

conscientiousness (see Table 12). Contrary to expectation, honest self-promotion was 

significantly negatively related to agreeableness (r = -.33, p < .01), and significantly positively 

related to neuroticism (r = .24, p < .05). Unlike Study 1, Hypothesis 10 was supported as honest 

ingratiation was significantly positively related to extraversion (r = .27, p < .01). There was a 

negative relation between honest defensive IM and neuroticism (r = -.19, p < .10), which again is 

the opposite of what was proposed by Hypothesis 11. Finally, Hypothesis 12, that slight image 

creation and extensive image creation would be negatively related to conscientiousness, was not 

supported. Both types of deceptive self-promotion were not significantly related to 

conscientiousness.  

 For Hypothesis 13, it was proposed that honest IM would be significantly positively 

related to job performance. A research question was also posed: Is deceptive IM related to job 

performance? As with interview anxiety, the first set of criteria that this hypothesis and research 

question was tested with was performance on the two carousel exercises. Interestingly, all three 

types of honest IM were significantly negatively related to performance on the group activity 

(rselfpromotion = -.25, p < .01, ringratiation = -.20, p < .05, rdefensive = -.34, p < .01; see Table 12). This 

finding is the opposite of what was proposed. Honest IM was not significantly related to 

performance on the one-on-one role play. With regards to deceptive IM, none of the types of 

deceptive IM were significantly related to performance in the group activity or the one-on-one 

role play.  
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The second set of criteria was pre- and post-training confidence ratings. Uncorrected 

correlations between IM and training confidence ratings are presented in Table 21, with the 

corrected correlations being presented in Table 22. None of the types of honest IM were 

significantly related to pre-training ratings of general confidence to meet role expectations (see 

Table 22). Confidence in the ability to manage interpersonal situations was further examined 

because of its conceptual relation to IM. For honest IM, self-promotion and ingratiation (but not 

defensive IM) were significantly positively related to pre-training confidence in the ability to 

manage interpersonal situations (both r’s = .36, p<.05). Ingratiation was found to be significantly 

positively related to post-training ratings of general confidence (r = .34, p<.05), but not 

significantly related to confidence for interpersonal situations (although the relation was in the 

expected direction – r = .22, p>.10). Self-promotion and defensive IM were not significantly 

related to post-training confidence ratings.  

With regards to deceptive IM, there were a number of instances where specific types of 

IM were negatively related to confidence ratings. Extensive image creation and image protection 

were significantly negatively related to pre-training general confidence ratings (r = -.52, p<.01, 

and r = -.33, p<.05, respectively; see Table 22). The relation between slight image creation and 

pre-training confidence for managing interpersonal situations also approached significance (r = -

.29, p<10). Image protection was significantly negatively related to post-training confidence for 

interpersonal situations (r = -.44, p<.01). Finally, deceptive ingratiation was significantly related 

to post-training general confidence in the ability to manage role expectations, but in the positive 

direction (r = .34, p<.05).  

The final set of criteria was job performance ratings from three sources: self, supervisor, 

and student. Uncorrected correlations between IM and job performance outcomes are presented 
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in Table 23, with the corrected correlations being presented in Table 24. The relation between 

self-ratings of performance and honest IM was examined. Contrary to expectation, self-

promotion was significantly negatively related to self-rated overall job performance (r = -.50, 

p<.01; see Table 24) and self-rated active listening and advising (r = -.41, p<.05). Defensive IM 

was also negatively related to self-rated oral communication and interpersonal relations (r = -.32, 

p<.10). Ingratiation was not significantly related to self-rated job performance. With deceptive 

IM, slight image creation, extensive image creation, and image protection were not significantly 

related to self-ratings of job performance. However, the relation between deceptive ingratiation 

and self-rated overall job performance was significant in the positive direction (r = .37, p<.05).  

Supervisor-rated job performance was the next criterion. For honest IM, ingratiation was 

significantly negatively related to overall supervisor-rated job performance (r = -.30, p<.05; 

Table 24). This finding was the opposite of what was expected. I also examined the relation 

between honest IM and supervisor ratings of specific competencies related to interpersonal 

interaction (i.e., oral communication and interpersonal relations, teamwork, active listening and 

advising, facilitation, and leadership). Defensive IM was the only type of honest IM that was 

related to supervisor-rated performance for specific competencies. Interestingly, defensive IM 

was negatively related to active listening and advising (r = -.30, p<.05), but positively related to 

facilitation (r = .26, p<.10).  

 For deceptive IM, slight image creation and overall supervisor-rated job performance 

were positively related (r = .28, p<.10; see Table 24). None of the other types of IM were 

significantly related to overall job performance. When examining the competencies that were 

specific to interpersonal interaction, slight image creation was significantly positively related to 
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supervisor-rated facilitation (r = .33, p<.05). None of the other types of deceptive IM were 

significantly related to supervisor ratings for specific competencies.  

Finally, student-rated job performance was examined for its relation with IM. None of the 

types of honest IM were significantly related to student-rated overall job performance or ratings 

for the competencies that required the ability to manage interpersonal interactions (i.e., 

leadership, oral communication and interpersonal relations, active listening and advising, and 

facilitation; see Table 24). Specific to deceptive IM, slight image creation, extensive image 

creation, and image protection were not significantly related to student-rated overall job 

performance or ratings for the specific competencies. However, deceptive ingratiation was 

negatively related to overall job performance (r = -.28, p<.05) and to all four competencies that 

were related to the ability to manage interpersonal interactions (r’s ranged from -.25 to -.29).  

Hypothesis 14 predicted that the relation between interview performance and job 

performance (τ) minus the relation between interview performance and job performance when 

controlling for IM (τ’) would be significantly greater than zero (i.e., τ - τ’ > 0). Aligning with 

Study 1, this hypothesis was not supported for any combination of type of honest IM or job 

performance criterion.  

In sum, there were a number of findings that often conflicted with the study hypotheses. 

None of the types of honest IM, nor any of the types of deceptive IM, were significantly related 

to interview performance. As expected, self-promotion was related to personality traits, but in the 

opposite directions than predicted (i.e., negatively related to agreeableness and positively related 

to neuroticism). Defensive IM was negatively associated with neuroticism, which was also 

counter to expectation. The only proposed relation between IM and personality that emerged as 

expected was the positive relation between ingratiation and extraversion.  
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Unexpectedly, honest IM was negatively related to a number of performance indicators. 

All three types of honest IM were negatively related to performance on the group activity (i.e., a 

proxy performance measure). There were also a number of instances of self- and supervisor-rated 

performance being negatively related to a type of honest IM (e.g., self-promotion and self-rated 

overall job performance, ingratiation and supervisor-rated overall job performance). 

Interestingly, these negative associations were found despite there being positive associations 

between honest IM and pre- and post-training confidence ratings (e.g., self-promotion and pre-

training confidence in the ability to manage interpersonal situations).  

In contrast to honest IM, deceptive IM was mostly negatively associated with pre- and 

post-training confidence ratings (e.g., extensive image creation and pre-training general 

confidence, image protection and post-training confidence to manage interpersonal situations). 

With regards to the association between deceptive IM and job performance ratings, findings were 

mixed. Deceptive ingratiation was positively associated with self-rated overall job performance, 

but negatively associated with student-rated overall job performance and performance in all 

interpersonal domains. Slight image creation was also positively related to supervisor-rated job 

performance (e.g., for facilitation).  

Studies 1 and 2 

Supervisor ratings of performance were collected in both Study 1 and Study 2. This made 

it possible to compute an average sample-weighted correlation across both studies between 

interview anxiety and supervisor-rated overall performance, and IM and supervisor-rated overall 

performance. For interview anxiety, overall anxiety was found to be non-significantly related to 

overall supervisor-rated performance in this analysis (r = -.09, 95% CI = -.29|.13; see Table 25). 

This was also the case for the facets communication anxiety (r = -.01, 95% CI = -.22|.20) and 
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social anxiety (r = -.05, 95% CI = -.26|.16). For IM, the only type of IM found to be significantly 

related to overall supervisor-rated performance was honest ingratiation. This relation was found 

to be negative (r = -.22, 95% CI = -.41|-.01; see Table 26).  

An overall summary of the Study 1 and 2 results for the hypotheses concerning interview 

anxiety (Hypotheses 1-7) are presented in Table 27. A similar summary for the hypotheses and 

research questions concerning impression management (Hypotheses 8-13 and Research Question 

#1 and #2) are presented in Table 28. 

Discussion 

The purpose of the current investigation was to investigate the assertion that rather than 

interview anxiety and IM being sources of error that reduce the criterion validity of the 

interview, they are indicators of how one will perform on the job. This assertion was supported 

by theory and research suggesting that interview anxiety and IM are influenced by dispositions 

and capture a stable behavioural pattern that is indicative of future job performance. The results 

of Study 1 and 2 provided some support, and some evidence against, these proposed findings. 

These results will be reviewed in detail below, starting with those relevant to interview anxiety. 

Interview Anxiety 

 One of the reasons for researchers’ concern that interview anxiety may be a source of 

error during the interview is that candidates tend to perform worse in the interview when they are 

anxious (McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). This means that anxious interviewees may be particularly 

disadvantaged if interview anxiety contributes error to selection decisions, because they are less 

likely to be hired despite the possibility of performing adequately on the job. Interestingly, 

interview anxiety was a significant negative predictor of interview performance in Study 2, but 

not in Study 1. In addition, communication anxiety and social anxiety were significant negative 
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predictors of interview performance in only one of the two studies. Thus, it is possible that in 

some situations, anxious candidates are not necessarily disadvantaged during the interview. 

Despite this finding, it was still important to examine if interview anxiety is a negative indicator 

of future job performance as hypothesized. If so, then interview anxiety is a factor that should 

perhaps be taken into account when making selection decisions.  

A founding argument made to support the hypothesis that interview anxiety is a negative 

indicator of job performance was that interview anxiety is indicative of a general behavioural 

tendency to struggle with managing stressful situations, especially those of an interpersonal 

nature. Attentional Control Theory (Eysenck et al., 2007) notes that state anxiety (e.g., anxiety 

experienced during the interview) is influenced by trait levels of anxiety. Although trait anxiety 

was not measured in the current investigation, there was support for the influence of dispositions 

(i.e., extraversion and neuroticism) on interview anxiety across both studies. This finding 

provided a basis for further study of the hypothesis that high interview anxiety would result in 

lower levels of overall job performance, and performance in job domains that required the ability 

to manage interpersonal stress.  

There was some evidence to suggest that interview anxiety was an indicator of job 

performance, depending on how performance was measured and who the rating source was. 

When examining proxy performance (i.e., performance on other selection tasks) interview 

anxiety was not related to performance on group tasks. The one exception was communication 

anxiety being negatively related to group activity performance in Study 2. This finding seems 

fitting considering that this particular group activity involved giving an oral presentation to the 

assessors. Interestingly, interview anxiety and social anxiety in particular were negatively related 

to performance on a role play in Study 2. This task was arguably more interpersonally stressful 
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because a one-on-one conversation had to be managed, without attention being dispersed among 

other group members.  

Confidence ratings before and after training were also examined in Study 2, as they 

provided some insight into how the RAs felt about their ability to perform on the job. Interview 

anxiety and social anxiety were negatively related to pre-training confidence to meet general role 

expectations. This finding indicated that individuals who were anxious generally and specifically 

about their social behaviour during the interview may have also been apprehensive about being 

able to perform as an RA. Interestingly, these correlations became non-significant after training. 

Training may have acted to provide RAs with the tools to manage their responsibilities, despite 

their propensity for anxiousness. In addition, interview anxiety was not related to pre- and post-

training ratings of confidence in the ability to manage crisis situations. It seems that in this case, 

interview anxiety, and social anxiety in particular, were indicative of general confidence to 

perform prior to training but not of confidence to perform in a particular domain.  

When examining how interview anxiety was predictive of actual performance on the job, 

there were conflicting results. In Study 1, interview anxiety was negatively related to supervisor 

ratings of overall job performance and self-management as expected. Social anxiety was also 

negatively related to supervisor-rated overall performance, policy enforcement, and self-

management. In contrast, interview anxiety, communication anxiety, and social anxiety were 

actually positively related to supervisor-rated crisis management in Study 2. Communication 

anxiety was also positively related to self-rated overall performance. This finding suggests that 

individuals who were anxious during the interview actually performed better on the job for some 

criteria. Across both studies, interview anxiety was also not significantly related to peer- or 

student-ratings of performance. It seems that when performance was measured from these 
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perspectives, that being anxious during the interview did not indicate worse or better job 

performance. These conflicting findings paint a confusing picture of how interview anxiety is 

related to future performance on the job.  

Taking an overall perspective on the results may provide some clarity concerning the 

conflicting findings. Although there was evidence for the influence of dispositions on interview 

anxiety in Studies 1 and 2, the influence of learning over time on the ability to manage stress 

cannot be ignored. Interview anxiety was negatively related to proxy performance and pre-

training confidence to fulfill role expectations, as expected. These findings support the assertion 

that interview anxiety captures a general lack of ability to manage stressful interpersonal 

situations. However, training may have allowed RAs who were prone to anxiousness to learn 

skills to manage the stressful situations that they would encounter on the job. RAs were exposed 

to training content specifically targeted towards managing stressful situations, such as how to 

approach a conversation with a student who may have suicidal ideations. The finding that 

interview anxiety was no longer significantly correlated with confidence ratings post-training 

supports this idea. In addition, individuals high in interview anxiety were no more or less likely 

to perform poorly on the job according to peers and students, and in fact were likely to perform 

better on the job according to some performance indicators in Study 2. This suggests that 

individuals who may have struggled in dealing with stressful interpersonal situations actually 

worked harder to build the skills necessary to manage these situations (e.g., crises) when they 

arrived.  

