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ABSTRACT 

Previous studies have demonstrated that rapport is an important concept in many 

different fields, but there is limited organizational research providing empirical support of its 

value in the personnel selection interview. Based on existing evidence from a range of 

disciplines, I hypothesized that applicant interview anxiety would be negatively related to 

interview performance, and that interviewer rapport building behaviors would moderate that 

relationship. Further, I hypothesized that rapport building would be negatively related to 

interviewee self-promotion behaviors and positively related to interviewee justice 

perceptions. These hypotheses were tested using a two-part survey given to 173 job 

candidates who had recently completed employment interviews. Additionally, a factor 

analysis was performed on a collection of rapport building items, and a single factor rapport 

building solution was extracted and used to measure rapport building in this study. Statistical 

analyses consisted of moderated hierarchical regression and moderated logistic regression. 

Results indicated that interview anxiety is negatively related to perceptions of performance, 

but not to objective interview outcomes. Rapport did not interact with either of these 

relationships. Results also demonstrated that increased rapport building was related to 

decreased candidate self-promotion behaviors and improved justice perceptions. Finally, post 

hoc analyses showed that interview anxiety mediated the relationships between rapport 

building and self-rated interview performance, self-promotion behaviors, and justice 

perceptions. 
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An Examination of Rapport Building in Interviews: Connections to Interview Anxiety, 

Performance, Self-Promotion Behaviors, and Justice Perceptions 

For decades, rapport has been a popular topic of research in a variety of fields. 

Authors in the fields of psychology, education, marketing, and communication have all 

emphasized the importance of developing rapport in interpersonal relationships. Researchers 

have repeatedly demonstrated that rapport is linked to myriad positive outcomes, including 

increased motivation, loyalty, satisfaction, and trust (DeWitt & Brady, 2003; Granitz, 

Koernig, & Harich, 2009; Huff, Cooper, & Jones, 2002; LaBahn, 1996). Likewise, rapport 

has been shown to be vital to a variety of dyadic relationships, such as those typified by 

teacher-student and salesman-customer interactions (Lincoln, 2008; Placencia, 2004). 

Unfortunately, the popularity that rapport research has experienced in other areas has not 

been reflected in the organizational literature, particularly with regards to the interviewer-

candidate relationship. However, rapport research from other disciplines has provided 

compelling evidence in support of incorporating rapport-building strategies into the interview 

process. Evidence supports the notion that rapport could play an important part in decreasing 

interview anxiety (IA; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004), reducing the incidence of candidate 

impression management behaviors (Barrick, Shaffer, & DeGrassi, 2009), and improving 

candidate reactions (Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, & Jones, 2005).  

There is a growing body of literature pertaining to rapport-building, but there remain 

many opportunities in the realm of organizational psychology for rapport-related research. 

First, although researchers have acknowledged the importance of rapport in interpersonal 

work relationships, research has mostly focused on employee-supervisor and coworker 

relationships within the workplace (Efstation, Patton, & Kardash, 1990; Mena & Bailey, 
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2007; Sanchez-Burks, Bartel, & Blount, 2009). In those studies that have examined the 

interview setting, the emphasis has been on the interviewer (e.g., Barrick, Shaffer, & 

DeGrassi, 2009; Burnett & Motowidlo, 1998; Parsons & Lidens, 1984). Less is understood 

about how rapport is related to job candidates in interviews. Second, rapport-building is often 

suggested as a method for helping to relax individuals and put them at ease, but few 

empirical studies have tested this idea with regards to the work context. In line with these 

suggestions, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) have urged researchers to examine methods for 

reducing job candidate anxiety in the employment interview. As will be discussed later in 

this paper, rapport may be one such method for relaxing candidates and reducing interview 

anxiety. Third, in their study of impression management in interviews, Barrick, Shaffer, and 

DeGrassi (2009) have suggested that appropriate verbal and nonverbal behaviors (such as 

those practiced during rapport-building) may help to reduce the “stranger” context associated 

with employment interviews – this may, in turn, have the effect of reducing impression 

management behaviors in the job candidate. Further empirical research is needed to examine 

this possibility. Finally, several authors have suggested that negative applicant reactions can 

result in a number of adverse outcomes for organizations, such as withdrawal of the 

candidate from the application process and rejection of an employment offer (Chapman, 

Uggerslev, & Webster, 2003; Truxillo, Bauer, Campion, & Paronto, 2002). Research 

suggests using rapport as a possible method for improving applicant reactions, but few 

studies examine this possibility. Rapport is a complex construct, but this complexity provides 

unique opportunities for researchers interested in investigating the dynamics of interpersonal 

relationships. 
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The present research aimed to explore the aforementioned research opportunities in 

several ways. First, this study contributes to the organizational literature by examining the 

relationship between rapport and its correlates in the interview context. Although 

organizational researchers have made important discoveries regarding rapport in the 

workplace, less is known about the role that rapport plays in the selection interview. 

Chapman and Zweig (2005) have voiced this need themselves, calling for more research into 

how candidates react to certain interview structure factors, such as rapport. Second, this 

research tests past suggestions that rapport-building helps to relax individuals. Specifically, I 

examined the relationship between rapport and interview anxiety. In doing so, I extend 

McCarthy & Goffin’s (2004) findings on candidate interview performance. In particular, I 

investigated the relationship between rapport-building, interview anxiety, and interview 

outcomes. Third, this paper extends Barrick et al.’s (2009) research on job candidate 

impression management by investigating the connection between interviewer rapport-

building and candidate self-promotion behaviors. Finally, candidate reactions are an 

important factor related to organizational recruitment practices (Campion, Palmer, & 

Campion, 1997; Chapman & Zweig, 2005). The present research examined evidence as to 

whether rapport-building is related to positive candidate reactions towards the interviewer 

and/or the organization. 

This paper is divided into four main parts: a review of past research and hypotheses, 

methods, results, and discussion. I will begin by providing an examination of past research 

on rapport, followed by a review of specific organizational research on rapport. I will then 

provide an overview of interview anxiety, whereupon I will describe McCarthy and Goffin’s 

(2004) Measure of Anxiety in the Selection Interview (MASI) and my associated hypotheses. 
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Next, I will discuss candidate self-promotion behaviors and justice perceptions, along with 

their respective hypotheses. Finally, I will turn to the methodology used in my study, 

followed by results and discussion. 

Rapport 

The precise definition of rapport has eluded practitioners and academicians for years. 

Gremler and Gwinner (2000) noted this difficulty, saying, “Rapport is such a familiar 

concept that almost everyone can identify when it is present in a relationship, yet pinning 

down a precise definition is not an easy task” (p. 83). It is commonly described in lay terms 

as a situation in which two people “click” (e.g., Granitz, Koernig, & Harich, 2009; Tickel-

Degnen & Rosenthal, 1990). However, this rudimentary notion of two people simply getting 

along belies the multifarious nature of rapport. In recent years researchers have attempted to 

provide more descriptive conceptualizations resulting in a variety of definitions: a 

harmonious relationship (Crook & Booth, 1997), the perception of an enjoyable interaction 

(Gremler & Gwinner, 2000), the quality of a relationship (Gfeller, Lynn, & Pribble, 1987), an 

emotional tie (Aburatani, 1990), and the perception of established similarity (Nickels, 

Everett, & Klein, 1983). Each of these definitions presents an accurate, yet incomplete 

picture of rapport. Cottringer and Sloan (2003) have suggested that a precise definition of 

rapport may be elusive due to its two-fold nature: it is a process and an outcome. The 

preceding descriptions clearly describe rapport as an outcome, but to operationalize the 

construct completely, a complete definition must also incorporate those factors which 

engender rapport.  

Researchers have identified several consistent antecedents of rapport. In particular, 

recent studies in the fields of marketing and education have provided extensive lists of the 
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antecedents of rapport (Granitz, Koernig, & Harich, 2009; Gremler & Gwinner, 2000; 

Heffernan, Morrison, Sweeney, & Jarrat, 2010; Lincoln, 2008). Authors of these studies have 

noted that recurring themes emerge which are consistent across disciplines (Granitz, Koering, 

& Harich, 2009). Behaviors and traits which are consistently identified in these studies 

include smiling, head-nodding, eye contact, using the other interactant’s name, using humor, 

listening, openness, empathy, warmth, and friendliness. Drawing heavily from Tickle-

Degnen and Rosenthal’s (1990) framework of rapport, Granitz, Koering, & Harich (2009) 

have incorporated many of these antecedents into their model of rapport, which is composed 

of three parts: approach, personality, and homophily. 

Approach is both a physical and psychological component of rapport. It refers to how 

physically accessible an individual is and how comfortable others are in approaching the 

individual with questions or conversation. Since invitation to an employment interview 

should preclude any feelings of physical unapproachability, the current paper is concerned 

with the psychological aspect of approach, which is often associated with trust and openness 

(Kohn & Dipboye, 1998). The second component of rapport-building, personality, concerns 

the personalities of both interactants in a dyadic setting. Successful rapport-builders were 

identified as having the positive personality characteristics of empathy, humor, and caring. 

These characteristics have also been identified in other rapport studies as being pivotal to 

building rapport (Carless & Imber, 2007; Conway & Peneno, 1999; Nguyen, 2007). The third 

component, homophily, involves the attraction of individuals to others who are similar to 

themselves. The two sub-components of homophily are shared status (e.g., demographics, 

hobbies, occupation) and shared values (e.g., attitudes, beliefs). This component is closely 

related applicant/interviewer similarity. A number of studies examining the effects of 
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similarity support the notion that it affects how people interact with each other (Arvey & 

Campion, 1982; Campbell, Davis, & Skinner, 2006; Howard & Ferris, 1996; Postuma, 

Morgeson, & Campion, 2002). In the context of employment interviews, however, 

interactants will have little influence over shared similarity, so it will not be included in the 

present definition of rapport in the interview.  

