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Abstract

From the perspective of social
information processing and the impression
management (IM) literature, we propose a
new construct, entitled  “interviewer
impression  management  tactics,” and
examine its effects on applicant attraction in
three studies. Based on an inductive
approach (Study 1), 12 wverbal and 7
nonverbal interviewer IM tactics were
identified. The results of a laboratory
experiment (Study 2) and a field survey
(Study 3) showed that interviewer IM tactics
influenced applicant attraction such as

perceived attractiveness, prestige perceptions,

even after
of job and

and job pursuit intentions,
controlling for the effect
organizational characteristics.
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In recent years, the “war for talent”
(Michaels, Handfield-Jones, & Axelrod,
2001) has pushed organizations to attract the
very best job candidates in an effort to ensure

their long-term success. The employment
interview has proven to be one of the most
popular selection and recruitment devices.
Therefore, researchers have long been
interested in studying interview-related
determinants of applicant attraction. For
example, researchers have examined the
extent to which applicant attraction is
influenced by the focus of the interview (e.g.,
Stevens, 1998; Taylor & Bergmann, 1987),
by interview structure (e.g., Turban &
Dougherty, 1992), or by interviewer or
recruiter characteristics, such as warmth,
trustworthiness, gender, and race (e.g.,
Chapman, Uggerslev, Carroll, Piasentin, &
Jones, 2005; Liden & Parsons, 1986).

A number of important job,
organizational, and interviewer
characteristics have been identified to affect
applicant attraction. However, an important
question remains largely unanswered: What
are the most effective interviewer behaviors
that attract quality job candidates? To answer
this question, we propose a new construct,
interviewer IM tactics, based on the social
information processing theory (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978) and the impression
management literature (e.g., Schlenker,
1980). Social information processing theory
has been used to study employee job
attitudes and task design (e.g., Griffin, 1983;
O’Reilly & Caldwell, 1985). However, it has
received little attention in the recruitment
literature. As employees’ work attitudes and
behaviors (e.g., perceptions of task attributes,
affective responses, and productivity) are
found to be affected by the way social
information is processed by their supervisors,
we argue that job applicants’ attitudes and
behavioral intentions may also be influenced
by how job and organizational information is
interpreted by the interviewer. In other words,
favorable evaluations of organizational
attractiveness or higher job pursuit intentions
would be solicited from applicants when
interviewers present the job and the
organization in an attractive  way.
Accordingly, we believe that interviewer IM
tactics, which can be defined as interviewers’



verbal and nonverbal behaviors that aim to
control the images of the job and the
company to facilitate favorable applicant
evaluations toward the job or the prospective
employer, should be a useful means for
interviewers to attract job applicants. Whilst
these arguments make intuitive sense, they
have yet to be systematically developed and
empirically examined. Therefore, the primary
purpose of the paper is to introduce the
concept of interviewer IM tactics into the
recruitment literature and provide some
evidence of its effects on applicant attraction.

To date, we know little about the type of
interviewer IM tactics in the recruitment
context. Similarly, we have little information
about how interviewers and applicants
evaluate these tactics. Thus, the present
studies are intended to contribute to the
literature by: (a) providing a taxonomy of
interviewer IM tactics and (b) comparing and
contrasting  the  evaluation of the
effectiveness of these tactics from both the
interviewer’s and the applicant’s perspective.
Three consecutive studies were conducted to
achieve these objectives. First, in Study 1, we
identified the forms of interviewer IM tactics
and assessed interviewers’ attitudes toward
these tactics by employing an inductive
approach. Next, a laboratory experiment
(Study 2) was designed to explore the
effectiveness of two of the most frequently
mentioned interviewer verbal IM tactics that
were identified from Study 1 (i.e.,
self-promotion and  information-sharing
tactics). Finally, a field survey (Study 3) was
conducted to find out how actual job

applicants reacted to four types of
interviewer IM tactics (self-promotion,
other-focused, rapport  building, and

nonverbal tactics). Results of these studies
not only extend the previous recruitment
research on recruiter effects but also widen
the range of applications of IM tactics to the
practice of attracting job applicants.
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Data of this study were collected in
February 2007. We approached managers
who were currently enrolled in EMBA