A strong culture of professional development within university student affairs (Herdlein, 

Riefler, & Mrowka, 2013) may be partly responsible for individuals’ change in ability. It is 

possible that the negative relations between interview anxiety and supervisor-rated performance 
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in Study 1 are due to less effective support, training, or coaching in how to manage stressful 

situations in this sample. Unfortunately, I was unable to collect data to explore this possibility, 

such as training confidence ratings, job performance ratings at different points in time, or 

training and supervisory effectiveness. Further exploration of how learning negates, or even 

compensates, for a tendency to be stressed during interpersonal situations must be investigated in 

further studies.  

Impression Management 

 Similar to interview anxiety, researchers have voiced concern about IM during the 

interview because it tends to be a significant predictor of interview performance – in this case, 

largely a positive predictor (Barrick et al., 2009). The implication is that IM is influencing hiring 

decisions, although it may be a source of error during the interview. In the current investigation, 

both honest and deceptive IM tended to be unrelated to interview performance. Although self-

promotion and defensive IM were significant predictors in Study 1, and deceptive ingratiation 

was a significant predictor in Study 2, the effect sizes were small. Thus, it seems that IM was not 

a particularly influential factor when it came to candidates’ performance during the interview. 

Nonetheless, the importance of examining how IM during the interview is related to future job 

performance should not be discounted. Honest IM, as hypothesized in the current investigation, 

could be a positive indicator of future performance. In that case, interviewers may be well-suited 

to take IM into account in their decisions. The same argument could be made for deceptive IM, 

or as suggested by the findings of Study 1 and 2 (to be reviewed below), deceptive IM may be a 

negative indicator of future performance. As such, even if candidates are not more likely to gain 

employment if they use deceptive IM, some people still are using it who are getting the job.  
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Hypotheses with regards to IM as a possible predictor of job performance, like interview 

anxiety, were also founded on the argument that IM during the interview is indicative of a 

general behaviour tendency. This follows in line with Marcus’ (2009) theorizing that IM 

contributes a systematic component to interview scores that is influenced by behavioural skills. 

Honest IM in particular was proposed to indicate a general propensity, influenced by 

dispositions, to effectively manage interpersonal interactions. Although deceptive IM was not 

considered a likely positive indicator of future performance (Levashina et al.., 2014), I expected 

there to be a dispositional influence on deceptive IM in line with past studies (e.g., Bourdage & 

Lee, 2013; Levashina & Campion, 2007).  

There was some evidence for the influence of dispositions on IM. However, results did 

not converge across Studies 1 and 2 and in some cases were actually the opposite of what was 

expected. For example, honest self-promotion was significantly positively related to 

conscientiousness and extraversion in Study 1, but not in Study 2. Honest self-promotion was 

negatively related to agreeableness and positively related to neuroticism in Study 2, which was 

the opposite of what was expected. There was also limited evidence for the effect of dispositions 

on deceptive IM. Slight and extensive image creation demonstrated weak or non-significant 

correlations with conscientiousness across both studies. Unfortunately, traits such as 

Machiavellianism or honesty-humility, which have found to be related to deceptive IM in past 

studies (Levashina & Campion, 2007; Bourdage & Lee, 2013), were not measured in this 

investigation due to time restrictions. Therefore, the findings from Studies 1 and 2 do not provide 

clear evidence to indicate what dispositions, skills, abilities, or behavioural tendencies may be 

underlying the use of IM during the interview. 



63 
 

The current findings provide a weak basis for the argument that IM captures a general 

behavioural tendency. As Marcus (2009) described, IM should contribute a systematic 

component to interview scores that may represent a general ability to effectively manage 

interpersonal interactions. This systematic component should contribute to the criterion validity 

of the interview for jobs that are particularly social and for job performance criteria related to the 

ability to manage interpersonal situations. However, it is possible that the wrong behavioural 

tendency was proposed. Instead of IM being an indicator of effective interpersonal interaction or 

behavioural skill, perhaps the use of IM captures comfort with and the propensity to talk 

positively about oneself. This type of behaviour, although expected in an interview setting 

(Marcus, 2009) and a predictor of liking at zero acquaintance (Back, Schmuckle, & Egloff, 

2010), may backfire with prolonged interpersonal interaction and familiarity (Paulhus, 1998). 

Findings for the hypotheses examining the relation between IM and job performance provide 

evidence for this assertion.  

Across a number of indicators, honest IM was largely negatively or unrelated to criterion 

performance. With proxy performance, all types of honest IM (i.e., self-promotion, ingratiation, 

and defensive) were negatively related to group activity scores (i.e., proxy performance) in Study 

2. With follow-up job performance, self-promotion, ingratiation, and defensive IM were 

negatively related to peer ratings in a number of domains in Study 1. In Study 2, self-promotion 

was negatively related to self-rated overall performance and active listening and advising. 

Ingratiation was negatively related to overall supervisor-rated performance. Finally, defensive 

IM was negatively related to self-rated oral communication and interpersonal relations, as well as 

supervisor-rated active listening and advising. These findings point to the possibility that high 
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levels of IM, even when the individual genuinely believes the impression they are imparting, is 

indicative of poor job performance.  

Defensive IM provided the only exception to this finding with regards to honest IM. 

Although negatively related to job performance in some cases, there were also a number of 

instances when this type of IM was positively related to performance (e.g., supervisor-rated 

communication with supervisor in Study 1, and supervisor-rated facilitation skills in Study 2). 

This exception makes sense given the findings of this investigation; defensive IM is different 

from self-promotion or ingratiation in that it involves protecting or repairing ones’ image rather 

than outwardly promoting a favourable impression (i.e., using assertive tactics). The outward 

promotion of skills and abilities, using self-promotion and ingratiation, may indicate a general 

behavioural tendency to talk positively about oneself. However, when individuals use defensive 

IM, they are describing negative events in their past and in some cases, accepting responsibility 

for them. Defensive IM doesn’t seem to capture the outward promotion that tends to be 

indicative of poor performance.  

Interestingly, the negative associations between honest IM and criterion performance 

were found despite there being positive relations between self-promotion and ingratiation, and 

pre- and post-training confidence ratings. It seemed that despite self-promotion and ingratiation 

being indicators of poor performance, individuals who used these tactics were still confident in 

their abilities to manage interpersonal situations and meet role expectations on the job. Perhaps 

this should not be surprising – individuals using honest IM are being genuine after all, at least in 

their own minds. Unfortunately, their perceptions of how skilled and able they are to perform on 

the job does not seem to translate to actual performance. It is possible that self-deception 
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(Paulhus, 1984) is at play, where individuals genuinely believe what they are saying to the 

interviewer, but are positively biased in their perceptions. 

Another possibility is that the honest IM measure in this research was contaminated by 

deceptive IM. Unfortunately, at the time of this investigation, a validated measure of honest IM 

was not available, unlike the one that is available for deceptive IM (Levashina & Campion, 

2007). The items used in this investigation to capture honest IM have been used previously (e.g., 

Stevens & Kristof, 1995), and honesty is implied (e.g., “I tried to draw the interviewer’s attention 

to my records of accomplishment”). However, it is still possible that some of the more 

ambiguous items that did not specify the use of honesty could have captured deceptive IM (e.g., 

“I complimented the interviewer or organization”). As reviewed below, deceptive IM was in 

many cases a negative predictor of performance.  

 Turning to deceptive IM, the results provided some evidence to support Levashina et al.’s 

(2014) assertion that deceptive IM does not provide a realistic indication of future performance, 

yet some of the results contradicted this claim. Deceptive IM was not significantly related to 

proxy performance across both studies, with the exception of image protection and proxy 

performance in Study 1 (although this relation was weak, r = -.16). However, training confidence 

ratings start to provide a more compelling story. Slight image creation, extensive image creation, 

and image protection were negatively related to pre-training confidence ratings. In addition, 

image protection was negatively related to post-training confidence in managing interpersonal 

situations. This finding makes sense given that individuals using deceptive IM during the 

interview are aware that they have shortcomings and are fraudulently presenting themselves 

during the interview. These shortcomings could lead to a lack of confidence in the ability to 

perform once granted the job.  
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 The picture becomes even more interesting when examining follow-up job performance. 

There were multiple instances of deceptive IM being negatively related to peer-rated 

performance (for Study 1) and student-rated performance (in Study 2) for a number of domains. 

This is what would be expected by Levashina and colleagues (2014). In contrast, although 

deceptive IM was negatively related to supervisor-rated job performance in some instances (e.g., 

extensive image creation and overall performance in Study 1), it was positively related to 

supervisor-rated performance in other instances (e.g., slight image creation and overall 

performance in Study 2). Thus, it is unclear if deceptive IM is a positive, negative, or perhaps 

neutral indicator of future performance.  

 One potential explanation for these contradictory findings is the reality that job 

performance was not assessed objectively in this investigation. Subjective ratings of performance 

may be subject to differences in context that the RAs’ raters were exposed to. Peers and students 

have the opportunity to see the RA that they are reporting on “behind the scenes”. This may give 

peers and students the opportunity to see how the RA truly performs when their guard is down. 

This is particularly a possibility in the current investigation because RAs work with peers and the 

students they oversee where they live – in a place where one’s impressions can only be managed 

for so long before presumably becoming exhausting. In contrast, supervisors may only get a 

partial view of the RAs’ performance, based on interactions during scheduled meetings and 

events, chance encounters, and second-hand accounts of “behind the scenes” performance. Based 

on this explanation, individuals using deception during the interview may perform poorly on the 

job, with this only being apparent to peers and students who are more informed of the person’s 

level of daily performance. Supervisors may get a glimpse of this poor performance (as indicated 

by some negative relations between deceptive IM and supervisor-rated performance) but are not 
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privy to the full picture. Rather, they may be subject to the same deception that presents itself 

during the interview.  

 There is evidence in the literature to support this explanation. Paulhus (1998) found that 

trait self-enhancers, characterized by arrogance, confidence, and overestimation of abilities, were 

rated as particularly high-performing at zero acquaintance. At first blush, individuals who 

promoted themselves positively made a positive impression. However, after 7 weeks of 

prolonged interaction, self-enhancers were rated as the weakest performers. Paulhus noted how 

the discrepancy between self-enhancers’ claims and their actual behaviour could have led to 

negative impressions. Or, traits associated with self-enhancement, such as narcissism and 

entitlement, may have eventually offended their workmates. Unlike self-enhancers, individuals 

in the current investigation had to be aware of their use of deceptive IM to report using it during 

the interview. However, similar to what Paulhus (1998) found, individuals who used deceptive 

IM during the interview may be making a positive impression at face value that they are unable 

to maintain in the long term. Deceptive IM may be indicative of a behavioural pattern of over-

claiming abilities, duplicitous behaviour, and “Dark Triad”-like personality (Levashina & 

Campion, 2007; Bourdage & Lee, 2013) that leads to poor performance. Unfortunately, this 

explanation could not be confirmed as these types of dispositions were not measured in this 

research.  

 Another interesting finding was that deceptive ingratiation was a particular type of IM 

that demonstrated differing relations with outcomes. Deceptive ingratiation is when a candidate 

uses insincere praise or conforms one’s opinions to fit those of the interviewer or organization. 

This type of IM was negatively related to a number of peer- and student-rated performance 

indicators, but positively related to post-training confidence to meet role expectations, self-rated 
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overall performance, and supervisor-rated connection with residents in Study 1. Differences in 

exposure may explain why deceptive ingratiation is negatively related to peer- and student-rated 

performance, but positively related to supervisor-rated performance. However, it is unclear why 

deceptive ingratiation would be positively related to self-ratings.  

 In sum, there was limited evidence to suggest that IM was indicative of a general 

behavioural tendency to effectively manage interpersonal interactions. What is intriguing is the 

possibility that IM during the interview may capture a different type of behavioural tendency 

than expected. Honest IM, self-promotion and ingratiation in particular, may indicate a 

propensity to speak positively about oneself. Although candidates who engage in honest IM 

genuinely believe the positive characteristics they are describing, “talk” may be all that it is – not 

based in the reality of future follow-through in performance. Individuals who used honest self-

promotion and ingratiation during the interview tended to receive lower performance ratings. 

Deceptive IM may also indicate a propensity to speak positively about oneself, but in this case, 

doing so in a knowingly deceptive manner. It is possible that deceptive IM indicates a 

behavioural pattern of traits largely associated with the “Dark Triad” of personality – narcissism, 

psychopathy, and Machiavellianism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Deceptive IM was a negative 

predictor of performance when rated by individuals (i.e., peers and students) who were more 

likely to see the RAs’ actual level of performance when their guard was down - in other words, 

when they were not actively managing their impressions. Supervisors may not have as clear of a 

picture of these individuals’ performance, although negative relations between deceptive IM and 

some supervisor-rated performance indicators suggests that supervisors may not be completely 

fooled by the impression of high performance. When put simply, IM may be what it is at face 
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value – an impression that is created of one’s ability to do something, that when scrutinized, is 

actually smoke and mirrors. 

The Criterion Validity of Interview Anxiety and IM 

 One of the main assertions put forth in this investigation was that interview anxiety and 

IM may positively contribute to the criterion validity of the interview. This hypothesis was not 

supported for either construct. Across both studies, the estimate of the effect of interview anxiety 

or IM on the relation between interview performance and job performance was non-significant. 

In light of the rest of the results from Study 1 and 2, this is not surprising. Interview anxiety was 

actually a positive indicator of future job performance in some cases. Thus, the negative effect 

that interview anxiety (sometimes) has on interview performance may not be contributing valid 

variation to interview performance scores that is indicative of future performance, especially in 

cases when individuals are given adequate training and support. With honest and deceptive IM, 

they were both largely negative predictors of future performance. This was the case even though 

in some instances, individuals who use IM are benefitting by achieving higher interview 

performance scores. Thus, IM may actually be contributing systematic error to interview 

performance scores. 