Following Granitz et al.’s (2009) model, prior conceptualizations of rapport, and the 

rationale in the previous paragraph, I have submitted the following definition of rapport: 

Rapport is the mutually agreeable atmosphere of respect, liking, and compatibility shared by 

two people, resulting from a combination of approachability and positive personality traits. 

Rapport-building can then be described as the verbal and nonverbal behaviors which are used 

by interactants in an effort to convey information about approachability or positive 

personality. 

Rapport in the Selection Interview 

Rapport in the selection interview is not a new concept. As Higham (1971) noted, 

“All interviewers are taught that their first task is to establish rapport” (p. 211). During the 

60s and 70s, rapport was a popular area of study and many researchers promoted the idea that 

rapport should be included in selection interviews (e.g., Higham, 1971; Wright, 1969). 

Rapport research, however, has suffered from a lack of supporting empirical evidence. 

Goudy and Potter (1976), concluded that due to the many conflicting conceptualizations of 

rapport and potential biases which could arise as a result of rapport-building in the interview, 

that perhaps the concept of rapport was not as promising as first believed. Other researchers 

had previously voiced similar concerns, saying that rapport likely contaminated interview 

validity and should be avoided when possible (Claster & Schwartz, 1972; Hill & Hall, 1963; 
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Weiss, 1969). Hastened by a growing body of literature emphasizing the importance of 

interview structure (e.g., Arvey & Campion, 1982; Schmitt, 1976), interest in interview 

rapport research waned. With the exception of the occasional study, the construct has not 

been revisited in earnest until recently.  

Bolstered by an abundance of new research examining applicant perceptions and 

interview structure, organizational researchers have recently renewed efforts to investigate 

the construct of rapport in the interview setting (Blackman & Funder, 2002; Chapman & 

Zweig, 2005; Dougherty, Turban, & Callender; 1994). The dyadic relationships in which 

rapport plays such an important role abound in organizations, so it is not surprising that 

scientists have turned their attention back to this area. Naturally, organizational rapport 

research has largely focused on investigating relationships in the workplace between 

coworkers, supervisors, and subordinates (Efstation, Patton, & Kardash, 1990; Mena & 

Bailey, 2007; Sanchez-Burks, Bartel, & Blount, 2009). There has been less of a push to 

understand the role that rapport plays in the interview setting, between the interviewer and 

the candidate.  

Chapman and Zweig’s (2005) restructuring of the interview model to include rapport 

has been an important contribution to interview rapport research. The authors argue that 

engaging in rapport-building behaviors (e.g., making light conversation, discussing hobbies) 

helps to relax the job candidate, and is an integral component of interview structure. Other 

recent research examining rapport in the interview setting has indicated that unfettered 

exchange between interviewers and applicants, such as that found in rapport-building 

interactions (and commonly found in unstructured interviews), is more conducive to 

assessing personality and behavior (Blackman & Funder, 2002). They argue that behavior is 
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freer to vary in unstructured interviews, as it is a ‘weak situation,’ allowing the interviewer a 

more complete picture of an individual’s personality. A situation can be characterized as 

weak or strong, dependent on whether behavioral expectations are made clear or not. A weak 

situation is one in which normative expectations of behavior are not clear, so an individual’s 

personality is freer to vary (Beaty, Cleveland, & Murphy, 2001). Additionally, the rapport-

building exchanges which are often characteristic of unstructured interviews allow the 

interviewer to ask more probe questions, which may be helpful in eliciting more behavioral 

information about the candidate. In research involving several case studies, Lim, Winter, and 

Chan (2006) have demonstrated that rapport-building is an effective method for overcoming 

cultural misunderstandings during interviews with international applicants. These studies 

indicate that there is some benefit in building rapport in interview settings, although how it 

pertains to other important factors, such as interview anxiety, impression management, and 

justice perceptions is not clear. These relationships will be considered in the next few 

sections, beginning with interview anxiety. 

Interview Anxiety and Interview Performance 

According to McCarthy and Goffin (2004), interview anxiety is a situation-specific 

anxiety characterized by “feelings of nervousness or apprehension that are relatively stable 

within job applicants across employment interview situations” (p. 612). It is composed of 

five anxiety dimensions: communication, appearance, social, performance, and behavioral. 

These dimensions reflect the contextualized nature of interview anxiety; it is governed by 

contextual factors as much as by individual differences. This treatment echoes that given to 

conceptually similar constructs such as test anxiety. The Measure of Anxiety in Selection 

Interviews (MASI) comprises five sub-scales which measure each of these dimensions of 
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interview anxiety. The resulting instrument measures anxiety in such a way that it is 

differentiated from anxious behavior that may be displayed by individuals with anxiety 

disorders.  

Although interview anxiety is a common experience (most people can probably recall 

experiencing interview anxiety at some point), few efforts have been made by researchers to 

investigate its relationship to other factors in the employment interview (Cook, Vance, & 

Spector, 2000; Carless & Imber, 2007; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004).  McCarthy and Goffin’s 

study on interview anxiety has just begun to reveal the role that interview anxiety plays in the 

interview. Their research demonstrated that a negative correlation does exist between 

interviewer anxiety and interviewer-rated performance, (-.19) and self-rated performance (-

.41). In a study of personality variables in the interview process, Cook, Vance, & Spector 

(2000) found that individuals high in trait anxiety were less likely to be asked to attend a 

second interview (r = -.21), indicating a negative relationship between anxiety and interview 

performance. However, their study focused on trait anxiety, and employed the STPI 

(Spielberger, 1979) to evaluate anxiety. Carless and Imber (2007) found that recruiter 

characteristics, such as warmth and humor, were negatively related to candidate anxiety (-

.46). As in Cook et al.’s (2000) study, they employed a general anxiety measure, the State 

Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, & Jacobs, 1977). Arthur and 

Villado (2008) have cautioned that researchers should be careful to measure constructs with 

the appropriate instruments. This position is echoed by Schmit, Ryan, Stierwalt, & Powell 

(1995), who point out that measures tailored to specific contexts are associated with lower 

errors in measurement. Hence, general state anxiety measures such as those employed in 
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some interview research may not be appropriate for measuring situation-specific anxiety such 

as interview anxiety.  

Research in other areas has provided support for an interview anxiety/performance 

relationship. For example, researchers have established that a negative correlation exists 

between general performance anxiety and task performance (Ayres & Crosby, 1995; Seipp, 

1991). Likewise, a significant negative relationship between test anxiety and test 

performance has been thoroughly documented (King, Ollendick, & Gullone, 1991; Putwain, 

Conners, & Symes, 2010; Zydner & Mathews, 2005). Putwain et al. (2010) explain that 

evaluation anxiety distracts test takers, causing them to have difficulty answering questions. 

They argue that this difficulty arises when anxious thoughts deplete cognitive resources 

which the test taker would otherwise use to accomplish test-taking tasks. This reduction in 

cognitive resources results in anxious test takers performing more poorly on tests than non-

anxious test-takers of comparable ability. Results from these studies are helpful in 

understanding the connection between interview anxiety on interview performance because, 

like interview anxiety, test and task anxiety are both forms of social evaluation anxiety which 

affects the performance of behaviors necessary for desirable outcomes by consuming 

necessary cognitive resources. It is possible that the effects of evaluative anxiety on 

performance found in previous studies may also be found in the interview setting. 

Given that interviewer decisions are influenced by interviewee performance, 

interview anxiety likely leads to poorer performance ratings in the interview, which in turn 

reduces chances of job offers, invitations to second interviews, and site visits. If interview 

anxiety impacts performance, it may also affect self-rated assessments of interview 

performance. Therefore, I predict that interview anxiety will be related to objective and 
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subjective measures of interview performance. Based on these views, and supported by the 

previously mentioned research on anxiety and performance, I submit the following 

hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Candidate interview anxiety will be negatively related to self-rated 

reports of interview performance. 

Hypothesis 2: Candidate interview anxiety will be negatively related to positive 

interview outcomes (e.g., second interview, site visit, offer of employment). 

Rapport and Interview Anxiety 

Carless and Imber (2007) have stated that anxiety in the interview is caused by the 

competitive and evaluative nature of the interview and is a common phenomenon 

experienced by even the most seasoned of applicants. This is important because whereas 

general anxiety is typically viewed by employers as an undesirable characteristic, interview 

anxiety is a situation-specific anxiety which obfuscates performance indicators, preventing 

interviewers from making accurate assessments about an interviewee’s true qualifications. 

This concept is central to McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) own research, which suggests that 

applicant anxiety may introduce irrelevant variance into interview scores (i.e., variance in 

interview performance ratings which does not improve predictions of future job 

performance). Research conducted by Schmit and Ryan (1992) supports this view, reporting 

that high levels of anxiety reduce the predictive validity of selection instruments. The 

purpose of the selection interview is to make as accurate an assessment of applicant 

qualifications as possible. The predictive validity of the interview is then a measure of how 

much this rating correlates with future performance measures, such as supervisor ratings. 

Any factor which contributes to the variance in this initial assessment without also 
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contributing to variance in future performance reduces the predictive validity of the selection 

interview. Since interview anxiety is a unique contextual anxiety which is proposed to only 

affect interview performance and not job performance, its effects on interview performance 

ratings should be eliminated or reduced when possible. Hence, McCarthy and Goffin (2004) 

have suggested that IA is a contaminating variable which leads to decreased candidate 

performance and interview validity, and efforts should be made to alleviate it.  