programs at two universities in northern
Taiwan. Among 65 managers approached, 56
(86.2%) agreed to participate in this study.
Among them, 61% were male, the mean of
age and work experience were 41.0 and 16.5
years (SD = 5.1 and 5.0), respectively. None
of them came from the same organization.
Overall, they held a wide variety of positions
(e.g., HR and marketing manager) in various
industries (e.g., banking, electronics, and
retailing). All of them had experience in
conducting employment interviews (the
mean interview experience was 32.7 times
(SD = 103.0)). This diverse sample reduced
the possibility of any particular industry or
job  function exerting disproportionate
influence on the items generated. Participants
were asked to recall the employment
interviews they conducted in past twelve
months and write down the exact verbal and
nonverbal IM incidences they, as an
interviewer, had engaged in to build a
positive image of the job (or the company).
Respondents were also encouraged to write
down how and why they believe such
behaviors were beneficial to create a positive
image.
Study 2

Data were collected between June and
September 2007. This study was a 2
(self-promotion vs. information-sharing) x 3
(job attributes vs. compensation and benefits
VS. work/company environment)
between-subject factorial design. Participants
came from business schools at six
universities located in northern and central
Taiwan. One hundred and thirty-two college
and graduate students who were currently
seeking a job (full-time or part-time) or
planning to get a full-time job within the next
twelve months participated in this study.
Among them, 81 (61.4%) were female, and
the mean age was 22.8 years (SD = 1.8). One
hundred and fifteen (87.1%) participants had
previously held a full- or part-time job or
were currently employed at the time the
study was conducted. On average, their
full-time and part-time work experience was
1.7 and 21.3 months (SD = 6.9 and 19.4),
respectively.
Study 3

Sixty-six interviewer-interviewee dyads



from 27 firms in Taiwan formed the basis of
this study. The 66 interview sessions were
exclusively one-to-one, first-stage interviews
in which interviewers had to fulfill both
selection and recruitment objectives. These
interview  sessions  consisted of 66
interviewees, 42 interviewers, and were
concerned with various job positions, such as
managerial, administrative and professional
positions. Among the 42 interviewers, 27
(64.3%) were female. Their mean age and the
mean work experience were 36.6 and 10.3
years (SD = 7.6 and 7.2), respectively. Of the
66 interviewees, 34 interviewees had a
college degree and 25 had a master degree or

above. Among them, 36 (54.5%) were female.

Their mean age and the mean work
experience were 28.0 and 4.6 years (SD = 6.4
and 4.7), respectively.

Survey data were collected between
October 2007 and March 2008. Contacts in
each participating company received a
package that included a brief description of
the purpose of the study, five pairs of
numbered questionnaires (one for the
interviewer and one for the applicant), and
ten self-addressed envelopes to facilitate
direct returns to the researchers. Contacts
were informed that this study was concerned
with the employment interview process.
They were asked to distribute questionnaires
to both the interviewer and the job applicant
at the completion of employment interviews.

Interviewers and interviewees were
instructed to fill out their respective
questionnaires  immediately  after  the
interview has been completed. They were
also informed that their responses would be
used only for research purposes. Interviewers
were asked to provide their demographic
information, to evaluate the job and
organizational characteristics and to rate the
extent to which they use the four IM tactics.
Applicants were asked to report their
demographic information and post-interview
reactions.
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Three studies were conducted to explore

the types of interviewer IM tactics and
examine the influences of these tactics on

applicant attraction. These studies identified
a number of interviewer IM tactics that have
been frequently used by corporate recruiters.
Results of these studies also demonstrated
that at least some of these tactics can lead to
greater applicant attraction. We found that
self-promotion is the most effective
interviewer impression management tactic
that leads to applicant attraction.
Interviewers’  self-promotion tactics were
positively and significantly related to all
three applicant attraction variables. Moreover,
the positive relationship between
self-promotion  tactics and  applicant
attraction was observed even when the
objective characteristics of the job and the
organization have been taken into
consideration.

Our results suggest that corporate
recruiters generally use some IM tactics to
attract job candidates. This finding highlights
that a gap may exist between academic
research  and  recruitment  practices.
Interviewers can do more in attracting job
applicants than what have been labeled as

“recruiter effects” in previous recruitment
studies. For example, in addition to being
informative, interviewers can highlight the
positive meanings behind such information
to enhance applicants’  perceptions of
organizational attractiveness and their job
pursuit intentions (i.e., self-promotion
tactics). We believe the research on broader
impacts of interviewer IM tactics not only
contribute to the development of the
recruitment literature, but are also of
practical relevance to practitioners in
conducting effective employment interviews.
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