 The assertion that interview anxiety or IM may perhaps be contributing systematic error 

to interview scores implies that these factors are supressing the relation between interview 

performance and job performance. In other words, the interview performance-job performance 

relation would be greater if interview anxiety or IM were not influencing interview performance 

scores. The analysis used in this investigation to test the hypothesis that interview anxiety and/or 

IM contribute to the criterion validity of the interview also tests for this possible suppression 

effect. A suppression effect is possible if the value of τ’ is greater than τ, in that the interview 
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performance-job performance relation (τ) is less than the interview performance-job performance 

relation when controlling for interview anxiety or IM (τ’). The difference between τ and τ’ 

provides an estimate of this suppression effect; if the estimate is significantly less than zero (i.e., 

τ – τ’ < 0), existence of a suppression effect is supported. There were no instances in the current 

investigation of the difference between τ and τ’ being significant, either in the positive direction 

(τ – τ’ > 0, to suggest that interview anxiety or IM contribute to the criterion validity of the 

interview) or in the negative direction (τ – τ’ < 0, to suggest that interview anxiety or IM 

suppress the relation between interview performance and job performance). It should be noted 

however that analyses with follow-up job performance data suffered from a lack of power that 

make analyses of this type difficult to execute. Further discussion of this point is provided below.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

 This investigation provided the first examination of how interview anxiety and IM during 

the interview are related to job performance, and the possible implications that this has for the 

criterion validity of the interview. Although this investigation broke ground in that regard, there 

are a number of ways that a study of this nature can be improved in future research. First, one 

inherent difficulty with studies that follow up with job candidates is that criterion data (i.e., job 

performance ratings) are available only for the individuals who are hired. This meant that the 

substantive hypotheses around the relation between interview anxiety and job performance, IM 

and job performance, and the impact that these factors had on the relation between interview 

performance and job performance, were tested with a small sample size. Thus, the statistical 

analyses were underpowered. An illustrative example is for the correlation between interview 

anxiety and supervisor-rated overall performance in Study 1. The estimated power for this 
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analysis was .42. Thus, a lack of significance for some of the effects tested in this investigation 

may not mean that the effect does not exist, but that there was not enough power to find it. 

Some aspects of the study design were able to compensate for a lack of power. For 

example, proxy job performance was collected, as has been done in past studies (e.g., Kleinmann 

& Klehe, 2011). This allowed for hypotheses to be tested with all participants, using proxy 

performance as the criterion. In addition, the collection of data from two sites allowed for the 

combined estimation of the relation between both interview anxiety and IM with supervisor-rated 

overall job performance. This allowed for estimation of these relations with increased statistical 

power. However, examination of how interview anxiety and/or IM affect the criterion validity of 

the interview requires increased statistical power because analyzing this question involves 

performing a hierarchical regression. Perhaps further studies may find the opposite of what was 

expected in this investigation: that interview anxiety actually decreases the criterion validity of 

the interview. The finding that IM was largely a negative predictor of job performance suggests 

that IM may also, contrary to expectation, reduce the predictive validity of the interview. Again, 

although this possibility was not supported in the current research, future studies with a larger 

sample size may find this result. Thus, it is my hope that future research continues to investigate 

the questions examined here, to provide a more reliable estimate of effects.  

 A second limitation was restricted investigation of the dispositions and behavioural 

tendencies that underlie interview anxiety and IM. In both studies, candidates completed 

measures of the Big 5 personality traits. Due to time constraints, other dispositions that have 

been found to be predictors of interview anxiety or IM were not measured. Continued 

measurement of traits like general anxiety (Feiler, 2014), honesty-humility (Bourdage & Lee, 

2013), or Machiavellianism (Levashina & Campion, 2007) would provide a clearer picture of the 
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dispositions that underlie interview anxiety and IM. Examining the particular behavioural 

tendencies that were proposed to underlie interview anxiety and IM would also be interesting. 

Investigating the relation between individuals’ general ability to manage interpersonally stressful 

situations and interview anxiety would more directly provide evidence for the assertions put 

forth in this research. Measuring a general propensity to speak positively about oneself, in a 

truthful, self-deceptive, or dishonest manner, and how this is related to IM behaviour in the 

interview could also shed light on the underlying mechanisms behind interview IM.  

  Another limitation of this investigation is that I was not able to investigate how interview 

structure may influence the results. Interview structure and the effect that it has on interview 

validity and processes is a major topic of interest for interview researchers and practitioners (e.g., 

Levashina et al., 2014). Using Campion, Palmer, and Campion’s (1997) definition of interview 

structure, the interview employed in Study 1 would be considered semi-structured, with the 

interview in Study 2 being higher in structure. Given this difference in structure, it is not 

surprising that the interview in Study 1 has weak criterion validity (see Table 7), especially 

compared to the interview in Study 2 (see Table 20). This is consistent with past studies that 

have found that structured interviews have higher criterion validity than unstructured interviews 

(e.g., McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994).  

How interview structure may have influenced results specific to the hypotheses is more 

difficult to assess as differences in findings across the studies may be influenced by factors 

beyond a difference in interview structure. It is possible that candidates’ interview anxiety during 

a structured interview may be influenced by a reduced ability to control the interview situation 

and less verbal and nonverbal feedback from the interviewer. Levels of interview anxiety did not 

significantly differ across the two studies (see Table 3 and Table 11), but perhaps there are 
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nuances which a study that manipulates interview structure would be able to identify. Past 

research has also found that candidates use more IM during unstructured versus structured 

interviews (Barrick et al., 2009). Replicating this finding, mean levels of use of each type of IM 

except for slight image creation and image protection were significantly higher in Study 1 than in 

Study 2 (see Table 4 and Table 12).  

It is also reasonable to argue that interview anxiety and IM may have more influence on 

interview performance ratings during unstructured interviews. Interviewers making global 

judgments of candidates instead of using structured rating scales for each question may be 

particularly influenced by a candidate’s anxious appearance or their use of IM. This possibility 

has not been examined for interview anxiety, but Barrick et al. (2009) found that IM more 

greatly influenced interview performance ratings during unstructured compared to structured 

interviews. In the current investigation, interview anxiety was significantly related to interview 

performance in Study 2 (i.e., with a more structured interview) but not in Study 1. Also, the size 

of the correlations between IM and interview performance were only significantly greater in 

Study 1 compared to Study 2 for defensive IM. These findings do not provide strong support for 

the assertion that the influence of interview anxiety and IM on interview performance may differ 

based on structure. Again, further investigation of these processes and how they depend on 

interview structure in a more controlled environment may provide more insight into these 

possibilities.  

 The next consideration is that across the two studies, criterion performance was measured 

in a number of ways: proxy performance on selection tasks, confidence in performance before 

and after training, and job performance ratings from multiple sources including self, peer, 

student, and supervisor. These ratings provided a comprehensive examination of performance, 
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but still led to some potential issues. The performance measures were all subjective ratings. 

Subjective ratings are subject to biases such as personal rating style (O’Neill, Goffin, & Gellatly, 

2012) or not having a line of sight into all domains of performance (e.g., a supervisor not 

witnessing how an RA conducts community meetings). The job performance ratings were also 

made for developmental purposes, meaning that they could be particularly prone to inaccuracy 

based on factors like not wanting to demoralize the person being assessed (Spence & Keeping, 

2011). High mean levels and low variability in performance ratings as reported by supervisors, 

peers, and students (see Tables 5, 6, 15, and 16) suggests that biases of this type may have come 

into play. Different sources also tended to disagree in their performance ratings (e.g., the 

correlation between supervisor and peer ratings of overall performance in Study 1 was r = -.08). 

As such, the ratings may not have been a completely accurate measure of the RAs’ performance. 

Collecting more objective ratings of performance or improving subjective ratings using methods 

like behavioural rating scales (Jelley, Goffin, Powell, & Heneman, 2012) could manage this 

issue in future studies.  

It should be noted that despite the difficulties with subjective ratings, collecting 

subjective performance provides researchers with information that is interesting in itself. For 

example, IM was negatively related to peer ratings of performance in Study 1, but positively 

related or unrelated to supervisor ratings of performance in some cases. This may have been 

because of differences in exposure to the RAs’ actual level of performance. The raters interacted 

with the RAs in such different contexts (e.g., where the RA lived for students, and mostly during 

work-related events for supervisors). The fact that the results of this research depended on how 

performance was measured points to a more complicated dynamic than what was originally 
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expected. Continued investigation of how the relation between interview anxiety or IM and job 

performance depends on rating source is an interesting avenue for continued research.  

An additional possibility is that the relation between interview anxiety or IM and job 

performance may change over time. Interview anxiety was negatively related to criterion 

measures that were taken proximally in time to the interview, like proxy performance on a role 

play and pre-training confidence ratings. Yet, interview anxiety was unrelated to post-training 

confidence ratings and positively related to some of the follow-up performance outcomes (e.g., 

self-rated overall job performance). Capturing performance at multiple time points would allow 

for a stronger investigation of whether the relation between interview anxiety and job 

performance does in fact become more positive with time. Measuring possible mechanisms like 

training and coaching effectiveness would also provide insight into whether increased skill in 

being able to manage stressful situations accounts for this change.  

The relation between IM and job performance may also change over time, but the results 

of this investigation pointed to different mechanisms. It was proposed that differences in how IM 

(deceptive IM in particular) was related to performance depending on the rating source was due 

to raters’ differential exposure to the RAs’ true level of performance. For example, peers may 

see how the target performs “behind the scenes” when they are less apt to managing their 

impressions, but the target may put on the appearance of strong performance when around their 

supervisor. Thus, those who use IM during the interview may be poor performers on the job, 

with this reality only becoming apparent over time and exposure. Measuring performance at 

multiple points of time would provide insight into whether the relation between IM and job 

performance becomes more negative with time. This change would presumably be because the 
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rating source can provide a more accurate rating with increased exposure to the person’s true 

level of performance.  

 An additional point to highlight is that it was made clear throughout the entire paper that 

the hypotheses and results are in many ways context-specific. The RA position is one that 

requires managing stressful situations that are often of an interpersonal nature, and engaging in 

frequent interpersonal interaction. The lack of ability to manage interpersonally stressful 

situations, which interview anxiety may capture, is only likely to be a problem in jobs like the 

RA position where handling situations of this type is important. There was limited evidence to 

show that IM was indicative of a general ability to effectively manage interpersonal interactions, 

which suggests that the results with regards to IM may apply to wider contexts. Yet, it is possible 

that IM is a particularly negative indicator of performance in jobs like the RA position. The RA 

position is high stakes in that their performance heavily influences the residence students’ school 

experience, mental and physical health, and living environment. IM during the interview may 

cloud a candidate’s true ability to manage these responsibilities, with negative consequences for 

the residence community. Further studies should examine whether the findings in the current 

investigation apply to other job contexts.  

 Finally, although interview anxiety and IM have been investigated extensively in this 

research, they have been examined independently. Although beyond the scope of this 

investigation, it would be interesting to examine the interplay between interview anxiety and IM 

- how they are related to each other and potential interactions between these factors in their 

prediction of interview performance. Considering that interview anxiety and IM are often both 

included in discussions of factors that influence the interview process (e.g., Huffcutt et al., 2011), 

studying their effects in tandem would be an interesting avenue to explore.   
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Practical Implications 

 There are some practical lessons that can be taken from the findings of this investigation. 

First, there was evidence to suggest that interview anxiety may point to a propensity to struggle 

with managing interpersonally stressful situations. This may be concerning for positions that 

require extreme skill in this area, such as nursing. As such, interview anxiety may be a “red flag” 

in high stakes positions where managing interpersonal stress is of critical importance. However, 

the results also suggested that with training and a supportive learning environment, individuals 

can learn the skills necessary to manage stressful work tasks. In Study 2, individuals who were 

anxious during the interview were more likely to excel at crisis management according to their 

supervisors. It is possible that findings from Study 1, where individuals performed worse on the 

job according to supervisors if they were anxious during the interview, was due to inadequate or 

ineffective training or supervisory support. Thus, if an organization is willing to invest in 

employee development and training programs, anxiousness during the interview may not be a 

“red flag” in positions where they can train employees how to manage the type of stressful 

situations that will be encountered.  

Second, IM during the interview, even the honest kind, seems to be an indicator of poor 

performance on the job. This was even true for the RA position, which required extensive 

interpersonal interaction. It may not even be particularly important for interviewers to be able to 

judge when candidates are using IM that is truthful or deceptive – both types of IM seemed to 

indicate poor future performance. Thus, interviewers should be wary of candidates who go above 

and beyond in their self-promotions and positive comments about the organization. Although IM 

is an expected part of the interview (Marcus, 2009), candidates who are using it more than others 

may be promoting an unrealistic image of themselves. 
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Final Discussion 

 The intent of this research was to take a closer look at two prominent factors during the 

interview, interview anxiety and IM, and examine how they influence the criterion validity of the 

interview. Contrary to expectation, there was little evidence to suggest that they contribute valid 

variation to interview performance ratings. Rather, the inclination for some researchers to frame 

interview anxiety and IM as possible sources of error during the interview (McCarthy & Goffin, 

2004; Barrick et al., 2009) may be on the right track. Although there was no definitive evidence 

for this possibility, the finding that interview anxiety was in some cases a positive or neutral 

indicator of future performance, and that IM was in many cases a negative indicator of future 

performance, provides preliminary evidence for this hypothesis. Thus, those who are anxious 

during the interview should not be outright dismissed as poor future employees, and individuals 

who use IM should not be taken at face value. Interview anxiety and IM during the interview 

may be clouding our perceptions of how capable a candidate is for the job.  
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Table 1 

Common RA Responsibilities 

Responsibilities 

Present/facilitate programs for students* 

Advise student groups* 

Plan, coordinate, and oversee student programming* 

Advise individual students* 

Be a problem-solver* 

Mentor student leaders* 

Supervise student employees 

Interpret and enforce university policies and regulations* 

Promote university events* 

Develop and provide training for student employees 

Supervise student paraprofessional staff 

Collaborate with other departments/offices regarding campus 

services/programming* 

Facilitate leadership development training/workshops 

Serve as a university representative* 

Provide evaluation of programming* 

Participate in staff selection* 

Write reports* 

Serve on department and university committees 

Develop and provide training for paraprofessional staff 
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Facilitate conflict mediation* 

Recruitment of students to the university* 

Provide crisis intervention* 

Provide counselling to individual students* 

Provide consultation to parents, faculty, and/or other university staff* 

Maintain website/database 

Develop and maintain a budget* 

Note: Adapted from Burkard et al. (2005). Responsibilities marked with an asterisk are relevant 
to the RA position at the sites for the current research. 
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Table 2 

RA Competencies and their association with interview anxiety and impression management 

Competency Relevant to interview 
anxiety? 