McCarthy and Goffin have made suggestions to this end, such as applicant training, 

but it may be more beneficial and practical to focus on methods that can be employed during 

the interview, such as rapport-building. There is virtually no empirical evidence which 

effectively explains this relationship directly, so it is necessary to first examine some 

underlying mechanisms. In the following paragraphs, I will explain the rapport-

building/interview anxiety relationship through establishment of trust and emotional 

contagion theory (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992). 

Morris, Nadler, Kurtzberg, and Thompson (2002) suggest that initial mistrust in a 

relationship can be mitigated through a social exchange of hand gestures conveying openness 

and other nonverbal cues which communicate interest, a vital component of rapport-building. 

Macintosh (2009) echoes this, contending that as the rapport between two parties increases, 

uncertainty decreases and therefore, trust should increase. Their results show that rapport 

plays an important role in establishing trust early in a relationship until reliable indicators can 

facilitate more accurate assessments. This finding is especially relevant in the context of 

employment interviews. With increasing trust, there should be a decrease in anxiety in the 

interview. The relationship between trust and anxiety may be best understood, though, using 

the theory of emotional contagion. 
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In the absence of more valid and meaningful factors, applicants and interviewers 

develop initial opinions about each other based on immediately available information. When 

an applicant perceives the interviewer to be a warm and relaxed individual, these feelings are 

reciprocated by the applicant, which in turn creates an atmosphere of trust and friendliness 

(both important components of rapport). This friendly exchange is consistent with the theory 

of emotional contagion (Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992). Emotional contagion theory 

holds that emotions expressed by one person can be observed and emulated by another 

person with whom he or she is in contact. In fact, the simple perception of an emotional 

expression can cause another individual to experience the associated feeling (Doherty, 1997). 

This mutual sense of friendliness is an important factor in building rapport, and could be a 

key factor in reducing anxiety in interviews. In instances in which rapport-building takes 

place, it is likely that candidate perceptions of interviewer warmth, trust, and friendliness 

result in reciprocal emotional states, effectively displacing feelings of anxiety. This reduced 

anxiety should translate into increased interview performance, which is positively related to 

job offers, second interviews, and invitations to site visits. 

When the interviewer does not engage in rapport-building behaviors, the 

anxiety/performance relationship should remain unchanged - a direct, negative relationship. 

The negative interview anxiety/interview performance relationship will be strongest when the 

interviewer does not engage in any rapport-building behaviors. Furthermore, I do not expect 

rapport-building behaviors will have the same effect on the anxiety/performance relationship 

involving individuals with low interview anxiety, simply because interview anxiety will have 

less impact on performance, so the influence of rapport-building must also be limited. Thus, I 

have submitted the following hypotheses: 
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Hypothesis 3: Interviewer rapport building will moderate the interview anxiety/self-

rated performance relationship, such that the negative relationship between interview 

anxiety and self-rated performance will be reduced when the interviewer engages in 

rapport-building behaviors. 

Hypothesis 4: Interviewer rapport building will moderate the interview 

anxiety/positive interview outcome relationship, such that the negative relationship 

between interview anxiety and positive interview outcomes will be reduced when the 

interviewer engages in rapport-building behaviors. 

Impression Management 

Candidate impression management behaviors are a persistent problem in selection 

interviews. Research has indicated that individuals regularly engage in impression 

management behaviors in order to present a more positive image of themselves in social 

exchange settings (Ellis et al., 2002; Gilmore et al., 1999). Furthermore, these behaviors are 

more common in selection interview settings (Levashina & Campion, 2007). Ultimately, 

candidate impression management behaviors impact interviewer assessments of candidate 

interview performance, possibly leading to incorrect hiring decisions. The misrepresentation 

of qualifications is a potentially costly problem, but detecting it is difficult for employers and 

interviewers, as indicated by previous findings (Barrick et al., 2009, Ellis et al., 2002). On the 

other hand, it may be possible to preempt the occurrence of impression management 

behaviors through the use of interviewer rapport-building tactics. 

Some researchers have suggested that increased interview structure is related to 

impression management tactics, but the findings are not conclusive. For example, Barrick, 

Shaffer, and DeGrassi’s (2009) meta-analysis found that increased interview structure 
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reduces the impact of impression management behaviors on performance ratings. However, 

in reporting interaction effects, they did not report whether structure acted differentially on 

different types of impression management behaviors (e.g., self-promotion v. ingratiation). It 

is important to note the difference between the two impression management tactics because 

they serve different purposes in the interview. Ingratiation behaviors are intended to increase 

liking for the actor, whereas self-promotion behaviors are those which an individual uses in 

order to promote himself or his abilities, thereby potentially misleading the interviewer with 

regards to qualifications (Ellis et al., 2002). Stevens and Kristof (1995) reported that although 

structured interviews were effective for reducing ingratiation behaviors, self-promotion 

tactics were more commonly used by applicants. Further, it has been demonstrated that 

applicant-interviewer similarity, commonly identified as a component of rapport (e.g., 

Granitz, Koering, & Harich, 2009), is negatively related to applicant self-promotion tactics 

(Howard & Ferris, 1996).  

Chapman and Zweig (2005) have suggested that rapport-building encourages 

applicants to be more forthcoming with their responses while also increasing their attraction 

to the organization. According to Blackman and Funder (2002), “Informal conversation may 

effectively reduce the pressure that job candidates feel to ‘fake good’ or present themselves 

in a socially desirable light” (p. 111). This suggests that applicants may be less preoccupied 

with self-promotion and may be more likely to present accurate information about 

themselves if they feel rapport with the interviewer. Further, in a recent meta-analysis, 

Barrick et al. (2009) concluded that people were more likely to engage in impression 

management behaviors around strangers. Homophily and positive personality characteristics 
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are likely to be effective in reducing the stranger context inherent in selection interviews. 

This provides the rationale for the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5: Interviewer rapport building will be negatively related to the 

occurrence of candidate self-promotion behaviors. 

Applicant Reactions 

 In recent years, researchers have become more interested in applicant-oriented 

outcomes in selection interviews, and the factors leading to these outcomes. Part of this new 

interest in applicant outcomes may be due to increased awareness that although the interview 

is most often viewed as a selection process, it is also an important recruitment opportunity for 

the organization (Posthuma, Morgeson, & Campion, 2002). Chapman and Zweig (2005) have 

also noted that the strong interpersonal nature of the interview process exposes organizations 

to potentially negative outcomes resulting from poor applicant reactions. It is this very 

interpersonal nature, though, that also provides a unique opportunity for businesses to 

increase their own attractiveness. Interviewers can positively promote their organizations if 

they take steps to engender positive applicant-oriented outcomes through their interview 

practices. 

Applicant reactions are typically described in terms of perceived fairness in the 

interview, characterized by an applicant’s perception of the validity or fairness of the 

selection instruments, interviewer, and overall selection process (Chapman, et al., 2005; 

Colquitt, 2001).  Most researchers who study applicant reactions agree that perceptions of 

fairness are generally associated with those characteristics common to unstructured 

interviews and rapport-building efforts (e.g., interviewer friendliness, two-way 

communication, applicant voice; Chapman et al., 2005; Hauskenecht, Day, & Thomas, 2004; 
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Kohn & Dipboye, 1998). Additionally, Zhang and Agarwal (2009) found that increased 

communications improved perceptions of procedural and interactional justice. According to 

the authors, enhanced interviewer communication (e.g., asking questions about hobbies and 

personal interests, engaging in casual conversation, inviting questions) should signal to 

applicants that the organization cares about them and values their participation. These factors 

which lead to perceptions of organizational justice are also embodied by rapport-building 

behaviors, so it is likely that the same desirable applicant perceptions of justice in the 

interview process could be achieved through successful rapport-building efforts. Thus, I have 

submitted the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 6a: Interviewer rapport building will be positively related to applicant 

perceptions of procedural justice.  

Hypothesis 6b: Interviewer rapport building will be positively related to applicant 

perceptions of interactional justice. 

Applicant-Interviewer Similarity 

 A number of studies and reviews of interview literature have identified relationships 

between applicant-interviewer similarity and interview outcomes (Arvey & Campion, 1982; 

Graves & Powell, 1995; Harris, 1989; Posthuma, Morgeson, & Campion, 2002). The general 

sentiment is that similarity does affect interviewer ratings, but these findings are sometimes 

contradictory and often counterintuitive. For instance, Harris (1989) showed that applicants 

of the same sex as raters exhibited a confirmatory bias (favoring information which confirms 

a preconceived notion), but Graves and Powell (1995) found that although sex-similarity 

played an important part in recruiter ratings of applicants, recruiters actually viewed those 

applicants who were of the opposite sex as more similar. Another interesting finding by Lin, 
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Dobbins, and Fahr (1992) demonstrated that whereas racial similarity predicted higher 

interview ratings for Black and Hispanic applicants, the same was not true for White 

applicants. It is apparent that applicant-interviewer similarity has some impact on interview 

outcomes, but the exact nature of the relationship is not quite clear. It does, however, 

encourage investigation of the effects of similarity on other constructs that might be related.  

The relationships between applicant-interviewer similarity, rapport-building, and IA 

have not been thoroughly researched. However, given its effect on interview outcomes, and 

the hypothesized relationship between rapport-building and IA, it is also likely that applicant-

interviewer similarity will be related to rapport-building and IA. Turner (1987) provides 

some support for this notion in that individuals group themselves according to factors like 

sex and race. A possible implication of this may be that individuals are more comfortable in 

these self-imposed groupings, which may have the effect of fostering perceptions of rapport 

while simultaneously reducing IA. McAllister (1995) proposed a similar relationship in his 

study on trust in organizations, and reported a small but significant correlation between 

gender-similarity and affect-based trust. As discussed earlier, trust and rapport have 

important conceptual similarities, so I believe that it is likely that a significant relationship 

will be found between sex-similarity and rapport, and this relationship will generalize to 

race-similarity as well. 