Relevant to impression 
management? 

Flexibility   

Interpersonal relations  X 

Time management   

Ability to manage multiple tasks (i.e., 
multitasking) 

X  

Oral communication  X 

Written communication   

Problem-solving   

Program development/planning   

Collaboration  X 

Teamwork/building  X 

Counseling/active listening  X 

Multicultural competency   

Organizational skills   

Critical thinking   

Develop and present training for students/staff   

Leadership   

Presentation skills  X 

Advising   
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Goal-setting   

Creativity   

Group facilitation  X 

Conflict resolution/mediation X  

Assertiveness/confrontation X  

Computer/technology   

Program evaluation   

Supervision   

Crisis intervention X  

Administrative/management   

Consultation   

Analytical   

Budgeting   

Research   

Note: Adapted from Burkard et al. (2005). Competencies marked with an asterisk are relevant to 
the RA position at the sites for the current research. Competencies marked with an ‘X’ under the 
columns “Relevant to interview anxiety?” and “Relevant to impression management?” are 
related to the ability to manage anxiety, and the ability to manage impressions, respectively. 
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Table 3 

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations of Interview-Phase Variables including Interview Anxiety 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Interview anxiety 

(overall) 

2.71 0.62 .91             

2. Communication anxiety 2.32 0.64 .71 .73            

3. Appearance anxiety 2.55 0.87 .67 .25 .79           

4. Social anxiety 2.92 0.88 .82 .54 .41 .81          

5. Performance anxiety 3.00 0.88 .84 .60 .43 .66 .81         

6. Behavioural anxiety 2.74 0.83 .72 .37 .39 .39 .45 .73        

7. Extraversion 3.86 0.69 -.24 -.32 -.07 -.26 -.15 -.11 .83       

8. Neuroticism 2.55 0.75 .46 .37 .32 .44 .32 .31 -.37 .81      

9. Conscientiousness 3.83 0.55 -.15 -.14 -.08 -.22 -.04 -.12 .04 -.31 .74     

10. Agreeableness 4.14 0.54 -.08 -.07 -.12 -.09 .01 -.02 .28 -.30 .33 .73    

11. Openness to 

experience 

3.76 0.56 -.32 -.39 -.09 -.22 -.32 -.22 .20 -.09 .08 .02 .71   

12. Interview performance 96.61 18.14 -.10 -.11 -.11 -.18 -.12 .10 .07 -.03 .14 -.14 .06 -  

13. Proxy job performance 26.89 5.27 -.08 -.11 -.06 -.07 .01 -.01 .03 .02 -.10 .03 .05 .05 - 

Note. N = 138-140. Internal consistency reliabilities are on the diagonal. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. 
Correlations ≥ .15 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .20 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 4 

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations of Interview-Phase Variables including Impression Management 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Self-promotion 3.69 0.61 .79              

2. Ingratiation 2.59 1.03 .42 .76             

3. Defensive IM 2.85 0.83 .24 .31 .59            

4. Slight image creation 2.10 0.88 .18 .15 .10 .78           

5. Extensive image 

creation 

1.64 0.81 .07 .05 .07 .67 .87          

6. Image protection 1.78 0.81 .19 .14 .27 .10 .16 .72         

7. Deceptive ingratiation 2.21 1.02 .22 .25 .25 .39 .38 .30 .85        

8. Extraversion 3.86 0.69 .17 .11 -.11 .04 .06 .02 .00 .83       

9. Neuroticism 2.55 0.75 -.05 -.05 .12 -.04 .02 .00 .10 -.37 .81      

10. Conscientiousness 3.83 0.55 .24 .08 .09 -.13 -.19 -.07 .00 .04 -.31 .74     

11. Agreeableness 4.14 0.54 .10 .08 .02 -.12 -.08 -.05 .01 .28 -.30 .33 .73    

12. Openness to 

experience 

3.76 0.56 .14 .06 .00 -.21 -.23 -.09 -.15 .20 -.09 .08 .02 .71   

13. Interview performance 96.61 18.14 .16 .04 .17 .10 .10 .07 .15 .07 -.03 .14 -.14 .06 -  

14. Proxy job performance 26.89 5.27 -.12 .13 .05 .01 .03 -.16 .06 .03 .02 -.10 .03 .05 .05 - 

Note. N = 138-140. Internal consistency reliabilities are on the diagonal. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. 
Correlations ≥ .15 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .20 are significant at p < .01 
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Table 5 

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Supervisor-rated Job Performance 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Connection with residents 3.16 0.35 .54          

2. Communication with residents 3.16 0.32 .64 .62         

3. Programming 2.99 0.37 .33 .09 .59        

4. Policy enforcement 3.06 0.29 .47 .47 .16 .72       

5. Communication with supervisor 3.11 0.44 .38 .38 .50 .50 .72      

6. Teamwork 3.10 0.39 .43 .33 .33 .31 .65 .69     

7. Crisis management 3.03 0.23 .04 .31 -.09 .22 .07 .05 .61    

8. Self-management 3.01 0.37 .39 .36 .42 .45 .54 .48 .06 .71   

9. Role model behaviour 3.15 0.29 .47 .38 .46 .51 .62 .58 .14 .63 .61  

10. Overall performance 3.09 0.24 .70 .62 .55 .69 .80 .72 .21 .78 .81 .86 

Note. N = 41. Internal consistency reliabilities or correlations between the two items in the scale are on the diagonal. Correlations are 
computed using MLR estimation. Correlations ≥ .27 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .37 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 6 

Study 1 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Peer-rated Job Performance 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Team programming 3.33 0.33 .65      

2. On duty behaviour 3.54 0.27 .56 .93     

3. Team meetings 3.45 0.31 .66 .84 .93    

4. Relationship building 3.48 0.28 .70 .73 .71 .90   

5. Overall team behaviour 3.55 0.26 .59 .83 .87 .80 .91  

6. Overall performance 3.50 0.26 .74 .92 .92 .89 .94 .97 

Note. N = 47. Internal consistency reliabilities or correlations between the two items in the scale are on the diagonal. Correlations are 
computed using MLR estimation. Correlations ≥ .25 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .34 are significant at p < .01
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Table 7 

Study 1 Correlations Between Interview Anxiety, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up Job 
Performance 

Job Performance Outcome Interview 

anxiety 

CA AA SA PA BA Interview 

performance 

  Supervisor-rated:        

Policy enforcement -.13 .10 -.23 -.19 .05 -.14 .13 

Crisis management .13 .12 .07 .02 .04 .25 .06 

Self-management -.40 -.04 -.52 -.34 -.29 -.24 .06 

Overall performance -.25 -.03 -.32 -.28 -.09 -.17 .04 

  Peer-rated:        

On duty behaviour .04 .06 -.04 .04 .12 .01 -.12 

Overall team behaviour -.14 .15 -.26 -.13 .00 -.20 -.11 

Overall performance -.07 .07 -.23 -.04 .07 -.08 -.04 

Note. N = 41 for supervisor-rated performance; N = 47 for peer-rated performance. CA = 
communication anxiety; AA = appearance anxiety; SA = social anxiety; PA = performance 
anxiety; BA = behavioural anxiety. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation and with 
clustering by team. For supervisor-rated performance, correlations ≥ .21 approach significance at 
p < .10; correlations ≥ .27 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .37 are significant at 
p < .01. For peer-rated performance, correlations ≥ .20 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .25 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .34 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 8 

Study 1 Correlations Between Interview Anxiety, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up Job 
Performance (corrected for range restriction) 

Job Performance Outcome Interview 

anxiety 

CA AA SA PA BA Interview 

performance 

  Supervisor-rated:        

Policy enforcement -.18 .06 -.29 -.29 .00 -.10 .26 

Crisis management .11 .10 .05 -.02 .02 .28 .12 

Self-management -.43 -.06 -.55 -.40 -.32 -.23 .12 

Overall performance -.27 -.04 -.34 -.32 -.11 -.16 .08 

  Peer-rated:        

On duty behaviour .09 .11 .01 .13 .18 -.03 -.25 

Overall team behaviour -.11 .20 -.23 -.07 .05 -.25 -.23 

Overall performance -.06 .09 -.22 -.02 .09 -.10 -.08 

Note. N = 41 for supervisor-rated performance; N = 47 for peer-rated performance. CA = 
communication anxiety; AA = appearance anxiety; SA = social anxiety; PA = performance 
anxiety; BA = behavioural anxiety. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation and with 
clustering by team. For supervisor-rated performance, correlations ≥ .21 approach significance at 
p < .10; correlations ≥ .27 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .37 are significant at 
p < .01. For peer-rated performance, correlations ≥ .20 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .25 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .34 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 9 

Study 1 Correlations Between Impression Management, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up 
Job Performance 

 Honest IM Deceptive IM  

Job Performance 

Outcome 

SP Ing. Def. SIC EIC IP DI Interview 

performance 

  Supervisor-rated:         

Connection with 

residents 

.15 -.13 .18 -.04 .03 .36 .27 .08 

Communication with 

residents 

.11 .02 .00 -.03 -.02 .18 .27 .14 

Programming -.04 .03 .10 -.04 -.14 .07 .14 -.02 

Communication with 

supervisor 

.00 .12 .22 .03 -.20 -.10 .00 -.04 

Teamwork .15 -.12 .15 .07 .00 .02 .20 -.15 

Role model behaviour -.09 -.04 -.01 -.16 -.23 -.26 -.02 .03 

Overall performance .00 -.13 .11 -.17 -.26 .00 .05 .04 

  Peer-rated:         

Team programming -.31 -.55 -.14 -.35 -.32 .02 -.24 .10 

Team meetings -.31 -.32 -.19 -.05 -.32 -.06 -.14 -.03 

Relationship building -.27 -.25 -.14 -.05 -.15 -.15 -.31 -.03 

Overall team behaviour -.23 -.20 -.20 .10 -.19 -.15 -.14 -.11 

Overall performance -.29 -.30 -.20 -.02 -.25 -.12 -.22 -.04 

Note. N = 41 for supervisor-rated performance; N = 47 for peer-rated performance. SP = self-
promotion; Ing. = ingratiation; Def. = defensive IM; SIC = slight image creation; EIC = 
extensive image creation; IP = image protection; DI = deceptive ingratiation. Correlations are 
computed using MLR estimation and with clustering by team. For supervisor-rated performance, 
correlations ≥ .21 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .27 (bolded) are significant at p 
< .05; correlations ≥ .37 are significant at p < .01. For peer-rated performance, correlations ≥ .20 
approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .25 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; 
correlations ≥ .34 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 10 

Study 1 Correlations Between Impression Management, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up 
Job Performance (corrected for range restriction) 

 Honest IM Deceptive IM  

Job Performance 

Outcome 

SP Ing. Def. SIC EIC IP DI Interview 

performance 

  Supervisor-rated:         

Connection with 

residents 

.20 -.12 .24 -.01 .06 .38 .32 .16 

Communication with 

residents 

.20 .04 .08 .02 .03 .22 .36 .28 

Programming -.05 .03 .09 -.05 -.15 .07 .14 -.04 

Communication with 

supervisor 

-.02 .12 .21 .02 -.22 -.11 -.02 -.08 

Teamwork .08 -.14 .08 .02 -.05 -.01 .14 -.29 

Role model behaviour -.08 -.04 .01 -.15 -.22 -.26 -.01 .06 

Overall performance .02 -.13 .14 -.16 -.25 .01 .07 .08 

  Peer-rated:         

Team programming -.27 -.55 -.09 -.33 -.30 .05 -.20 .21 

Team meetings -.34 -.33 -.22 -.06 -.34 -.07 -.16 -.06 

Relationship building -.30 -.26 -.17 -.06 -.16 -.16 -.34 -.06 

Overall team behaviour -.31 -.22 -.29 .06 -.24 -.18 -.21 -.23 

Overall performance -.33 -.31 -.24 -.03 -.27 -.13 -.25 -.08 

Note. N = 41 for supervisor-rated performance; N = 47 for peer-rated performance. SP = self-
promotion; Ing. = ingratiation; Def. = defensive IM; SIC = slight image creation; EIC = 
extensive image creation; IP = image protection; DI = deceptive ingratiation. Correlations are 
computed using MLR estimation and with clustering by team. The SD for extensive image 
creation for the entire sample is greater than it is for the restricted sample, so corrected 
correlations were not computed. For supervisor-rated performance, correlations ≥ .21 approach 
significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .27 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .37 
are significant at p < .01. For peer-rated performance, correlations ≥ .20 approach significance at 
p < .10; correlations ≥ .25 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .34 are significant at 
p < .01. 
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Table 11 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations of Interview-Phase Variables including Interview Anxiety 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Interview anxiety 

(overall) 

2.66 0.60 .92              

2. Communication anxiety 2.39 0.66 .77 .74             

3. Appearance anxiety 2.30 0.78 .64 .25 .83            

4. Social anxiety 2.81 0.79 .83 .62 .44 .81           

5. Performance anxiety 2.94 0.86 .88 .70 .44 .70 .84          

6. Behavioural anxiety 2.87 0.78 .76 .49 .39 .48 .59 .74         

7. Extraversion 3.51 0.75 -.33 -.29 -.18 -.30 -.28 -.23 .85        

8. Neuroticism 2.67 0.66 .16 .12 .12 .17 .13 .13 -.43 .75       

9. Conscientiousness 3.85 0.58 -.15 -.23 -.17 -.22 -.05 -.07 .17 -.01 .79      

10. Agreeableness 4.18 0.60 -.08 -.05 -.06 -.15 -.05 -.05 .34 -.31 .48 .81     

11. Openness to 

experience 

3.63 0.52 -.13 -.10 -.18 -.06 -.07 -.12 -.21 .44 .14 -.23 .69    

12. Interview performance 1.24 0.42 -.22 -.20 -.11 -.17 -.21 -.17 .22 -.12 .06 .10 -.15 -   

13. Group activity rating 1.63 0.28 -.10 -.20 -.04 -.10 -.10 -.05 .22 -.14 .32 .24 -.16 .39 -  

14. Role play rating 2.16 0.59 -.24 -.19 -.16 -.22 -.26 -.18 .23 -.11 .12 .03 .09 .27 .15 - 

Note. N = 103-106. Internal consistency reliabilities are on the diagonal. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. 
Correlations ≥ .20 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .25 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 12 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations of Interview-Phase Variables including Impression Management 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Self-promotion 3.48 0.72 .86               

2. Ingratiation 2.15 0.93 .62 .77              

3. Defensive IM 2.54 0.91 .55 .69 .72             

4. Slight image creation 1.99 0.84 .22 .39 .37 .78            

5. Extensive image 

creation 

1.46 0.62 -.03 .09 .02 .51 .80           

6. Image protection 1.70 0.84 -.08 .09 .00 .50 .89 .77          

7. Deceptive ingratiation 1.82 0.91 -.01 .09 -.02 .42 .84 .86 .85         

8. Extraversion 3.51 0.75 -.02 .27 .02 .12 .11 .11 .23 .85        

9. Neuroticism 2.67 0.66 .24 -.20 -.19 -.11 .05 .03 .06 -.43 .75       

10. Conscientiousness 3.85 0.58 .09 -.03 -.18 -.12 -.05 -.03 .07 .17 -.01 .79      

11. Agreeableness 4.18 0.60 -.33 -.06 -.27 -.21 .00 .00 -.01 .34 -.31 .48 .81     

12. Openness to 

experience 

3.63 0.52 .58 .18 .19 -.08 -.16 -.22 -.18 -.21 .44 .14 -.23 .69    

13. Interview performance 1.24 0.42 -.02 .05 -.14 .06 .03 .07 .13 -.12 .06 .10 -.15 -.12 -   

14. Group activity rating 1.63 0.28 -.25 -.20 -.34 -.12 .08 .10 .11 .22 -.14 .32 .24 -.16 .39 -  

15. Role play rating 2.16 0.59 .07 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.09 -.08 -.03 .23 -.11 .12 .03 .09 .27 .15 - 

Note. N = 103-106. Internal consistency reliabilities are on the diagonal. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. 
Correlations ≥ .20 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .25 are significant at p < .01.
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Table 13 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Training Confidence Ratings 

Confidence rating M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

  Pre-training:         

1. Meeting role expectations 3.32 0.72 -      

2. Managing a crisis 2.83 0.67 .18 .86     

3. Managing interpersonal situations 3.37 0.44 .11 .58 .76    

  Post-training:         

4. Meeting role expectations 3.68 0.47 .13 -.13 .27 -   

5. Managing a crisis 3.45 0.38 .38 .29 -.09 -.19 .73  

6. Managing interpersonal situations 3.69 0.28 .24 .25 .22 .55 .27 .63 

Note. N = 41 for pre-training ratings, N = 35 for post-training ratings. Internal consistency 
reliabilities are on the diagonal. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. For pre-
training, ≥ .31 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .40 are significant at p < .01. For 
post-training, correlations ≥ .34 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .43 are 
significant at p < .01. 
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Table 14 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Self-rated Job Performance 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Conflict resolution 60.28 17.78       

2. Assertiveness 59.29 17.88 .62      

3. Crisis management 60.61 16.03 .70 .63     

4. Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

67.38 16.40 .60 .61 .40    

5. Teamwork 64.86 13.80 .39 .44 .16 .48   

6. Active listening & advising 67.24 16.00 .81 .49 .72 .63 .39  

7. Overall performance 59.48 17.12 .60 .57 .33 .83 .66 .61 

Note. N = 29. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. Correlations ≥ .37 (bolded) are 
significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .47 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 15 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Supervisor-rated Job Performance 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Conflict resolution 3.04 0.36           

2. Assertiveness 2.85 0.56 .03          

3. Adaptability 3.11 0.48 .22 .23         

4. Crisis management 3.12 0.41 .27 .28 .16        

5. Self-management 3.02 0.71 .07 .13 .25 .14       

6. Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

3.13 0.69 .22 .23 .22 .18 .20      

7. Teamwork 3.10 0.53 -.03 .09 -.05 -.01 -.09 .10     

8. Active listening & advising 3.21 0.57 .38 .23 .03 .28 .09 .39 .01    

9. Facilitation 3.03 0.51 .22 -.02 -.02 .09 .09 .30 .15 .12   

10. Leadership 2.92 0.50 .28 .14 .03 .05 -.18 .37 .21 .32 .22  

11. Overall performance 3.05 0.23 .41 .46 .40 .55 .47 .62 .25 .55 .39 .43 

Note. N = 46. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. Correlations ≥ .30 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ 
.38 are significant at p < .01. 



96 
 

Table 16 

Study 2 Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Student-rated Job Performance 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Conflict resolution 3.47 0.37 .97       

2. Assertiveness 3.55 0.34 .94 .86      

3. Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

3.40 0.44 .89 .93 .84     

4. Active listening & advising 3.45 0.43 .93 .92 .95 .94    

5. Facilitation 3.43 0.35 .85 .89 .89 .85 .92   

6. Leadership 3.49 0.39 .93 .94 .95 .95 .91 .98  

7. Overall performance 3.48 0.37 .95 .97 .96 .96 .94 .99 .99 

Note. N = 52. Internal consistency reliabilities are on the diagonal. Correlations are computed 
using MLR estimation. Correlations ≥ .28 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .36 
are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 17 

Study 2 Correlations Between Interview Anxiety, Interview Performance, and Training 
Confidence Ratings 

Confidence Rating Interview 

anxiety 

CA AA SA PA BA Interview 

performance 

  Pre-training:        

Meeting role expectations -.34 -.12 -.24 -.28 -.25 -.37 .26 

Managing a crisis -.06 -.20 .05 -.18 -.07 .19 .03 

  Post-training:        

Meeting role expectations .08 -.18 .10 .04 .24 .05 -.20 

Managing a crisis -.07 .10 .14 -.03 -.24 -.19 .15 

Note. N = 41 for pre-training ratings, N = 35 for post-training ratings. CA = communication 
anxiety; AA = appearance anxiety; SA = social anxiety; PA = performance anxiety; BA = 
behavioural anxiety. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. For pre-training, 
correlations ≥ .27 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .31 (bolded) are significant at p 
< .05; correlations ≥ .40 are significant at p < .01. For post-training, correlations ≥ .29 approach 
significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .34 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .43 
are significant at p < .01.
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Table 18 

Study 2 Correlations Between Interview Anxiety, Interview Performance, and Training 
Confidence Ratings (corrected for range restriction) 

Confidence Rating Interview 

anxiety 

CA AA SA PA BA Interview 

performance 

  Pre-training:        

Meeting role expectations -.38 -.15 -.26 -.31 -.28 -.40 .31 

Managing a crisis -.06 -.20 .05 -.18 -.07 .19 .04 

  Post-training:        

Meeting role expectations .11 -.16 .12 .06 .27 .07 -.25 

Managing a crisis -.09 .08 .13 -.05 -.27 -.21 .19 

Note. N = 41 for pre-training ratings, N = 35 for post-training ratings. CA = communication 
anxiety; AA = appearance anxiety; SA = social anxiety; PA = performance anxiety; BA = 
behavioural anxiety. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation. For pre-training, 
correlations ≥ .27 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .31 (bolded) are significant at p 
< .05; correlations ≥ .40 are significant at p < .01. For post-training, correlations ≥ .29 approach 
significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .34 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .43 
are significant at p < .01.
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Table 19 

Study 2 Correlations Between Interview Anxiety, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up Job 
Performance 

Job performance 

outcome 

Interview 

anxiety 

CA AA SA PA BA Interview 

performance 

  Self-rated:        

Conflict resolution .08 .31 -.08 .06 .14 -.10 .16 

Assertiveness -.19 .10 -.33 -.23 -.08 -.15 .33 

Crisis management -.15 .22 -.14 -.27 -.15 -.20 .22 

Overall performance .32 .47 .03 .23 .31 .25 .21 

  Supervisor-rated:        

Conflict resolution .14 .14 -.01 .15 .16 .12 -.01 

Assertiveness -.05 -.07 -.06 .02 -.01 -.06 .08 

Adaptability -.15 -.21 -.18 -.06 -.12 -.01 .28 

Crisis management .47 .28 .27 .41 .44 .43 .08 

Self-management -.11 -.19 -.27 -.07 -.07 .17 .07 

Overall performance .06 .00 -.22 .15 .06 .25 .24 

  Student-rated:        

Conflict resolution -.05 .09 -.08 -.18 .12 -.10 .16 

Assertiveness -.02 .13 -.10 -.12 .15 -.12 .14 

Overall performance -.04 .09 -.06 -.15 .13 -.13 .14 

Note. N = 29 for self-ratings, N = 46 for supervisor-ratings, N = 52 for student-ratings. CA = 
communication anxiety; AA = appearance anxiety; SA = social anxiety; PA = performance 
anxiety; BA = behavioural anxiety. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation and with 
clustering by team. For self-ratings, correlations ≥ .32 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .37 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .47 are significant at p < .01. 
For supervisor-ratings, correlations ≥ .25 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .30 
(bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .38 are significant at p < .01. For student-
ratings, correlations ≥ .24 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .28 (bolded) are 
significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .36 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 20 

Study 2 Correlations Between Interview Anxiety, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up Job 
Performance (corrected for range restriction) 

Job performance 

outcome 

Interview 

anxiety 

CA AA SA PA BA Interview 

performance 

  Self-rated:        

Conflict resolution .05 .29 -.10 .04 .12 -.12 .21 

Assertiveness -.26 .05 -.38 -.29 -.14 -.21 .42 

Crisis management -.20 .19 -.16 -.31 -.19 -.24 .29 

Overall performance .29 .45 .01 .21 .28 .23 .28 

  Supervisor-rated:        

Conflict resolution .14 .14 -.01 .15 .16 .12 -.01 

Assertiveness -.06 -.08 -.07 .01 -.02 -.07 .11 

Adaptability -.21 -.27 -.21 -.10 -.17 -.05 .36 

Crisis management .47 .27 .27 .41 .44 .43 .11 

Self-management -.12 -.20 -.28 -.08 -.08 .16 .09 

Overall performance .02 -.04 -.25 .12 .02 .23 .31 

  Student-rated:        

Conflict resolution -.08 .07 -.09 -.20 .10 -.12 .21 

Assertiveness -.04 .11 -.11 -.14 .13 -.14 .18 

Overall performance -.06 .07 -.07 -.17 .11 -.15 .18 

Note. N = 29 for self-ratings, N = 46 for supervisor-ratings, N = 52 for student-ratings. CA = 
communication anxiety; AA = appearance anxiety; SA = social anxiety; PA = performance 
anxiety; BA = behavioural anxiety. Correlations are computed using MLR estimation and with 
clustering by team. For self-ratings, correlations ≥ .32 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .37 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .47 are significant at p < .01. 
For supervisor-ratings, correlations ≥ .25 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .30 
(bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .38 are significant at p < .01. For student-
ratings, correlations ≥ .24 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .28 (bolded) are 
significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .36 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 21 

Study 2 Correlations Between Impression Management, Interview Performance, and Training 
Confidence Ratings 

 Honest IM Deceptive IM  

Confidence Rating SP Ing. Def. SIC EIC IP DI Interview 

performance 

  Pre-training:         

Meeting role expectations .05 -.06 .07 -.13 -.52 -.33 -.16 .26 

Managing interpersonal 

situations 

.36 .36 .02 -.29 -.26 -.14 .17 .01 

  Post-training:         

Meeting role expectations .19 .34 .00 .00 -.15 -.02 .35 -.20 

Managing interpersonal 

situations 

.12 .22 -.14 -.25 -.25 -.43 .07 -.14 

Note. N = 41 for pre-training ratings, N = 35 for post-training ratings. SP = self-promotion; Ing. 
= ingratiation; Def. = defensive IM; SIC = slight image creation; EIC = extensive image 
creation; IP = image protection; DI = deceptive ingratiation. Correlations are computed using 
MLR estimation. For pre-training, correlations ≥ .27 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .31 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .40 are significant at p < .01. 
For post-training, correlations ≥ .29 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .34 (bolded) 
are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .43 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 22 

Study 2 Correlations Between Impression Management, Interview Performance, and Training 
Confidence Ratings (corrected for range restriction) 

 Honest IM Deceptive IM  

Confidence Rating SP Ing. Def. SIC EIC IP DI Interview 

performance 

  Pre-training:         

Meeting role expectations .05 -.06 .07 -.12 -.52 -.33 -.15 .31 

Managing interpersonal 

situations 

.36 .36 .02 -.29 -.26 -.14 .17 .01 

  Post-training:         