Similarity as it is described in other areas of research is essentially indistinguishable 

from one of Granitz, Koering, and Harich’s (2009) proposed antecedents of rapport, 

homophily. However, since organizations will likely have little control over interviewer-

applicant similarity, the present study is concerned with those rapport-building factors that 
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can be controlled. For this reason, I am including applicant-interviewer similarity in this 

study as a control measure.  

Applicant Experience 

Applicants who have interview experience prior to their interviews will probably 

have an advantage over inexperienced applicants. Research indicates that applicant 

experience is positively related to desirable selection decisions (Posthuma, Morgeson, & 

Campion, 2002). It is likely that prior experience should better enable those applicants to deal 

with the ambiguities inherent in the interview process which contribute to IA, thereby 

attenuating the anxiety. For this reason, I am including applicant experience in this study as a 

control measure. 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

173 applicants were initially recruited for participation in this study through a large 

southwestern university’s career services centers. The participants in this study were selected 

from a pool of applicants who were using the campus recruitment centers to attend 

employment interviews. Interviews were conducted by employers seeking college students to 

fill positions with a variety of organizations in a large southwestern US city. 10 participants’ 

responses were dropped from the study due to inappropriate or incomplete survey responses. 

Ultimately, 163 participants were used as the basis for the final analyses. 

The sample obtained in this study was composed of a diverse group of applicants. 

The average participant age was 23.8 years old and 57.9% of participants were male. The 

sample was 40.9% Asian, 26.2% White, 15.9% Hispanic, 10.4% Black, and 6.6% 

other/undisclosed. Conducting the interviews were a total of 30 different organizations 
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representing a wide range of industries (e.g., healthcare, education, petrochemical, 

nonprofits).  

Applicants were asked to participate in this study upon completion of their 

employment interviews. As an incentive, participants were told that upon completion of their 

participation, they would be entered into a drawing for one of two $25 gift cards to 

Amazon.com. Upon agreeing to participate in the study, the participants’ contact information 

was collected and they were informed about the purpose of the study, that their personal 

information would be kept confidential, and that aggregated results would be available upon 

completion of data analysis. They were also instructed that in two weeks, they would be 

contacted via email with a simple follow-up questionnaire regarding their interview 

outcomes. Participants were informed that in order to be entered in the gift card drawing, that 

they must complete both parts of the study. Participants were then given my contact 

information and instructed to email me with any questions or concerns about the study. After 

inviting any other questions, participants were then given the survey questionnaire, which 

contained the rapport building, interview anxiety, performance, justice, and demographic 

measurement instruments described in the measures section. This survey was completed 

immediately following the interview. Steps were taken to ensure that the designated room 

was quiet and free from unnecessary distractions. Upon completion of the questionnaire, 

participants left their completed packets with me or an assistant on their way out of the room. 

After two weeks had passed, participants were emailed a three-question follow-up survey 

asking whether or not they received a job offer, invitation to a second interview, or an 

invitation to a site visit from the employer. To increase accuracy and compliance this email 

was repeated once after a period of one week had passed if the participant did not respond. 
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Measures 

Rapport.  Past investigations into rapport have produced equivocal results. It is 

unclear whether these conflicting findings are the result of imprecise instruments or a 

loosely-formed conceptualization of rapport. In either case, a redesigned instrument which 

draws on more recent findings may be necessary to resolve the issue. For this reason, I 

proposed a new scale to measure rapport, which is composed of a modified set of 10 items 

from Anderson and Anderson’s (1962) rapport scale and two items from Chapman and 

Zweig’s (2005) interview structure scale. Additionally, based on findings from previous 

literature, 6 more rapport-building behavior items have been added to the scale, for a total of 

18 items. Further analysis was performed on this set of items, and five items were dropped 

from the scale, resulting in a scale consisting of 13 items. Details of this analysis are included 

in the results section below. The final scale exhibited good reliability (α = .91). On the 

interview survey, the rapport-building scale was preceded by the prompt: “Based on your 

recent interview experience, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the 

following statements (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = 

agree, 5 = strongly agree),” and was measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale. This measure is 

included in the Appendix. 

Interview Anxiety.  McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) 30-item Measure of Anxiety in 

Selection Interviews (MASI) was used to measure interview anxiety. The MASI is composed 

of five elements (each consisting of six items): performance anxiety (concern over the 

outcome of a test), behavioral anxiety (tension resulting from autonomic arousal), 

communication anxiety (apprehension about one’s communication and listening skills), 

appearance anxiety (apprehension about one’s appearance), and social anxiety (apprehension 
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about the appropriateness of one’s social behavior).  The MASI’s composite internal 

consistency was good (α = .92), and mirrored McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) findings. This 

scale offers improvements over traditional (or general) anxiety measurement methods in that 

it explains variance in interviewer-rated applicant interview performance above and beyond 

general anxiety measures. On the interview survey, the interview anxiety scale was preceded 

by the prompt: “Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following 

statements (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = 

strongly agree),” and was measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale. This measure is included 

in the Appendix. 

Self-promotion.  Self-promotion was measured using the 14-item Slight Image 

Creation portion of Levashina and Campion’s (2007) self-rated Interview Faking Behavior 

scale. Reliability of this scale was good (α = .92). An example of an item from this scale is “I 

enhanced my fit with the job in terms of attitudes, values, or beliefs.” On the interview 

survey, the self-promotion scale was preceded by the prompt: “Please indicate to what extent 

you agree or disagree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 

neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree),” and was measured on a 5-point 

Likert-type scale. This measure is included in the Appendix. 

Justice Perceptions.  The 15 items from Colquitt’s (2001) 20-item justice scale 

which measure procedural and interactional justice perceptions were used to measure 

candidate justice perceptions. These items have been reworded to reflect the employment 

interview context (e.g., “The interview procedures were free from bias”). Reliabilities of the 

procedural and interactional justice subscales were good (α = .84 and .89, respectively). On 

the interview survey, the justice perception items were preceded by the prompt: “Please 
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indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree),” and 

were measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale. This measure is included in the Appendix. 

Interview Performance.  Interview performance was assessed using two self-rated 

questions, based on a ten-point Likert scale: “How would you rate your overall performance 

in the interview?” (1 = very poor, 10 = excellent) and “How likely do you think it is that you 

will be offered a job with this company?” (1 = very unlikely, 10 = very likely). Reliability of 

this scale was adequate (α = .72). This measure is included in the Appendix. 

Applicant-Interviewer Similarity.  Similarity was measured by asking the applicant 

if the interviewer was the same sex, race, or age as himself/herself. This measure is included 

in the Appendix. 

Applicant Experience.  Experience was measured by asking each applicant how 

many employment interviews he/she had completed prior to the present interview in the past 

month, in the past year, and in his/her lifetime. This measure is included in the Appendix. 

Interview Outcomes.  The interview outcome was measured using three 

dichotomous questions: “Have you been invited back for a second interview by the 

organization which you interviewed with?”, “Have you been invited to a site visit by the 

organization which you interviewed with?”, and “Have you been offered a job by the 

organization which you interviewed with?” For analysis, the three outcome variables were 

dummy-coded as 1 for “yes” and 0 for “no.” In the context of this study, invitation to a 

second interview, invitation to a site visit, and offer of employment were all considered 

indications of a successful interview, so were weighted the same. The three interview 

performance outcomes (job offer, second interview, site visit) were then coded as a new 
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variable: “interview outcome.” A “1” on any of the three performance outcomes was then 

translated into a “1” on the interview outcome for that individual, indicating a successful 

interview. If “0” was the score on all three outcome items for an individual, then this 

translated to “0” on the interview outcome variable, indicating an unsuccessful interview. 

This measure is included in the Appendix. 

Demographic items. Participants answered demographic questions inquiring about 

their gender, race, and age. 

Results 

 Means, standard deviations, correlations, and scale reliabilities are reported in Table 

1. Before conducting analyses to test rapport-building hypotheses, I examined the rapport 

building items to determine suitability for inclusion in the rapport scale. First, I carried out a 

reliability analysis for all of the original 18 rapport scale items. Initial reliability was good (α 

= .89), but five of the items (see Table 2) had low total correlations with regards to the 

overall scale (< .40). Consequently, these items were dropped from the scale. The resulting 

scale’s reliability was improved accordingly (α = .91). Next, a factor analysis was performed 

on the remaining 13 rapport items. Initially, a two-factor solution was extracted, but the 

percentage of variance added by the second factor was only 8.6%, so I also explored a single 

factor solution. All 13 items loaded satisfactorily onto one factor, with the lowest loading 

being .58. Hair et al. (2006) provide guidelines for assessing minimum factor loading values. 

They recommend that with α = .05 and a sample size of 163, the minimum factor loading 

which is needed to conclude significance is .45. All 13 factor loadings were higher than .45, 

so all items were included in the final scale, and a single factor solution for the scale items 

was retained. Factor loadings for the single factor solution are reported in Table 2.  
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Several regression analyses were conducted in addition to the bivariate correlations to 

test my hypotheses. Control variables were the same for all models and included age, gender, 

race, applicant-interviewer similarity, and applicant experience. First, a moderated 

hierarchical regression was carried out on the self-rated interview performance variable. 

Control variables were entered in step 1, followed by applicant interview anxiety and 

interviewer rapport building in step 2. Finally, the interview anxiety/interviewer rapport 

building interaction term was entered in step 3. The results of this regression analysis are 

reported in Table 3. 