Meeting role expectations .20 .34 .02 -.01 -.16 -.03 .34 -.25 

Managing interpersonal 

situations 

.12 .22 -.13 -.26 -.25 -.44 .06 -.18 

Note. N = 41 for pre-training ratings, N = 35 for post-training ratings. SP = self-promotion; Ing. 
= ingratiation; Def. = defensive IM; SIC = slight image creation; EIC = extensive image 
creation; IP = image protection; DI = deceptive ingratiation. Correlations are computed using 
MLR estimation. For pre-training, correlations ≥ .27 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .31 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .40 are significant at p < .01. 
For post-training, correlations ≥ .29 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .34 (bolded) 
are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .43 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 23 

Study 2 Correlations Between Impression Management, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up 
Job Performance 

 Honest IM Deceptive IM  

Job performance outcome SP Ing. Def. SIC EIC IP DI Interview 

performance 

  Self-rated:         

Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

-.15 -.13 -.28 .01 -.06 .20 .18 .26 

Teamwork -.31 .01 .08 -.06 -.16 -.17 .27 .02 

Active listening & advising -.41 -.19 -.15 -.31 -.11 -.11 .17 -.03 

Overall performance -.49 -.03 -.05 .18 .07 .13 .34 .21 

  Supervisor-rated:         

Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

-.05 -.04 .13 .21 .11 .06 -.05 .05 

Teamwork .21 .08 .12 -.08 -.05 -.09 -.08 -.06 

Active listening & advising  -.05 -.16 -.28 .01 -.08 .04 -.21 .11 

Facilitation -.14 .13 .28 .31 .10 .00 -.12 .21 

Leadership -.21 -.23 -.19 .08 .08 -.20 -.22 .22 

Overall performance -.13 -.30 -.06 .26 .04 -.01 -.18 .24 

  Student-rated:         

Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

.11 .10 -.13 .00 -.03 .10 -.29 .13 

Active listening & advising .03 .03 -.11 -.01 -.04 .02 -.30 .10 

Facilitation .07 .05 -.08 .07 .01 .10 -.27 .20 

Leadership .05 .07 -.12 .02 -.04 .09 -.26 .16 

Overall performance .04 .06 -.11 .01 -.04 .05 -.29 .14 

Note. N = 29 for self-ratings, N = 46 for supervisor-ratings, N = 52 for student-ratings. SP = self-
promotion; Ing. = ingratiation; Def. = defensive IM; SIC = slight image creation; EIC = 
extensive image creation; IP = image protection; DI = deceptive ingratiation. Correlations are 
computed using MLR estimation and with clustering by team. For self-ratings, correlations ≥ .32 
approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .37 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; 
correlations ≥ .47 are significant at p < .01. For supervisor-ratings, correlations ≥ .25 approach 
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significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .30 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .38 
are significant at p < .01. For student-ratings, correlations ≥ .24 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .28 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .36 are significant at p < .01.
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Table 24 

Study 2 Correlations Between Impression Management, Interview Performance, and Follow-Up 
Job Performance (corrected for range restriction) 

 Honest IM Deceptive IM  

Job performance outcome SP Ing. Def. SIC EIC IP DI Interview 

performance 

  Self-rated:         

Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

-.16 -.12 -.32 .02 -.06 .22 .21 .34 

Teamwork -.31 .01 .08 -.06 -.16 -.17 .27 .03 

Active listening & advising -.41 -.19 -.15 -.31 -.11 -.11 .17 -.04 

Overall performance -.50 -.02 -.08 .19 .08 .14 .37 .28 

  Supervisor-rated:         

Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

-.05 -.04 .13 .21 .11 .06 -.05 .07 

Teamwork .21 .08 .13 -.08 -.05 -.09 -.09 -.08 

Active listening & advising  -.05 -.16 -.30 .02 -.08 .05 -.20 .15 

Facilitation -.15 .14 .26 .33 .11 .01 -.10 .27 

Leadership -.22 -.23 -.22 .09 .09 -.19 -.20 .29 

Overall performance -.14 -.30 -.09 .28 .05 .00 -.16 .31 

  Student-rated:         

Oral communication & 

interpersonal relations 

.11 .11 -.15 .01 -.03 .11 -.28 .17 

Active listening & advising .03 .03 -.12 -.01 -.04 .03 -.29 .13 

Facilitation .07 .06 -.10 .08 .01 .11 -.26 .26 

Leadership .05 .08 -.14 .03 -.04 .10 -.25 .21 

Overall performance .04 .07 -.13 .02 -.04 .06 -.28 .18 

Note. N = 29 for self-ratings, N = 46 for supervisor-ratings, N = 52 for student-ratings. SP = self-
promotion; Ing. = ingratiation; Def. = defensive IM; SIC = slight image creation; EIC = 
extensive image creation; IP = image protection; DI = deceptive ingratiation. Correlations are 
computed using MLR estimation and with clustering by team. For self-ratings, correlations ≥ .32 
approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .37 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; 
correlations ≥ .47 are significant at p < .01. For supervisor-ratings, correlations ≥ .25 approach 
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significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .30 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .38 
are significant at p < .01. For student-ratings, correlations ≥ .24 approach significance at p < .10; 
correlations ≥ .28 (bolded) are significant at p < .05; correlations ≥ .36 are significant at p < .01.
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Table 25 

Sample-Weighted Correlations Between Interview Anxiety and Overall Supervisor-Rated Job Performance 

Interview anxiety type Correlation with overall supervisor-rated 

job performance.  

Overall interview anxiety -.09 

Communication anxiety -.01 

Appearance anxiety -.27 

Social anxiety -.05 

Performance anxiety -.01 

Behavioural anxiety .05 

Note. N = 87 across both samples. Correlations ≥ .14 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .18 (bolded) are significant at p < 
.05; correlations ≥ .25 are significant at p < .01. 



108 
 

Table 26 

Sample-Weighted Correlations Between Impression Management and Overall Supervisor-Rated Job Performance 

Impression management type Correlation with overall supervisor-rated 

job performance.  

  Honest  

Self-promotion -.07 

Ingratiation -.22 

Defensive IM .02 

  Deceptive  

Slight image creation .06 

Extensive image creation -.10 

Image protection -.01 

Deceptive ingratiation -.07 

Note. N = 87 across both samples. Correlations ≥ .14 approach significance at p < .10; correlations ≥ .18 (bolded) are significant at p < 
.05; correlations ≥ .25 are significant at p < .01. 
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Table 27 

Summary of Results: Interview Anxiety 

Hypothesis Study Supported? Significant Results 

1. Interview anxiety will be significantly 

negatively related to interview 

performance.  

1 No - 

2 Yes r = -.22 

2. Communication anxiety and social 

anxiety will be significantly negatively 

related to interview performance. 

1 Partially r = -.18 (social anxiety) 

2 Partially r = -.20 (communication anxiety) 

3. Interview anxiety will be significantly 

positively related to neuroticism. 

1 Yes r = .46 

2 No - 

4. Interview anxiety will be significantly 

negatively related to extraversion. 

1 Yes r = -.24 

2 Yes r = -.33 

5. Interview anxiety will be significantly 

negatively related to overall job 

performance and performance on job 

domains that require the ability to 

manage stress. 

1 Partially Proxy performance: - 

Supervisor-rated performance: r = -.27 (overall), r = -.43 (self-

management) 

Peer-rated performance: - 

2 Partially Proxy performance: r = -.24 (role play) 
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Pre-training confidence ratings: r = -.38 (meeting role 

expectations) 

Post-training confidence ratings: - 

Self-rated performance: - 

Supervisor-rated performance: r = .47 (crisis management) 

Student-rated performance: - 

6. Communication anxiety and social 

anxiety will be significantly negatively 

related to overall job performance and 

performance on job domains that require 

the ability to manage stress. 

1 Partially Proxy performance: - 

Supervisor-rated performance: social anxiety - r = -.32 (overall), 

r = -.29 (policy enforcement), r = -.40 (self-management) 

Peer-rated performance: - 

2 Partially Proxy performance: communication anxiety - r = -.20 (group 

activity) 

social anxiety - r = -.22 (role play) 

  Pre-training confidence ratings: social anxiety - r = -.31 (meeting 

role expectations) 

  Post-training confidence ratings: - 

  Self-rated performance: communication anxiety - r = .45 

(overall) 

  Supervisor-rated performance: communication anxiety - r = -

.27* (adaptability), r = .27* (crisis management) 

social anxiety - r = .41 (crisis management) 

  Student-rated performance: - 
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7. The relation between interview 

performance and job performance (τ) 

minus the relation between interview 

performance and job performance when 

controlling for interview anxiety (τ’) will 

be significantly greater than zero (i.e., τ - 

τ’ > 0).   

1 No - 

2 No - 

*denotes results that approached significance (i.e., p<.10). 
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Table 28 

Summary of Results: Impression Management 

Hypothesis/Research Question Study Supported? Significant Results 

8. Honest IM (i.e., self-promotion, 

ingratiation, and defensive IM) will be 

significantly positively related to 

interview performance.  

1 Partially r = .16 (self-promotion) 

r = .17 (defensive IM) 

2 No - 

RQ 1. Is deceptive IM related to 

interview performance? 

1 Partially r = .15 (deceptive ingratiation) 

2 No - 

9. Honest self-promotion will be 

significantly positively related to 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, and 

extraversion, and negatively related to 

neuroticism. 

1 Partially r = .24 (conscientiousness) 

r = .24 (extraversion) 

2 No r = -.33 (agreeableness) 

r = .24 (neuroticism) 

10. Honest ingratiation will be 

significantly positively related to 

extraversion. 

1 No - 

2 Yes r = .27 

11. Honest defensive IM will be 

significantly positively related to 

neuroticism. 

1 No - 

2 No r = -.19* 

12. Deceptive self-promotion (i.e., 

slight image creation and extensive 

1 Partially r = -.13* (slight image creation) 

r = -.19 (extensive image creation) 
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image creation) will be significantly 

negatively related to conscientiousness. 

2 No - 

13. Honest IM will be significantly 

positively related to overall job 

performance and performance on job 

performance domains that involve the 

ability to effectively manage 

interpersonal interactions. 

1 No Proxy performance: - 

Supervisor-rated performance: defensive IM - r = .24* 

(connection with residents), r = .21* (communication with 

supervisor) 

Peer-rated performance: self-promotion - r = -.33 (overall), r = -

.27 (team programming), r = -.34 (team meetings), r = -.30 

(relationship building), r = -.31 (overall team behaviour);  

ingratiation - r = -.31 (overall), r = -.55 (team programming), r = 

-.33 (team meetings), r = -.26 (relationship building), r = -.22* 

(overall team behaviour); 

defensive IM - r = -.24* (overall), r = -.22* (team meetings), r = 

-.29 (overall team behaviour) 

2 Partially Proxy performance: self-promotion - r = -.25 (group activity);  

ingratiation - r = -.20 (group activity);  

defensive IM - r = -.34 (group activity) 

Pre-training confidence ratings: self-promotion - r = .36 

(managing interpersonal situations);  

ingratiation - r = .36 (managing interpersonal situations) 

Post-training confidence ratings: ingratiation - r = .34 (meeting 

role expectations) 
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Self-rated performance: self-promotion - r = -.50 (overall), r = -

.41 (active listening and advising); 

defensive IM - r = -.32* (oral communication and interpersonal 

relations) 

Supervisor-rated performance: ingratiation - r = -.30 (overall);  

defensive IM - r = -.30 (active listening and advising), r = .26* 

(facilitation skills) 

Student-rated performance: - 

RQ 2. Is deceptive IM related to job 

performance? 

1 Yes Proxy performance: image protection - r = -.16 

Supervisor-rated performance: extensive image creation - r = -

.25* (overall job performance), r = -.22* (communication with 

supervisor), r = -.22* (role model behaviour);  

image protection - r = .38 (connection with residents), r = .22* 

(communication with residents), r = -.26* (role model 

behaviour);  

deceptive ingratiation - r = .32 (connection with residents), r = 

.36 (communication with residents) 

Peer-rated performance: slight image creation - r = -.33 (team 

programming);  

extensive image creation - r = -.27 (overall), r = -.30 (team 

programming), r = -.34 (team meetings), r = -.24* (overall team 

behaviour);  
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deceptive ingratiation - r = -.25 (overall), r = -.20* (team 

programming), r = -.34 (relationship building), r = -.21* (overall 

team behaviour) 

2 Yes Proxy performance: - 

Pre-training confidence ratings: slight image creation - r = -.29* 

(managing interpersonal situations);  

extensive image creation - r = -.52 (meeting role expectations);  

image protection - r = -.33 (meeting role expectations) 

Post-training confidence ratings: image protection - r = -.44 

(managing interpersonal situations);  

deceptive ingratiation - r = .34 (meeting role expectations) 

Self-rated performance: deceptive ingratiation - r = .37 (overall) 

Supervisor-rated performance: slight image creation - r = .28* 

(overall), r = .33 (facilitation) 

Student-rated performance: deceptive ingratiation - r = -.28 

(overall), r = -.28 (oral communication and interpersonal 

relations), r = -.29 (active listening and advising), r = -.26* 

(facilitation), r = -.25* (leadership) 

14. The relation between interview 

performance and job performance (τ) 

minus the relation between interview 

performance and job performance when 

1 No - 

2 No - 
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controlling for IM (τ’) will be 

significantly greater than zero (i.e., τ - 

τ’ > 0).  

*denotes results that approached significance (i.e., p<.10). 
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Figure 1.Diagram demonstrating how interview anxiety and/or IM may be partially responsible for the relation between interview 
performance and job performance. The shaded portion represents shared variance between interview performance and job 
performance that is explained by the influence of interview anxiety and/or IM. 



118 
 

References 

Arvey, R. D., Strickland, W., Drauden, G., & Martin, C. (1990). Motivational components of test taking. 

Personnel Psychology, 43(4). 695-716. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.1990.tb00679.x 

Asparouhov, T. (2005). Sampling weights in latent variable modeling. Structural Equation Modeling, 

12, 411-434. doi:10.1207/s15328007sem1203_4 

Ayres, J., & Crosby, S. (1995). Two studies concerning the predictive validity of the personal report of 

communication apprehension in employment interviews. Communication Research Reports, 

12(2), 145-151. doi:10.1080/08824099509362050  

Barrick, M. R., Shaffer, J. A., & DeGrassi, S. W. (2009). What you see may not be what you get: 

Relationships among self-presentation tactics and ratings of interview and job performance. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(6), 1394-1411. doi:10.1037/a0016532  

Bonaccio, S., Reeve, C. L., & Winford, E. C. (2012). Text anxiety on cognitive ability test can result in 

differential predictive validity of academic performance. Personality and Individual Differences, 

52(4), 497-502. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2011.11.015  

Bourdage, J. S., & Lee, K. (2013). An investigation of personality, impression management, and 

interview performance. Symposium presented at the 28th Annual Conference of the Society for 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Houston, TX, April.  

Burkard, A., Cole, D. C., Ott, M, & Stoflet, T. (2005). Entry-level competencies of new student affairs 

professionals: A delphi study. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 42(3), 545-571. 

doi: 10.2202/1949-6605.1509 

Campion, M. A., Palmer, D. K., & Campion, J. E. (1997). A review of structure in the selection 

interview. Personnel Psychology, 50(3), 655-702. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.1997.tb00709.x 



119 
 

Cascio, W. F., & Aguinis, H. (2005). Applied psychology in human resource management (6th ed.). 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.  

Cook, K. W., Vance, C. A., & Spector, P. E. (2000). The relation of candidate personality with 

selection-interview outcomes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 30(4), 867-885. 

doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2000.tb02828.x  

Ellis, A. P. J., West, B. J., Ryan, A. M., & DeShon, R. P. (2002). The use of impression management 

tactics in structured interviews: A function of question type? Journal of Applied Psychology, 

87(6), 1200-1208. doi:10.1037//0021-9010.87.6.1200  

Eysenck, M. W., Derakshan, N., Santos, R., & Calvo, M. G. (2007). Anxiety and cognitive performance: 

Attentional control theory. Emotion, 7(2), 336-353. doi:10.1037/1528-3542.7.2.336  

Feiler, A. R. (2014). A self-regulation perspective of applicant behaviour in the employment interview 

(doctoral dissertation). University of Guelph, Guelph, Canada.  

Feiler, A. R., & Powell, D. M. (2013). Interview anxiety across the sexes: Support for the sex-linked 

anxiety coping theory. Personality and Individual Differences, 54(1), 12-17. 

doi:10.1016/j.paid.2012.07.030  

Goffin, R. D., Jelley, R. B., Powell, D. M., & Johnston, N. G. (2009). Taking advantage of social 

comparisons in performance appraisal: The relative percentile method. Human Resource 

Management, 48(2), 251-268. doi:10.1002/hrm.20278  

Hausknecht, J. P., Day, D. V., & Thomas, S. C. (2004). Applicant reactions to selection procedures: An 

updated model and meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 57(3), 639-683. doi:10.1111/j.1744-

6570.2004.00003.x  



120 
 

Herdlein, R., Riefler, L, & Mrowka, K. (2013). An integrative literature review of student affairs 

competencies: A meta-analysis. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 50(3), 250-

269. doi: 10.1515/jsarp-2013-0019 

Higgins, C. A., & Judge, T. A. (2004). The effect of applicant influence tactics on recruiter  

 perceptions of fit and hiring recommendations: A field study. Journal of Applied  

 Psychology, 89, 622-632. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.622 

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. R. (2008). Structural equation modeling: Guidelines for 

determining model fit. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 6(1), 53-60.  

Huffcutt, A. I., Van Iddekinge, C. H., & Roth, P. L. (2011). Understanding applicant behavior in 

employment interviews: A theoretical model of interviewee performance. Human Resource 

Management Review, 21, 353-367. doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2011.05.003 

Ingold, P. V., Kleinmann, M., Konig, C. J., & Melchers, K. G. (2015). Shall we continue or stop 

disapproving of self-presentation? Evidence on impression management and faking in a selection 

contact and their relation to job performance European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 24(3), 1-13. doi:10.1080/1359432X.2014.915215 

John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). The Big Five Inventory – Versions 4a and 54. 

Berkeley, CA: University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Personality and Social Research.  

John, O. P., Naumann, L. P., & Soto, C. J. (2008). Paradigm Shift to the Integrative Big Five Trait 

Taxonomy: History, Measurement, and Conceptual Issues. In O. P. John, R. W. Robins, & L. A. 

Pervin (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and research (pp. 114-158). New York, NY: 

Guilford Press.  



121 
 

Keenan, A. (1978). The selection interview: Candidates' reactions and interviewers' judgements. British 

Journal of Social & Clinical Psychology, 17(3), 201-209. doi:10.1111/j.2044-

8260.1978.tb00267.x  

Kleinmann, M., & Klehe, U. (2011). Selling oneself: Construct and criterion-related validity of 

impression management in structured interviews. Human Performance, 24(1), 29-46. 

doi:10.1080/08959285.2010.530634  

Kline, R. B. (2010). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeing (3rd ed.). London, UK: 

Taylor & Francis. 

Levashina, J., & Campion, M. A. (2006). A model of faking likelihood in the employment interview. 

International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(4), 299-316.  

Levashina, J., & Campion, M. A. (2007). Measuring faking in the employment interview: Development 

and validation of an interview faking behavior scale. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(6), 

1638-1656. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1638  

Levashina, J., Hartwell, C. J., Morgeson, F. P., & Campion, M. A. (2014). The structured employment 

interview: Narrative and quantitative review of the research literature. Personnel Psychology, 67, 

241-293. doi: 10.1111/peps.12052 

MacKinnon, D. P., J. M., Krull, J. L., & Lockwood, C. M. (2000). Equivalence of the mediation, 

confounding, and suppression effect. Prevention Science, 1(4), 173-181.  

Marcus, B. (2009). 'Faking' from the applicant's perspective: A theory of self-presentation in personnel 

selection settings. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 17(4), 417-430.  

McCarthy, J. M., Van Iddekinge, C. H., Lievens, F., Kung, M., Sinar, E. F., & Campion, M. A. (2013). 

Do candidate reactions relate to job performance or affect criterion-related validity? A 



122 
 

multistudy investigation of relations among reactions, selection test scores, and job performance. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(5), 701-719. doi:10.1037/a0034089  

McCarthy, J., & Goffin, R. (2004). Measuring job interview anxiety: Beyond weak knees and sweaty 

palms. Personnel Psychology, 57(3), 607-637. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.00002.x  

McCarthy, J., Hrabliuk, C., & Jelley, R. B. (2009). Progression through the ranks: Assessing employee 

reactions to high-stakes employment testing. Personnel Psychology, 62(4), 793-832.  

McDaniel, M. A., Whetzel, D. L., Schmidt, F. L., & Maurer, S. D. (1994). The validity of employment 

interviews: A comprehensive review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(4), 

599-616. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.79.4.599 

Murphy, K. R., & Davidshofer, C. O. Psychological Testing: Principles and Applications. Upper Saddle 

River, NJ: Pearson.  

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2013). Mplus user’s guide (5th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Muthén 

& Muthén. 

O’Neill, T. A., Goffin, R. D., & Gellatly, I. R. (2012). The use of random coefficient modeling for 

understanding and predicting job performance ratings: An application with field data. 

Organizational Research Methods, 15(3), 436-462. doi: 10.1177/1094428112438699 

Paulhus, D. L. (1984). Two-component models of socially desirable responding. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 46(3), 598-609.  

Paulhus, D. L. (1998). Interpersonal and intrapsychic adaptiveness of trait self-enhancement: A mixed 

blessing? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(5), 1197-1208.  

Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The Dark Triad of personality: Narcissism, 

Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Journal of Research in Personality, 36, 556-563.  



123 
 

Peeters, H., & Lievens, F. (2006). Verbal and nonverbal impression management tactics in behavior 

description and situational interviews. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(3), 

206-222. doi:10.1111/j.1468-2389.2006.00348.x  

Posthuma, R. A., Morgeson, F. P., & Campion, M. A. (2002). Beyond employment interview validity: A 

comprehensive narrative review of recent research and trends over time. Personnel Psychology, 

55(1), 1-81. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00103.x 

Reeve, C. L., Heggestad, E. D., & Lievens, F. (2009). Modeling the impact of test anxiety and test 

familiarity on the criterion-related validity of cognitive ability tests. Intelligence, 37(1), 34-41. 

doi:10.1016/j.intell.2008.05.003  

Roulin, N., Bangerter, A., & Levashina, J. (2015). Honest and deceptive impression management in the 

employment interview: Can it be detected and how does it impact evaluations? Personnel 

Psychology, 68(2), 395-444. 

Roulin, N., Krings, F., & Binggeli, S. (in press). A dynamic model of applicant faking. Organizational 

Psychology Review.  

Schlenker, B. R. (1980). Impression management: The self-concept, social identity, and interpersonal 

relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

Schneider, L. (2011). The influence of interviewee social skill and impression management on 

structured employment interview outcomes (master’s thesis). University of Guelph, Guelph, 

Canada.  

Schneider, L., Feiler, A. R., & Powell, D. M. (2012). The joint effects of interviewee personality and 

interview anxiety on employment interview performance. Poster presented at the 73rd Annual 

Meeting of the Canadian Psychological Association, Halifax, NS, June.  



124 
 

Schmit, M. J., & Ryan, A. M. (1992). Test-taking dispositions: A missing link? Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 77(5), 629-637. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.77.5.629  

Spence, J. R., & Keeping, L. (2011). Conscious rating distortion in performance appraisal: A review, 

commentary, and proposed framework for research. Human Resource Management Review, 

21(2), 85-95. doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.09.013  

Stevens, C. K., & Kristof, A. L. (1995). Making the right impression: A field study of applicant 

impression management during job interviews. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(5), 587-606. 

doi:10.1037/0021-9010.80.5.587 

Swider, B. W., Barrick, M. R., Harris, T. B., & Stoverink, A. C. (2011). Managing and creating an 

image in the interview: The role of interviewee initial impressions. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 96(6), 1275-1288. doi:10.1037/a0024005  

Tsai, W. C., Chen, C. C., & Chiu, S. F. (2005). Exploring boundaries of the effects of applicant 

impression management tactics in job interviews. Journal of Management, 31(1), 108-125. 

doi:10.1177/0149206304271384  

Van Iddekinge, C. H., McFarland, L. A., & Raymark, P. H. (2007). Antecedents of impression 

management use and effectiveness in a structured interview. Journal of Management, 33(5), 752-

773. doi:10.1177/0149206307305563  



125 
 

Appendix A 

Recruitment Script 

“The research team will be conducting a study in partnership with Student Housing at 

University Name to help improve their selection process. As part of this initiative, we are 

asking for your help. After your employment interview, you will be approached with a request 

to participate in our study. If you wish to participate, we will ask you to fill out a questionnaire 

and to allow us access to information about your performance during the selection process and 

on the job, should you be hired by Student Housing at University Name. This information will 

help inform Student Housing at University Name about the efficacy of their current selection 

methods and help improve this system for future years.  

 

We want to emphasize that you are not obligated to participate in this study to be considered 

for an employment position with Student Housing at University Name. Your participation or 

non-participation will not affect your likelihood of being hired. However, we hope that you 

consider participating once we contact you. If you decide to participate, your questionnaire 

responses will not be shared with Student Housing in a manner that permits identification of 

your individual responses.” 
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Appendix B 

Consent Form 

 
 

LETTER OF INFORMATION 
 

Title of Project: Assessing the Validity of the Employment Interview 

Investigators:   
Leann Schneider; University of Guelph Department of Psychology; leann@uoguelph.ca; 519-
824-4120 ext 58931 
Dr. Deborah Powell, University of Guelph Department of Psychology; dpowell@uoguelph.ca; 
519-824-4120 ext 52167 
 
Purpose of the Research 

• The purpose of this research is to study how self-promotion, rapport-building, and 
interview anxiety are related to interview performance and performance on-the-job 

 
Procedure 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following things: 

• Complete a questionnaire after your interview with Student Housing at University 
Name asking about your demographic information, interview anxiety, self-promotion 
and rapport-building during the interview, personality, and performance during the 
interview (approx. 10 minutes) 
 
Sample items: 
What is your program of study? 
It is hard for me to avoid fidgeting during job interviews (1 = strongly disagree; 5= 
strongly agree) 
I demonstrated my knowledge and expertise (1 = to no extent; 5= to a very great extent) 
I am someone who is talkative (1 = disagree strongly; 5 = agree strongly) 
What was your performance on the interview? (1 = very poor; 7 = very good) 

 
• Provide your full name so that your questionnaire responses can be linked to further 

data that we collect for this study.   
 

As part of participating in this study, we would also collect the following information from 
Student Housing at University Name: 

• Your interview performance rating from the interview you just completed, and your 
performance ratings on the other tasks you completed during the carousel session. This 
information would be collected after offers of employment are given out and positions 
have been filled. 

• Ratings of performance on tasks during training in August, should you be employed 
with Student Housing at University Name at this time.  
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• Ratings of job performance from performance review sessions to be held in Fall 
2014/Winter 2015, should you be employed with Student Housing at University Name 
at this time. Job performance ratings will include: 

o Ratings of your job performance made by your supervisor for your performance 
review session. 

o Job performance ratings from peers that you work with, that are collected before 
your performance review session. 

o Job performance ratings completed by the students that you supervise, that are 
collected before your performance review session.  