Next, a moderated logistic regression was performed on the interview outcome 

variable. Logistic regression is the appropriate analytical technique to use in this case since 

the outcome variable is dichotomous. Controls were entered in the first step and IA and RB 

were entered at step 2. The interaction term was entered in step 3. None of the variable 

coefficients were significant in this analysis. The results of this regression analysis are 

reported in Table 4. 

Finally, three separate two-step hierarchical regression models were used to evaluate 

the relationships between rapport building and self-promotion behaviors, procedural justice 

perceptions, and interactional justice perceptions. As with the other regression models, 

control variables were entered in step 1 and predictor variables were entered in step 2 for 

each respective model. Results from each of these analyses are reported in Tables 5, 6, and 7.  

Hypothesis 1 stated that candidate interview anxiety would be negatively related to 

self-rated reports of interview performance. A significant bivariate correlation provided 

preliminary support for this hypothesis (r = -.52, p < .01) and was further tested via 

hierarchical regression. Step 1 of this model did not account for a significant amount of 
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variance, but incremental variance accounted for in step 2 was significant (∆R2 = .24, p < 

.01). Furthermore, the effect of interview anxiety was significant (B = -.99, p < .01), 

providing further support for hypothesis 1. Together, these findings support hypothesis 1.  

Hypothesis 2 stated that candidate interview anxiety would be negatively related to 

positive interview outcomes (e.g., invitation to a second interview/site visit, offer of 

employment). This was not supported by the bivariate correlation results (r = .02, p = n.s.). 

Results of the moderated logistic regression also failed to support hypothesis 2. Neither the 

control variable step nor the predictor variable step of the logistic regression model 

accounted for a significant amount of variance in positive interview outcomes. The effect of 

interview anxiety on positive interview outcomes was non-significant as well (B = .20, p = 

n.s.). Thus, hypothesis 2 was not supported. 

Hypothesis 3 stated that interviewer rapport building would moderate the interview 

anxiety/self-rated performance relationship. A moderated hierarchical regression analysis 

was performed to test this hypothesis. After entering control variables in step 1, and 

interview anxiety and rapport building in step 2, the interaction term was entered in step 3. 

Rapport building did not exhibit a significant effect in step 2 of the model (B = .15, p = n.s.), 

nor did the interaction term in step 3 (B = -.04, p = n.s.). Furthermore, adding the interaction 

term to step 3 of the model did not significantly increase variance explained by the model 

(∆R2 = .00, p = n.s.), which failed to provide support for hypothesis 3. Thus, hypothesis 3 

was not supported. 

Hypothesis 4 stated that interviewer rapport building would moderate the interview 

anxiety/positive interview outcome relationship. A moderated logistic regression analysis 

was performed to test this hypothesis. After entering control variables in step 1, and 



27 
 

 

interview anxiety and rapport building in step 2, the interaction term was entered in step 3. 

None of the variables in the model exhibited a significant effect on positive interview 

outcomes, which included rapport building (B = -.02, p = n.s.) and interview anxiety (B = .20 

p = n.s.) in step 2, and the interaction term in step 3 (B = 1.12, p = n.s.). Finally, the third step 

of the model did not indicate a good overall fit for the data (-2LL = 83.06.), failing to support 

hypothesis 4. Thus, hypothesis 4 was not supported. 

Hypothesis 5 stated that interviewer rapport building would be negatively related to 

the occurrence of candidate self-promotion behaviors. A significant bivariate correlation 

provided preliminary support for this hypothesis (r = -.28, p < .01) and was further tested via 

hierarchical regression. Step 1 of this model did not account for a significant amount of 

variance, but incremental variance accounted for in step 2 was significant (∆R2 = .07, p < 

.01). Furthermore, the effect of interview anxiety was significant (B = -.32, p < .01), 

providing further support for hypothesis 5. These findings support hypothesis 5. 

Hypotheses 6a and 6b stated that interviewer rapport building would be positively 

related to applicant perceptions of procedural and interactional justice. Significant bivariate 

correlations provided preliminary support for hypothesis 6a (r = .55, p < .01) and 6b (r = .62, 

p < .01). These hypotheses were further tested via hierarchical regression analyses. In the 

procedural justice regression model, step 1 accounted for a significant amount of variance 

(∆R2 = .09, p < .05), with applicant experience exhibiting the only significant effect among 

the controls (B = .02, p < .05). Incremental variance accounted for in step 2 was significant 

(∆R2 = .29, p < .01), in which the effect of rapport building on procedural justice was also 

significant (B = .54, p < .01). These findings support hypothesis 6a.  
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In the interactional justice model, step 1 controls did not account for a significant 

amount of variance. Step 2 did account for a significant increase in variance explained in 

interactional justice (∆R2 = .38, p < .01) and the coefficient of rapport building was also 

significant (B = .56, p < .01), further supporting the hypothesis. These findings support 

hypothesis 6b. 

Post Hoc Analyses 

 In addition to the hypothesized relationships, there were additional findings which 

were significant. First, although my results failed to support a rapport building/interview 

anxiety interaction effect with regards to the self-rated interview performance relationship, I 

found that interview anxiety and rapport building were negatively correlated (r = -.27, p < 

.01), and both were significantly related to self-rated interview performance (r = -.52, p < 

.01; r = .19, p < .05). Due to these relationships, I considered the possibility of a mediation 

effect, with interview anxiety mediating the relationship between rapport building and 

interview performance. I conducted analyses according to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) 

suggestions. Their method first requires significant relationships between the IV and DV, IV 

and moderator, and the moderator and DV. As evidenced in Table 1, these initial 

requirements are met by the current dataset, so I proceeded by entering rapport building and 

interview anxiety into a regression equation with self-rated interview performance. The effect 

of rapport building on self-rated interview performance dropped from a significant value (B 

= .19, p < .01) to a nonsignificant one (B = .12, p = n.s.) with the addition of interview 

anxiety, which suggested a mediation effect. After conducting a Sobel test, a significant 

Sobel test statistic of 3.17 (p < .01) further supported this mediated relationship. Based on 

these results, I concluded that the relationship between rapport-building and self-rated 
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interview performance is fully mediated by interview anxiety. This result may provide some 

explanation for why no interview anxiety/rapport building interaction relationship was found. 

 Another interesting finding involved the relationship between interview anxiety and 

candidate self-promotion behaviors. This relationship was also not predicted, but was 

significant nonetheless (r = .46, p < .01). As with the self-rated performance relationship 

described previously, I explored a mediated relationship between rapport building, interview 

anxiety, and self-promotion. After entering rapport building and interview anxiety together in 

a regression equation predicting self-promotion behaviors, the coefficient of rapport building 

dropped from B = -.28 (p < .01) to B = -.20 (p < .05). So, although effect size was reduced, 

the coefficient remained significant. I conducted a Sobel test and found evidence of 

mediation (Sobel = -2.87, p < .01). Paired with the reduced regression coefficient of rapport 

building, these findings suggest that interview anxiety partially mediates the relationship 

between rapport building and self-promotion behaviors, with rapport building still having a 

significant direct relationship with self-promotion behaviors.  

 Last, guided by the pattern established by the previous two findings, I examined the 

significant relationships between interview anxiety and procedural justice (r = -.35, p < .01) 

and interactional justice (r = -.32, p < .01). Based on the interview performance and self-

promotion results, I suspected I would find that interview anxiety at least partially mediated 

the relationship between rapport building and justice perceptions. Again, I entered interview 

anxiety into the regression equations with rapport building, predicting procedural and 

interactional justice. After adding interview anxiety to the procedural and interactional justice 

regression equations, the effect size of rapport building was reduced slightly in both cases, 

but remained significant (B = .49, p < .01; B = .52, p < .01). Sobel tests on these coefficients 
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confirmed the existence of partial mediation with regards to the procedural justice 

relationship (Sobel = 2.30, p < .05) and the interactional justice relationship (Sobel = 2.10, p 

< .05). Past research has suggested that justice perceptions influence feelings of anxiety (e.g., 

Spell, 2007), so I also tested the possibility that interview anxiety mediated the effects of 

justice perceptions on rapport building ratings. Sobel test statistics for procedural justice 

(1.25) and interactional justice (.97) were both nonsignificant. Based on these results, I 

concluded that interview anxiety partially mediates the relationship between rapport building 

and procedural justice and interactional justice, with rapport building still maintaining a 

significant, direct relationship to both. 

Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships of rapport building and 

interview anxiety with interview performance, self-promotion, and justice perceptions. 

Additionally, I aimed to replicate findings of prior interview anxiety research. Based on 

previous research, I hypothesized that interview anxiety would be negatively related to 

perceptions of interview performance as well as objective measures of performance, that 

rapport building would moderate those relationships, and that rapport building would be 

negatively related to self-promotion behaviors and positively related to justice perceptions. 

Additionally, I examined some unpredicted results and conducted additional analyses on 

these findings. I discuss these findings and their implications in more detail in the following 

sections. 

Results demonstrated that although interview anxiety was related to self-rated 

performance, it was not significantly related to objective measures of interview performance 

(i.e., positive interview outcomes). This suggests that although individuals who experience 
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interview anxiety may feel that their interview performance is suffering, interviewer 

decisions are not affected by the existence of interview anxiety. It is possible that this is 

because interviewers are adept at discerning when interview anxiety is the source of poor 

applicant performance, and adjust their reactions accordingly. Or, interview outcome results 

may have been affected by inadequate participant response during the second phase of data 

collection, potentially rendering that result inconclusive. This will be discussed in more detail 

later.  