Confidentiality 
The responses and information you provide will be kept confidential. This form, which 

you will be asked to sign if you consent to participate, will be kept separately from any other 
information you provide. Your first name and email address, to be collected if you wish to be 
entered in a draw for prizes, will also be kept separately from any other information you provide 
and will be destroyed once the prizes are given out. Your email address, to be collected if you 
wish to be contacted for a follow-up study, will be deleted from the dataset once you have been 
contacted to participate in the follow-up study and kept separately from any other information you 
provide. Finally, your full name will be deleted from the dataset once your questionnaire 
responses are linked to your performance ratings from the interview and other carousel tasks, 
training performance, and job performance ratings. Full names of participants will not be shared 
with the organization until after offers of employment are given out, so that the organization is not 
aware of who did or did not participate in the study in the case that this has an impact on their 
hiring decisions. Information gathered from the study that is presented to SHS to inform their 
selection practices in future years will be in aggregate form, so that individuals are not identified. 
 
Compensation 

If you indicate your interest, you will be entered into a draw with a 1/25 chance of 
winning a $100 www.amazon.ca gift certificate. To enter this draw, you will be asked to 
provide your first name and email address.  
 
Risks and Discomforts 

You may experience some psychological risks, for example, you may feel uncomfortable 
or worried about your performance on the interview and/or your later ratings of job 
performance. However, we do not anticipate that these risks would be any greater than normal 
due to participating in this study. You may also experience some social risks, in that you may 
feel that your participation or non-participation in this study, and/or your questionnaire 
responses, could influence your likelihood of employment with Student Housing at University 
Name. Student Housing at University Name will not be made aware of who participated in this 
study until offers of employment have been given out and positions have been filled. In 
addition, questionnaire responses will only be shared with Student Housing at University Name 
in aggregate form, such that individual responses will not be identifiable to the organization.  

 
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 destroyed at any time.  You may also decline to 
answer any question(s). If you wish to withdraw from the study after the study questionnaire is 
completed and prior to your performance ratings from the carousel session being requested 
from Student Housing at University Name, you can email the principal investigator with your 
full name to have your responses removed from the dataset.  
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Participation in this study is not required for being considered for employment with 

Student Housing at University Name. Participation or non-participation in this study will not 
affect your chances of employment, as the organization will not be made aware of who 
participated until after offers of employment are given out and positions have been filled.  
 
Feedback 

You will receive a written debriefing form at the end of the study, and you will have a 
chance to ask questions about the study.  
 
All information collected during this study will be kept in a locked filing cabinet in a locked 
office, and will be destroyed in 7 years.  This research has been reviewed and received 
clearance by the University of Guelph Research Ethics Board. Please address any questions 
about ethical concerns and your rights as a research participant to: S. Auld, Director, Research 
Ethics, reb@uoguelph.ca 519-824-4120 X56606 
 
 
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   Date 
 
_________________             ______________________     _________________ 
 
 
Researcher: 
Print Name:   Signature   Date 
 
_________________             ______________________     _________________ 
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Appendix C 

Debriefing Form 

 
 

Assessing the Validity of the Employment Interview 
 

Thank you for your participation!  Your questionnaire responses will be used to examine the 
relation between interview anxiety, impression management during the interview, and 
performance on the job. Specifically, are interview anxiety and/or impression management 
indicators of on-the-job performance, or do they influence interview performance but tell us 
nothing about how one performs on the job? Your questionnaire responses will be linked to 
further information collected from Student Housing at University Name, to help answer these 
questions.   
Your information will contribute to some innovative employment interview research. In 
addition, it will help to inform future selection practices at Student Housing at University 
Name Housing Services. Should you have any general questions about the study or would like 
to withdraw from the study, please do not hesitate to contact the researchers: 
 
Leann Schneider    leann@uoguelph.ca Dr. Deborah Powell  dpowell@uoguelph.ca 
519-824-4120   ext 58931   519-824-4120 ext 52167 
 
Please address any questions about ethical concerns and your rights as a research participant to: 
S. Auld, Director, Research Ethics, reb@uoguelph.ca 519-824-4120 X56606 
 
Below, I have provided some references to journal articles relevant to the study, in case you 
would like to learn more.  

References 
Kristof-Brown, A., Barrick, M. R., & Franke, M. (2002). Applicant impression management:  
 Dispositional influences and consequences for recruiter perceptions of fit and 
similarity.  
 Journal of Management, 28(1), 27-27-46. doi:10.1016/S0149-2063(01)00131-3 

McCarthy, J., & Goffin, R. (2004). Measuring job interview anxiety: Beyond weak knees and 
sweaty palms. Personnel Psychology, 57(3), 607-637. doi:10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2004.00002.x  
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Appendix D 

Demographic Questionnaire 
 
Gender (circle):    Female    Male    Other ________ 

Age:   _______  years 

Academic Major: ___________________ 

Year of Program:   1    2    3    4    5  other (e.g., part-time) _______ 

 

What is your first language?   _______________ 

 

What is your ethnic background? (multiple answers possible) 

__South Asian (e.g., India, Pakistan)   __Caribbean 

__East Asian (e.g., China, Korea, Japan)  __Latin American 

__South/East Asia (e.g., Vietnam, Thai)  __African 

__Western European (e.g., Germany, Italy)  __Middle Eastern 

__Eastern European (Poland, Croatia) 

__Other (please specify)_______________ 

 

Approximately how many employment interviews have you participated in (as an applicant)? 
__ 

Approximately how many months of work experience do you have? 

Part-time: ____     Full-time (>35 hrs/week): ____ 

 

What position(s) are you applying for? _________________________________ 

Are you a returning staff member?    Yes No 

Did you participate in other carousel stations today before your interview?   Yes No 

 

Full Name (this will be used to link your answers to your job performance and/or training data  
– it will be removed from our data immediately after collecting from the organization) 

_________________________________ 
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Appendix E 

Measure of Anxiety in Selection Interviews 
 
Your answers to the following questions will not be shared with the interviewers and/or 
organization that you just interviewed with. Please answer as honestly as possible. 
 
Instructions: Using the following scale, circle the number that best describes you. Use the 
interview that you just participated in to inform your answers.  
 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Feel Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
   
1. I become so apprehensive in job interviews that I am  
unable to express my thoughts clearly .........................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
2. I get so anxious while taking job interviews that I have  
trouble answering questions that I know .....................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
3. During job interviews, I often can’t think of a thing to say ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

4. I feel that my verbal communication skills are strong .......  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

5. During job interviews I find it hard to understand what the  
interviewer is asking me ..............................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
6. I find it easy to communicate my personal accomplishments  
during a job interview ..................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
7. I often feel uneasy about my appearance when I am being  
interviewed for a job ....................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
8. Before a job interview I am so nervous that I spend an  
excessive amount of time on my appearance ...............  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
9. In job interviews, I worry that the interviewer will focus  
on what I consider to be my least attractive physical features........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
10. If I do not look my absolute best in a job interview, I find it  
very hard to be relaxed.................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
11. I feel uneasy if my hair is not perfect when I walk into a  
job interview ................................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
12. During a job interview, I worry about whether I have  
dressed appropriately ...................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
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Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Feel Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
13. While taking a job interview, I become concerned that the  
interviewer will perceive me as socially awkward ......  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
14. I become very uptight about having to socially interact  
with a job interviewer ..................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
15. I get afraid about what kind of personal impression I am  
making on job interviewers..........................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
16. During a job interview, I worry that my actions will not be  
considered socially appropriate ...................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
17. I worry about whether job interviewers will like me as a person ....... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

18. When meeting a job interviewer, I worry that my handshake  
will not be correct ........................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
19. In job interviews, I get very nervous about whether my  
performance is good enough ........................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
20. I am overwhelmed by thoughts of doing poorly when I am  
in job interview situations ............................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
21. I worry that my job interview performance will be lower than  
that of other applicants .................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
22. During a job interview, I am so troubled by thoughts of  
failing that my performance is reduced .......................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
23. During a job interview, I worry about what will happen if I  
don’t get the job ...........................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
24. While taking a job interview, I worry about whether I am a  
good candidate for the job ...........................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
 
25. During job interviews, my hands shake .................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

26. My heartbeat is faster than usual during job interviews ..  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

27. It is hard for me to avoid fidgeting during a job interview .......  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

28. Job interviews often make me perspire (e.g., sweaty palms  
and underarms) ............................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
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Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Feel Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

29. My mouth gets very dry during job interviews......  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

30. I often feel sick to my stomach when I am interviewed for a job ....... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 
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Appendix F 

Self-Promotion & Rapport Building Scale 
 
Please think about the employment interview that you just had. What strategies from the list 
below did you use during your interview? Rate the extent to which you used each strategy by 
circling the appropriate number. 
 

To no extent To a little 
extent 

To a moderate 
extent 

To a 
considerable 

extent 

To a very great 
extent 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
1. I demonstrated my knowledge and expertise. ..........  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

2. I described my skills and abilities in an attractive way  ....  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

3. I took charge during the interview and got my main points across  ..... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

4. I tried to draw the interviewer’s attention to my records of  

accomplishment ...........................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

5. I emphasized the qualities that I possess .................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

6. I discussed non-job-related topics with the interviewer* ..  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

7. I discussed interests that I shared in common with the interviewer  .... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

8. I praised the organization  ........................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

9. I complimented the interviewer or organization ......  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

10. I made it clear when I was not responsible for a negative outcome  

in my past experience ..................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

11. I described how negative events in my past were not as bad as  

they seemed..................................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

12. I accepted responsibility for negative events in my past experience .. 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

13. I exaggerated my responsibilities on my previous jobs  ..  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

14. I exaggerated the impact of my performance on my previous jobs .... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

15. During the interview, I distorted my answers based on the  

comments or reactions of the interviewer ....................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

16. I enhanced my fit with the job in terms of attitudes, values, or  

beliefs* .........................................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5
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To no extent To a little 
extent 

To a moderate 
extent 

To a 
considerable 

extent 

To a very great 
extent 

1 2 3 4 5 
 
17. I inflated the fit between my values and goals and the values  

and goals of the organization  ......................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

18. I fabricated examples to show my fit with the organization .....  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

19. I made up stories about my work experiences that were well  

developed and logical  .................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

20. I told stories that contained both real and fictional work  

experiences...................................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

21. I claimed that I have skills that I do not have* ......  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

22. I stretched the truth to give a good answer ............  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

23. When I did not have a good answer, I borrowed work  

experiences of other people and made them sound like my own  ..  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

24. I used other people’s experiences to create answers when I  

did not have good experiences of my own ..................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

25. I tried to avoid discussion of job tasks that I may not be able to do  .. 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

26. I tried to avoid discussing my lack of skills or experiences .....  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

27. I did not reveal requested information that might hurt my  

chances of getting a job* .............................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

28. I clearly separated myself from past work experiences that  

would reflect poorly on me ..........................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

29. I tried to find out the interviewer’s views and incorporate them  

in my answers as my own ............................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

30. I tried to express the same opinions and attitudes as the interviewer . 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

31. I tried to appear similar to the interviewer in terms of values,  

attitudes, or beliefs .......................................................  .........  ........  ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

32. I exaggerated my positive comments about the organization*   ......... 1 ...... 2 ....... 3 ....... 4 ...... 5 

 
*denotes items that were removed from the final scale used in analyses
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Appendix G 

How I am in general 
Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you.  For example, do you 
agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others?  Please write a number next to 
each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement. 
 

1 
Disagree 
Strongly 

2 
Disagree 

a little 

3 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

4 
Agree 
a little 

5 
Agree 

strongly 
 

I am someone who… 
1. _____  Is talkative 

 
2. _____  Tends to find fault with others 

 
3. _____  Does a thorough job 

 
4. _____  Is depressed, blue 

 
5. _____  Is original, comes up with new ideas 

 
6. _____  Is reserved 

 
7. _____  Is helpful and unselfish with others 

 
8. _____  Can be somewhat careless 

 
9. _____  Is relaxed, handles stress well.   

 
10. _____  Is curious about many different things 

 
11. _____  Is full of energy 

 
12. _____  Starts quarrels with others 

 
13. _____  Is a reliable worker 

 
14. _____  Can be tense 

 
15. _____  Is ingenious, a deep thinker 

 
16. _____  Generates a lot of enthusiasm 

 
17. _____  Has a forgiving nature 

 

18. _____  Tends to be disorganized 
 
 _____  Worries a lot 
 

19.  _____  Has an active imagination 
 

20.  _____  Tends to be quiet 
 

21.  _____  Is generally trusting 
 

22.  _____  Tends to be lazy 
 
23.  _____  Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 

 
24.  _____  Is inventive 

 
25.  _____  Has an assertive personality 

 
26.  _____  Can be cold and aloof 

 
27.  _____  Perseveres until the task is finished 

 
28.  _____  Can be moody 

 
29.  _____  Values artistic, aesthetic experiences 

 
30.  _____  Is sometimes shy, inhibited 

 
31.  _____  Is considerate and kind to almost 

everyone 
 

32.  _____  Does things efficiently 
 

33. _____  Remains calm in tense situations 
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34. _____  Prefers work that is routine 

 
35. _____  Is outgoing, sociable 

 
36. _____  Is sometimes rude to others 

 
37. _____  Makes plans and follows through with 

them 
 

38. _____  Gets nervous easily 
 

39.  _____  Likes to reflect, play with ideas 
 

40.  _____  Has few artistic interests 
 

41.  _____  Likes to cooperate with others 
 

42.  _____  Is easily distracted 
 
 _____  Is sophisticated in art, music, or 
literature
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Appendix H 

Analysis Steps for Determining Contribution of Interview Anxiety/IM to the Criterion Validity of 

the Interview (adapted from McKinnon et al., 2000) 

1. Compute relation between interview performance and job performance criterion (i.e., τ) 

2. Compute relation between interview performance and job performance criterion, 

controlling for interview anxiety/IM (i.e., τ’) 

3. Compute the difference between interview performance and job performance (τ) and the 

relation between interview performance and job performance when controlling for 

interview anxiety/IM (τ’; formula τ – τ’).  

4. Compute confidence limit around τ – τ’ to determine if τ – τ’>0.  
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