Next, although I predicted an interaction between rapport building, interview anxiety, 

and interview performance, results did not support a relationship between rapport building 

and interview outcomes, nor did rapport building moderate either of the interview 

anxiety/interview performance relationships (subjective or objective). Rapport did exhibit a 

significant relationship with self-rated interview performance initially until interview anxiety 

was added to the equation, at which point rapport building’s effect became nonsignificant. 

This prompted further investigation into the relationship. After conducting additional 

analyses, I discovered that rapport building’s relationship with self-rated interview 

performance was being fully mediated by interview anxiety. This explains statistically, 

although not theoretically, why I did not find the predicted moderation relationship. So, the 

relationship between rapport building, interview anxiety, and self-rated performance is 

mediated, not an interaction between rapport building and interview anxiety.  

Rapport building was also negatively related to self-promotion, indicating that as the 

interviewer engages in more rapport-building behaviors, interviewees tend to engage in fewer 

self-promotion behaviors. Similar to the self-rated interview performance relationship, after 

conducting additional analyses, I found that the connection between rapport building and 
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self-promotion was partially mediated by interview anxiety. In the mediation, interview 

anxiety is positively related to self-promotion. The direct effect for rapport building on self-

promotion was still significant, but it is clear that at least part of the relationship is explained 

through interview anxiety.  

Last, I found that rapport building and justice perceptions (procedural and 

interactional) were positively related, suggesting that interviewee perceptions of procedural 

and interactional justice were improved for those applicants whose interviewers engaged in 

rapport building. Again, further analysis revealed that these relations were partially mediated 

by interview anxiety, meaning that although rapport building is directly related to justice 

perceptions, it is also indirectly related to justice perceptions via the mechanism of interview 

anxiety.  

Implications 

 Research. The current research contributes to the organizational literature in several 

ways. First, I was able to replicate McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) findings regarding 

interview anxiety, which demonstrates the importance of the contextualized interview 

anxiety construct in a college recruiting setting. My results approximated their own with 

regards to the construct’s relationship with self-rated performance as well as the reliability of 

the scale. On the other hand, the interview outcome results of this study diverge from 

McCarthy and Goffin’s suggestion that interview anxiety would contribute to actual 

interview performance (as measured by interview outcomes) beyond the contribution of self-

perceived interview performance. Together, these results indicate that interview anxiety is an 

important construct which impacts self-perceptions of interview performance, but which does 

not appear to significantly influence interview outcomes.  
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 Second, rapport building is frequently promoted in the organizational literature as 

beneficial to a number of workplace relationships, but only a few studies have tried to 

operationalize the construct. In response to this, and based on research from a variety of 

disciplines, I have attempted to gather the commonly identified features of rapport building 

under a single one-factor scale. All items which were retained loaded adequately onto the 

single factor, which demonstrates that previous studies have been describing the same 

construct, although incompletely. According to Spector (1992), precision, reliability, and 

scope can be improved with increased number of items (assuming the items are related to the 

construct in question). This study brings those indicators together under a single factor for a 

more comprehensive measurement of rapport. The items of the rapport scale can also be 

fairly easily adapted to other workplace contexts (e.g., the supervisor-subordinate 

relationship) by changing the wording “interviewer” and “interview” to match the 

appropriate setting. Consequently, this scale can be used to investigate the effects of rapport 

building efforts in other workplace situations, thereby increasing the utility of this scale. 

 Third, this research illustrates several important relationships involving rapport 

building in the employment interview. Although researchers often emphasize the importance 

of rapport building behaviors, the relationship between rapport and other interview-related 

constructs has not been evident. It is clear from the results of this study, however, that 

rapport is an important factor in interviews, and so the present research lends support to these 

earlier claims. However, most of the relationships are slightly more complex than originally 

predicted. In fact, perhaps the most impactful finding with regards to rapport building in this 

study is that the effect of rapport on other interview-related variables is mediated by 

interview anxiety. For example, I originally anticipated an interaction between rapport 
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building and interview anxiety, but rapport building did not appear to act differentially on 

interview anxiety. The relationship is instead direct and negative: as rapport 

increases/decreases, interview anxiety decreases/increases. The mediation of rapport by 

interview anxiety held for other variables as well, including self-promotion and justice 

perceptions. Although these latter relationships were not fully mediated, the partial mediation 

by interview anxiety lends further support to the notion that much of rapport building’s 

beneficial impact occurs via interview anxiety.  

This issue of mediation of course raises more questions. For instance, while the direct 

negative correlation between rapport building and self-promotion is explained well by 

previous research and theory, why interview anxiety is related to self-promotion behaviors is 

less clear. Clinical research does provide some explanation for this relationship, though. For 

example, clinical research has shown that insecurity and anxiety are both related to the 

incidence of lying (Ennis, Vrij, & Chance, 2008; Gillath, Sesko, Shaver, & Chun, 2010). 

Additionally, Miller (1992) contends that a drive towards self-actualization may be why 

people lie, and that along with guilt, anxiety is most often associated with lying. It is 

reasonable to postulate then, that anxious and insecure interview candidates are more likely 

to self-promote themselves, and that as the interviewer builds rapport with the candidate and 

reduces interview anxiety, candidate self-promotion behaviors decrease.  

The interview anxiety-mediated rapport building/justice perception relationships are 

not as easily explained. Past research has suggested that improved justice perceptions can 

help to reduce anxiety in an organizational appraisal context (Spell, 2007). However, this 

relationship is in the opposite direction of that suggested by the current study and does not 

explain the mediating effect of anxiety between rapport building and justice perceptions. As 
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described in the results section, mediation effects were tested in the opposite direction 

(interview anxiety mediating the effects of justice perceptions on rapport building) and Sobel 

tests returned nonsignificant results. This provides evidence for the direction of the rapport 

building/justice perception relationship, but it doesn’t bring an explanation of the interview 

anxiety mediation any closer. It does seem reasonable to believe that reduced rapport 

building results in higher interview anxiety, which then causes interviewees to perceive 

lower justice, but research does not provide an empirical basis for this supposition. Another 

possibility is that another anxiety-related personality characteristic such as Neuroticism may 

be explaining the relationship between interview anxiety and justice perceptions. Bernerth, 

Feild, Giles, and Cole (2006) demonstrated that Neuroticism is related to procedural justice 

perceptions (r = -.13, p < .05). Again, this explains one part of the mediated relationship, but 

it does not explain the mediation itself. It is clear that further research is needed to fully 

understand the nature of the rapport building/interview anxiety relationship, but hopefully 

these results provide a starting point for future studies. 

Despite questions which remain regarding the mediation effects found, there still exist 

direct relationships between rapport building and self-promotion and justice perceptions. 

Regarding self-promotion, if the directionality of this relationship is such that rapport 

building influences self-promotion behaviors, future interview research (particularly research 

related to interview faking) may need to look more closely at this construct, taking care to 

distinguish between the effects of self-promotion and ingratiation behaviors. Likewise, 

rapport building is clearly linked to applicant justice perceptions and so should be included in 

any future investigations of applicant reactions. More research is needed to establish the 

nature of relationships like these, but findings regarding the connection between rapport 
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building, self-promotion, and justice should encourage future researchers to further explore 

the importance of rapport in the interview. 

 Fourth, in addition to the hypothesized relationships, I found that gender was a 

significant predictor of interview self-promotion behaviors, with males being more likely to 

engage in self-promotion than females. Researchers have disagreed on whether men or 

women are more likely to tell self-oriented lies, but recent experimental research by Feldman 

(2002) has concluded that men are more likely to self-promote when engaged in 

conversations. My results appear to be in line with this finding.  Although my study does not 

provide the information necessary to expound upon this result, it does contribute to this field 

of study and highlights the importance of including gender as a control in future interview 

and self-promotion research.  

As a final general note on research implications, based on the additional findings 

discussed previously, it is clear that several of rapport building’s relationships with other 

interview-related variables can be explained through, or in conjunction with, interview 

anxiety. Although the direct correlation between rapport building and interview anxiety is 

relatively small (r = -.27), the relationship appears to be important, with interview anxiety 

acting as a mediator in many rapport building relationships. Future research which examines 

either construct should be aware of this relationship and consider including interview anxiety 

as a covariate in related analyses. 

 Practice. There are a couple of practical implications of this research. Generally 

speaking, results from this study demonstrate to practitioners and managers the impact of 

interview anxiety and rapport building in interviews. Rapport building and interview anxiety 

are common topics of discussion on interview self-help websites and in consumer-level 
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business publications, but specifics regarding their impact are scant. The present study sheds 

some light on these constructs and the role they play in the interview. 

The claim that rapport is important is not new, but findings from this study provide 

empirical evidence in support of the recommendation that it should be practiced in 

interviews. Specifically, increased rapport building was found to be related to improved 

perceptions of procedural and interactional justice, and decreased self-promotion behaviors. 

This suggests two things. First, managers and hiring personnel may be able to improve the 

accuracy of the information they gather in interviews by engaging in rapport building 

behaviors with interviewees. Interviewees are less likely to misrepresent themselves and their 

qualifications when an interviewer engages in rapport building with them. Second, 

interviewers who engage in rapport building are likely to improve justice perceptions for 

individuals they interview. As Chapman et al. (2005) have pointed out, justice perceptions 

are a key factor in fostering job acceptance intentions and attraction to the organization.  

Another important practical implication stemming from this study involves the 

construct of interview anxiety. Interview anxiety is often cited as a problematic source of 

poor performance in the interview, but results from this research indicate that this may not 

necessarily be the case. While interview anxiety is clearly related to self-perceptions of 

interview performance, it does not appear to predict positive interview outcomes (i.e., job 

offers, invitations to a second interview, site visits). The implication here is that interviewees 

should perhaps be advised that although they might feel nervous during interviews, research 

thus far does not conclusively support the notion that this anxiety impacts interviewers’ 

perceptions of performance to the point of influencing hiring decisions. As evidenced by the 

mediation findings, however, interview anxiety is related to applicant self-promotion 
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behaviors and justice perceptions. Because of this, hiring personnel should take steps when 

possible to reduce the influence of applicant anxiety in interviews.  

Limitations 

 As with any research, this study has some limitations. Primarily, there are three 

limitations that bear mentioning. First, and perhaps most obvious, is the use of self-report 

measures for data collection. Ideally, outcome measures should have been collected from an 

alternative source, such as from the interviewers themselves. Unfortunately, this was not 

possible since communication with interviewers at the career centers was prohibited. Using 

the same method to collect all data is commonly claimed to result in common method bias, 

which allegedly leads to inflated correlations. However, as Spector (2006) has pointed out, 

common method variance may not be the ubiquitous problem that many researchers make it 

out to be. He cautions that variables such as social desirability can affect findings, but reports 

that even the influence of factors such as this is very small. Furthermore, VIF and tolerance 

values for all predictors were near 1 in all regression models, which indicates that 

multicollinearity between predictors was not a problem. This in turn suggests that a single 

factor (such as socially desirable responding) did not account for a significant amount of 

common variance in multiple predictors. Finally, significant effect sizes were large enough 

that it is unlikely that common method variance would explain them. To address this issue in 

future studies, though, researchers may consider implementing a research design which 

employs multiple methods of data collection. 

 A second limitation involves participant response rate in the second phase of my 

study. Of the 164 individuals who completed the initial survey, only 65 responded to the 

online follow up survey. This low number was influenced by low participant response as well 
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as the conclusion of employment interviews at the career center. The low sample size is 

potentially problematic for interpretation of logistic regression results. Peduzzi et al. (1996) 

advise that the minimum sample size necessary for logistic regression analysis can be 

determined by the following formula: 

� �
���
�

 

In this formula, k is the number of covariates entered in the regression formula and p is the 

smallest proportion of negative or positive cases in the population. Based on the positive 

interview outcome proportion of .40 in my own study, and using seven covariates, the 

minimum suggested sample size according to this formula is 175 participants. Alternatively, 

Long (1997) recommends a minimum sample size of 100 participants when using logistic 

regression. Using either guideline, the sample of individuals used in the logistic regression 

analysis is small. This could have potentially impacted the logistic regression results. 

However, it is likely that this pattern of null findings is still accurate. After dummy coding 

the interview outcome variable and conducting correlational analyses, no significant 

relationship was found between interview outcomes and interview anxiety. In fact, the size of 

the correlation between interview outcomes and interview anxiety, besides also being 

nonsignificant, was so small (r = .02) that is unlikely that the logistic regression results would 

be much improved with a larger sample size. Regardless, researchers should be aware of this 

limitation in the usage of logistic regression and plan accordingly.  

 Finally, as previously noted, causality of relationships cannot be determined in cross-

sectional correlational designs such as that employed by this study. The implication of this is 

that interpretation of results is restricted to reporting significant relationships between 

variables. However, correlational field studies offer certain advantages over experimental 
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designs. For example, the generalizability and external validity of findings are increased with 

the use of a field study. Because this study design was used, I was able to record interviewee 

data from a variety of interview contexts (e.g., different interviewers, different industries). 

Furthermore, the types of questions being asked by this research may have been difficult to 

approach using an experimental or quasi-experimental design. If future studies do consider 

further exploration of the constructs in this study, it may be useful to employ a research 

design which can establish temporal precedence, such as an experiment.  

Future Research  

The results of this study suggest a couple of potential avenues for future research. 

First, it is evident that rapport is an important variable in employment interviews. Additional 

research should be conducted to determine the role it plays with respect to other variables. 

For example, although rapport was not found to moderate the interview anxiety/interview 

performance relationship as predicted, it might be interesting to know whether rapport is 

effective for moderating the generally negative effects of increased interview structure on 

applicant reactions. Since I found rapport to be positively related to improved justice 

perceptions, it is possible that implementation of rapport building behaviors would 

effectively reduce other negative applicant reactions, including those induced by increased 

interview structure. 

  Another construct examined in this study which probably merits further investigation 

is interview anxiety. Findings from the current research indicate that interview anxiety does 

not have an impact on interview outcomes such as hiring decisions. However, this suggests 

something different from McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) own findings, which found that 

interview anxiety negatively predicted interviewer-rated measures of interviewee 
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performance. As discussed previously, limited sample size may have impacted interview 

outcome findings in this study, but another explanation might be worth exploring. It is 

possible that another variable, such as interviewer experience, may be interacting with 

interviewer-rated performance measures so that direct relationships involving interview 

outcomes are not easily interpretable. Research which explores this question should also 

employ objective measures of interview performance. In fact, given limited research in this 

area all future studies involving interview anxiety should consider using an objective 

measure of interview performance. 

 Finally, there were several unanticipated findings which might be beneficial to 

examine more closely in future studies. Among those were a) a significant positive 

relationship between rapport building and self-rated interview performance, b) a significant 

positive relationship between interview anxiety and self-promotion, c) a significant negative 

relationship between interview anxiety and justice perceptions, and d) a significant positive 

relationship between gender and self-promotion. Additionally, the mediation relationships 

should be investigated more extensively. None of these relationships were expected or 

predicted, but all have potentially important implications in interviews. Subsequent studies 

should explore these relationships further. 

Conclusion 

 This study contributes to the field of organizational research in several important 

ways. First, the current research extends McCarthy and Goffin’s (2004) research on interview 

anxiety and lends support to the reliability of their interview anxiety scale. Little is known 

about what role contextualized anxiety plays in the interview, and my findings contribute to 

the understanding of the construct by revealing its role as an important mediator in the 
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interview setting. Next, this research fills a couple of important research gaps regarding 

rapport. The construct of rapport has been defined in a variety of ways and my research ties 

the most commonly recurring components of rapport together under a single measure. 

Hopefully this serves to facilitate future research on rapport building in interviews. 

Additionally, the present research contributes to the discussion about whether rapport is 

helpful or harmful to the interview process by examining how rapport interacts with other 

interview factors. Although the question still ultimately remains as to whether it should be 

practiced in structured interviews, these results offer evidence in support of its value. Past 

research has implied that rapport could lead to extraneous information which might interfere 

with interviewers’ ability to judge candidate performance objectively, but interview outcome 

results of my study indicate otherwise. It does not appear that rapport building contributes 

appreciably to interview outcomes (e.g., hiring decisions). Finally, my research extends the 

extant literature on applicant impression management and justice perceptions, both important 

constructs in the interview, and how they are related to rapport building. Hopefully findings 

from this study will help to provide a direction for future researchers interested in rapport or 

interview anxiety research.  
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Table 2 

Rapport scale factor loadings 
 

Rapport Scale Items 
Factor 

Loading 

1. The interviewer greeted me with a friendly handshake. .58 

2. The interviewer engaged in casual conversation with me during the interview. .62 

3. The interviewer smiled frequently. .69 

4. The interviewer nodded his/her head while listening to my responses/questions. .72 

5. The interviewer made frequent eye contact during the interview. .67 

6. The interviewer encouraged me to ask questions. .65 

7. The interviewer created a sense of “warmth” during the interview. .65 

8. The interviewer was a warm individual. .60 

9. The interviewer was attentive and appeared interested in what I had to say. .79 

10. The interviewer had a casual and relaxed manner during the interview. .75 

11. The interviewer evoked feelings of trust. .77 

12. The interviewer had a good sense of humor. .76 

13. The interviewer put me at ease during the interview. .80 

  

Omitted Scale Items  

1. The interviewer asked questions about my hobbies or personal interests.  

2. The interviewer used my first name frequently during the interview.  

3. The interviewer acted as if he/she had a job to do and didn’t care how it was accomplished. 

4. The interviewer treated the interview as if it were a mechanical, routine process. 

5. The interviewer accepted my responses without condemnation or disapproval.  
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Table 3 

Self-rated interview performance hierarchical regression analysis 

 
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Variables B (S.E.) t B (S.E.) t B (S.E.) t 

1. Intercept 6.83 (.74) 9.29** 9.12 (1.10) 8.31** 9.09 (1.12) 8.14** 

2. Applicant-Interviewer 
Similarity 

-.18 (.15) -1.19 -.12 (.14) -.90 -.12 (.14) -.87 

3. Applicant Experience .05 (.02) 2.69** .03 (.02) 2.18* .03 (.02) 2.17* 

4. Age .01 (.03) .38 -.01 (.03) -.19 -.01 (.03) -.19 

5. Gender .04 (.22) .16 -.05 (.19) -.27 -.05 (.19) -.26 

6. Race .15 (.25) .62 .13 (.22) .58 .12 (.22) .57 

7. Interview Anxiety   -.99 (.16) -6.28** -.99 (.16) -6.24** 

8. Rapport Building   .15 (.15) .97 .15 (.16) .98 

9. Interview Anxiety x 
Rapport Building 

    -.04 (.24) -.16 

R2 .07 .30 .30 

Adjusted R2 .04 .27 .26 

∆ R2  .07 .24 .00 

F 2.08 23.86** .02 

Note: * denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .01 
n = 163 
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Table 4 

Interview outcome logistic regression analysis 

 
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Variables B (S.E.) Wald B (S.E.) Wald B (S.E.) Wald 

1. Intercept -.70 (1.67) .18 -1.19 (3.35) .13 -1.22 (3.31) .14 

2. Applicant-Interviewer 
Similarity 

.35 (.44) .63 .36 (.44) .67 .41 (.45) .82 

3. Applicant Experience -.03 (.05) .39 -.03 (.05) .33 -.04 (.05) .61 

4. Age .02 (.07) .08 .02 (.07) .11 .03 (.07) .15 

5. Gender -.60 (.53) 1.28 -.63 (.53) 1.38 -.68 (.55) 1.53 

6. Race -.25 (.62) .62 -.26 (.65) .17 -.46 (.68) .45 

7. Interview Anxiety   .20 (.49) .16 .36 (.51) .50 

8. Rapport Building   -.02 (.54) .00 -.08 (.54) .02 

9. Interview Anxiety x 
Rapport Building 

    1.12 (1.09) 1.06 

-2LL 84.38 84.17 83.06 

Nagelkerke R2 .05 .05 .07 

χ2  2.24 2.45 3.56 

Note: * denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .01 
n = 65 
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Table 5 

Self-promotion hierarchical regression analysis 

 
Step 1 Step 2 

Variables B (S.E.) t B (S.E.) t 

1. Intercept 2.39 (.42) 5.72** 3.73 (.56) 6.68** 

2. Applicant-Interviewer 
Similarity 

.03 (.09) .34 .05 (.09) .59 

3. Applicant Experience .01 (.01) .77 .01 (.01) .70 

4. Age -.02 (.02) -1.01 -.02 (.02) -1.09 

5. Gender .25 (.12) 2.03* .25 (.12) 2.10* 

6. Race -.34 (.14) -1.38 -.30 (.14) -1.23 

8. Rapport Building   -.32 (.09) -3.46** 

R2 .07 .14 

Adjusted R2 .04 .11 

∆ R2  .07 .07 

F 2.17 12.00** 

Note: * denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .01 

n = 163 
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Table 6 

Procedural justice hierarchical regression analysis 

 
Step 1 Step 2 

Variables B (S.E.) t B (S.E.) t 

1. Intercept 3.90 (.35) 11.11** 1.62 (.40) 4.03** 

2. Applicant-Interviewer 
Similarity 

.09 (.07) 1.17 .05 (.06) .87 

3. Applicant Experience .02 (.01) 2.54* .02 (.01) 3.30** 

4. Age -.01 (.02) -.32 .00 (.01) -.30 

5. Gender .00 (.10) .00 .00 (.09) .01 

6. Race .21 (.12) 1.73 .15 (.10) 1.53* 

8. Rapport Building   .54 (.07) 8.18** 

R2 .09 .38 

Adjusted R2 .06 .36 

∆ R2  .09 .29 

F 2.80* 66.95** 

Note: * denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .01 

n = 163 
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Table 7 

Interactional justice hierarchical regression analysis 

 
Step 1 Step 2 

Variables B (S.E.) t B (S.E.) t 

1. Intercept 4.32 (.433) 12.92** 1.93 (.36) 5.32** 

2. Applicant-Interviewer 
Similarity 

.04 (.07) .56 .04 (.06) .07 

3. Applicant Experience .01 (.01) .71 .01 (.01) 1.17 

4. Age .00 (.01) -.28 .00 (.01) -.24 

5. Gender .09 (.10) .89 .09 (.08) 1.16 

6. Race .00 (.11) .03 -.05 (.09) -.61 

8. Rapport Building   .56 (.06) 9.40** 

R2 .01 .39 

Adjusted R2 -.02 .37 

∆ R2  .01 .38 

F .38 88.42** 

Note: * denotes p < .05, ** denotes p < .01 

n = 163 
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Appendix 

Interviewer Rapport-building a 

1. The interviewer greeted me with a friendly handshake. 

2. The interviewer engaged in casual conversation with me during the interview. 

3. The interviewer asked questions about my hobbies or personal interests. 

4. The interviewer smiled frequently. 

5. The interviewer nodded his/her head while listening to my responses/questions. 

6. The interviewer made frequent eye contact during the interview. 

7. The interviewer used my first name frequently during the interview. 

8. The interviewer encouraged me to ask questions. 

9. The interviewer created a sense of “warmth” during the interview. 

10. The interviewer acted as if he/she had a job to do and didn’t care how it was 

accomplished. b 

11. The interviewer was a warm individual. 

12. The interviewer treated the interview as if it were a mechanical, routine process. b 

13. The interviewer was attentive and appeared interested in what I had to say. 

14. The interviewer accepted my responses without condemnation or disapproval. 

15. The interviewer had a casual and relaxed manner during the interview. 

16. The interviewer evoked feelings of trust. 

17. The interviewer had a good sense of humor. 

18. The interviewer put me at ease during the interview. 

a Items 3, 7, 10, 12, and 14 were dropped from the final scale. 
b Items reverse-coded. 

 



61 
 

 
 

Candidate Interview Anxiety 

1. I become so apprehensive in job interviews that I am unable to express my thoughts 

clearly. 

2. I get so anxious while taking job interviews that I have trouble answering questions that 

I know. 

3. During job interviews, I often can't think of a thing to say. 

4. I feel that my verbal communication skills are strong. a 

5. During job interviews I find it hard to understand what the interviewer is asking me. 

6. I find it easy to communicate my personal accomplishments during a job interview. a 

7. I often feel uneasy about my appearance when I am being interviewed for a job. 

8. Before a job interview I am so nervous that I spend an excessive amount of time on my 

appearance. 

9. In job interviews, I worry that the interviewer will focus on what I consider to be my least 

attractive physical features. 

10. If I do not look my absolute best in a job interview, I find it very hard to be relaxed. 

11. I feel uneasy if my hair is not perfect when I walk into a job interview. 

12. During a job interview, I worry about whether I have dressed appropriately. 

13. While taking a job interview, I become concerned that the interviewer will perceive me 

as socially awkward. 

14. I become very uptight about having to socially interact with a job interviewer. 

15. I get afraid about what kind of personal impression I am making on job interviewers. 

16. During a job interview, I worry that my actions will not be considered socially 

appropriate. 
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Candidate Interview Anxiety (continued) 

17. I worry about whether job interviewers will like me as a person. 

18. When meeting a job interviewer, I worry that my handshake will not be correct. 

19. In job interviews, I get very nervous about whether my performance is good enough. 

20. I am overwhelmed by thoughts of doing poorly when I am in job interview situations. 

21. I worry that my job interview performance will be lower than that of other applicants. 

22. During a job interview, I am so troubled by thoughts of failing that my performance is 

reduced. 

23. During a job interview, I worry about what will happen if I don't get the job. 

24. While taking a job interview, I worry about whether I am a good candidate for the job. 

25. During job interviews, my hands shake. 

26. My heartbeat is faster than usual during job interviews. 

27. It is hard for me to avoid fidgeting during a job interview. 

28. Job interviews often make me perspire (e.g., sweaty palms and underarms). 

29. My mouth gets very dry during job interviews. 

30. I often feel sick to my stomach when I am interviewed for a job. 

a Items reverse-coded. 
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Candidate Self-Promotion 

1. I said that it would take less time to learn the job than I knew it would.  

2. I exaggerated my future goals.  

3. I exaggerated my responsibilities on my previous jobs.  

4. I exaggerated the impact of my performance in my past jobs.  

5. During the interview, I distorted my answers based on the comments or reactions of the 

interviewer. 

6. During the interview, I distorted my answers to emphasize what the interviewer was 

looking for.  

7. I distorted my answers based on the information about the job I obtained during the 

interview. 

8. I distorted my work experience to fit the interviewer’s view of the position.  

9. I distorted my qualifications to match qualifications required for the job.  

10. I tried to find out about the organization’s culture and then use that information to 

fabricate my answers. 

11. I enhanced my fit with the job in terms of attitudes, values, or beliefs.  

12. I inflated the fit between my values and goals and values and goals of the organization.  

13. I inflated the fit between my credentials and needs of the organization.  

14. I tried to use information about the company to make my answers sound like I was a 

better fit than I actually was. 
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Candidate Procedural Justice Perceptions 

1. I was able to express my views and feelings during the interview. 

2. I had influence over the outcome of the interview. 

3. The interview procedures were applied consistently. 

4. The interview procedures were free from bias. 

5. The interview procedures were based on accurate information. 

6. The interview procedures upheld ethical and moral standards. 

 

Candidate Interactional Justice Perceptions 

1. The interviewer treated me in a polite manner. 

2. The interviewer treated me with dignity. 

3. The interviewer treated me with respect. 

4. The interviewer refrained from improper remarks or comments. 

5. The interviewer was candid in his/her communications with me. 

6. The interviewer explained interview procedures thoroughly. 

7. The interviewer’s explanations regarding interview procedures were reasonable. 

8. The interviewer communicated details of the interview in a timely manner. 

9. The interviewer seemed to tailor his/her communications to my specific needs. 

 
 
Candidate Interview Performance 

1. On a scale of 1-10 (1 = poor, 10 = excellent), how would you rate your overall 

performance in the interview? 

2. On a scale of 1-10 (1 = very unlikely, 10 = very likely), how likely do you think it is that 

you will be offered a job with this company? 
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Interviewer/Applicant Similarity 

1. The interviewer appeared to be the same race as me.           

2. The interviewer was the same gender as me.                         

3. The interviewer appeared to be the same age as me.             

 

Candidate Experience 

1. Prior to this interview, how many employment interviews have you completed in the past 

month? 

2. Prior to this interview, how many employment interviews have you completed in the past 

year? 

3. Prior to this interview, how many employment interviews have you completed in your 

lifetime? 

 

Interview Outcomes 

1. Have you been invited back for a second interview by the organization which you 

interviewed with? 

2. Have you been invited to a site visit by the organization which you interviewed with? 

3. Have you been offered a job by the organization which you interviewed with? 

 

Demographic Items 

1. What is your gender? 

2. What is your age (in years)? 

3. What is your race? 
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